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INTRODUCTION

Many readers of the Bible, both trained and untrained alike, share a resistance to a literary
treatment of the material they read. Perhaps as a subdued trace of the time when literalism was the
key to biblical studies, the analysis of literary forms has yet to make a decisive impact outside of the
realm of the biblical critics themselves.

If it can be said that there is such a thing as a “key” to understanding the scriptures, surely a
major part of that key is an appropriation of the thought of the writers. It is necessary to know not
only the historical backgrounds, not only the geography and sociology of the area concerned, but to
get inside the minds of the writers of the passages being read and to see through their eyes. For this,
a thorough understanding of what is being said must be supplemented by an understanding of how
it is said. It is, so to speak, necessary to cease being observers and to become, instead, participants in
the thought of the writers.

How is such a thing possible? Actually, whenever we read something that is particularly meaningful
to us, it is just this that we do. The clue to the effect which an author has upon us is his ability to
persuade us that he is writing, not about imaginary people and pretended events, but about our own
situation and our own selves. If the Bible has survived as a gripping force for nearly 2,000 years, it is
precisely because it, despite outward appearances, is concerned not only with names, dates, and
events of history, but with us.

Yet, there is not one of us who would dare to claim that he has exhausted the values of the Bible,
that he is ready now to move on to fresher pastures. Far to the contrary, every reader must admit
that there is more to be found. But though we admit that this is the case, we are met by the difficulty
of penetrating the outer wrapping of a book now 2,000 years old. Two solutions present themselves
to us. One is to bring the book down to our level, to modernize it, as it were. To reinterpret what it
has to say in modern terms. We are familiar with this approach, particularly in regard to children’s
books about the Bible and also popularized novels about biblical characters. The other solution is to
educate ourselves up, to broaden our own understanding and experience so as to find meaningful
what was previously beyond our abilities.

The literary character of biblical materials is a major hurdle to be crossed in this process of
education. On an elementary level, of course, this is obvious. We recognize the absurdities once
committed, when poems were read as history, when parables were read as biography, and when
legend was read as eye-witness reports. We now smile at attempts to locate the inn where the Good
Samaritan stopped; Joshua’s command to the sun is no longer a source of astronomical information
for us, and we do not take seriously expeditions that go searching for Noah’s ark. But beyond the
elementary level we are not so sure.

As an example, it is often still not recognized by Bible readers that the sayings of Jesus in the New
Testament are largely cast in poetic form. Even after the popular publication of the Gospel of
Thomas, a perusal of which should convince even the most skeptical that we are dealing with
Semitic poetry, the sayings are commonly still read as prose. On the other hand, we commonly hear
(even in biblical commentaries) comments about the “poem of the flood,” even though that narrative
is cast as a prose legend.’

What is the purpose of recognizing, and, equally important, analyzing biblical poetry? How can
this affect our understanding of the material? In what way does such a study bring us closer to the
mind of the writer?

Just as we find it necessary, and automatic, to read a recipe for cooking in a different way from a
newspaper report; and just as a reader of detective stories finds his enjoyment greatly enhanced if he
tries to follow the development of the story in the writer’s mind as he reads; so we open our minds to
new levels of understanding when we consider how the biblical poet speaks to us as well as what it is
that he speaks. A few examples may show how this can be.

Repetition is at the heart of Hebrew poetry.? To understand this is to begin to appreciate the text.
Repetition lies at the heart of “parallelism,” though it is not limited to it. Parallelism, the most
obvious and perhaps most basic element in Hebrew poetic structure, is essentially nothing more
than the repetition of thought. Sometimes the repetition extends to fine details, so that every term
finds a counterpart; sometimes the repetition is not only of thought but of actual words; sometimes
the repetition is only of image or impression. These differences are differences of style, and their
manipulation is responsible for much of the effect. But the fact of the repetition is essential. As an
example,

! That the Gilgamesh Epic is cast as poetry is not really relevant here.
2 Cf. James Muilenburg: “A Study in Hebrew Rhetoric.”
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Numbers 23:7-10
Two kinds of repetition are involved, the repetition within the lines, and repetition between lines.
The key words 2pP¥° and DR recur not merely twice, but three times (twice by name, once in the
pronoun “him”). After each thought has been repeated within the line, the lines are themselves
caught up by the repetition of the key terms.
An elementary lesson to be drawn from this is that we must expect the repetition, and not be
misled by it. Most of us are familiar with the famous passage in Matthew, where a poetic passage
from Zechariah was read as a historical prophecy, and the character of the repetition was not noted:

Einate tf Ouyotpl Ziwv [8ov 0 Bootievs cov €pyetal oot mpols kol EnPePnK®s €nt Gvov Kol

€1l TOAOV V10V Voluyilov TopevBEves 8¢ 01 Labntal Kol Toloovies ko0ms cuvétatey avtols

0 Incods fyayov v Gvov kol Tov TdLOV Kol EXEOMKAY ENAVED OVTAV T LUATLO OVTOV
Matthew 21:5-7

The Old Testament quotation was misunderstood by the writer, with unfortunate consequences for
his narrative about Jesus. The other three gospel writers interpreted the lines correctly:
1% N2 XM O
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Zechariah 9:9
If we are alert to discover what has happened here, we must be equally alert to avoid the same
mistake ourselves:
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Deuteronomy 32:1-2
and we shall not fall into the trap of attempting to discover what role the sky plays in contrast to the

earth, in the invocation.?
Nor when we read:

3 Such an attempt which actually has been made is reported by G. Ernest Wright, in “The Lawsuit of God,” p.
46.
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will we attempt to determine the reason why God should lead us into evil, and contrast it with his
saving power; nor will we state that the portion concerning debts must be apocryphal, because it
requires God’s forgiveness on the basis of our own action in forgiving.*

Apart from the simple use of repetition within lines, serving to emphasize, to clarify, to impress,
and many other purposes as the poet wishes, there is the more complex repetition between lines.
This was seen in the Numbers passage, and is evident in the Deuteronomy passage also, a passage
in which each line picks up from the preceding, so that it is difficult to find a stopping point without
copying out the major part of the poem. One special significance of the recognition of this aspect of
repetition is the determination of poetic units.

Influenced, no doubt, by the fact that older Bibles had the custom of printing each verse as a
separate paragraph,’ Bible readers, commentators,’ and printers have been very slow to recognize
the elementary fact that sentences belong together. Biblical manuscripts generally run their materials
all together, rather than separate the materials into sections according to content.” It is thus the
task of the modern student to discover where the breaks between units of material come. In the
prophets much of the meaning depends upon the proper discovery of where one poem ends and
another starts.

Of great importance for an understanding of the message of Second Isaiah is the recognition that
the so-called “Servant Songs” are not separate scraps inserted into alien material, but an integral
part of a larger poem complex. The climactic proclamation in 44:28 depends upon, and is integral
with, the beginning proclamation in 40:1. The integrity of the poem, 40:1-44:28 (except for an
insertion in 44:9-20) is evident upon an analysis of the repetition of terms throughout the passage,
meaningful repetition which (as in the Numbers 23 passage) delineates the structure.®

Less spectacular, but none the less significant, is the result for Psalm 137:
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* Cf. Rudolf Bultmann: Jesus and the Word, p. 129; also cf. Karl Kundsin: “Primitive Christianity in the Light
of Gospel Research,” p. 90.

5 Once, just after the appearance of the whole R.S.V., I showed a copy to a girl in a youth group who had
previously known only the King James Version. “Why,” she exclaimed in great surprise, “it’s printed just like a

12

real book
6 A typical example, one of the better of its kind, is the second edition of Peake’s Commentary on the Bible,
which consists largely of verse by verse commentaries. Though written by modern scholars, it is possible in only
a few of its commentaries to find a view of sections rather than individual sentences.

" The Dead Sea Manuscript 1QIs?, published in 1950 by Millar Burrows, may be an exception. See chapter 4
for a fuller discussion.

8 On this subject the reader might refer to James Muilenburg, op. cit., as well as the relevant portion of his
commentary in the Interpreter’s Bible, also see chapter 3 of this study.
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As pointed out by Morgenstern,’ this poem consists of two poems, which must therefore be read
separately. The first poem, extending through the line which begins 779¥X X? OX is characterized by
much the same type of repetition as we have noticed previously. The key terms 737 and 02%17° and
the use of the first person delineate the boundaries. This poem has been followed by another poem in
which the two key terms occur in the initial lines (thus providing a transition, or mnemonic), but in
which they are not central.”’

Another example in which the meaning of a passage is directly related to the ability of the reader
to discover the boundaries of the unit is this:

QINRT AR

"RXYyn QXY Oyai DXT
Mwan v

YR XP° NI
NXT TP WoRA 0D

TR 2% 17 INWR2 2771 7R DX 2R DR KR 210 10 1?37
Genesis 2:23-24

It is clear that the poem consists of two lines, as above. The repetition which delineates the unit is,
this time, not a repetition of words but of grammar and style (the theme “something from something”).
The sentence which follows the poem is a commentary."

Although the role of repetition is far from exhausted, we may turn to another, related, characteristic,
the poetic line. Typically, though not always, biblical poetry consists of two-part lines, as has been
evident in the specimens given above. Generally, biblical manuscripts do not divide the material into
lines, and the modern reader must do this for himself.'? The importance of recognizing the extent of
the lines is demonstrated in a classic example:

00106 Yap €6ty 6 pndeis d1c Hooiov 100 mpodnitov Aéyovios Dmviy Bodvios €v Tf epfiun’ Etol- pdoate v
080v Kupilov evbeios moteite 105 1pifovs avtod™?
Matthew 3:3 = Luke 3:3 = Mark 1:3 = John 1:23

The Old Testament passage was misunderstood, with the result that it is difficult to determine
whether the text was modified to fit the figure of John the Baptist, or the narrative about John the
Baptist modified to fulfill the presumed prophetic text, which reads:

XTp P
I 777 11D 7272

179K 1901 7127v2 1
Isaiah 40:3

The poetic line began with the words 72772, as is shown by the parallel 7727¥2.

From the same poem:

12 TANR T2y 17
WD 7N37 N2

¥ Julius Morgenstern: “Jerusalem, 485 B.C.,” p. 145.

0 The distinction between the two poems is, of course, also made obvious by the abrupt change of grammar and
style, e.g. the use of ¥, and the use of ? to form a direct object.

1 Failure to recognize the character of the poetry led Monsignor Ronald Knox to write the following footnote to
his translation of the passage: “It is not certain whether these words are represented as having been spoken by
Adam or whether they are a commentary by the author.” Generally, throughout his translation Knox treated
prose and poetry alike.

12 Some exceptions to this observation are discussed in chapter 2.

13 This passage, to be sure, is cited directly from the Septuagint by the four gospels. The Septuagint text may
be read with “in the desert” applying to either the line which precedes or which follows. It was apparently a loss
of the understanding for poetic form which resulted in the portrayal of John preaching in the desert.



13

15y 119 °nna
X°%1° 0°135 vawn

K> K21 Py XD
1P T2 ¥ORw° R

2w X7 7137 73P
73227 XY 77770 7w

DOYN KX NARD
7177 X291 7770° X5

LAY IR DV TV
151 %R 1N1INDY
Isaiah 42:1-4

The concept of the “coastlands waiting for his law” is the result of the action of the servant, part of
the eschatological event (as commonly in the prophetic literature), rather than a description of the
situation that prevails while the servant acts. This is seen only when it is realized that the final
phrase is the second part of a line, and must therefore be interpreted along with the first part.
A rather fine discrimination of sense in Psalm 2 depends upon the correct distinction of the lines:
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The traditional interpretation runs “Ask from me and I will give you nations as your inheritance,”
making the possession dependent upon a request. In the version given above, the text is a proclamation
of the sovereignty of the king, rather than a statement of a promise to the king.

Past this point, the determination of repetition, of lines, and of units, we may not proceed without
delving into rather precise analysis, for concerning other elements there is widespread disagreement
among scholars. At this point we may consider that the examination has advanced far enough to
support the contention that an understanding of the materials is directly dependent on an
understanding of and appreciation for the form of these materials. It is possible for a translator or
editor to do much in the way of helping the understanding of the reader. He may, for example,
provide the reader with the division into lines and parts of lines. He may distinguish the various
units from each other, though this is rarely done. Nevertheless, it is incumbent upon the reader to
understand the meaning of these forms.

The justification for all biblical criticism is that it has as its goal a deeper penetration into the
thought of those who wrote. It often appears, on the surface, to deal with items that are rather
abstruse and which are only with difficulty related to the reading of scripture. Yet, when examined
closely, it is commonly seen that what has appeared irrelevant is actually at the heart of understanding.
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PROCEDURE

As was pointed out in the preceding section, while there is general agreement concerning some of
the basic characteristics of biblical Hebrew poetry, agreement is less evident in regard to other
features. It is the principal purpose of this study to examine the poetry of the Hebrew Bible and to
determine what can at the present time be learned. That there may be various methods of conducting
such a study seems evident. The procedure adopted here is this:

After a review of the history of analysis of biblical Hebrew poetry, an attempt will be made to
discover from the poetic texts their characteristic elements, starting with the most elementary. It
would have been possible to begin by taking each of the major discoveries or theories in turn, and
subjecting it to careful scrutiny on the basis of the text. To a very limited extent this has been done
in the historical survey. However, it was felt that while such a procedure might prove useful, a more
constructive approach could be found in a thoroughgoing analysis from the ground up. This should
not be taken to mean that the work of previous scholars has been ignored. On the contrary, little of
this analysis would have been possible without a detailed study of the work done by scores of
persons in the past. This preliminary study is reflected, in part, in the bibliography of relevant
material which begins on page 15. What it does mean is that the work of previous scholars has been
brought in and utilized as it was relevant to the particular stages of the analysis when reached.

Thus, chapter 1, the Historical Survey, is by and large a review of work done by others, while the
following chapters are, as far as practicable, a fresh examination. Naturally the influence of previous
scholars’ work has been felt and indeed been crucial. Whenever specific influences could be traced,
an attempt has been made to give due credit in the notes.

It is an easy pitfall to assume a structure not on the basis of actual analysis but on the basis of
habit or the experience of the observer in his own particular background. Particularly when dealing
with a literature which grew up in a language outside the Indo-European family, there is a danger
for the western student in making judgments about what is “obvious,” or “beyond doubt,” or “natural.”
A second pitfall to be avoided is the desire to extend results beyond the analysis. It sometimes
happens that a discovery, perhaps in the excitement of the moment, is given too great an emphasis.
Several times the writer too has had to check an impulse to turn a general observation into a hard
and fast rule.

The consonantal text of the Hebrew Bible has been the basis of the analysis in this study. It has
been felt that to employ the Massoretic formulation of the text would be to commit oneself to an
interpretation of the text coming from a time after many of the principles of the ancient poetry may
have been forgotten. Where it was deemed appropriate, use of the Samaritan Pentateuch, of various
of the Dead Sea Scrolls, and of the Septuagint and other versions has been made in order to
establish a text. On the other hand, textual emendation—except as based clearly upon such existing
texts—has been excluded from the study. This is not from a conviction that the text does not need
emending. Far to the contrary, it appears evident to the writer that much of the Hebrew text is in a
bad state. Rather, it is due to an attempt to avoid introducing into the analysis the subjective
element which would inevitably result from basing a study upon a text which has been conjecturally
restored.

Quotations have been given in the original script, untranslated. It is assumed that the reader of
this study has a working knowledge of biblical Hebrew (and, occasionally, Greek). This is due to the
fact that in translation much of the character of the original is lost. That the Hebrew (and Greek) is
used rather than a transliteration is a personal preference of the writer. Much of the material under
study has been reproduced, in order to make it possible to point out various aspects of the text.
Printed editions of the text commonly arrange the material according to the viewpoint of the editors
(e.g. in the Kittel Biblia Hebraica, of the Massoretes), and this makes a fresh examination difficult.
However, not all texts have been reproduced, and it is expected that the reader has for reference an
edition of the Hebrew Bible.

This study has been limited, with a few exceptions, to an examination of the poetry in the Hebrew
Bible. The study of the poetry of cognate languages (e.g. Ugaritic, Akkadian, Aramaic, Arabic) might
yield much useful information concerning the origins of Hebrew poetic customs, and occasionally
throws light upon the nature of these customs. Use of studies made of these languages has been
made at various points, but generally it has been felt that Hebrew poetry has in and of itself a genre
which may be studied. The Aramaic and Greek poetry of the Bible, as well as Hebrew poetry later
than the Old Testament period, has been dealt with only superficially, as a careful treatment would
extend this study beyond reasonable bounds. Nevertheless, where a surviving trait seems to make
clear a point which is obscure in the biblical material itself, it has been discussed.

From time to time comment has been made on the practical value of various parts of the analysis,
in the hope that this might lead thought in the direction of fuller investigation of the implications of
the feature observed.



15

BIBLIOGRAPHY
Part 1

A Comprehensive List of Published Writings on the Subject of Hebrew Poetry

It is intended that this bibliography be as complete and inclusive as possible. Without doubt there
are other publications which deserve to be listed but have escaped notice. Nevertheless, certainly the
bulk of major writings on the subject has been included.

In principle, writings which deal with only a particular text and are concerned only incidentally
with poetic analysis are excluded from this list. An exception has been made, however, for a few
studies which in the course of examination of a particular poem have yielded new material for the
development of the study of biblical poetics.

Reference to books in the bibliography has been made in the body of this study by mentioning the
name of the author and the title of his work (occasionally, as in the case of long titles, the first part
of the title). The reader is advised to turn to the bibliographical listing for further details of publication.

An * at the end of a listing indicates that the work was utilized in the preparation of this study.

Albright, William Foxwell: The Archaeology of Palestine, London (Penguin Books), 1960, pp. 230-233.*
“A Catalogue of Early Hebrew Lyric Poems (Psalm LXVIII),” in Hebrew Union College
Annual, vol. 23, part 1. Cincinatti. 1950-51, pp. 1-39.*
“The Earliest Forms of Hebrew Verse,” in Journal of the Palestine Oriental Society, vol. 2,
1922, pp. 69-86.*
“The Oracles of Balaam,” in Journal of Biblical Literature, vol. 63, 1944, pp. 207-233.*
“The Psalm of Habakkuk,” in Studies in Old Testament Prophecy (ed. H. H. Rowley),
Edinburgh, 1950, pp. 1-18.
See also listing in Bibliography, part 2.
Anton, C. G.: Conjectura de metro hebraeorum antiquo, Leipzig, 1770.
Arnold, W. R.: “The Rhythms of the Ancient Hebrews,” in Old Testament and Semitic Studies in
Memory of William Rainey Harper, Chicago, 1908, pp. 165-204.
Ball, C. J.: “The Metrical Study of Qin6th,” in Proceedings of Biblical Archaeology, vol. 9, 1887, pp.
1-131ff.
Barnes, W. E.: “Hebrew Meter and the Text of the Psalms,” in Journal of Theological Studies, vol.
33, 1941-2, pp. 374-382.
Barton W. E.: The Psalms and Their Story, Boston, 1898.
Baumann, E.: “Die Metrik und das Alte Testament” in Theologische Rundschau, vol. 8, 1905, pp.
41-54.
Begrich, J.: “Der Satzstil im Finfer,” in Zeitschrift fiir Semitistik, vol. 9, 1933, pp. 169-209.
“Zur hebraischen Metrik,” in Theologische Rundschau vol. 4, 1932, pp. 67-89.
Bellermann, dJ. J.: Versuch iiber die Metrik der Hebrder, Berlin, 1813.
Berkowicz, M.: Der Strophenbau in den Psalmen und seine dusseren Kennzeichen, 1910.
“Strophenbau und Responsion in den Psalmen,” in Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des
Morgenlandes, vol. 17, 1903, pp. 233-245; vol. 21, 1907, pp. 178-190.
Bévenot, H.: “Le cantique d'Habacuc,” in Revue Biblique, vol. 42, 1933, pp. 499-525.
Bickell, Gustav: “Das alphabetische Lied in Nahum 1,2-I1,3” in S.W.A.W., CXXXI.
Das Buch Hiob nach Anleitung der Strophik and der Septuaginta auf seine urspriingliche
Form zuriickgefiihrt und in Versmasse des Urtextes iibersetzt, Vienna, 1894.
Carmina veteris testamenti metrice, Innsbruck, 1882.
Dichtungen der Hebrder zum ersten Male nach der Versmassen des Urtextes iibersetzt I-111,
1882-3.
“Die hebraische Metrik,: in Zeitschrift der deutschen Morgenliandischen Gesellschaft, vol.
35, 1881, pp. 415-422.
“Die Metrik der alttestamentlichen Poesie,” in Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theologie, 1878,
pp. 791-796.
“Die Strophik des Ecclesiasticus,” in Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes,
vol. 6, 1892, pp. 871f.
Metrices biblicae regulae exemplis illustratae, 1879.
“Uber semitische Metrik,” in S.W.A.W., 1897.
“Zum hebridische Metrik,” in Zeitschrift der deutschen morgenlindischen Gesellschaft, vol.
34, 1880, pp. 557-563.



16

Bissell, E. C.: “Metrical Theories as to Old Testament Poetry,” in Presbyterian and Reformed Review,
1893, pp. 440-449.
Bloch, A.: “Vers und Sprache im althebréische metrische und syntaktische Untersuchungen,” in Acta
Tropica, Suppl. 5, 1946, pp. 31ff.
Boling, Robert G.: “Synonymous Parallelism in the Psalms,” in Journal of Semitic Studies, vol. 5,
1960, pp. 221-255.*
Briggs, Charles A.: Commentary on the Psalms (International Critical Commentary Series, 1907).*
“The Hebrew Pentameter,” in Hebraica, vol. 4, April, 1888.
“The Hebrew Tetrameter,” in Hebraica, vol. 4, Oct., 1887.
“The Strophical Organization of Hebrew Trimeters,” in Hebraica, vol. 3, Oct., 1886.
Broadribb, Donald: “Thoughts on the Song of Solomon,” in Abr-Nahrain, vol. 3, 1961-2, pp. 11-36.*
“Genezo” in Dia Regno, 1963, pp. 796-7, 801-2.*
Brown, Fr.: “The Measurements of Hebrew Poetry as an Aid to Literary Analysis,” in Journal of
Biblical Literature, vol. 9, 1890, pp. 71ff.
Brung, A.: Die Rhythmus der alttestamentliche Dichtung, 1930.
Bruno, Arvid: Das hebrdische Epos, Uppsala, 1935.
Die Psalmen, eine rhythmische und textkritische Untersuchung, 1954.
Der Rhythmus der alttestamentlichen Dichtung, 1930.
Spriiche, Prediger, Klagelieder, Esther, Daniel. Eine rhythmische und textkritische Untersu-
chung, Stockholm, 1958.
Budde, Carl: Grundziige des Rhythmus, des Vers- und Strophenbaues, 1875.
“Das hebréiische Klagelied,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, 1882, pp.
1-52; followed by “Zum hebriischen Klagelied,” in the same periodical, 1891, pp.
234-247; 1892, pp. 31-37, 261-275.*
“The Poem in 2 Kings XIX 21-28 (Isaiah XXXVII 22-29) in Journal of Theological Studies,
vol. 35, 1934, pp. 307-313.
“Zum Kina-verse,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, 1934, pp. 306-8.*
Burney, C. F.: The Poetry of our Lord, Oxford, 1925.
Byington, S. T.: “A Mathematical Approach to Hebrew Metres,” in Journal of Biblical Literature, vol.
66, 1947, pp. 63-77.
Carmignac, J.: “Etude sur les procédés poétiques des hymnes,” in Rue de Qumran, vol. 2, 1959-60,
pp. 515-532.
Cary, Otis: The Man Who Feared God for Naught. A Rhythmical Version of the Book of Job, New
York and Chicago, 1898.
Caspari, Wilhelm: “Psalm 84 in drei Strophen,” in Zeitschrift des deutschen morgenlindischen
Gesellschaft, vol. 75, 1921, pp. 51-56.%*
Cassuto, U.: The Goddess Anath (in Hebrew), Jerusalem, 1953.*
Castellino, D. G.: “Il ritmo ebraico nel pensere degli antichi.” in Biblica, vol. 15, 1934, pp. 505-516.
Causse, A.: “Les origines de la poésie hébraique,” in Revue d’Histoire et de Philosophie Religieuses,
vol. 5, 1925, pp. 1-28.
Cobb, Wiliam Henry: A Criticism of Systems of Hebrew Metre, Oxford, 1905.
“Primary Hebrew Rhythm,” in Journal of Biblical Literature, vol. 20, 1901, pp. 158-174.*
Condamin, Albert: “Les chants lyriques des prophétes. Strophes et choers,” in Revue Biblique, 1904,
pp. 353-376.
“Contre le morcellement des Psaumes,” in Recherches de Science Religieuse, vol. 15, 1925,
pp. 206-233.
Poémes de la Biblie, avec une introduction sur la strophique hébraique, 1933.
“Symmetrical Repetitions in Lamentations Chapters I and II,” in Journal of Theological
Studies, vol. 7, 1906, pp. 137-140.%*
“Trois Poémes de Jeremie (Jer. I1,1-1V,4),” in Recherches de Science Religieuse, and reprinted
separately, Paris, 1912.
Conder: Hebrew and Babylonian Poetry,” in Quarterly Statements of the Palestine Exploration Fund,
July, 1898.
Cornhill: Kommentar zu Jeremia, 1905.
Cross, Frank M.: “Notes on a Canaanite Psalm in the O.T.,” in Bulletin of the American Schools of
Oriental Research, vol. 116, 1949, p. 19-21.
Delitzsch, Franc: Biblical Commentary on the Psalms, vol. 1, 2nd edition, 1894.
Desnoyers, L.: Les Psaumes. Traduction rhythmé d’aprés ’hébreu, Paris, 1935.
Devimeux, D.: La Genése, II: Les trois poémes historiques: Abraham, Isaak, Jacob, Paris, 1935.
Doller, Joh.: Rhythmus, Metrik und Strophik in dem biblische hebrdische Poesie systematisch dar-
gestellt. Paderborn, 1899. Driver, G. R.: “Hebrew Poetic Diction,” in Supplements to Vetus



17

Testamentum, Congress Volume 1935, Leiden, 1954, pp. 26-39.*
“The Psalms in the Light of Babylonian Research,” in The Psalmists, ed. D. C. Simpson,
London, 1926, pp. 109-175.
Driver, S. R.: An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament, New York (Meridian Books),
1956, pp. 361-368.*
Duhm, B.: Das Buch Jeremia, Tiibingen, 1903.
Kurzer Hand-Commentar zum Buche Jeremia, 1901.
Psalmenkommentar, second edition, 1922.
Twelve Prophets: Version in the Various Poetical Measures of the Original Writings, tr. A.
Duff, London, 1912.
Dus, Jan: “Die altisraelitische amphiktyonische Poesie,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft, 1963, pp. 45-54.*
Eissfeldt, O.: Einleitung in das alte Testament, Tibingen, 1956, pp. 63-67.
Euringer, S.: Die Kunstform der althebrdischen Poesie, Miinster, 1912.
Eusebius: Preparationes Evangelicae, book 11, Chapter 5.
Ewald: Die Dichter des alten Bundes, second edition, 1866.
Faulhaber, V. von: Die Strophentechnik der biblischen Poesie, Kempten, 1913.
Feinberg, C. L.: “The Poetic Structure of the Book of Job and the Ugaritic Literature,” in Bibliotheca
Sacra, vol. 103, 1946, pp. 283-292.
Fenton, F., with H. Borgstrom: The Book of Job, Translated from Hebrew Text into English, Rendered
into the Same Metre as the Original Hebrew Word by Word and Line by Line, London, 1901.
Flamant, R.: “A propos de la métrique des Hébreux,” in Science Catholique, 1900, pp. 632-641.
Flockner: Uber den Character der a.t. Poesie, Beuthen, 1898.
Fohrer, Georg: Die Hauptprobleme des Buches Ezechiel, a Beiheft of Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft, no. 72, Berlin, 1952, pp. 63ff.
“Jeremias Tempelword 7:1-15” in Theologische Zeitschrift, vol. 5, 1949, pp. 401ff.
“Uber den Kurzvers,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol. 66, 1954, pp.
199-236.*
Foote, T. C.: “The Metrical Form of the Song of Degrees,” in American Oriental Society, vol. 27, pp.
108-122.
Freedman, David N.: “Archaic Forms in Early Hebrew Poetry,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft, vol. 72, 1960, pp. 7-107,*
Fullerton, Kemper: “The Rhythmical Analysis of Is. 1:10-20,” in Journal of Biblical Literature, vol.
38, 1919, pp. 53-63.
“The Strophe in Hebrew Poetry and Psalm 29,” in Journal of Biblical Literature, vol. 48,
1929, pp. 274-290.*
Gabor, Ignaz: Der hebrdische Urrhythmus, a Beiheft of Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft,
no. 52, Giessen, 1929.
Gerlach, P. M. von: Deutscher Fiihrer durch den hebrdischen Psalter, vol. 1 (Psalms 1-50), 1924.
Gerleman, Gillis: “The Song of Deborah in the Light of Stylistics,” in Vetus Testamentum, vol. 1,
1951, pp. 268-180.*
Gevirtz, Stanley: “The Ugaritic Parallel to Jeremiah 8:23,” in Journal of Near Eastern Studies, vol.
20, 1961, pp. 41-46.*
Giesebrecht, F.: Jeremias Metrik am Texte dargestellt, Gottingen, 1904.
Gietmann, Gerhardus: De re metrica hebraeorum, Freiburg, 1880.
Ginsburg, H. L.: “Ugaritic Studies and the Bible,” in The Biblical Archaeologist, vol. 8, 1945, pp.
41-48.*
Gordon, A. R.: “Pioneers in the Study of the Old Testament Poetry,” in Expository Times, vol. 24,
1913, and vol. 25, 1914 (three parts).
Gottwald, N. K.: Studies in the Book of Lamentations, 1954.
Gray, G. Buchanan: “The Forms of Hebrew Poetry,” in The Expositor, vol. 8, 1913, pp. 117-140, 557{f.
Published separately, London, 1915.
Grether, O.: “Das Deboralied, eine metrische Rekonstruktion,” in Beitrdge zur Forderung Christlicher
Theologie, vol. 43, 1941, pp. 2ff.
Grimme, H.: “Abriss der biblisch-hebraischen Metrik,” in Zeitschrift der deutschen morgenliandischen
Gesellschaft, vol. 50, 1896, pp. 529-584; vol. 51, 1897, pp. 683-712.*
“Metres et strophes dans les fragments du manuscrit parchemin du Siracide,” in Revue
Biblique, 1900, pp. 400-413.
“Metres et strophes dans les fragments hébreux du manuscrit A de I'Ecclésiastique,” in
Revue Biblique, 1901, pp. 55-65, 260-267, 423-435. Published separately, Leiden,
1901.



18

“Metrisch-kritische Emendationen zum Buche Hiob,” in Theologische Quartalschrift, vol.
80, 1898, pp. 295-304, 421-432; vol. 81, 1899, pp. 112-118, 259-277
Psalmenprobleme, Untersuchungen iiber Metrik, Strophik, und Paseq des Psalmenbuches,
Freiburg, 1902.
Gyllenberg, R.: “Die Bedeutung des Wortes Sela,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft,
vol. 17, 1940, pp. 153-156.*
Haupt, P.: The Book of Ecclesiastes: a New Metrical Translation, Baltimore, 1905.
“The Poetic Form of the First Psalm,” in American Journal of Semitic Languages and
Literatures, vol. 19, 1903, pp. 129-142.
“The Poetic Form of Psalm 23,” in American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures,
vol. 21, 1905, pp. 133-152.
Hempel, John: Die Schichten des Deuteronomiums, 1914.
“Psalms, Book of” in Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, vol. 3, New York and Nashville,
1962, pp. 942-958.*
Herder, J. G.: Vom geist der Ebrdischen Poesie, Dessaw, 1782-3.
Tr. as The Spirit of Hebrew Poetry, Burlington, 1833.
Herz, J.: “Formgeschichtliche Untersuchungen zum Problem des Hiobbuches,” in Wissenschaftliche
Zeitschrift der Karl-Marx-Universitdt, vol. 3, 1953-4, pp. 157-162.
Holladay, W. L.: “Prototype and Copies: a New Approach to the Poetry-Prose Problem in the Book of
Jeremiah, in Journal of Biblical Literature, vol. 79, 1960, pp. 351-367.
Holm-Nielsen, S.: “The Importance of Late Jewish Psalmody,” in Studia Theologica, vol. 14, 1960,
pp- 1-53.
Holscher, Gustav: Das Buch Hiob, Tiibingen, 1937.
“Elemente arabischer, syrischer und hebrédischer Metrik,” in Beitrdge zur alttestamentlichen
Wissenschaft fiir Karl Budde zum siebsigsten Geburtstag, a Beiheft of the Zeitschrift
fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, no. 34, Tubingen, 1920, pp. 93-101.
Horst, F.: “Die Kennzeichen der hebriischen Poesie,” in Theologische Rundschau, vol. 21, 1953, pp.
97-121.%
Hupfield, Hermann: “Das zweifache Grundgesetz des Rhythmus und Accents,” in Zeitschrift der
deutschen morgenlindischen Gesellschaft, 1852, pp. 153-189.*
Irwin, William A.: “Poetic Structure in the Dialog of Job,” in Journal of Near Eastern Studies, vol. 5,
1946, pp. 26-39.*
Isaacs, Elcanon: “The Metrical Basis of Hebrew Poetry,” in American Journal of Semitic Languages
and Literatures, vol. 35, 1918, pp. 20-54.
“The Origin and Nature of Parallelism,” in American Journal of Semitic Languages and
Literatures, vol. 35, 1919, pp. 113-127.
Itkonen, Lauri: Deuterojesaja (Jes. 40-565) metrisch untersucht, Helsinki, 1916.
Der metrische Bau der in die deuterojesajanische Gedichtsammlung eingefiigten Stiicke
tiber die Verfertigung und Verehrung der Gottesbilder, Helsinki, 1912.
Jerome: “Praefatio in Librum Job,” in S. L. Migne: Patrologiae Latinae, vol. 28, col. 1140-1, Paris,
1889.*
“Epistola XXX ad Paulam,” in S. L. Migne, Patrologiae Latinae, vol. 22, col. 442-3, Paris,
1854.* Also in Saint Jérome: Lettres, Paris, 1951, vol. 2, pp. 31-35.*
“Praefatio in Librum Isaiae,” in S. L. Migne, Patrologiae Latinae, vol. 28, col. 825-8, Paris,
1889.%*
Josephus: Jewish Antiquities, book 2, chapter 16, section 4; book 7, chapter 12, section 3; book 4,
chapter 8, section 44. Loeb edition, tr. Thackerey and Marcus, London and New York, 1930;
London and Cambridge, 1934.*
Kautzsch: Die Poesie und die poetischen Biicher des alten Testaments, 1902.
Kelly, d.T.: “Strophic Structure of Habakuk,” inAmerican Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures,
vol. 18, 1902, pp. 99-112.
King, E. G.: Early Religious Poetry of the Hebrews. Cambridge, 1911.*
The Poem of Job, Translated in the Metre of the Original. Cambridge, 1914.
Kohler, Ludwig: “Das Buch Jesaja, Kap. 56-56 kritischer Text mit Ubersetzung und Bemerkungen
zur Textkritik und Metrik,” in Der prophet der Heimkehr Jes. 40-66 by L. Glahn and L.
Kohler, Copenhagen, 1934, pp. 185-253.
Konig, E.: “De la tendence moderne a poetiser I’Ancien Testament,” in Revue Biblique, vol. 12, 1903,
pp. 234-241.
Hebrdische Rhythmik, Halle, 1914.
Die Poesie des alten Testaments, Leipzig, 1907.
“Poesie und Prosa in der althebdischen Literatur abgegrenzt,” in Zeitschrift fiir die



19

alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol. 37, 1917, pp. 145-187, 240-250; vol. 38, 1918,
pp. 23-53.%*
“Prosa und Poesie im alten Testament,” in Theologisches Literatursblatt, vol. 27 (26?), pp.
601-5, 617-9.
Stilistik, Rhetorik, Poetik im Bezug auf die biblische Literatur komparativisch dargestellt,
Leipzig, 1900.
Koster, Friedrich, Das Buch Hiob und der Prediger nach ihrer strophischen Anordnung iibersetzt,
Schleswig, 1831.
“Die Strophen, oder der Parallelismus der Verse der hebrédischen Poesie” in Theologische
Studien und Kritiken, vol. 4, 1831, pp. 40-114.*
Kraft, Charles F.: “Poetic Structure in the Qumran Thanksgiving Hymns,” in Biblical Research, vol.
2, 1957, pp. 1-18.
“Some Further Observations Concerning the Strophic Structure of Hebrew Poetry,” in A
Stubborn Faith, ed. Edward C. Hobbs, Dallas, 1956, pp. 62-69.
Krinetzki, L.: “Zur Poetik und Exegese von Psalm 48,” in Biblische Zeitschrift, 1960, pp. 70-97.
Kinen: Historisch-kritisch ondezoek naar het onstaan en de verzaneling van de boeken des Ouden
Verbonds, vol. 3, Leiden, 1865.
Landsberger, L.: “Poetic Units Within the Song of Songs,” in Journal of Biblical Literature, vol. 73,
1954, pp. 203-216.
Leutwein, C. L.: Versuch einer richtigen Theorie von der biblischen Verskunst, Tiibingen, 1775.
Ley, Julius: Grundziige des Rhythmus des Vers- und Strophenbaues in der hebrdischen Poesie, Halle,
1875.
Leitfaden der Metrik der hebrdischen Poesie, Halle, 1887.
“Metrische Analyse von Jesaja K.1,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft,
vol. 22, 1902, pp. 229-237.*
“Die metrische Beschaffenheit des Buches Hiob,” in Theologische Studien und Kritiken,
1895, pp. 693-732; 1897, pp. 1-42.
Die metrischen Formen der hebrdischen Poesie, 1866.
“Origines liber hebriische Metrik,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol.
12, 1892, pp. 212-217.
“Uber die Allitteration im Hebraischen,” in Zeitschrift der deutschen morgenlindischen
Gesellschaft, vol. 20, 1866, pp. 180-183.*
Liebreich, Leon J.: “The Compilation of the Book of Isaiah,” part 2, in Jewish Quarterly Review, vol.
47, 1956-7, particularly pp. 127-138.*
“Psalms 34 and 145 in the Light of Their Key Words,” in Hebrew Union College Annual,
vol. 27, 1956, pp. 181-192.*
Littmann, E.: “Abessinische und semitische Poesie,” in Zeitschrift der deutschen morgenliandischen
Gesellschaft, vol. 84, 1930, pp. 207-225.
Lohr, Max: “Alphabetische und alphabetisierende Lieder im alten Testament, in Zeitschrift fiir die
alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol. 25, 1905, pp. 173-198.*
“Beobeachtungen zur Strophik im Buche Hiob,” in Abhandlungen zur semistischen Religions-
kunde und Sprachwissenschaft Wolf Wilhelm Grafen von Bandissen, ed. Wilhelm
Frankenberg, Giessen, 1918, pp. 203-231.
Lowth, Robert: De sacra poesi hebraeorum, 1753. English edition: Lectures on the Sacred Poetry of
the Hebrews, tr. G. Gregory, fourth edition, London, 1839.*
Isaiah: a New Translation with Preliminary Dissertation, 1787.
Lund, E.: “Eine metrische Form in alten Testament,” in Acta Orientalia, vol. 17, 1939, pp. 249-303,
499-509, 511-518.*
“Strophische Gliederung von Ps. 99. 111. 142. Cant. 2,” in Praesteforeningens Blad, vol. 26,
1936, pp. 620-1; vol. 27, 1937, pp. 525-7; vol. 28, 1938, pp. 137-8, 233-4.
Lund, N. W.: “Chiasmus in the Psalms,” in American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures,
vol. 49, 1933, pp. 281-312.
“The Presence of Chiasmus in the Old Testament,” in American Journal of Semitic Languages
and Literatures, vol. 46, 1930, pp. 104-126.
M. A. (Anonymous?): “The Metrical Versions of the Psalms,” in Calcutta Review, 1905, pp. 20-28,
270-276.
Macrae, Tod: “The Poetry and the Wit of Jeremiah,” in Expository Times, vol., 15, 1904, pp. 461-2.
Marr, B.: Altjiidische Sprache, Metrik und Lunartheosophie, part 1, Dux, 1907; part 2. Dux, 1909.
Mauchline, J.: “The 2:3 Line in Hebrew Poetry,” in Glasgow University Oriental Society Transactions,
vol. 8, 1936-7, pp. 34-5.
McCullogh, W. Stewart: “Introduction to the Book of Psalms,” in Interpreter’s Bible, vol. 4, New York



20

and Nashville, 1955, pp. 11-12.*
Meek, Theophile James: “Hebrew Poetic Structure as a Translation Guide,” in Journal of Biblical
Literature, vol. 59, 1940, pp. 1-9.*
“The Metrical Structure of II Kings 19:20-28,” in Crozer Quarterly, vol. 18, 1914, pp.
126-131.
“The Poetry of Jeremiah,” in The Jewish Quarterly Review, vol. 14, 1923-4, pp. 281-291.*
“The Structure of Hebrew Poetry,” in Journal of Religion, vol. 9, 1929, pp. 523-50.
Meier, E.: Die Form der hebrdischen Poesie, Tiibingen, 1853.
Melamed, E. Z.: “Breakup of Stereotype Phrases as an Artistic Device in Biblical Poetry,” in Scripta
Hierosolymitana, vol. 8, 1961, pp. 115-153.
Marx: Das Gedicht von Hiob, 1871.
Meyer, F.: Das Buch Hiob fiir die Gemeinde metrisch iibersetzt und erkldrt,” Dorpat (Riga), 1905.
Michaelis, John D.: Poetischer Entwurf der Gedanken des Prediger-Buchs Salomons, 1751.
Moller, H.: “Strophenbau der Psalmen,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol. 50,
1932, pp. 240-256.*
Montgomery, J. A.: “Stanza Formation in Hebrew Poetry,” in Journal of Biblical Literature, vol. 64,
1945, pp. 379-384.*
Morgenstern, Julius: “The Loss of Words at the Ends of Lines in Manuscripts of Hebrew Poetry,” in
Hebrew Union College Annual, Cincinnati, 1954, pp. 41-63.*
See also listings in Bibliography Part 2.
Moulton, R. G.: The Literary Study of the Bible,, Boston, 1896.
Mowinckel, Sigmund: Der achtundsechzigste Psalm, Oslo, 1953.*
“Marginalien zur hebriischen Metrik,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft,
vol. 68, 1956, pp. 97-123.*
“Die Metrik bei Jesus Sirach,” in Studia Theologica, vol. 9, 1955, pp. 137-165.*
“Der metrische Aufbau von Jes. 61, 1-12 und die neuen sog. ‘Kurzverse’,” in Zeitschrift fiir
die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol. 65, 1953, pp. 167-187.*
“Metrischer Aufbau und Textkritik, an Ps. 8 illustriert,” in Studia Orientalia Ioanni Pedersen
Septuagentario... Copenhagen, 1953, pp. 250-262.
Offersang og Sangoffer, 1951, pp. 418-435.
Real and Apparent Tricola in Hebrew Psalm Poetry, Oslo, 1957. Additions and corrections,
titled “Notes on the Psalms,” in Studia Theologica, 1959, pp. 134-165.
“Some Remarks on Hodayot 39:5-20,” in Journal of Biblical Literature, vol. 75, 1956, pp.
265-276.
“Zum Problem der hebridischen Metrik,” in Festschrift A. Bertholet, ed. W. Baumgartner,
Tiibingen, 1950, pp. 379-394.*
“Zum hebriaischen Metrik,” in Studia Theologica, vol. 7, 1953, pp. 54ff.
Muilenburg, James: “A Study in Hebrew Rhetoric: Repetition and Style,” in Supplements to Vetus
Testamentum, Congress Volume 1953, Leiden, 1954, pp. 97-111.*
Introduction and Commentary on Second Isaiah, in Interpreter’s Bible, vol. 5, New York
and Nashville, 1956, pp. 381-773.*
Miiller, David Heinrich “Komposition und Strophenbau,” Vienna, 1907.
Die Propheten in ihrer urspriinglichen Formen, Vienna, 1896.
Strophenbau und Responsion, Vienna, 1898.
Strophenbau und Responsion in Ezechiel und den Psalmen, Vienna, 1908.
“Strophic Forms in Isaiah 47,” in The Jewish Quarterly Review, vol. 12, 1900, pp. 377-9.
Munch, P. A.: “Die alphabetische Akrostichie in der judischen Psalmendichtung,” in Zeitschrift fiir
die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol. 90, 1936, pp. 703-10.*
Nestle, E.: “Zum Schluss von Rothsteins Arbeit tiber das Deboralied,” in Zeitschrift der deutschen
morgenlandischen Gesellschaft, vol. 57, 1903, p. 567.
Newman, Louis 1., with William Popper: Studies in Biblical Parallelism , as part of the University of
California Publications in Semitic Philology, vol. 1, no. 2 and 3, pp. 57-444; also published
as a separate volume, Berkeley, 1918.*
Noldeke, Th.: “The Language and Meter of Ecclesiasticus,” in The Expositor, 1890, pp. 350ff.
Oesterley, O. E.: Ancient Hebrew Poems, London, 1938.*
with T. H. Robinson: An Introduction to the Books of the Old Testament, New York (Meridian
Books), 1958, pp. 139-149.*
Orelli, Konrad von: “Die Metrik der alttestamentlichen Prophetenschriften,” in Kommentar zu dem
Zwolfprophetenbuch, 1908 (third edition).
Origen: Exposition in Ps. CVIII, 1, in Pietra: Analecta Sacra, vol. 2, p. 341. Text reprinted in Erwin
Preuschen (see listing) and in J. Ley (see listing).*



