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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.1

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.2 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,

1 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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˜Ï·†ÈÁÈ†Ì¯‡†ÔÓ
Ì„˜†È¯¯‰Ó†·‡ÂÓ†ÍÏÓ

·˜ÚÈ†ÈÏ†‰¯‡†‰ÎÏ
Ï‡¯˘È†‰ÓÚÊ†‰ÎÏÂ

Ï‡†‰·˜†‡Ï†·˜‡†‰Ó
‰Â‰È†ÌÚÊ†‡Ï†ÌÚÊ‡†‰ÓÂ

Â‡¯‡†ÌÈ¯ˆ†˘‡¯Ó†ÈÎ
Â¯Â˘‡†˙ÂÚ·‚ÓÂ

ÔÎ˘È†„„·Ï†ÌÚ†Ô‰
·˘Á˙È†‡Ï†ÌÈÂ‚·Â

·˜ÚÈ†¯ÙÚ†‰Ó†ÈÓ
Ï‡¯˘È†Ú·¯†˙‡†¯ÙÒÓÂ

ÌÈ¯˘È†˙ÂÓ†È˘Ù†˙Ó˙
Â‰ÓÎ†È˙È¯Á‡†È‰˙Â

Numbers 23:7-10
Two kinds of repetition are involved, the repetition within the lines, and repetition between lines.

The key words†·˜ÚÈ and Ï‡¯˘È 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:

Ei[pate th§/ qugatri; Siwvn jIdou oJ basileuvı sou e[rcetaiv soi prau>;ı kai; ejpibebhkw;ı ejpi; o[non kai;
ejpi; pw§lon uiJo;n uJpozugivou poreuqevnteı de; oJi maqhtai; kai; poihvsanteı kaqw;ı sunevtaxen aujtoi§ı
o; jIhsou§ı h[gagon th;n o[non kai; ton pw§lon kai; ejpevqhkan ejpavnw aujtw§n ta; iJmavtia aujtw§n

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:

ÔÂÈˆ†˙·†„‡Ó†ÈÏÈ‚
ÌÏ˘Â¯È†˙·†ÈÚÈ¯‰

ÍÏ†‡Â·È†ÍÎÏÓ†‰‰
‡Â‰†Ú˘ÂÂ†˜È„ˆ

¯ÂÓÁ†ÏÚ†·Î¯Â†ÈÚ
˙Â˙‡†Ô·†¯ÈÚ†ÏÚÂ

Zechariah 9:9
If we are alert to discover what has happened here, we must be equally alert to avoid the same

mistake ourselves:
‰¯·„‡Â†ÌÈÓ˘‰†ÂÈÊ‡‰

ÈÙ†È¯Ó‡†ı¯‡‰†ÚÓ˘˙Â

ÈÁ˜Ï†¯ËÓÎ†Û¯ÚÈ
È˙¯Ó‡†ÏËÎ†ÏÊ˙

‡˘„†ÈÏÚ†Ì¯ÈÚ˘Î
·˘Ú†ÈÏÚ†ÌÈ·È·¯ÎÂ

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.3

3 Such an attempt which actually has been made is reported by G. Ernest Wright, in “The Lawsuit of God,” p.
46.

Nor when we read:



11

Pavter hJmw§n oJ ejn toi§ı o¨jranoi§ı
aJgiasqhvtw to; o[nomav sou

ejlqevtw hJ basileiva sou
genhqhvtw to; qevlemav sou

wJı ejn oujranw/§
ka;i ejpi; gh§ı

to;n a[rton hJmw§n to;n ´jpiouvßÈon
do;ı hJmi§n shvmeron

kai; a[feı hJmi§n ta; ojfeilhvmata hJmw§n
wJı kai; hJmei§ı ajfhvkamen toi§ı ojfeilevtaÈı hJmw§n

kai; mh; eijsenevgkh/ı hJma§ı eijı peirasmovn
ajlla; rJu§sai hJma§ı ajpo; tou§ ponhrou§ Matthew 6:10-13

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.4

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,5 Bible readers, commentators,6 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.7 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.8

Less spectacular, but none the less significant, is the result for Psalm 137:
ÔÂÈˆ†˙‡†Â¯ÎÊ·†ÂÈÎ·†Ì‚†Â·˘È†Ì˘†Ï··†˙Â¯‰†ÏÚ

ÂÈ˙Â¯Î†ÂÈÏ˙†‰ÎÂ˙·†ÌÈ·¯Ú†ÏÚ

¯È˘†È¯·„†ÂÈ·Â˘†ÂÂÏ‡˘†Ì˘†ÈÎ
ÔÂÈˆ†¯È˘Ó†ÂÏ†Â¯È˘†‰ÁÓ˘†ÂÈÏÏÂ˙Â

¯Î†˙Ó„‡†ÏÚ†‰Â‰È†¯È˘†˙‡†¯È˘†ÍÈ‡

ÈÈÓÈ†ÁÎ˘˙†ÌÏ˘Â¯È†ÍÁÎ˘‡†Ì‡
ÈÎ¯ÎÊ‡†‡Ï†Ì‡†ÈÎÁÏ†ÈÂ˘Ï†˜·„˙

È˙ÁÓ˘†˘‡¯†ÏÚ†ÌÏ˘Â¯È†˙‡†‰ÏÚ‡†‡Ï†Ì‡

ÌÂ„‡†È·Ï†‰Â‰È†¯ÎÊ

4 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
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.
7 The Dead Sea Manuscript 1QIsa, 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.

ÌÏ˘Â¯È†ÌÂÈ†˙‡
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‰·†„ÂÒÈ‰†„Ú††Â¯Ú†Â¯Ú†ÌÈ‰¯Ó‡‰

ÂÏ†˙ÏÓ‚˘†ÍÏÂÓ‚†˙‡†ÍÏ†ÌÏ˘È˘†È¯˘‡†‰„Â„˘‰†Ï··†˙·
ÚÏÒ‰†Ï‡†ÍÈÏÏÚ†˙‡†ıÙÂ†ÊÁ‡È˘†È¯˘‡

As pointed out by Morgenstern,9 this poem consists of two poems, which must therefore be read
separately. The first poem, extending through the line which begins ‰ÏÚ‡†‡Ï†Ì‡ is characterized by
much the same type of repetition as we have noticed previously. The key terms ¯ÎÊ and ÌÏ˘Â¯È 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.10

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:

Ì„‡‰†¯Ó‡ÈÂ

ÈÓˆÚÓ†ÌˆÚ†ÌÚÙ‰†˙‡Ê
È¯˘·Ó†¯˘·Â

‰˘‡†‡¯˜È†˙ÂÊÏ
˙‡Ê†‰Á˜Ï†˘È‡Ó†ÈÎ

„Á‡†¯˘·Ï†ÂÈ‰Â†Â˙˘‡·†˜·„Â†ÂÓ‡†˙‡Â†ÂÈ·‡†˙‡†˘È‡†·ÊÚÈ†ÔÎ†ÏÚ
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.11

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.12 The importance of recognizing the extent of
the lines is demonstrated in a classic example:

ou|toı gavr ejstin oJ rJhqei;ı dia; JHsai?ou tou§ profhvtou levgontoı Fwnh; bow§ntoı ejn th/§ e;rhvmw JEtoi- mavsate th;n
oJdo;n Kuri;ou eu;qeivaı poiei§te ta;ı trivbouı aujtou§13

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:

‡¯Â˜†ÏÂ˜
‰Â‰È†Í¯„†ÂÙ†¯·„Ó·

ÂÈ‰Ï‡Ï†‰ÏÒÓ†‰·¯Ú·†Â¯˘È
Isaiah 40:3

The poetic line began with the words ¯·„Ó·, as is shown by the parallel ‰·¯Ú·.

From the same poem:

Â·†ÍÓ˙‡†È„·Ú†Ô‰

9 Julius Morgenstern: “Jerusalem, 485 B.C.,” p. 145.
10 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 Ï to form a direct object.
11 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.

È˘Ù†‰˙ˆ¯†È¯ÈÁ·
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ÂÈÏÚ†ÈÁÂ¯†È˙˙
‡ÈˆÂÈ†ÌÈÂ‚Ï†ËÙ˘Ó

‡˘È†‡ÏÂ†˜ÚˆÈ†‡Ï
ÂÏÂ˜†ıÂÁ·†ÚÈÓ˘È†‡ÏÂ

¯Â·˘È†‡Ï†ıÂˆ¯†‰˜
‰·ÎÈ†‡Ï†‰‰Î†‰˙˘ÙÂ

ËÙ˘Ó†‡ÈˆÂÈ†˙Ó‡Ï
ıÂ¯È†‡ÏÂ†‰‰ÎÈ†‡Ï

ËÙ˘Ó†ı¯‡·†ÌÈ˘È†„Ú
ÂÏÁÈÈ†ÌÈÈ‡†Â˙¯Â˙ÏÂ

 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:

‰Â‰È†˜‰†Ï‡†‰¯ÙÒ‡
‰˙‡†È·†ÈÏ‡†¯Ó‡

ÍÈ˙„ÏÈ†ÌÂÈ‰†È‡

ÈÓÓ†Ï‡˘
‰˙‡Â

Í˙ÏÁ†ÌÈÂ‚
ı¯‡†ÈÙÒ‡†Í˙ÊÁ‡Â

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.



14

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.
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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:14

Then he recited to them a poem in hexameter verse, which he has moreover bequeathed in a book
preserved in the Temple…15

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.16

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 times17

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.

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

Origen also commented on the poetic form in Hebrew, when in discussing Psalm 118:1 he said:
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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.18

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.19

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,20

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.21 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 javóh becól lebáb,
besód jesárim veÚedáh

gédolím maÚsé javóh,
dérusím lecól chepzéhem.

hód vehádar póÚaló,
vezidkathó Úomédeth láÚad.

zecér Úasáh leníphlotháv;
chánun vérachúm javóh.

téreph náthan líreáv,
jízcor léÚolám berítho.

coách maÚasáv higíd leÚamó,
lathéth lahém nachálath góim.

maÚsé jadáv eméth umíspat;
neemánim cól pikdúav:

semúcim láÚad léÚolám,
Úásuím beeméth vejásar,

pedúth salách leÚamó,

18 A German translation of this text, with interpretation, was given by J. Ley: “Origines über hebräische
Metrik.” The Greek text was cited by Erwin Preuschen, in his article with the same title.
19 Robert Lowth: Lectures on the Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews, p. 191.
20 Ibid, pp. 214-5.
21 Ibid, pp. 393-398.

zívah léÚolám berítho.
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kádos vénorá semó;
resîth chocmáh jiráth javóh.

sécol tób lecól Úoséhem,
tehíllathó Úomédeth láÚad.22

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.23

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.24

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:25

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,

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.
23 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 perfúme, rébel and rebél, prógress and progréss, cónvict and convíct), 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.
25 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.

thought, or (in any event) grammar. Lowth distinguished three kinds of parallelism: synonymous,
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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

Í¯Â‡†‡·†ÈÎ†È¯Â‡†ÈÓÂ˜
†Á¯Ê†ÍÈÏÚ†‰È‰È†„Â·ÎÂ

the ‡· finds its parallel in Á¯Ê, and the Í¯Â‡ in Í…‰Â‰È†„Â·Î. 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:

·‰Â‡†ÈÚˆÙ†ÌÈÓ‡
‡Â˘†˙Â˜È˘†˙Â¯˙ÚÂ

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:

ı¯‡†È„Â˙Ú†ÏÎ†ÌÈ‡Ù¯†ÍÏ†¯¯ÂÚ
ÌÈÂ‚†ÈÎÏÓ†ÏÎ†Ì˙Â‡ÒÎÓ†ÌÈ˜‰

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 Köster 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.26

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.27 His analysis distinguished between complete
parallelism ( = Lowth’s synonymous parallelism), e.g. Psalm 91:6:

26 According to Theodore H. Robinson: “Basic Principles of Hebrew Poetic Form,” p. 449.
27 G. Buchanan Gray: The Forms of Hebrew Poetry.
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ÍÏ‰È†ÏÙ‡·†¯·„Ó
ÌÈ¯‰ˆ†„Â˘È†·Ë˜Ó

where each term in one half-line finds a corresponding parallel term in the other; incomplete parallelism
without compensation, e.g. Amos 2:9c:

ÏÚÓÓ†ÂÈ¯Ù†„ÈÓ˘‡Â
˙Á˙Ó†ÂÈ˘¯˘Â

where one or more terms in the first half are not paralleled in the second; incomplete parallelism
with compensation, e.g. Amos 4:2b:

˙Âˆ·†ÌÎ˙‡†‡˘Â
‰‚Â„†˙Â¯ÈÒ·†ÔÎ˙È¯Á‡Â

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:28

Ì˙È·†˙ÈÊ‚†È˙·
Ì·†Â·˘˙†‡ÏÂ

where there is no clear parallelism of individual terms.29

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.30 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

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.
30 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.

identical to that later propounded by Budde. However, in the eighteenth century at least one
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full-fledged metrical scheme was proposed by Bishop Hare, and undoubtedly there were others. C. G.
Anton31 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. 32 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.33

Shortly before the appearance of Budde’s work, J. Ley had published a study of Hebrew rhythm.34

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.35 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.36 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.37 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.38

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

31 C. G. Anton: Conjectura de metro Hebraeorum antiquo.
32 E. Lund: “Eine metrische Form in Alten Testament,” p. 251.
33 Carl Budde: “Das hebräische Klagelied.”
34 J. Ley: Grundzüge des Rhythmus des Vers- und Strophenbaues in der hebräischen Poesie.
35 This was Ley’s chief contribution, according to Carl Budde: op. cit., p. 5.
36 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.
38 E.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.
39 Cf. H. Grimme: “Abriss der biblisch-hebräischen Metrik,” referred to in Robinson: “Basic Principles of
Hebrew Poetic Form,” p. 441.

(2+2).39 It was Edward Sievers, however, with his book Metrische Studien, I,  published in 1901, who
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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.40

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.41 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.42 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.43

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.44

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

40 Sample analyses by Sievers, and others treated in this chapter, may be found in Appendix 1.
41 T. 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.
44 William F. Albright: “The Old Testament and Canaanite Literature,” p.21.

and of sound that it may take the place of two logical terms. This will occur especially where a plural
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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.45

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.46

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 Hölscher, 1920,
Horst, 1953, and Mowinckel in recent times.47 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.”48 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:

I. (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 4,4

4c: 2 2 dl 3/4

45 Oesterley and Robinson: An Introduction to the Books of the Old Testament, pp. 142-3.
46 Cyrus H. Gordon: Ugaritic Manual, p. 108.
47 Cf. Sigmund Mowinckel: “Zum Problem der hebräischen Metrik,” and “Die Metrik bei Jesus Sirach.”
48 Stanislav Segert: “Die Versform des Hohenliedes.”
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VI. (2, 8-14) Vorte der Braut und ein Lied des Bräutigams

Wortmetrik Akzentuierende Metrik Alternierende

Sievers 1901 Haller 1940 Metrik

8a: 2+2/3 4: 2+2 2,2

8b: 2(3)+2(3)  :4 2+2 3,3

9a: 3+2(3) 5 dl 3,4/3

9b: 2+2 4? 2+2 3.2

9c: 3/2+3/2 3+3? 2+2 3,3

10: 4/3+3+2/3 3:(3) dl, 3+2 4,4/3,3

11: 3/4+4 3:3 3+3 4,4

12a: 3+3 3:3 3,3!! 4,3

12b 2+2 3(4)? 3,2!! 2,2

13a: 3+4 3:(3) 3+3! 4,4

13b: 3+3/2 (3) 3+2 4?3?

14a: 3+2 5 3+2 4,4

14b: 3/2+3/2 4: 2+2 3/4,3/4

14c: 3/2+2 :4 2+2 3,3

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 1939.49 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:

verse 2 4+4 (i.e. accents)
3 4+4
4 3+4
5 4+4
6 4+3
7 4+4
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 ÂÓÎ. 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 6+6 6+7 5 7+6 4+4 6 4+4

49 E. Lund: “Eine metrische Form in Alten Testament.”
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verses 10-17 4 3+2+3 4 6+4+6 5+6 4+4 4+4 4+4 4+4

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 Köster, in 1831.50

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, Köster 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, Köster’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 Köster 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 ‰ÏÒ in the
Psalms was claimed as a strophe marker (supported by the translation διαψσαλµα 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 (Köster claims 4 strophes).