21

Palm, Aug.: Alt-hebrdische Lieder, Zirich, 1881.
Pannier, E.: Les Psaumes d’apres ’hébreu en double tradition, avec indications métriques et strophiques
et la Vulgate latine en regard, Paris, 1908.
Perles, Felix: “Zur althebridischen Strophik,” in Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes,
vol. 10, 1896, pp. 103-114; 1903, pp. 103-114. (?)
Peters N.: “Zur Strophik des Ecclesiasticus,” in Theologische Quartelschrift, 1900, pp. 180-193.
Philo: De vita contemplativa, 10.
Popper, William: “Notes on Parallelism,” in Hebrew Union College Annual, Cincinnati, vol. 2, 1925,
pp. 63-85.%*
See also listing for Newman.
Preuschen, Erwin: “Origines tiiber hebrdische Metrik,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft, vol. 11, 1891, pp. 316-7.*
Rankin, Oliver Shaw: “Alliteration in Hebrew Poetry,” in Journal of Theological Studies, vol. 31,
1930, pp. 285-2912.*
Robinson, Theodore H.: “Basic Principles of Hebrew Poetic Form,” in Festschrift A. Bertholet, Tiibingen,
1950, pp. 438-450.*
“Hebrew Poetic Form: The English Tradition,” in Supplements to Vetus Testamentum,
Congress Volume 1953, Leiden, 1954, pp. 128-149.*
“Metre and Textual Criticism,” in The Expositor, vol. 9, 1924, pp. 266-283.
“Once More on the Text of Lamentations,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft,
vol. 52, 1934, pp. 309-10.*
The Poetry of the Old Testament, London, 1947.*
“Some Principles of Hebrew Metrics,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft,
vol. 54, 1936, pp. 28-33.*
See also listing for Oesterley.
Roiffer, A.: “The End of Psalm 80,” in Tarbiz, 1959-60, pp. 113-124.
Rothstein, Johann W.: Grundziige des hebrdischen Rhythmus und seine Formenbildung nebst lyrischen
Texten mit kritischem Kommentar, Leipzig, 1909.
Hebrdische Poesie, ein Beitrag zur Rhythmologie, Kritik und Exegese des alten Testaments,
Leipzig, 1914.
Psalmentexte und der Text des Hohen Liedes rhythmisch und kritisch bearbeitet, Leipzig,
1909.
“Zur Kritik des Deboraliedes und die urspriingliche rhythmische Form desseblen,” in
Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol. 56, 1902, pp. 175-207, 437-485,
696-728; vol. 57, 1903, pp. 81-106, 344-370.*
“Zur Rhythmik der hebridischen Poesie,” in Zeitschrift fiir die evangelischen Religions-
unterricht, vol. 18, 1907, pp. 188-204.
Rowley, H. H.: “The Literature of the Old Testament,” in Peake’s Commentary on the Bible, ed.
Matthew Black and H. H. Rowley, London, 1962, pp. 89-90.*
Rozelaar, Marc: “The Song of the Sea,” in Vetus Testamentum, vol. 2, 1952, pp. 221-228.
Rubin, Paul: “Strophic Forms in the Bible,” in The Jewish Quarterly Review, vol. 11, 1899, pp.
431-479.%*
Saalschiitz: Von der Form der hebrdischen Poesie, 1825.
Sachsse, Eduard: “Die Bedeutung des Pasek fiir das Metrum des ersten Psalms,” in Zeitschrift fiir
die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol. 29, 1909, pp. 199-203.*
“Untersuchungen zur hebridischen Metrik,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft, vol. 2, 1925, pp.173-192.*
Schlogl, Nivard: Audiatur et altera pars, 1912.
“Die biblisch-hebrdische Metrik,” in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol.
62, 1908, pp. 698-707.
Das Buch Ijob aus dem kritisch hergestelten hebrdische Urtext ins Deutsche metrisch iibersetzt
und erldutert, Wien, 1916.
De re metrica veterum hebraeorum disputation, Wien, 1899.
Die echte biblisch-hebrdische Metrik, 1914.
“Btudes métriques et critiques sur le livre des Proverbes,’
518-524.
“Wieder eine neue biblisch-hebrdische Metrik?” in Wiener Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des
Morgenlandes, vol. 44 (19377?), pp. 1-28.
Schmalzl, Pet.: “Der Reim im hebriischen Text des Ezechiel,” in Theologische Quartalschrift, 1897,
pp. 127-133.
Schmidt, H.: Der Prophet Amos with appendix “Zur rhythmischer Ubersetzung hebriischer Poesie,”

4

in Revue Biblique, 1900, pp.



22

Tubingen, 1917.
“Die Psalmen im Rhythmus der Urschrift,” in Deutsch. Evg., vol. 6, 1917, pp. 254-261.
Psalmen, deutsch im Rhythmus der Urschrift, Gottingen, 1917.
“Zur rhythmische Ubersetzung hebriischer Poesie,” in 13. Bericht des Vermandes ehemal.
mitglieder des Kloster Namburg A. Q. Studierstube, 1905.
Schokel, Louis Alonso: Estudios de poética hebrea, Barcelona, 1963.
Segert, Stanislav: “Problems of Hebrew Prosody,” in Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, Congress
Volume 1959, Leiden, 1960, pp. 283-291.*
“Die Versform des Hohenliedes,” in Charisteria Orientalia, ed. Felix Tauber, Véra
Kubitkova, Ivan Hrbek, Prague, 1956, pp. 285-299.*
“Vorarbeiten zur hebriischen Metrik,” in Archiv Orientdlni, vol. 21, 1953, pp. 481-542.%*
“Zur Habakuk-Rolle aus dem Funde von Toten Meer, F. metrisches,” in Archiv Orientdlni,
vol. 23, 1955, pp. 178-183.
Seydl, E.: “Zur Strophik des Jakobsegens,” in Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theologie, 1900, pp. 576-578.
“Zur Strophik von Jesaja 12,” in Theologische Quartalschrift, 1900, pp. 390-395.
Sievers, Edward: Metrische Studien, 1901-7.*
With Guthe: Amos metrisch bearbeitet, 1907.
Skehan, P. W.: “Strophic Patterns in the Book of Job,” in Catholic Biblical Quarterly, vol. 23, 1961,
pp- 125-142.
“Strophic Structure in Ps. 72(71),” in Biblica, vol. 40, 1959, pp. 302-8.
Slotki, Israel W.: “Antiphony in Ancient Hebrew Poetry,” in Jewish Quarterly Review, vol. 26,
1935-6, pp. 199-219.%*
“Forms and Features of Ancient Hebrew Poetry,” in Journal of the Manchester Egyptian
and Oriental Society, vol. 16, 1931, pp. 31-49.
“Gen. IV 7 and a Form of Hebrew Poetry,” in Expository Times, 1927, pp. 329-330.
“Long and Shorter Versions of Ancient Hebrew Poems,” in American Journal of Semitic
Languages and Literatures, vol. 50, 1933, pp. 15-31.%*
“The Meaning and Metre of Ps 57, .,” in Journal of the Manchester Egyptian and Oriental
Society, vol. 18, 1933, pp. 61-65.
“The Metre and Text of Psalm XXVIII,” in Journal of Theological Studies, vol. 31, 1930, pp.
387-395.
The Metre and Text of Psalm XXIX, 3, 4, 9 and Ezekiel 1,21,” in Journal of Theological
Studies, vol. 31, 1930, pp. 186-198.
“Omnipresence, etc., in Ps. CXIII,5-6,” in Journal of Theological Studies, vol. 32, pp. 367-370.
“The Song of Deborah,” in Journal of Theological Studies, vol. 33, 1931, pp. 341-354.
“The Stichometry and Text of the Great Hallel,” in Journal of Theological Studies, vol. 29,
1928, pp. 255-268.%*
“The Text and the Ancient Form of Recital of Psalm 24 and Psalm 124,” in Journal of
Biblical Literature, vol. 51, 1932, pp. 214-226.
“The Text and Metre of Some Early Hebrew Poems,” in Journal of Theological Studies, vol.
34, 1933, pp. 55-61.
“Tyopographic Arrangement of Ancient Hebrew Poetry,” in Zeitschrift fiir die
alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol. 1, 1931, pp. 211-222.%*
Smith, G. A.: The Early Poetry of Israel in Its Physical and Social Origins, 1912.
Smith, J. M. P.: “The Strophic Structure of the Book of Micah,” American Journal of Semitic Languages
and Literatures, vol. 24, 1908, pp. 187-208.
Sommer, J. G.: “Die alphabetischen Lieder von Seiten ihrer Structur und Integritét,” in Biblische
Abhandlungen, 1, Boon, 1846.
Sonies, K.: “Het hebreeuwsche metrum,” in Theologische Studien, 1913, pp. 274-283.
Stade, Bernhard: “Die poetische Form von Ps. 40,” in Orientalische Studien, Th. Nioldeke Gewidmet,
Giessen, 1906, pp. 627-639.
Stark, Willy: Ausgewdhlte poetische Texte des alten Testaments in metrischer und strophischer
Gliederung zum Gebrauch in Vorlesungen und Seminariibungen und zum
Selbststudium, vol. 1: Die Dichtungen Jesajas, Leipzig, 1907; vol. 2: Amos, Habakuk,
Nahum, Leipzig, 1908.
“Ein Hauptproblem der hebraischen Metrik,” in Alttestamentliche Studien Rudolf Kittel
zum 60. Geburtstag dargebracht, Leipzig, 1913, pp. 193-203.
“Die Lyrik des alten Testaments,” in Die Schriften des alten Testaments in Auswahl neu
tibersetzt und fiir die Gegenwart erkldrt, vol. 3, Gottingen, 1910; second edition,
1920.
Stevenson, W. B.: The Poem of Job, Oxford, 1947.



23

Story, Cullen I. K.: “The Book of Proverbs and Northwest Semitic Literature,” in Journal of Biblical
Literature, vol. 64, 1945, pp. 319-337.%*
Szczygiel, P.: “Der Parallelismus Stropharum 1,” in Biblische Zeitschrift, 1913, pp. 10-17, 129-142.
Terrien, Samuel: “Introduction to Job,” in Interpreter’s Bible, vol. 3, New York and Nashville, 1954,
especially pp. 893-6.*
Thiering, Barbara: “The Poetic Form of the Hodayot,” in Journal of Semitic Studies, vol. 8, 1963, pp.
189-209.
Vetter, Paul: “Die Metrik des Buches Hiob,” in Biblische Studien, Freiberg, 1897.
Vodel, Fr.: Die konsonantischen Varianten in den doppelt iiberlieferten poetischen Stiicken des
massoretischen Textes, Leipzig, 1905.
Ward, James W.: “The Literary Form and Literary Background of Psalm LXXIX,” in Vetus Testamentum,
vol. 11, 1961, pp. 321-339.%
Weber, Erich: “Vorarbeiten zu einer kiinftigen Ausgabe der Genesis,” in Zeitschrift fiir die
alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol. 34, 1914, pp. 81-106, 199-218.*
Wenrich, J. G.: De poeseos hebraicae atque arabicae origine... 1843.
Wette, de: Commentar zu den Psalmen, fourth edition, 1836, p. 55-6.
Wickes, W.: A Treatise on the Accentuation of the Three So-Called Poetical Books of the Old Testament,
Psalms, Proverbs, and Job, Oxford, 1881.*
Widerspruch, Ernsten: “Elemente arabischer, syrischer und hebrdischer Metrik,” in Beiheft no. 34 of
the Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, 1920, pp. 93ff.
Young, C. Douglas: “Ugaritic Prosody,” inJournal of Near Eastern Studies, vol. 9, 1950, pp. 124-133.*
Zapletal, V.: Das Buch “Koheleth” kritisch und metrisch untersucht, iibersetzt und erklirt, Freiburg,
1905; second edition, 1910.
De poesi hebraeorum in veteri testamento conservata in usum scholarum, Freiburg, 1909;
second edition, 1911.
Liber Ecclesiastae. Textum hebraicum critice et metrice ed. V. Sapletal, Halle, 1906.
Die Metrik des Buches Koheleth, Freiburg, 1904.
“Metrische Analyse von Gen 2.-3,,,” in Biblische Zeitschrift, vol. 3, 1915, pp. 215-220.
Zenner, 1. K.: Die Chorgesinge im Buche der Psalmen: Ihre Existenz und ihre Form, Freiburg, 1896.
Zorrell, Franz: “De arte rhythmica hebraeorum,” in Cursus Scripturae Sacrae, Paris, 1910, pp. 252ff.
“De forma quadam carminum hebraeorum frequenter adhibita parum explorata,” in
Miscellanea Biblica, Rome, 1934, pp. 297-310.
Einfiihrung in die Metrik und die Kunstformen der hebrdischen Psalmendichtung, Miinster,
1914.
“Die Hauptkunstform der hebridischen Psalmendichtung,” in Biblische Zeitschrift, 1913, pp.
143-149.



24

BIBLIOGRAPHY
Part 2

Miscellaneous Works Referred to in the Text

Albright, W. F.: “The Old Testament and Canaanite Literature,” in Catholic Biblical Quarterly, vol.
7,1941, pp. 5-31.
Barthélemy, D., J. T. Milik, et al.: Discoveries in the Judaean Desert I-I1I, Oxford, 1955-1962.
Ben-Hayyim, Ze’ev: The Literary and Oral Tradition of Hebrew Amongst the Samaritans, vol. 3, part
1, Recitation of the Law, Jerusalem, 1961 (in Hebrew).
Studies in the Traditions of the Hebrew Language, Madrid-Barcelona, 1954.
Birkeland, Harris: Growth and Structure of the Egyptian Arabic Dialect, Oslo, 1951.
Bultmann, Rudolf: Jesus and the Word, London (Fontana Books), 1958.
with Karl Kundsin: Form Criticism, ed. Frederick C. Grant, New York (Harper Torchbooks),
1962.
Burrows, Millar: The Dead Sea Scrolls of St. Mark’s Monastery, vol. 1 and 2, New Haven, 1950-1951.
Canesius, Petrus (ed.): De Heilige Schrift, Amsterdam, 1941.
Cohen, A. (ed.): Pentateuch , Hindhead (Soncino Series), 1947.
The Twelve Prophets, Bournemouth (Soncino Series), 1948.
Colunga, Alberto, and Laurentio Turrado (ed.): Biblia Vulgata, second edition, Madrid, 1953.
Cottrell, Leonard: Lost Cities, London (Pan Books), 1959.
Culley, R. C.: “An Approach to the Problem of Oral Tradition,” in Vetus Testamentum, 1963, pp.
114-125.
Fisch, S. (ed.): Ezekiel, London (Soncino Series), 1950.
Frisk, Hjalmar: Griechisches Etymologisches Worterbuch, Heidelberg, 1954 —.
Gordon, Cyrus H.: Ugaritic Manual, Rome, 1955.
Gospel According to Thomas, The: ed. A. Guillaumont, H.-Ch. Puech, G. Quispel, W. Till, Yassah

‘Abd el Mas1, Leiden and New York, 1959.
Ed. Robert M. Grant and David Noel Freeman, under the title The Secret Sayings of Jesus,
London and Glasgow (Fontana Books), 1960.
Jerusalem Bible: La Sainte Bible, tr. L’Ecole Biblique de Jérusalem, Paris, 1955.
Kahle, Paul: The Cairo Geniza, second edition, Oxford, 1959.
Kissane, Edward J.: The Book of Isaiah, Dublin, 1941,
Kittel, Rudolf (ed.): Biblia Hebraica, 9th edition, Stuttgart, 1954.
Kundsin, Karl: “Primitive Christianity in the Light of Gospel Research” —see listing for Bultmann.
Martin, Malachi: The Scribal Character of the Dead Sea Scrolls, Louvain, 1958.
Mercati, Iohannis Card. (ed.): Psalterii Hexapli Reliquiae, Pars Prima, Vatican, 1958.
Meyer-Liibke, W.: Romanisches Etymologisches Worterbuch, third edition, Heidelberg, 1935.
Moffatt, James: Holy Bible, revision of 1934.
Morgenstern, Julius: “Jerusalem 485 B.C.,” in Hebrew Union College Annual, Cincinnati, 1956.
Murtonen, A.: Materials for a Non-Massoretic Hebrew Grammar, II: An Etymological Vocabulary to
the Samaritan Pentateuch, Helsinki, 1960.
Samaritan Pentateuch, The, ed. Von Gall, 1914-1918.
Schechter, S. and C. Taylor (ed.): The Wisdom of Ben Sira, Cambridge, 1899.
Segond, Louis (tr.): La Sainte Bible, Paris, 1928.
Swete, Henry Barclay: The Old Testament in Greek, third edition, Oxford, 1907.
Wright, G. Ernest: “The Lawsuit of God,” in Israel’s Prophetic Heritage, ed. B. W. Anderson and W.
Harrelson, London, 1961, pp. 26-67.



25

LIST OF BIBLICAL TEXTS ANALYZED IN THE FOLLOWING CHAPTERS

Genesis ............... 1:27, p.54
2:23-24, p.12
3:14-19, p.65
25:32, p.54
49:9, p.145

Exodus: ............... 1, p.113
15:1b-18, pp.43, 54, 59, 84, 145
32:18, p.94

Leviticus: ............ 19:12, p.54

Numbers: ............ 10:35, p.145

21:17-18, p.145

21:27-30, pp.94, 149

23:7-10, pp.10, 145

23:18-24, p.145

24:3-9, p.145

24:15-24, p.146
Deuteronomy: ...... 32:1-2, p.10

32:17-21 p.52

32:21-29 pp.51, 54

32:35p.54

entire chapter 32: pp.54, 146
Judges: ...cooveeennn. 5:4-5 p.90

entire chapter 5: pp.140-143
1 Samuel.............. 1p.115

2:1-10, p.66

18:7 p.146

21:12, p.146

29:5, p.146

2 Samuel............... 7:8-17, pp.54, 146-148
18:50, p.54
20:1, p.87
22:31, p.158
22:50, p.54
entire chapter 22: pp.90-92

1 Kings:................ 2:4, p.86
8:13, p.88
8:25, p.88
9:5, p.88
12:16, p.87
2 Kings:....coovuvnnns 19:21-35, p.150

Isaiah:.................. chapter 1, pp.44, 59, 69
2:2-4, pp.87-88
9:7-10:4, p.65
11:9, p.148
14:9, p.32
15:2-7, p.123
chapters 15-16: pp.148-149
24:17-18, p.149
35:10, p.150
37:22-35, p.150
40:3, p.112
entire chapter 40, pp.68-69
41:1-42:4, pp.60, 69
42:1-4, p.13
43, p.67
48:22, p.151
51:11, p.150



Isaiah:.....cccooeneeeee

Jeremiah..............

Ezekiel: ................

1 [ 1<) R
AmoS: ..ooooevviee

Jonah: ..................
Obadiah: ..............
Micah: ..o
Nahum.................
Habakkuk:...........

Zechariah:............

Psalms: .......uueee.l

52:7, p.151

57:21, p.151

60:1, p.32

61:10-62:9, p.50

62:1-9, pp.143-144
65:12, p.151

66:4, p.151

2:1-19, p.78

4:23-26, pp.43, 140
6:12-15, pp.151-152
7:16, 24, 30-33, 34, p.152
7:34, p.87

8:10-12, pp.151-152
10:12-16, 25, p.153
11:8, 14, p.152
14:11-12, p.152

16:9, p.87

17:5-10, pp.42, 153-154
19:6-7, p.152

23:5-6, 19-20, p.154
25:10, p.87

30:10-11, 23-24, pp.154, 155
31:29, p.155

32:34-35, p.152

33:11, p.86

33:15-16, p.154

33:17, p.86

35:19, p.86

46:27-28, p.155
48:34-38, p.123
48:29-46, pp.148-149
49:9-10. 14-16, 26, pp.155-156
49:22, p.149

50:30, p.156

51:15-19, p.153
3:17-21, p.120

6:9, p.156

11:19, pp.156-157
14:12-20, p.65

18:2, p.155

18:5-17, p.65

20:43, p.156

33:7-20, p.120

36:16, 26, 31, pp.156-157
4:10, p.87-88

2:9 p.33

4:2 p.33

5:11, p.33

1:1-7, p.139

1-6, p.155-156

4:1-3, p.87-88

2:1, p.151

1:2-7, p.56

2:14, p.148

9:9, p.10

entire book: pp.124-130
1:1-4, pp.153-154
entire psalm: pp.41, 79. 138

26



27

Psalms ................. 2:7-8, p.13
entire psalm: pp.47, 80
3, pp.48, 80
4, pp.48, 80
5, pp-80
14, p.157
18:31, p.158
18:50, p.54
entire psalm: pp.90-92
23, pp.139-140
30 entire psalm: p.85
34, p.64
40:14-18, p.157
44:24, p.53
53, p.157
57:8-12, p.158
58:p.37
60:7-14, p.159
68:2, p.145
68:8-9, p.90
70, p.157
79:6-7, p.153
86:6-8, p.52
91:6, p.33
92:12-14, p.52
96:1-3, p.52
entire psalm: pp.88-89
100:5, p.86
105:1-15, p.88
106:1, p.86
107:1, p.86
108:2-14, p.158
111, p.30
115:4-11, pp.89-90
118:1, 29, p.86
119:31-34, p.52
128:3, p.53
132:8-10, p.88
135:11-12, p.158
135:15-20, pp.89-90
136:1, 26, p.86
136:19,-22, p.158
entire psalm: pp.95-96
137, p.11
145, p.65

Proverbs............... 1, p.71
7,p.73
22.3, p.158
27:6, p.32
27:12, p.158
30:5, p.158
Job:uiii, 3,4, pp.75, 96-97
31, p.65
Song of Solomon: .1:1-2:7, p.69
1:2-4, p.36
entire chapter 2, pp.37-39
4:1-3, pp.92-93
4:6:5-7, pp.92-93
Lamentations: ..... 1, p.40

Ecclesiastes: ........ 1, p.74
Esther: ................ 1, p.117



Ezra:....ccooeeeee.

2 Chronicles:........

Matthew.:..............

Mark: .....ccoouvveenn.

Luke: ...
John: ...ccoeevvvvinnnnn.
Romans: ...............

Galatians: ............
James:....cooeeevennnnn.
Hebrews...............

3:11. p.86
16:8-36, pp.88-89
16:23-33 p.88
16:34, 41, p.86
17:7-15, pp.146-148
5,13, 21, p.86
6:2, p.88

6:16, p.86
6:41-2, p.88
7:3, 6, p.86
7:18, p.86
10:16, p.87
20:21 p.86

3:3, p.12
6:10-13, p.11
19:4,9, 17 p.54
21:5-7. p.10
22:39, p.54

1:3, p.12

10:6, p.54
12:31, p.54
3:3, p.12

1:23, p.12
9:12, p.54
10:19, p.54
13:9, p.54

15;9, p.54
5:14, p.54

2:8, p.54

1:5, p.54

28



29

Chapter 1:
HISTORICAL SURVEY

Although a great deal of research into the nature of biblical Hebrew poetry is relatively modern, its
roots go back to a fairly early period. To be sure, between the time of writing of the poetry and the
first known attempts at analyzing it, there was a considerable lapse of time. We may never know
how the Hebrew poets themselves conceived their poetry. Much of our analysis is inevitably subject
to the criticism that we are formulating rules and procedures whereas the poet actually composed
instinctively or with only a partially conscious pattern. Nevertheless, such evidence as there is
should save us from the pitfall of supposing that there was no formal structuring at all.

As we shall see in chapters 2 and 4, early evidence is quite scanty. There is inconclusive, but
suggestive, evidence that the original manuscripts had poetic passages written out in poetic lines,
even though the Massoretic manuscripts generally treat poetry as prose in this respect. There is also
some suggestion that strophic structure was recognized in early manuscripts.

Early discussions of the character of Hebrew poetry are known only within the Christian period.
Josephus, Philo, Eusebius, Origen and Jerome are known to have given some consideration to the
subject. Typical of their treatments are the comments of Josephus:

They passed that whole night in melody and mirth, Moses himself composing in hexameter verse a song
to God to enshrine his praises:'*

Then he recited to them a poem in hexameter verse, which he has moreover bequeathed in a book
preserved in the Temple..."?

David, being now free from wars and dangers, and enjoying profound peace from this time on, composed
songs and hymns to God in varied meters—some he made in trimeters, and others in pentameters.*

Unfortunately, no satisfactory explanation of what was meant by “hexameter, trimeter, pentameter”
appears to have been given.

Of more significance than chance remarks of the other early writers is the treatment which Jerome
afforded the Hebrew poetry in the Bible. In his capacity as translator of the biblical texts, Jerome
apparently devoted careful study to Hebrew poetic character. Some of the results of his study
anticipated later conclusions. First, his comments concerning Job (which reflect to an extent the
same type of characterization as was given by Josephus, i.e. application of Greek metrical terminology)
indicate an ability to distinguish between prose and poetry which has not always existed after his
time:

At the beginning, then, of this volume, up to Job’s speech, according to the Hebrew the text is prose.
From Job’s speech, in which he says

Let the day perish in which I was born,
And the night in which it was said “A child has been conceived”

up to the point where, before the end of the volume, it is written:
Therefore I blame myself,
And I repent in coals and ashes

there are hexameter verses, composed of dactyls and spondees. And due to the character of the language,
other feet are also possible, not with the same syllables but with the same times'”

In his letter no. 30 to Paula, Jerome comments on the alphabetic poems in the Bible, and in the
course of his comments states that in Psalm 100-111 each line starts with a different letter of the
alphabet, and is an iambic trimeter. Psalm 144 and Deuteronomy 32 are written in iambic trimeters.
It should be noted that this contrasts with the statement of Josephus given above, which referred to
Deuteronomy 32 as being written in hexameter verse.

It is in his preface to Isaiah that Jerome makes the claim that much, though not all, of the
prophetic writing in Israel was in poetic form. This truth was not recognized by many after Jerome’s
time, and we shall see in chapter 7 that even as recent a translation as the Revised Standard
Version does not recognize as much poetry in the prophets as did Jerome. Isaiah and Ezekiel were
translated by Jerome as poetry, and he carefully distinguished the poetic lines in writing his translation.
Indeed, not only the lines but the parts of lines were distinguished, an accomplishment which
appears to have been forgotten for some centuries after his time.

Origen also commented on the poetic form in Hebrew, when in discussing Psalm 118:1 he said:

14 Josephus: Jewish Antiquities, book 2, chap. 16, section 4, referring to Exodus 15.

18 Ibid, book 4, chap. 8, section 44, referring to Deuteronomy 32.
16 Ibid, book 7, chap. 12, section 3.

17 Jerome: “Praefatio in Librum Job.”
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This is a line. For Hebrew lines, as someone has said, are metrical. The poem in Deuteronomy is
hexameter, while the Psalms are trimeter or tetrameter. But Hebrew lines are different from ours. If we
want to preserve them, we must make the line thus: “Happy are the perfect in conduct, who follow the
Lord’s law.” We may begin the next in the same way. It must be realized that the Greek translators
made two lines out of the one Hebrew line (when writing it, they placed the start of each line at the
margin), but what they considered to be the second line was clearly a continuation of the first. This they
did throughout the text.*®

After the early Church Fathers, there seems to have been a decline in Hebrew poetic analysis, and
it is only in the eighteenth century that discussion began again in earnest. It is common to refer to
Lowth as being the first major analyst of the poetry, but Lowth himself refers to a number of
predecessors. He quotes from an earlier Jewish writer, Abarbanel,

It cannot be doubted that the canticles of the second species were possessed of a certain melody or metre,
which through the length of the captivity is become obsolete.

The purpose of the quotation was to support a point that ancient Hebrew poetry must certainly
have been based upon a metrical system, but that it was now irrecoverable.

A second reference by Lowth to a Jewish writer is more intriguing. Rabbi Azarias is referred to,”
and an example of Azarias’ analysis is given:

Thy right hand, O Jehovah =2

Is all glorious in power =2
making the line a tetrameter. Similarly:

My-doctrine shall-drop as-the-rain;

My-word shall-distill as-the-dew

is titled a hexameter.

This counting looks suspiciously like the system later rediscovered by Budde and detailed by
Sievers, that is, the counting of significant terms (or, in the case of Sievers, accented syllables) as the
basis of a metrical system. Unfortunately Lowth tells us no more about Rabbi Azarias and his
analysis.

We are more fortunate in regard to another predecessor of Lowth, Bishop Hare, for in an appendix
Lowth takes Hare severely to task, and in so doing gives a fairly detailed description of Hare’s
system.? Although Lowth had nothing but contempt for the system, and subjected it to extreme
ridicule, it is extraordinarily similar to the system currently being promoted by Mowinckel. Lowth
apparently did not understand the bases of Hare’s analysis, or, if he did, was unwilling to give them.
However, his reprint of Hare’s analysis of Psalm 111 indicates the nature of the system quite clearly:

odéh javoh becdl lebab,
beséd jesarim veyeddah
gédolim maysé javoh,
dérusim lecol chepzéhem.
héd vehadar péyald,
vezidkathé yomédeth layad.
zecér yasah leniphlothév;
chdnun vérachim javéh.
téreph nathan lireav,

jizcor léyolam beritho.

coach mayasav higid leyamo,
lathéth lahém nachéalath géim.
maysé jadav eméth umispat;
neemanim c6l pikddav:
semucim layad léyolam,
yasuim beeméth vejasar,
peduth salach leyvamo,

zivah 1éyolam beritho.

18 A German translation of this text, with interpretation, was given by J. Ley: “Origines iiber hebraische
Metrik.” The Greek text was cited by Erwin Preuschen, in his article with the same title.

9 Robert Lowth: Lectures on the Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews, p. 191.
2 Ibid, pp. 214-5.
2L Ibid, pp. 393-398.
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kados vénora semo;

resith chocmaéh jirath javoh.
sécol t6b lecdl yoséhem,
tehillathé yomédeth layad.??

As may be seen from a perusal of the sample, the system is one of alternating accented and
unaccented syllables. Each half-line contains exactly four accented syllables, so that there are eight
in each line. Occasionally two unaccented syllables in a row are necessary for the count, but this is
uncommon. The pronunciation is simply that given by the Massoretic punctuation, reading vocal
shewas as full vowels, and ignoring for the most part the Massoretic scheme of stress accent. The
rules which Lowth cites from Hare (whether he is actually quoting them or is making them himself
from what he believes Hare to have said is unclear) are as follows:

1. In Hebrew all the feet are two syllables.

2. No regard is paid to the quantity of the syllables.

3. When the number of the syllables is even, the verse is trochaic, placing the accent on the first
syllable.

4. If the number of syllables be odd, they are to be accounted iambics, and the accent is to be placed on
the second syllable, in order to preserve the rhythm.

5. The periods mostly consist of two verses, often three or four, and sometimes more.

6. The verses of the same period, with few exceptions, are of the same kind.

7. The trochaic verses mostly agree in the number of feet; there are, however, a few exceptions.”?

It should be noted that (perhaps due to a misprint, or to a misunderstanding on the part of
Lowth), rules three and four are in direct contradiction to the text, but order is restored if for “even”
we read “odd” and the reverse.

Lowth’s principal objection to the system, apart from his seeming inability to understand its
purpose, was one which still remains fundamentally valid: the system is based upon the traditional
Massoretic pronunciation, and we have no assurance that the Massoretic pronunciation is accurate
for the time the material was written. Further, the system, while adopting the Massoretic vocalization,
departs from the Massoretic scheme of stress accent, and presupposes a quite irregular scheme.

Unnoticed by Lowth, but striking to a student of linguistics, is the problem which this raises. If the
stress accent in a term was entirely dependent upon its position in the poetic line, then apparently
stress was not phonemic in classical Hebrew. But if stress was not phonemic, then we are dealing
not with meter at all, but with a kind of rhythm. This would not vitiate the analysis, but it would
pose a problem for our study of Hebrew.**

Lowth is commonly reputed to be the first to establish the character of Hebrew poetic lines and
their parts. Although his references to earlier writers, as we have seen, belie this reputation, his
book De Sacra Poesi Hebraeorum, published in 1753, does appear to contain the first extended
treatment of this aspect of Hebrew poetry. As with many of the early writers, some of his conclusions
were passed over at first and had to be rediscovered at a later time. His lasting contributions to the
subject appear to be these:*

First, the presence of parallelism in Hebrew poetry was determined and analyzed, though not at
length. Each line of Hebrew poetry consists of two parts, which parallel each other in vocabulary,
thought, or (in any event) grammar. Lowth distinguished three kinds of parallelism: synonymous,

22 Ibid, p. 393. No corrections have been made in this reproduction of the text, though Lowth’s presentation of
it appears to contain several errors.

2 Ibid, p. 394.

24 That is: if stress did not play a part in the language, in determining the meaning of individual words (as it
does in English: cf. pérfume and perfume, rébel and rebél, prégress and progréss, céonvict and convict), then
what we are concerned with is rhythm rather than meter. In English, stress is so integral a part of the
pronunciation of words that it is often hard for an English speaker to imagine a language in which stress is
meaningless. However, some sentences, composed entirely of one syllable words, can be composed for demonstration
purposes. For example, “he said he would go to school with me.” The net dictionary meaning of this phrase is
identical, regardless of the rise and fall, or force and lightness, with which any of the words is pronounced. One
could sing the sentence to any tune, and emphasis on any particular syllable would not change the overall
dictionary sense, though it would of course change the effect of the sentence. If all English were similar in
structure to that sentence, English would be a language in which stress was “non-phonemic,” and English
poetry, like French, would be based not upon stress meter but upon other criteria, such as the rhythm which the
poet wished to give his poem, number of syllables per line, etc.

%5 What follows is a concise resume of the principal points in Lowth’s book as they relate to this study. Except
where noted, illustrative examples have been selected from those given by Lowth at various points in his book.
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antithetic, and synthetic. In synonymous parallelism, individual thoughts of one half of the line are
repeated in the other half. So, for example, in Isaiah 60:1

TR X2 9D "R P

A oY 7 7129

the X2 finds its parallel in 177, and the 77X in T...i717° 7122, Further suggested examples include
Isaiah 60:2-3; Psalm 114:3-4; Hosea 6:1-2.

Antithetic parallelism means that thoughts in one half of the line are contrasted with opposing
thoughts in the second half, e.g. Proverbs 27:6:

27X °Y¥D 0°2K1

XNW Mp°wl NNy
Cf. also Proverbs 27:7; Isaiah 54:7-8, 65:13-14; 1 Samuel 2:4-7.
In synthetic parallelism, which Lowth also called constructive parallelism, the two halves of the
line form a continuous thought, but there is a grammatical similarity, e.g. Isaiah 14:9:
TR TNy 95 o°KkD1 T2 7w
013 °2%1 5 a0 0PN

Other suggested examples given by Lowth include Psalms 19:8-11, 77:18-19; Isaiah 14:4-8. It is
this last category that has been most criticized in Lowth. His examples commonly fall into the first
two categories, or have little recognizable parallelism at all. It would seem to be a catch-all category
for items difficult to classify otherwise.

Although, for the most part, parallelism is found in two halves of a poetic line, occasionally there
are lines which seem to include three parts, and among these Lowth suggests we note Psalm 77:7,
17-20.

The presence of poetry in the prophetic books was once again recognized, and prose sections in the
prophets were distinguished from poetry.

A sort of strophic structure was recognized, though not discussed at length. Isaiah 31:4, Zechariah
9:5, Psalm 33:13-14, Deuteronomy 32:43 are among the examples given.

Lowth also recognized a peculiar poetic form which he called the Kinah, although he was unable to
determine precisely what it was that made it stand out. The poetry in Lamentations, Psalms 19, 42,
43, and others, was cited for special notice. He suggested that the lines (in this study called half-lines)
average about 12 syllables in the Massoretic punctuation, but he seemed uncertain how much
reliance to place upon this observation.

Although convinced that, in order to be poetry, the Hebrew material must originally have been
based upon some metrical system, Lowth was so sceptical of the Massoretic punctuation as to deny it
any reliability. No other evidence for ancient pronunciation of Hebrew being known, he concluded
that the ancient metrical scheme has been forever lost.

Following the work of Lowth, researchers have tended to stress one or two aspects of poetic
analysis, rather than attempt an overall characterization. It becomes necessary at this point to
follow the development of theories of parallelism, meter, strophes, and other items separately.

PARALLELISM

Following Lowth, it was some time before the world as a whole recognized quite what the distinctive
characteristics of the poetic line are. Lowth spoke of “verses,” rather than lines, and for many years
it was the custom to take the Massoretic verse division as the basic unit of poetry. Even as late as
1939 Lund could propose a theory based upon the Massoretic verses, although scholars as a whole
have long since given this up. The failure to distinguish between verse and line vitiated much
important work. As we will see shortly, such significant research into strophic structure as was done
by Koster in 1831 is today almost useless because of this confusion. It is said that it was not until
1871, 140 years after Lowth, that the distinction between line and verse was first emphasized by
Merx in his Das Gedicht von Hiob.”

The distinction of types of parallelism remains basically that of Lowth, although later work has
detailed the types far more carefully. G. Buchanan Gray is credited with having given the “classical
exposition” of Hebrew parallelism in this century.”” His analysis distinguished between complete
parallelism ( = Lowth’s synonymous parallelism), e.g. Psalm 91:6:

%6 According to Theodore H. Robinson: “Basic Principles of Hebrew Poetic Form,” p. 449.
1 G. Buchanan Gray: The Forms of Hebrew Poetry.
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where each term in one half-line finds a corresponding parallel term in the other; incomplete parallelism
without compensation, e.g. Amos 2:9c:
Synm 1D TRwR)
nnnn Ywae

where one or more terms in the first half are not paralleled in the second; incomplete parallelism
with compensation, e.g. Amos 4:2b:
N13X2 OONX XY
11217 N17°02 120K

where one of the three terms in the initial half is not paralleled in the second, but a third term is
added in the second to balance it; and formal parallelism ( = Lowth’s synthetic parallelism), e.g.
Amos 5:11b:*
Qn°32 Nt °n2
02 12wn X9
where there is no clear parallelism of individual terms.*

A most thorough analysis of parallelism, based upon Gray’s distinctions but detailing them minutely,
was made by I. Newman and William Popper, in a study of Amos and Isaiah 1-10, published by the
University of California in 1918. Newman considered carefully the similarities between Hebrew
parallelism and that found in Chinese, Egyptian, Babylonian, Assyrian, Arabic, and Finnish poetry,
and then found in Amos numerous examples of what he termed complete parallelism (simple, or
double structure), incomplete parallelism (with or without compensation, with four term variations),
reduplication (lines in which it is unclear whether there are three separate parts, or only two, e.g.
Amos 2:2b, 4:5a, 5:21), alternate parallelism (clear, near prose, non-synonymous, saj), Qinah
parallelism, synthetic parallelism (clear, doubtful), and other types. Both Newman and Popper
attempted emendation of texts on the basis of parallelism.

Two important observations may be drawn from the work of Newman and Popper: first, that on
the basis of their studies it is possible to detect parallelism in substantially all lines of Hebrew
poetry; secondly, that in actual texts all the various types of parallelism were used indiscriminately.
While the use of parallelism per se is a distinctive characteristic of Hebrew poetry, the use of various
types of parallelism is a characteristic of style and for an overall characterization of the poetry is
only of secondary relevance. Study of parallelism appears to have reached its culmination in the
studies by Newman and Popper, at least since their time the attention of most researchers (to judge
by their publications) seems to have been devoted to other aspects of Hebrew poetry.

A still relatively unexplored aspect of parallelism is the terms used in parallel. The discovery of
the Ugaritic materials has given rise to considerable discussion of the relations between Ugaritic
poetry and Hebrew. A significant number of common pairs of parallel terms in Hebrew poetry are
also found in Ugaritic poetry.’*® As yet this phenomenon has not been integrated into an overall
theory of Hebrew poetry, but it is discussed at some length in Chapter 2.

Turning from the study of parallelism, upon which there is general agreement, we may consider
the development of theories of Hebrew metrics. Here the survey becomes rather complex, and the
amount of agreement is singularly small.

METER

Mention has already been made of the statements by early writers in regard to metrical form in
Hebrew poetry. Unfortunately, no explanation is forthcoming for the meaning of the terms they used
as applied to Hebrew, or for the apparent contradiction used in identifying Deuteronomy 32 both as
hexameter (Josephus) and as trimeter (Jerome). Mention has also been made of Rabbi Azarias’
system, as cited by Lowth. Again, unfortunately, details of the system are lacking, though it appears
identical to that later propounded by Budde. However, in the eighteenth century at least one

28 These three examples of parallelism have been drawn from Louis I. Newman and William Popper: Studies in
Biblical Parallelism, pp. 141-170.

29 This discussion of Gray is based on Robinson, op. cit., and Newman and Popper, op. cit.

80 Cf. Cyrus H. Gordon: Ugaritic Manual; C. L. Feinberg: “The Poetic Structure of the Book of Job and the
Ugaritic Literature;” Stanley Gevirtz: “The Ugaritic Parallel to Jeremiah 8:23;” H. L. Ginsburg: “Ugaritic
Studies and the Bible;” Robert Boling: “Synonymous Parallelism in the Psalms;” U. Cassuto: The Goddess
Anath.
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full-fledged metrical scheme was proposed by Bishop Hare, and undoubtedly there were others. C. G.
Anton® is said to have defined the extent of the poetic line by reference to the alphabetic Psalms,
and then to have worked out a system of meter based upon the counting of stress accents. **> It was
only in 1875, however, that a metrical study was published by Carl Budde which gave rise to the
metrical theory which remains most popular today.*

Shortly before the appearance of Budde’s work, J. Ley had published a study of Hebrew rhythm.*
His contributions include the recognition that each line consists of two corresponding parts (already
noted by Lowth), and that the second part of the line is commonly shorter than the first.*® He
attempted a phonetic analysis of the verses, and formulated a phonetic relation between the halves:
that the halves are related in the number of significant tones (accented syllables), without regard to
the unaccented syllables.’® He might, therefore, be considered the father of the widely accepted
accent-counting theory, if it were not that considerable spade work was yet to be done.