Following on the work of Köster, D. H. Müller in 1898 attempted a further systematization of
strophic structure.51 His analysis included the relationships between strophes, under the headings of
responsion, concatenation, and inclusion. Shortly thereafter Paul Ruben expanded strophic analysis
and revised Köster, but still based his work on Massoretic verses.52 He was led to the assumption

50 Friedrich Köster: “Die Strophen, oder der Parallelismus der Verse der hebräischen Poesie.” Interestingly,
apparently through an original misreading of the German possessive form (which uses no apostrophe), this
author’s name is commonly cited as Kösters in English literature, indicating, perhaps, that the original article
has rarely been re-examined.
51 David Heinrich Müller: Strophenbau und Responsion, cited in Robinson: “Basic Principles of Hebrew Poetic
Form,” p. 449.
52 Paul Rubin: “Strophic Forms in the Bible.”

that refrains in the Psalms may not mark strophes of equal length (e.g. in Psalms 42, 43, 56, 107),
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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).53

Despite the auspicious beginning with Köster’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.54

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 1933.55 A recent analysis of Job by
Samuel Terrien56 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.57

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 Gábor suggested that alliteration is a major feature of Hebrew poetry.58 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, Gábor 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. Gábor 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.
54 Oesterley 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.
55 Albert Condamin: Poèmes de la Bible, avec une Introduction sur la Strophique Hébraique.
56 Samuel Terrien: “Introduction to Job.”
57 James Muilenburg: “Commentary on Second Isaiah,” and “A Study in Hebrew Rhetoric.” See also chapter 4.
58 Ignaz Gábor: Der hebräische 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.59 He
noted that, in general, there is a symmetry in the structure of Hebrew Poetry (postulated long before
him by Köster), 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 ...............................˙·¯
2 and 21............ †ÌÁÓ†ÔÈ‡ & ·®‰©È‡†ÏÎ
3 and 20 .................................¯ˆ
4 and 19 ................................Ô‰Î
5 and 18...............................È·˘†ÍÏ‰
6 and 17 ............................... ÔÂÈˆ
10 and 13 ..............................˘¯Ù
11 and 12 ......................‰‡¯ & Ë·

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, Muilenburg60 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.61 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

59 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.”

characteristic phenomena.
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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.

ÌÈÚ˘¯†˙ˆÚ· ÍÏ‰†‡Ï†¯˘‡†˘È‡‰†È¯˘‡††Ì‡†ÈÎ†·˘È†‡Ï†ÌÈˆÏ†·˘ÂÓ·Â†„ÓÚ†‡Ï†ÌÈ‡ËÁ†Í¯„·Â
†Ô˙È†ÂÈ¯Ù†¯˘‡†ÌÈÓ†È‚ÏÙ†ÏÚ†ÏÂ˙˘†ıÚÎ†‰È‰Â†‰ÏÈÏÂ†ÌÓÂÈ†‰‚‰È†Â˙¯Â˙·Â†ÂˆÙÁ†‰Â‰È†˙¯Â˙·

†ÏÚ†ÁÂ¯†ÂÙ„˙†¯˘‡†ıÓÎ†Ì‡†ÈÎ†ÌÈÚ˘¯‰†ÔÎ†‡Ï†ÁÈÏˆÈ†‰˘ÚÈ†¯˘‡†ÏÎÂ†ÏÂ·È†‡Ï†Â‰ÏÚÂ†Â˙Ú·
†ÌÈÚ˘¯†Í¯„Â†ÌÈ˜È„ˆ†Í¯„†‰Â‰È†Ú„ÂÈ†ÈÎ†ÌÈ˜È„ˆ†˙„Ú·†ÌÈ‡ËÁÂ†ËÙ˘Ó·†ÌÈÚ˘¯†ÂÓ˜È†‡Ï†ÔÎ

„·‡˙
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: ¯˘‡†††ÌÈÚ˘¯†††ÌÈ‡ËÁ†††‰È‰È††ÌÈ˜È„ˆ
‡Ï†††Í¯„††† etc. There is also a repetition of terms or thoughts in close sequence.

In the initial portion of the text:
ÌÈÚ˘¯†˙ˆÚ·†ÍÏ‰†‡Ï†¯˘‡†˘È‡‰†È¯˘‡

„ÓÚ†‡Ï†ÌÈ‡ËÁ†Í¯„·Â
·˘È†‡Ï†ÌÈˆÏ†·˘ÂÓ·Â

ÌÈÚ˘¯††ÌÈ‡ËÁ††ÌÈˆÏ††Ø††˙ˆÚ††Í¯„††·˘ÂÓ††Ø††ÍÏ‰††„ÓÚ††·˘È are three sets of nearly synonymous
terms which conjoin to give almost identical images. One term, ‡Ï, 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:
ÂˆÙÁ†‰Â‰È†˙¯Â˙·†Ì‡†ÈÎ

‰ÏÈÏÂ†ÌÓÂÈ†‰‚‰È†Â˙¯Â˙·Â
It is, in fact, possible to set out the entire text in this fashion:

ÌÈÚ˘¯†˙ˆÚ· ÍÏ‰†‡Ï†¯˘‡†˘È‡‰†È¯˘‡1a†

„ÓÚ†‡Ï†ÌÈ‡ËÁ†Í¯„·Âb
·˘È†‡Ï†ÌÈˆÏ†·˘ÂÓ·Âc

ÂˆÙÁ†‰Â‰È†˙¯Â˙·†Ì‡†ÈÎ2a
‰ÏÈÏÂ†ÌÓÂÈ†‰‚‰È†Â˙¯Â˙·Âb

ÌÈÓ†È‚ÏÙ†ÏÚ†ÏÂ˙˘†ıÚÎ†‰È‰Â3a
Â˙Ú·†Ô˙È†ÂÈ¯Ù†¯˘‡b

ÏÂ·È†‡Ï†Â‰ÏÚÂ†c
ÁÈÏˆÈ†‰˘ÚÈ†¯˘‡†ÏÎÂd

ıÓÎ†Ì‡†ÈÎ†ÌÈÚ˘¯‰†ÔÎ†‡Ï4a
ÁÂ¯†ÂÙ„˙†¯˘‡b

ËÙ˘Ó·†ÌÈÚ˘¯†ÂÓ˜È†‡Ï†ÔÎ†ÏÚ5a
ÌÈ˜È„ˆ†˙„Ú·†ÌÈ‡ËÁÂb

ÌÈ˜È„ˆ†Í¯„†‰Â‰È†Ú„ÂÈ†ÈÎ6a
„·‡˙†ÌÈÚ˘¯†Í¯„Â62b

A perusal of the text so set out makes the repetitions quite evident. There is both striking

62 Verse numbers have been given as an aid for reference only; they are not intended as a part of the analysis.

regularity and striking irregularity. The regularity is in the sequence of a simple, relatively complete
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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, ÈÎ and
‰Â‰È. 1b and 6b speak of the †ÌÈ‡ËÁ†Í¯„and the †ÌÈÚ˘¯†Í¯„respectively. 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.

‰·¯Ú·†¯Ú¯ÚÎ†‰È‰Â†Â·Ï†¯ÂÒÈ†‰Â‰È†ÔÓÂ†ÂÚ¯Ê†¯˘·†Ì˘Â†Ì„‡·†ÁË·È†¯˘‡†¯·‚‰†¯Â¯‡
‰È·†ÁË·È†¯˘‡†¯·‚‰†ÍÂ¯·†·˘˙†‡ÏÂ†‰ÁÏÓ†ı¯‡†¯·„Ó·†ÌÈ¯¯Á†ÔÎ˘Â†·ÂË†‡Â·È†ÈÎ†‰‡¯È†‡ÏÂ†
‰Â†ÌÁ†‡Â·È†ÈÎ†‡¯È†‡ÏÂ†ÂÈ˘¯˘†ÁÏ˘È†Ï·ÂÈ†ÏÚÂ†ÌÈÓ†ÏÚ†ÏÂ˙˘†ıÚÎ†‰È‰Â†ÂÁË·Ó†‰Â‰È†‰È‰Â†‰Â
Ú„È†ÈÓ†‡Â‰†˘‡Â†ÏÎÓ†·Ï‰†·˜Ú†È¯Ù†˙Â˘ÚÓ†˘ÈÓÈ†‡ÏÂ†‚‡„È†‡Ï†˙¯ˆ·†˙˘·Â†ÔÚ¯†Â‰ÏÚ†‰È
ÂÈÏÏÚÓ†È¯ÙÎ†ÂÎ¯„Î†˘È‡Ï†˙˙ÏÂ†˙ÂÈÏÎ†ÔÁ·†·Ï†¯˜Á†‰Â‰È†È‡†Â

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:

Ì„‡·†ÁË·È†¯˘‡†¯·‚‰†¯Â¯‡17:5a
ÂÚ¯Ê†¯˘·†Ì˘Âb

Â·Ï†¯ÂÒÈ†‰Â‰È†ÔÓÂc

‰·¯Ú·†¯Ú¯ÚÎ†‰È‰Â6a
·ÂË†‡Â·È†ÈÎ†‰‡¯È†‡ÏÂb

¯·„Ó·†ÌÈ¯¯Á†ÔÎ˘Âc
‰ÁÏÓ†ı¯‡d
·˘˙†‡ÏÂe

‰Â‰È·†ÁË·È†¯˘‡†¯·‚‰†ÍÂ¯·7a
ÂÁË·Ó†‰Â‰È†‰È‰Âb

ÌÈÓ†ÏÚ†ÏÂ˙˘†ıÚÎ†‰È‰Â8a
ÂÈ˘¯˘†ÁÏ˘È†Ï·ÂÈ†ÏÚÂb

ÌÁ†‡Â·È†ÈÎ†‡¯È†‡ÏÂc
ÔÚ¯†Â‰ÏÚ†‰È‰Âd

‚‡„È†‡Ï†˙¯ˆ·†˙˘·Âe
È¯Ù†˙Â˘ÚÓ†˘ÈÓÈ†‡ÏÂf

ÏÎÓ†·Ï‰†·˜Ú9a
ÂÚ„È†ÈÓ†‡Â‰†˘‡Âb

·Ï†¯˜Á†‰Â‰È†È‡10a
˙ÂÈÏÎ†ÔÁ·b

ÂÎ¯„Î†˘È‡Ï†˙˙ÏÂc
ÂÈÏÏÚÓ†È¯ÙÎd

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:

†ÏÎÂ†ÌÈ˘Ú¯†‰‰Â†ÌÈ¯‰‰†È˙È‡¯†Ì¯Â‡†ÔÈ‡Â†ÌÈÓ˘‰†Ï‡Â†Â‰·Â†Â‰˙†‰‰Â†ı¯‡‰†˙‡†È˙È‡¯
†¯·„Ó‰†ÏÓ¯Î‰†‰‰Â†È˙È‡¯†Â„„†ÌÈÓ˘‰†ÛÂÚ†ÏÎÂ†Ì„‡‰†ÔÈ‡†Ú‰Â†È˙È‡¯†ÂÏ˜Ï˜˙‰†˙ÂÚ·‚‰

ÂÙ‡†ÔÂ¯Á†ÈÙÓ†‰Â‰È†ÈÙÓ†Âˆ˙†ÂÈ¯Ú†ÏÎÂ
†

Â‰·Â†Â‰˙†‰‰Â†ı¯‡‰†˙‡†È˙È‡¯4:23a
Ì¯Â‡†ÔÈ‡Â†ÌÈÓ˘‰†Ï‡Âb

ÌÈ˘Ú¯†‰‰Â†ÌÈ¯‰‰†È˙È‡¯24a
ÂÏ˜Ï˜˙‰†˙ÂÚ·‚‰†ÏÎÂb

Ì„‡‰†ÔÈ‡†‰‰Â†È˙È‡¯25a
Â„„†ÌÈÓ˘‰†ÛÂÚ†ÏÎÂb

¯·„Ó‰†ÏÓ¯Î‰†‰‰Â†È˙È‡¯26a

Âˆ˙†ÂÈ¯Ú†ÏÎÂb

‰‰È†ÈÙÓc
ÂÙ‡†ÔÂ¯Á†ÈÙÓd

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:

‰‡‚†‰‡‚†ÈÎ†‰È‰ÈÏ†‰¯È˘‡15:1b
ÌÈ·†‰Ó¯†Â·Î¯Â†ÒÂÒc

‰È†˙¯ÓÊÂ†ÈÊÚ2a
‰ÚÂ˘ÈÏ†ÈÏ†È‰ÈÂb

Â‰Â‡Â†ÈÏ‡†‰Êc
Â‰ÓÓ¯‡Â†È·‡†È‰Ï‡d

‰ÓÁÏÓ†˘È‡†‰Â‰È3a
ÂÓ˘†‰Â‰Èb

ÌÈ·†‰¯È†ÂÏÈÁÂ†‰Ú¯Ù†˙·Î¯Ó4a
ÛÂÒ†ÌÈ·†ÂÚ·Ë†ÂÈ˘Ï˘†¯Á·ÓÂb

ÂÓÈÒÎÈ†˙Ó‰˙5a
Ô·‡†ÂÓÎ†˙ÏÂˆÓ·†Â„¯Èb

ÁÎ·†È¯„‡†‰Â‰È†ÍÈÓÈ6a
·ÈÂ‡†ıÚ¯˙†‰Â‰È†ÍÈÓÈb

ÍÈÓ˜†Ò¯‰˙†Í‡Â‚†·¯·Â7a
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Í¯Á†ÁÏ˘˙b

˘˜Î†ÂÓÏÎ‡Èc

ÌÈÓ†ÂÓ¯Ú†ÍÈÙ‡†ÁÂ¯·Â8a

ÌÈÏÊ†„†ÂÓÎ†Â·ˆb

ÌÈ†·Ï·†˙Ó‰˙†Â‡Ù˜c

‚È˘‡†Û„¯‡†·ÈÂ‡†¯Ó‡9a

ÏÏ˘†˜ÏÁ‡b

È˘Ù†ÂÓ‡ÏÓ˙c

†È·¯Á†˜È¯‡d

È„È†ÂÓ˘È¯Â˙e

ÌÈ†ÂÓÒÎ†ÍÁÂ¯·†˙Ù˘10a

ÌÈ¯È„‡†ÌÈÓ·†˙¯ÙÂÚÎ†ÂÏÏˆb

‰Â‰È†ÌÏ‡·†‰ÎÓÎ†ÈÓ11a

˘„˜·†¯„‡†‰ÎÓÎ†ÈÓb

˙Ï‰˙†‡¯Âc

‡ÏÙ†‰˘Úd

ÍÈÓÈ†˙ÈË12a

ı¯‡†ÂÓÚÏ·˙b

˙Ï‡‚†ÂÊ†ÌÚ†Í„ÒÁ·†˙ÈÁ13a

Í˘„˜†‰Â†Ï‡†ÍÊÚ·†ÁÏ‰b

ÔÂÊ‚¯È†ÌÈÓÚ†ÂÚÓ˘14a

˙˘ÏÙ†È·˘È†ÊÁ‡†ÏÈÁb

ÌÂ„‡†ÈÙÂÏ‡†ÂÏ‰·†Ê‡15a

„Ú¯†ÂÓÊÁ‡È†·‡ÂÓ†ÈÏÈ‡b

ÔÚÎ†È·˘È†ÏÎ†Â‚Óc

„ÁÙÂ†‰˙ÓÈ‡†Ì‰ÈÏÚ†ÏÙ˙16a

Ô·‡Î†ÂÓ„È†ÍÚ¯Ê†Ï„‚·b

‰Â‰È†ÍÓÚ†¯·ÚÈ†„Úc

˙È˜†¯Ê†ÌÚ†¯·ÚÈ†„Úd

Í˙ÏÁ†¯‰·†ÂÓÚË˙Â†ÂÓ‡·˙7a

‰Â‰È†˙ÏÚÙ†Í˙·˘Ï†ÔÂÎÓb

ÍÈ„È†ÂÂÎ†È¯‡†˘¯˜Óc

„ÚÂ†ÌÏÂÚÏ†ÍÏÓÈ†‰Â‰È18

Isaiah 1:

ÌÈÓ˘†ÂÚÓ˘2a
ı¯‡†ÈÈÊ‡‰Âb

¯·„†‰Â‰Èc

È˙ÓÓÂ¯Â†È˙Ï„‚†ÌÈ·d
È·†ÂÚ˘Ù†Ì‰Âe

Â‰˜†¯Â˘†Ú„È3a
ÂÈÏÚ·†ÒÂ·‡†¯ÂÓÁÂb

Ú„È†‡Ï†Ï‡¯˘Èc
ÔÂ·˙‰†‡Ï†ÈÓÚd

‡ËÁ†ÈÂ‚†ÈÂ‰4a
ÔÂÚ†„·Î†ÌÚb
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ÌÈÚ¯Ó†Ú¯Êc
ÌÈ˙ÈÁ˘Ó†ÌÈ·d

‰Â‰È†˙‡†Â·ÊÚe
Ï‡¯˘È†˘Â„˜†˙‡†¯ˆ‡f

¯ÂÁ‡†Â¯Êg

„ÂÚ†ÂÎ˙†‰Ó†ÏÚ5a
‰¯Ò†ÂÙÈÒÂ˙b

ÈÏÁÏ†˘‡¯†ÏÎc
ÈÂ„†··Ï†ÏÎÂd

Ì˙Ó†Â·†ÔÈ‡†˘‡¯†„ÚÂ†Ï‚¯†ÛÎÓ6a
‰È¯Ë†‰ÎÓÂ††‰¯Â·ÁÂ†ÚˆÙb

¯¯Ê†‡Ïc
Â˘·Á†‡ÏÂd

ÔÓ˘·†‰ÎÎ¯†‡ÏÂe

‰ÓÓ˘†ÌÎˆ¯‡7a
˘‡†˙ÂÙ¯˘†ÌÎÈ¯Úb

‰˙‡†ÌÈÏÎ‡†ÌÈ¯Ê†ÌÎ„‚Ï†ÌÎ˙Ó„‡c
ÌÈ¯Ê†˙ÎÙ‰ÓÎ†‰ÓÓ˘Âd

Ì¯Î·†‰ÎÒÎ†ÔÂÈˆ†˙·†‰¯˙ÂÂ8a
‰˘˜Ó·†‰ÂÏÓÎb

‰¯Âˆ†¯ÈÚÎc

ËÚÓÎ†„È¯˘†ÂÏ†¯È˙Â‰†˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰È†ÈÏÂÏ9a

ÂÈÈ‰†Ì„ÒÎb
ÂÈÓ„†‰¯ÓÚÏc

Ì„Ò†ÈÈˆ˜†‰Â‰È†¯·„†ÂÚÓ˘10a
‰¯ÓÚ†ÌÚ†ÂÈ‰Ï‡†˙¯Â˙†ÂÈÊ‡‰b

‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡È†ÌÎÈÁ·Ê†·¯†ÈÏ†‰ÓÏ11a
ÌÈ‡È¯Ó†·ÏÁÂ†ÌÈÏÈ‡†˙ÂÏÚ†È˙Ú·˘b

È˙ˆÙÁ†‡Ï†ÌÈ„Â˙ÚÂ†ÌÈ˘·ÎÂ†ÌÈ¯Ù†Ì„Âc

ÈÙ†˙Â‡¯Ï†Â‡·˙†ÈÎ12a
È¯ˆÁ†ÒÓ¯†ÌÎ„ÈÓ†˙‡Ê†˘˜·†ÈÓb

‡Â˘†˙ÁÓ†‡È·‰†ÂÙÈÒÂ˙†‡Ï13a
ÈÏ†‡È‰†‰·ÚÂ˙†˙¯Ë˜b

†‡¯˜Ó†‡¯˜†˙·˘Â†˘„Ác
‰¯ˆÚÂ†ÔÂ‡†ÏÎÂ‡†‡Ïd

È˘Ù†‰‡˘†ÌÎÈ„ÚÂÓÂ†ÌÎÈ˘„Á14a
Á¯ËÏ†ÈÏÚ†ÂÈ‰b

‡˘†È˙È‡Ïc

ÌÎÓ†ÈÈÚ†ÌÈÏÚ‡†ÌÎÈÙÎ†ÌÎ˘¯Ù·Â15a
ÚÓ˘†ÈÈ‡†‰ÏÙ˙†Â·¯˙†ÈÎ†Ì‚b

Â‡ÏÓ†ÌÈÓ„†ÌÎÈ„Èc

ÂÎÊ‰†ÂˆÁ¯16a
ÈÈÚ†„‚Ó†ÌÎÈÏÏÚÓ†Ú¯†Â¯ÈÒ‰b

Ú¯‰†ÂÏ„Ác
·ËÈ‰†Â„ÓÏ17a

ËÙ˘Ó†Â˘¯„b
ıÂÓÁ†Â¯˘‡c

ÌÂ˙È†ÂËÙ˘d
‰ÓÏ‡†Â·È¯e
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‡†ÂÎÏ18a
‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡È†‰ÁÎÂÂb

ÌÈ˘Î†ÌÎÈ‡ËÁ†ÂÈ‰È†Ì‡c
ÂÈ·ÏÈ†‚Ï˘Îd

ÚÏÂ˙Î†ÂÓÈ„‡È†Ì‡e
ÂÈ‰È†¯ÓˆÎf

Ì˙ÚÓ˘Â†Â·‡˙†Ì‡19a
ÂÏÎ‡˙†ı¯‡‰†·ÂËb

†Ì˙È¯ÓÂ†Â‡Ó˙†Ì‡Â20a
¯·„†‰Â‰È†ÈÙ†ÈÎ†ÂÏÎ‡˙†·¯Áb

‰Ó‡†‰È¯˜†‰ÂÊÏ†‰˙È‰†‰ÎÈ‡21a
ËÙ˘Ó†È˙‡ÏÓb

‰·†ÔÈÏÈ†˜„ˆc
ÌÈÁˆ¯Ó†‰˙ÚÂd

†ÌÈ‚ÈÒÏ†‰È‰†ÍÙÒÎ22a
†ÌÈÓ·†ÏÂÁÓ†Í‡·Òb

†ÌÈ¯¯ÂÒ†ÍÈ¯˘23a
†ÌÈ·‚†È¯·ÁÂb

†„Á˘†·‰‡†ÂÏÎc
†ÌÈÓÏ˘†Û„¯Âd

†ÂËÙ˘È†‡Ï†ÌÂ˙Èe
†Ì‰ÈÏ‡†‡Â·È†‡Ï†‰ÓÏ‡†·È¯Âf

†˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰È†ÔÂ„‡‰†Ì‡†ÔÎÏ24a
†Ï‡¯˘È†¯È·‡b

†È¯ˆÓ†ÌÁ‡†ÈÂ‰c
†È·ÈÂ‡Ó†‰Ó˜‡Âd

†ÍÈÏÚ†È„È†‰·È˘‡Â25a
†ÍÈ‚ÈÒ†¯·Î†Û¯ˆ‡Âb

†ÍÈÏÈ„·†ÏÎ†‰¯ÈÒ‡Âc

†‰˘‡¯·Î†ÍÈËÙ˘††‰·È˘‡Â26a
†‰ÏÁ˙·Î†ÍÈˆÚÈÂb

†˜„ˆ‰†¯ÈÚ†ÍÏ†‡¯˜È†ÔÎ†È¯Á‡c
†‰Ó‡†‰È¯˜d

†‰„Ù˙†ËÙ˘Ó·†ÔÂÈˆ27a
†‰˜„ˆ·†‰È·˘Âb

†Â„ÁÈ†ÌÈ‡ËÁÂ†ÌÈÚ˘Ù†¯·˘Â28a
†ÂÏÎÈ†‰Â‰È†È·ÊÚÂb

†Ì˙„ÓÁ†¯˘‡†ÌÈÏÈ‡Ó†Â˘·È†ÈÎ29a
†Ì˙¯Á·†¯˘‡†˙Â‚‰Ó†Â¯ÙÁ˙Âb

†‰ÏÚ†˙Ï·†‰Ï‡Î†ÂÈ‰˙†ÈÎ30a
†‰Ï†ÔÈ‡†ÌÈÓ†¯˘‡†‰‚ÎÂb

†˙¯ÚÏ†ÔÒÁ‰†‰È‰Â31a
††ıÂˆÈÏ†ÂÏÚÙÂb

†Â„ÁÈ†Ì‰È˘†Â¯Ú·Âc
†‰·ÎÓ†ÔÈ‡Âd
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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 ‰‡‚†‰‡‚ and Â·Î¯Â†ÒÂÒ
ÌÈ·†‰Ó¯† 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, ÌÈÚ¯Ó†Ú¯Ê 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:

ÌÈÂ‚†Â˘‚¯†‰ÓÏ1a
˜È¯†Â‚‰È†ÌÈÓ‡ÏÂb

ı¯‡†ÈÎÏÓ†Â·ˆÈ˙È2a
„ÁÈ†Â„ÒÂ†ÌÈÊÂ¯Âb

†‰Â‰È†ÏÚc
†ÂÁÈ˘Ó†ÏÚÂd

†ÂÓÈ˙Â¯ÒÂÓ†˙‡†‰˜˙3a
†ÂÓÈ˙·Ú†ÂÓÓ†‰ÎÈÏ˘Âb

†˜Á˘È†ÌÈÓ˘·†·˘ÂÈ4a
†ÂÓÏ†‚ÚÏÈ†È„‡b

††ÂÙ‡·†ÂÓÈÏ‡†¯·„È†Ê‡5a
†ÂÓÏ‰·È†ÂÂ¯Á·Âb

†ÔÂÈˆ†ÏÚ†ÈÎÏÓ†È˙ÎÒ†È‡Â6a
È˘„˜†¯‰b

†‰Â‰È†˜Á†Ï‡†‰¯ÙÒ‡†7a
†‰˙‡†È·†ÈÏ‡†¯Ó‡b
†ÍÈ˙„ÏÈ†ÌÂÈ‰†È‡c

†ÈÓÓ†Ï‡˘8a
†‰˙‡Âb

†Í˙ÏÁ†ÌÈÂ‚c
†ı¯‡†ÈÒÙ‡†Í˙ÊÁ‡Âd

†ÏÊ¯·†Ë·˘· ÌÚ¯˙9a
†ÌˆÙ˙†¯ˆÂÈ†ÈÏÎÎb

†ÂÏÈÎ˘‰†ÌÈÎÏÓ†‰˙ÚÂa10
†ı¯‡†ÈËÙ˘†Â¯ÒÂ‰b
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†‰‡¯È·†‰Â‰È†˙‡†Â„·Úa11
†‰„Ú¯·†ÂÏÈ‚Âb

†Û‡È†ÔÙ†¯·†Â˜˘a12
ÂÙ‡†ËÚÓÎ†¯Ú·È†ÈÎ†Í¯„†Â„·‡˙Â†b

Â·†ÈÒÂÁ†ÏÎ†È¯˘‡c

Psalm 3:

†È¯ˆ†Â·¯†‰Ó†‰Â‰È2a
†ÈÏÚ†ÌÈÓ˜†ÌÈ·¯b

†È˘ÙÏ†ÌÈ¯Ó‡†ÌÈ·¯3a
†ÌÈ‰Ï‡·†ÂÏ†‰˙ÚÂ˘È†ÔÈ‡b

†È„Ú·†Ô‚Ó†‰Â‰È†‰˙‡Â4a
†È˘‡¯†ÌÈ¯ÓÂ†È„Â·Îb

†‡¯˜‡†‰Â‰È†Ï‡†ÈÏÂ˜5a
†Â˘„˜†¯‰Ó†ÈÚÈÂb

†‰˘È‡Â†È˙·Î˘†È‡6a
†ÈÎÓÒÈ†‰Â‰È†ÈÎ†È˙ÂˆÈ˜‰b

†ÌÚ†˙Â··¯Ó†‡¯È‡†‡Ï7a
†ÈÏÚ†Â˙˘†·È·Ò†¯˘‡b

†‰Â‰È†‰ÓÂ˜8a
†È‰Ï‡†ÈÚÈ˘Â‰b

†ÈÁÏ†È·È‡†ÏÎ†˙‡†˙ÈÎ‰†ÈÎc

†˙¯·˘†ÌÈÚ˘¯†È˘d

†‰ÚÂ˘È‰†‰Â‰ÈÏ9a

†Í˙Î¯·†ÍÓÚ†ÏÚb

Psalm 4:

†È˜„ˆ†È‰Ï‡†ÈÚ†È‡¯˜·2a
†ÈÏ†˙·Á¯‰†¯ˆ·b

†È˙ÏÙ˙†ÚÓ˘Â†ÈÁc

†‰ÓÏÎÏ†È„Â·Î†‰Ó†„Ú†˘È‡†È·3a
†˜È¯†ÔÂ·‰‡˙b
†·ÊÎ†Â˘˜·˙c

†ÂÏ†„ÈÒÁ†‰Â‰È†‰ÏÙ‰†ÈÎ†ÂÚ„Â4a
†ÂÈÏ‡†È‡¯˜·†ÚÓ˘È†‰Â‰Èb

†Â‡ËÁ˙†Ï‡Â†ÂÊ‚¯5a
†ÂÓ„Â†ÌÎ·Î˘Ó†ÏÚ†ÌÎ··Ï·†Â¯Ó‡b

†˜„ˆ†ÈÁ·Ê†ÂÁ·Ê6a
‰Â‰È†Ï‡†ÂÁË·Âb

†·ÂË†È‡¯È†ÈÓ†ÌÈ¯Ó‡†ÌÈ·¯7a
†‰Â‰È†ÍÈÙ†¯Â‡†ÂÈÏÚ†‰Òb

†È·Ï·†‰ÁÓ˘†‰˙˙8a
†Â·¯†Ì˘Â¯È˙Â†Ì‚„†˙ÚÓb

†Ô˘È‡Â†‰·Î˘‡†Â„ÁÈ†ÌÂÏ˘·9a
†È·È˘Â˙†ÁË·Ï†„„·Ï†‰Â‰È†‰˙‡†ÈÎb
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Psalm 5 2a †‰Â‰È†‰ÈÊ‡‰†È¯Ó‡
†È‚È‚‰†‰È·b

†È‰Ï‡Â†ÈÎÏÓ†ÈÚÂ˘†Ï˜Ï†‰·È˘˜‰3a
†ÏÏÙ˙‡†ÍÈÏ‡†ÈÎb

†ÈÏÂ˜†ÚÓ˘˙†¯˜·†‰Â‰È4a
†‰Ùˆ‡Â†ÍÏ†Í¯Ú‡†¯˜·b

†‰˙‡†Ú˘¯†ıÙÁ†Ï‡†‡Ï†ÈÎ5a
†Ú¯†Í¯‚È†‡Ïb

†ÍÈÈÚ†„‚Ï†ÌÈÏÏÂ‰†Â·ˆÈ˙È†‡Ï6a
†ÔÂ‡†ÈÏÚÙ†ÏÎ†˙‡˘b

†·ÊÎ†È¯·„†„·‡˙7a
†‰Â‰È†·Ú˙È†‰Ó¯ÓÂ†ÌÈÓ„†˘È‡b

†Í˙È·†‡Â·‡†Í„ÒÁ†·¯·†È‡Â8a
†Í˙‡¯È·†Í˘„˜†ÏÎÈ‰†Ï‡†‰ÂÁ˙˘‡b

†È¯¯Â˘†ÔÚÓÏ†Í˙˜„ˆ·†ÈÁ†‰Â‰È9a
†ÍÎ¯„†ÈÙÏ†¯˘Â‰b

†‰ÂÎ†Â‰ÈÙ·†ÔÈ‡†ÈÎ10a
†˙ÂÂ‰†Ì·¯˜b

†Ì¯‚†ÁÂ˙Ù†¯·˜c
†ÔÂ˜ÈÏÁÈ†ÌÂ˘Ïd

†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†ÌÓÈ˘‡‰11a
†Ì‰È˙ÂˆÚÓÓ†ÂÏÙÈb

†ÂÓÁÈ„‰†Ì‰ÈÚ˘Ù†·¯·c
†Í·†Â¯Ó†ÈÎd

†Í·†ÈÒÂÁ†ÏÎ†ÂÁÓ˘ÈÂ12a
†Â¯È†ÌÏÚÂÏb

ÂÓÈÏÚ†ÍÒ˙Âc†
ÍÓ˘†È·‰‡†Í·†ÂˆÏÚÈÂd

†‰Â‰È†˜È„ˆ†Í¯·˙†‰˙‡†ÈÎ†13a
†Â¯ËÚ˙†ÔÂˆ¯†‰ˆÎb

These texts support the previous observations, with one important qualification. It is clear that
there are some lines in which no image is repeated.63 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.64

The Septuagint text is transcribed in the early manuscripts with the half-lines of poetry in vertical

63 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.”
65 Cf. Henry Barclay Swete: The Old Testament in Greek, pp. v-vi. Only material traditionally supposed to be

columns.65 It is interesting and valuable to note that the arrangement of Psalm 1 corresponds exactly
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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.66

The Dead Sea Manuscript of Isaiah, 1QIsa, 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.67

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.

‰Â‰È·†˘È˘‡†˘È˘61:10a

È‰ÂÏ‡·†È˘Ù†Ï‚˙b

Ú˘È†È„‚·†È˘È·Ï‰†‡ÈÎc

ÈËÚÈ†‰˜„ˆ†ÏÈÚÓd

¯‡Ù†Ô‰ÂÎÎ†Ô˙ÁÎe

†‡‰ÈÏÎ†‰„Ú˙†‰ÏÎÎÂf

‰ÁÓˆ†‡ÈˆÂ˙†ı¯‡Î†ÈÎ11a

ÁÈÓˆ˙†‰ÈÚÂ¯Ê†‰‚ÎÂb

‰˜„ˆ†ÁÈÓˆÈ†ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡†‰Â‰È†ÔÎc

ÌÈ‡Â‚‰†ÏÂÎ†„‚†‰Ï‰˙Âd

†˘Â¯Á‡†‡ÂÏÂ†ÔÂÈˆ†ÔÚÓÏ62:1a

ËÂ˜˘‡†‡ÂÏ†ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È†ÔÚÓÏÂb

‰˜„ˆ†‰‚ÂÎ†‡ˆÈ†„Úc

¯Ú·˙†„ÈÙÏÎ†‰˙ÚÂ˘ÈÂd

ÈÎ˜„ˆ†ÌÈ‡Â‚†Â‡¯Â2a
Í„Â·Î†ÌÈÎÏÓ†ÏÂÎÂb

˘„Á†Ì˘†ÍÏ†Â‡¯˜Âc
Â·Â˜È†‰Â‰È†ÈÙ†¯˘‡d

‰Â‰È†„È·†˙¯‡Ù˙†˙¯ËÚ†˙ÈÈ‰Â3a
ÈÎÈ‰ÂÏ‡†ÛÎ·†‰ÎÂÏÓ†ÛÂˆÂb

‰·ÂÊÚ†„ÂÚ†ÈÎÏ†¯Ó‡È†‡ÂÏÂ4a
‰ÓÓÂ˘†„ÂÚ†¯Ó‡È†‡ÂÏ†Íˆ¯‡ÏÂb

‡‰·†ÈˆÙÁ†Â‡¯˜È†ÈÎÏ†‡ÈÎc
‰ÏÂÚ·†Íˆ¯‡ÏÂd

ÈÎ·†‰Â‰È†ıÙÁ†‡ÈÎe
ÏÚ·˙†Íˆ¯‡Âf

‰ÏÂ˙·†¯ÆÁ·†ÏÂÚ·Î†‡ÈÎ5a

poetry (e.g. Psalms, Exodus 15, etc.) was so treated, not the prophets.
66 In 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, 5:11c, 5:12, 5:13.
67 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).