In 1882 Budde’s article on the Lamentation, or Qinah, Meter was published, and its subsequent
influence has been considerable. Most biblical students are familiar with the term “Qinah Meter,”
even when totally unfamiliar with other aspects of the theory in whose construction Budde played a
great part. Budde, it should be said, was sceptical of attempts to find a metrical form in Hebrew
poetry, and claimed that it took considerable thought to bring him to a recognition of the Qinah
Meter.

The development of the theory was due in part to a series of a priori assumptions, and these
assumptions have in recent times been called seriously into question.’” According to the presentation
in his article, it would seem that Budde developed, from the observation of Ley as to the relative
lengths of the half-lines, the conclusion that a normal poetic line must have a minimum of 5
elements: 3 in the first and 2 in the second (conventionally called 3+2 in current writing). In order to
be sure of the extent of the poetic lines, he went to chapter 3 of the Book of Lamentations, where the
alphabetic structure of the poems makes clear where each line begins and ends. Following a scheme
patterned after Ley’s, in which one-syllable minor terms are ignored, Budde determined that the
typical line in the Lamentations poems does indeed consist of three terms in the first half and two in
the second. Various other passages were then studied, being of a fairly similar poetic nature, e.g.
Isaiah 44:4-21, Ezekiel 19, Psalm 137, and the conclusion was drawn that in these too the 3+2
pattern is standard. With the help of textual emendation, some of the deviant lines could be counted
in the pattern.

Two observations in regard to Budde’s procedures are of importance for this historical survey: first,
that he did not attempt to give a phonetic basis for the pattern, as did Ley and some who came after
him; secondly, as has often been stated by proponents of metrical theories, he failed to notice that
the 3+2 pattern is not limited to one category of poetry but is a fairly common one.

The name Qinah was given to the pattern, from the fact that it was first noted in the book of
Lamentations, and Budde postulated it as the dominant pattern for poems of the literary genre to
which Lamentations belongs. Qinah meter continues to be a popular item in poetic analysis, despite
the shortcomings of Budde’s study. Prominent among the shortcomings was the fact that a great
deal of textual emendation was required in order to make the Qinah meter dominate in the poems
which were analyzed.®

After Budde, various writers attempted to build a theory of metrics following the paths marked out
by Ley and Budde. Grimme is said to have tackled the problem of when a term in a line could be
considered as having double value, allowing (for example) a Qinah line to consist of only four terms
(2+2).%° It was Edward Sievers, however, with his book Metrische Studien, I, published in 1901, who

31C. G. Anton: Conjectura de metro Hebraeorum antiquo.

32F. Lund: “Eine metrische Form in Alten Testament,” p. 251.

33 Carl Budde: “Das hebraische Klagelied.”

34J. Ley: Grundziige des Rhythmus des Vers- und Strophenbaues in der hebrdiischen Poesie.

% This was Ley’s chief contribution, according to Carl Budde: op. cit., p. 5.

3 This aspect of his work, considered in Robinson: “Basic Principles of Hebrew Poetic Form,” p. 440, certainly
influenced Budde’s work, but is given little notice in Budde’s article.

37 Cf. chapter 5.

3 B.g., in Lamentations 3, the first chapter analyzed by Budde, of the 66 lines only 37 have the 3+2 pattern; in
Isaiah 44:4-21, of 31 lines only 21 have the 3+2 pattern; in Ezekiel 19, of 27 lines only 12 have the 3+2 pattern;
in Psalm 137, of 11 lines only 4 have the 3+2 pattern.

3 Cf. H. Grimme: “Abriss der biblisch-hebraischen Metrik,” referred to in Robinson: “Basic Principles of
Hebrew Poetic Form,” p. 441.
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developed the theory into its now classical form.

Sievers, after much discussion of the nature of poetry in general, attempted a reconstruction of the
pronunciation of ancient Hebrew. As far as metrical theory is concerned, the purpose of such
reconstruction was to determine the place of the stress accent and to discover a means of counting
accents in poetry. A very detailed analysis led to a method of counting which was, in effect, an
extension of Ley’s and Budde’s discoveries to all of Hebrew poetry.

Essentially, the method was this: accented syllables in each line were counted to see whether
patterns could be found. A poem following the Qinah pattern would consist primarily of lines
containing five accented syllables, as noticed previously. Other patterns might include four accented
syllables (2+2), six accented syllables (3+3), etc. Generally, for Sievers, it was the total number of
accented syllables per line that was significant. The distribution within the line should also follow
set patterns, but he was forced to concede, in practice, a considerable amount of irregularity. The
original poet would, presumably, have followed his chosen pattern quite clearly, but some allowance
must necessarily be made for “poetic license.”

The link between pronunciation and counting was actually much weaker than Sievers apparently
realized, for it has become possible for his theory to survive independent of his phonetic analysis (as
in the work of Theodore H. Robinson, or William F. Albright) long after it became antiquated.

In summary, Sievers’ method consisted of the counting of accented syllables, with methods set out
for determining the instances when a long word might have two accented syllables (primary and
secondary) and for treating the less “significant” monosyllables and disyllables (particularly
prepositions) and their clusters. Like Budde, Sievers resorted to a great deal of textual emendation
in order to discover a pattern in the poems he treated. An unfortunate aspect of his work was that in
the study proper he for the most part did not examine connected texts, but isolated lines collected
from numerous texts. As a result, the presentation of the material is much more convincing than the
examples of connected texts analyzed according to his theory.*’

An interesting and important sidelight is that Sievers applied this theory to much material that
before and after his time has been considered prose. One commentator has suggested that for
Sievers it was impossible to find a distinction between prose and poetry.*! And, in fact, such texts as
the Mesha Stele, Genesis 2, and Ruth 1 are carefully set out by him in metrical form, along with
several other prose portions of the Hebrew Bible.*? It is evident from this that for Sievers the
overriding characteristic of Hebrew poetry was rhythm. In the texts commonly considered poetic, a
great deal of metrical uniformity was gained at the expense of ignoring (and often deleting) parallelism.

Despite the shortcomings of Sievers’ analysis, his theory has become almost the standard analysis.
Perhaps it is because even 48% regularity seems too significant to be overlooked, or perhaps it is
because of a conviction among many students that Hebrew poetry must have had meter. Cf. the
statement by William F. Albright in this respect:

In a Mediterranean world where music had reached such a high pitch of development, it is simply
inconceivable that there was no “regular meter” in standard Canaanite and Hebrew poetry, all of which
was composed to be chanted or sung.*

A great amount of poetic analysis has been done, based upon Sievers’ work. Among current
proponents of Sievers’ theory, or a modification of the theory, is William F. Albright. He claims that
both in Ugaritic and in Hebrew, meter, substantially that diagnosed by Sievers, is to be found.**

A variation of Sievers’ theory, which may be termed the Significant Terms theory, is that put forth
by Theodore H. Robinson and formulated by him in these terms:

If a line of poetry contains three significant thought elements, balanced by three more, it is obvious that
there will be three significant words in each part. And each significant word, however many syllables it
and its subsidiary words (e.g. prepositions) contain, is dominated so fully by a single stressed syllable
that the rest are usually negligible from the metric point of view. Hence we can describe a Hebrew line of
poetry by the number of significant words or accents it contains in each stichos...

It should be added that there seem to be occasions when a word carries so great a weight of meaning
and of sound that it may take the place of two logical terms. This will occur especially where a plural

40 Sample analyses by Sievers, and others treated in this chapter, may be found in Appendix 1.
4T, H. Robinson: “Basic Principles of Hebrew Poetic Form,” p. 443.

42 Of the 338 lines of Psalm texts which Sievers analyzed in Part II of his book (published 1904), 122 ( = 33%)
are emended, and 54 are left without fitting into the prescribed pattern, so that only 48% of the text actually
supports the analyses. For comparison, 42% of the Mesha Stele gives the metrical pattern postulated for it, 65%
of Genesis 2, and 22% of Ruth 1, as he has set them out.

43 William F. Albright: “A Catalogue of Early Hebrew Lyric Poems (Psalm LXVIII),” p.6.
“ William F. Albright: “The Old Testament and Canaanite Literature,” p.21.
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word has a pronominal suffix and is preceded by a preposition. Even so, the double-stressed word is rare,
and never occurs in a two-stress stichos.*®
A reaction against metrical theory is vigorously put forth by Cyrus H. Gordon, who denies the
existence of a sound meter in Ugaritic, and who begins his attack with the comment:

Structurally different verses and strophes occur constantly within the same poem in Ugaritic. It is
therefore unsound to attribute similar variety in the Bible to the blending of different poems. Perhaps
the most important fact to bear in mind is that the poets of the ancient Near East (e.g. Acc., Ug., Heb.,
Eg.) did not know of exact meter. Therefore emendations metri causa are pure whimsy. All of the
evidence that is needed can be found in C. D. Young’s treatment of the subject in JNES 9 1950 124-125.
How little understood these simple facts are may be seen by glancing at the m(etri) c(ausa) emendations
in the Kittel O.T. or at W. F. Albright’s work on the subject (e.g. HUCA 23 1 1950-1951 1-39; N.B. p.7,
N.15: “the metric nihilism to which Dr. Young seems to be moving is certainly far beyond rational
discussion”). All that is asked of those who maintain metric hypotheses is to state their metric formulae
and to demonstrate that the formulae fit the texts. Instead they emend the texts to fit their hypotheses.
A sure sign of error is the constant need to prop up a hypothesis with more hypotheses.*®
An attempt to set up a metrical hypothesis on other lines than those followed by Sievers has
achieved some degree of popularity. It was noted earlier that Bishop Hare seemed to have worked
out a system of Hebrew metrics, in which the assumption was made that alternate syllables in
Hebrew are stressed, and within a poem the number of stressed syllables is equal for each line. This
line of thought was taken up again by Bickell, in 1878, and has been developed by Hoélscher, 1920,
Horst, 1953, and Mowinckel in recent times.*” The theory has remained substantially the same.
Basically the pronunciation assumed for the alternating system of metrics is the Massoretic. In that
it assumes that a term might have more than one stressed syllable, and does not rely greatly upon
the presumed natural stress in words, its results differ considerably from those of Sievers’ theory. In
that it must rely on a pronunciation substantially similar to the traditional Massoretic, it, like
Sievers’, finds regularity throughout a poem more the exception than the rule. Stanislav Segert has
provided the means for a significant comparison of the two systems, by publishing analyses of the
Song of Solomon according to four principles: “Wortmetrik” (substantially that of T. H. Robinson),
Sievers’, Haller’s (a modification of Sievers’, in 1940), and the “Alternierende Metrik.”® Two specimen
tables from this study indicate the closeness of the variations on Sievers’ theory, and the differences
of results between them and the alternating analysis:

1. (1,2—4) Lied der Braut

Wortmetrik Akzentuierende Metrik Alternierende
Sievers 1901 Haller 1940 Metrik

2:3+3 3+3 3+3 4.4

3a: 3 3: 3+2! 4

3b: 3+3 :3, an 2 3+3 3,3?

4a: 3+3 3:3 3+3 4,4?

4b: 3+3 3:3 3+3 44

4c: 2 2 dl 3/4

*5 Oesterley and Robinson: An Introduction to the Books of the Old Testament, pp. 142-3.
6 Cyrus H. Gordon: Ugaritic Manual, p. 108.
47 Cf. Sigmund Mowinckel: “Zum Problem der hebriischen Metrik,” and “Die Metrik bei Jesus Sirach.”

*8 Stanislav Segert: “Die Versform des Hohenliedes.”
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VI. (2, 8-14) Vorte der Braut und ein Lied des Brautigams
Akzentuierende Metrik

Wortmetrik

8a:
8b:
9a:
9b:
9c:
10:
11:

12a:

12b

13a:
13b:
14a:
14b:
14c:

Theories based on different principles have not been lacking. One rather heroic attempt at determining
a system of meter on the basis of the Massoretic text with a minimum of emendation was that of E.
Lund, in 1939.* Observing the stress pattern given by the Massoretic punctuation, and working on
the basis of verses rather than lines, he found in Psalm 58 the following structure:

2+2/3
2(3)+2(3)
3+2(3)
2+2
3/2+3/2
4/3+3+2/3
3/4+4
3+3

2+2

3+4
3+3/2
3+2
3/2+3/2
3/2+2

verse 2
3 4+4
4 3+4
5 444
6 4+3
7 444
8 3+4
9 4+4
10 4+3
11 4+4
12 4+4

This pattern is at the cost of some inconsistency in the counting of small terms such as 172. The
poem thus appears to separate into two symmetical halves, bound together by the pivotal verse 7.

By a relatively complex system of mathematics, he finds similar symmetry in other poems. E.g., in
the Song of Solomon chapter 2:

verses 1-9 3+2 2+3 646 6+7 5 T+6 4+4 6 4+4
N~ I~ ~  — ~ ~
10 12 13 13 8 8
22 31 22

Sievers 1901
4:

4

5

4?
3+3?
3:(3)
3:3
3:3
3(4)?
3:(3)
(3)

5

4:

4

4+4 (i.e. accents)

Haller 1940
2+2
2+2

dl

2+2
2+2

dl, 3+2
3+3
3,3!!
3,2!!
3+3!
3+2
3+2
2+2
2+2

\—/

75

Y E. Lund: “Eine metrische Form in Alten Testament.”

Alternierende
Metrik
2,2

3,3
3,4/3
3.2

3,3
4,4/3,3
44

4,3

2,2

44
4?37
44
3/4,3/4
3,3
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verses 10-17 4 3+2+3 4 6+4+6 5H5+6 4+4 4+4 4+4 4+4
8 16 11 8 8 8 8
\_/ ~ -~
16 16 16
. -~
32 32
75

In order to achieve his system, Lund rejected most of the traditional principles of poetic literary
analysis, e.g. the line, the stanza, the literary unit, occasionally also parallelism, in favour of the
Massoretic verse division and the chapter divisions in our current Bibles.

STROPHES

Turning from metrical analyses, we may center our attention on another type of analysis which
has been the subject of considerable dispute, the strophe or stanza. The first commentator to present
a detailed strophic theory for Hebrew poetry appears to have been Friedrich Koster, in 1831.%°
Convinced that all of Hebrew poetry is essentially strophic, though at some periods the poetry was
more inclined to exact strophes than at other periods, Koster set about formulating the rules for
strophes. His point of departure was the parallelism of poetic lines, as he searched for similar
parallelism between lines and groups of lines.

Unfortunately for the progress of Hebraic studies, Késter’s work was for the most was vitiated by a
complete failure to recognize that the Massoretic verse division does not always reflect the poetic line
division. Assuming that the basic unit was the verse, while recognizing that for the most part verses
have but two or three parts, he found it necessary to incorporate into his understanding of parallelism
the presumed relationship between 5, 6, or even 7 parts of a verse. Nevertheless, he laid the
principles for strophic analysis.

Among the discoveries made by Koster may be noted the role played by refrains, e.g. in Isaiah
9:7-10:4, where the refrain marks out 4 strophes of 7 poetic lines each. The frequent term 790 in the
Psalms was claimed as a strophe marker (supported by the translation diay sal ma in the Septuagint),
with due recognition that the term may have been miswritten occasionally as copyists were no
longer aware of its meaning.

The principles for determination of strophes were, specifically, the same principles as those for
determination of lines on the basis of parallelism:

1. Word parallelism,—e.g. strophes in the alphabetic Psalms, consisting of the text associated
with each letter of the alphabet. Thus, in Psalm 119 the strophes are 8 lines long.

2. Synonymous thought parallelism,—e.g. in Psalm 24, which contains 5 strophes of 2 lines
each; or in Isaiah 9:7-10:4 (already mentioned).

3. Antithetic thought parallelism,—e.g. in Psalm 1 (103, 4-6).

4. Synthetic thought parallelism,—e.g. in Isaiah 5:1-6 (2 strophes of 6 lines each).

5. Identical thought parallelism, —e.g. in Isaiah 48:1-8 (Koster claims 4 strophes).

Following on the work of Koster, D. H. Miiller in 1898 attempted a further systematization of
strophic structure.” His analysis included the relationships between strophes, under the headings of
responsion, concatenation, and inclusion. Shortly thereafter Paul Ruben expanded strophic analysis
and revised Koster, but still based his work on Massoretic verses.”” He was led to the assumption
that refrains in the Psalms may not mark strophes of equal length (e.g. in Psalms 42, 43, 56, 107),

%0 Friedrich Koster: “Die Strophen, oder der Parallelismus der Verse der hebriischen Poesie.” Interestingly,
apparently through an original misreading of the German possessive form (which uses no apostrophe), this
author’s name is commonly cited as Kosters in English literature, indicating, perhaps, that the original article
has rarely been re-examined.

51 David Heinrich Miiller: Strophenbau und Responsion, cited in Robinson: “Basic Principles of Hebrew Poetic
Form,” p. 449.

%2 Paul Rubin: “Strophic Forms in the Bible.”
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due to his counting of verses rather than lines. His work was also distorted to some extent by a
failure to distinguish the limits of poetic units.

It remained for William Popper, in a volume which also in several ways marks the culmination of
studies of parallelism, to undertake a careful examination of First Isaiah’s strophic structure on the
basis of carefully delineated poetic lines. Isaiah 1-10 was divided into strophes of from one to two
lines (two to four half-lines).”

Despite the auspicious beginning with Koster’s work, no major analysis has yet appeared to
establish the place of the strophe as a regular part of Hebrew poetry, although its existence is taken
for granted by various students. The typical opinion seems to be summarized by Oesterley and
Robinson, who view the strophe as being a sporadic phenomenon:

It may be repeated that there are two essential conditions for the recognition of strophic arrangement.
The first is regularity in length—probably even uniformity; and the second is a clear division in thought
at the end of each strophe. Only where these are fulfilled, are we safe in describing the structure of a
given poem as strophic.*

These conditions not being met in most of biblical poetry, the strophe could not be considered a
regular feature of the poetry.

Nevertheless, the discrimination of strophes has been carried out in detail for many individual
texts. Worthy of mention is A. Condamin’s work, published in 1933.”° A recent analysis of Job by
Samuel Terrien® discovers a fairly complex strophic pattern:

Job 4:2-5:27 consists of 4 parts: 4:2-11, 4:12-21, 5:1-17, 5:8-27. In part 1 there are two sections of
two strophes of three and two lines respectively. In part 2, the same pattern occurs in reverse. In
part 3 there is one strophe of seven lines. In part 4 there are two sections of three strophes each of
three lines each, and a concluding line.

A scholar at the same institution as Terrien, James Muilenburg, also worked with a strophic
theory and the analysis of Second Isaiah which he carried out includes a strophic system.”

Various other features of Hebrew poetry have been examined to a greater or lesser extent, and
some of them have yielded interesting results, though none of them has as yet become popularized
among the bulk of scholars.

ALLITERATION

In 1929 Ignaz Gébor suggested that alliteration is a major feature of Hebrew poetry.”® He grouped
together a number of passages in which alliteration appears to be present, e.g. Ezekiel 27-30 (5
times); Hosea 12:2, 9:6; Isaiah 12:6, 17:2, 24:23; Micah 1:6, 3:7; Nahum 1:10, 2:11; Joel 2:16. By
assuming that the stress accent was on the first root syllable of the word, Gabor formulated various
types of alliteration:

4 beats with accent on 2 alliterated syllables, e.g. Proverbs 16:17, 23:2

4 beats with double alliteration, e.g. Proverbs 13:22

3 beats with accent on 2 alliterated syllables, e.g. Proverbs 14:34, 11:8

Tetrameter and trimeter with threefold alliteration, e.g. Proverbs 14:35, 29:7

Tetrameter and trimeter with two alliterated syllables in each line, e.g. Proverbs 18:24, 9:7, 11:4

Tetrameter with threefold alliteration, e.g. Proverbs 16:14, 6:18, 15;27, 22;4, 28:19

Such analysis depends to some extent on an assumption that we know the ancient pronunciation
of Hebrew, though it relies principally on the consonants. Gabor failed to demonstrate that alliteration
was a regular part of Hebrew poetics, and did not suggest any continuous text in which it occurred
as a principal feature.

A field of inquiry which promises to yield interesting results is the study of repetition as a formal
characteristic of the poetry.

53 Newman and Popper: Studies in Biblical Parallelism, part 2.

5 Qesterley and Robinson: An Introduction to the Books of the Old Testament, p. 149. T. H. Robinson expounds
this view at some length in The Poetry of the Old Testament, pp. 41-46.

% Albert Condamin: Poémes de la Bible, avec une Introduction sur la Strophique Hébraique.
% Samuel Terrien: “Introduction to Job.”
57 James Muilenburg: “Commentary on Second Isaiah,” and “A Study in Hebrew Rhetoric.” See also chapter 4.

% Ignaz Gébor: Der hebrdische Urrhythmus, reviewed by Oliver Shaw Rankin: “Alliteration in Hebrew Poetry.”
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REPETITION

In 1906 Condamin published a study of the use of repetition in the book of Lamentations.”® He
noted that, in general, there is a symmetry in the structure of Hebrew Poetry (postulated long before
him by Koster), and chose Lamentations as a demonstration piece because there are other criteria
for determining the limits of the materials. Within the first chapter of Lamentations he noted the
symmetrical repetitions in the verses:

verses 1 and 22 ..iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinneens nan
2 and 21............ oman PR & 261K 9
3and 20 .iiiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieannnees X
4and 19 ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiineee. 112
5and 18...cccueecreecreeenreeneennns W 197
6aNd 17 evvrnrrnnrennrernrenneennneens %
10 and 18 vuuneennneennnrernnrernnneenns vah
11and 12 ceueeeeneenneennnnnnn. X7 & 0321

Condamin also noted that the strophic structure need not follow the alphabetic pattern, and divided
the poem into two major sections (1-11, 12-22) formed of symmetrical strophes: 1-3, 4-6, 7-11, 12-16,
17-19, 20-22.

In recent times, Muilenburg® has stressed the importance of repetition as a key factor in the
structure of poetry, pointing out, among other examples, the Fable of Jotham (Judges 9:8-15) as a
major specimen. The determination of poetic units on the basis of structure (largely repetition) led
him to postulate the unity of Second Isaiah and the role of the Servant Songs as an integral part of
the larger poem in which they are found.

Liebreich in 1956 made a detailed list of Psalms in which key words play a major role.®’ These
included Psalms in which a key term was repeated in the beginning and end, and in which there is a
distinct similarity between the initial verses and the final verses. Psalms 34 and 145 were analyzed
in detail on the basis of repetition of key terms.

It is not possible to mention here the work of many scholars, and the reader is referred to the
bibliography for a listing of other items. Nevertheless, a cross-section of the work in the analysis of
Hebrew poetry has been presented, with an attempt to summarize the major trends.

Two observations may be drawn that are of interest at this point One is that in recent decades
there has been little attempt at a systematic analysis of Hebrew poetry in all its aspects, such as
characterized the work of Lowth, but rather individual aspects have been stressed by students, often
to the detriment of other aspects. The second is that, with the possible exception of parallelism, no
analysis has been carried through for the whole of Hebrew poetry and, at the same time, received
general acceptance.

The time seems ripe for a new, thoroughgoing examination of biblical poetry, which takes into
account both our increasing knowledge of Hebrew and the results of recent studies. It seems advisable
to begin at the most elementary level and to examine carefully any observations which may be
drawn. Inevitably, work done by previous students must be used, but at the same time, their
conclusions must not be accepted unless the evidence provides strong support. In particular, an
attempt must be made to distinguish carefully between the sporadic or coincidental and the
characteristic phenomena.

5 Albert Condamin: “Symmetrical Repetitions in Lamentations Chapters I and II.”
60 James Muilenburg: “A Study in Hebrew Rhetoric.”
61 Leon J. Leibreich: “Psalms 34 and 145 in the Light of Their Key Words.”
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Chapter 2:
THE POETIC LINE
Repetition as a Key to Line Structure

It seems desirable to approach the analysis of Hebrew poetry with relatively open minds and as
few presuppositions as possible. No doubt there are some presuppositions which cannot be avoided,
among them that certain texts (e.g. the Psalms) are poetry and may safely be examined as such, but
for the most part we may do best to avoid prejudicing the analysis by assumptions based upon our
experience of other poetry.

At the risk of repeating work done long ago, particularly by Lowth, Gray, and others, but in order
to insure that our conclusions do in fact come from the texts rather than from unexamined assumptions,
we may begin the analysis by the scrutiny of a block of poetry. It is not possible, at this initial stage,
to be certain that the block which we choose is a complete unit, though that may not be essential in
the preliminary stages. The content of Psalm 1 gives the impression of being a complete unit, and
may serve as the first material for analysis.

OX °2 2w XD 0°%% 2wIn31 Ty XR? O°X0A T772102°YW0 DXV XD WX WURT WX
107 172 WK 0°7 AP0 DY PINw YYD 57771 79791 0n AT 1NN 1390 770 N7Ina
9Y 1119 117N WX Y72 OX D QYW 12 K? 700X vy oK 21 2120 XD 10y 1nya
DOYWI T QPPTR TN AN YT 00 O°pPTR NIV OORDM VIWNI DYWI WP R? 19
728N

In reading through this block of material, one is struck by the abundance of repetition. This is of
two kinds. There is a repetition of terms throughout the text: WX Q°Yw7 0O°RWA  7°7° Q°%P°7X
) 777 etc. There is also a repetition of terms or thoughts in close sequence.
In the initial portion of the text:
D°YWA NXYa 77 X2 WX UORT WK
TRy X2 Q°XRDA 7772
2w’ X7 0°%% 2w
Qywn QXL O°%% / N3y 777 2wm / ']'?ﬂ Ty 2V are three sets of nearly synonymous
terms which conjoin to give almost identical images. One term, X?, appears three times in succession.
The three sets of similar terms are not neatly separated, but are intertwined in a clear pattern.
There is a grammatical repetition which is apparent in the manner in which the material was set
out above.
The subsequent text shows a strikingly similar feature:
X897 777° D702 OX 0D
79991 0P 7477 107N
It is, in fact, possible to set out the entire text in this fashion:

la QYW1 NXY 77 K2 WX UORT WK
b Ty K? 0°RDA 7772
c 2w’ X 0°%% 2wIna)

2a XD 7177 NN OX D
b 79951 oMY AT 1NN

3a oon °3%5 By 5w yyo
b Ny 1N 1D WX
c 512> X% 1O
d %% Yy WK D

4a Y13 OX °2 D°YwAT 19 X
b 7797 11970 WX

5a VOWNI QYW NP> K2 19 0¥
b D°P*7% NIV 0OXVM

6a DOPYIR T M YT 0D
b 62928N QYWY 7N

A perusal of the text so set out makes the repetitions quite evident. There is both striking
regularity and striking irregularity. The regularity is in the sequence of a simple, relatively complete

62 Verse numbers have been given as an aid for reference only; they are not intended as a part of the analysis.
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statement with a second statement (complete or incomplete) which in some way repeats or expands
the image. The irregularity is manifest in the number of repetitions, the kind of repetitions, and the
length of the statements.

There has been considerable confusion as to the naming of the phenomena so far observed. Some
students, taking over terminology from Indo-European poetry, have spoken of stichoi, kola, caesurae,
etc. It would seem best to avoid comparisons with Indo-European poetry. Due to the fact that each
set of statements within the text makes a relatively distinct and independent image, while the
individual statements within each set are interdependent, we may be safe in speaking of each set as
a “line,” and of the individual statements as “half-lines” (in the majority of cases) or as “third-lines’
or “fourth-lines” (in what we will discover to be a small minority of instances). When there appears
to be little or nothing to distinguish the character of third or fourth-lines from half-lines, for convenience
we may in generalizations merely speak of lines and half-lines.

Psalm 1 would then seem to consist of 7 lines, each with 2 or 3 subdivisions. The break between
the half-lines comes, as was already mentioned, at the close of a substantially complete statement
and at the start of a repetition which may or may not be complete.

Other repetitions also deserve mention at this point. Examination of the text indicates that 1a, b,
are quite similar to 5a and b, though with reversed images. 2a and 6a contain similar terms, °J and
i1177°. 1b and 6b speak of the 0°XVI1 71T7and the 2°Y¥W7 7 Trespectively. There is, therefore, a symmetry
in the poem. The first three lines find counterparts in the last three lines.

For purpose of analysis, we will confine ourselves at this point to the observations to be drawn
from the first type of repetitions, and reserve the second for the following chapter.

It is of importance to discover whether what we have observed in Psalm 1 is a chance occurrence,
or part of an overall structural pattern in Hebrew poetry. From Psalm 1 we may turn to a counterpart
in the book of Jeremia, Jeremiah 17:5-10.

7127932 YW 7°71 125 M0 A% 187 WA w2 awY 07X 712 R 1237 NN
71°2 V2 WX 7237 172 2N KDY 97 PR 72712 07170 190 210 X12° 3 XD KDY
M O X12° °3 K K21 Pwaw 05w 521 5YY oon 9y 2w vy 700 woan A o m
Y0 o1 RIT WIRY 91 2977 2pY "12 Mwyn v K91 ART R? NIX2 NIwaY 13y 510V T
1557 193 19772 wPKR? Nn21 n1°95 72 2% PR MY 2aR 11

The same kinds of repetition are found in this text as in Psalm 1 (with which it has many verbal
affinities). Following the procedure developed for Psalm 1, this text may be set out as follows:

17:5a 0TX2 B3> WX 7237 M
b WIT w2 o
¢ 125 M0 M 1
6a 729Y32 Y m
b 270 X12° °2 X XD
c n32712 0°70 19
d mon PR
e 2wn X,
Ta T2 AV WK 7287 N2
b Mo I M
8a oon 5y v yyo om
b PYIY 1PY 5210 O3
¢ or X127 %2 X7 X
d 137 7Py M
e ART X2 N33 Nawa)
f D MwYn TR XY
9a 5om 257 2Py
b uYT M X WA
10a 2% Tpn 7 %I
b no 112
c 19975 wR5 nn9
d 1H5yn 193

This text appears to have 10 lines, all but 2 of which have 2 subdivisions, while 2 have 3. We note a
number of new types of repetition within the text. 5a and 7a are very close in terminology and
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image; 6a and 8a, 6b and 8c are similarly close; 8d and 8f are similar. Lines 5a through 6e and 7a
through 8f thus form sections which have considerable similarity in expression. As with Psalm 1
these sections are unequal in size.

The findings from Psalm 1 and Jeremiah 17:5-10 may be summarized as follows:

1. The text includes a regular series of repetitions of terminology or image.

2. The repetitions form a pattern: there is first a statement, followed by one or more partial or
complete repetitions of the statement. The statement, and the repetition, we term half-lines; the
combined half-lines we term a line.

3. There is no observable pattern in the length of the half-lines, or in the choice of repetitions.

4. Apart from the repetitions within lines, there is a pattern of repetitions between sections of the
poem. The pattern is irregular.

These observations are, however, not general rules, for they are based merely upon two texts
which show remarkable affinities for each other. Other texts must be examined. The selection of
further texts for examination is inevitably arbitrary. The justification for those chosen below is
merely that they appear to be legitimate specimens of various writers.

Jeremiah 4:23-26:

901 0wy 7371 ©°777 PN°RT 07X 1°XY 0w DXRY 7121 7N 7Im IR DR "N°KR7
N27777 17957 73T CNPRY 17T 0Onwn Ny 501 OIR” PR ¥Im °DoRA 15,7‘7,7:1.1 Myaan
12X 1197 2120 770 21ER %N 1Ay 5o

4:23a 721 37N 737 7IRT DX 2NORD
b DX PRI DORw oX
24a 0wy 7371 0277 0K
b VPPN My 9
25a DI X 7371 20K
b 1771 0ORwR Y 9o
26a 92777 51797 1371 PR
b 1¥N1 17y 5
c 7 >18m
d DX 7177 187

All the previous observations apply to this text except for the fourth. There is a pattern of repetitions
throughout the text, but the text does not divide neatly into sections. This need not concern us at
present (it will be considered further in the next chapter), and we may for the moment remove
observation 4 from the list.

Let us now turn our attention to two longer texts:
Exodus 15:1b-18:
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These two texts take us somewhat farther along the line of defining the poetic structure. As was
observed previously, although there is a highly consistent pattern of repetition within the texts,
there are occasional instances when the repetition appears to be lacking, or requires a stretch of the
imagination. Thus, for example, in Exodus 15:1b and c, it would appear that /X1 7IX3 and 12277 010
0°2 M7 replace the expected set of repetitions; although it is at least open to doubt whether 15:1b
and c are indeed part of the poem, or an introductory section. However, in 2 we come upon the
already very familiar pattern of repetition, and the pattern continues throughout the poem in a
sometimes more and sometimes less rigorous fashion. But verse 18 lacks a second part.

In the Isaiah 1 passage we encounter a phenomenon not discovered previously: that whereas in
previous texts the initial statement in the line was substantially complete and independent, here we
find a number of lines which are highly dependent on the previous lines, and initial half-lines which
are not substantially complete when removed from context. Thus, 0°Y772 ¥77 in 4c could not stand
alone, but requires the preceding line. In 6a we are met by a difficulty which cannot at this point be
resolved, whether we are in the realm of two half-lines or merely one.

Our earlier observations might be reformulated now, on the basis of the examined texts, into a
hypothesis which can be tested by references to the remaining poetry:

1. The basic structural unit of Hebrew poetry is a relatively independent image followed by a
repetition of part or all of that image, with or without added elements. This unit we have termed a
line, and the parts half-lines.

a. The initial half-line may be fully independent, i.e. capable of being removed from context, or
only relatively so, i.e. depending upon context for its meaning.

b. The second half-line occasionally may include not a repetition as such, but an expansion of
the image.

2. There is no overall regularity in regard to the kind of repetition, nor in regard to the structure of
the second half lines.

3. There is no observable regularity in regard to the length of the lines or their parts.

We may now proceed to examine a few more Psalms, to check our hypothesis.

Psalm 2:
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These texts support the previous observations, with one important qualification. It is clear that
there are some lines in which no image is repeated.® Examples include Psalm 3:7 and Psalm 4:5.
The frequency of such lines makes it probable that from the beginning the use of two-part lines and
repetition of image was a general feature rather than an absolute norm.

Evidence for Line Divisions in Ancient Times

Evidence that Hebrew poetry was originally written in the form of lines and half-lines is naturally
lacking, as no autographs of the poems exist. There is, however, a considerable amount of evidence
that manuscripts at about the start of the Christian period did, in part, contain at least some of the
poetry written in such a way as to distinguish the half-lines. The discovery of this evidence does not
prove that the poems were originally written in this manner, since the manuscripts are from a far
later period than the originals of the poetry. It is possible that the distinction was introduced
secondarily, as we know to have been the case with the Vulgate.®

The Septuagint text is transcribed in the early manuscripts with the half-lines of poetry in vertical
columns.® It is interesting and valuable to note that the arrangement of Psalm 1 corresponds exactly

% These lines correspond to Lowth’s category of synthetic parallelism.

64 Jerome worked out the lines and half-lines for the prophetic material, and indicated them in his translation.
Cf. his “Praefatio in Librum Isaiae.”

% Cf. Henry Barclay Swete: The Old Testament in Greek, pp. v-vi. Only material traditionally supposed to be
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to that worked out earlier in this chapter on the basis of repetition, with the exception of 4a where
the Septuagint has a different text.®

The Dead Sea Manuscript of Isaiah, 1QIs® in its transcription of Isaiah 61:10-62:9. and the Dead
Sea Scroll fragments of Deuteronomy 32, and Psalms 86, 92, 96, and 119 are so written that the
half-lines are distinguished.®

Isaiah 61:10-62:9

The printed transcription of the Dead Sea text ignores, for the most part, spacing of letters and
words in the scroll. It is therefore necessary to work with the photograph of the text, rather than the
transcription.

Unlike the remainder of the text of Isaiah in this manuscript, the passage mentioned is written
out with easily observable spaces after each group of three words or so. These spaces are considerably
larger than those left between words, and can be accurately identified at a glance. The text is
reproduced below, with the word groupings placed in a vertical column instead of the horizontal
placement in the manuscript, to aid examination.
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poetry (e.g. Psalms, Exodus 15, etc.) was so treated, not the prophets.

% Tn general, the division in the Septuagint manuscripts corresponds to that worked out for the other Psalms
also. But discrepancies do occur, particularly in Psalm 2. Other significant discrepancies are at 3:8, 4:3, 4:5 (the
Septuagint has a different reading, or an interpretation of the Hebrew), 4:6, 5:3, 5:11¢, 5:12, 5:13.

7 These texts were published by: Millar Burrows, The Dead Sea Scrolls of St Mark’s Monastery; and D.
Barthélemy and J. T. Milik: Discoveries in the Judaean Desert (see volume 1, pp. 60, 69-70, and plates 10, 13).



51

c 7195 5y 1nn v
d PTIOR OV v
6a 05w Prmn by
b DI % TR
c 72957 5101 0 91
d TV DR Do W RI?
e 3% ! BR
Ta 12 517 130N 5X
1127 Y 120 7Y
c TIX2 7570 05w DR 2w TV
8a MY Y21 102 N yaws
b T°2°.% PoRM 7137 TW INKR OX
c w1 N 101 °32 WX
d M3 "Ny R
9a TI219K? 77,0087 OX XD
b T Ow DR 7997
c WP NIR.2 TN 1330
d TSR MR

That such an extensive portion of text should be written with the half-lines distinguished is very
helpful in the analysis of Hebrew poetic form. That it should be so written in among a number of
other texts which are also poetic but do not have half-lines distinguished is difficult to explain.

There are numerous passages in the same manuscript which show signs of partially distinguished
lines and half-lines. Chapter 50, in particular, places large spaces between most of the poetic lines,
and many (but not all) of the half-lines. Unfortunately, the distinction is by no means as obvious as
in the passage reproduced above, and the observation of the spaces tends in many instances to be
subjective, since the scribe varied considerably in the amount of space he left between words. One
hypothesis would be that the Dead Sea manuscript was copied from an earlier manuscript in which
the half-lines were consistently distinguished, at least for some units of text, while the scribes of the
Dead Sea manuscript felt no interest in preserving the distinctions and thus did so only sporadically.

Deuteronomy 32

It is possible to deduce from the published fragments of Deuteronomy 32 from the Dead Sea caves
that this poem was written in such a way that the poetic lines were distinguished. None of the
fragments is large enough to make this obvious, but the judgment of Barthélemy and Milik to that
effect is quite sound.® It is assumed, for the argument, that two lines of poetry were written in each
column line of the manuscript.

Fragment 17 includes the text 5X

"DX2
from verses 21 and 22. 9X is followed by a large blank space in the photograph, under which the
word from verse 22 is located, indicating that the available space in the column did not end there. 5
is the final word in an initial half-line, making it reasonable to conclude that the manuscript
separated the half-line from the subsequent half-line. The fragment does not make it possible to
determine whether a similar space followed "2X2.

Fragment 18 i
qwA °n
o7
nnav
IR X
99

% Discoveries, p.60.
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from verses 22-29. In the first line of the fragment the bottom of the i1 of the word 1192%s visible, and
there is no trace of a subsequent letter. This word is the last in a half-line. However, the curvature of
the fragment does not preclude a letter from having been written immediately after, or after a
word-dividing space, since the following letter would be 1 and this does not normally extend very far
down.

After A7 there is a space before two small dots which are presumably the bottom of subsequent
writing, but the fragment is such that no material is present at that point to prove or disprove the
absence of a blank space. 7 also ends a half-line

Due to the shape of this fragment, little more can be said concerning the positioning of the words.

Fragment 16 03°NaxR
1°N1321 1712 0
g mnx x? 0

includes words from lines 17-21. The first two lines of the fragment show the concluding words of
two poetic lines, and the third line includes the start of the last word of a poetic line. Beside the first
two lines there is a large blank space visible.

Psalm 86 501 21 19
P °noD
r

This fragment contains material from verses 6-8, if the identification of the last line is correct. A
large space is clearly visible between the two words in the second line of the fragment, corresponding
to a break between half-lines. However, if the third fragment line is really from verse 8, then verse 7
has somehow been omitted from the manuscript.

Psalm 92 aynY oo
171252 17
n')

As with the fragment of Psalm 86, the text of this fragment was so arranged that corresponding ends
of consecutive poetic lines were under each other, from verses 12-14.

Psalm 96 nman b
wIn W
MY 1972

A substantial blank space is visible following each of these items, and under the 1% of the third
fragment line there is enough manuscript visible to indicate a blank space (while part of the final
letter of the preceding word is visible). This series of spaces corresponds to the expected spaces
following the initial half-lines of verses 1-3, the initial half-line of verse 3 being one word shorter
than those of verses 1 and 2. It is noteworthy that the fragment also includes the final words of
Psalm 95 as its first line.

Psalm 119

A substantial part of the text of this Psalm is reproduced in the fragments. Here again both the
positioning within the written lines of text, and the spacing between half-lines indicates that poetic
lines were written separately, with half-lines distinguished from each other by an extra space. The
relevant parts of the Psalm may be filled in, and when the fragment material is underlined, the
results are quite obvious:

119:31 2w an by M TN1TY2 CnpaT
32 2% 277N 00 PIIR NIRRT
33 APy TIXRY PPN TIT I 23
34 2% 5577 117wR1 NN TI3KY 212030
43 N5 VIR 3 TR TY DR 127 °Hn P30 X
44 Y1 825 TN NN TR
45 N7 727D %0 772773 799A0K)
46 YI2R R?1 0°0%1 7a1 PNIYa 7727R)
47 NIRRT NN YOYNTRI

48 TPPh2 WK1 PNAAR AWK TPNIXNn DX "D RWX)
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77 YWY NN 23 PR AT 1R
78 TTPD2 MWK 2R NN PR D 0 W
79 TNIY WITN PRT D 12w
80 YR X2 [yn? pRa onn vab o

Both the relative positioning of lines and the spacing between half-lines is clear from the fragments.

Other Psalm fragments

Too little is visible of the remaining Psalm fragments to determine anything in respect to the line
structure. In Psalm 128:3 the text shows no sign of a letter before "5Nw3, which must therefore begin
at the margin of the column.

In the fragment of Psalm 44, a space is visible after [1%1 at the close of verse 24.

Ecclesiasticus

It has been known for some years that Ecclesiasticus in the Hebrew text was traditionally copied
in the form of lines and half-lines.® Until the publication of the Dead Sea Scrolls, however, it could
not be shown that the traditional form had ancient roots, since the Cairo Geniza manuscripts date
from a late period, about the 11th century A.D.

Among the Dead Sea fragments portions of Ecclesiasticus have been found. Though highly
fragmentary, it is possible to deduce from the spacing on them that they were written in much the
same fashion as the manuscript from the Cairo Geniza.™

Qumran Non-Biblical Texts
There is at least one poetic fragment among the non-biblical scrolls which should also be taken
into consideration:

%1% O%p.. 2292 013%3

w02 OY Ra3 7ax3"
As noted by the editors of the fragment, this appears to be a portion of a poem, with a large
intervening space between the half-lines, rather than portions of two columns containing two separate
texts.

Evidence Within the Biblical Texts for Line Division

Within the traditional text of the Old Testament there are several important indications for line
division. These include the structure of certain poems, the traditional transmission of some poems,
and the way certain poetic lines are quoted in the New Testament.