ÍÈ·†ÈÎÂÏÚ·Èb
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‰ÏÎ†ÏÚ†Ô˙Á†˘Â˘ÓÂc
ÍÈ‰ÂÏ‡†ÍÈÏÚ†˘È˘Èd

ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È†ÍÈ˙ÂÓÂÁ†ÏÚ6a
Ì…Â˘†ÈÆ†„˜Æ‰b

‰ÏÈÏ‰†ÏÂÎÂ†ÌÂÈ‰†ÏÂÎc
‰Â‰È†˙‡†ÌÈ¯ÈÎÊÓ‰†Â˘ÁÈ†‡ÂÏd

‰ÓÎÏ†ÈÓ¯†Ï‡e
ÂÏ†ÈÓ„†Â˙˙†Ï‡Â7a

ÔÂÎÈ†„ÚÂ†ÔÈÎÈ†„Úb
ı¯‡·†‰Ï‰˙†ÌÏ˘Â¯È†˙‡†ÌÈ˘È†„ÚÂc

ÂÊÂÚ†ÚÂ¯Ê·Â†ÂÈÓÈ·†‰Â‰È†Ú·˘8a
ÍÈ·ÈÆÏ†ÏÎ‡Ó†Í‚„†„ÂÚ†Ô˙‡†Ì‡b

Í˘Â¯È˙†¯Î†È·†Â˙˘ÈÆ‡c
‰Â·†È˙Ú‚È†¯˘‡d

È‰ÂÏÂÎ‡È†È‰ÆÙÒ‡Ó†Ì‡†‡ÈÎ9a
‰Â‰È†Ì˘†˙‡†‰ÏÏ‰ÈÂb

È˘„˜†˙Â¯ˆÆ·†È‰Â˙˘È†Âˆ·˜ÓÂc
ÍÈ‰ÂÏ‡†¯Ó‡d

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.68 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 Ï‡
ÈÙ‡·

from verses 21 and 22. Ï‡ 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. Ï‡
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 ÈÙ‡·.

Fragment 18 ‰
Û˘¯†ÈÓ
ÌÈ¯„

Ó†˙È·˘
È„‡†‡Ï

68 Discoveries, p.60.

È·È
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from verses 22-29. In the first line of the fragment the bottom of the ‰ of the word  ‰Ï·Èis 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 Â and this does not normally extend very far
down.

After Û˘¯ 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. Û˘  ̄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 ÌÎÈ˙·‡
ÂÈ˙Â·Â ÂÈ· Ò

· Ó‡ ‡Ï Ì
Ï

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 ÏÒÂ †·ÂË †È„
˜‰¯ †È˙ÏÙ
ÔÈ

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 ‰ÚÓ˘ ÌÈ
Ô¯·Ï· Ê¯
‰È

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 È˙ÁÂÓ Ï
˘„Á ¯È˘
ÂÓ˘ ÂÎ¯·

A substantial blank space is visible following each of these items, and under the ÂÓ˘ 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:

„Ú·†È˙˜·„˙ÂÈÍÈ˘È·˙†ÏÚ†††‰Â‰È†119:31

Ó†Í¯„ıÂ¯‡†Í˙ÂˆÈ·Ï†·ÈÁ¯˙†ÈÎ†††32

‰È†È¯Â‰¯„†‰ÂÍ‡Â††ÍÈ˜Á†·˜Ú†‰¯ˆ33

†‰¯ˆ‡Â†ÈÈ·‰‡Â††Í˙¯Â˙·Ï†ÏÎ‰†‰¯Ó˘34

†Ï‡Â·„†ÈÙÓ†Ïˆ˙È˙Ï‰È†ËÙ˘ÓÏ†ÈÎ††„‡Ó†„Ú†˙Ó‡†¯43

Â„ÈÓ˙†Í˙¯Â˙†‰¯Ó˘‡„ÚÂ†ÌÏÂÚÏ††44

ÈÎ††‰·Á¯·†‰ÎÏ‰˙‡ÂÈ„˜Ù†È˙˘¯„†Í45

„‡ÂÍÈ˙„Ú·†‰¯·ÎÏÓ†„‚†˘Â·‡†‡ÏÂ††ÌÈ46

˙˘‡Â˙ÂˆÓ·†Ú˘Ú†¯˘‡††ÍÈÈ˙·‰‡47

†¯˘‡ ÍÈ˙ÂˆÓ†Ï‡†ÈÙÎ†‡˘‡Â˘‡Â††È˙·‰‡ÍÈ˜Á·†‰ÁÈ48
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‰ÈÁ‡Â†ÍÈÓÁ¯†ÈÂ‡·ÈÂ˙†ÈÎ†ÈÚ˘Ú˘†Í˙¯77

˙ÂÚ†¯˜˘†ÈÎ†ÌÈ¯Ê†Â˘·È†ÍÈ„Â˜Ù·†ÁÈ˘‡†È‡††ÈÂ78

††ÍÈ‡¯È†ÈÏ†Â·Â˘ÈÍÈ˙„Ú†ÂÚ„ÈÂ79

††ÍÈ˜Á·†ÌÈÓ˙†È·Ï†È‰ÈÏ˘Â·‡†‡Ï†ÔÚÓ80
†

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 ÈÏ˙˘Î, which must therefore begin
at the margin of the column.

In the fragment of Psalm 44, a space is visible after Áˆ 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.69 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.70

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

into consideration:

Ï‰Ï†ÌÈ˜ÆÆÆ†È··Ï· Ì··Ï·
ÆÆÆÆÌÈÆÆÏ†ÌÚ Û‚†Ô·‡·71

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,

69 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.
70 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.
71 Barthélemy and Milik: Discoveries, vol. 1, p. 142.
72 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.”

Deuteronomy 32, Judges 5, 2 Samuel 22 = Psalm 18, Ecclesiastes 3:2-8.72 It should be noted that the
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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 an indication 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 1:27c, a poem which is not now distinguished in either Septuagint or Massoretic manuscripts,

is quoted in Matthew 19:4: a[rsen kai; qh§lu ejpoivhsen aujtouvı (cf. also Mark 10:6), a complete half-line.
A half-line from Genesis 25:32b is quoted in Romans 9:12: oJ meivzwn douleuvsei twfl/ ejlavssoni.
From Leviticus 19:12b a very popular phrase was taken: ajgaphvseiı to;n plhsivon sou wJı seautovn.

(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: ejgw; parazhlwvsw uJmaflı ejp∆

oujk evjqnei ejpi; evjqnei ajsunevtw/ parorgiwfl uJmaflı.
A half-line from Deuteronomy 32:35a appears in Hebrews 10:30: ejmoi; ejkdikvhsiı ejgw; ajvntapodwvsw.
A full poetic line from 2 Samuel 7:14a is reproduced in Hebrews 1:5: ejgw; ejvsomai aujtwfl/ eivı patevra kai;;

aujto;ı ejvstai moi eijı uiJovn.
In Romans 15:9 a full line from 2 Samuel 22:50 = Psalm 18:50 is reproduced: dia; touflto ejxomologhvsomaiv

soi ejn ejvqnesi kai; twfl/ ojnovmativ sou yalwfl .
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.73 Ugaritic poetry is quite similar to Hebrew poetry
in structure,74 as, for that matter, is much of the poetry of the ancient Near East.75

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

73 Cf. a partial list of studies in note 30, chapter 1.
74 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.)
75 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.

question to ask what principles, if any, were employed in the selection of the terms used to perform
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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: Ú˘È≠ÚÓ˘†Ú˘È≠˜ÚÊ†ÚÂ˘≠˜ÚÊ†ÚÂ˘≠ÚÓ˘ A thorough

examination of the first pair (and the last) is made difficult by the high frequency of the term ÚÓ˘.

An examination of the use of ÚÂ˘ reveals:

ÚÂ˘≠ÚÓ˘ 5 times

ÚÂ˘≠‡¯˜ 2 times

ÚÂ˘≠Ì„˜ 1 time

 ÚÂ˘≠˜ÚÊ†®˜Úˆ© 3 times

ÚÂ˘≠˜Ú 1 time

ÚÂ˘≠ÏÏÙ 2 times

ÚÂ˘≠‰Ú 1 time

ÚÂ˘≠ÏÂ˜ 1 time

ÚÂ˘ with no parallel 9 times

ÚÂ˘ as a verb is used only in poetic passages.

It is to be noted that only one parallel, Ì„˜, 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.

ÚÂ˘ occurs in poetic and prose passages some 39 times in all. ÚÓ˘ occurs some 1,150 times. ‡¯˜ is
used about 700 times. Other statistics are:

Ì„˜ 26

˜ÚÊ/˜Úˆ 166

˜‡ 6

ÏÏÙ 81 in the sense of “pray”

‰Ú 310

ÏÂ˜ 560

It is clear that, considering the usage of parallels to ÚÂ˘, 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 Ú˘È, the only term of the Habakkuk 1:2 parallels which has not been tabulated
above, are

‰Ú 6 once each: ‰¯ˆ†
Ïˆ 5 ‰¯
ÊÚ 5 ‰¯˜

˜„ˆ 5 Ò·Î
Ï‡‚ 4 ‡ËÁ
·Â˘ 4 ‡Ù¯
ÚÓ˘ 4 ˘¯È

ÁË·Ï 3 ˘Â·
‡¯˜ 3 Ì‰„
ÌÁ¯ 3 ÔÓÈ
ı·˜ 3 Í¯·
ËÙ˘ 3 ÁÏˆ
ıÏÁ 3 Ô˙
ÏÙ˘ 3 ÌÈÙ†¯È‡

‰Â‰È/ÌÈ‰Ï‡ 3 ÔÈ„
˜ÚÊ 3 ËÏÙ
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ÁÏ˘ 2 ¯Ó˘
ÍÓÒ 2 ÏÏÙ
·ÊÚ 2 ·¯˜
Ì¯˜ 2 ‰·
ÏÙ 2 ÌÂÁ
„ÒÁ 2 ‰˘Ú

with itself 4 Ú„È
no parallel 56 ·È¯

¯·‚
¯˙Ò

As a noun, Ú˘È 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 Ú˘È, 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 Ú˘È.

There is no precise synonym of Ú˘È 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:

Ë·≠‰‡  ̄and ÏÓÚ≠ÔÂ‡
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 ÏÓÚ are:

ÔÂ‡ 8
‰Ó¯Ó 2

‰Â‰ 2
‰˘Ú ≤

‡Â˘†ÔÂ¯˘Î†˙˘·†Â‰˙ 1 each
„˘†‡ËÁ†ÒÓ‰†˘Ù≠¯Ó

˘Ù≠¯ÒÁ
parallel to itself: 5

no parallel: 29

It is to be noted that ÏÓÚ occurs almost exclusively in poetry.
The frequency of the pair ÔÂ‡≠ÏÓÚ is, therefore, notable, but does not necessarily require explanation

other than that they are close synonyms.
The pair Ë·≠‰‡  ̄ is somewhat different, in that while they appear together in parallel 12 times,

‰‡¯ is used some 1,300 times and Ë· about 68. The popularity of ‰‡¯ would necessarily make it a
popular choice as a parallel for Ë·, while the search for parallels to ‰‡¯ would result in the selection
of Ë· 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.

„˘Â†ÒÓÁ is a popular expression in biblical Hebrew, appearing some 6 times, although only this
once in the order ÒÓÁÂ†„˘. ÔÂ„ÓÂ†·È¯ 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. ÔÂ‡Â†ÏÓÚ (twice),
‰‡¯Â†Ë·  (12 times), ÚÂ˘Â†˜ÚÊ (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 ËÙ˘Ó≠‰¯Â˙  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 ‡ˆÈ†‡Ï≠‚ÂÙ is not found elsewhere,
and ‚ÂÙ 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 Ë·≠‰‡ ,̄ 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 of‰Ó˙†‰Ó˙† 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, 1QIsa 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 ‰Â‰È appears in 1b, 2a, 3a,b, 6a,b, 11a, 16c, 17b, and 18. 
ÌÈ‰Ï‡ and Ï‡ 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 ÌÈ appears in 1c, 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 ‰Â‰È 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  ·Î¯appears in 1c and 4a. ‰‡‚ in 1b and 7a. Arm or hand appears in 6a,b, 9e, 12a, 16b, 17c.
·È‡ is in 6b, 7a, and 9a. ÁÂ¯ in 8a and 10a. Stone in 5b, 10b, and 16b. ˘„˜ in11b, 113b, and 17c. ÏÈÁ
in 4a and 14b.

Significant as occurring within a limited space are ÌÚ in 13a, 14b, 16c,d (cf. 13a and 16d in their
entireties); ÊÁ‡ 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 ‰Â‰È
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 ‰Â‰È 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, Í˘„˜†‰Â reminds us of È„‡†˘„˜Ó in 17c. The aspect of leading in
13a reminds us of 17a. The ÂÊ†ÌÚ 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 ÌÈ· of 2d is repeated in 4d; the Ú„È
of 3a is repeated in 3c; the ÌÚ of 3d is repeated in 4b. The ·ÊÚ and synonyms in 4e-g is repeated by
the ‰¯Ò of 5b. The ˘‡¯ of 5c is repeated in 6a, while the Ì˙Ó†Â·†ÔÈ‡ of 6a is repeated by the various
verbs in 6c-e. The ı¯‡  of 7a-b refers back to 2b, and is repeated by ‰Ó„‡ in 7c. The ¯ÈÚ of 7b is
repeated in 8c. In 9a the verb ¯˙È repeats the verb in 8a, while the divine name ‰Â‰È 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 ‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡È refers us back to the ¯·„†‰Â‰È of 2c. 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 Ì„ reappears in 15c (repeated from 11c), and „È in 15c 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 18c-20b each start with Ì‡.

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
†Ï‡¯˘È†˘Â„˜ in 4f and the †Ï‡¯˘È†¯È·‡ in 24b; †Ú˘Ù and ‡ËÁ, attributed to the people in 2e and 4a,
reappear in 28a. Zion is in 8a and 27a.

†The refrain ¯·„†‰Â‰È. or a variant of this, appears in 2c, 10a, 18b, and 24a, at the beginning of
each part, as well as in 11a and in 20b (closing the series with Ì‡).

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 41:1-42:4.76

Â˘È¯Á‰ †ÌÈÈ‡†ÈÏ‡41:1a

ÁÎ†ÂÙÈÏÁÈ†ÌÈÓ‡ÏÂb

†Â„ÁÈ†Â¯·„È†Ê‡†Â˘‚Èc

†‰·¯˜†ËÙ˘ÓÏd

†Á¯ÊÓÓ†¯ÈÚ‰†ÈÓ2a

†ÂÏ‚¯Ï†Â‰‡¯˜È†˜„ˆb

†ÌÈÂ‚†ÂÈÙÏ†Ô˙Èc

†Í¯È†ÌÈÎÏÓÂd

†Â·¯Á†¯ÙÚÎ†Ô˙Èe

76 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.

†Â˙˘˜†Û„†˘˜Îf
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†ÌÂÏ˘†¯Â·ÚÈ†ÌÙ„¯È3a
†‡Â·È†‡Ï†ÂÈÏ‚¯·†Á¯‡b

†˘‡¯Ó†˙Â¯„‰†‡¯˜†‰˘ÚÂ†ÏÚÙ†ÈÓ4a
†ÔÂ˘‡¯†‰Â‰È†È‡b

†‡Â‰†È‡†ÌÈ¯Á‡†˙‡Âc

†Â‡¯ÈÈÂ†ÌÈÈ‡†Â‡¯5a
†Â„¯ÁÈ†ı¯‡‰†˙Èˆ˜b

†ÔÂÈ˙‡ÈÂ†Â·¯˜c

†Â¯ÊÚÈ†Â‰¯Ú¯†˙‡†˘È‡6a
†˜ÊÁ†¯Ó‡È†ÂÈÁ‡ÏÂb

†Û¯ˆ†˙‡†˘¯Á†˜ÊÁÈÂ7a
†ÌÚÙ†ÌÏÂ‰†˙‡†˘ÈËÙ†˜ÈÏÁÓb

†‡Â‰†·ÂË†˜·„Ï†¯Ó‡c
†ËÂÓÈ†‡Ï†ÌÈ¯ÓÒÓ·†Â‰˜ÊÁÈÂd

†È„·Ú†Ï‡¯˘È†‰˙‡Â8a
†ÍÈ˙¯Á·†¯˘‡†·˜ÚÈb

È·‰‡†Ì‰¯·‡†Ú¯Êc

†ı¯‡‰†˙Âˆ˜Ó†ÍÈ˙˜ÊÁ‰†¯˘‡9a
†ÍÈ˙‡¯˜†‰ÈÏÈˆ‡ÓÂb

†‰˙‡†È„·Ú†ÍÏ†¯Ó‡Âc
ÍÈ˙Ò‡Ó†‡ÏÂ†ÍÈ˙¯Á·d

†È‡†ÍÓÚ†ÈÎ†‡¯È˙†Ï‡10a
†ÍÈ‰Ï‡†È‡†ÈÎ†Ú˙˘˙†Ï‡b

†ÍÈ˙¯ÊÚ†Û‡†ÍÈ˙ˆÓ‡c
†È˜„ˆ†ÔÈÓÈ·†ÍÈ˙ÎÓ˙†Û‡d

Í·†ÌÈ¯Á‰†ÏÎ†ÂÓÏÎÈÂ†¯˘·È†Ô‰11a
Í·È¯†È˘‡†Â„·‡ÈÂ†ÔÈ‡Î†ÂÈ‰Èb

Í˙ˆÓ†È˘‡†Ì‡ˆÓ˙†‡ÏÂ†Ì˘˜·˙12a
Í˙ÓÁÏÓ†È˘‡†ÒÙ‡ÎÂ†ÔÈ‡Î†ÂÈ‰Èb

ÍÈÓÈ†˜ÈÊÁÓ†ÍÈ‰Ï‡†‰Â‰È†È‡†ÈÎ13a
ÍÈ˙¯ÊÚ†È‡†‡¯È˙†Ï‡†ÍÏ†¯Ó‡‰b

·˜ÚÈ†˙ÚÏÂ˙†È‡¯È˙†Ï‡14a
Ï‡¯˘È†È˙Ób

‰Â‰È†Ì‡†ÍÈ˙¯ÊÚ†È‡c
Ï‡¯˘È†˘Â„˜†ÍÏ‡‚Âd

‚¯ÂÓÏ†ÍÈ˙Ó˘†‰‰15a
˙ÂÈÙÈÙ†ÏÚ·†˘„Á†ıÂ¯Áb

˜„˙Â†ÌÈ¯‰†˘Â„˙c
ÌÈ˘˙†ıÓÎ†˙ÂÚ·‚Âd

Ì‡˘˙†ÁÂ¯Â†Ì¯Ê˙16a
Ì˙Â‡†ıÈÙ˙†‰¯ÚÒÂb

‰Â‰È·†ÏÈ‚˙†‰˙‡Âc
ÏÏ‰˙˙†Ï‡¯˘È†˘Â„˜·d

ÔÈ‡Â†ÌÈÓ†ÌÈ˘˜·Ó†ÌÈÂÈ·‡‰Â†ÌÈÈÚ‰17a
‰˙˘†‡Óˆ·†ÌÂ˘Ïb

ÌÚ‡†‰Â‰È†È‡c
Ì·ÊÚ‡†‡Ï†Ï‡¯˘È†È‰Ï‡d

˙Â¯‰†ÌÈÈÙ˘†ÏÚ†Á˙Ù‡18a
˙ÂÈÚÓ†˙ÂÚ˜·†ÍÂ˙·Âb
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ÌÈÓ†Ì‚‡Ï†¯·„Ó†ÌÈ˘‡c
ÌÈÓ†È‡ˆÂÓÏ†‰Èˆ†ı¯‡Âd

ÔÓ˘†ıÚÂ†Ò¯‰Â†‰Ë˘†Ê¯‡†¯·„Ó·†‰˙‡19a
Â„ÁÈ†¯Â˘‡˙Â†¯‰„˙†˘Â¯·†‰·¯Ú·†ÌÈ˘‡b

ÂÚ„ÈÂ†Â‡¯È†ÔÚÓÏ20a
Â„ÁÈ†ÂÏÈÎ˘ÈÂ†ÂÓÈ˘ÈÂb

˙‡Ê†‰˙˘Ú†‰Â‰È†„È†ÈÎc
‰‡¯·†Ï‡¯˘È†˘Â„˜Âd

‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡È†ÌÎ·È¯†Â·¯˜21a
·˜ÚÈ†ÍÏÓ†¯Ó‡È†ÌÎÈ˙ÂÓˆÚ†Â˘È‚‰b

‰È¯˜˙†¯˘‡†˙‡†ÂÏ†Â„È‚ÈÂ†Â˘È‚È22a
Â„È‚‰†‰‰†‰Ó†˙Â˘‡¯‰b

Ô˙È¯Á‡†‰Ú„Â†Â·Ï†‰ÓÈ˘Âc
†ÂÚÈÓ˘‰†˙Â‡·‰†Â‡d

Ì˙‡†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†ÈÎ†‰Ú„†¯ÂÁ‡Ï†˙ÂÈ˙‡‰†Â„È‚‰23a
Â„ÁÈ†‡¯Â†˙Ú˙˘Â†ÂÚ¯˙Â†Â·ÈËÈ˙†Û‡b

ÔÈ‡Ó†Ì˙‡†Ô‰24a
ÚÙ‡Ó†ÌÎÏÚÙÂb

ÌÎ·†¯Á·È†‰·ÚÂ˙c

˙‡ÈÂ†ÔÂÙˆÓ†È˙Â¯ÈÚ‰25a
ÈÓ˘·†‡¯˜È†˘Ó˘†˙¯ÊÓÓb

¯ÓÁ†ÂÓÎ†ÌÈ‚Ò†‡·ÈÂc
ËÈË†ÒÓ¯È†¯ıÂÈ†ÂÓÎÂd

‰Ú„Â†˘Â¯Ó†„È‚‰†ÈÓ26a
˜È„ˆ†¯Ó‡Â†ÌÈÙÏÓÂb

„È‚Ó†ÔÈ‡†Û‡c
ÚÈÓ˘Ó†ÔÈ‡†Û‡d

ÌÎÈ¯Ó‡†ÚÓ˘†ÔÈ‡†Û‡e

Ì‰†‰‰†ÔÂÈˆÏ†ÔÂ˘‡¯27a
Ô˙‡†¯˘·Ó†ÌÏ˘¯ÈÏÂb

÷È‡†ÔÈ‡Â†‡¯‡Â28a
ıÚÂÈ†ÔÈ‡Â†‰Ï‡ÓÂb

¯·„†Â·È˘ÈÂ†ÌÏ‡˘‡Âc

ÔÂ‡†ÌÏÎ†Ô‰29a
Ì‰È˘ÚÓ†ÒÙ‡b

Ì‰ÈÎÒ†Â‰˙Â†ÁÂ¯c

Â·†ÍÓ˙‡†È„·Ú†Ô‰42:1a
È˘Ù†‰˙ˆ¯†È¯ÈÁ·b

ÂÈÏÚ†ÈÁÂ¯†È˙˙c
‡ÈˆÂÈ†ÌÈÂ‚Ï†ËÙ˘Ód

‡˘È†‡ÏÂ†˜ÚˆÈ†‡Ï2a
ÂÏÂ˜†ıÂÁ·†ÚÈÓ˘È†‡ÏÂb

¯Â·˘È†‡Ï†ÚÂˆ¯†‰˜3a
‰·ÎÈ†‡Ï†‰‰Î†‰˙˘ÙÂb

ËÙ˘Ó†‡ÈˆÂÈ†˙Ó‡Ïc
ıÂ¯È†‡ÏÂ†‰‰ÎÈ†‡Ïd

ËÙ˘Ó†ı¯‡·†ÌÈ˘È†„Ú4a
ÂÏÁÈÈ†ÌÈÈ‡†Â˙¯Â˙ÏÂb
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An examination of the first ten lines in chapter 41 yields the following pattern of repetition:

ÌÈÈ‡ 41:1a, 5a ---------------------- 42:4b

˘‚ 41:1c---------------------------- 41:21a, 22a

¯·„ 41;1c---------------------------- 41:28c

ËÙ˘Ó 41:1d --------------------------- 42:1d, 3c, 4a

·¯˜ 41:1d, 5c ---------------------- 41:21a

¯ÂÚ 41:2a --------------------------- 41:25a

ÈÙÏ 41:2c---------------------------- 41:26b

Á·ÊÓ 41:2a --------------------------- 41:25b

˜„ˆ 41:2b, 10d -------------------- 41:26b

‡¯˜ 41:2b, 4a, 9b ----------------- 41:22a, 25b

ÈÂ‚ 41:2c---------------------------- 42:1d

ÍÏÓ 41:2d --------------------------- 41:21b

‡Â· 41:3b --------------------------- 41:22d, 25c

ÏÚÙ 41:4a --------------------------- 41:24b

˘‡¯ 41:4a --------------------------- 41:26a

ÔÂ˘‡¯ 41:4b --------------------------- 41:22b, 27a

¯Á‡ 41:4c---------------------------- 41:22a, 23a

‰˙‡ 41:5c---------------------------- 41:23a, 25a

˘È‡ 41:6a --------------------------- 41:28a

·ÂË 41:7c---------------------------- 41:23b

„·Ú 41:8a, 9c----------------------- 42:1a

¯Á· 41:8b, 9d ---------------------- 41:24c, 42:1b

Ú˙˘ 41:10b-------------------------- 41:23b

Û‡ 41:10d ------------------------- 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:

Ô‰ 41:11a, 15a------------------- 41:24a, 27a, 29a, 42:1a

ÔÈ‡ 41:11b, 12b, 17a ------------ 41:24a, 26c, d,e, 18:a,b

·È¯ 41:11b-------------------------- 41:21a

ÒÙ‡ 41:12b-------------------------- 41;29b

ÌÈ˘ 41;15d, 18c, 19c, 20b ------ 41:22c, 42:4a

ÁÂ¯ 41:16a-------------------------- 41:29c, 42;1c

‡ˆÈ 41:18d ------------------------- 42:1d, 3c

Ú„È 41:20a-------------------------- 41:22c, 23a, 26c

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:

Â„ÁÈ 41:1c---------------------------- 41:19b, 20b--------------------------41:23

Ô˙ 41:2c---------------------------- 41:19a --------------------------------41:27b, 42:1c

‰˘Ú 41:4a --------------------------- 41:20c ---------------------------------41:29b

‰Â‰È 41:4b --------------------------- 41:13a, 14c, 16c, 17c, 20c -------41:21a

‰‡˙ 41:5a --------------------------- 41:20d --------------------------------41:28a

‡¯È 41:5a, 10a--------------------- 41:13b, 14a--------------------------41:23b

ı¯‡ 41:5b, 9a ---------------------- 41:18d --------------------------------42:4a

¯Ó‡ 41:6b, 7c, 9c------------------ 41:13b --------------------------------41:21a, 26b

‰˙‡ 41:8a, 9c----------------------- 41:16b --------------------------------41:23a, 24a

·˜ÚÈ 41:8b, -------------------------- 41:14a --------------------------------41:21b
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ÌÈ‰Ï‡ 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:

È‡ 41:4b, 10a--------------------- 41:13a, 14c, 17c

¯ÊÚ 41:6a, 10c--------------------- 41:13b, 14c

˜ÊÁ 41:6a, 7a, 9a ----------------- 41:13a

Ï‡¯˘È 41:8a --------------------------- 41:14b, 16d, 17d, 20d

ÔÈÓÈ 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. Ï‡¯˘È†˘Â„˜ in section two, „‚ and ÚÓ  ̆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.77 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; 149:1,9.78

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. ........................‰Â‰È†¨ÏÏ‰
............................. 2: 5-11..... †‰Â‰È†¨‡¯È†¨¯ÒÁ†¨·ÂË
............................. 3: 12-15........................·ÂË†¨Ú¯
............................. 4: 16-23...................˜È„ˆ†¨ÏÈˆ‰

77 Leon J. Liebreich: “Psalms 34 and 145 in the Light of Their Key Words,” and James Muiilenburg: “A Study
in Hebrew Rhetoric.”
78 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.”

............................. throughout, ÚÓ  ̆is a key term for all sections.
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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 Í¯·.

Muilenburg’s analyses bring to light, among other things, the following significant passages:
Isaiah 9:7-10:4, in which the refrain ‰ÈÂË†Â„È†„ÂÚÂ†ÂÙ‡†·˘†‡Ï†˙‡Ê†ÏÎ· 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 8@, 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 Ì‡
followed by a climactic statement begun, for the most part, with ÈÎ. These sections, of 9, 6, 5, 5, 7,
and 5 lines, are as follows:

1. Ì‡ in verses 5, 7, 9
 ÈÎ in 11 and 12

2. Ì‡ in verses 13, 16
ÈÎ in 18

3. Ì‡ in verses 19, 20, 21
ÈÎ in 23

4. Ì‡ in verses 24, 25, 26
ÈÎ in 28

5. Ì‡ in verses 29, 31, 33
ÈÎ in 34

6. Ì‡ 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:

‡Ó‰·‰†ÏÎÓ†‰˙‡†¯Â¯‡
‰„˘‰†˙ÈÁ†ÏÎÓÂ

ÍÏ˙†ÍÁ‚†ÏÚ
ÍÈÈÁ†ÈÓÈ†ÏÎ†ÏÎ‡˙†¯ÙÚÂ

‰˘‡‰†È·Â†ÍÈ·†˙È˘‡†‰·È‡Â
‰Ú¯Ê†ÔÈ·Â†ÍÚ¯Ê†ÔÈ·Â

˘‡¯†ÍÙÂ˘È†‰Â‰
·˜Ú†ÂÙÂ˘˙†‰˙‡Â
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Í¯‰Â†ÍÂ·ˆÚ†‰·¯‡†‰·¯‰
ÌÈ·†È„Ï˙†·ˆÚ·

Í˙˜Â˘˙†Í˘È‡†Ï‡Â
Í·†Ï˘ÓÈ†‡Â‰Â

Í¯Â·Ú·†‰Ó„‡‰†‰¯Â¯‡
ÍÈÈÁ†ÈÓÈ†ÏÎ†‰ÏÎ‡˙†ÔÂ·ˆÚ·

ÍÏ†ÁÈÓˆ˙†¯„¯„Â†ıÂ˜Â
‰„˘‰†·˘Ú†˙‡†˙ÏÎ‡Â
ÌÁÏ†ÏÎ‡˙†ÍÈÙ‡†˙ÚÊ·

‰Ó„‡‰†Ï‡†Í·Â˘†„Ú
˙Á˜Ï†‰ÓÓ†ÈÎ

‰˙‡†¯ÙÚ†ÈÎ
·Â˘˙†¯ÙÚ†Ï‡Â

The first and third parts present considerable similarities. They both consist of four lines, and each
begins with a condemning ®‰©¯Â¯‡. 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.79

In Psalm 2, among several striking repetitions is the repetition of the ÌÈÎÏÓ in verses 2 and 10,
and of ÂÙ‡ 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.80

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 ÈÏ†È„Â„ (2:16, 6:3); and È˘Ù†‰·‰‡˘ (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
Ì¯Î and ÔÂÓ¯ 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 Ô¯˜ 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

79 It 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.”

repetition, while in other units such a phenomenon does not occur.
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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 Ù) and

closed (Ò). 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 1QIsa is struck by the numerous blank spaces.81 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 1QIsa with that in the M.T. is interesting, and is as follows:

About 453 sections are set apart in the 1QIsa82. 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 1QIsa. Thus,
it is seen that the spacing arrangement in the 1QIsa is the same as that in the M.T., but far more
extensive.83 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.84

A careful examination of the sections as marked out in the 1QIsa 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 1QIsa 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 Í endings (‰Î in the scroll), and direct address on the part of Yahweh.

The second section (3-7) lacks the initial ÈÎ 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:

‰Â‰È verses 1,3

Ï‡‚ and Ú˘È verses 1,3

Ï‡¯˘È verses 1,3

‡¯È˙†Ï‡ verses 1,5

‡¯· and ¯ˆÈ verses 1,7

Ì˘·†‡¯  ̃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

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 1QIsa

, particularly near the
beginning of the scroll, are damaged. More sections might have been indicated in the damaged parts.
83 The percentages are different for different parts of the book. Chapters 1-39 contain approximately 254
sections in the 1QIsa

 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.

pattern of repetition.
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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 1QIsa and the M.T. Here again a pattern of
repetition is evident:

„È‚‰ verses 9,12

ÚÈÓ˘‰ verses 9, 12

„Ú verses 9, 10, 12

ÈÓ verse 9, 13

‰Â‰È verses 10, 11, 12

Ï‡ 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.85

The fact that the M.T. varies from the 1QIsa 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,86 appears to indicate that the M.T. sections do not trace back to this particular
manuscript. It may be concluded that the 1QIsa 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 1QIsa 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, ‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡†‰Î in 42:1, 14, 16; ÈÎ‡†ÈÎ‡ 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, ‡Ï in 43:22-24; È‡ and ÈÎ‡ 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.87 The first set of sections

features the term ÏÂ˜ prominently in the initial lines of all but the first section; in the second set, ÈÓ
is prominent.

When the sections marked out in the scroll are compared with those worked out independently on

85 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.
86 E.g., the M.T. makes 44:1-5 a unit, while the 1QIsa separates the text into three parts, 1, 2a, 2b-5; 46:8-11 is
a unit in the M.T. while the 1QIsa has 8 and 9-11; 48:3-11 is a unit in the M.T., but 3-9 and 10-11 are separated
in 1QIsa. Such instances are very few, but deserving of notice.
87 It 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.

the basis of repetition of vocabulary, a close correspondence is visible. For Isaiah 1, the 1QIsa
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separates 1, 2-5b, 5c-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 1QIsa 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 Ì‡.

In chapter 41, the three major sections distinguished on the basis of vocabulary (see pages 63-64)
are reproduced in the 1QIsa 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 1QIsa. 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 1QIsa (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. 88

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 1QIsa.