Alphabetic poems

A series of poems utilizes the line and half-line structure in a remarkable way, namely to fit into
an alphabetic scheme. Psalms 25, 34, 145, and Proverbs 31:10-31 all begin each poetic line with a
new letter of the alphabet. Psalms 111 and 112 begin each half-line with a new letter. Psalm 119
begins each of eight consecutive lines with the same letter, before proceeding to a subsequent letter.
Lamentations 3 follows the same procedure, but with three rather than eight lines. Apart from these
poems, notice must be taken of Psalms 9-10, 37, and Lamentations 1, 2, and 4, which begin regular
groupings of lines with different letters of the alphabet, indicating that the authors were aware of
and counted the lines in their poems. Finally, in Psalm 136 each half-line is followed by a refrain.

Line Division in the Massoretic Text

Although for the most part Massoretic manuscripts do not present the consonantal text of poetry
in a different manner from prose, in six instances line division is usually indicated: Exodus 15,
Deuteronomy 32, Judges 5, 2 Samuel 22 = Psalm 18, Ecclesiastes 3:2-8.” It should be noted that the

9 Cf. S. Schechter and C. Taylor: The Wisdom of Ben Sira, published in 1899. Manuscript B from the Cairo
Geniza, published in this book, contains the text in two columns, one half-line in each column line.

"0 Cf. Barthélemy and Milik, Discoveries, vol. 3, p.76, for discussion and restoration of the texts. In general, it
should be acknowledged that Barthélemy and Milik discovered and discussed briefly the line division in those
Dead Sea fragments which they published. Details of more recent discoveries of Ecclesiasticus texts have not
been available for examination and discussion here.

I Barthélemy and Milik: Discoveries, vol. 1, p. 142.

"2 There is variation among the Massoretic manuscripts on this point. In some, the texts of Job, many or all
Psalms, and Proverbs are also presented in “poetic form.”
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Samaritan Pentateuch adds to this list the first portion of Leviticus 26.
When the Massoretic presentation of Exodus 15 is compared with that set out previously in this
chapter, the principal differences are seen to be these:
2a and b are not divided
3a and b are not divided
5a and b are not divided
7b and c are not divided
9b and c are not divided
9d and e are not divided
11c and d are not divided
12a and b are not divided
All of the lines, therefore, and 40 of the 48 half-lines are preserved in the Massoretic arrangement.
Deuteronomy 32: All the lines and half-lines are carefully distinguished in the Massoretic tradition.
However, an important qualification must be made: the Samaritan Pentateuch has a half-line which
is absent in the Massoretic Text, at verse 15. It seems likely that this half-line has dropped fairly
recently from the Massoretic tradition, since up to that point the Massoretic line and verse divisions
coincide, but subsequent to that point the Massoretic manuscripts end the lines at mid-point in the
verse. With the half-line reintroduced, the verse and line endings again coincide. Interestingly, the
absence of the half-line in verse 15 forced a recombination of all the subsequent half-lines in the
poem.
2 Samuel 22 = Psalm 18: While for the most part these texts are substantially the same and are
set out in similar fashion, there are several important differences:
2 Samuel 22:3 has an extra half-line of three terms. However, the text is disorderly at this point,
so that it is difficult to press a conclusion from the observation.
2 Samuel 22:13 has combined, both in spacing and in wording, what are two half-lines in Psalm
18.
Psalm 18:14 has three terms repeated from the end of verse 13, indicating perhaps an error due to
the setting of the text with each poetic line on a fresh column line.
2 Samuel 22:15 has combined two half-lines which are separate in Psalm 18.
2 Samuel 22:20 = Psalm 18:20, except that the fourth term in the Samuel line is included with the
second half-line, but with the first half-line in Psalm 18.
2 Samuel 22:36 consists of one unbroken line, while Psalm 18:36 consists of two half-lines, the
second of which includes two extra terms.
2 Samuel 22:45 and Psalm 18:45 differ in the order of their half-lines, but not in text.
2 Samuel 22:50 presents as an unbroken line what in Psalm 18:50 is presented as two half-lines.
Thus it is seen that in four instances the Samuel text has combined half-lines which are separate
in Psalm 18. This appears to be a stage in the evolution of the text, leading to the point represented
by the majority of the poetic texts, where no half-lines are distinguished. The instances of different
ordering of terms and half-lines suggests a history of transmission in which the half-lines were
carefully differentiated.
The fact that part of Leviticus 26 is divided into half-lines in the Samaritan Pentateuchal manuscripts
is anindication that before the Massoretic period other poems were written poetically, but subsequently
written in the same fashion as prose.

New Testament Quotations

A final piece of evidence for half-line division is indirect, but may be found in a perusal of the New
Testament quotations from the Old Testament.

Genesis 1:27¢, a poem which is not now distinguished in either Septuagint or Massoretic manuscripts,
is quoted in Matthew 19:4: dpoev kai Ofjlv €noinoev avtovs (cf. also Mark 10:6), a complete half-line.

A half-line from Genesis 25:32b is quoted in Romans 9:12: 6 ueifov Sovievoet 1@ eAdocovt.

From Leviticus 19:12b a very popular phrase was taken: ayonnoeis tov mAnciov 6ov ®s GEQLTOV.
(Matthew 19:19 = 22:39 = Mark 12:31 = Romans 13:9 = Galatians 5:14 = James 2:8).

A full poetic line from Deuteronomy 32:21 was quoted in Romans 10:19: &y nopalnidomn vuos e
oK £0vel €M £Bvel GGUVETH TOPOPYLD DUOS.

A half-line from Deuteronomy 32:35a appears in Hebrews 10:30: €uot £€kdiknois £yod dvianodwoo.

A full poetic line from 2 Samuel 7:14a is reproduced in Hebrews 1:5: éy® écopat o0t eis matépa kol
00T0S £€GTAL O €16 VIOV,

In Romans 15:9 a full line from 2 Samuel 22:50 = Psalm 18:50 is reproduced: 81 tovto £é£oporoyioopal
Go1 &V £€0VEGt Kol T OVOUATL GOV WOAD.

The quoting of these texts, in the form of full lines or of half-lines, does not by itself prove that the
New Testament writers had before them Old Testament poetic texts in which the material was set
out poetically. To be sure, the Septuagint manuscripts did distinguish poetry in some instances, as
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has already been pointed out. In the case of those quotations from texts which were not recognized
as poetic in the Septuagint manuscripts, all that can be said is that there is a possibility that either
the written or the oral tradition of these texts preserved a consciousness of the lines and half-lines.

Summary Comments

The evidence is very strong that manuscripts from the late pre-Christian period (perhaps about
second to first century B.C.) did, at least in part, recognize line and half-line arrangement, not only
in the Psalms but also in prophetic and Torah material. While it is possible that the Dead Sea
materials, the Massoretic text, the Samaritan Pentateuch, the Septuagint manuscripts, and the New
Testament quotations all trace back to a single manuscript source for their text, this seems highly
unlikely. In chapter 5 it will be argued that, on the basis of a comparison of duplicated texts, the
written manuscripts known to us go back not to a single original written source but to varying oral
sources. There may well have never been any one “original” form for the poetic materials. Nevertheless,
the evidence indicates that a tradition of line and half-line arrangement was preserved fairly strongly
as late as the start of the Christian period.

Of considerable importance for the study of the poetic line is the coincidence of the line structure as
indicated by the manuscripts and that determined on the basis of repetition earlier in this chapter.
It should be noted that, on the one hand, the phenomena which were distinguished on the basis of
repetition are to be found also in the manuscript evidence, and, on the other hand, the manuscript
evidence rarely is in opposition to the structure determined through study of repetition. The importance
of this will be more fully appreciated when the discussion of meter is at hand. In that connection it
will be helpful to remember that the lines may be of greatly varying length, as may also be the
half-lines. The manuscript evidence suggests that an arrangement of the poetic materials in the
form of lines and half-lines is not a priori, but a re-establishment of the form which was lost (for
most of the poems) in the Massoretic tradition.

Terms Chosen for Parallelism

Directly related to the study of the line is the study of the terms which were chosen to provide the
repetitional structure. The discovery of Ugaritic poetic materials has stimulated a number of persons
to examine this subject, since several “parallel pairs” of terms which occur frequently in Hebrew
poetry were discovered to occur also in Ugaritic.” Ugaritic poetry is quite similar to Hebrew poetry
in structure,’ as, for that matter, is much of the poetry of the ancient Near East.”

Tables compiled on the basis of comparison with Ugaritic, or simply on the basis of frequency of
occurrence within the Hebrew texts can be misleading, in that they share a defect with many other
studies of Hebrew poetry. That is, they tend to be eclectic, no single poetic text is analyzed completely,
but parts of widely scattered lines are brought together.

Repetition has already been seen to be the basis of parallelism. It is, however, a legitimate
question to ask what principles, if any, were employed in the selection of the terms used to perform

"8 Cf. a partial list of studies in note 30, chapter 1.

" Basic to Ugaritic poetry is repetition. Cf. the comment of C. Young, “The one outstanding mark of this poetry
is the phenomenon of the repetition of thought in parallel stichs.” (“Ugaritic Prosody,” p. 132.)

" Repetition, in the form of parallelisms, is so much a part of Near Eastern poetry, that it may be rather
disturbing to one unaccustomed to it. Cf. a choice complaint by Leonard Cottrell:
Incidentally, although this has no direct bearing on Lost Cities, I cannot forbear from a mild protest
against the exaggerated admiration sometimes given to these ancient poems. Surely respect for
their age and historical value should not blind one to their literary defects! Some of them, for
example, The Epic of Gilgamesh, are magnificent, and take their place alongside the heroic literature
of the world, but too many, in my view, are marred by the irritating repetitive trick which one finds
in a more modified form in Hebrew verse. At its best this effect can be intensely moving,...But
carried to excess it can become grotesque and even faintly comic, as in the passage quoted above:
Like fat, like good princely fat,
Ninue, the mother of the land, like fat,
Like fat, like good princely fat,
Gave birth to Nimmu...
(Lost Cities, p. 58)
Such comments reflect the background of the observer more than they do artistic taste. Very similar comment
would, no doubt, be made by an ancient Semite on viewing the place of rhyme in modern poetry, or meter in
classical poetry, both of which can become terribly irritating to the ear.
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the repetition. Any poetic text could be the starting point for such an examination. Habakkuk has
been examined, below, partly because its poetry appears typical of biblical poetry as a whole, and
partly because many of its parallelisms have turned up in the tables comparing Ugaritic and Hebrew
parallelisms.

A study of parallelisms must include not only statistical counts of their frequency, but also a
consideration of the type of repetition involved, and a study of the relative frequency of the terms
involved both in the language as a whole and in poetry. Further, the question of synonyms and
antonyms and their frequency is important for any particular term.

The first line of Habakkuk’s poetry (verse 2) contains a rather intricate set of repetitions, such that
it is not possible to state with certainty whether there are two lines or only one within the verse. It is

clear that several parallel pairs may be isolated: YW -¥nW YW -p¥T ¥1W-py1 ¥IW-ynw A thorough
examination of the first pair (and the last) is made difficult by the high frequency of the term ¥n2w.
An examination of the use of ¥ reveals:
VIw-ynw 5 times
YIW-XIP 2 times
YIW-077 1 time
VIWw-py1 (P¥X) 3 times
VIWw-pyl 1 time
YIw-5%0 2 times
VIw-11y 1 time
YIw-217 1 time
V1% with no parallel 9 times
Y1 as a verb is used only in poetic passages.

It is to be noted that only one parallel, D7, is neither a synonym nor an antonym in its own right,
although even there (Psalm 88:14) when joined with the preceding term it becomes a synonym.

In the first set it is desirable to determine whether each term is set alongside the other more than
chance selection (among the various available synonyms) would warrant.

YW occurs in poetic and prose passages some 39 times in all. ¥72% occurs some 1,150 times. X7 is
used about 700 times. Other statistics are:

077 26
PYIRYE 166
PX1 6
555 81 in the sense of “pray”
11y 310
2P 560

It is clear that, considering the usage of parallels to ¥1%, no term is used more frequently than would
be expected on the basis of the overall frequency of that term in the language as a whole.

The parallels to ¥¥°, the only term of the Habakkuk 1:2 parallels which has not been tabulated
above, are

11y 6 once each: 17%
521 5 717
w5 P
P15 02>
583 4 Xon
W 4 XD
yaw 4 Ak
nwab 3 7ab]
X 3 bk
ann o 3 K
TP 3 T2
vow 3 nox
ton 3 11
5w 3 0°19 X
MTEAPR 3 17
Pyr 3 VoD
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w2 Y

Mo 2 552

Ay 2 2P

o 2 733

b1 2 on

Jom 2 oy

with itself 4 vI°
no parallel 56 2"
gl

"no

As a noun, Y¥° is used only in poetry.

Two items are evident in the table given above. One is that no term is used predominantly as a
parallel for ¥¥°, the other is that the terms used in parallel were sometimes synonymous, sometimes
antonymous, rarely neutral. Most of the neutral-looking terms when actually used in context were
synonyms or antonyms of ¥Y°.

There is no precise synonym of ¥¥° in biblical Hebrew. However, the first several terms in the
table above are, in descending order, the nearest equivalents.

Habakkuk 1:3 consists of two lines. In the first line there is again a double set of parallels:

D21-7%7 and PRy -7R

both of these sets are frequent in biblical poetry, the first occurring some 12 times, the second 8
times. However, each of these terms is frequently used. The parallels for DY are:
X 8
gnRn 2
a2
nmwy 2
X2 119wD Nw2 N 1 each
T RO O WO1-In
wo1-701
parallel to itself: 5
no parallel: 29

It is to be noted that 21¥ occurs almost exclusively in poetry.

The frequency of the pair ]1&"??337 is, therefore, notable, but does not necessarily require explanation
other than that they are close synonyms.

The pair ¥21-7IX7 is somewhat different, in that while they appear together in parallel 12 times,
71X is used some 1,300 times and ¥23 about 68. The popularity of 7iX7 would necessarily make it a
popular choice as a parallel for ©23, while the search for parallels to 17X would result in the selection
of Y21 occasionally.

In part two of 1:3 there is no close parallelism of terms. It is the image rather than the vocabulary
which really forms the basis of the repetition. However, an interesting phenomenon appears here
which holds true in a number of instances. This is the use of common phrases to form the basis of
selection of parallelisms.

TW1 0N is a popular expression in biblical Hebrew, appearing some 6 times, although only this
once in the order 07211 TW. 117721 2°7 does not appear as an expression elsewhere in the texts, but,
interestingly, the two words are used in parallel, elsewhere, twice. They are used close together,
also, in Jeremiah 15:10 and Proverbs 26:21. It is quite common that terms which appear with some
frequency in the Hebrew literature as parallels are found also together as a phrase rather frequently,
both in prose and in poetry. This is true of some of the terms already examined, e.g. 11X 5ny (twice),
AN V21 (12 times), YW1 YT (once). This phenomenon needs to be taken into account in the
formulation of a theory concerning the selection of parallel terms.

1:4, again containing two lines, continues the pattern of a plurality of parallelisms within the same
line.

The pair VAYVR-7771N is, like those mentioned above, popular to some extent not only as a parallel
pair (used 3 times elsewhere), but as an expression used 4 times. Both terms are popularly used
independently, about 125 and 425 times respectively. The pair XX° X9-119 is not found elsewhere,
and 119 is a very rare term. In the case of both pairs, the choice appears to have ben due to a desire
to find appropriate synonyms.

In the second pair of 1:4, there is no parallelism (repetition) as such.

1:5 includes a repetition of the pair ©23-77X", this time consecutive. The parallelism in this line is
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grammaticaly a repeated command in each half-line. Cf. a similar use ofi720 772N in Isaiah 29:9.
The style is continued into the second line of 1:5.

The parallelism in 1:6, first line, is a descriptive one: a proper name paralleled by a descriptive
phrase. In the second line there is again no parallelism as such. The same is true in 1:7.

Enough has been said to characterize the choice of parallelisms in Habakkuk. Several observations
may be made.

Not all lines include parallelisms, as was observed previously in this study. Parallelisms do
characterize the majority of the lines, however, and tend to be composed of (near-)synonyms, occasionally
antonyms.

The choice of the terms to be used as parallels is satisfactorily explained by a statistical examination
of the frequency of the possible synonyms and antonyms in the language. This is not to imply that
the poet consciously chose parallels according to such a principle, but that the most frequently used
synonym tended to be chosen most frequently as a parallelism.

The choice of parallelisms might also have been influenced to some extent by the use, in prose, of
nearly synonymous terms in succession as a popular type of expression. When, for example, two
terms with the sense of “look” were popular, they tended to be used together, perhaps for emphasis,
and provided an excellent pair for use in parallel. It may be significant that all of the frequent pairs
in poetry are also found used in this fashion both in prose and poetry.

A backwards glance at the poetic samples analyzed previously in this study, with reference to a
concordance, will confirm that the observations made from Habakkuk apply equally well to Hebrew
poetry in general.

General Summary

The structure of classical Hebrew poetry may be approached in two ways. Either the poetry may
be examined freshly, in order to determine what structure is made apparent by the material itself, or
manuscripts may be examined to determine what the traditions have considered to be the structure.
Ideally both methods should be applied. While the manuscript traditions may not be reliable, on the
one hand, examination of content alone runs the risk of reaching subjective and erroneous conclusions.
As it happens, however, both approaches lead to substantially identical conclusions.

When the content of the poems is examined closely, it becomes at once apparent that repetition
plays a major role.

This repetition may be of individual terms, but more often is of concepts via the use of synonyms.
The pattern formed by the use of repetition is such that generally each statement made in the poem
is followed immediately by a repetition of part or of all the statement. Such a pair may together be
said to constitute a line of poetry, and the individual parts may conveniently be called half-lines.
This does not exhaust the role played by repetition, but other roles will be considered at length in
chapters 3 and 4.

Using repetition, commonly termed “parallelism,” as the basis for distinguishing lines and half-lines,
it may be observed that the length and character of the units may vary considerably. Within a poem,
a half-line may range from one to many words in length. While in one line the parallelism may
consist of synonyms, in another line it may involve antonyms, repetition of grammatical phenomena,
or no parallelism at all. Equally, within the same poem lines may sometimes include complete
repetition of the initial images, or only partial repetition.

These considerations apply to the poetry throughout the classical period, and beyond. No noticeable
difference in the patterns may be observed between pre-exilic, post-exilic, and post-biblical poetry.
However, the difficulty of dating poetic texts makes elaboration of this impossible.

Manuscript evidence for the structure of the poetry is surprisingly abundant, though little attempt
has been made in the past to take it into account. The Septuagint manuscripts, 1QIs" in chapters
61:10-62:9 and elsewhere, other Dead Sea fragments, and Ecclesiasticus texts indicate half-lines and
line divisions, as do the alphabetic poems, and certain parts of the Massoretic and Samaritan
manuscript traditions. The New Testament quotations of Old Testament poetry correspond to the
half-line and line divisions. The evidence of manuscripts supports and corroborates the conclusions
reached independently from an examination of the poetic material alone.

The terms which play such a fundamental role in the poetry, that is, the terms which are used to
form the parallelisms, are most commonly synonyms, only very occasionally antonyms. Their selection
reflects their popularity in the language as a whole, and to some degree also reflects their use both in
prose and in poetry as phrases.
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Chapter 3:
REPETITION AS A LINK

It was noticed in the preceding chapter that not only is there a regular pattern of repetition within
the Hebrew poetic texts in regard to lines, but there is apparently significant repetition between the
links as well. Thus, to return to the first text examined, Psalm 1, it was found tht the first three
lines have counterparts in the last three lines (see page 41). In the subsequent passages which we
examined, we also found a large degree of repetition between lines, and in each case we postponed
further examination until this chapter.

The observations which might be drawn from the texts so far examined are these:

Psalm 1: Repetition links each of the first three lines with the last three lines; the first line also
has affinities, through repetition, with the final line. The repetition marks the poem off into two
parts. This division into parts reflects at the same time a contrast in thought within the poem.

Jeremiah 17:5-10: Repetition marks the linking of several lines in this text. The first two lines are
linked with the fourth through sixth lines, and the sixth and seventh lines are linked. There is a
natural division in thought at the end of the third line. There is a further division in thought at the
end of the seventh line. As in Psalm 1, these divisions do not form sections of equal length, although
the divisions in thought reflect to a large degree the divisions marked by repetition.

Jeremiah 4:23-26: Of the five lines, the first four begin in the same way; all of the first four lines
have similar grammatical structure, without perfect repetition in any instance. The climax to the
text, in the fifth line, is radically different in structure and in vocabulary, repeating nothing of what
went before.

Exodus 15:1b-18: This text is considerably more extensive than the preceding, and isolating the
repetitions is a greater task. The name 7177 appears in 1b, 2a, 3a,b, 6a,b, 11a, 16¢, 17b, and 18.
079X and 9X are also in 2c,d, and 11a. It is interesting to notice, at this point, that lines 1-3b are
thus set apart as repeating the name in one of its forms.

The O° appears in lc, 4ab, 8c, and 10a; under other names it appears again in 5a, and 8c, 8a, and
10b. It is interesting to notice that, along with j7177° there is a cluster of uses in the general section
1-11.

The refrain of sinking into the sea is a recurrent one, in 1c, 4b, 5a-b, 8c, 10b, and 12b, to which
must be added the covering action of the sea in 10a. Indeed there is a striking verbal similarity
throughout the whole of 1, 4-5, 7-8, and 10.

The 227appears in 1lc and 4a. jIX1 in 1b and 7a. Arm or hand appears in 6a,b, 9e, 12a, 16b, 17c.
2°X is in 6b, 7a, and 9a. 117 in 8a and 10a. Stone in 5b, 10b, and 16b. W7 inl1lb, 113b, and 17c. 5o
in 4a and 14b.

Significant as occurring within a limited space are OV in 13a, 14b, 16¢,d (cf. 13a and 16d in their
entireties); 7N in 14b and 15b; to lead in 13a,b and 17a. And there are other repetitions not
mentioned.

The location of the repetitions indicates a regular pattern within a block, 1b-12b, and 13a-17c.
There are, apart from this, also repetitions between the two blocks, in at least five instances.

It will be noticed that there is a natural division of sense at the end of line 12b, which is the final
half-line in a series of repetitions concerning the sinking of the pursuers. Thus the division indicated
by the sense of the poem.

The refrain in 5b, 8c, 10b, and 12b appears to mark off sections of three lines each. In the initial
portion of the poem there is a link between lines 1-2, not only in regard to the use of the name 71/7°
but in regard to the use of a verb of praise, and the use of the first person singular (in 3a the person
changes to the third person singular). There are, therefore, five sections of three lines each, marked
off by the use of repetitions within the first major division of the poem. Between these sections there
are significant links. Thus, the name /1177° appears as the key term not only in 1 and 2, but in the
initial line of most of the following sections: 3a,b, 6a,b, 11a. The initial line, as well as the concluding
line, of each section is now seen to be marked by its use of vocabulary. It should also be noted that
there is no line within the section which does not have another line linked to it through repetition.

In the second section of the poem, starting at 13a, there is a pattern of repetitions which draws the
attention rather quickly. In 13b, JW7P 111 reminds us of *3TX W71 in 17c. The aspect of leading in
13a reminds us of 17a. The 17 OY¥ of 13a reminds us of 16d. The other repetitions link the lines
together closely.

To summarize the observations from the Exodus 15 passage: a regular pattern of repetition links
all the lines. The first major section of the poem is marked out into equal parts by the use of
repetition, although the second section is not so marked. Nor are the two major sections of equal
size.

Isaiah 1: This text is considerably longer than the preceding, and offers proportionately greater
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complexities. The reader is again struck, on reading through the material, by the amount of repetition.
On the basis of this repetition, the text divides generally as follows:

Part 1: 2-9. Within this part, lines are intricately linked. The 0°12 of 2d is repeated in 4d; the ¥7°
of 3a is repeated in 3c; the OV of 3d is repeated in 4b. The 27¥ and synonyms in 4e-g is repeated by
the 7170 of 5b. The WX of 5c is repeated in 6a, while the N7 12 °X of 6a is repeated by the various
verbs in 6¢-e. The TIX of 7a-b refers back to 2b, and is repeated by 712X in 7c. The 7’V of 7b is
repeated in 8c. In 9a the verb 1N’ repeats the verb in 8a, while the divine name 1717 brings us back
to 2c. It is thus seen that there is no line in the section which is not verbally related to another line
within the same section.

Within part 1 it is, of course, possible to discover subdivisions on the basis of the repetition. One
might divide: 2a-3d, 4a-5b, 5c-6e, 7a-9c.

Part 2: 10-17. The opening line 10a-b refers us back to the opening line of the first part, 2a-b, while
11a 797° 9AR° refers us back to the 927 7117° of 2¢. In 11a-13b the key image is sacrifice, which is
connected to other celebrations by the similarity between 13b and 13d. The celebrations blend again
into sacrifices in 15, and the key word 07 reappears in 15¢ (repeated from 11c), and 7° in 15¢ refers
us back to 12b.

Part 3: 18-23. A most striking use of repetition is in the linking of line 17 of the preceding part
with line 23e-f of this part. Within the section, the four lines 18¢-20b each start with OX.

Part 4: 28-31. More interplay between sections characterizes the material. Thus, the vocabulary of
21 is reflected in 26, and that of 22 in 25.

Between parts 1 and 4 there is a series of interesting parallels. Thus, the image in 4e is caught up
in 28b; the figure of burning is in 7b and 31c; the garden image is in 8a, 29b, and 30b; Yahweh is the

9K W1TP in 4f and the 7X7W° 772X in 24b; YWD and KON, attributed to the people in 2e and 4a,
reappear in 28a. Zion is in 8a and 27a.
The refrain 927 717", or a variant of this, appears in 2¢, 10a, 18b, and 24a, at the beginning of
each part, as well as in 11a and in 20b (closing the series with OX).

The four parts of Isaiah 1 as outlined on the basis of repetition may also be isolated on the basis of
content. Thus, part 1 (2-9) presents the picture of a people who deserted God, are sick beyond
recovery, and whose land has been destroyed until only Zion is left. Part 2 (10-17) presents a
condemnation of the bringing of sacrifices and holding of festivities, and demands that justice be
performed. Part 3 (18-23) brings the hope of pardon and purification, but contrasts it with the lack of
justice being performed. Part 4 (24-31) brings promise of restoration and purification, with the place
of Zion emphasized, and the destruction of rebels.

At this point we may draw a few tentative observations.

1. The poems observed have all been illustrative of the use of repetition as a link between lines.

2. On the basis of repetition, it is possible within these poems to isolate sections which also bear
some direct correlation with sections delineated on the basis of the content of the poems.

3. Organic unity can be seen through the use of repetition in each of the poetic texts examined.

Isaiah 41:1-42:4

Muilenburg has pointed out the significance of repetition for an understanding of Second Isaiah
and the relation of the Servant Songs to the overall text. Drawing upon his analysis of key words
and repetitions, it is possible to work out a pattern for Second Isaiah which is substantially similar
to that worked out above for Isaiah 1. Illustrative of this is the material in Isaiah 41:1-42:4.7

41:1a 0*X *oX W
b 113 19°517° 0°ARY)
c 177 1727 IR WX
d 127P3 vown®?
2a naTAn Y N
b 19379 KPP PR
c 0*13 17385 10
d 77 @205y
e 1297 99y 1N
f NP A7 wpa

6 Cf. James Muilenburg: “A Study in Hebrew Rhetoric,” and his article in Interpeter’s Bible concerned with
Second Isaiah. The analysis given here has gone considerably beyond Muilenburg’s published studies, and in
some intances differs from his conclusions.
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An examination of the first ten lines in chapter 41 yields the following pattern of repetition:

a”x
vl
"2

VOV
2P
Y

"195
nam
PI%
Xp
"3
Ton
X2
by
XA

YR
RIS
R
AN
21
T2y
alyh)

ynw

AR

41:1a, ba
41:1c
41;1c
41:1d
41:1d, 5¢
41:2a
41:2¢
41:2a
41:2b, 10d
41:2b, 4a, 9b
41:2c
41:2d
41:3b
41:4a
41:4a
41:4b
41:4c
41:5¢
41:6a
41:7c
41:8a, 9c
41:8b, 9d
41:10b
41:10d

42:4b
41:21a, 22a
41:28¢
42:1d, 3c, 4a
41:21a
41:25a
41:26b
41:25b
41:26b
41:22a, 25b
42:1d
41:21b
41:22d, 25¢
41:24b
41:26a
41:22b, 27a
41:22a, 23a
41:23a, 25a
41:28a
41:23b
42:1a
41:24c, 42:1b
41:23b
41:23b, 26:c,d,e

If the repetitions listed above are put in the form of a diagram, or are underlined in the text, it is
seen that they outline three sections: the first ten verses from which they were taken (sixteen lines),
another ten verses left blank (sixteen lines), and thirteen verses again with underlining (seventeen

lines).

Other instances of repetition may be observed and added to the diagram already formed:

1

IR
29
BN
Qv
119
XX
¥

41:11a, 15a
41:11b, 12b, 17a
41:11b
41:12b
41;15d, 18c, 19c¢, 20b
41:16a
41:18d
41:20a

41:24a, 27a, 29a, 42:1a
41:24a, 26¢, d,e, 18:a,b
41:21a

41;29b

41:22c¢, 42:4a

41:29c, 42;1c

42:1d, 3¢

41:22¢, 23a, 26¢

If the instances of repetition listed above are underlined in a second color or otherwise distinguished
in the text, it is seen that they provide a link between the second and third sections, while remaining

separate from the first section.

Another series of repetitions may be examined:

1777 41:1c 41:19b, 20b 41:23

1Nl 41:2¢ 41:19a 41:27b, 42:1c
vy 41:4a 41:20c 41:29b

770 41:4b 41:13a, 14c, 16¢, 17c, 20c ------- 41:21a

XN 41:5a 41:20d 41:28a

X7 41:5a, 10a-------m-mmmmmmmme- 41:13b, 14a 41:23b

TR 41:5b, 9a 41:18d 42:4a

X 41:6b, 7c, 9¢---------------—-- 41:13b 41:21a, 26b
NX 41:8a, 9c 41:16b 41:23a, 24a
2PY>  41:8b, 41:14a 41:21b
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PR 41:10b 41:13a, 17d 41:23a

If these are underlined in a third color, or are otherwise distinguished, it will be noted that
they form clusters within the three sections.

Finally:
YIN  41:4b, 10@------m-mmmmmmememe 41:13a, 14c, 17c
MY 41:6a, 10¢----m-mmmmmmmmmmmeee 41:13b, 14c
P11 41:6a, 7a, 9a ----------m-m---- 41:13a
5N 41:8a 41:14b, 16d, 17d, 20d
1’12 41:10d 41:13a

These terms are common to the first and second sections. When they are marked out in the text, it is
seen that they are associated with the clusters previously noted.

This series of tables indicates that in the text there are 11 terms used throughout the material, 24
found only within the first and final sections, 8 found within the second and final sections, and 5
found within the first and second sections.

Within the three sections, there are key phrases and terms which also delineate the sections by

their repetition, e.g. PX” 17 in section two, 711 and ¥12¥ in section three.

As with earlier texts, these sections indicated by the repetition of vocabulary (which could be
expanded by the introduction of repeated images and synonyms) coincide with sections which might
be marked off on the basis of content. The repetition of themes is important in this respect. Thus, the
first section begins with an appeal to “draw near for judgment,” continues with a proclamation of the
powerful acts of Yahweh, moves on to a statement against idols, and ends with the proclamation of
Israel as Yahweh’s servant. The third section begins with an appeal to “set forth your case,” continues
with a proclamation against idols, moves on to a statement of Yahweh’s powerful acts, followed by a
reiteration of the condemnation of idols, and ends with the proclamation of Yahweh’s servant. The
second section, which in terms of vocabulary appears to be a connecting link, in terms of content is
also a connecting text, a statement of the value which Yahweh places on Israel and, particularly, of
the glory of Yahweh.

It is evident from an extension of vocabulary analysis to the following chapters that the poem
begun in chapter 41 does not end at 42:4 but continues, except for the intrusion 44:9-20, until the
end of chapter 44, and has considerable affinities with the subsequent material in Second Isaiah.

Although principally prophetic writings have been subjected here to analysis, there is abundant
material in the Psalms to be examined in the light of the search for the role of repetition. Two
partculary valuable studies have been published by Liebreich and by Muilenburg concerning the use
of key words, refrains, and repetitions in the structure of Hebrew poetry.” Use is made below of
many of their discoveries, though an attempt has been made to allow the texts to speak for themselves
rather than to rely upon the conclusions of earlier investigators.

Liebreich pointed out that approximately half of the Psalms include a repetition in their opening
and closing lines. His list includes: Psalm 1:1,6; 3:2,8 3,9; 6:3-4, 11; 8:2,10; 9:5,20; 10:3,17; 11:2,6 3,7;
12:2,9 17:1,15; 18:3,49 3,51 4,49; 20:2,10; 21:2,14; 25:1,20 2,20 3,31; 26:1,11 ; 29:1,11; 30:2,12 3;1,13;
33:5,22; 34:2,23; 35:4,26; 36:2,12; 41:3,12 5,11; 47:3,8,9; 50:5,23; 52:3,11; 55:4,23; 56:4-5 11-12;
57:4,11; 58:2,12; 59:2,8; 60:3,12; 62:4,13; 64:4-5 8-9; 67:2,8; 69:2,36; 70:2,6; 71:1,24; 73:1,28; 74:4,23;
75:5,11; 79:4,12; 80:4,20; 82:1,8; 84:2,4,13; 85:2,13; 86:2,16; 89:2,50; 92:3,16; 96:1,13; 97:1,12; 98:3,9;
99:3,5,9; 101:2,6 2,7 3,7; 103:1,22; 104:1,35; 106:1,48; 107:1,43; 109:1,30; 111:3,10; 112:3,9; 114:1,7;
116:2,17 3,13,17;118:1,29; 121:3,8; 122:1,9; 126:2,6,130:3,8; 132:1,17; 134:1,3; 136:1,26; 138:2,8; 139:1,23
3,24; 141:4,9; 143:1,11 2,12 2,11 3,12; 145:1,21; 148:1,4,13; 149:1,9.7

On the basis of key words repeated in Psalms 34 and 145, he finds the following divisions for those
poems:

Psalm 34: section 1: 2-4.......cccccovevvenee. mm 550
............................. 2: 5-11..... 73 ,X7 ,7017 ,210
............................. 3:12-15 200 Y
............................. 4: 16-23..ccvrreeren VTR, 20%5

............................. throughout, ¥12? is a key term for all sections.

" Leon J. Liebreich: “Psalms 34 and 145 in the Light of Their Key Words,” and James Muiilenburg: “A Study
in Hebrew Rhetoric.”

™ Cf. a similar detailed analysis of the key words in the book of Isaiah, in Leon J. Liebreich: “The Compilation
of the Book of Isaiah.”
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Psalm 145: prelude: 1-2
section 1: 3-6
section 2: 7-9
interlude: 10
section 3: 11-13
section 4: 14-20
postlude: 21

The key word for the prelude, interlude, and postlude is 772.

Muilenburg’s analyses bring to light, among other things, the following significant passages:

Isaiah 9:7-10:4, in which the refrain 77101 17> 71 19X 2@ X? NNT 222 occurs four times, marking
off sections of 7, 7, 6, and 7 lines respectively.

Ezekiel 18:5-17 divides into three sections of 9, 8, and 82 parallel in terminology and thought. It is
significant to note that, as was found previously (e.g. with Jeremiah 4:23-26), the repetition is never
perfect. While the phraseology is repeated with considerable closeness, there is nevertheless a
difference in detail with each repetition.

Ezekiel 14:12-20 divides into four parts of 4, 3, 3, and 3 lines, apart from the introductory material
in verse 12. Again, each of the parts follows a general pattern common to the other parts, and there
is verbal repetition in each instance, but in no instance is the repetition quite exact, although the
final part is quite close to the first.

Job 31 divides into six parts, all but the second consist of three sets of phrases begun by OX
followed by a climactic statement begun, for the most part, with °2. These sections, of 9, 6, 5, 5, 7,
and 5 lines, are as follows:

1. OX inverses 5, 7,9
°Jin 11 and 12

2. OX in verses 13, 16
°D in 18

3. OX in verses 19, 20, 21
°D in 23

4. OX in verses 24, 25, 26
°D in 28

5. OX in verses 29, 31, 33
°D in 34

6. OX in 36, 38, 39

climax in 40

This pattern is quite clear without resorting to emendation of the text. When emendation is
employed, as in the R.S.V., it is simple to discover a pattern of five lines in each section except the
first. A further feature of this chapter is the parallelism between verses 8 and 40.

Judges 9:8-15 (Jotham’s Fable) divides into four parts, which, like those already examined, follow
a common pattern of content and phraseology, yet each contains individual differences.

It may be seen from the passages examined to this point that repetition played a major role in the
formal structure of a number of Hebrew poems, and, at least for those poems in which it was
important, a recognition of the repetition leads to a (partial) recognition of the structure. This, in
turn, is of considerable value in understanding a passage, and particularly in delineating the limits
of a unit of material.

Two observations, of equal importance, may be drawn from the examination thus far:

1. Repetition may play a major role in delineating the formal structure of a poem.

2. It is apparently normal that repetition should not be perfect. A feature common to the poems is
that when material or a pattern is repeated, it is varied in some fashion.

In order to decide whether the observations thus made are valid for Hebrew poetry generally, we
must proceed to an examination of further poems.

The three-part poem in Genesis 3:14-19 offers material for study of repetition:

X127 Don NR MR
77w Do Bom

Ton qana by
T°n o> 53 SoKRN 19y

TR 127 2% DWR 720K
YT P21 YT P

WX 2 M
2Py 112N 0K
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T3 A28y 729K 7297
0°12 °79N 23y3

TNPIWN TR OK)
T2 Swne X

M2y AATRT 77K
T>°n o1 52 ma5oKN N2¥Ya

72 mPREn 7T PP
7w 2wy NX NPOX)
on% %oKXN PEXR Ny

TATRT 9K AW Y
nnp® ann 0

TNX 99y D
2WN Y X

The first and third parts present considerable similarities. They both consist of four lines, and each
begins with a condemning (7)717IX. As seen previously, the repetition is imperfect. Eating, in the
second line of the first part, is expanded in the second line of the third part. The second part offers
no similarities with the other two parts.”™

In Psalm 2, among several striking repetitions is the repetition of the 8°297 in verses 2 and 10,
and of 19X in verses 5 and 12. The admonition to the kings to serve Yahweh, in 10-12, parallels the
complaint in 1-3 that they are in rebellion against Yahweh.

If we take it as tentatively established that repetition plays a major role in the construction of
Hebrew poetry, we may examine in its light some test cases. The Song of Solomon appears to furnish
good material for a study of repetition. A thorough analysis has been published by the writer, one of
the goals being to establish whether the text is a unity or a compilation of independent poems.*
Certain of the items considered at length there are relevant at this point.

There are points of contact in vocabulary and content between the first and last chapters in at
least the following verses: 1:4 and 8:2; 1:5 and 8:4; 1:6,14 and 8:11,12; 1:13 and 8:8,10. More
important than the repetition of individual terms, however, is the repetition of specific phrases,
thoughts, and images throughout the text. Especially significant are the repetitions of “bring me
to...” (1:4, 2:4, 3:4, 8:2); the left hand under the head (2:6, 8:3); the adjuration to the daughters of
Jerusalem (2:7, 3:5, 5:8, 8:4) each time with almost but not quite identical texts; the comparison to a
gazelle (2:9, 2:17, 8:14); the expression "5 9717 (2:16, 6:3); and WD TAIRY (1:7, 3:1-4); the sequence
with the guards (3:3, 5:7) with rather different results though almost identical vocabulary; the “who
is this?” question (3:6, 6:10, 8:5); the description of eyes, hair, and teeth (4:1-2, 6:5-6); the request to
hear the voice (2:14, 8:13). The vocabulary is consistent throughout the material, with such terms as
092 and 1127 being repeated numerous times.

The specific implications of the use of repetition for the structure of the Song of Solomon cannot be
discussed here. For our purposes it is enough to point out that repetition appears to confirm the
unity of the materal, and as with other items examined serves as a connective for the poem.

The prayer of Hannah in 1 Samuel 2:1-10 presents a pattern of repetitions, though of a less
obvious sort. The 17 occurs at the start and the end, verses 1 and 10. Enemies and their defeat are
the subject of 1b and 10a. The weighing of actions in 3b is paralleled by the judging of the ends of the
earth in 10b. The gift of strength is in 4 and 10b.

Conclusions

1. As a general rule, the repetition of individual terms, as well as of themes and images, plays a
prominent role in biblical Hebrew poetry.

2. It is often possible to delineate the limits of a unit through an examination of repetition, and
through it also to delineate, at least broadly, sections within the unit.

3. In some units of poetry a definite pattern or scheme is made visible through observation of
repetition, while in other units such a phenomenon does not occur.

™ 1t should be noted that a portion of the second part reappears in another poem, at Genesis 4:7.
80 Cf. Donald Broadribb: “Thoughts on the Song of Solomon.”
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Chapter 4:
SUBDIVISIONS WITHIN POEMS

The function of repetition has now been seen to be two-fold: as paralelism, it is the distinctive
feature of the poetic line, and as a feature of the poem as a whole it serves to link the lines.
Manuscript evidence for the recognition of lines was considered in chapter 2, and vocabulary analysis
was considered in chapter 3.

Not all the formal evidence presented by the manuscripts has yet been considered. Both the
Massoretic Text and the Dead Sea Scrolls present a feature which we will now proceed to examine.
In the Massoretic text two types of “paragraphing” are known: open (often indicated by a 9) and
closed (D). That they did not originate in the Massoretic Text is indicated by the fact that similar
phenomena are found in the Dead Sea Scrolls.

The reader of 1QIs” is struck by the numerous blank spaces.®’ The ends of many lines are left
blank and the subsequent material begins a new line, while inside written lines there are blank
spaces varying in size but considerably larger than the space left between words. A comparison of
the spacing in the 1QIs* with that in the M.T. is interesting, and is as follows:

About 453 sections are set apart in the 1QIs*2 This compares with some 226 in the M.T. They are
not different sets, however. 89% (202) of the spacings in the M.T. are found also in the 1QIs". Thus,
it is seen that the spacing arrangement in the 1QIs" is the same as that in the M.T., but far more
extensive.® It should be noted that of the 24 discrepancies between the spacing of the two texts, the
majority are only one line or one verse different.

It would not be an unreasonable hypothesis to suppose that the divisions within the M.T. are an
abbreviation of a much more extensive system of division such as is found in the Dead Sea text.**

A careful examination of the sections as marked out in the 1QIs” indicates that for the most part
they are relatively short (commonly 4-8 poetic lines), although there is no regularity in their length.
For most, though not all, it is possible to discover reasons why the limits might be placed as they are
in the scroll.

Chapter 43 is a fairly typical example of the phenomena. The 1QIs” divides it into 11 sections (cf. 5
in the M.T.): verses 1-2 (4 poetic lines); 3-7 (8 lines); 8 (1 line); 9-10 (6 lines), 11-13 (4 lines); 14-15 (3
lines); 16-21 (9 lines); 22-24 (5 lines); 25 (1 line); 26 (1 line); 27-28 (2 lines).

The first section (verses 1-2) concerns promises to Israel and (together with the second section) is
marked by an abundance of 7endings (772 in the scroll), and direct address on the part of Yahweh.