 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.89

È˜˘È†Â‰ÈÙ†˙Â˜È˘Ó1:2a
ÔÈÈÓ†ÍÈ„„†ÌÈ·ÂË†ÈÎb

ÌÈ·ÂË†ÍÈÓ˘†ÁÈ¯Ï3a
ÍÓ˘†˜¯Â˙†ÔÓ˘b

ÍÂ·‰‡†˙ÂÓÏÚ†ÔÎ†ÏÚc

‰ˆÂ¯†ÍÈ¯Á‡†ÈÎ˘Ó4a
ÂÈ¯„Á†ÍÏÓ‰†È‡È·‰b

Í·†ÂÁÓ˘Â†‰ÏÈ‚c
ÔÈÈÓ†ÍÈ„„††‰¯ÈÎÊd

ÍÂ·‰‡†ÌÈ¯˘ÈÓe

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.

È‡†‰¯ÂÁ˘5a
ÌÏ˘Â¯È†˙Â·†‰Â‡Âb

¯„˜†ÈÏ‰‡Îc
‰ÓÏ˘†˙ÂÚÈ¯ÈÎd

˙¯Á¯Á˘†È‡˘†È‡¯˙†ÏÚ6a
˘Ó˘‰†È˙ÙÊ˘˘b

È·†Â¯Á†ÈÓ‡†È·c
ÌÈÓ¯Î‰†˙‡†‰¯Ë†ÈÓ˘d

88 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.
89 Cf. a fuller treatment of the details of strophic structure in the Song of Solomon, in Donald Broadribb:
“Thoughts on the Song of Solomon.”

È˙¯Ë†‡Ï†ÈÏ˘†ÈÓ¯Îe
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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).

È˘Ù†‰·‰‡˘†ÈÏ†‰„È‚‰7a

‰Ú¯˙†‰ÎÈ‡b
ÌÈ¯‰ˆ·†ıÈ·¯˙†‰ÎÈ‡c

ÍÈ¯·Á†È¯„Ú†ÏÚ†‰ÈËÚÎ†‰È‰‡†‰ÓÏ˘d

ÍÏ†ÈÚ„˙†‡Ï†Ì‡8a
ÌÈ˘·†‰ÙÈ‰b

Ô‡ˆ‰†È·˜Ú·†ÍÏ†È‡ˆc
ÍÈ˙È„‚†˙‡†ÈÚ¯Âd

ÌÈÚ¯‰†˙ÂÎ˘Ó†ÏÚ†e

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.

‰Ú¯Ù†È·Î¯·†È˙ÒÒÏ9a
È˙ÈÚ¯†ÍÈ˙ÈÓ„b

ÌÈ¯˙·†ÍÈÈÁÏ†ÂÂ‡10a
ÌÈÊÂ¯Á·†Í¯‡Âˆb

ÍÏ†‰˘Ú†·‰Ê†È¯Â˙11a
ÛÒÎ‰†˙Â„˜†ÌÚb

Â·ÒÓ·†ÍÏÓ‰˘†„Ú12a
ÂÁÈ¯†Ô˙†È„¯b

ÈÏ†È„Â„†¯Ó‰†¯Â¯ˆ13a
ÔÈÏÈ†È„˘†ÔÈ·b

ÈÏ†È„Â„†¯ÙÎ‰†ÏÎ˘‡14a
È„‚†ÔÈÚ†ÈÓ¯Î·b

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.

È˙ÈÚ¯†‰ÙÈ†Í‰15a
ÌÈÂÈ†ÍÈÈÚ†‰ÙÈ†Í‰b

È„Â„†‰ÙÈ†Í‰16a
ÌÈÚ†Û‡b

‰Ú¯†Â˘¯Ú†Û‡c
ÌÈÊ¯‡†ÂÈ˙·†˙Â¯˜17a

ÌÈ˙Â¯·†ÂËÈÁ¯b

ÔÂ¯˘‰†˙Ïˆ·Á†È‡2:1a
ÌÈ˜ÓÚ‰†˙˘Â˘b

ÌÈÁÂÁ‰†ÔÈ·†‰˘Â˘Î2a
˙Â·‰†ÔÈ·†È˙ÈÚ¯†ÔÎb

¯ÚÈ‰†ÈˆÚ·†ÁÂÙ˙Î3a
ÌÈ·‰†ÔÈ·†È„Â„†ÔÎb

È˙·˘ÈÂ†È˙„ÓÁ†ÂÏˆ·c
ÈÎÁÏ†˜Â˙Ó†ÂÈ¯ÙÂd

The interplay between the two persons reaches a culmination here, interrupted only by the third line

90 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.

which seems out of place on many grounds.90 Each line finds its counterpart in the mouth of the
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other speaker.

ÔÈÈ‰†˙È·†Ï‡†È‡È·‰4a

‰·‰‡†ÈÏÚ†ÂÏ‚„Âb

˙Â˘È˘‡·†ÈÂÎÓÒ5a

ÌÈÁÂÙ˙·†ÈÂ„Ù¯b

È‡†‰·‰‡†˙ÏÂÁ†ÈÎc

È˘‡¯Ï†˙Á˙†ÂÏ‡Ó˘6a

È˜·Á˙†ÂÈÓÈÂb

ÌÏ˘Â¯È†˙Â·†ÌÎ˙‡†È˙Ú·˘‰7a

‰„˘‰†˙ÂÏÈ‡·†Â‡†˙Â‡·ˆ·b

†Â¯ÈÚ˙†Ì‡c

ıÙÁ˙˘†„Ú†‰·‰‡‰†˙‡†Â¯¯ÂÚ˙†Ì‡Âd

The continuity between these two unequal sections is provided by the ‰·‰‡ 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.

¯ÒÂÓÂ†‰ÓÎÁ†˙Ú„Ï1:2a
‰È·†È¯Ó‡†ÔÈ·‰Ïb

ÏÎ˘‰†¯ÒÂÓ†˙Á˜Ï3a
ÌÈ¯˘ÓÂ†ËÙ˘ÓÂ†˜„ˆb

‰Ó¯Ú†ÌÈ‡˙ÙÏ†˙˙Ï4a
‰ÓÊÓÂ†˙Ú„†¯ÚÏb

Á˜Ï†ÛÒÂÈÂ†ÌÎÁ†ÚÓ˘È5a
‰˜È†˙ÂÏ·Á˙†ÔÂ·Âb

‰ˆÈÏÓÂ†Ï˘Ó†ÔÈ·‰Ï6a
Ì˙„ÈÁÂ†ÌÈÓÎÁ†È¯·„b
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˙Ú„†˙È˘‡¯†‰Â‰È†˙‡¯È7a
ÂÊ·†ÌÈÏÈÂ‡†¯ÒÂÓÂ†‰ÓÎÁb

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 …Ï in each of the first three lines.

ÍÈ·‡†¯ÒÂÓ†È·†ÚÓ˘8a
ÍÓ‡†˙¯Â˙†˘Ë˙††Ï‡Èb

Í˘‡¯Ï†Ì‰†ÔÁ†˙ÈÂÏ†ÈÎa9
ÍÈ˙¯‚¯‚Ï†ÌÈ˜ÚÂb

‡·˙†Ï‡†ÌÈ‡ËÁ†ÍÂ˙ÙÈ†Ì‡†È·10a
Â˙‡†‰ÎÏ†Â¯Ó‡È†Ì‡b

Ì„Ï†‰·¯‡11a
ÌÁ†È˜Ï†‰Ùˆb

ÌÈÈÁ†ÏÂ‡˘Î†ÌÚÏ·12a
¯Â·†È„¯ÂÈÎ†ÌÈÓÈÓ˙Âb

‡ˆÓ†¯˜È†ÔÂ‰†ÏÎ13a
ÏÏ˘†ÂÈ˙·†‡ÏÓb

ÂÎÂ˙·†ÏÈÙ˙†ÍÏ¯Â‚4a
ÂÏÎÏ†‰È‰È†„Á‡†ÒÈÎb

Ì˙‡†Í¯„·†ÍÏ˙†Ï‡†È·15a
Ì˙·È˙Ó†ÍÏ‚¯†ÚÓb

ÂˆÂ¯È†Ú¯Ï†Ì‰ÈÏ‚¯†ÈÎ16a
Ì„†ÍÙ˘Ï†Â¯‰ÓÈÂb

˙˘¯‰†‰¯ÊÓ†ÌÁ†ÈÎ17a
ÛÎ†¯Ú·†ÏÎ†ÈÈÚ·b

‰·¯‡È†ÌÓ„Ï†Ì‰Â18a
Ì˙˘ÙÏ†ÂÙˆÈb

Úˆ·†Úˆ·†ÏÎ†˙Â¯Á‡†ÔÎ19a
Á˜È†ÂÈÏÚ·†˘Ù†˙‡b

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 ÚÓ˘ follows nicely upon the ÚÓ˘È 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.

‰¯˙†ıÂÁ·†˙ÂÓÎÁ20a
‰ÏÂ˜†Ô˙˙†˙Â·Á¯·b

‡¯˜˙†˙ÂÈÓ‰†˘‡¯·21a
¯Ó‡˙†‰È¯Ó‡†¯ÈÚ·†ÌÈ¯Ú˘†ÈÁ˙Ù·b

È˙Ù†Â·‰‡˙†ÌÈ˙Ù†È˙Ó†¯Ú22a
Ì‰Ï†Â„ÓÁ†ÔÂˆÏ†ÌÈˆÏÂb

˙Ú„†Â‡˘È†ÌÈÏÈÒÎÂc

È˙ÁÎÂ˙Ï†Â·Â˘˙23a
ÈÁÂ¯†ÌÎÏ†‰ÚÈ·‡†‰‰b
ÌÎ˙‡†È¯·„††‰ÚÈ„Â‡c

Â‡Ó˙Â†È˙‡¯˜†ÔÚÈ24a
·È˘˜Ó†ÔÈ‡Â†È„È†È˙ÈËb

È˙ˆÚ†ÏÎ†ÂÚ¯Ù˙Â25a
Ì˙È·‡†‡Ï†È˙ÁÎÂ˙Âb

˜Á˘‡†ÌÎ„È‡·†È‡†Ì‚26a
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ÌÎ„ÁÙ†‡··†‚ÚÏ‡b

ÌÎ„ÁÙ†‰Â‡˘Î†‡··27a
‰˙‡È†‰ÙÂÒÎ†ÌÎ„È‡Âb

‰˜ÂˆÂ†‰¯ˆ†ÌÎÈÏÚ†‡··c

‰Ú‡†‡ÏÂ†È‡¯˜È†Ê‡28a
È‡ˆÓÈ†‡ÏÂ†È¯Á˘Èb

˙Ú„†Â‡˘†ÈÎ†˙Á˙29a
Â¯Á·†‡Ï†‰Â‰È†˙‡¯ÈÂb

È˙ˆÚÏ†Â·‡†‡Ï30a
È˙ÁÎÂ˙†ÏÎ†Âˆ‡b

ÌÎ¯„†È¯ÙÓ†ÂÏÎ‡ÈÂ31a
ÂÚ·˘È†Ì‰È˙ˆÚÓÓÂb

Ì‚¯‰˙†ÌÈ˙Ù†˙·Â˘Ó†ÈÎ32a
Ì„·‡˙†ÌÈÏÈÒÎ†˙ÂÏ˘Âb

ÁË·†ÔÎ˘È†ÈÏ†ÚÓ˘Â33a
‰Ú¯†„ÁÙÓ†Ô‡˘Âb

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:

1-4
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:

È¯Ó‡†¯Ó˘†È·7:1a
Í˙‡†ÔÙˆ˙†È˙ÂˆÓÂb

‰ÈÁÂ†È˙ÂˆÓ†¯Ó˘2a
ÍÈÈÚ†ÔÂ˘È‡Î†È˙¯Â˙Âb

ÍÈ˙Ú·ˆ‡†ÏÚ†Ì¯˘˜3a
Í·Ï†ÁÂÏ†ÏÚ†Ì·˙Îb

˙‡†È˙Á‡†‰ÓÎÁÏ†¯Ó‡4a
‡¯˜˙†‰È·Ï†Ú„ÓÂb

‰¯Ê†‰˘‡Ó†Í¯Ó˘Ï5a
‰˜ÈÏÁ‰†‰È¯Ó‡†‰È¯ÎÓb

È˙È·†ÔÂÏÁ·†ÈÎ6a
È˙Ù˜˘†È·˘‡†„Ú·b

ÌÈ‡˙Ù·†‡¯‡Â7a
·Ï†¯ÒÁ†¯Ú†ÌÈ··†‰È·‡b
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‰Ù†Ïˆ‡†˜Â˘·†¯·Ú8a
„ÚˆÈ†‰˙È·†Í¯„Âb

ÌÂÈ†·¯Ú·†Û˘·9a
‰ÏÙ‡Â†‰ÏÈÏ†ÔÂ˘È‡·b

Â˙‡¯˜Ï†‰˘‡†‰‰Â10a
·Ï†˙¯ˆÂ†‰¯Ê†˙È˘b

˙¯¯ÒÂ†‡È‰†‰ÈÓ‰11a
‰ÈÏ‚¯†ÂÎ˘È†‡Ï†‰˙È··b

ıÂ·Á¯·†ÌÚÙ†ıÂÁ·†ÌÚÙ12a
·¯‡˙†‰Ù†ÏÎ†Ïˆ‡Âb

ÂÏ†‰˜˘Â†Â·†‰˜ÈÊÁ‰Â13a
ÂÏ†¯Ó‡˙Â†‰ÈÙ†‰ÊÚ‰b

ÈÏÚ†ÌÈÓÏ˘†ÈÁ·Ê14a
È¯„†È˙ÓÏ˘†ÌÂÈ‰b

Í˙‡¯˜Ï†È˙‡ˆÈ†ÔÎ†ÏÚ15a
Í‡ˆÓ‡Â†ÍÈÙ†¯Á˘Ïb

È˘¯Ú†È˙„·¯†ÌÈ„·¯Ó16a
ÌÈ¯ˆÓ†ÔÂË‡†˙Â·ËÁb

¯Ó†È·Î˘Ó†È˙Ù17a
ÔÂÓ˜Â†ÌÈÏ‰‡b

¯˜·‰†„Ú†ÌÈ„„†‰Â¯†‰ÎÏ18a
ÌÈ·‰‡·†‰ÒÏÚ˙b

Â˙È··†˘È‡‰†ÔÈ‡†ÈÎ19a
˜ÂÁ¯Ó†Í¯„·†ÍÏ‰b

Â„È·†Á˜Ï†ÛÒÎ‰†¯Â¯ˆ20a
Â˙È·†‡·È†‡ÒÎ‰†ÌÂÈÏb

‰Á˜Ï†·¯·†Â˙Ë‰21a
ÂÁÈ„˙†‰È˙Ù˘†˜ÏÁ·b

Ì‡˙Ù†‰È¯Á‡†ÍÏÂ‰22a
‡·È†Á·Ë†Ï‡†¯Â˘Îb

ÏÈÂ‡†¯ÒÂÓ†Ï‡†ÌÎÚÎÂc
Â„·Î†ıÁ†ÁÏÙÈ†„Ú23a

ÁÙ†Ï‡†¯ÂÙˆ†¯‰ÓÎb
‡Â‰†Â˘Ù·†ÈÎ†Ú„È†‡ÏÂc

ÈÏ†ÂÚÓ˘†ÌÈ·†‰˙ÚÂ24a
ÈÙ†È¯Ó‡Ï†Â·È˘˜‰Âb

Í·Ï†‰ÈÎ¯„†Ï‡†Ë˘È†Ï‡25a
‰È˙Â·È˙·†Ú˙˙†Ï‡b

‰ÏÈÙ‰†ÌÈÏÏÁ†ÌÈ·¯†ÈÎ26a
‰È‚¯‰†ÏÎ†ÌÈÓˆÚÂb

‰˙È·†ÏÂ‡˘†ÈÎ¯„27a
˙ÂÓ†È¯„Á†Ï‡†˙Â„¯Èb

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:

˙Ï‰˜†¯Ó‡†ÌÈÏ·‰†Ï·‰1:2a
Ï·‰†ÏÎ‰†ÌÈÏ·‰†Ï·‰b

ÂÏÓÚ†ÏÎ·†Ì„‡Ï†ÔÂ¯˙È†‰Ó3a
˘Ó˘‰†˙‰˙†ÏÓÚÈ˘b

‡·†¯Â„Â†ÍÏ‰†¯Â„4a
˙„ÓÚ†ÌÏÂÚÏ†ı¯‡‰Âb

˘Ó˘‰†‡·Â†˘Ó˘‰†Á¯ÊÂ5a
Ì˘†‡Â‰†Á¯ÂÊ†Û‡Â˘†ÂÓÂ˜Ó†Ï‡Âb

ÌÂ¯„†Ï‡†ÍÏÂ‰6a
ÔÂÙˆ†Ï‡†··ÂÒÂb

ÁÂ¯‰†ÍÏÂ‰†··Ò†··ÂÒc
ÁÂ¯‰†·˘†ÂÈ˙·È·Ò†ÏÚÂd

ÌÈ‰†Ï‡†ÌÈÎÏ‰†ÌÈÏÁ‰†ÏÎ7a
‡ÏÓ†ÂÈ‡†ÌÈ‰Âb

Ì˘†ÌÈÎÏ‰†ÌÈÏÁ‰˘†ÌÂ˜Ó†Ï‡c
˙ÎÏÏ†ÌÈ·˘†Ì‰d

ÌÈÚ‚È†ÌÈ¯·„‰†ÏÎ8a
¯·„Ï†˘È‡†ÏÎÂÈ†‡Ïb

˙Â‡¯Ï†ÔÈÚ†Ú·˘˙†‡Ïc
ÚÓ˘Ó†ÔÊ‡†‡ÏÓ˙†‡ÏÂd

‰È‰È˘†‡Â‰†‰È‰˘†‰Ó9a
‰˘ÚÈ˘†‡Â‰†‰˘Ú˘†‰ÓÂb

˘Ó˘‰†˙‰˙††˘„Á†ÏÎ†ÔÈ‡Âc

‡Â‰†˘„Á†‰Ê†‰‡¯†¯Ó‡È˘†¯·„†˘È10a
ÂÙÏÓ†‰È‰†¯˘‡†ÌÈÓÏÚÏ†‰È‰†¯·Îb

ÌÈ˘‡¯Ï†ÔÂ¯ÎÊ†ÔÈ‡11a
ÂÈ‰È˘†ÌÈ¯Á‡Ï†Ì‚Âb

ÔÂ¯ÎÊ†Ì‰Ï†‰È‰È†‡Ïc
‰¯Á‡Ï†ÂÈ‰È˘†ÌÚd

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:

Â·†„ÏÂ‡†ÌÂÈ†„·‡È3:3a
¯·‚†‰¯‰†¯Ó‡†‰ÏÈÏ‰Âb

Í˘Á†È‰È†‡Â‰‰†ÌÂÈ‰4a
ÏÚÓÓ†‰ÂÏ‡†Â‰˘¯„È†Ï‡b

‰¯‰†ÂÈÏÚ†ÚÙÂË†Ï‡Âc

˙ÂÓÏˆÂ†Í˘Á†Â‰Ï‡‚È5a
‰Ú†ÂÈÏÚ†ÔÎ˘˙b

ÌÂÈ†È¯È¯ÓÎ†Â‰˙Ú·Èc
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ÏÙ‡†Â‰Á˜È†‡Â‰‰†‰ÏÈÏ‰6a
‰˘†ÈÓÈ·†„ÁÈ†Ï‡b

‡·È†Ï‡†ÌÈÁ¯È†¯ÙÒÓ·c

„ÂÓÏ‚†È‰È†‡Â‰‰†‰ÏÈÏ‰†‰‰7a
‰·†‰¯†‡·˙†Ï‡b

ÌÂÈ†È¯¯‡†Â‰·˜È8a
Ô˙ÈÂÏ†¯¯Ú†ÌÈ„È˙Ú‰b

ÂÙ˘†È·ÎÂÎ†ÂÎ˘ÁÈ9a
ÔÈ‡Â†¯Â‡Ï†Â˜Èb

¯Á˘†ÈÙÚÙÚ·†‰‡¯È†Ï‡Âc

ÈË·†È˙Ï„†¯‚Ò†‡Ï†ÈÎ10a
ÈÈÚÓ†ÏÓÚ†¯˙ÒÈÂb

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).

˙ÂÓ‡†ÌÁ¯Ó†‡Ï†‰ÓÏ11a
ÚÂ‚‡Â†È˙‡ˆÈ†ÔË·Ób

ÌÈÎ¯·†ÈÂÓ„˜†ÚÂ„Ó12a
˜È‡†ÈÎ†ÌÈ„˘†‰ÓÂb

ËÂ˜˘‡Â†È˙·Î˘†‰˙Ú†ÈÎ13a
ÈÏ†ÁÂÈ†Ê‡†È˙˘Èb

ı¯‡†ÈˆÚÈÂ†ÌÈÎÏÓ†ÌÚ14a
ÂÓÏ†˙Â·¯Á†ÌÈ·‰b

Ì‰Ï†·‰Ê†ÌÈ¯˘†ÌÚ†Â‡15a
ÛÒÎ†Ì‰È˙·†ÌÈ‡ÏÓÓ‰b

‰È‰‡†‡Ï†ÔÂÓË†ÏÙÎ†Â‡16a
¯Â‡†Â‡¯†‡Ï†ÌÈÏÏÚÎb

Ê‚¯†ÂÏ„Á†ÌÈÚ˘¯†Ì˘17a
ÁÎ†ÈÚÈ‚È†ÂÁÂÈ†Ì˘Âb

Â‡˘†ÌÈ¯ÈÒ‡†„ÁÈ18a
˘‚†ÏÂ˜†ÂÚÓ˘†‡Ïb

‡Â‰†Ì˘†ÏÂ„‚Â†ÔË˜19a
ÂÈ„‡Ó†È˘ÙÁ†„·ÚÂb

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.

¯Â‡†ÏÓÚÏ†Ô˙È†‰ÓÏ20a
˘Ù†È¯ÓÏ†ÌÈÈÁÂb

ÂÈ‡Â†˙ÂÓÏ†ÌÈÎÁÓ‰21a
ÌÈÂÓËÓÓ†Â‰¯ÙÁÈÂb

ÏÈ‚†ÈÏ‡†ÌÈÁÓ˘‰22a
¯·˜†Â‡ˆÓÈ†ÈÎ†Â˘È˘Èb

‰¯˙Ò†ÂÎ¯„†¯˘‡†¯·‚Ï23a
Â„Ú·†‰ÂÏ‡†ÍÒÈÂb

‡·˙†È˙Á‡†ÈÓÁÏ†ÈÙÏ†ÈÎ24a
È˙‚‡˘†ÌÈÓÎ†ÂÎ˙ÈÂb

ÈÈ˙‡ÈÂ†È˙„ÁÙ†„ÁÙ†ÈÎ25a
ÈÏ†‡·È†È˙¯‚È†¯˘‡Âb
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˜˘†‡ÏÂ†È˙ÂÏ˘†‡ÏÈ˙Ë26a
È˙Á†‡ÏÂÊ‚¯†‡·ÈÂ†b

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:

‰‡Ï˙†ÍÈÏ‡†¯·„†‰Ò‰4:2a
ÏÎÂÈ†ÈÓ†ÔÈÏÓ·†¯ˆÚÂb

ÌÈ·¯†˙¯ÒÈ†‰‰3a
˜ÊÁ˙†˙ÂÙ¯†ÌÈ„ÈÂb

ÍÈÏÓ†ÔÂÓÈ˜È†Ï˘ÂÎ4a
ıÓ‡˙†˙ÂÚ¯Î†ÌÈÎ¯·Âb

‡Ï˙Â†ÍÈÏ‡†‡Â·˙†‰˙Ú†ÈÎ5a
Ï‰·˙Â†ÍÈ„Ú†Ú‚˙b

Í˙ÏÒÎ†Í˙‡¯È†‡Ï‰6a
ÍÈÎ¯„†Ì˙Â†Í˙Â˜˙b

„·‡†È˜†‡Â‰†ÈÓ†‡†¯ÎÊ7a
Â„ÁÎ†ÌÈ¯˘È†‰ÙÈ‡Âb

ÔÂ‡†È˘¯Á†È˙È‡¯†¯˘‡Î8a
†Â‰¯ˆ˜È†ÏÓÚ†ÈÚ¯ÊÂb

Â„·‡È†‰ÂÏ‡†˙Ó˘Ó9a
ÂÏÎÈ†ÂÙ‡†ÁÂ¯ÓÂb

ÏÁ˘†ÏÂ˜Â†‰È¯‡†˙‚‡˘10a
ÂÚ˙†ÌÈ¯ÈÙÎ†È˘Âb

Û¯Ë†ÈÏ·Ó†„·‡†˘ÈÏ11a
Â„¯Ù˙È†‡È·Ï†È·Âb

Continuity between the first and fourth lines (verses 2 and 5) is gained, among other ways, through
the use of ‰‡Ï˙®Â©†ÍÈÏ‡. 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
„·Ú 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:

·‚È†¯·„†ÈÏ‡Â12a
Â‰Ó†ıÓ˘†ÈÊ‡†Á˜˙Âb

‰ÏÈÏ†˙ÂÈÊÁÓ†ÌÈÙÚ˘·13a
ÌÈ˘‡†ÏÚ†‰Ó„¯˙†ÏÙ·b

‰„Ú¯Â†È‡¯˜†„ÁÙ14a
„ÈÁÙ‰†È˙ÂÓˆ‡†·¯Âb

ÛÏÁÈ†ÈÙ†ÏÚ†ÁÂ¯Â15a
È¯˘·†˙¯Ú˘†¯ÓÒ˙b

Â‰‡¯Ó†¯ÈÎ‡†‡ÏÂ†„ÓÚÈ16a
ÈÈÚ†„‚Ï†‰ÂÓ˙b

ÚÓ˘‡†ÏÂ˜Â†‰ÓÓ„c
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˜„ˆÈ†‰ÂÏ‡Ó†˘Â‡‰17a
¯·‚†¯‰ËÈ†Â‰˘ÚÓ†Ì‡b

ÔÈÓ‡È†‡Ï†ÂÈ„·Ú·†Ô‰18a
‰Ï‰˙†ÌÈ˘È†ÂÈÎ‡ÏÓ·Âb

¯ÓÁ†È˙·†ÈÎ˘†Û‡19a
Ì„ÂÒÈ†¯ÙÚ·†¯˘‡b
˘Ú†ÈÙÏ†ÌÂ‡Î„Èc

Â˙ÎÈ†·¯ÚÏ†¯˜·Ó20a
Â„·‡È†ÁˆÏ†ÌÈ˘Ó†ÈÏ·Ób

Ì·†Ì¯˙È†ÚÒ†‡Ï‰21a
‰ÓÎÁ·†‡ÏÂ†Â˙ÂÓÈb

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:

ÍÈ¯ÂÚ†„ÒÁ†ÍÏ†È˙¯ÎÊ2:2b
ÍÈ˙ÏÂÏÎ†˙·‰‡c

¯·„Ó·†È¯Á‡†Í˙ÎÏd
‰ÚÂ¯Ê†‡Ï†ı¯‡·e

‰Â‰ÈÏ†Ï‡¯˘È†˘„˜3a
†‰˙‡Â·˙†˙È˘‡¯b

ÂÓ˘‡È†ÂÈÏÎ‡†ÏÎc
†††††Ì‰ÈÏ‡†‡·˙†‰Ú¯‰Â‰È†Ì‡†d

·˜ÚÈ†˙È·†‰Â‰È†¯·„†ÂÚÓ˘4a
Ï‡¯˘È†˙È·†˙ÂÁÙ˘Ó†ÏÎÂb

‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡†‰Î

ÏÂÚ†È·†ÌÎÈ˙Â·‡†Â‡ˆÓ†‰Ó5a
ÈÏÚÓ†Â˜Á¯†ÈÎb

ÂÏ·‰ÈÂ†Ï·‰‰†È¯Á‡†ÂÎÏÈÂc
‰Â‰È†‰È‡†Â¯Ó‡†‡ÏÂ6a

ÌÈ¯ˆÓ†ı¯‡Ó†Â˙‡†‰ÏÚÓ‰b
¯·„Ó·†Â˙‡†ÍÈÏÂÓ‰c

‰ÁÂ˘Â†‰·¯Ú†ı¯‡·d
˙ÂÓÏˆÂ†‰Èˆ†ı¯‡·e

˘È‡†‰·†¯·Ú†‡Ï†ı¯‡·f
Ì˘†Ì„‡†·˘È†‡ÏÂg

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:

ÏÓ¯Î‰†ı¯‡†Ï‡†ÌÎ˙‡†‡È·‡Â7a
‰·ÂËÂ†‰È¯Ù†ÏÎ‡Ïb

Èˆ¯‡†˙‡†Â‡ÓË˙Â†Â‡·˙Âc
‰·ÚÂ˙Ï†Ì˙Ó˘†È˙ÏÁÂd

‰Â‰È†‰È‡†Â¯Ó‡†‡Ï†ÌÈ‰Î‰8a
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ÈÂÚ„È†‡Ï†‰¯Â˙‰†È˘Ù˙Âb

È·†ÂÚ˘Ù†ÌÈÚ¯‰Âc
ÏÚ··†È‡·†ÌÈ‡È·‰Âd
ÂÎÏ‰†ÂÏÚÂÈ†‡Ï†È¯Á‡Âe

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.

†††††ÌÎ˙‡†·È¯‡†„Ú†ÔÎÏ‰Â‰È†Ì‡9a
·È¯‡†ÌÎÈ·†È·†˙‡Âb

Â‡¯Â†ÌÈÈ˙Î†ÈÈ‡†Â¯·Ú†ÈÎ10a
„‡Ó†ÂÂ·˙‰Â†ÂÁÏ˘†¯„˜Âb

˙‡ÊÎ†‰˙È‰†Ô‰†Â‡¯Âc

ÌÈ‰Ï‡†ÈÂ‚†¯ÈÓÈ‰‰11a

ÌÈ‰Ï‡†‡Ï†‰Ó‰Âb

ÏÈÚÂÈ†‡ÂÏ·†Â„Â·Î†¯ÈÓ‰†ÈÓÚÂc

˙‡Ê†ÏÚ†ÌÈÓ˘†ÂÓ˘12a
††††„‡Ó†Â·¯Á†Â¯Ú˘Â‰Â‰È†Ì‡†b

ÈÓÚ†‰˘Ú†˙ÂÚ¯†ÌÈ˙˘†ÈÎ13a
Â·ÊÚ†È˙‡b

ÌÈÈÁ†ÌÈÓ†ÌÂ˜Óc
˙Â¯‡·†Ì‰Ï†·ˆÁÏd

ÌÈ¯·˘†˙¯‡·e
ÌÈÓ‰†ÂÏÎÈ†‡Ï†¯˘‡f

The two sections are marked with the ‰Â‰È†Ì‡. 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.

Ï‡¯˘È†„·Ú‰14a
‡Â‰†˙È·†„ÈÏÈ†ÌÚb

Ê·Ï†‰È‰†ÚÂ„Óc

ÌÈ¯ÙÎ†Â‚‡˘È†ÂÈÏÚ15a
ÌÏÂ˜†Â˙b

‰Ó˘Ï†Âˆ¯‡†Â˙È˘ÈÂc
·˘È†ÈÏ·Ó†‰˙ˆ†ÂÈ¯Úd

„˜„˜†ÍÂÚ¯È†ÒÙÁ˙Â†ÛÎ†È·†Ì‚16

ÍÏ†‰˘Ú˙†˙‡Ê†‡ÂÏ‰17a
Í¯„·†ÍÎÈÏÂÓ†˙Ú·†ÍÈ‰Ï‡†‰Â‰È†˙‡†Í·ÊÚb

ÌÈ¯ˆÓ†Í¯„Ï†ÍÏ†‰Ó†‰˙ÚÂ18a
¯ÂÁ˘†ÈÓ†˙Â˙˘Ïb

¯Â˘‡†Í¯„Ï†ÍÏ†‰ÓÂc
¯‰†ÈÓ†˙Â˙˘Ïd

Í˙Ú¯†Í¯ÒÈ˙19a
ÍÁÎÂ˙†ÍÈ˙Â·˘ÓÂb

¯ÓÂ†Ú¯†ÈÎ†È‡¯Â†ÈÚ„Âc
ÍÈ‰Ï‡†‰Â‰È†˙‡†Í·ÊÚd

ÍÈÏ‡†È˙„ÁÙ†‡ÏÂe
˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰È†È„‡†Ì‡f
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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 4,91 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 ‰ÏÒ 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 ‰ÏÒ 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, 1QIsa, 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

91 In verse 1 the name Yahweh seems more an ejaculation than a subject of address.

that they correspond closely to the patterns outlined in chapter 3 of this study. As a result, it seems
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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.92 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.93

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.94

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

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.
93 Sigmund Mowinckel: “Der metrische Auffau,” p. 168.
94 C. Young: “Ugaritic Prosody,” p. 132.

texts can be dated at all closely. It is somewhat of a leap of faith to assume that the consonantal
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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.95

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,96

remnants of the non-Tiberian vocalization,97 portions of the second column of Origen’s Hexapla.98 and
various terms cited by Church fathers in the Latin and Greek alphabets.99 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.100 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.101 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

95 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.
96 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.
98 Cf. Cardinal Mercati’s recent edition.
99 Cf. Compilations in Paul Kahle, op. cit., and Ben-Hayyim: Studies in the Traditions of the Hebrew Language.
100 Cf. discussion in C. H. Gordon: Ugaritic Manual.
101 Cf., for example, Indo-European etymons postulated by Ernout and Meillet in Dictionnaire Etymologique de
la Langue Latine, or Hjalmar Frisk in Griechisches etymologisches Wörterbuch. While substantially in agreement
on Indo-European etymons, the two works often differ in details. For vulgar Latin etymons, cf. W. Meyer-Lübke:
Romanisches etymologisches Wörterbuch.

is spoken abstractly but only in concrete, specific forms. To give one specific example, one may know
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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 hombre 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 áwa (written agua). The consonantal forms
of these terms would only increase the confusion: hmnm, hmm, m, hmbr; qm, ——, 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.102 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.103 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 7+11 ............ 7+11
3 8+4 .............. 6+7
4 11+12 .......... 12+11
5 7+11 ............ 7+10
6 10+10+9...... 12+10+13
7 6+7 .............. 7+6
8 9+9+8.......... 12+10+9

9a 8+4+5.......... 8+5+6
9b 4+5 .............. 4+6
10 10+12 .......... 11+13

11a 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+9.......... 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+10+9 16+11+12