The second section (3-7) lacks the initial °2> which links verses 3 and 2 in the M.T., and has as a
theme the bringing together of Israel from throughout the earth. There is a pattern of repetition to
be found in sections one and two:

117° verses 1,3

5X3 and YW’ verses 1,3
55X verses 1,3

XN X verses 1,5
X792 and 7%’ verses 1,7
0w XpP verses 1,7

while the theme of salvation is common to both sections, there is a distinct change of emphasis at the
end of verse 2, from Israel to the nations which have enslaved Israel. Thus, while sections 1 and 2
appear to be closely interrelated, there is a natural break at the close of verse 2, supported by the
pattern of repetition.

81 Some of these were discussed in chapter 2, and represent spacing between poetic lines, particularly in Isaiah
61 and 62.

82 These figures can only be approximate, as a number of the columns in the 1QIs®, particularly near the
beginning of the scroll, are damaged. More sections might have been indicated in the damaged parts.

8 The percentages are different for different parts of the book. Chapters 1-39 contain approximately 254
sections in the 1QIs” and 134 in the M.T., with 16 of the M.T. sections different from those in the scroll. In
percentages, 50% of the scroll divisions are presented in the M.T., with 12% of the M.T. divisions being at
variance. In chapters 40-66 the scroll has about 219 and the M.T. 92 sections, with 8 differences. Thus, 38% of
the scroll’s sections are reproduced, and 9% of the M.T. sections are at variance.

84 Malachi Martin, in The Scribal Character ot the Dead Sea Scrolls, sets out the formal details of the sections,
which he calls “paragraphing,” and gives a summary discussion of previous attempts to interpret the paragraphs.
Cf. particularly pp. 120-127, and reference lists 5a-k, 6d. According to his presentation, few people have devoted
much thought to the reasons underlying the sections.
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The third section (8) consists of an appeal with deep overtones of a subdued condemnation.

The fourth section (9-10) is a challenge culminating in a forthright proclamation of Yahweh’s
uniqueness. The M.T. ends its first section at this point. However, verses 9-10 are closely linked to
the fifth section (11-13), which is set off in both the 1QIs® and the M.T. Here again a pattern of
repetition is evident:

T°27 verses 9,12
YWl verses 9, 12
TV verses 9, 10, 12
1 verse 9, 13

77 verses 10, 11, 12
DX verses 10, 12

When diagrammed, these repetitions seem to set off two parts, as supported by the manuscripts,
but as with sections 1 and 2, they provide a tight link (in opposition to the M.T.)

The sixth section (14-15) constitutes a second oracle.

The seventh section (16-21) begins another oracle. The exodus motif (old and new) is consistent
throughout.

The eighth section (22-24) is a series of negatives.

The ninth section (25) is a proclamation of pardon.

The tenth section (27-28) concerns the ancestors’ sins, and Yahweh’s retribution. Chapter 44
appears to begin another oracle.

The sections as outlined have, to a large extent, a degree of consistency. In the case of the first,
second, fourth, fifth, sixth, seventh and eighth sections it is likely that these lines would have been
set apart even without manuscript evidence, on the basis of their vocabulary. The other sections are
less obvious. Taken as a whole, the sections represent a series of theme units. They are, of course,
not the only possible way of dividing the text. Their importance lies in the fact that they are found in
the manuscript, and do represent a consistent type of division.®*

The fact that the M.T. varies from the 1QIs" in that it contains only about half of its spacings
(more nearly a third, in chapter 43), and occasionally has differences which are more in accord with
what is expected,®® appears to indicate that the M.T. sections do not trace back to this particular
manuscript. It may be concluded that the 1QIs" copied its sections from an earlier manuscript, a
conclusion supported by the evidence concerning discrimination of lines (see chapter 2).

Certain criteria for the distinction of sections as found in the 1QIs” can be formulated on the basis
of a study of the text, which apply to most of the sections. They are these:

1. An introductory phrase or image may be repeated, and when repeated commonly begins a new

section. For example, 7177° 72X 710 in 42:1, 14, 16; 23X 21X in 43:11, 25.

2. A particular word or phrase may be repeated in each of a series of consecutive lines, forming the
major part or the totality of a section. For example, XY in 43:22-24; °IX and 21X in 43:11-13.

3. A particular theme or image may be continued in a series of consecutive lines. A break in this
theme or image may then signal the end of a section and the start of a new. For example, the exodus
theme in 43:16-21; failure to honor Yahweh in 43:22-24.

4. A radical change in grammar or style, e.g. from first to third person, from command to question,
from speaking of the past to speaking of the future, may accompany a change in sections, as at
verses 8, 27.

Illustrative of these various criteria are the series of sections in Isaiah 40:1-11 (1-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-11),
each of which begins with a command, and in 40:12-31 (12-16, 17-24, 25-26, 27-31), in which an
ititial question marks each section, with the exception of the second.®” The first set of sections
features the term '?1|? prominently in the initial lines of all but the first section; in the second set, "1
is prominent.

When the sections marked out in the scroll are compared with those worked out independently on
the basis of repetition of vocabulary, a close correspondence is visible. For Isaiah 1, the 1QIs®

8 Cf. a similar conclusion reached by Malachi Martin (op. cit., pp. 123, 126-7), who does not, however, appear
to understand the significance of the conclusion.

8 B.g., the M.T. makes 44:1-5 a unit, while the 1QIs* separates the text into three parts, 1, 2a, 2b-5; 46:8-11 is
a unit in the M.T. while the 1QIs® has 8 and 9-11; 48:3-11 is a unit in the M.T., but 3-9 and 10-11 are separated
in 1QIs® Such instances are very few, but deserving of notice.

871t should be noted at this point that in the scroll the scribe met with some difficulty. A large blank space was
left following 14a, and the scribe resumed writing with verse 17. Another hand filled in the missing material,
though not quite filling the space.
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separates 1, 2-5b, 5¢-9, 10-17, 18-20, 21-23, 24-31. The M.T. reproduces all but the first two section
divisions, adding however a break at the end of verse 28. A comparison with pages 59-60 shows that
the 1QIs" has marked each of the sections which were distinguished on the basis of repetition. it has
also distinguished the prose introduction (verse 1) from the poetry, and indicated a break in verse 5
corresponding to what was considered a subdivision on page 60. The break at the end of verse 20
corresponds to a stylistic section within which each line begins with OX.

In chapter 41, the three major sections distinguished on the basis of vocabulary (see pages 63-64)
are reproduced in the 1QIs® sections, and broken down into smaller units. Verse 11 however is
included with the first section. The M.T. has a quite different set: 1-7, 8-13, 14-16, 17-20, 21-24,
25-29.

The criteria given above do not suffice to explain all the sections shown by the 1QIs". A substantial
number, though only a small proportion of the total, appear to be more easily explained by the
hypothesis that lines (and occasionally half-lines) are distinguished by the spacing. The number of
instances which cannot be explained satisfactorily either on the basis of distinction of (half-)lines or
of thematic sections is very small, and reduced considerably when the M.T. sections are also taken
into consideration.

It is not an unfeasible thesis that the sections in the 1QIs® (and, ultimately, those in the M.T.)
trace back to earlier manuscripts in which (at least for part of the book) lines and half-lines were
distinguished, and in which sections were reguarly distinguished on the basis of criteria similar to
those outlined. *

Further direct manuscript evidence is lacking. The sections in the M.T. are insufficient in number
to warrant a conclusion about their origin without such evidence as is given by the 1QIs™

There are a few poems in which sections are indicated by other means, e.g. the alphabetic poems
such as Psalm 119, or Lamentations 1-3. Here the poems are divided into equal sections, with each
section begun by a new letter of the alphabet. Genesis 49 and Deuteronomy 33 are divided into
parts, each concerned with another tribe of Israel. Is it possible to find a way of determining sections
without the aid of manuscript markings or unusual characteristics such as alphabetization?

The criteria established on the basis of the Isaiah texts can be applied to other texts, in order to
judge their relative applicability and the probability that they represent the conscious working of the
writers’ minds. The unique dialog form of the Song of Solomon makes the transition points more
obvious and helps in applying the criteria.®

1:2a TR MPPwan 1P’
b n 777 00210 °D

3a 0°20 PInw 175
b Taw PN Y

c TR NNbY 10 By

4a X171 NR 210wn
b 1T PR IR0

c 72 w90l
d n P77 7ron

e 27X D

An intricate series of parallel phrases and repetitions links this text together. It falls into two equal
halves, of which the final half-lines complement each other.

5a 2IX I
b 5w’ N112 RN
c 27 *9AND
d b My

6a DAY CIRY CINN OV
b wHw 2Nt
c %3 77771 OMR 32
d 0°1797 DX 77703 I
e NI RS PW N1

8 Cf. the close similarity of strophic analyses sometimes made before the appearance of the Dead Sea Scrolls,
e.g. in Edward J. Kissane: The Book of Isaiah.

8 Cf. a fuller treatment of the details of strophic structure in the Song of Solomon, in Donald Broadribb:
“Thoughts on the Song of Solomon.”



The final half-line will find its complement only in 8:12a. The material has a unified theme (blackness,
and its reason), corresponding to the unified address (second person plural, feminine).

Ta W1 TAIRY °2 7T
b 7YAN 790K
c 0°777%32 77370 19°R
d TR Ty DY YD IR TRbw

8a 12 °y7n XD OXR
b D°wia 1o
c XX 22pya 70 R
d TR DX YN
e oy Nown Sy

The twofold structure seen in the first section is again evident, with the final half-lines of each
part complementing each other. The question and answer technique serves to demonstrate the two

parts also, while the pastoral motif remains constant.

9a YD 2572 *hoo®
b YR PRt

10a 0°7n2 7°°1% MK
b 0°12 XX

1la 7% 7wy 277 N
b no37 NP ay

12a 12012 oY TV
b 7 N1 0T

13a 5 YT 7 10X
b 12 T 172

14a *5 717 19377 PowN
b T3 7Y "m0

Again the contrast between two speakers, each speaking of the other. The connection between the
two sets of lines is less obvious than before, though there is a continuity through the anatomical
references and an interesting parallelsm of grammatical form.

15a n°yA 19° a0
b 0°11° Py 118° a7

16a 117 712° 73
b °ya AR

c 711y MUY X
17a 017X 1°N2 M
b 2°n112 110°nn

2:1a 1w no¥an Ix
b Q°pPnyn nNvIw

2a Q°mniT 7°2 1AvIWwD
b n1337 12 000y 1o

3a Ay°7 P¥y2 71a00
b 0°127 1’2 7T 12

c "naw™ nTan 1932
d 2% PINA 17187

The interplay between the two persons reaches a culmination here, interrupted only by the third line
which seems out of place on many grounds.” Each line finds its counterpart in the mouth of the

% Not the least of these grounds is the question of what the text means. That we expect six rather than seven
lines is not necessarily a cause for deleting a line, since we have no reason for an a priori supposition of
uniformity in the number of lines. In fact, previous sections varied between five and six lines. Whether the line
is authentic or not, however, is of little significance for an overall view of the structure of the poem.
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other speaker.

4a 11 N2 5X °ax°37
b 27X °9Y 1937

5a Y YR 11910
b Q°m1en3 1179
c I 727X N9 0D

6a WX NN IORAY
b 219210 177

7a o5>w1° N132 0ONR PNYAYS
b 77w DI9URA IR NIR2XD
c 17y n Ox
d TEINW ¥ 73IRT DX 177N OX)

The continuity between these two unequal sections is provided by the /727X which comes, as we
might have expected, in the third and the sixth lines, as well as in the first.

Enough has been seen of the Song to indicate that there is in this poem, as in the Isaiah texts, an
apparent structure. We must be wary of overcategorizing the structure. As with other elements of
Hebrew poetry, there is a balance between apparent uniformity and variety. Each item contributes a
slightly (or, sometimes, radically) new form to the pattern. What can be said of these passages from
the Song (and, if the reader carries it through, in general of the entire Song) is that there definitely
are sections within the poem. As a rule, a set of approximately three lines is linked closely with a
consecutive set of about three lines, the link being one of theme, vocabulary, and repetition.

The criteria developed through analysis of the Isaiah texts are quite serviceable here, particularly
when they are combined with a study of repetition.

It cannot be said with definite assurance that any such scheme was consciously in the mind of the
author(s) of the poem. Nevertheless, the intricate arrangement of the poem makes that a reasonable
hypothesis.

A pitfall to be avoided is the impulse to give an overall name and characterization to the sections.
While it is clear that the sections in the Isaiah texts and those in the Song have a certain degree of
similarity (so that they may be distinguished fairly easily with the same set of criteria), nevertheless
there are important differences. It is unclear whether we should speak of sections and double-sections
in the Song, or of sections and semi-sections. Again, a longer analysis of the Song seems to indicate
that there are still larger groupings within the poem, interrelated through vocabulary and repetitions.
This very uncertainty may be the key to much of the contradictory findings of researchers whose
concern is to find, or disprove, strophes.

It is not yet the place to make generalizations about the whole of Hebrew poetry. More texts must
be examined.

A fairly extensive piece of poetry is desirable if subdivisions within it are to be analyzed. This
limits the number of possible items for selection to the major prophets, Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes,
and the texts already examined. After examination, it may be possible to turn to smaller items with
some confidence as to procedure.

The book of Proverbs provides an intriguing starting point for further examination, in that there is
no “story-line” as such, but what appears to be a rather haphazard collection of thoughts.

1:2a 90121 MO0 NYT2
b 72°2 R 1A
3a 5owi 10 NP
b D*wnY vawRY PIX
4a nnay o°xno? nn’
b AT NYT wao
5a np? fo1°1 0on yrw?
b 71> M%2nn 121
6a 7%°5m1 Swn 1an?

b anT°m 0°non °12T
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7a DyT DPwRA M DR
b 72 0°%7IR 7011 7Mon

The continuity of these lines is assured by the repetition, while the division into two sets of three
lines is indicated by the stylistic use of ...7 in each of the first three lines.

8a 2R 10 °12 yHw
b TR DN won HX
9a TwxAS o 31 nML 0o
b TRAR% Dpa
10a X2n X O°XvI IND° OX °12
b 130X 7799 19K X
1la 072 73981
b 0an °p1% 71D%)
12a 0>°1 IRw> oybas
b M3 077170 M
13a XXM P> 117 93
b 55w 11°n2 XPn1
4a 110112 %°2n 7573
b 13%0% o X 0°2
15a onX 7172 790 95X 12
b ona°nan 7237 yan
16a 1317 ¥1% oA 0o
b 07 72w% 1
17a falvahihiit=Rebliy s
b 710 9y3 50 °1y2
18a 729X OnT? om
b onwo1’ 110%°
19a y¥2 y¥a 55 N1 1o
b np> 1°5y3 wol X

We are clearly dealing with a mixture of themes here. The first two lines do not connect directly with
what follows, but it should be noticed that the initial ¥22% follows nicely upon the ¥72%" of three lines
earlier. The last ten lines are thematically connected, and verse 15 is a good parallel to 10 and 11a,
while 16 picks up its theme from 15. There would seem to be no justification for a division between
verses 10 and 15, and the final four lines can be split off only to a minor extent.

20a 7370 772 Nnon
b 793P 10N ManTa

21a XPN NPT wRNa
b TR 7R Y2 DY Tnoa

22a *ND 137RN Q2N NN W
b o> 17Am X% 0030
c nyT INIY° 0°9°00"

23a *NADIND 12N
b M7 @2% Iy AR 737
c OoNR 37 IYUTIR

24a RPN NRIP Y
b 2wpn PRI T NI

25a "nxy 5 waen
b anaR XS *nrnomm

26a PR D27°X2 "IX 02
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b 0271 X22 JYOX

27a 071D TINYD 22
b TNX® 719100 DITRY
c TPI%1 7% 09°%Y X33

28a TIYR K27 211K X
b P1IRXR® KDY 211N

29a nYyT IR D PN
b M XD T AR

30a "nEYS 1R XD
b NN o 13X

31a 0577 *197 19IR"N
b Waw® O NIy AN

32a Q397N 0°Ne NAWH
b 728N 0°%°00 MY

33a nwa 10w °% YR
b Y7 TEn 1IRYY

The last ten lines easily divide into two parallel parts, each beginning in a similar fashion and
ending in parallel thoughts. These two five line sections in turn are separate from but connected
with the preceding four lines, which are separated in the M.T. also.

The pattern which emerges is, then, a series of units, each of which breaks down into connected
yet relatively separate sections. Thus the first chapter of Proverbs contains four such units (1-7, 8-9,
10-19, 20-33), which subdivide as follows:

14
5-7

8-9

10-15
16-19

20-23
24-28
29-33
The sections may vary from two to six lines, and no pattern can be seen in regard to their
structure, except that each unit is given internal consistency through repetition. At this point we
may remark that such a term as “paragraphing” may not be too inaccurate a description.
The scheme in chapter one is not, of course, representative of the entire book. Other portions of the
writing have their own patterns. For example, in chapter seven:

7:la MR MY >33
b TNR 123N MEm
2a M MEn MY
b TY TWORD NN
3a Tnyazx by owp
b 725 Mm% %y 0an>
4a NX NAX 72979 MR
b XN 1025 vy
5a T wRD NS
b TPOONT PINR 710
6a n°a 11912 0D
b NEPYI 2IWXR TV
Ta D°XND2 RN

b 25 1017 T3 0°323 171°3X
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8a 71D D¥X PWwa 2y
b Y% 0% M
9a o1 27ya qwi2
b 79DRY 712°% wUR2
10a NRIPD WX 73T
b 25 naxaY 7397 nw
11a n9n0Y X7 0
b 7°937 130w° X% n°23
12a Y12772 oyD Y2 oye
b 29RN 719 52 bexy
13a % IPwIY 12 AR
b 15 RN 701D Y
14a Sy 0ondY At
b *71 *NNSY 017
15a INRIPR ONRY’ 10 By
b TRXMARY P20 MWD
16a WAy °NT27 02720
b 0°9%m NLX M2aLN
17a a1 °20wn "Nl
b 1RIPY O°9R
18a P27 7y 0777 7173 7%
b 0°37X32 05y N3
19a %22 WORT PR 0D
b P 7772 7o
20a 17°2 P2 o037 IR
b 1N°32 X2° XOO7 OO
21a P2 272 Y7
b 11°70 7°nNaw pona
22a oRND IR 720
b X2° 1720 5X MWD
c 57% 1071 PR 0Oy
23a 1720 71 PR Y
1 BR M M0
c X7 W22 22 Y0 XD
24a 5 WnY 0°13 1N
b ’D YIMR? 12°WPm
25a 725 79977 OX v OX
b 7°N12°n32 ynn 59X
26a 79°877 0°5%n 0°27 °>
b 70307 92 0onEy)
27a 0% DIRY 0017
b N T SR N

The pericope on the prostitute thus covers a series of six sections which may be distinguished much
as were those in Isaiah. The initial section is characterized by imperatives, the second concerns the
young man (masculine forms), the third the prostitute (feminine forms and address), the fourth is a
description of activity in the first person, the fifth returns to the third person and masculine forms,
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the sixth returns to imperatives and warning. The repetition and similarity between the initial and
final sections is clear, and other stylistic devices familiar from previous poems are noticed.
The book of Ecclesiastes may be considered similarly:

1:2a nap anax 0°%27 52
b 5377 5o 0°%277 P2
3a Dny 932 0IRS 1N R
b wHws nnn Snyw
4a X2 N 70 T
b Ny 02yo PIRM
5a wHwI X2 wHws 0o
b ow X7 777 AR mIpn oKX
6a 0177 5% 7717
b 71123 9X 22107
c 197 7937 220 2210
d 177 2w 1°N2°20 Sy
7a a°7 BX 0297 0°5nan 9o
b X57 11K o5
c ow 0°3%7 0°2n1Tw oPn PR
d no%% oaw on
8a Q°y3° 0277 9o
b 1275 woR 501 &P
c mRI% Py yawn x°
d ynwn PR Xonn X9
9a Y ORI T
b VYUY R OYIY 70
c wnwn NN wIn 9o PR
10a R @I 7T INT MKW 27 w0
b 121957 17°0 WX 0°n5YS 7% 920
11la D°awXAD 11707 PR
b 17w 0239MRS O
c 11951 0777 7 RO
d 7I9MRD 1Y oy

The material here is organized in sets of two lines, which are nevertheless related in that each
repeats the same theme with a new illustration. The entire block is set off from what follows by a
change of person, the third person forms predominating thus far are now abandoned for first persons.

Job (apart from the introduction and conclusion) is organized into a series of speeches, and these
may be taken as formal sections within the poem as a whole. It is to the question of sections within
these speeches that we may turn our attention. Beginning with chapter 3:

3:3a 12 791X 010 TAN®
b 123 7777 MR 795m
4a Twn > X O
b Synn MPR T BR
c 7773 15y yoI BX)
5a mnoxY Twn 7oK
b 711y 15y 1own

c Q1 >9"n2 Ny’
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b
c
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b
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SR IR RITT 79790
730 °n°a T PR
X2° BX 0°17° 1D0M2

T T R 905 a0
73 77317 XD 5X

o1 "X P’
117 9y 07Ny

1w *2210 10wn°
PR IRD P
Y BYaY3a X7 PRI

112 °nN%T 730 XD 2
21°yn Dy N0

The condemnation of the day and night form two parallel sections of unequal size. Their continuity is
assured by the dependence of the fourth line (verse 6a) upon the first (verse 3b).

11a
b

12a
b

13a
b

14a
b

15a
b

16a
b

17a
b

18a
b

19a
b

NINR onan XS o
YIARY "NRYY WaAn

0°372 *1MTP Y18
PIXR 3 07T 1

VIPYRI *N20W Ny °D
5 711° IX TNIY°

TIR >3y 02357 Oy
Mm% N2 0°320

or® 27 22w oy IR
no3 0P N2 OORPAN

AR XD 10 5915 X
TR X7 XD 00555

137 1977 @YY ov

12 °y°3° 11130 vt
11IRY Q70K T

w1 2P N KXo

X7 QW 21737 JOp
1ITRN W T2

The pattern observed before is repeated. Two sections, of unequal length, parallel each other, with
their initial lines integrally related. The apparent contrast in illustration (kings in the first, slaves in
the second section) serves only to expand a common theme.

20a
b

21a
b

22a
b

23a
b

24a

25a

R DnyD 100 b
w3 nd orm

11X MRk 0°onnn
Q°317avnn 1179

5v3 "B QNNYST
N3P IRXPY 0D WY

77003 1977 WX 1235
1Y 9K 0

N2n *NIR "o 21e% 0o
"NARY 0°12 100"
"1 NN PNTR D 0D
5 X2 °NA° WX
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26a NVPY K21 MY XD
b A7 K21 NN XD

The sections are marked by the change in persons: third person for the first four lines, then first
person for the next three. Unlike previous sections, there is no obvious continuity between these two,
and the final section is as easily a summation of the entire passage as it is a continuation of the
preceding lines. It is not with surprise that we find that the next lines begin a new speech by a new
character. Nevertheless, the last section is not entirely divorced in thought from what immediately
precedes.

The pattern in this passage is rather similar to that discovered in the Song of Solomon. There is,
however, an important difference. Whereas in the Song the two sets of lines which formed a major
section were so closely connected as to cause doubts whether they could be separated formally
throughout, in the Job passage the two sets of lines are much more independent. Whether a similar
pattern obtains for the following passage is easily determined:

4:2a 7X?N 7°PKR 727 7037
b 501> o1 15ma I
3a 0°37 NI° 737
b PN me7 ov ™
4a Ton PP o
b TARN NyI3 02372
5a X201 POX X120 1Ny 00
b %72m 7Y yan
6a 1N%00 NRT Ko7
b 577 an PN
Ta 72X P31 KT M K1 77
b 17701 0’ 7K
8a TR W1 PN°R7 WK
b TP Dny Yy
9a 1728° MPR NRwIn
b 1927 1R 717
10a Snw 2IP1 7R NARY
b N1 0>1°D3 *aw)
11a 77D *Pan TaxR o
b 177807 X°2% 132

Continuity between the first and fourth lines (verses 2 and 5) is gained, among other ways, through

the use of 7X2N(1) 'l"?x. The change from a second to a third person emphasis marks the transition

from the first section to the second. Within the second section two parts are marked by the use of

73¥ in verses 7 and 9 to mark off one sub-section, and the lion image to mark off a second sub-section.
Beginning with verse 12 there is a change to the first person:

12a 213° 127 °5X)
b IR YR PR ApM

13a 79°5 N1Itnn 0veYwa
b D°WIR By nTn 012

14a 7TV ARTP D
b T PNINIR 2N

15a Ao 212 5y MM
b w2 NYY MoN

16a IR POR KDY Ty
b 2% 7315 710

c YRwR 91p1 T
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17a PTX° T19RD YIRS
b 223 7YY wYH OR

18a AR R 1°72v2 17
b 7900 0O 1°ORDHAY

19a TMm N2 *310v AR
b 0710° "8y WK
c vy °39% DRIT

20a n2° 277 Tpan
b 17N’ 11X3I° QW Han

21a 03 n° ¥o1 XY
b 71om2 RS N

The two sections are fairly clear, the second containing a judgment on mankind. There is no objective
cause for dividing these sections into subsections as there was for the preceding material.

Again in Job it is possible to find evidence for the division of longer passages into smaller interrelated
units. The length of these units varies, though those examined generally were five lines long. The
sections are primarily sense-units reinforced by vocabulary repetition and grammatical continuity.

Turning from Job, we may proceed to examine the material in Jeremiah, to see whether similar
patterns of sections are to be found. The material in chapter 2 furnishes a sufficiently long connected
text for study:

2:2b TIv3 T0m 72 NI
Tn%1%5 nanx
d 92712 X nob
e Y177 XD 7R3
3a Mo X wIp
b RN NOWRD
c MR 12X 7
d mroxs Q72K Xan va
4a 2Py NP2 AT 2T W
b SR> n°2 Minawn 5
77 MR 712
5a 91y 2 03°MAR XD N
b "5yn P 3
c 1927721 527777 AKX 1997
6a YT TR 1R XD
b 0°%7 7IRP ANR 70YR7
c 92712 1INX oM
d MY 727y 7R3
e mnoE1 7% 7N
f WX 172 72y XD PR3

g ow 07X 2v° X7

The first section is marked off in the M.T. It divides into two equal parts, followed by a pause and a
new introduction. The second section is also divisible into two semi-independent parts (verses 5-6a,
6b-g), but the division is more subjective: the first part refers to ancestors, the second primarily to
the desert. The third persons come to an end after verse 6, giving way to second persons:

Ta 51757 7R DX DONX XX
b 72101 71D POKRD
c "XIR DX IRALN WM
d 72yIN° annw *nPnn

8a T R 1IAR XD 0°37700
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c
d
e

79

1Y RS 70T Cwem

2 WwH 0y
5y23 °X21 0K
19577 19y XD MR

The second persons have given way to third persons in the third line, so that we might conclude that
there is a secondary break after verse 7. Continuity is assured by the dependence of the second set
on the first. It is significant that the third line of the section parallels the third line of the preceding

section.

9a
b

10a

mrox:s  DONX 2R Y 10
2°IX 025°12 "2 NX)

X1 0°°N2 *°XR 172y D
TRR 113120 MOY 7P
DRI N7 17 IR

Q79K 13 R
7oR X? R

5091 X192 17120 N7 A

nRT 5y 0onw MY
7T OX3 IR 1290 1YY

My Wy NIya oY °d
121y °NX

0»n o°n opPn
nRa o> 2xn®

0°72w31 NOX2
oo 1990 XD WX

The two sections are marked with the 717> OX1. Interestingly, each section was begun with a first
person reference, regardless of the overall reference of the material. The last line of the first section
above is parallel to the last line of the preceding section. The law court setting of the poem lends a
further dimension to the sections, in that the second section above constitutes an accusation.

14a

- @ [o Mo}

5XW° T2V
R N TS oy
12% 0 Y1

099 1ARY® 1Oy
0% 111

YWY 13X 1N
2w %an N3 Py
TP 7 019001 73 212 03
T° TwYN NXT X197
7172 92°9m Ny PIPR M DX Ay

0987 7772 72 7R ANy
MY R MY

MWX 'l;'f'? akdhia)
a3 on MnY

Tnya T770°n
N Paawm

1 Y7 00 KM YT
PTAPR T DR A

TOR *NIID K
NIR2X T *3TR OX2
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Verse 16 seems strikingly out of place, and may well be an insertion. There is a definite break at the
end of verse 17. The picture of desolation in verses 14-17 is quite different from the rebuke in verses
18-19. If we except verse 17, the grammar is also strikingly different.

The poem continues, but the general pattern has been established. The material is organized in
groups of some four to six lines, for the most part. The sections are relatively independent, but
contain close links with each other through repetition. Many of them can be subdivided, but not all.

It may now be possible to turn from the longer books to some short poems, which are abundant
within the Old Testament text.

Psalms

The first five Psalms were set out in chapter 2. The first and second Psalms were analyzed in
regard to the use of repetition, in chapter 3. At this point the reader is referred back to these
chapters for a review of comments made there concerning the Psalms.

Psalm 1 was seen to fall into two definite sections, clearly distinguished by vocabulary repetition.

Psalm 2 is difficult to interpret, and how it is divided must necessarily depend to a large degree
upon its interpretation. It is possible to see the following sections, if the poem is viewed as a call for
support of a new king at his coronation at a time when the country is directly or indirectly under
foreign control (perhaps the Maccabean period):

Verses 1-3: Call to throw off foreign oppression

4-6: Yahweh proclaims his own king
7-9: Yahweh’s promises to his king
10-12: Challenge to the world

Psalm 3: Division into sections is facilitated by a regular change of address. Yahweh is addressed
in the second person in verse 4,” and again in verse 8. The image changes from enemies to defence
in verse 4, to confidence in verse 6, to appeal in verse 8, and to proclamation in verse 9. The M.T.
places 17120 at the end of verses 3 and 5. It appears natural to divide this Psalm into five sections,
each of which (except the last) has two lines.

Psalm 4: Here again it is difficult to find the meaning of all the text as it now stands. In
particular, verse 7 seems meaningless. On the basis of repetition and of changes in image, it may be
possible to place a break after verse 2 (appeal to Yahweh), 4 (assurance), 7 (challenge to act justly?),
and 9 (confidence). However, such division is rather subjective and cannot be considered to be
conclusive. In this Psalm the M.T. has 1770 at the end of verses 3 and 5.

Psalm 5: In this Psalm, division is easier to delineate:

Verses 2-4: Appeal to Yahweh

5-7: Proclamation of Yahweh’s hatred of evil
8-9: Proclamation of Yahweh’s mercy to me
10: Description of the enemies
11: Call for destruction of enemies
12-13: Proclamation of confidence
Here, even more clearly than before, the basis for division is that of subject matter and grammar.

Summary and Conclusions

The Isaiah scroll, 1QIs® gives support to the belief that early manuscripts did divide the text of the
Isaiah poems into relatively small sections. These sections, at least for the book of Isaiah (the only
one which can be checked accurately), are reproduced fairly accurately in the M.T., in so far as they
are preserved at all, but only about 44% of them are preserved. The sections do not appear to be
erratic, but are meaningful in two respects. First, it is possible to make general, formal criteria for
determining where the sections occur. Secondly, each portion of text so set off appears to be a
theme-unit, that is, has a unified theme running through it which is not equally continuous into the
next section.

Specifically, the formal criteria are these: there is a grammatical unity within each section, so that
when a major change in grammar occurs (such as the change from first to third persons), the
manuscript indicates a new section. There is much use of repetition: either a special introductory (or
concluding) phrase to start (or end) sections, or a particular word or phrase running consistently
through an individual section.

When the sections indicated in the Isaiah scroll are examined for their use of vocabulary, it is seen
that they correspond closely to the patterns outlined in chapter 3 of this study. As a result, it seems

91 Tn verse 1 the name Yahweh seems more an ejaculation than a subject of address.
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reasonable to believe that for the Isaiah text there is enough formal evidence for objective division of
the material.

When an examination of other materials is made, it is discovered that the same criteria could be
applied successfully, and sections so discovered conform to such external criteria as are available.
Thus, in the Song of Solomon, the change of speakers; in Job, contrasts; and, in Jeremiah, relatively
intricate schemes of repetition furnish secondary criteria for distinguishing sections. In the Psalms
the secondary criteria seem much weaker. Theme appears to play a major role as the principal
criterion for division into sections.

It is when the studies in this section are combined with those in chapter 3 that a definite conclusion
may be reached. In chapter 3, thirteen poems were analyzed for the role which repetition plays in
their structure. It was found that for a major part of Hebrew poetry, including a large proportion of
the Psalms, the use of repetition demonstrates definite patterns, ranging from very intricate (e.g.
Isaiah 41) to fairly simple (e.g. Jeremiah 4:23-26).

In this chapter, eleven more poems have been examined with an eye to viewing the extent to which
formal criteria other than repetition may figure in determining sub-divisions. Poems examined for
repetition have also, in this chapter and the last, been examined for the applicability of these other
criteria.

It may be said with confidence that biblical poetry in general can be subdivided objectively. This
appears true of all but the shortest poems. To the extent that the subdivisions are an integral part of
the structure of the poem, they are said to represent a regular feature of Hebrew biblical poetry, but
to the extent that they are little more than “paragraphing,” they cannot be assigned the same status
as strophes in Indo-European poetry.

Undoubtedly the poems in the Bible were intended for varying uses. It seems probable that the
substructure of poems might depend upon the use to which the poems were put. A text intended to
be sung might well be structured differently from one to be recited, or to accompany a dramatic
representation in the cult, or perhaps to be read silently as poetry. Apart from conjectures, we have
no knowledge whatever of the use for which any of these poems was intended. We must be wary of
making overall conclusions as to the strophic character of the poetry, and equally wary of ignoring
formal subdivisions when they do appear.
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Chapter 5
THE QUESTION OF METER

A brief treatment of various metrical theories has been given in the historical survey in chapter 1.
Metrical approaches constitute by far the majority of studies in biblical poetry, as can be seen by
surveying the titles in the Bibliography.

There has been some confusion among researchers which has been due not only to a difference of
view concerning method, but also to a difference in meaning attached to the term “metrical.” For
some students meter is taken to mean some sort of counting of syllables. This might be counting of
stresses or of syllable length. For others, the term meter has practically been identified with rhythm.
Strictly speaking, rhythm refers to the use of stress within a line, and is only incidentally related to
natural stress accent.” Still others have spoken loosely of parallelism itself as “meter.” Sometimes
one reads of a “metrical balance” of the lines, meaning little more than the phenomenon of lines and
half-lines. For the study which follows, meter is taken to have a more precise sense of counting
syllables in some fashion. By and large this is a feature common to the various metrical theories
proposed in the past.

It is possible that the principal factor behind the search for metrical form is not textual evidence at
all, but rather the influence of the Indo-European cultural heritage upon the researchers. It may be
significant that leading the field in metrical studies are persons from Germanic backgrounds (where
stress accent is particularly strong and traditionally basic to poetic form), while few persons from a
French background (where stress accent meter is negligible in poetry) have played a role in developing
the studies. There hardly appears to be a need to suggest that what seems to be “beyond doubt” to a
person from one background may seem quite unnecessary to another. Cf. on this Albright’s statement
(quoted on page 35), or the statement by Sigmund Mowinckel:

Poetry is, formally considered, not merely rhythmic speech—in any event, all speech and writing is
rhythmic—but rhythmic speech which is closely tied to definite metric rules.”

Such thoughts as these are belied by modern French poetry. But we need not turn so far afield.
Curiously, it was once the custom in many English speaking churches to sing English prose translations
of the Psalms, quite without textual change. Such texts are not, of course, strictly speaking poetic. A
closer parallel to non-metric poetry is to be found in a large group of Negro spirituals, popular as folk
songs throughout the United States. In such songs repetition plays a definite role, and is in fact the
only clear distinguishing feature of the poetry, but neither meter nor line length are of importance.
As a result, many of these songs have been set to a variety of tunes.

It is instructive to read the comments of C. Young regarding Ugaritic poetry, which might also
apply quite well to Hebrew:

To Occidentals who associate poetry with meter, the illusion of meter in the poetry of Ugarit is
created by the accidents of Semitic morphology and parallelism of thought. A poetry in which the
outstanding feature is parallelism of thought; a poetry written in a language in which the majority of
words are of one, two, or three syllables, and in a language in which almost any clause can be couched
in from two to four words, is a poetry which naturally lends itself to the creation of the impression of
lines of uniform metric length.%

Summarizing the principal approaches to meter, it is possible to outline five aspects which have
commonly been considered in the traditional analyses:

1. Simple counting of syllables

2. Counting or arranging stressed syllables

3. Counting or arranging vowel or syllable length

4. Counting words

5. Counting concepts

The first three bring with them the disadvantage that the analyst is required to make some
judgment concerning the pronunciation of the ancient language, when that pronunciation is still
obscure. The fourth and fifth can be applied to more easily observed material.

Each of the first three approaches to meter is concerned with the pronunciation of Hebrew at the
time the texts were composed. This may be a fairly extensive period of time, though only a few of the
texts can be dated at all closely. It is somewhat of a leap of faith to assume that the consonantal

92 For example, in “I think that I shall never see a poem lovely as a tree,” only three words have a natural
stress accent (never, poem, lovely), and the others are given a stress to create the rhythm.

9 Sigmund Mowinckel: “Der metrische Auffau,” p. 168.
94 C. Young: “Ugaritic Prosody,” p. 132.
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texts which we know, e.g. from the Dead Sea Scrolls, are substantially similar to the originals,
though inscriptions and documents from earlier periods do seem to confirm the orthography.”

In regard to the vocalization of texts, the situation is far less satisfactory than with the consonantal
texts. Vocalized texts from the Christian period are relatively abundant. Apart from the Massoretic
(Tiberian) vocalization, there is the Samaritan tradition currently being analyzed in some detail,*
remnants of the non-Tiberian vocalization,®” portions of the second column of Origen’s Hexapla.’® and
various terms cited by Church fathers in the Latin and Greek alphabets.”” Of these texts, only the
Massoretic and Samaritan traditions indicate stress accent regularly. An examination of assimilation,
vowel changes, and other linguistic phenomena in the Greek and Latin transcriptions indicates that
the phenomena noted in the Massoretic and Samaritan traditions (which differ widely) trace back to
early Christian times, but do not furnish material for an extensive treatment of the question of
stress accent. Stress accent could be deduced from such texts, through an analysis of the appearance
and disappearance of vowels and syllables, providing that some objective knowledge of an earlier
dated form of the language were had. Unfortunately, reconstructions of proto-Semitic forms generally
lack scientific foundations.

For the pre-Christian period vocalization is quite tentative. Although Dead Sea Scrolls indicate
plene writing in a large number of instances, the majority of syllables is left obscure, and little can
be told concerning stress accent. Transcriptions of names must furnish the bulk of information for
earlier vocalization of Hebrew. Such information is, however, of less value than often is assumed. On
the one hand, the exact pronunciation of the ancient languages into which names were transcribed is
largely in doubt, even for classical Greek; on the other hand, names tend to preserve forms which are
no longer current in the spoken language, and are often subject to changes other than those which
affect the language as a whole.

A great amount of reconstruction of ancient Hebrew pronunciation is due to a comparative study of
the Semitic languages. Of these, apart from medieval and modern Hebrew, only Arabic is known
definitely, and that in a relatively modern form. Of the ancient Semitic languages no longer in
existence, something is known tenuously of the pronunciation of Ugaritic.!”” For these traces a
reconstruction of early Semitic forms is possible in general, though for specific forms in a specific
language reconstruction is highly tentative. This fact, long recognized in Indo-European linguistics,
needs much more emphasis than is commonly given. As a parallel:

It is possible, on the basis of French, Spanish, Italian, Portuguese, Rhaeto-Romansch, Rumanian,
Catalan, and other Romance languages to reconstruct the vulgar Latin etymons for the vocabulary
common to those languages, and then by following the patterns discovered to reconstruct, tenuously,
etymons for vocabulary not common to them. Similarly, it is possible to reconstruct Indo-European
etymons.'”! It is not, however, possible on the basis of these etymons, or even the developed forms of
the Romance languages, to derive the forms of an unknown Romance language. That is, from vulgar
Latin, French, Italian, and Portuguese, it would not be possible to derive the precise form of Spanish
without a sound knowledge of the development of Spanish throughout the centuries, since no language
is spoken abstractly but only in concrete, specific forms. To give one specific example, one may know

% There are, of course, no known manuscripts dating from a period earlier than the Dead Sea Scrolls,
presumably the immediate pre-Christian period. The only inscriptions in Hebrew of any length seem to be
limited to the Lachish letters and the Siloam inscription. While these inscriptions do seem to corroborate
generally the consonantal spellings and grammar found in biblical texts which purport to come from their
periods, they do not yield enough material to allow extensive study. It should also be kept in mind that the
written form of a language is commonly somewhat different from the spoken form. “Silent letters” are frequent
in alphabetic writing, and full syllables may appear or disappear in writing with little relevance to the contemporary
spoken language.

% Cf. Ze'ev Ben-Hayyim: Studies in the Traditions of the Hebrew Language, and The Literary and Oral
Traditions of Hebrew Amongst the Samaritans; Paul Kahle: The Cairo Geniza; A. Murtonen: Materials for a
Non-Massoretic Hebrew Grammar.

97 Cf. Paul Kahle: op. cit.

9 Cf. Cardinal Mercati’s recent edition.

% Cf. Compilations in Paul Kahle, op. cit., and Ben-Hayyim: Studies in the Traditions of the Hebrew Language.
100 ¢f. discussion in C. H. Gordon: Ugaritic Manual.

101 ¢f., for example, Indo-European etymons postulated by Ernout and Meillet in Dictionnaire Etymologique de
la Langue Latine, or Hjalmar Frisk in Griechisches etymologisches Worterbuch. While substantially in agreement
on Indo-European etymons, the two works often differ in details. For vulgar Latin etymons, cf. W. Meyer-Liibke:
Romanisches etymologisches Worterbuch.
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that Latin had the form hominem, French homme, Portuguese homen, Italian uomo, yet despite this
no one could guess the Spanish form hAombre without special knowledge of the developments which
took place in Spanish. Similarly, from Latin aquam, French eau, Portuguese agoa, Italian acqua, one
could not guess that in most Spanish dialects the term is dwa (written agua). The consonantal forms
of these terms would only increase the confusion: Amnm, hmm, m, hmbr; gm, ——, g, cq,g (in this
last instance, the written consonantal form would completely destroy any relation to the actual
spoken form).

If it is possible, as seems reasonable, to transfer the lesson illustrated above to Semitic linguistics,
it must be concluded that very little reliance may be placed upon the results of comparative Semitic
studies for the actual pronunciation of Hebrew at any specific time and in any specific dialect.

Similarly, working back from currently known vocalized texts in Hebrew can be of little practical
use, since language changes its sound character so quickly. Even if it were possible to work out fairly
reliable common pronunciations for Hebrew about the first century A.D. (when Hebrew appears not
to have been a vernacular tongue), this could tell us nothing reliable about the sound of Hebrew
some four, five, six, or seven hundred years previously, nor could it give any clue to the numerous
dialects which presumably existed when Hebrew was a living tongue.

In regard to stress accent the situation is even more obscure, in that it appears that classical
Arabic, at least, had no phonemic stress.!”” Phonemic stress may not be an ancient phenomenon in
the Semitic languages at all.

It appears a necessary conclusion that, while for pronunciation of Hebrew in Christian times much
can be learned, and pronunciation of Hebrew in immediate pre-Christian times can be learned, for
pronunciation of Hebrew in early exilic and the pre-exilic periods almost all is conjecture.

The implications of this conclusion for specific metrical approaches may be outlined as follows:

1. Counting of syllables: for the most part, the number of syllables within given vocalized texts
is similar. Thus simple counting of syllables is fairly safe as early as the beginning of the Christian
period, and perhaps late post-exilic times. An example is the poem in Exodus 15, which can be
compared in the Massoretic rendition and in the Samaritan.'”® Assuming that Massoretic vocalic
shewas should be counted as full syllables, the count of syllables in each line is:

verse Samaritan Massoretic

1 11+8............ 11+9 (reading Yahweh)
2a 6+8.............. 6+7
2b T+11............ 7+11
3 8+4..eee. 6+7
4 11+12.......... 12+11
5 T+11............ 7+10
6 10+10+9...... 12+10+13
T 6+7 oo, 7+6
8 9+9+8.......... 12+10+9
9a 8+4+5.......... 8+5+6
9b 4+5.....en. 4+6
10 10+12.......... 11+13
1la 8+9............. 9+9
11b 4+5.............. 5+4
12 6+5........... 7+6
13 10+11.......... 12+13
14 10+8............ 8+9
15 8+8+49.......... 9+10+10 (note that parts a,b,c in the M.T. are in the order a,c,b
in the Samaritan)
16a 10+1 11+11
16b 7+8 9+9

17 11+1049 16+11+12

192 ¢of. Harris Birkeland’s conclusion: “If we keep to this irrefutable presupposition, it can be demonstrated that
the ‘Arabiya cannot have had any accent at all, not even as a phonetic phenomenon.” (Growth and Structure of
the Egyptian Arabic Dialect, p. 22) “The conclusion that no accent can have existed before Stage II is, therefore,
absolutely unavoidable. The classical language consequently cannot have had any accent at all, not even a
phonetic, let alone a phonematically relevant, accent.” (Ibid, p. 33.)

193 Cf. Ben-Hayyim: The Literary and Oral Tradition of Hebrew Amongst the Samaritans, vol. 3, part 1, pp.
37-39.
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A comparison of the Massoretic rendition of Psalm 30 with the Hexapla transcription (unfortunately,
no text is avilable in a Samaritan rendition) indicates:

verse Hexapla Massoretic
2 11+8............ 11+9
4 9+7 e, 11+9
5 10+7............ 9+8
6a 6+5.............. 6+5
6b 6+2....uuuuueee. 7+6
7 845 .. 9+6
8 14+10.......... 14+11
9 6+7 .o, 7+8
10a 646.............. 6+6
10b 6+7.............. 6+7
11 3+3 ., 4+4
12 ?7+12............. 10+13
13 12+49............ 14+11

While, of course, the three traditions give varying syllable counts for the lines of text, the counts
are fairly similar, and it is not impossible to discern patterns which make the discrepancies of less
significance.

Unfortunately the counting of syllables has not yielded any significant metrical theory, although it
is utilized in the alternating theory currently propounded by Mowinckel.

2. Counting and arranging stressed syllables: introduction of stress involves a subjective item
in the analysis, in that the existence of stressed syllables in ancient Hebrew, and their location if
they existed, is unknown.

3. Counting and arranging vowel or syllable lengths: what was said concerning stress is
applicable here also.

4. Counting words: here, at least, there is objective evidence. Although from a linguistic point of
view “word” is a difficult, or even meaningless, concept, from a historical point of view it is a reality
in the written texts. As early as inscriptions date it was apparently the practice to separate texts
into words, substantially identical in extent with those known to us in the biblical manuscripts.

5. Counting concepts: at this point subjectivity again enters the picture, in that a “concept” is a
subjective, and vague, affair. Nevertheless, the approach particularly popularized by T. H. Robinson
involves a combination of concept counting with word counting, in that it is concerned with “significant
words.”

No metrical system has yet been discovered in any of the languages cognate with Hebrew in
ancient times, which is significant in that the poetry in some of these languages (particularly
Ugaritic) is so similar to that of Hebrew as to be apparently identical in form.***

When all is said and done, however, it is a close examination of the Hebrew texts themselves
which must furnish a definitive answer regarding metrical questions. It is for this reason unfortunate
that the early history of the texts is so much in doubt. With the earliest available manuscripts
dating from only the approximate period of the start of the Christian era, presumably much later
than the composition of many, most, or all of the poetic texts, it is easy to justify the view that
textual corruption has made certain features of the poetry obscure. It is common practice for metrical
analysts to make textual emendations not only on the basis of manuscript, textual, or other evidence,
but also on the basis of metrical theories which they are attempting to prove.

Rather in reaction to the custom of making metrically based emendations, Young has pointed out
that precisely the same features which give rise to metrical emendations for Hebrew texts occur also
in Ugaritic texts for which no history of written transmission need be asserted.'”® Whereas it might
be claimed that for Hebrew texts textual damage suffered during early transmission might have

104 Of the cognate languages contemporary with Hebrew, only the Ugaritic texts offer any hope of discovering
vocalization, though this hope is very slender. Concerning Ugaritic poetry, C. Young wrote: “An exhaustive
analysis of the poems demonstrates that there is no consistency in the sequence of similar stich combinations
within a poem or within sections of a poem, much less a consistency of an accent-per-word pattern for the
successive stichs themselves.” (“Ugaritic Prosody,” p. 125.) “What is here maintained is that exact metrical
balance is not obligatory. When it occurs it is accidental, not essential to the nature of the poetry (whose essence
is parallelism, not metrics).” (Ibid, p. 126.) Albright’s reaction to Young’s forthright statement is well known,
but he does not appear to have produced any evidence which would disturb Young’s conclusions.

195 18id.
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been preserved out of a feeling for the sacredness of the texts, the Ugaritic texts must have been
acceptable as good poetry in the form in which they were copied.

So much may be said for theory, both for and against the practice of making textual emendations
on the basis of metrical theory. From an empirical point of view, there is a small but significant
amount of textual material which may be called into service for further consideration of the question
of transmission, namely those texts which are preserved for us in two or more places.'” It may be
that a close examination of these texts can answer, or at least suggest answers for, some of the
questions which arise as to the extent and nature of the damage done to the texts during their
transmission.

While there are quite a few poetic texts within the Hebrew Old Testament which are given twice,
some appear even more often, e.g. one short line which is found fifteen times. In its most common
form it reads:

20 %3 Y 1T
1701 091y 3

found in 1 Chronicles 16:34, Psalm 106:1, Psalm 107:1, Psalm 118:1 and 29, Psalm 136:1.
There are, however, several variant forms:

2 Chronicles 5:13 20 29 I B9
17017 O%IYD °o

2 Chronicles 20:21 T 17
17017 O%IYD °o

2 Chronicles 7:3
20 29 IS NI
17017 O%IYD °o

1 Chronicles 16:41; 2 Chronicles 7:6 TR Mo
17017 O%IYD °o

Ezra 3:11 20 23 S NI Boa
17017 O%IYD °o

Jeremiah 33:11 1T 21D °5 NIRAX TN DR T
17017 O%IYD °o

Psalm 100:5 T 270 0
170m ODIYR

Psalm 136:26 2 nw PR 177

1701 091y 3
Thus, six of the fifteen instances of the line are uniform, and appear to be the basis of all fifteen.
However, six of the instances preserve the line with a different number of words, either fewer or
more. There is no hesitation in changing the specific form of the words, particularly the first word.
Further observations may conveniently be held in reserve until more texts have been examined.
Appearing only seven times is another isolated line:

1 Kings 8:25; 2 Chronicles 6:16 ~ *1271 @K 72 N72° X7
YR ROD By 2v°

1 Kings 2:4, 9:5 2K 72 N72° K7
5 X0D Pyn

2 Chronicles 7:18 X 72 N72° K7
55X SwIn

Jeremiah 33:17 YR 7170 N0 XD

5Xw> n°2 X032 Py 2w°
To these quite similar lines must be added one which is clearly related to them:

Jeremiah 35:19 257 72 2727 WK N1’ X
oon 95 195 Ty

Two tendencies, observed in the previous line also, are clearly noticeable in this line:

196 T am indebted to Young (Ibid) for the suggestion that such an examination be made.
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1. The line is often expanded or contracted by the addition or subtraction of terms.
2. Different, though similar, terms are often substituted into the line.

Another, somewhat longer piece is found three times:

Jeremiah 7:34 Jeremiah 16:9
T 09y SNAw 7 QPR 1R Nawn 130
abwIe XM 02°1°2) 027 1°YR

Jeremiah 25:10
ann SNTARM

nww 2P 1w 2P v 2P
e 2 e 2 e 2
1 9p 1 p 1nn P
792 P 792 9 192 P

The last two lines are found in still another location, Jeremiah 33:11.

What is a line of poetry in Jeremiah 7:34 is a line of prose in 16:9, a phenomenon which we will
study more closely in regard to a passage from Ezekiel, in chapter 7. The line between prose and
poetry is often more indistinct than we might like, and, as we shall see at a later point in this
chapter, theories of textual transmission are affected by this fact.

While lines 2 and 3 of the quotation are identical in all three texts, the first line, without substantial
change in sense, has been preserved as poetry in one text, as prose in a second text, and presumably
as prose in a third text (unless we wish to make the gratuitous assumption that it is a poetic
half-line, whose mate has been lost).

The same phenomena as those already observed are again present: while the sense of the text has
been preserved, the actual wording is quite different in each of the texts.

A longer text presents still again the same phenomena:

2 Samuel 20:1 1 Kings 12:16
72 Por 1% PR 7172 Pon 1% n
> 122 13% 77211 XY W7 122 79171 K

SXW 1PIRD WO X oINS

we T1T PMND ORI WX 9D Dy 717 902 AR NV 717 90°2 AR ANy
PHIRD DRI 7PN PHIRD PRI 55 1o

We note that in the initial line the first word is given in two different fashions,'’” and in the second
part of that line the text in Samuel is one word longer. In the second line, the Kings passage lacks
the first word of the line, and all three passages lack a full half-line. There then follows a third line,
which is clearly prose in the 2 Samuel passage but seems to have been poeticized in the other two
passages. Once again, the expansion and contraction of lines, and substitution of terms is evident.

The Dead Sea Isiah scroll 1QIs* provides another witness to some texts which are repeated in the
Old Testament. One extensive text is reproduced below:

2 Chronicles 10:16
7172 Por 1% N
> 122 7971 K

SXw> TOIRD TR

Isaiah 2:2-4 Micah 4:1-3 Joel 4:10
1177 N°2 0 M0 1101 7117° N°2 A7 700
Q"7 wX92 0°777 WXI2 1103

Nyaan XN

01377 92 15K 1
0°21 o°ny 19%m

7T 7 PR Py 195 17N
(Qpy” *1PK N2 5X)

199777 139
ARG 7795

77N RN 710%8 0D
aowIn M 72T

0*137 7°2 VEY!
0°37 @°ny? oM

107

Nyaan X7 XYN

g ny 1"y 1)
0°27 o213 19%m

7T 0 PR Py 195 1K)
2Py >R N2 HX)

199977 13977
AR 7953

77N R¥N 7RM 0D
b1 1 12T

0°27 0°nY 1°2 VO
PN Ty 0OnXY 0232 1O

11 is evidently here being used as a negative, synonymous with ’X. Such use is far from rare in biblical

Hebrew. To the examples cited on page 498 of Koehler and Baumgartner’s dictionary may be added Job 6:25,
Job 31:1, the present passage, and various others.



88

0°nR> On1277 1NN 0°nNR> 07° N2 1NN nan® 02°nR 1o
n1IRIES o nINtIm nIMIRd o NN D°nna> 032NN
2977 °13 DX 13 RP° X2 2917 "3 BX 13 RW° XD
manon Ty 1T X9 Tanen Ty 117120 X9

The variations within this text are relatively few, but of the same character as seen previously.
The order of words is significantly different in the first part of the text. In the second full line of text
the Isaiah passage is longer by one word, but in the first full line it is the Micah passage which is
longer. The Dead Sea Manuscript lacks a half-line, which may be attributable to poor copying, or to
an attempt to harmonize the M.T. of Isaiah with that of Micah. The sixth full line is widely different
in wording in the two texts. In the seventh line Joel furnishes a variant text which may be different
in conception, but which presents a signifiant variation in the choice of words. Between the Isaiah
and Micah texts there is frequent variation in regard to the terms chosen.

Such textual variations are the rule, rather than the exception, in the numerous instances when
duplicated texts appear in the Bible. They are presented in detail in appendix 2. In this chapter only
a few representative specimens will be given.

2 Chronicles 6:2 1 Kings 8:13
5 521 n*a o012 X 7% 521 n°2 a3
0°n27y JNaw> 110m 0o naw® non
2 Chronicles 6:41-42 Psalm 132:8-10
% DOAOR TN AP Ny IR M AP
TY ORI DR TY XY DR
YIWN w12 oYK IV 7030 P78 w2 o
2102 MAY> 7o 1117 7om
TPwn 1D awn DR oIPR I 72y 717 Maya
772y 7017 *70nY 17707 w1 awn BXR

Poetic form as such appears to be equally good in both variants. The final line, which is radically
different in the two texts, is equally good poetry in both instances, through the Chronicles text
corresponds more neatly to the norm for parallelism. The first two lines, longer in Chronicles than in
the Psalm, present phenomena familiar to the reader of the prose text as well.

1 Chronicles 16:8-22 Psalm 105:1-15
13a 172y SR ¥ 172y O77AR YT
15a N2 aowh 1o N2 09w o7
19a 1907 *Nn gonI2 2907 *NK N2
21a opwy> woR? M1 XD Opwy> OIX 1737 X7
22b 1WwIn HXR X233 1WIN HR X237

Only the lines which show a discrepancy have been reproduced above, due to the length of the text.
The text reproduced below is in full, since it varies so widely in its two forms.

1 Chronicles 16:23-33 Psalm 96
7RI 50 Mk 1w I Y md 1w
TIRT 20 Mk 1w

mY 1972 ML 1w

NYIW° 01 X O1H 13 NV 0TS 01n 1wl
17125 DX 0°132 1790 17125 0°132 1790
1PNRSD1 oAy 902 1PNIRDDI Q2R 933
TRn BB T P17 0o TRn S 7 9173 00
g°1oR 92 By X7 71N o B9 By X7 XM
05K DoAY TR Do 0 05X DAY IR DD 0
vy Qonw vy Qonw e
1°18% 97 T 1218% 977 T

PR mIm iy TP NARaM 1y



oony nimawn ML 137
Y1 7120 MR 137

MY 7120 75°% 135
12195 IR2Y N INY

vIP N2 M Nnnwn
7RI 55 1an5n 19N

vYAn %2 %an 1100 AR
TIRT Dan 0w nnw?
Ton MNP 02132 18R

WP 0o oy
12 WX 51 17w 7Y

Y0 XY 1117 IR

X2 °D 17 21950
TR DX LOWS

1 Chronicles 16:34-36
20 22 7D 1T
17017 ORIYD o

R ZRA RV ARRRTNS
02137 12 112731 1333

TP owh M
10PN manwi?

DRI ORI N2
0oy Ty 02w
TR 551 1R Oy 95 1R

89

°ny Mnown M 127
W1 7120 TS 130

MY 7120 1% 135
PRINEAS 1IN I XY

YIp N7 MY NN
YIRT 55 1aon 12N

Ton TV 02132 1NN
v1an %2 %an 110N AR
0MwnRa oony P

TIRT Dany oonwn e
X5 07 oy

12 WK 501w 1oy
2y 0¥y 9311177 IR

X2 °> M 2185
TIRT YYD X3 °D

P7%3 920 vows
NIMRI DoAY

Psalm 106:1, 47-48
2D °9 TS 1T
1701 @2IY> °D

179K 1T 1Y
02177 TR 1183

TP aw mTId
1n%an2 nanwn®

DRI ORI T2
02w 7YY 02w
TR Oy 93 MK

The structure of the 1 Chronicles poem is peculiar, and may perhaps best be accounted for if it is
concluded that three Psalms were intended to be recited consecutively. The fact that the first and
last lines of Psalm 106 are cited may be an indication that the entire poem was to be inserted at this
point, but for some reason was not copied in full as were the previous two Psalms. There might be
various reasons for this.

It is noteworthy that of 32 Psalm lines duplicated in the 1 Chronicles passage, 18 are at variance.
The variations include:

6 dropped (or added) half-lines

1 major confusion of order of half-lines

9 words with variance in number of syllables (chiefly due to added article,
conjunction, etc.)

1 word with no change in number of syllables, but appearing in a different form

3 substitutions in wording with no change in syllable length

4 substitutions in wording with change in syllable length

2 added or subtracted functional words

2 added or subtracted major words

28 variations in 18 lines

No variations are such as would lead to a more regular “word-count meter” if the variant texts were
conflated. The poem has obviously suffered considerably during transmission, or had no absolutely

fixed text.
Psalm 135:15-20

2711 §02 0”4 "2XY
QIR > Awyn

19270 X91 077° 11D
N7 XY OnR 001y

Psalm 115:4-11
27771 20D QPaAXY
QIR *T° wYn

127 XD1 07 1
1IN XY On% 001y
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WnRY X2 0% 0O IR XDY O DA
197> X921 0777 AR 07°22 M7 ¥ PR AR

1w’ X921 0T
19570 X1 0N
031732 137 X?

Yy %70 0InD ey 17 Omnd
ora Y32 WK 5o 0773 Y2 WK 5
7792 A SR T DX 1972 SR N2
X7 D13 DY
T2 1MY3A 1R N2 TV DX 1972 7R N2
X7 D13 DY 7 DX 1972 1% N2
T7°3 1702 7 0K T DR 1972 70 R

X177 Q321 o7y

The discrepancies between these two texts are even more extensive than with the 1 Chronicles poem.
Apart from the now familiar phenomena, note should be taken of the end of the two poems: where
Psalm 115 has a refrain, Psalm 135 combines the half-lines to form new full lines. Another important
item to note is that, taken by itself, each of the texts appears to form a good poem, and without the
duplicate there would be no reason to suppose that any extensive corruption had taken place. In fact,
only the third line of the Psalm 135 text shows any sign at all of corruption, at that point we might
have presumed that X should be parallel to 0°11X and therefore must be a noun. Even with the two
variant forms of the text, it would be impossible to determine objectively which is the original and
which the corruption, assuming that either is original.

The problem of establishing a text for the poem is thus seen to be of great importance, before any
attempt at a metrical analysis.

Psalm 68:8-9 Judges 5:4-5
MY 2195 JNNE2 09X 1YW JNREI 7
YUl TvEa DX 77w VI3
oY PN ey PIR
1DV1 0°AY AR 1DV O°NY OX
0°n 19V 02y 03
D°roxR 2197 70 107 1913 00
5XTW° PR TP 2191 °1°0 T SR PR 7T 2197 030 M

The Psalm 68 text presupposes a text somewhat on the order of the Judges 5 text in order to explain
its third line. Yet again, while some portions of the poem are identical in both texts, extreme
liberties have been taken in the wording and form in other parts. Like the material cited immediately
before this, the duplicated matter is found as a block within otherwise distinct poems.

The very long poem which forms Psalm 18, and is generally identical with the text of 2 Samuel 22,
shows similar discrepancies. Only the variant lines are reproduced below:

Psalm 18 2 Samuel 22

2 P I AN

3a *HPDHNT *NTIXNT YP0 T (2) % vdony CnTIN Yoo M

3b 12 FONR "7 VDR (3a) 12 FONR "X PR

3c 23w YW 1P 23 (3b) P23WN YT TP 22An
(3c) YWD DAMM SYWH 01IM

4a M XIPR Pon T RIPR P00

4b YR V2R 1) YWIR 220K

5a nn %2 *1100R N "Mawn 219X °

5b *1NYa° Byoha o 21Ny Byoha YHna

6a 211220 PINW *2an 2130 DIRY 921

6b nm TP C1nTR nm owpn anTp
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32a
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2% 2IRYR
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1Y ANYRY
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v:vy 7315 7 725
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S5'pwn NN 030

70 993 RN INR 0D
"W PR TR
T3 PR 200
MY 3HDIR OO

7 07Y9an 19K 1 0D
125K NPT TR O

5o 21IRMT DX
°377 @°nn 1N

NISORD 930 Mwn
217Ny Pnna By
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M RIPR D 133
XX nbx 5x1

P 1900 n YR
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ST 071 70K 0D
YW A0 T

T3 71X 7192 %D
MY 3DIR IONR2

7 07Y9an BR on 0o
13°779K TYRan X M

5o Tyn PN
1997 0°AN NN

NSORD 1937 wn
37y "N By
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36a e 13 0% 1N w131 0% 1N
36b >17y0n 377 °137N0 M

36¢ °1370 NI

37a NN 7YX 277N NN 7YX 277N
37b "D0TP 17y KD "50TP 17y KD
38a DRWXY "R 17N DTHYRY PR 197X
38b oM 7y 1R XY onI?a 7Y 2R X
39a 0P 1927 X921 O¥APN 1MIP° X?1 0XRRT 029N
39b *I'm nnn 179 *537 NN 19o7
40a anonb 5o c1Tmkm manonb 5o v3r
40b NN AP ¥°I5n >INAN 1P ¥>1on
41a 7Y °% NN R 7Y % NN 22K)
41b DX PRIV DNAXRY RIWN
43a M7 °12 5y 19yD OpnwK! TR 79YD OpnwK)
43b 0O™IR M2 B3 DYPIR OPTR NIXIN VOV
44a oy »2°7n *av5en oy *2°77 "av5om
44b 0%13 WR1? "aown 0°13 WX "1 mwn
44c 1172Y° Ny XD Oy *172y° "Ny XD Oy
45a D Wwnw IR yaws *5 Wwnon 721 *12
45b *5 w2 701 °12 5 Wwnw IR YIS
46a 193> 751 °33 192> 791 °33
46b DPNINA0MA 1AM oN30MR 1A
47a MNZ TN N MNX AT O
47b Y PR 01 YW X OMOR 07"
48a 5 NP1 1M SR *5 nNnp1 1T OR7
48b NN 0By 127 “ANNN 0oy T
49a 20X "0oDN 21170 APRY YRD TRIZIM
49b 212170 AP 11 AR °15°%N 00NN WORN
50a TV 0%132 TR 10 By 0133 T TR 10 By
50b TR YY) MR AV

Of 54 lines, 44 show discrepancies, ranging from minor (such as the presence or absence of the
conjunction) to quite serious (such as completely different texts).

The texts which have been presented are typical of the duplicated texts, which are treated fully in
Appendix 2. It is remarkable that in very few instances, not in any major text, is there a completely
uniform text. The differences between two variants of a text tend to be quite serious.

Another source of comparable texts would be passages in which the same lines are repeated. As is
well known, this phenomenon was quite common in the cultures of the Fertile Crescent. It is, in fact,
due to the tendency to repeat at great length that reconstruction of many ancient texts is possible,
for while any one repetition of a repeated set of lines may be fragmentarily preserved, the total text
can be pieced together by comparisons. Within the Hebrew texts such repetition is relatively rare,
nevertheless it does occur. The song of Solomon, in particular, is a good source, though the possibility
of some original variation in the wording must not be ignored.

Song of Solomon 4:1-3 Song of Solomon 6:5-7
719° 37 2Ny 190 a7 YTAIR PV *207
NnXS Tyan 0o Py 212777 oY
DAY 9Ty WY DY 9Ty WY
TY03 W WY TYOT 10 WY
M21ZPI 1TYD v 0°%5777 17YD Paw

730 1 v XM 1 1YY
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nmxNn 095w nxRNn 090w
0773 7°X 172900 0773 X 720w

PHMNAY °1wn VD
TR 7727

J0P7 1177 7993
nnE% Tyan

What summary observations, and what conclusions can be drawn from thse observations?

1. The arrangement of half-lines and of lines is generally preserved in the duplicate texts. When a
portion of material is dropped, it tends to consist of a complete half-line or line.

2. Parallelisms as such seem rarely to be affected.

3. Synonyms, often of equal length, but occasionally of greater or lesser length, are commonly
substituted in one text for words of the other.

4. A variation in the order of half-lines is not infrequent.

5. Terms not involved as part of parallelisms tend to be omitted, expanded, or grammatically
changed.

6. The use of the conjunction, the article, the perfect in contrast to the imperfect, and the longer
and shorter forms of prepositions is very variable.

7. Within any given text the number of lines which vary may be 80% or more.

8. While occasionally the discrepancies result in a text which stands out as corrupt, for the most
part each of the duplicate texts is good poetry and would not arouse suspicions of corruption if it
were not for the known duplicate.

The implication of these observations for metrical analyses is far reaching. To begin with, the
presence of such wide spread variations with duplicate texts makes it highly probable that no
reliance can be placed upon other texts, not known in duplicate. In chapter 7 another aspect of this
same matter will be discussed in detail, the presence of both poetic and prose versions of identical
material and the evidence that occasional items of poetry have become prose during the course of
transmission.

Although it is not impossible to term the great quantities of variations “errors,” their regularity
and uniformity, as well as their regular presence within the poetry of other related languages,
makes it appear that they are normal.

To what extent do the variations affect metrical theories?

Metrical theories based on the counting of syllables, on the alternation of stressed syllables, or on
“feet” (consisting of a more or less specific number of unstressed syllables combined with one stressed
syllable) fare badly. It becomes apparent that, generally, the syllabic length of half-lines was very
variable. Theories based on the counting of “stressed” words, or “significant” words fare not as badly,
but are undercut to the extent that the evidence poses more problems rather than less. There is no
known poem in biblical Hebrew which fits any metrical theory completely, without emendation. The
evidence that as a general rule poems existed in a variety of texts, often strikingly dissimilar, causes
even the most regular appearing texts to fall under suspicion.

A question which has not yet been treated satisfactorily is whether there can properly be said to
have been any “originals” of the poems. The possibility that they may always have circulated in
variant forms is a very real one.'”® Unless we assume that in each case there was a written original,
an assumption rarely held at present, we must allow for a considerable amount of variation in the
texts as they were recited from time to time. Unless a metrical theory could give convincing evidence
that two divergent written texts trace back to a common written text, it is precarious to assume that
one can be “corrected” by the other.

The duplicated texts show features which are in no way different from those which appear in
duplicated prose texts. The extensive poetic texts found in Chronicles, presumably copied from,
rather than the originals of, the texts in Psalms and Kings, show no variations not common to all the
material in Chronicles. Grammar is “corrected,” uncommon vocabulary is replaced by more familiar
vocabulary, theologically potent references are adjusted to the Chronicler’s viewpoint. In only a very
few cases can “copyist’s errors” be named as responsible for the variations. The conclusion seems
inevitable. The text of the poems, just as the text of the prose, was expanded, contracted, and
changed with apparent disregard of any metrical considerations.

What is evident in the material of Chronicles is by no means limited to that text. All of the
duplicated texts show precisely the same features. The texts outsider of Chronicles, however, show
one other feature. The Chronicles texts give indication of having been copied from written sources.
The other texts, e.g. Psalm 18 = 2 Samuel 22, the Jeremianic texts, etc., provide strong indications

198 Cf. the incisive discussion in R. C. Culley: “An Approach to the Problem of Oral Tradition.”



94

that they trace back to oral forms. Many of their variations have an audio base rather than a visual,
or even more commonly betray memory slips. The common variation in order both of half-lines and
of the parallel terms which are the heart of half-lines is evidently due to memory failure.

Theories of the structure of Hebrew poetry must take these phenomena into account. Certain
aspects of poetic theory are reinforced by them. The existence of half-lines and the central place of
parallelisms are examples. Metrical theories do not fare as well.

It is true that metrical form is no guarantee that a text will be preserved well. The Homeric poems
are standard examples of texts which suffered greatly from corruption despite metrical form. On the
other hand, when meter is a central feature, a text usually preserves the meter even when corrupt.
It is the metrical rhythm which sticks in the mind when the precise wording has gone.

The case against meter is thus seen to be very strong. On the one hand, information concerning
pronunciation is lacking for pre-Christian periods, and the very existence of stress-accent is
questionable. On the other hand, evidence is impressive that the texts which we possess are far
removed from their presumed originals and have been subject to a great deal of reworking. Early
versions do not afford much help. Their variations are generally of the same type as those demonstrated
by the duplicate texts. Finally, it is suggestive that not one text, big or small, has been found which
fits any metrical theory without the emendation of one or more lines.

The case in favor of meter remains to be considered. To begin with, there are some texts which are
tantalizing regular in their form. We must be wary of discarding known features in favor of an
unproved metrical theory (e.g. discarding parallelism and half-line structure if they conflict with a
theory). Keeping this in mind, we may turn to some texts which show a surprisingly regular form.

Exodus 32:18 might well lay claim to showing a regular metrical pattern, if it were not so short:

77723 NIy 9P PR
awIPn My 2P PR
ynw 21X NIy 2P

In order to discover a pattern, it would be necessary to contrast or compare this line with others in
the same poem. As this line constitutes the entire poem, such comparison is impossible. It is notable
that several comments may be made concerning its structure:

1. The number of syllables varies in each of the third-lines, but is very similar: 7-8-8, if we take the
Massoretic pronunciation.

2. If stress is given to the first syllable of the line, and alternate syllables thereafter, it will be seen
that each third-line contains four stressed syllables.

3. There are precisely four words distinguished in writing in each third-line.

4. A careful attention to repetition can account for the form. In the second part of the line each of
the thoughts finds an exact parallel. In the third part two of the words are caught up to be combined
with a climax. It is of interest to speculate how much of the pattern of 4 words + 4 words + 4 words is
due to the fact that Hebrew was forced to use the participial construction to express an active
present.

No pattern can be said to have been discovered, if there must be at least two lines to show a

pattern.
Another intriguing specimen is found in Numbers 21:27-30:

27b 71120 72wn X2
c 11°0 Y 12310m

28a 1awnn X% WX 0D
b 17°0 npn 13717
c aXM Y 792K
d 1398 N2 *5ya

29a axm 72 IR
b vINd Oy NTAX
c ov>%o 112 N2
d 1170 *InK Ton% N°aw3a 1PN

30a 7aX 077

b 12°7 Ty 1Mawn
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c f21 9y own
X27°12 7Y WX

Evident textual corruption in the last line could leave room for emendations which might be useful
from a metrical view. Again, the fifth line reads unnaturally, though it is difficult to pinpoint exactly
where the unnaturalness enters.

The number of syllables varies with each line, and in the case of this poem does not seem more
significant than we might expect.

The length of Hebrew clauses averages at 3.6 words, both in prose and poetry. The average
Hebrew word, inclusive of proper names, is 2.3 syllables long if the Massoretic pronunciation is the
standard.'” As a result, we should expect a typical line of poetry, which contains two clauses, to
contain approximately 16.6 syllables (with the range between 10 and 20), the same number as two
consecutive clauses in prose. In actual fact, the Numbers poem given above contains an average of
13.1 syllables per line, with the range being 10-21.

By the same token, we should expect the average line of poetry to contain 7 stressed syllables, the
same being true of two consecutive prose clauses. This would correspond to the average of seven
two-syllable words in a two-clause line. The usual range would, of course, be 6-8, with lesser or
greater numbers of words less common.

The statistics gained from actual poetic passages coincide remarkably well with the statistics
derived from the language as a whole. Both prose and poetry display a tendency to clauses of 3 to 4
words in length, and exceptions are somewhat uncommon in both. A very striking regularity indeed
would be necessary in poetry for a metrical theory to be useful in explaining the phenomena. It is
probably these facts that explain the ease with which Sievers was able to analyze prose texts with
his poetic metrical theory.

The various possible metrical theories when applied to the passage from Numbers 21 yield these
results:

1. The number of syllables per line is 14, 15, 11, 10, 21, 10, 11.

2. If stress is given to the first syllable in each line, the alternating theory yields

4+3  4+7
4+4  3+2
3+3 343
2+3
If the initial syllables are unstressed, the yield is

3+4 347
3+4 242
2+3  3+3
2+3

By stressing or unstressing the first syllable in each half-line arbitrarily, it is possible to obtain a
moderately regular pattern, e.g.

3+4 3+7
3+4 3+2
3+3 343
2+3

and of course the 3+7 can be broken down by assuming textual corruption.
3. By judicious use of the “significant word” theory, which would in this case exclude °J from the
count but include Tz?, ¥, and "X, it is possible to find a handsome pattern:

3+3 345
3+3 243
3+3 343
3+3

With a little emendation of the lines, as suggested on page 97, a clear-cut 3+3 pattern could be
evolved, leaving only one line outstanding.

On the other hand, the lines without emendation average out to 3.15 words per half-line, which is
not significantly different from the overall average of 3+2 words per clause for the Hebrew language.
Nothing except metrical theory would suggest emendation of line 29d, and such emendation as
would be expected from the sense would not make line 30a-b any more “regular.”**

Among the Psalms, Psalm 136 shows the closest approximation to a regular feature, in that every
half-line is followed by an invariable refrain, and 16 of the 26 half-lines are composed of three terms

199 See chapter 7 for more details of these statistics.

110 We would expect some substitution for the first line.
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each. This number can be improved, if small functional terms are ignored, to 20 of the 26. Nevertheless,
6 lines remain to be accounted for, and it is difficult to find objective reasons for emending them.'!

4a 1725 M9T3 NIXD3 YYD
9a 12°%2 MSwnan® 0°33191 17°7 PR
12a 01 Y11 AR T2
13a 0>ma% Mo o> M
15a M0 0°2 12°M 7yID N
24a 11737 1170

Another case which at first sight appears to require special treatment is the Book of Job, which is
frustratingly “regular” in the use of three significant terms for each half-line, with equally frustrating
“irregularities”. It is, perhaps, the regularity rather than the irregularity which requires explanation
in this book. As an example, the first chapter of poetry (chapter 3) may be analyzed as follows:

Number of words per line:

verse 3: 4+4 15: 543
4: 4+4+4 16: 5+4
5: 3+3+43 17: 444
6: 4+4+4 18: 3+4
7: 5+4 19: 443
8: 3+3 20: 4+3
9: 3+3+4 21: 3+2

10: 5+3 22: 3+4
11: 4+3 23: 4+3
12: 3+4 24: 5+3
13: 4+4 25: 4+4
14: 4+3 26: 4+4

an average of 3.7 words per half-line.
If “insignifant words” are discounted, a pleasant pattern may be obtained:

verse 3: 3+3 15: 3+3
4: 3+3+3 16: 3+3
5: 3+3+43 17: 3+3
6: 3+3+3 18: 3+3
7 3+3 19: 3+3
8: 3+3 20: 3+3
9: 3+3+3 21: 3+3
10: 3+3 22: 3+3
11: 3+3 23: 3+3
12: 3+3 24: 3+3
13: 3+3 25: 3+3

11 Tsrael Slotki would seek to explain them in connection with his antiphonal theory (see “The Strichometry
and Text of the Great Hallel” and also “Typographic Arrangement of Ancient Hebrew Poetry.”). In brief, he
suggests that when two lines in succession began with the same terms, they were arranged on stone tablets in
such a way that only the distinctive items were written, e.g.
m>73 MRPD1 oy

1725
All the lines which are too long or too short are explained as being the result of miscopying the texts which were
being transferred from stone to parchment.

Apart from being completely conjectural, this ingenious theory has several objections to it: first, the assumption
that the poems were originally written on stone seems questionable. Secondly, it is difficult to explain why, if
everyone could understand the short form of writing the text (as illustrated above), the person who made the
first parchment copy did not understand the process, but so confused the lines, although he did not do so in the
line immediately following. Thirdly, the theory completely eliminates oral transmission as the carrier of the
poems until they were reduced to writing, while such transmission seems inevitable if we are to explain the
doublets already discussed. Fourthly, to explain one poem in this fashion might be possible if the student were
willing to suppose enough extraordinary circumstances, but to explain a large number of poems by assuming
such radical misunderstanding in each instance seems ludicrous. Then again, the lines which do not fit the
“metrical” pattern are catch phrases, at least in verses 9, 12, and 15. It should be noted further that according
to the Septuagint, verses 7 and 23 would also be exceptions to the pattern.
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14: 343 26: 3+3
The pattern is certainly attractive, and only a small effort is needed to discover a reason for
emending verse 3b to read WX for 77X, and locating TWX among the “insignificant” words.
The cost of obtaining this pattern is, however, very high. The following terms must be considered
to be insignifant:

yio] ) N "195

5R() ) aw) L)
RICT) N b
7737 oy WX

A fair amount of inconsistency must also be involved in the count. Thus, in 7b either 5X or 12 must
be given a count; in 19a, X7 or OV must be counted; in 11a, M5 or X2 must be counted; in 22a, "X
(synonymous with ?X) must receive a count; in 26a, X?1 or X? must be counted, but not in 26b. On
the other hand, there must be a double count for one of the words in 21b, either for 775771 or
[akhhlalalalah

It is possible to formulate a theory which would take these phenomena into account, and to
compile an ever growing list of terms which do or do not receive a count, perhaps adding a restriction
that certain combinations of uncounted terms may receive one count. At best, this still leaves a
certain proportion of lines which will stubbornly refuse to fit the pattern (e.g. verse 3) without
emendation. But the task is an endless one, as each poem treated requires adjustment in the list,
and in the end the student is confronted with the unpleasant fact that prose passages yield equally
regular patterns.

Another approach to the problem of the presence or absence of meter is one which has not,
apparently, been given much consideration in the past. This is the interesting observation that there
are a few instances in which the same line is used in both prose and poetic texts without change. The
problem of identifying poetry and distinguishing it from prose is well known, particularly in regard
to short passages. Chapter 7 has been devoted to this topic.

Summary and Conclusions

There are several possible definitions for “meter,” and numerous ways of approaching metrical
analysis. For Hebrew poetry the study is complicated by the lack of direct evidence for the pronunciation
of the ancient texts, and varying manuscript traditions concerning the exact wording of the texts.
Known varying vocalizations of the texts do not affect metrical speculations significantly, but there
is some reason to doubt projected vocalization of pre-Christian texts.

Several dozen duplicate texts which are known to us in the Massoretic Bible, which together with
the duplicate traditions afforded by the Samaritan Pentateuch and the Dead Sea Scrolls disclose a
rather free treatment of the material. Words are regularly replaced by synonyms, obscure terms are
clarified and expanded, perfect and imperfect are interchanged, long and short forms of prepositions
are used indisciminately, the order both of words and of half-lines is unstable. Parallelisms as such
are resistant to change, but the remaining items in a line are highly variable. The length of lines,
both in terms of syllables and of words, varies considerably in the various traditions.

Added to the uncertainties of text caused by the duplicate traditions, uncertainties shared equally
with prose materials, there is the uncertainty whether any single original form ever existed for
many, most, or all of the poems. Prominence now given to oral hypotheses for the transmission of
texts makes this question particularly significant.

Most damaging for metrical theories, however, is the lack of significant difference between prose
and poetic texts in regard to the items which are counted in metrical analysis. Both prose and poetic
texts show identical phenomena: an average of 3.6 words per clause, 2.3 syllables per word. The
work of Sievers stands as a demonstration of how easy it is to set out prose clauses as if they were
poetry. In chapter 7 similar divergences of view, leading to the printing of prose as poetry, will be
considered, to indicate how easily prose and poetry may be confused when line length is a major
criterion.

No metrical theory has yet been proposed which explains any one text completely without resorting
to textual emendations which would not be suggested on other grounds, or admission of chaotic
irregularity equivalent to prose.

In view of these considerations, it seems necessary to conclude that the evidence of the texts is
decidedly against metrical theories.
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Chapter 6:
VOCABULARY AND GRAMMAR

It is difficult to pinpoint matters of style, and in regard to poetry what appear to be characteristic
elements may at times be merely individual peculiarities of the author(s). Nevertheless, the reader
of Hebrew poetry gets a distinct impression that there is a difference between the poetic style and
prose, which cannot be accounted for entirely by considerations of parallelism and repetition. There
would probably be little justification for speaking of a poetic dialect used in the materials, yet certain
peculiarities can be detected which, if not completely absent from prose, are principally to be found
in poetry.

Vocabulary is one outstanding area in which poetic and prose writings differ in Hebrew. There is a
large body of terms, both individual roots and inflected forms, limited to poetic writings, and another
(smaller) body of terms which predominate in poetry though they are occasionally found also in
prose. To a certain extent these terms may be due to chance, or to an attempt by the poet to search
out obscure or foreign terms. It is a commonplace even in our own day that the poet tends to make
his choice of terms not only on the basis of lexical meaning but also (often largely) on the basis of the
impressions the terms may make.

On the other hand, a significant portion of the peculiarly “poetic” terminology in Hebrew is quite
popular, and rivals common prose terms in frequency of use. Whether any explanation of this
phenomenon can be found must be considered after the terms themselves have been examined.

In the following list the poetic terminology has been given using the list of poetic passages in
chapter 7 as the basis for selection. When a root with all its inflected forms appears to have been
limited to poetic use, it is the root form which is given in the list. When only inflected forms are
“poetic,” they are listed in their respective alphabetical positions. When a root or inflected form had
several meanings, only certain of which were “poetic,” these meanings have been indicated alongside
the term. Otherwise, the general sense of the term has been given in each case, to permit easier
identification of the term and, in the case of homographs, to determine which of several terms might
be meant.

After listing, the approximate frequency of the term(s) in question has been given. This number
cannot always be accurate, since variant readings, doubt as to intended sense, occasional doubt as to
the root, etc., may influence the count.

2 bud X

3 manger 012X
8 wing 53X

3 dry up 5ax

5 rush 113X

3 gather AR

7 powerful 777X 77X
4 aloewood o5 MIPAX
3 log TIR

5a foolish R IR DMK
80 wickedness 1R
3 demons Q%X
24 disaster TR
11 doe 72K

5 pupil N KR

13 cruel DPATOR TOR TOXR

2 press IR

3 corrupt 5%
18 god 595X

2 alas H5X

13 familiar OR PR
16 wither 5nR
37 word fyimlal:¢

8 mourn RN AR AR

8 incurable

1R
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2 stores Qox

18 stream-bed P AR
10 darkness 5DX
14 ends of the earth TR "0DX
3 snake YR

5 surround AR
2 pluck IR

56 path Iimhs

9 long life 0°1° 7N

2 window 2IUX

6 quiver TOWX

3 ashpit NOHYX

7 go straight; reprove WX
10 step IR

21 come NXR

6 boasting 72
3 emptiness 2
4 terror 7972

15 tread 012 012

4 shame 1712

67 (negative) 52
4 brighten 392
10 terror P2

3 mash 553

7 confuse yoa

2 devastate P22
2 terrors nya

12 stupid wa
17 cut ¥x3

7 devastate )
89 high --------------- TPRA NIRA IRA TIRA ORX X3

4 swarm %23 7123

2 ditch mb

2 heal hip!

3 raid T2

4 attack M3

9 lion M2

3 caterpillar asa
3 stump ¥13

18 charcoal 53
54 rejoice s WL
16 waves 53
12 wheel 9351

4 sterile 75

11 loathe vy
15 rebuke i
10 shake 7458

8 throat 1194

3 gnaw 0931

6 bone 093

2 crush 073
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5 despair 1NART  7aART 2RI

3 thorn 927

2 pasture 227

5 cause 1727

4 breast 77

2 dart hahsEEahb|

48 love kol i KA i E A

4 wax AT

3 stack NI MT

7 push iR nT oansT

5 ascend 157

2 bucket Ll

8 foliage N5

2 sleepless 127

3 leak water 127

18 still fylal]

11 knowledge wToyI

8 extinguish 377

2 thistles 9777

2 bird 1177

16 grass byt

2 behold N1

9 aha! NI

Also a musical term in Psalms 9, 92. 10 mutter heh

3 desire il

16 destruction i

26 wealth; power il

7 (interjection) T7°1

6 walk (etc.) 12°57

flash AR 951

11 strike mnbmm  nnbn oo

7 wolf aANT

5 temple 521

17 (functional element) i)

6 turn aside a7

3 creep 5

8 act rightly; clean 127

5 lavish 551

Not limited to the content of poetic texts, 110 sing i)t~ By inlal Sn kia) A a))
but always associated with them.

7 alittle (?) W MY

4 chains 0Pt

11 storm [slnl)

11 labor %an

13 destroy 5an

2 asphodel noxan

3 cave (?) 1A

9 sharp T 0

2 nightshade P

2 horizon A

6 inform kil

3 cloud 17
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2 twig o

18 palate In

3 fish-hook sl

3 ornament o0 R

2 cut up okl

3 summer an

5 sun flalyi

2 oppress vian o yen

3 turn P Pan

2 wine mlelpl

57 take refuge falo]yiaRyhle]s MY (o]}
32 loyal person 7°017
6 insect phlely

6 supply 101

2 strong on

17 be ashamed mlsh]
2 pebbles T

3 divide 730

8 inscribe %L

5 command PPN

4 club PPN

3 nettles AR

6 gold 71mn

4 threshing instrument 717
9 dragnet [alnly]

5 grind teeth zall
9 glow 297

5 strip Awn

2 draw water Awn
3 rake together 0
4 wind aonn Swnn Snn

13 mud vV

3 smear 50p

18 bring 52>

6 throw K

8 vex 12°

45 Yahweh i

2 haughty Bk

8 a shoot P pPIr

34 howl oo 5

9 locust P2

3 goat oy By

10 shine ayas yae°

2 obedience e’

7 desert 1°w°

Also as a proper name in prose 11 great 9°20 92D
3 burn °J 112

3 Pleiades fjake)

3 basket 2155

2 annihilation 1179
30 insult mn%a  anba

4 honor 113D
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8 tradesman 2ay1d  1vad

2 moon 1700 X0D

2 cut off’ 102

4 Orion 503

76 stupid %05 %05 500

3 confidence %00 503

2 rock A2

5 bow 12

In Genesis 19:11 and Exodus 7:18 7IX? 17 tired IR
means “be able,” these references are not counted here; it may be that

elsewhere some of the other references also have this other sense.

34 people axb

3 ruin »ab

14 lion X327 N2 NS x0ab

3 moon n125

17 flame b

6 crooked (etc.) fohi I o )

5 serpent (etc.) 1o

6 eat on®

3 lion kb

16 “because of his name” MY [y

2 talk yyo

25 prattle e BN 1N P o)

9 teaching, understanding HP'?

2 slander wH

15 scales 0°2IRN

5 curse 71INXR

2 confusion 772121

2 hope van

17 trust van

7 good Ta1

11 horror 7731 7R

2 sickle 5an

3 give 1A

5 insolent 17321 1A

2 hurl A

2 path 7712777

6 overthrow fyhishyial

7 plan IxYIn

2 ulcer, boil mikeal

2 belt 1t 1M

19 plan fjaltal

4 pruning-knife iimlsltal

3 clap N

6 dance ralsia)

15 smash yrmn

7 ruin annn

4 terror annIn

6 planting-place yon

3 lower aele)

3 pen X501

5 net NA2n non
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38 word on

2 saying 7350

4 wither 551

10 refuge 7013 01an

6 mix Jon

12 hiding anon

13 track 5ayn

7 totter Tyn

6 answer 713y

3 billhook T8YN

9 chaff xn

9 net a8 7IXN

13 depth 21X 73n

12 decay PPnRPn

2 cucumber field nwPn
53 height [ahinfa)

2 festival rimla)

6 roomy place 2179
10 pasture Dy
16 refuge 23wn

3 hedge 72101 121Wn

5 waves [awn

12 apostasy 12701
2 bag Jwn

5 support wwn
Also 0°N5 used once 2 saddlebags Q°nawn
4 jaw bones nwyonn
23 sweet opnnn PR phn

12 pretty IR1 - IN]

2 abandon (?) Xl
4 treat with contempt 521
14 flow ¥ vl

26 shine a3l 1A

15 music 710331 1303

25 noble 72°71  2°71

9 drive away 173
10 lament °1 01 Tl

9 growl TRt anl

3 stream 973

4 shine 771 9

4 thrive 212

26 pasture 113
12 sleep am1aN0 I 0N

2 sprinkle 13
15 flow on

11 bronze vy v

4 snort 771 na

7 rest nna

3 shoots nwevl

17 drip Al

5 angry vl

5 fruit k|
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5 till M

2 misfortune 923
6 leopard a3

3 tremble 001

29 pleasant o nayin oyl oyl
5 honey baloh|

3 cleft PPl

4 strike AP

2 blow jnli/A]

4 fog Xw1

2 blow Al

3 burn Pl

4 dry hwa

26 path 72°N1 2°N3

2 natron ana

2 interwoven 720
21 confidence 710
15 storm wind 71910
8 lead oxide 2°0
5 thorn 717°0

2 reject 720

3 pay 720

74 musical term 720
3 bristle no

7 slap gble

74 anger (etc.) 772y
10 desire 0°21y 21y 2Ay

2 bird My

2 grieve Qix  0ay

4 prey Ty

48 always Ty

8 ornament Iy
7 delight 17

11 pervert anmy . Ny

4 stylus vy

2 darkness 2%y

2 spider w°12y

Rl R R T P — medy oy oby by oy

2 insert ooy

4 row of grain My
9 be deep Py

17 delight Aayn Ay

2 bind 7y

6 tread 0°0y 0oy

10 eyes 0°ayay

4 shape Ry 4Y

5 pain naxy

4 crooked mnopy PPy Spy

2 uproot T

18 crooked, falsehood nmwpy  vpy
10 please 2y

20 tyrant

7y
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5 lay bare WAy WY

4 moth vy

2 ready ny

5 temples XD

2 piece IND

7 boughs 7IRD

2 glow T1XD

11 produce ma

2 trough i)

4 paw (7aalo]

9 gold 70

3 charcoal ans

3 forge hammer 7ado]o)
4 decay 7°8

2 double edged nraca
10 canal 355

21 escape ol ls)

4 level 055

4 watch, indicate ol
5 shudder mx5n 75

5 roll 7ke>)

6 corals 0°1°18

7 step avae

4 open wide wa

7 shout xa

3 shatter 738

4 stir mhio]

2 open wide 4]
19 foolish na

6 cobra N5

11 descendants O°NXKRX
5 cry out 1% 109X

2 honey-comb X
5 bright nnY ony

6 demon X

18 desert [ B

6 messenger e
18 darkness nnsbx

2 harpoon 5yoy

3 veil anx

15 silence nnx

3 insignificant; keeper wx
4 viper "1yax

2 shout 9%

5 deceive Tap

7 burn TP 0P

44 wait for mp

2 collect P

7 loathe DIP

2 dig MNP

4 kill Svp

13 summer

7P
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18 dishonor 1op

3 weeds 7Alale

4 thicken Xap

5 branch IP

5 wink; shape; compress yIP
12 cold NP DR P PR

9 wild ox axAa

6 rain 0°2°29

3 agitate ¥2a9

2 clothing 777

12 trouble 277

2 diminish 119

7 official [

3 shake; hover A9
6 slanderer 5591

4 throw 719

15 loose; deceit 1°19
4 bridle 109

5 tremble aoyyn 5yA

7 break yy9

8 the dead 0°XD7

3 spread out 799

5 stir up mud 07 wa9
8 rottenness 113P7 2P0

4 plague gl7al

2 shatter 47a

4 boil N9

3 chain npn1 pnn

6 desolate DR NXRU  1IRW ORD

23 roar RN NRY ARY

16 secure 1ARY  IRW

14 pant (etc.) AR
7 dignity DXY

8 praise naw

3 soothe naw

2 path il

9 big A R°AW  Raw

3 gaze 1AW

24 breast (demon, 2) v
81 destroy T TV

3 harrow T

13 field MY

12 storm; disaster R
6 put mw

3 flood v

3 barefoot Pl

25 cry for help ¥
3 snatch M

3 overflow P

4 street [zl

2 thirsty PP

15 look at MY
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2 descend MY

5 wall gy v

3 swim mw v

18 bow i

7 lion onw

38 laugh Pnw

12 look for mw
23 pit; grave nnw
3 gift w

7 pit inhl7ay ik

2 clothing nw

2 flame nabw

3 perfume nw

5 dregs nw

9 sharpen 130

15 delight QvIwwyw  yyw

4 horrible MMAWY MWW

10 track Kol

8 rush Pon PP

3 umbilical cord, navel w
2 intertwine A
2 let loose il

2 purple P

3 vine apPw pPaw

2 red lead ww

11 transplant S nw bnw
36 world 5an

10 perversity noanw
4 grief’ A

3 mark n

2 crimson cloth yoIn
4 top DayIn

12 effective work i 7Aks
6 direction m>ann

4 oppression 0
5 furrow a5n

5 produce 72130

6 a kind of fruit 7180
6 improper n%sn San

3 post 170

3 desire hiralZe!

In all, 478 terms, about 14% of the entire known biblical Hebrew vocabulary.

In addition to this substantial list of “poetic vocabulary” proper, a considerable, though lesser,
number of terms are found predominantly in poetic texts. As a rather arbitrary means of selection,
the occurrence of at least 80% of the uses of a term in poetic passages has qualified the term for this
second category. Since somewhat over 50% of the known Hebrew texts are poetic, it might be
expected that at least 50% of the occurrences of any term would be in poetry. 80% was chosen as a
figure that would be likely to indicate a significant deviation from what is expected. In actual fact,
most of the terms that fall in this category would qualify under a much more rigorous scheme of
selection.

In the following list terms found predominately (80% of occurrences or more) in poetry are given.
In each case the number of poetic occurrences is contrasted with the prose occurrences, e.g. 54:1 (54
poetic, 1 prose).
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8:2 pool OAR

9:1 power, wealth TR
54:1 word ity

41:1 man IR

9:1 sigh APIX AN

7:1 defend 132

4:1 pounce X7

62:4 judge P NPT

23:1 tears aynT o yng

71:3 nothingness 5an
21:1 think, consider 1A
5:1 footstool slap
12:1 insolent 7
12:3 tremble myT Oy ¥y
25:4 immorality sl
17:2 reject inkl)

30:3 curse ayI

5:1 wound 771277

9:1 corrupt 5an

15:1 companion nan a72an "an
46:6 see kil

22:3 alienate oann ARn
20:2 grass 7°%n

91:18 dry, desolate naan 290
6:1 autumn A0
103:9 dark nown qon

9:1 sink ¥y

42:6 tear, prey gl
44:5 wait nomn o o

48:8 reprove; argue f12°
21:1 benefit oy
59:10 form 9x1 X

75:3 salvation e
29:1 pain 2IRD1”  2XD

43:4 lie 212

29:2 lion 80

13:1 orchard Plomle!
68:12 stumble -------------- mowon Swon wo 1hws  bws
8:1 gold an>o

7:1 flame 2%

11:1 burn V2

24:3 mock o

7:1 wormwood s
98:14 tongue s
37:1 totter v

15:2 foundation 7707 70M
49:1 discipline [0
10:1 bands 7701 0

12:2 valuables R1ela)
19:2 uprightness Q°w . MY
7:1 rain vIPon
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15:3 well MNpPn

17:1 distance Pran
52:5 proverb Swn

6:1 lead 53

18:1 place il

8:1 descend nna

6:1 start anl

26:3 crown vy oy

108:3 do 5y

62:12 rock 1%

44:9 shadow bhy By

7:1 limp yhy

13:3 step A S AR

29:3 hide 19%

80:17 enemy 99X X
59:7 front; meet TP aTp
9:2 vertex TPTP

18: dark; mourning DPITe MMTe TR
22:3 lament arp TP

19:3 awake 1%

18:1 fast %5 Yp

7:1 mock mo%p  o9p

15:1 nest 1P P

6:1 frost, ice 9P

15:1 stubble vp

45:9 listen wp

11:1 poison (7.

13:3 ten thousand 11229
31:5 lie 72 729

42:8 shake PR

6:1 find fault 139
21:4 moment ¥a9
19:1 drink 71707 N7

78:19 compassion 21N QN oW omn
5:1 smash el

7:1 pour out [z
88:13 shout 71317 117 A9

16:1 thunder ava
44:2 shake vy

8:1 skip about TP
16:1 firmament TR0
10:2 beat out ¥
316:27 guilt aywa yvn

18:4 net w9

31:1 restoration DAy naw
19:1 be high 22w

46:7 worthless (ete.) X
13:3 equal; smooth mw
9:2 shout for help Al

61:3 rejoice

nww wvwn vw vw
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24:1 sky

7:2 black

34:3 concern
170:26 destroy

PR

wWY NN MY

Y v nw

JRAY NanRw gunw onw

12:3 look v

77:13 lip ol

45:5 become low Sow
9:2 wakeful TP
10:1 stubborn nnw
39:2 root v

19:2 appetite 7IRN
36:5 skill 714910

18:2 desert N

33:3 ocean [ahiyigl

55:3 praise 720

27:1 reproach nnoIn amoIn
19:2 grasp Jan

26:3 jackal;, monster in N

In all, the second list contains 119 terms. The two lists together contain 597 terms, or about 18% of
the entire biblical Hebrew vocabulary.

The lists of “poetic” terms emphasize the number of synonyms employed in the poetry making of
Israel. It is as if parallelisms played a role equivalent to that of rhyme in our own poetry, making it
necessary for the poet to search out and develop a large stock of synonyms for use in his poems.
Apart from the abundance of synonyms, a second striking feature of the lists is the number of high
frequency poetic terms synonymous with high frequency prose terms. Among those which might be

so considered are these:

poetic term frequency

R
53
X3
53
7
rom
n?
ax®
TN
7on
miahs
7R
2°n31
Ty
MY
IR
"7
mn
277
bl 7!
5y
(MIn
wp
1737

80
67
89
54
48
57
45
34
37
38
54
56
26
48
81
41
62
46
91
68
108
80
45
88

prose equivalent

¥y XN
)
an
51
27X
on
e
ay
"2
"2
"2
T
17
ooy
TaxR
VR
»aY
R
v
503
oy
27X
ynw
Xp
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ywa 316 ¥a
anwy 170 TaR

It is worthy of notice that, apparently, none of the poems was composed exclusively of these
specialized poetic terms, nor, in contrast, was any of the poems completely lacking in them. At
present it does not seem possible to state whether the “poetic vocabulary” was used consciously, as a
part of poetry making, or less consciously as a result of the search for parallelisms. An examination
of the history of each of the terms might possibly be revealing, if it were possible with the present
state of knowledge of Hebrew language history, in order to determine their origin. It appears that
the proportion of archaic roots and of foreign roots is rather high, but our lexicographical knowledge
of Hebrew is still insufficient to allow scientific analysis of this.

The use or nonuse of vocabulary may contribute greatly to the effect of a piece of writing. Occasionally
it has been noticed that the use of the article differs in poetry from the use in prose."'? Apparently no
attempt to study this question in detail has been made in the past, particularly with an attempt to
compare the use of the article with the use in prose.

There are two approaches which might be used for such a study. On the one hand, a purely
statistical approach is possible, the counting of the frequency of the article in poetic passages in
contrast with prose. This has the value of being a relatively objective approach. The disadvantage is
that, by taking no note of content, it assumes that the opportunities for the use of the article are the
same in both prose and poetry. The second approach would be to examine specific poetic passages, in
order to determine to what extent articles would have been included had the passages been prose.
While taking account of the content, this approach has a large degree of subjectivity, since it is
largely a judgment of the intended sense of the passage which would determine whether or not the
article would (in prose) be usual. The two approaches may together be tried, and may lead to results
which are of interest.

The statistical use of the article

Taking as a basis the determination of poetic passages as given in chapter 7, but limiting the study
to those passages which have by common assent been acknowledged to be poetic (to avoid the chance
of unintended contamination from prose materials), the frequency of the appearance of the article
per hundred words of running poetic text has been measured and is presented in graphic form in
Appendix 3 (p.159). A similar measurement of the frequency of the article in continuous prose text is
also presented in Appendix 3 (p.161).

The overall average for poetry is 1.9 per hundred written words of text, that for prose is 9.5. These
figures do not vary significantly for individual blocks of material (e.g. Exodus averages at 9.8, Judges
at 9.2, Psalms at 1.2, Job at 0.7, Hosea at 1.5), but individual passages may vary quite widely from
the norm. The Song of Solomon, for example, employs the article extensively (9.1 overall average),
and in chapter 2 the percentage is as high as 17. The prose chapter which begins Hosea has only a
2% usage, and Genesis 3 only 3%. These exceptions prevent the generalization that poetry always
used the article more frugally than prose.

It would be an interesting speculation to trace a rise in the use of the article in later specimens of
poetry. The evidence for dates of poetic specimens is, however, not at all objectively defined. Such
indications as do exist are contradictory: on the one hand, the Song of Solomon (which many feel to
be a late writing) has an unusually high use of the article, but, on the other hand, Job (which is also
commonly dated post-exilic) has a strikingly low use. Second Isaiah, Lamentations, etc., also used
the article sparingly.

The possibility of prose “contamination” of poetic texts or the reverse, will be considered to a
considerable extent in chapter 7.

A second form of approach, analysis of specific poetic passages to determine whether the article
might have been expected had the material been prose, is more difficult and considerably more
subjective. However, the results of such an approach are worthy of consideration:

In Psalms 4, 5, 6, and 7, each of which contains no use of the article, no situation arises in which
an article would necessarily be employed in prose. The abundance of constructs and possessive forms
may be one prime cause. It is possible, perhaps probable, that some (or many) of the general terms,

e.g. D’.'I'?N, YW1, 7°017 would bear the article in prose, but identification of these is difficult.

Along with the relative lack of articles in poetry, another similar phenomenon may be noticed.
This is the tendency for poetic texts to neglect the conjunction in combining clauses. The tendency
for each line to be more or less complete in itself is manifested by a lack of grammatical linkage with
the preceding line, connection apparently relying on repeated images and terms. In prose, on the

12 Article is here taken to mean the written 1.
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other hand, clauses are regularly linked by 1, to the extent that it is often difficult to find a stopping
point. Statistical analysis of the phenomenon is given Appendix 3 (p.162).

As with the article, a general difference between prose and poetry may be discerned. As a rule,
somewhat less than 60% of the total clauses in poetic passages are connected with 7, In Job the
figures average about 40%, the figures are lower in the Song of Solomon and the Psalms, higher in
Isaiah. In prose texts the range is generally above 60%, averaging around 70%

It is unlikely that the originators of the poetic texts were conscious of an attempt to limit their use
of the conjunction, or of the article. Rather, it is more likely that the poetic tradition included within
itself a tendency towards a style of curtness which would result from the absence of the article and
the immediate juxtaposition of clauses.

Summary and Conclusions

The difference in style between classical Hebrew prose and poetry may be traced not only to the
use of such mechanical devices as parallelism, linkage of lines through repetition, etc., but also to a
difference in vocabulary and grammar. A large poetic vocabulary, amounting to some 18% of the
entire known vocabulary, was in use. This vocabulary included a number of synonyms for common
prose terms, and, in fact, often provided several synonyms for each item. This may be due, in part, to
a search for parallelisms to be used in the poetry, and in part to a feeling for odd, foreign, or archaic
vocabulary as a means of creating an impression. The poetic vocabulary is not limited to any one
period or type of poetry, but is found in extensive use throughout the poetry, both in apparently late
and early texts.

Along with vocabulary, two further items, standing midway between grammar and vocabulary, are
distinctive. There is a definite tendency in the poetic texts to avoid the use of the article. Some texts
avoid it completely, other texts use it sparingly. Prose texts use the article abundantly. Similarly,

the use of the conjunction 1 is different in poetic texts from the use in prose. Both of these items
probably imparted a feeling of conciseness to the poetic style.

It may be noted, finally, that while there is some discrepancy in the use of the article and the
conjunction in the duplicate texts in the poetic materials, the discrepancy is not enough to alter the
percentages shown in the tables. It is quite possible that other items may also be indicative of
poetry, but for the most part they appear to be too sparse to follow conclusions. Thus, for example,

the object marker NX may lay some claim to distinctive use in poetic materials (as we might expect,
given the general absence of the article), but its frequency both in prose and poetic texts is so low as
to prevent statistical analysis from showing a difference particularly in the relatively short texts
which form the bulk of the poetry.
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Chapter 7
IDENTIFICATION OF POETRY

With the many quite specific characteristics of Hebrew poetry at our disposal, some of which have
been known for a number of decades, it might be concluded that the distinction between prose and
poetry would be fairly certain. In actual fact, it is not. As the tables in Appendix 4 (pages164-165)
indicate, there continues to be much disagreement as to which portions of material are to be considered
prose and which poetic. At one extreme may be cited the Vulgate tradition, which (in the form which
Jerome gave to the materials) included under the heading of poetry many materials in the prophets
which would more generally be termed prose. At the other extreme would be, of course, the editions
of the King James version of the Bible, which recognize no poetry at all as distinct from prose, but
treat all material alike. While the outlines make broad distinctions possible, the details of what
constitutes poetry seem sufficiently indistinct to permit wide variations in the treatment of the
material. It was mentioned on page 97 that on the basis of metrical theory Sievers analyzed much
prose material as if it were poetry.

Part of the confusion is presumably due to the fact that of all the features of Hebrew poetry
currently known, only parallelism is so obvious and distinct as to be a satisfactory basis for judging
the character of poetry. Yet, parallelism itself is not quite enough, for repetition is a feature common
to all of Hebrew writing, and it is not at all uncommon to find in prose that words and thoughts are
repeated in consecutive fashion. Combined with parallelism there seems to be a need for some
definite pattern, whether of parallelisms, clauses, or lines. While specifically poetic vocabulary may
be found after poetic passages have been isolated, its use to identify such passages runs the risk of
circular argument.

To illustrate the difficulty involved in distinguishing prose and poetry, it is possible to set out any
normal prose Hebrew passage in the form of lines and half-lines. As was mentioned previously, in
chapter 5, clause length does not seem to be different in prose and in poetry. Three specimen prose
passages have been set out below as they might be if they were poetic. It seems fairly certain in each
case that the material is prose.

Exodus 1

1a 55X 212 NINY PN
b 2Py DR %R 00X
c N2 12T WOR

2a NYRY 1287
b 7T b
3 1M°327 12727 “DwY”
4 WX T4 05N 17

5a 2Py 77 XY wa1 3
b vl 0°yavw

5¢ 0°9%m3 17°7 70M

6a o1 N7
b IR 991
c X7 77 5

7a 13971 199 SR °131
b TINP TNM2 MY 1270
c ONX 7IRT X2

8a 0°%n 5y w7 7°n op7
b NoT Ny ¥ X7 WX

9a My DR MR
b 27 5xIw° °12 oy 13

c 1270 218N
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10a 12 monna 7an
b 7370 19
c TAnoM 7IRPN 00 M
d DRIV DY X7 03 70N
e 132 onoay
f. TN 17 729
11a 0°on MY 1LY MY
b on%202 N1y 1yn?
c 77yD% N11oon 7y 1aN
d 0OMYT NXI OND NX
12a IR 1Y WRI
b TID° 191 a7 10
c HXIw> °13 >197 X
13 7792 5RIW* *32 NX 07787 172y
14a WP 772Y3 0770 DR 1707
b 0°12%21 Tana
c 772 772y 992
d on7ay 95 NX
e 7792 0772 1732y WX
15a N2y nT9on% 0093n TP RN
b MDY NAXT oY WX
c 71D NPIwn own
16a NP2y DX 197272 RN
b 0°12877 %Y PR
c INX TN RIT 72 OX
d MY R N2 OXRY
17 DOT9RT DX NT2ORT IRTM
S — 0927 797 1PPR 927 WK WY XY
c 0*79°77 DX oI
18a n7%m% o1¥n on XP
b 179 R
¢ T 7277 TR YR
d 0*79°7 DX P
19a Y72 DR NT9OM 1R
b M2y NP3 0°wIo XD 0D
¢ 737 nen oo
d N5 179K X120 003
e 179
20a n75°n% 0ooR 207
b TRR XYY Oy 20
21a 07727 IR NPT IR 0D
b o°n2 on® vyn
22a TRY 1y 995 7yan 137
b MIBWN IR M9 20 B

11°1mn N3 9o
(Notes for this text begin on page 123)
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Quite a number of interesting observations may be made from these prose passages in poetic
setting. One, briefly mentioned in chapter 5, is line length. A calculation of the poems analyzed in
chapters 1-6 indicates that a total of 2,042 half-lines contain 7,420 words, or an average of 3.63. A
similar calculation of the prose, set out above, shows a total of 284 half-lines, with 1,024 words, an
average of 3.61. Together, both prose and poetry, 2,326 half-lines, 8,444 words, an average of 3.6.
Given the dissimilarity in length of the total prose and total poetic passages, the difference between
3.63 and 3.61 does not seem significant, particularly when it is remembered that in actuality a
half-line must consist of either 3 or 4 words, and not a fraction.

The ease with which prose can be set out as if it were poetry, following the same general principles
for determining half-line and full-line length, is an indication that poetic form coincided to a large
extent with the natural style of the language. The presence of a large number of apparent parallelisms
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in the prose facilitates the operation. A comparison of the prose texts with the poetic texts leads to
the conclusion that not mere “parallelism” as such, but synonymous parallelism is the key to poetic
form, combined with a high degree of regularity. Young’s comment (quoted on page 82) seems quite
justified when applied to Hebrew.

The ease with which prose and poetry may be intermixed leads to a suspicion that materials which
at present are prose may have had a poetic form at an earlier period, and poetic materials may
likewise have originated from prose prototypes, without any necessarily conscious attempt at changing
the literary form. Unfortunately, this hypothesis is very difficult to demonstrate, due to a general
lack of suitable material. Generally speaking, duplicate texts within the Hebrew Bible are either
both prose or both poetic. There is not, however, a complete lack of relatively identical texts existing
in both prose and poetic versions.!'® A few such texts exist. Among them the longest and most useful
specimen passage appears to be the oracle found in Ezekiel 3:17-21 and again in Ezekiel 33:7-20.

Ezekiel 3:17-21
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Ezekiel 33:7-20
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113 By this is meant texts which are verbally almost identical. There are, of course, parallel passages such as
Judges 4 and 5 which cover much the same material but can hardly be said to have originally been a single text.
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The first question to be asked is whether either of these items is poetry. The answer must be
equivocal. As the text now stands, it does not appear that either in its entirety is in poetic form. Yet
in each text there are lines which are poetic and it appears possible to trace the development which
has made prose from the earlier poetic material. Thus:
19977 ywI AP NI2T X

was expanded and slightly rearranged in the tradition to become

NPI% AYWII 1977 YR PP 1727 X2 NI XD
The prose version does not add or subtract from the meaning, but the more succinct poetic line is
much less cumbersome. By itself, of course, there is nothing in the Ezekiel 33 line which marks it off
as a poetic line. As we shall see shortly, the same line may be used unaltered both in poetry and
prose. It may be said that the Ezekiel 33 material is so arranged that a series of regular parallels
can be seen not only within the purported lines but also between lines.

Yet as it stands, the entire Ezekiel 33 passage is not quite satisfactory poetry. As was seen in
chapter 2, a half-line normally consists of only one clause (very occasionally, a part of a clause), and
if the parallelism is weak, we may be justified in questioning whether it is indeed part of a line of
poetry. The situation in regard to the Ezekiel 33 passage is as follows:

Line 1: No parallel, one single clause. There is no reason to assume poetic character for this.

Line 2: two clauses. Parallelism is weak, but exists. The line could easily be read as prose, and the

two clauses taken as referring to simple, consecutive actions.

Line 3: a series of closely connected clauses. There is definite parallelism with line 2, the initial

half-lines of each correspond, as do the second half-lines.
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Line 4: two clauses. Again, no close parallelism.

Line 5: three clauses, no distinct parallelism.

Line 6: two clauses. There is close parallelism with line 4, quite similar to that between lines 2
and 3.

Line 7: no parallelism seems clear. The line can hardly be anything but prose.

Line 8: three clauses. As previously, no parallelism between the clauses need be postulated. There
is a sequence of thought, more than anything else.

Line 9: clearly a prose line.

Line 10: parallelism is more close, particularly between N1 and 7°17.

Line 11: The second half-line is closely connected to the second half-line of line 10.

Line 12: a prose line.

Line 13: Three lengthy half-lines are in relatively close parallelism. There is nearly a one-to-one

correspondence between each of the words in each of the half-line.

Line 14: the initial half-line is closely parallel to that of line 3.

Line 15: the parallelism between the half-lines is relatively good.

Line 16: each of the half-lines finds its counterpart in line 14.

Line 17: the synonymous parallelism is striking.

Line 18: this could easily be prose.

Line 19: synonymous parallelism again is striking.

Line 20: parallelism between individual terms in the half-lines is again close.

Line 21: synonymous parallelism is predominant.

Line 22: when taken together with line 23, a close correspondence of half-lines is visible.

Line 23: apart from the fact that its content is a repeat of line 21, the sequence of clauses is

straightforward and the line prose.

The Ezekiel 3 counterpart follows the 33 text closely at a few points, but departs widely at other
points. The final portion, which is clearly prose, is a good summary of the content which occupies so
many lines in Ezekiel 33.

Both passages give a distinct impression of having been reworked during the course of transmission.
Nothing is evident in these parallel passages which was not evident in the other parallel passages
studied in chapter 5. What is different is that while in the two previously studied parallel passages
the alterations during transmission preserved the poetic character of the text, in the case of the
Ezekiel material the damage done by the alterations was sufficient to transform it into prose in one
instance, and partly into prose in the other.

This phenomenon is not as rare as might be supposed. A second interesting example is to be found
within the complex of text which forms Isaiah 15-16 and Jeremiah 48. The entire text is considered
in more detail in Appendix 2. At this point only a portion is of concern to us.

Isaiah 15:4-6 Jeremiah 48:34
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The Jeremiah text continues with material found also in Isaiah, but the sequence is quite different:

Isaiah 16:11, 15:7 Jeremiah 48:35-6
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Isaiah 15:2-4 Jeremiah 48:37-8
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The two most striking features of this material are, first, the eclectic manner in which the Jeremiah
passage has chosen material from Isaiah (the entire chapter in Jeremiah, prose and poetry both, can
be traced to other materials with only a few exceptions); secondly, the manner in which poetic lines
from Isaiah have been combined to form prose.

The Isaiah text itself is not in good condition. Particularly 15:3 is incomprehensible as it now
stands, and the feeling cannot be prevented that Jeremiah 48:38 has preserved the sense which was
lost in Isaiah.

Not all the poetic character was lost in the Jeremiah text. As can be seen above, Jeremiah 48:37
has preserved a definite poetic form, but enclosed it in a prose framework. The means by which the
poetic material of Isaiah has been made into prose are similar to those seen in Ezekiel and in other
duplicate texts: added terms to expand the image change poetic lines into simple prose, half-lines are
omitted, the overall image is summarized in one or two statements.

The resultant intermixing of poetic lines and prose text may be at the heart of the peculiar
situation to be found in many biblical passages, where a snatch of poetry appears in the midst of
prose without apparent reason. It may also be the clue to those passages (alluded to in chapter 6)
which show a high proportion of “nearly poetic” vocabulary, and in particular to those passages
which scan almost, but not quite, as poetry (see below, list of poetic passages in the Hebrew Old
Testament).

In determining whether a given text consists of, or contains, poetry, care must be taken to
examine each line both individually and in relation to the whole. When large passages are under
examination, it is fairly easy to determine whether the various poetic criteria apply. It may be for
this reason that there is general agreement on the larger poetic passages. When small passages are
in question, such items as repetition to link lines, subdivisions, and poetic vocabulary may be
inapplicable. It would seem that a basic test criterion is the extent in which synonymous parallelism
is employed in each line. Essentially, parallelism means the repeating of a thought or image without
any particular inclusion of quite new elements. Quite often parallelism drops elements, rather than
adding them. On the other hand, not every poetic line includes synonymous parallelism or anything
quite similar to that.

The Exodus 1 passage, reproduced on pages 113-114, may serve as a specimen illustration for the
application of this criterion. The first line actually constitutes a simple statement. The purported
second half-line is not a repetition of image from the first, despite the superficial impression that it is
explanatory of the first image. In actuality, it is names, not children of Israel which is the central
image in the start of the line. The third part of the line is also explanatory, and adds a further
image, that of families accompanying the men.

Lines 2 and 3 are quite artificial. There, names have simply been distributed into half-lines for the
sake of appearance. Again, no criterion of parallelism as such is applicable.

Line 4 also cannot justifiably be divided into parallel parts. The second “half” is in reality merely a
continuation of the first.

Line 5 taken in isolation could easily pass for a poetic line, but the context shows that it may not
be taken in isolation. The second “half” must be taken immediately with line 6. The singular verb
which starts the line actually applies to all the subjects including those in line 6. It is singular
merely because the immediately following subject is singular.

Line 7 consists of good parallelism, and if it were not for the prose context would undoubtedly be
classed as poetry. Yet, the clauses can be read consecutively and the picture of an expanding
population is formed, rather than a picture of a static situation which would result if the line were
read as poetry.

Lines 8-13 are simply prose statements, with their clauses divided up. Here, parallelism is completely
absent.

In line 14, however, parallelism reappears. The second half is clearly an expansion and clarification
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of the first half.

Lines 15, 17-20, 22-28 also contain no true parallelism. Lines 16, 21, and 29 do contain fairly close
parallelism.

The passage, then, as a whole fails to rank as poetry, on the ground of lack of consistent use of
parallelism. Along with this observation may go other observations of style, vocabulary, etc.

Now, the same type of examination may be carried out on material which up to now as been of
uncertain character. For this purpose, the book of Zechariah has been chosen as an illustration.
What follows is a close examination of the contents of that book, in order to determine the extent of
poetic material in it, and possibly something of the history of the transmission of the material.

There is considerable uncertainty as to the extent of poetic material in Zechariah:

R.S.V. Kittel Vulgate Soncino
1:3b-6
1:10-11
1:13-15 1:14b-17
2:5-8 2:6-13
2:10-11
3:7-10
4:2a,b
4:3-4
4:10-5:5
5:8-6:3
6:6a
6:7-8
9:1-11:3 9:1-11:3 9:1-11:3 9:1-11:3
11:17 11:17-12:1 11:17-13:2
12:11b-13 12:1-13:6
13:7-9 13:7-9 13:7-14:9
14:11-15
Chapter 1:

Experience of other prophetic books should make us alert to the probability that divine oracles will
be clothed in poetic form. While this is, of course, not universally true, by far the majority of oracles
in the Hebrew texts are clearly poetic in form, while the remainder are almost without exception of
uncertain literary character. It is probably going far beyond the evidence at this time to say that
tradition required all divine oracles to be poetic, but this conclusion is certainly hinted at by the
materials. We should expect, therefore, in Zechariah to find poetry associated with oracles, and this
is indeed the case.

The first item of poetry occurs in the third verse;
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The failure of editors, by and large, to recognize this poetic scrap is probably due to their concern
to find only large chunks of poetry. We are dealing here with a phenomenon common in other parts
of the Bible, a poetic oracle has been couched in a framework which locates it in terms of time and
situation. The comparison here with the treatment of oracles of Jesus in the New Testament is
obvious. Considerably more consideration to the extent to which traditional oracles have been clothed
with historical frameworks in the Old Testament writings should be given them than has been the
rule in the past.

Whether or not the third verse needs amending is a moot question. On the other hand, the verbal
repetition involved is heavy and nearly as irritating as the constant banal rhymes of modern popular
songs. On the other hand, Hebrew poetry could descend to the lower depths of artistic skill as well as
ascend to the higher levels.

The oracle proper seems to have been followed by a prose doublet, or explanation, a feature also
not unreminiscent of the Gospels, in verse 4.

Verse 5 furnishes the next poetic oracle:
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Just as with the previous oracle, this too is followed by a prose explanation, or expansion, in verse 6.
The content of the oracle is rather similar to the notorious passage in 13:1-6. The intent, though, is
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probably different; the oracle is a warning that the end of Yahweh’s patience is near.

The end of the first section is followed by a new dated complex. The vision which begins the
complex is, as might be expected, prose, but again the oracle which is at its heart is poetic, verses
14b-17:
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The poetry as such is again interrupted by prose, as we saw previously. 17a is presumably a prose
anticipation of the remaining oracle in verse 17. 16b may well be part of a single prose line, 16a-b, to
be connected in thought with the final three words of 16c. We need not suppose any dislocations in
the text here. The statement of oracular character to be found in 16¢ is a common one, particularly
in Jeremiah, inserted most often without any link to the structure of the poetic text. In 15a the final
term seems to go best with the first half-line, which would probably lead to vocalizing the first term
as a participle, instead of the participle made by the Massoretes in 15b.

The poetic oracle proper is directed towards the rebuilding of the Temple. 14b-c is parallel in
vocabulary to 17b-c, a pattern familiar to us (cf. chapter 3 of this study). The prose framework into
which the oracle has been set (verses 7-14a, and prose scraps in 16, 17, as well as the prose which
follows in chapter 2) attempts to lead up to the situation reflected in the oracle.

Chapter 2:
The first “vision,” in the style of Jeremiah (e.g. chapter 1) is entirely prose. The second “vision,”
with style somewhat reminiscent of Ezekiel, seems to center about a tiny poetic oracle in verse 9:
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Interestingly, it is precisely this central poetic oracle which was missed in the editions mentioned
previously (p. 124). The proclamation of oracular character disrupts the line, again very reminiscent
of the poetry in Jeremiah.

The second oracle shares vocabulary and theme with several other prophetic writings:
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in verse 11 (cf. Jeremiah 50:8, 51:6,45, Isaiah 48:20). As before, the poetic oracle has been embedded
in a prose setting (verse 10).

There follows a prose passage, whether or not an oracle is difficult to determine, since the text
seems corrupt. Poetry reappears in the next oracle, verses 16-17:
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This oracle, too, is concerned with the re-establishment of Yahweh’s residence in Jerusalem, the
theme which may be said to be at the heart of the poetic oracles in most of the early sections of
Zechariah. The poetic material is preceded by a prose oracle which is only loosely connected with the
poetry which follows, and in which the speaker is difficult to ascertain.
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Chapter 3:
A fresh oracle begins chapter 3. As usual in these Zechariah materials, there is first a prose introduction
to set the scene. The setting remains very unclear, despite this. Nevertheless, the pattern remains:
first prose descriptive setting, then poetic oracle. This seems to have been a fairly standard pattern
in the prophetic writings. For parallels, cf. Isaiah 6, Amos 8, Hosea 1-2, Ezekiel 1-2, Jeremiah 46.
The first poetic passage in chapter 3 of Zechariah appears as verse 2:
oW 2 M e
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The form is rather unusual here, since we expect to find a parallel to V¥ilin the second line, but
instead we find a parallel to j7177°, unless we take it to mean that he has taken Yahweh’s place in
Jerusalem.
The second oracle is addressed to the priest Joshua, in verse 4:
Y POYR SNNaya IR
mxo5nn 9nx vabm
Following the poetry comes another portion of narrative prose, which is followed by a poetic
rendition for which the prose serves as introduction and explanation, verse 7. The material is
straightforward poetry, and does not need special analysis here. Each verse contains two lines of
poetry.

Chapter 4:

The chapter starts with a vision in the manner of Jeremiah 1, which is interrupted at the end of
verse 5 and resumes only in 10b. Two poetic oracles intrude. It seems possible to explain this
peculiar situation only on the basis of written transmission of the text of this chapter for some period
(not necessarily long) before the establishment of the Massoretic text.

The first poetic oracle is addressed to Zerubbabel, and consists of verses 6b-7:
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The messianic proclamation of Zerubbabel is not, despite the statement of 6a, addressed to Zerubbabel
but concerns him. It is intriguing because, unlike the delightfully inconclusive references to the
“Teacher of Righteousness” in the Habakkuk Commentary, this oracle makes its messianic declaration
before it becomes unintelligible through textual corruption. It seems directly related to Isaiah 40:4,
and may depend on it.

The second intrusive oracle again concerns Zerubbabel and relates to the rebuilding of the Temple:
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in verse 9. The force of these oracles is equalled only by those in Haggai, especially Haggai 2:20-23.
Verse 10b picks up directly from verse 5, as if no intrusion had occurred. No attempt to smooth the
transition or to blend in the intrusive oracles appears.

Chapter 5:
With a fresh oracle, set as usual in a prose framework, chapter 5 presents a difficult problem.
Verses 3-4 contain poetry.
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A prose line interrupts the two bits of poetry: 4a.
The reminder of chapter 5 is prose, and constitutes a separate unit.
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Chapter 6:
The first unit, verses 1-8, ends in a poetic oracle in verse 8. As with previous oracles, its tie with
the prose which constitutes the bulk of the passage is somewhat weak:
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A second passage begins at verse 9, giving a prose setting for another messianic type oracle which
can only refer to Zerubbabel, despite verse 11. The setting and oracle are directly comparable to
those in chapter 3, which as the text now stands is also referred to Joshua. The original reference of
the oracles to Zerubbabel is attested to by the oracles in Haggai, and in chapter 4 of Zechariah. The
poetic oracle here in chapter 6 makes a play upon the name Zerubbabel, which may well be at the
root of the oracles in Jeremiah 23:5, 33:15, Isaiah 4:2, and, of course, Zechariah 6:12, each of which
is clearly (post)exilic:
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verses 12b-13. There probably has been some corruption in the contents of this oracle. Thus, the
second line, while not without parallel in Zechariah for its crudity (cf. 1:3), is probably corrupt. The
third line is also rather peculiar in its wording. The final two words of the third line and the last two
of the next half-line are suspicious.

After the oracle the prose text continues as if there has been no interruption, indicating again the
possibility that the poetic oracle is an intrusion.

Chapter 7:
The first passage, verses 1-7, is entirely prose and comes to an abrupt end leaving the reader
suspended in mid-air. It is followed by a poetic oracle which is relatively unrelated, in verses 9b-11:
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The oracle consists of the standard recital of obedience and sin. It is followed by a prose explanation
of the same material. This in turn is followed by a poetic line:
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verse 13, again followed by a prose explanation. The whole looks suspiciously like a commentary, an
early pious attempt to explain no longer clear oracles in terms of current events.

Chapter 8:

Chapter 8 begins with a doublet of the oracle in the second half of chapter 1. The poetry is found in
8:2b-8 (an oracle of restoration, verse 10, two lines of poetry); verse 12 begins with prose and then
continues with a poetic oracle concerned with agricultural success, highly reminiscent of Haggai 1.
After more prose, verses 16b-17 contain a doublet of 7:9b-11. Again prose follows, with another
oracle which is apparently connected with the interrupted material which began chapter 7. Another
poetic oracle, verses 20-22, looks forward to the future:
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The first line is followed by a prose transition. The entire oracle is followed by a prose doublet, verse
23.
The poetic nature of the following material, 9:1-11:3. is generally acknowledged (cf. page 124). The
oracles are:
9:1-8
9:9-10
9:11-13
9:14-17
10:1-3a
10:3b-12
11:1-3
After verse 3 in chapter 11, there is no longer a consensus of opinion as to poetic materials, and
our examination must resume:

Chapter 11:

Verses 1-3 constitute a separate oracle, as is commonly recognized. A second oracle in poetry is to
be found in verses 4-6, and a third in 7-10. Prose follows until 16b-17 which speaks of an unknown
ruler thus:
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Chapter 12:
The oracle begins with a description of Yahweh:
QY vl
TR 70
1292 07X 717 %"
the material continues as prose, ending with verse 10.
A second oracle begins at 10b in poetry, though for most of the verses the content is no more than
a catalog.

Chapter 13:
A tiny poetic oracle is embedded in verse 2:
YR 712 0°2%yI NAw DX NPOK

T 1791° R
followed by a vitriolic prose attack on prophets and prophecy, verses 2¢c-6.
The second part of the chapter, verses 7-9, consists of poetry, except for 8 and the first part of 9.

Chapter 14:
The final chapter of Zechariah is, like the previous chapter, a mixture of prose and poetic materials.
There is a poetic oracle in 2-3 and again in 13:
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This completes the poetic materials in Zechariah.

The character of Zechariah is thus clear. Prose and poetry alternate. The poetic sections generally
tend to be units, and in the first part of the book are thematically connected. They are, in tabular
form:

1:3

1:5
1:14b-17
2:9

2:11
2:16-17
3:2,4
3:7
4:6b-7
4:9
5:3-4
6:8
6:12b-13
7:9b-11
7:13
8:2b-8
8:10
8:12
8:16b-17
8:20-22
9:1-11:10
11:16b-17
12:1
12:10-14
13:2
13:7,9
14:2-3
14:13

This list may be compared with those on pages 124.

It will be seen that as a rule editions of the text have not been very successful in identifying the
poetry. This must be attributed to two causes. To begin with, certain editions (notably Kittel) appear
to have employed various metrical theories, the principles of which are not stated, in analyzing the
texts. This result has been ordinary prose being treated as if it were poetry in some instances, and
obvious poetry either ignored or denatured in other instances. In other editions, it has probably been
a failure to distinguish the literary units which make up the book, and a failure to realize that small
poetic oracles may be embedded in texts which are mostly prose, that has led to the small attention
given to the poetry.

This is not the place for a literary analysis of the content of Zechariah, nor for a commentary on
that content, but a few observations concerning the nature of the poetic materials are in order. To
begin with, the poetry consists of oracles (i.e. verbal communications from a divinity), and, secondly,
they largely fall into a few groupings:

Appeal to the people for obedience: 1:3,5; 5:3-4(?); 7:9b-11,13; 8:10,16b-17.

Proclamation of intent to rebuild the Temple, with Zerubbabel at its head: 1:14b-17; 2:16-17;
3:2,4,7-10; 4:6b-7,9; 6:12b-13; 8:2b-8,12; 9:9-10(?).

Return from exile, new glory of Jerusalem (not necessarily connected with the above): 8:20-22;
9:1-8; 9:11-13; 9:14-17; 10:3b-12; Cf. 14:2-3, 13.

Against prophets or rulers: 10:1-3a; 11:4-6; 11:7-10,16b-17; 13:2,7,9.

It should be noted that not all the proclamations of return and new glory need refer to the same
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period or even the same exile, much less the same people. Nor need all the proclamations of
rebuilding refer to the same situation.

The oracles are almost all completely self-sufficient. Occasionally they are intrusions into the bulk
of the text. Often they appear to be only secondarily related to the rest of the text, perhaps serving
as fragments for which a prose commentary is provided. Not rarely they seem far more interrelated
than the prose contexts.

At this point, given the examples in the preceding pages, it is feasible to draw up in tabular form a
list of all the poetic passages in the Hebrew Bible. It should be kept in mind that extra-poetic
insertions are the rule in the poetry, such asides as j7177° OX1, 797° AR 173, etc. No account of these
has been taken in the list which follows, to avoid overcomplication of the table. Nor have the
oracular or other units been differentiated.

A large number of passages are not, in their present form, of a poetic nature, but give strong
indications of having at one time been poetry.

They, like the passages cited earlier (cf. pages120-123) may well have suffered a change in literary
form during the course of transmission. Such passages have been listed in the table below, but
enclosed in parentheses. Some of them, such as the first chapter of Genesis, present so nearly a
regular poetic form that it is quite possible to set them out as if they were poems.'* Others include a
very high proportion of terms which occur almost exclusively in poetry (cf. chapter 6).

14 Cf. Donald Broadribb: “Genezo.”
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POETIC PASSAGES IN THE HEBREW BIBLE

Genesis: (1:1-2:4)"° but 1:27 retains its character as good poetry.
2:23
3:14-16 (17-19)
4:6-7
4:23-24
(8:22)
(9:1-7)
(9:11-17)
(9:25-27)
14:19-20
17:1-2, 4-11
22:16-18
25:23
27:27-29
27:39-40
(31:37-42)
(35:11-12)
37:8
48:15-16
49:2-27

Exodus:..... 3:7-10, 15
15:1-18
(15:21)
23:22
32:12
33:19 (20-23)

Leviticus: 19:2-4, 8-19, 26-37
26:3-44
also remains of a common poetic refrain, in 11:44-5; 18:2-6,21,30; 20:7-8; 22:30-33; 23:43;
25:38,55; 26:44b; Numbers 15:40-41.

Numbers: (6:24-6:?)
10:35-6
(12:6-8)
21:17-18
21:27-30
23:7-10, 18-24
24:3-9. 15-24
also see note above, for Leviticus.

Deuteronomy: (10:12-22)
16:19
26:14
28:3-13, 16-44
30:11-14
32:1-43
33:2-29

Joshua: ..... 5:22b
10:12

Judges:..... 5:2-31
(9:8-15)
14:14, 18
15:16

115 Numbers in parentheses indicate prose text which appears to have at one time been couched in poetry, or
contains style and/or vocabulary usually associated with biblical poetry.
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1 Samuel: 2:1-10
15:22-23
18: 7 =21:12b = 29:5b
24:13-16

2 Samuel:.. 1:19-27
3:33-34
(7:8-17)
20:1
22:2-51 = Psalm 18
23:1-7

1 Kings:..... 6:12-13
8:13
12:16
(14:7-16) (16:2-4)

2 Kings:..... 19:21-34 = Isaiah 37:22-35

Isaiah:....... 1:2-3:17
3:25-5:30
6:2-13 scattered fragments in 5,7,8, 9-10, 11-13
7:7-13, 18-25
8:1,3, 7-10, 13-16
9:1-11:9
11:12-16:12
17:1-19:15
19:19-25
21:1-15
22:1-13
22:16-25
(23:1-14)
24:4-29:10
29:13-35:10
37:22-35
38:10-20
40:1-44:8
44:20-66:16
66:22-24

Jeremiah: 1:5-19 with some prose intermixed
2:2-3:5
3:12-6:30
7:16-20
(7:21-28)
7:30-34
8:19:11
(9:12-15)
9:16-23
10:2-25
11:19-20, 22-23
12:1-13
13:15-14:10
(14:11-16)
14:17-22
15:2b
15:5-9
(15:10-13)
15:15-21
(16:1-18)
16:19-17:18
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18:13-27
18:19-23
19:6-9
20:7-18
21:12-14
22:6-7,10
22:13-23
22:28-30
23:5-6
23:9-15 (18-22)
25:30-38
26:9

26:18
29:5-6,28
30:8-22
(30:23-24)
31:6-26
(31:27-28)
31:29
31:35-37
32:34-35
33:11
33:15-18
33:19-22
45:3
46:3-12
46:14-24
46:27-28
47:2-48:20
48:25-49:39 concerning portions of this material, cf. discussion in chapter 7, p.122.
50:2-51:58

Ezekiel: Ezekiel seems to have suffered considerably in the transmission of its poetic texts.
(1:4-5:17)
6:3-7:27
(8:2-10:22
(11:5b-21): scraps of poetic material intermixed with prose.
14:3-23
(15:1-5)
16:3-63
17:2-10, 13-15, 19-24
18:2b
19:2-14
(20: 3-44)
21:2-4, 7-12, 14-22, 24-37
22:2-23:49
24:3b-14
25:2-39:29
(43:2-48:34)

Hosea:....... (1:2-9) scraps of poetry embedded in the prose.

Joel............ 1:2-3:2
4:1-3, 9-21

Amos:........ 1:2-2:16
3:2-11, 3:13-5:24
6:1-8, 11-14
7:2-3, 5-6, 8-9, 11, (12-13), 14-17
8:2-9:15

Obadiah:... 1-21
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Jonah:....... 2:3-10
Micah:....... 1:2-7:20
Nahum:..... 1:-2-3:19

Habakkuk: 1:2-3:19
Zephaniah: 1:2-3:20

Haggai:..... As in Zechariah, the poetic fragments are embedded in a context which is generally
prose.
1:1-11
2:6-9
2:14-19
2:21-23

Zechariah: 1:3,5, 14b-17
2:9,11, 16-17
3:2,4,7
4:6b-7,9
5:3-4
6:8, 12b-13
7:9b-11,13
8:2b-8,10,12, 16b-17, 20-22 9:1-11:10
11:16b-17
121, 10-14
13:2,7,9
14:2-3,13

Malachi:.....1:2-3:24

Psalms:..... except for the superscriptions and occasional concluding notes, entirely poetry

Job:............ 1:21
3:342:6 except for occasional prose superscriptions to the individual poems.

Proverbs: except for occasional superscriptions, entirely poetry.
Ruth:......... 2:12
Song of Solomon: all poetry except the first verse.

Ecclesiastes: in general, entirely poetic, though occasionally the poetic content has been denatured
by the interpolations.

Lamentations: all poetry

Daniel: ...... 12:3
much of chapters 11 and 12 may have originally been poetic, but if so, their transformation
to prose has been nearly complete. The Aramaic portion of Daniel contains a considerable
amount of poetry.

Nehemiah: 9:5-37

1 Chronicles: 12:19
16:8-26 (8-22 = Psalm 105:1-15
23-33 = Psalm 96:1-13
34-36 = Psalm 106:1, 47-8)
(17:7-15)
28:9

2 Chronicles: 6:2
6:41-42 (= Psalm 132:8-10)
10:16
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Chapter 8:
CONCLUDING COMMENTS

The study of biblical Hebrew poetry has, in the past, been marked by a general lack of an overall
treatment of the poetry as a whole. For the most part studies have been devoted to isolated poems,
or parts of poems. There has also been a distinct tendency to treat only one phenomenon at a time,
without regard to other established characteristics of the poetry. This has led generally to the
propounding of a large number of theories which do not bear close scrutiny when the poetry as a
whole is examined, and to a fragmentation of the poetry. Two such attempts, in particular, are
noteworthy: one, the attempt to find a connection between the selection of paired terms in Ugaritic
and Hebrew, the other the attempt to find metrical features in Hebrew poetry. Both of these attempts
have been examined at length, in chapters 2 and 5 respectively.

There has been a considerable amount of progress in the study of Hebrew poetry since the time of
Lowth, though in all fairness it must be pointed out that most of what has been “discovered” in
recent decades was known to Jerome and other early students of the poetry. It cannot be said that
current metrical theories appear to be any more advanced than those propounded in the early
centuries of our era.

The following may be a fair summary of the typical characteristics of classical Hebrew poetry as
they have been considered in this work:

To begin with, at the heart of the poetry stands repetition. This in itself says little, for repetition
appears to be at the heart of most poetry of most cultures. In our own culture, the repetition of
sounds and of stress patterns is central to the poetic tradition, so that the mark of a bad poet is an
unsuccessful attempt to express his thoughts in the chosen scheme. In Hebrew poetry, however, as
with much contemporary poetry of the Levant, repetition was of image rather than of sound. Literal
repetition, common in much ancient Semitic poetry, was not particularly popular in the Hebrew
poetry, though it does figure in some late material (e.g Zechariah). When it appears, it usually seems
to be a stylistic device and is used only sporadically within the poem. But while literal repetition is
uncommon in the poetry, repetition which makes use of synonyms or near-synonyms is abundant.

Typically, though with occasional exceptions, Hebrew poetry consisted of distinct lines, each divided
into two (or occasionally three) parts of approximately equal length. The evidence for such lines and
half-lines being separated in writings in manuscripts before the Christian era is strong, though not
conclusive except for a very few texts which retained their line structure even in Massoretic copies.
Characteristic of a line of poetry is that the two halves are nearly mirror-images. Quite thorough
studies, such as by Newman and Popper, have been published investigating this phenomenon,
though too much stress has been laid on the forms which this parallelism may take. Any typical
poem includes a few lines in which no parallelism at all may be noticed, and there is probably no
poem in which all lines employ the same parallelistic structure without variation.

Repetition did not, however, end with the line. Within a poem it was customary to repeat key
words, usually without change, as well as key images. Striking patterns can be made for many
poems when repeated terms are underlined or otherwise traced. A large share, though not all, of the
poems in the Hebrew Bible show a rather intricate structure, in which repetition of key terms marks
off definite sections of the poems, somewhat comparable to strophes in the Indo-European tradition,
though usually not as uniform in length or structure. The tendency for poems to begin and end with
the same terms is marked; some poems have been pointed out as consisting of two or more parts
which are mirror images of each other, the first line using terms held in common with the last line,
the second with the next to last, etc.

Evidence that manuscripts in the pre-Christian period did indicate division between sections of
poems (“strophes”) is quite strong, stronger, in fact, than the evidence for division between lines and
half-lines. Some of this early strophic division has been retained in the Massoretic manuscripts,
though to such a limited extent that it is no longer recognizable without comparison with the more
comprehensive systems of division found in pre-Massoretic manuscripts. The correspondence between
sections marked out on the basis of repetition of key terms and sections marked in ancient manuscript
is so complete as to show no significant variation.

The need for a large vocabulary of synonyms and near-synonyms is probably at the root of the
existence of a large specifically poetic vocabulary, as well as the tendency to employ standardized
sets of parallel terms. The poetry of all periods shows an extensive use of terms limited to poetry, as
well as of terms limited almost exclusively to poetry. These terms, amounting to about 18% of the
entire biblical Hebrew vocabulary, include a large quantity of synonyms for popular terms used both
in prose and in poetry. “Poetic vocabulary” does not account for more than a tiny proportion of the
total vocabulary of any one poem, so that it is open to doubt whether we may speak of a “poetic
dialect” as may have been the case in classical Greek poetry. The appearance of standardized sets of



136

parallel terms has led some students to the conclusion that more than mere chance was involved in
the juxtaposition of the terms so often. Statistical analysis shows that even when two terms occur
quite frequently in parallel, their frequency is directly related to the frequency of the individual
terms in the total Hebrew literature and to the number of available synonymous and their frequency.

Whether or not the use of terms limited to poetry indicates a sense of there being a “poetic
dialect,” there is some evidence that to a significant extent poetic language was felt to be different
from that of prose. Two items of grammar are markedly different in poetic usage from prose usage:
the use of the article, and the use of the simple conjunction. The Hebrew consonantal article (there
is, of course, no way to determine to what extent the vocalic article was used in the texts) is used
very sparingly in most of the poetic texts, only 1.9% of terms in poetic texts having the article in
contrast to 9.5% in prose texts. Duplicate texts show surprisingly little variation in this respect,
perhaps indicating that the use of the article was recognized as different in poetry even by those who
were presumably responsible for other verbal changes in the texts. However, not all poems show the
low use of the article, for some few poetic texts show a usage as high as 17%. Similar statistics apply
to the use of the simple conjunction: somewhat less than 60% of poetic clauses are so linked, while
about 70% or more of prose clauses are commonly linked with the conjunction.

Taken together, the evidence for a definite and clear distinction between prose and poetry is good.
This makes it all the more surprising that there should have been (and continue to be) radical
disagreements as to which passages are poetry and which prose. The problem is not new. Before the
time that there were recorded comments on the subject, as far as can be determined, there seems to
have been confusion of prose and poetic texts in the tradition. That this as not due to a loss of the
knowledge of the structure of poetry is evidenced by the abundance of post-biblical poems using the
classical patterns, found at Qumran and elsewhere, and recorded in the New Testament and other
Christian documents.

The confusion may be due to the method in which the texts were transmitted. That is, if, as seems
highly probable, most or all of the biblical texts were subject to oral transmission as their means of
preservation, and if, as is not unlikely, they underwent considerable elaboration and change in the
course of their oral transmission, then the existence of prose and poetic duplicates of the same
material and the ambiguous character of many texts can be traced to the means of transmission.
Poetic lines could be changed to prose lines with little alteration; in fact, the same line, with no
modification whatever, could appear with prose and poetic contexts. It required only minor adjustments:
telescoping of the two poetic consecutive half-lines into a single clause, addition of extra terms, or
deletion of repeated images to make the change from poetry to prose. A number of texts, e.g. Genesis
1, show many signs of having been intended as poetry but having suffered the change to prose in the
course of transmission.

Involved in the confusion of prose and poetic texts is the ease with which one may be mistaken for
the other when repetitional patterns are not given adequate stress. The length of a clause of
ordinary Hebrew prose is not significantly different from that of a poetic half-line (which is also,
commonly, a single complete clause). It is possible, and all too frequent, to write ordinary prose
passages as if they were poetic, taking simple clauses as half-lines. This confusion is particularly
noticeable with students who give priority to a metrical hypothesis.

By far the largest share of writings in the past two centuries devoted to Hebrew poetry have been
concerned with the attempt to find a metrical system. Many such systems have been proposed, and
no two analysts have come to quite the same results in regard to actual texts, though three hypotheses
have enjoyed a great measure of popular acceptance. Budde’s “Qinah meter” has, indeed, become a
byword among biblical researchers, though it is doubtful whether the details of his analysis are
widely known. Sievers’ theory, deprived of its phonological basis, has become almost standard for the
analysis of poetic texts, and appears to be at the heart of the metrical patterns found in the Kittel
Biblia Hebraica. And currently Mowinckel’s attempt to popularize an alternating theory of stresses
is becoming known, though it is far from the general acceptance which the theories taking their
origin from Sievers have.

The two principal faults to be found with these and other metrical theories, as was discussed at
length in chapter 5, are these: without exception, metrical theory requires radical emendation of all
known poetic texts, and no metrical theory has been proposed which does not retain a fair measure
of irregularity even after the emendation has been performed; further, study of the phonological
bases of metrical theories based on stress leads to conclusions which appear to disfavor the existence
of meter. With these considerations must be borne in mind the fact that an examination of duplicate
texts leads to serious doubt as to the existence of any “original” form and considerable scepticism as
to the transmission of texts in any metrically consistent form. While proving a negative is most
difficult, it may be said that the evidence against metrical patterns is quite strong. It is somewhat
amusing to note that the metrical theories proposed to date work equally well with prose texts, and,
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indeed, lead to a devaluation of the known phenomena of parallelism and half-lines.

Much of the current confusion concerning the delimitation of poetic units, however, may very well
stem from the failure of students to examine texts systematically and carefully with an eye to poetic
phenomena. In such a text as Zechariah, which was used as a test case in chapter 7, the poetic units
are quite clear and easily discernable when the material is worked over word by word. The fact that
there is such widespread disagreement over the location of poetic units, and the peculiar nature of
the disagreement, is probably due to the failure of students to devote their scrutiny to this question.
This is a task which is time consuming, and requires a good understanding of the nature of poetic
structure.

The values to be gained from an understanding of poetic structure were mentioned in the Introduction.
In two cases, the study of the Song of Solomon mentioned in chapter 4 and the cursory examination
of Zechariah in chapter 7, the implications of poetic analysis have been drawn in some detail. It may
be said now, as before, that the understanding of the text depends in large measure on an understanding
of the literary form of the text.

There is room for considerably more research to be done into Hebrew poetry in the future, though
the most important items must await developments in other fields of research. It is to be desired
that some study be made as to the development of poetic forms in classical Hebrew writing. Such a
study must await an objective means of determining the age of texts and an objective means of
detecting interpolations into texts. It must also await much more satisfactory knowledge than is now
had in regard to the history of transmission of texts.

The relation of Hebrew poetry to music cannot yet be studied, due to a lack of objective knowledge
of musical customs in Palestine in the pre-Christian centuries. It is probable that certain of the
poems were song lyrics, but it is not currently possible to determine which they were or what type of
music comprised the melody. The apparent lack of metrical form leads to the supposition that there
was no set melody for the songs, but this is far from certain.

The use to which various poems were put has a direct bearing on their form, as was noted in
chapter 7. Liturgical use, of course, is probably involved with some or many of the poems, though
there is as yet no evidence to make possible a statement of the extent to which the poems were
liturgical items. Proverbial expressions, proof texts from earlier cultic texts, oracular statements,
etc. are all to be found within the text, but only a few poems can be assigned to any particular
category with much certainty.

The relation of poetry to speech needs examination, though as yet material is lacking for the form
which popular speech took in classical times. It is significant that the reported speeches and scraps
of conversation to be found in the biblical texts, e.g. those of David, Saul, Solomon, and assorted
prophets in the books of Samuel and Kings, bear a marked similarity to poetic form. This may be due
to a literary convention which required that conversation be represented as poetic (such as seems to
have been the case with the words put into Jesus’ mouth by the New Testament and extra-biblical
writers), or it is conceivable that poetry was an attempt to reproduce colloquial speech forms in
literature.

A serious study of the relation of Hebrew literary style to the literary styles of other Semitic
cultures would require that a study of the development of those other literary styles be made first.
At present, the closest parallels to Hebrew literary style, as far as poetry is concerned, are found in
Ugaritic materials of the 15th to 14th centuries B.C. These materials are, of course, many centuries
earlier than the Hebrew texts which we possess. They reinforce what was already known, that
Hebrew culture shared its literary forms with other cultures of the Levant. Until far more material
is available, comparative studies can do little more than point out similarities or differences between
Hebrew and neighboring literatures.

Without further studies such as have been mentioned above, it is quite possible to apply the
known principles of Hebrew poetic analysis far more objectively and systematically than has been
done in the past. It is particularly of importance that new editions of the Bible, both in translation
and in Hebrew and Greek texts, give adequate treatment of the poetic materials according to present
knowledge.
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APPENDIX 1
Specimen Metrical Analyses

In chapters 1 and 5, metrical theories of various biblical students were discussed. Specimens of
these theories are useful for an understanding of their treatment of texts and their criticism.

Edward Sievers

Sievers published, in 1901, the second part of his Metrische Studien, entitled “Textproben,” in
which 37 blocks of texts were analyzed according to his metrical theory. According to Sievers’ theory,
Hebrew poetry is to be analyzed by counting verse feet. One foot consists of an accented syllable
accompanied by one, two, or three unaccented syllables. The possible forms are these:

where - represents an unaccented syllable and™ an accented one. Within each line of poetry the
number of feet is counted. It is important, in applying the theory, to know the pronunciation of the
texts, and Sievers devoted much space in part one of his book to establishing the pronunciation.

Since Hebrew poetic lines are commonly divided into two parts, the feet in each half-line are
counted and the various counts given names. Thus, three feet in each half-line receives the name of
“double three”, while three feet in the first half-line followed by two in the second is “three-two”,
more conveniently written as 3+2 or 3:2. Due to the frequency of this latter form, it is often called by
a separate name, Qinah Meter.

Apart from some modification of the proposed reconstructions of the pronunciation because of
exigencies of the metrical theory, Sievers also found it necessary to emend the texts considerably,
and to assume a fairly high degree of irregularity in the count. Not only could various counts
alternate within the poem, but lines with the same total count might have an unequal distribution of
feet, i.e. two lines might be 3+3 and 4+2 (both adding up to 6).

A representative specimen of Sievers’ analysis is that given for Psalm 1:'*
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"asre ha's | ‘asér 10 halach | ba'sa® rosaim || 6
ubdérech xattaTm 16 ‘mad || ubmdsab lesim 15 jasab || 3:3
Ki im-bs606ra0 jahwg || xefsd jomam walaild || (3:3)
wohajaksés | 5abiil ‘al-pdl3€ maim || 4

"F@ser-pirjo jittén bsittd || wo'leu 13 jibbol 3:3
wachol “asér-ja'sg jaslix || 3
15-chén harssa‘im | Ki-im kammos tiddafénna rix || (6)
‘al-ken || 16-jaqiiml r5a‘im bammispat || woxattaTm ba'@a6 saddidim || 3:3
ki-jode’ jahwe saddiqim || wodérech rasa’im tobed | (3):3

Sievers commented on the difficulties presented by this Psalm.'"’

116 Taken from Metrische Studien, part 2, pp. 500-501.

17 Ibid, p. 500: “Ps. 1 involves so many metrical difficulties and peculiarities that it is impossible to know to
what extent they are due to later textual corruption and how much to personal idiosyncrasies of the writer.” Cf.
the very regular features of the Psalm as analyzed in the present study, p . 41. Sievers’ parentheses in the
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It is valuable to compare this analysis of a poetic text with Sievers’ poetic analysis of a prose text,
Jonah 1:1-6a.'**
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M v18%n awewan n7ad o ap

IYRIN IR IR R¥DY 997 T

Oiny X% 72 77 7700 107

0°2 2173-y0 171 0o by M1 2o i

pelabihel 7 Ehtal

PIAPR-DR WX PV D10 TN

ooyn S o°n-PR 0°937-NR 1907

0771 2w J11°5077 N2 OX 77 1

waihi dobar-jahw€ el-jond || [emor ||

qum léch el-riinow€ | ha‘ir haggsdola | uqra T€ha ||

Ki ‘alo63 ra'aBam lsfanai |

wajjaqom jond | librox tarsisa | millifng jahw ||
wajjéred jafd | wajjimsa onujji | baa Oarsis ||

wajittén sacharah | wajjéred bah | 1abé ‘mmahém ||
wajahwé hefil riix el-hajjam || waihi s4‘ar-gadol bajjam ||
wsh4 onijja | xissoba Ishissabér ||

waijjirs’ t hammallaxim wajjizaqi [1s el-elohdu ||
wajjatilif e0-hakkelim' el-hajjam | lohagél pealehem ||
wajona jarad [ el-jark90€ hassofind | wajiskab wajjeradam |

Developments of Sievers’ Theory

Many modifications of the theory proposed by Sievers have been put forth, one of which has been
termed the “Word Count” system. The particular form in which this system is applied by T. H.
Robinson consists of the counting of significant words. A significant word is one which contributes to
the image produced in the line, and may be said to represent a concept. Insignificant words are such
items as the negative, prepositions, conjunctions, pronouns, and other odd items except when stressed
by the writer. Any insignificant term could become significant if it were to play a major role in the
image of the line, particularly if used as a parallel to a significant word.

This analysis does not require any reconstruction of the pronunciation of the text, and is not
affected by the common manuscript variants in the spelling or precise form of terms.

A representative specimen of Robinson’s analysis is that for Psalm 23:'*°

3+2 "0nR-X? ¥ M
51¥°27° XWT-NIRI2

3+2 219771 NN N DY
220 "wol

3+2 PT8 Dayma v
mY 1yn’

2+2 7o °5 o3
nmbe x°32

2+2 Y7 RIR-RD
*TAY DX °D

metrical numbering at the right, above, indicate where he made textual emendations.
18 Ibid, pp.482-3.

119 Oesterley and Robinson: An Introduction to the Books of the Old Testament, p. 144. I have substituted
Hebrew for the English words which were used in the illustration.



140

2+2 TnaywRI Juaw
>1M3° 770

2+2 5w *19% 7N
™73 a3

3+2 WX WA NIwT
17 9010

3+2 >11977° J0M 210X
»1 -5

3+2 VT 23 P
oon X5

An interesting comparison may be made between this analysis and one apparently based upon
similar principles, set out by F. Buhl for Kittel’s Biblia Hebraica.'*

3+2 TonR-K? Y7 I
21%°27° w72

3+2 215771 NINan n by
22’ *wol

3+2 P *Dayna Ay
MY 1yn’

3+2 Mnbx X°331 oX-73-03
¥7 XPR-XD

3+2 TRIYwRY oA Ty
2173° 70

3+2 15w »18% 7wn
7% 731

3+2 WX AW NIwT
117 9013

3+2 >11D77° oM 210X
»7 =52

3+2 T 23 *naws
oon X5

Theophile J. Meek, utilizing much the same principles, has made the following analysis of Jeremiah
4:23-26:'%

4+3 N 73T PIRT-NR DR
07X XY DORWA-NR

4+3 DOWYA 7371 02177 PRI
2P%PNT My 5o

4+3 DI PR 73T AATINT DK
1771 2w 1Y -5

4+3 9277 73m P37 XA

1XN3 Py 5o

William F. Albright’s analysis of the Song of Deborah, consonantal text, has achieved some fame.
According to Albright, it utilizes “the stichic tradition preserved in the Massoretic Bible with hardly
an alteration, except that the four-foot strophes should be 2+2, in accordance with the general rule
in Babylonian and Hebrew verse.'*

120 Tn Buhl’s analysis I have introduced hyphens to indicate which word groups were apparently intended to be
considered as single units. I have added the numbers in the margin, and incorporated the textual emendations
required by the footnotes.

121 Theophile J. Meek: “The Poetry of Jeremiah,” pp. 289-290. In this, as in the other texts cited in this section, a
considerable amount of textual emendation was incorporated into the materials before the resulting metrical
form was achieved. In the instance of the Jeremiah 4 text, above, the emendation has removed the entire point
to the poem.

122 Wiliam F. Albright: “The Earliest Forms of Hebrew Poetry,” p. 73. The text reproduced here is the resultant
emended text after the detailed treatment on pages 74-80 of the article. As before, the reader should check the
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strikingly regular form against the unemended text as actually found in the Hebrew Bible.
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The Alternating Theory

Developed earlier by Holscher and currently propounded by Sigmund Mowinckel, this theory also
counts the number of stressed syllables in each half-line. It assumes, however, not that there may be
only one stress per polysyllable word, but that syllables alternate between stressed and unstressed.
In some instances there may be more than one unstressed syllable between the stresses. As with
Sievers, this theory assumes a reconstruction of the pronunciation of the texts.

Mowinckel further explains his theory as follows:'%

Every full vowel can have a metrical accent. In classical times Hebrew poetry had a
number of full vowels that became murmured vowels in the Massoretic system; this must be
kept in mind.

The basic rule of sequence of accent must also be kept in mind. In close combinations of
words, the principle of sequence may cause the accent of a word to be brought backwards, e.g.
behadrat-quds Ps.29:2. One must not be misled by the well-known rule that a construct
series of two words joined by Maqqef make a single “accentual unity,” since within this
“accentual unity” the rule of sequence naturally operates; cf. ki-hi§hﬁ Gen. 6:12.

Conflict may arise, as in Germanic poetry, when the metrical accent falls upon the syllable
next to that which is normal for a word or a word-combination. In this instance, there must
be an equalization so that the accent is, so to speak, shared by both syllables, the situation
which Sievers called a “suspended accent”; this occurs particularly when two accented syllables
are placed together, e.g. Welo* rdmu jendy, Ps. 131:1b, or sarim $&hdhu Lament. 1;7d,
where the meter shows an acute accent while the natural accent would be grave. Also when
there is elision of a short vowel, when the consonant concerned follows a long vowel, as in
many other languages, e.g.”ek hayu-1-Sdmmé& kérdgy Ps. 73:13 pdondy Simju-b-qoli Ps.
130:1. Similarly when two vowels meet: tthyen-"aznaka qassubat.

Isaiah 62:1-9 appears thus:'**

werad goyyim sidqék | wekdl mlakim k°bodek
weqora lak §ém hadas | pi yahwa yiqqabenna
w°hayit jatdrt béydd yahwee | unésif m‘luka

lo- yé-amér lak jod jazubd | ul*arsek bequld
ki lak yiqqdré heefsi-b&h |1%arsek bequld
ki hafés yahwa bak | wearsek tibbay¢l

ki kibyol bahur btuld | yib°lek bonek
um°sos hatan’lkalla | yasis jaldyk”“lohdyk

1al homotdyk yérusalém | hifqadti Somérim
kél-hayyom w¢é-kél hallala | tamid 16~ ydhsu
hammadzkirim &t yahwe |"al dami laka&m

weal titténd dami 16 | jad yasim et y€konén siyyon
weéidd yasim et yérusalém | tehilld ba drees

123 Sigmund Mowinckel: Der achundsechzigste Psalm, pp. 13-14.

124 Siemund Mowinckel: “Der metrische Aufbau.”
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nisbdy yahw& biming | ubizroy [uzzo

“im- eettén” a&t-d€gdnek (0d | ma™kdl 1€ oyebdyk
wéim yistu béné nekdr | tird§ yagdyt bo

ki m*as¢faw yo'kélihu | whillgli-"t-yahwad
Uméqabbésdw yistihu | behasérat qadsi

Cf. pp. 50-51 for this text as found in the 1QIs”. As usual, Mowinckel has radically changed the
content of the poem in order to make an emended text which would fit the analysis.
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APPENDIX 2
Duplicate Texts

There is a very large number of duplicate texts in the Hebrew Bible, and the number is greatly
increased if the traditions represented by the various Dead Sea Scrolls and the Samaritan Pentateuch
are considered. This appendix makes no pretence of having taken them all into account. What is
given is an extensive sampling of the duplicate texts, in further illustration of the considerations of
chapter 5.

As given below, only those lines which show divergences between the two (or more) traditions are
given, to point up the types of differences which occur, except as noted.

Genesis 49:9c = Numbers 24:9a Gen 1°IR2 Y27 ¥y72
Num KD 20w ¥yI2

Exodus 15: divergences between the Massoretic text and the Samaritan Pentateuch (apart from
variations in regard to the use of NX and intermixing of perfect and imperfect):

MT 7R3 AR 0D MR YR
SP 7R3 21300 MR WX
MT 7 DR Ty
SP NN Ty
MT 7¥1 0oY> Ton M
SP 7y1 0y o M
Numbers 10:35 = Psalm 68:2: Num TR 1D TP AP
Ps PR 11D DOA9R DIP°
Num TID°m PRIYR 101
Ps 17107 1PRIWN 1011
Numbers 21:17-18: MT Qnaywnl ppnnl
SP onIyLR PPIn2
Numbers 23:18-24: MT 7I°P° X921 727
SP 7ap° X91 7127
MT NP 972 717
SP np® 9712% 11
MT TI2OWR R21 712
SP T12°WR XDY T1AR
Numbers 23:7-10: MT P22 °312° 0IR 1
SP P22 °113° 0IRn
MT PXIW° Y27 DR 7007
SP PRI MY 100 M
Numbers 24:3-9: MT DR MR yHw OX1
Not in the S.P.
MT D°2°y 1937 901
SP Py *1937 Ho1
MT PRI PnIowR
SP SR> PnIowR
MT Y1 0°9110
SP 0°101 0°%n1o
MT 1051 Aaxn 07

SP 19%m 23m 0"
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MT
SP

Numbers 24:15-24: MT
SP

MT
SP

MT
SP

MT
SP

MT
SP

Deuteronomy 32: MT
SP

MT
SP

MT
SP

MT
SP

MT
SP

MT
SP

MT
SP

MT
SP

MT
SP

MT
SP

MT
SP

1 Samuel 18:7 = 21:12b = 29:5b: 1 Sam 18
1 Sam 21 & 29

2 Samuel 7:8-17 = 1 Chronicles 17:7-15 (reproduced in full):
Sam
Chr

Sam
Chr

Sam
Chr
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Isaiah 11:9 = Habakkuk 2:14 Isa
Hab

Isa
Hab

148
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The Dead Sea Hab. Commentary reads 0°77

Isaiah 15-16 (parts) = Jeremiah 48 (parts) and associated material:

Jer 48:29
Is 16:6

Jer 48:29
Is 16:6

Jer 48:29
Is 16:16

Jer 48:29
Is 16:6

Jer 48:30
not in Isaiah

Jer 48:31
Is 16:7
1QIs" reads:

Jer 48:31
Is 16:7

Jer 48:31
Is 16:7

Jer 48:32
Is 16:9

Jer 48:32
Is 16:9

Jer 48:32
Is 16:8g-h

Jer 48:32
Is 16:8e-f

Jer 48:32
Is 16:9

Jer 48:33
Is 16:10

AN IR 1YY
AN IR 1YY

IRD IRA
IR XA
(1QIs" reads: 2R 1IX1)

1NIRAT 12IRAT 1724
10927 1NIRAT 1NIRA

125 oM
172 19 X°
(1QIs" reads: 172 197)

WX 13 XY 1°73 13 XP1 1072y 7V OXA SNV CIR

29K arm By 10 5y
2R 995 195
axRImM 2297 X152 199
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Jer 48:33
Is 16:10

Jer 48:33
Is 16:10
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NAWT 0°3p% )
7777 7T XD D03pa

7707 X2 770 7T 7T XD
abivh ity

It should be noted that most of Isaiah 16:8 and the first part of 16:9 are missing in the text of the
Dead Sea Scroll. Not all of the M.T. is reproduced in the Jeremiah passage, for the first two lines of
Isaiah 16:8 (only one of which is in the Dead Sea Scroll) are missing from Jeremiah. The second line
of Isaiah 16:9 is also missing in the Jeremiah text, as is the second line of 16:10.

Verses 34-38 of the Jeremiah material were discussed in chapter 7 (pp.122).

Jer 48:40
Jer 49:22

Jer 48:40
Jer 49:22

Jer 48:41a-b
[line not in Jer 49:22]

Jer 48:41
Jer 49:22

Jer 48:41
Jer 49:22

Jer 48:42
not duplicated

Jer 48:43
Is 24:17

Jer 48:43
Is 24:17

Jer 48:44
Is 24:18

Jer 48:44
Is 24:18

Jer 48:44
Jer 48:45
not duplicated

Jer 48:45
Num 21:28

Jerd8:45
Num 21:28

Jer 48:45
Num 21:28
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Num 21:28

Jer 48:46
Num 21:29
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Jer 48:46
Num 21:29

Jer 48:46
Num 21:29

Jer 48:46
Num 21:29

Isaiah 35:10 = 51:11 (complete)
Is 35:10
51:11
1QIs* 51:11

35:10
51:11
1QIs" in both passages:

35:10
51:11
1QIs" for 51:11

35:10
51:11

35:10
51:11
1QIs" in both passages:

Isaiah 37:22-35 = 2 Kings 19:21-35
Is
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Is
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Is

1QIs*
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Order of half-lines in 1QIs" is different from the order in the MT and in K.
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Isaiah 48:22 = 57:21 (complete) 48
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Isaiah 52:7 = Nahum 2:1 (complete) Is
Nah

Isaiah 65:12c¢-f = 66:4c-f (complete) 65
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Jeremiah 7:24 = 11:8 (complete) 7
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Jeremiah 7:16 = 11:14, cf. 14:11-12 (complete)
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Jeremiah 7:30-33 + 32:34-5 + 19:6-7 (complete)
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Psalm 14 = Psalm 53

Psalm 40:14-18 = Psalm 70
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Psalm 57:8-12 = Psalm 108:2-6 57
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Note that in 136 each half-line is followed by a refrain which is missing in each case in 135.
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APPENDIX 3

Frequency of the Consonantal Article in Poetic Texts

(in chapters of mixed character, only poetry is counted)

Frequency
per 100 words
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
1 3 9 11 13 19 21 25 29 31 33 35 45 47 49 51
Psalms
Frequency

per 100 words

N W A O N

[y

o

1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 31 33 35 37 39 41

Job (chapters)
Frequency Frequency
per 100 words per 100 words
141 14r
12 12
10 10
8
6
4
2
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 12 13 0 1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15

Hosea (chapters) Isaiah (chapters, poetic sections only)
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Frequency of the Consonantal Article in Poetic Texts

(in chapters of mixed character, only poetry is counted)

Frequency

per 100 words

Obadiah

Balaam oracles
Leviticus 25:35-55
Leviticus 26
Leviticus 19

2 Samuel 22
Genesis 49

Deuteronomy 32

4.-

Frequency

per 100 words

3.

25T

Exodus 32*

Exbdts *

Judges 5

Ezekiel 19
Zechariah 10
Zechariah 9
Numbers 21

Isaiah 40-44
Lamentations ch. 5
Lamentations chp. 4
Lamentations ch. 3
Lamentations ch. 2
Lamentations ch. 1

Jonah 2

*Less than 0.5

Frequency

per 100 words

20T

15T

1
T
[«
i

5

0

Song of Solomon
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Frequency of the Consonantal Article in Prose Texts

(In chapters of mixed character only prose is counted)

Frequency
per 100 words
16
14
12
10
8
6
4
2
0
1 4 7 10 13 16 19 22 25 28 31 34 37 40
Exodus (chapters; prose
portions only)
Frequency
per 100 words
16
14
12
10
8
6
4
2
0
1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19
Judges (chapters, prose portions only)
Frequency
per 100 words
14
12
10
8
6
4
2
(0]
o oE s e N m
CEE SISt g :
2 2@ &8 OB o e
2028 856 g g e ®
—_ —
LeTesE Soeaz -
do = N o
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Proportion of Clauses Connectd by 1 to Total Number of Clauses

in Prose Texts

Proportion of
clauses so
connected

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21
Judges (chapters, portions only)

Proportion of
clauses so
connected

80 T

70 A
60 A
50 A
40 A
30 A

20 A
10 -

T 9q0f

G qor

¢y qor

1, yeres|
8 yeres]
TT yeres]
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Proportion of Clauses Connectd by 1 to Total Number of Clauses

in Poetic Texts

Proportions of
clauses so
connected

60 T

50 Tt

40 4

30 A
20
10

0
3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30 33 36 39 42

Job (chapters)

Proportion of

clauses so

connected
70

60
50
40
30

20
10

()

1 4 7 40 43 46 49 52 2 5 11 14

Song of Solomon Psalms Isaiah
(chapters) (chapters)



Kittel

1:27-28
2:23
3:14-19
4:23-24
8:22
9:6-7
9:12-16
9:25-27
12:1-3

14:19-20
15:1
15:18
16:11-12
17:1-5

24:60
25:23
26:24
27:27-29
27:39-40

35:10-12
48:15-16
48:20
49:1-27

Passages in Genesis identified as poetry by various editions of the Bible

R.S.V.

2:23
3:14-19
4:23-24

9:25-27

14:19-20

25:23

27:27-29
27:39-40

48:15-16
48:20
49:2-27

Vulgate

3:14-15
4:23

9:25-27

25:23

27:27-29
27:39-40

49:2-27
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APPENDIX 4

Moffatt

2:23
3:14-19
4:23-24

9:25-27

14:19-20

16:12

21:6-7

24:60
25:23

217:28-29
27:39-40

49:1-27

Jerusalem

1:27-28
2:23
3:14-19
4:23-24
8:22
9:6

9:25-27

12:3

16:11-12

21:7

25:23
26:24
27:27-29
27:39-40

49:2-27

Canisius

2:23
3:14-19
4:23-24
8:22

9:6
9:12-17
9:26-27
12:1-3
13:14-17

15:1

16:11-12
17:1-16
17:19-21

22:16-18

25:23
26:24
27:27-29
27:39-40
28:13-15
35:11-12
48:15-16
48:20
49:1-27

Segond

4:23-24

27:28-29
27:39-40

49:2-27

Soncino

4:23-24

9:25-27

25:23

27:28-29
27:39-40

49:2-27
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Passages in Ezekiel 1-25 identified as poetry by various editions of the Bible

Kittel R.S.V. Vulgate  Moffatt Jerusalem Canisius Segond Soncino

6:3-7:27 6:2-7:27
11:5b-21
12:10-28 12:11-14 12:22,23 12:10-28
13:1-23 13:1-23
14:12-23
14:22-23
15:1-8 15:1-8 15:1-8 15:1-5 15:1-8
17:1-15 17:3-10 17:3-10 17:3-10
17:19-20
17:21b-24 17:22-24 17:22-24
18:2 18:2 18:2
19:2-14 19:2-14 19:2-14 19:2-14 19:2-14 19:2-14 19:2-14 19:2-14
20:45-49
21:14-22  21:9-10 21:1-17 21:9-17 21:14-22 21:14-22 21:2-22 21:14-16
21:28-32
21:33-37 21:33-37
23:2-49 23:2-49 23:2-4
23:32-34 23:32-34 23:32-35 23:32-34
24:3-5 24:3-5 24:3-5 24:3-11 24:3-14 24:3-5

25:1-17 25:2-17
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