102 Cf. 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.)
103 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 .............. 11+9
5 10+7 ............ 9+8

6a 6+5 .............. 6+5
6b 6+?............... 7+6
7 8+5 .............. 9+6
8 14+10 .......... 14+11
9 6+7 .............. 7+8

10a 6+6 .............. 6+6
10b 6+7 .............. 6+7

11 3+3 .............. 4+4
12 ?+12............. 10+13
13 12+9 ............ 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.104

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.105 Whereas it might

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.
105 Ibid.

be claimed that for Hebrew texts textual damage suffered during early transmission might have
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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.106 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:

·ÂË†ÈÎ†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â„Â‰
Â„ÒÁ†ÌÏÂÚÏ†ÈÎ

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 ·ÂË†ÈÎ†‰Â‰ÈÏ†ÏÏ‰·
Â„ÒÁ†ÌÏÂÚÏ†ÈÎ

2 Chronicles 20:21 ‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â„Â‰
Â„ÒÁ†ÌÏÂÚÏ†ÈÎ

2 Chronicles 7:3
·ÂË†ÈÎ†‰Â‰ÈÏ†˙Â„Â‰Â
Â„ÒÁ†ÌÏÂÚÏ†ÈÎ

1 Chronicles 16:41; 2 Chronicles 7:6 ‰Â‰ÈÏ†˙Â„‰Ï
Â„ÒÁ†ÌÏÂÚÏ†ÈÎ

Ezra 3:11 ·ÂË†ÈÎ†‰Â‰ÈÏ†˙Â„Â‰·Â†ÏÏ‰·
Â„ÒÁ†ÌÏÂÚÏ†ÈÎ

Jeremiah 33:11 ‰Â‰È†·ÂË†ÈÎ†˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰È†˙‡†Â„Â‰
Â„ÒÁ†ÌÏÂÚÏ†ÈÎ

Psalm 100:5 ‰Â‰È†·ÂË†ÈÎ
Â„ÒÁ†ÌÏÂÚÏ

Psalm 136:26 ÌÈÓ˘‰†Ï‡Ï†Â„Â‰
Â„ÒÁ†ÌÏÂÚÏ†ÈÎ

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 ÈÙÏÓ†˘È‡†ÍÏ†˙¯ÎÈ†‡Ï
Ú‡¯˘È†‡ÒÎ†ÏÚ†·˘È

1 Kings 2:4, 9:5 ˘È‡†ÍÏ†˙¯ÎÈ†‡Ï
Ï‡¯˘È†‡ÒÎ†ÏÚÓ

2 Chronicles 7:18 ˘È‡†ÍÏ†˙¯ÎÈ†‡Ï
Ï‡¯˘È·†Ï˘ÂÓ

Jeremiah 33:17 ˘È‡†„Â„Ï†˙¯ÎÈ†‡Ï
Ï‡¯˘È†˙È·†‡ÒÎ†ÏÚ†·˘È

To these quite similar lines must be added one which is clearly related to them:

Jeremiah 35:19 ·Î¯†Ô·†·„ÂÈÏ†˘È‡†˙¯ÎÈ†‡Ï
ÌÈÓÈ‰†ÏÎ†ÈÙÏ†„ÓÚ

106 I am indebted to Young (Ibid) for the suggestion that such an examination be made.

Two tendencies, observed in the previous line also, are clearly noticeable in this line:
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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 Jeremiah 25:10

‰„Â‰È†È¯ÚÓ†È˙·˘‰Â ‰Ê‰†ÌÂ˜Ó‰†ÔÓ†˙È·˘Ó†È‰ Ì‰Ó†È˙„·‡‰Â
ÌÏ˘Â¯È†˙ÂˆÁÓÂ ÌÎÈÓÈ·Â†ÌÎÈÈÚÏ†

 ÔÂ˘˘†ÏÂ˜ ÔÂ˘˘†ÏÂ˜ ÔÂ˘˘†ÏÂ˜
‰ÁÓ˘†ÏÂ˜Â ‰ÁÓ˘†ÏÂ˜Â ‰ÁÓ˘†ÏÂ˜Â

Ô˙Á†ÏÂ˜ Ô˙Á†ÏÂ˜ Ô˙Á†ÏÂ˜
‰ÏÎ†ÏÂ˜Â ‰ÏÎ†ÏÂ˜Â ‰ÏÎ†ÏÂ˜Â

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 2 Chronicles 10:16

„Â„·†˜ÏÁ†ÂÏ ÔÈ‡ „Â„·†˜ÏÁ†ÂÏ†‰Ó „Â„·†˜ÏÁ†ÂÏ†‰Ó
È˘È†Ô··†ÂÏ†‰ÏÁ†‡ÏÂ È˘È†Ô··†‰ÏÁ†‡ÏÂ È˘È†Ô··†‰ÏÁ†‡ÏÂ

Ï‡¯˘È†ÂÈÏ‰‡Ï†˘È‡ Ï‡¯˘È†ÍÈÏ‰‡Ï Ï‡¯˘È†ÍÈÏ‰‡Ï†˘È‡

…„Â„†È¯Á‡Ó†Ï‡¯˘È†˘È‡†ÏÎ†ÏÚÈÂ „Â„†Í˙È·†‰‡¯†‰˙ÚÂ „ÈÂ„†Í˙È·†‰‡¯†‰˙Ú
ÂÈÏ‰‡Ï†Ï‡¯˘È†ÍÏÈÂ ÂÈÏ‰‡Ï†Ï‡¯˘È†ÏÎ†ÍÏÈÂ

We note that in the initial line the first word is given in two different fashions,107 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 1QIsa provides another witness to some texts which are repeated in the
Old Testament. One extensive text is reproduced below:

Isaiah 2:2-4 Micah 4:1-3 Joel 4:10
‰Â‰È†˙È·†¯‰†‰Â‰È†ÔÂÎ ‰Â‰È†˙È·†¯‰†‰È‰È

ÌÈ¯‰‰†˘‡¯· ÌÈ¯‰‰†˘‡¯·†ÔÂÎ
˙ÂÚ·‚Ó†‡˘Â ˙ÂÚ·‚Ó†‡Â‰†‡˘Â

ÌÈÂ‚‰†ÏÎ†ÂÈÏ‡†Â¯‰Â ÌÈÓÚ†ÂÈÏÚ†Â¯‰Â
ÌÈ·¯†ÌÈÓÚ†ÂÎÏ‰Â ÌÈ·¯†ÌÈÂ‚†ÂÎÏ‰Â

‰Â‰È†¯‰†Ï‡†‰ÏÚÂ†ÂÎÏ†Â¯Ó‡Â ‰Â‰È†¯‰†Ï‡†‰ÏÚÂ†ÂÎÏ†Â¯Ó‡Â
®·˜ÚÈ†È‰Ï‡†˙È·†Ï‡© ·˜ÚÈ†È‰Ï‡†˙È·†Ï‡Â

ÂÈÎ¯„Ó†Â¯ÈÂ ÂÈÎ¯„Ó†Â¯ÂÈÂ
ÂÈ˙Á¯‡·†‰ÎÏÂ ÂÈ˙Á¯‡·†‰ÎÏÂ

‰¯Â˙†‡ˆ˙†ÔÂÈˆÓ†ÈÎ ‰¯Â˙†‡ˆ˙†ÔÂÈˆÓ†ÈÎ
ÌÏ˘Â¯ÈÓ†‰Â‰È†¯·„Â ÌÏ˘Â¯ÈÓ†‰Â‰È†¯·„Â

ÌÈÂ‚‰†ÔÈ·†ËÙ˘Â ÌÈ·¯†ÌÈÓÚ†ÔÈ·†ËÙ˘Â

107 ‰Ó is evidently here being used as a negative, synonymous with ÔÈ‡. 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.

ÌÈ·¯†ÌÈÓÚÏ†ÁÈÎÂ‰Â ˜ÂÁ¯†„Ú†ÌÈÓˆÚ†ÌÈÂ‚Ï†ÁÈÎÂ‰Â
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ÌÈ˙‡Ï†Ì˙Â·¯Á†Â˙˙ÎÂ ÌÈ˙‡Ï†Ì‰È˙·¯Á†Â˙˙ÎÂ ˙Â·¯ÁÏ†ÌÎÈ˙‡†Â˙Î
˙Â¯ˆÊˆÏ†Ì‰È˙Â˙ÈÁÂ  ˙Â¯ÓÊÓÏ†Ì‰È˙˙ÈÁÂ† ÌÈÁÓ¯Ï†ÌÎÈ˙¯ÓÊÓÂ

·¯Á†ÈÂ‚†Ï‡†ÈÂ‚†‡˘È†‡Ï®Â© ·¯Á†ÈÂ‚†Ï‡†ÈÂ‚†‡˘È†‡Ï
‰ÓÁÏÓ†„ÂÚ†Â„ÓÏÈ†‡ÏÂ ‰ÓÁÏÓ†„ÂÚ†ÔÂ„ÓÏÈ†‡ÏÂ

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
ÍÏ†Ï·Ê†˙È·†È˙È·†È‡Â †ÍÏ†Ï·Ê†˙È·†È˙È·†‰·

ÌÈÓÏÂÚ†Í˙·˘Ï†ÔÂÎÓÂ ÌÈÓÏÂÚ†Í˙·˘Ï†ÔÂÎÓ

2 Chronicles 6:41-42 Psalm 132:8-10
ÍÁÂÏ†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†‰Â‰È†‰ÓÂ˜†‰˙ÚÂ Í˙ÁÂÓÏ†‰Â‰È†‰ÓÂ˜

ÍÊÚ†ÔÂ¯‡Â†‰˙‡ ÍÊÚ†ÔÂ¯‡Â†‰˙‡

‰ÚÂ˘˙†Â˘·ÏÈ†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†‰Â‰È†ÍÈ‰Î ˜„ˆ†Â˘·ÏÈ†ÍÈ‰Î
·ÂË·†ÂÁÓ˘È†ÍÈ„ÈÒÁÂ Â¯È†ÍÈ„ÈÒÁÂ

ÍÁÈ˘Ó†ÈÙ†·˘˙†Ï‡†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†‰Â‰È Í„·Ú†„Â„†¯Â·Ú·
Í„·Ú†„ÈÂ„†È„ÒÁÏ†‰¯ÎÊ ÍÁÈ˘Ó†ÈÙ†·˘˙†Ï‡

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 Â„·Ú†Ï‡¯˘È†Ú¯Ê Â„·Ú†Ì‰¯·‡†Ú¯Ê

15a Â˙È¯·†ÌÏÂÚÏ†Â¯ÎÊ Â˙È¯·†ÌÏÂÚÏ†¯ÎÊ

19a ¯ÙÒÓ†È˙Ó†ÌÎ˙ÂÈ‰· ¯ÙÒÓ†È˙Ó†Ì˙ÂÈ‰·

21a Ì˜˘ÚÏ†˘È‡Ï†ÁÈ‰†‡Ï Ì˜˘ÚÏ†Ì„‡†ÁÈ‰†‡Ï

22b ÂÚ¯˙†Ï‡†È‡È··Â ÂÚ¯˙†Ï‡†È‡È·ÏÂ

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
ı¯‡‰†ÏÎ†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â¯È˘ ˘„Á†¯È˘†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â¯È˘

ı¯‡‰†ÏÎ†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â¯È˘

ÂÓ˘†ÂÎ¯·†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â¯È˘
Â˙ÚÂ˘È†ÌÂÈ†Ï‡†ÌÂÈÓ†Â¯˘· Â˙ÚÂ˘È†ÌÂÈÏ†ÌÂÈÓ†Â¯˘·

Â„Â·Î†˙‡†ÌÈÂ‚·†Â¯ÙÒ Â„Â·Î†ÌÈÂ‚·†Â¯ÙÒ
ÂÈ˙‡ÏÙ†ÌÈÓÚ‰†ÏÎ· ÂÈ˙Â‡ÏÙ†ÌÈÓÚ‰†ÏÎ·

„‡Ó†ÏÏ‰ÓÂ†‰Â‰È†ÏÂ„‚†ÈÎ „‡Ó†ÏÏ‰ÓÂ†‰Â‰È†ÏÂ„‚†ÈÎ
ÌÈ‰Ï‡†ÏÎ†ÏÚ†‡Â‰†‰¯ÂÂ ÌÈ‰Ï‡†ÏÎ†ÏÚ†‡Â‰†‡¯Â

ÌÈÏÈÏ‡†ÌÈÓÚ‰†È‰Ï‡†ÏÎ†ÈÎ ÌÈÏÈÏ‡†ÌÈÓÚ‰†È‰Ï‡†ÏÎ†ÈÎ
‰˘Ú†ÌÈÓ˘†‰Â‰ÈÂ ‰˘Ú†ÌÈÓ˘†‰Â‰ÈÂ

ÂÈÙÏ†¯„‰Â†„Â‰ ÂÈÙÏ†¯„‰Â†„Â‰
ÂÓ˜Ó·†‰Â„ÁÂ†ÊÚ Â˘„˜Ó·†˙¯‡Ù˙Â†ÊÚ
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ÌÈÓÚ†˙ÂÁÙ˘Ó†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â·‰ ÌÈÓÚ†˙ÂÁÙ˘Ó†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â·‰
ÊÚÂ†„Â·Î†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â·‰ ÊÚÂ†„Â·Î†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â·‰

ÂÓ˘†„Â·Î†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â·‰ ÂÓ˘†„Â·Î†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â·‰
ÂÈÙÏ†Â‡·Â†‰ÁÓ†Â‡˘ ÂÈ˙Â¯ˆÁÏ†Â‡·Â†‰ÁÓ†Â‡˘

˘„˜†˙¯„‰·†‰Â‰ÈÏ†ÂÂÁ˙˘‰ ˘„˜†˙¯„‰·†‰Â‰ÈÏ†ÂÂÁ˙˘‰
ı¯‡‰†ÏÎ†ÂÈÙÏÓ†ÂÏÈÁ ı¯‡‰†ÏÎ†ÂÈÙÓ†ÂÏÈÁ

ËÂÓ˙†Ï·†Ï·˙†ÔÂÎ˙†Û‡ ÍÏÓ†‰Â‰È†ÌÈÂ‚·†Â¯Ó‡
ı¯‡‰†Ï‚˙Â†ÌÈÓ˘‰†ÂÁÓ˘È ËÂÓ˙†Ï·†Ï·˙†ÔÂÎ˙†Û‡

ÍÏÓ†‰Â‰È†ÌÈÂ‚·†Â¯Ó‡ÈÂ ÌÈ¯˘ÈÓ·†ÌÈÓÚ†ÔÈ„È

Â‡ÂÏÓÂ†ÌÈ‰†ÌÚ¯È ı¯‡‰†Ï‚˙Â†ÌÈÓ˘‰†ÂÁÓ˘È
Â·†¯˘‡†ÏÎÂ†‰„˘‰†ıÏÚÈ Â‡ÏÓÂ†ÌÈ‰†ÌÚ¯È

Â·†¯˘‡†ÏÎÂ†È„˘†ÊÏÚÈ
¯ÚÈ‰†ÈˆÚ†Â¯È†Ê‡ ¯ÚÈ†ÈˆÚ†ÏÎ†Â¯È†Ê‡

‡·†ÈÎ†‰Â‰È†ÈÙÏÓ ‡·†ÈÎ†‰Â‰È†ÈÙÏ
ı¯‡‰†˙‡†ËÙ˘Ï ı¯‡‰†ËÙ˘Ï†‡·†ÈÎ

˜„ˆ·†Ï·˙†ËÙ˘È
Â˙ÂÓ‡·†ÌÈÓÚÂ

1 Chronicles 16:34-36 Psalm 106:1, 47-48
·ÂË†ÈÎ†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â„Â‰ ·ÂË†ÈÎ†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â„Â‰

Â„ÒÁ†ÌÏÂÚÏ†ÈÎ Â„ÒÁ†ÌÏÂÚÏ†ÈÎ

ÂÚ˘È†È‰Ï‡†ÂÚÈ˘Â‰†Â¯Ó‡Â ÂÈ‰Ï‡†‰Â‰È†ÂÚÈ˘Â‰
ÌÈÂ‚‰†ÔÓ†ÂÏÈˆ‰Â†Âˆ·˜Â ÌÈÂ‚‰†ÔÓ†Âˆ·˜Â

Í˘„˜†Ì˘Ï†˙Â„‰Ï Í˘„˜†Ì˘Ï†˙Â„Â‰Ï
Í˙Ï‰˙·†Á·˙˘‰Ï Í˙Ï‰˙·†Á·˙˘‰Ï

Ï‡¯˘È†È‰Ï‡†‰Â‰È†ÍÂ¯· Ï‡¯˘È†È‰Ï‡†‰Â‰È†ÍÂ¯·
ÌÏÚ‰†„ÚÂ†ÌÏÂÚ‰†ÔÓ ÌÏÂÚ‰†„ÚÂ†ÌÏÂÚ‰†ÔÓ

‰Â‰ÈÏ†ÏÏ‰Â†ÔÓ‡†ÌÚ‰†ÏÎ†Â¯Ó‡ÈÂ ÔÓ‡†ÌÚ‰†ÏÎ†¯Ó‡Â

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 115:4-11 Psalm 135:15-20

·‰ÊÂ†ÙÒÎ†Ì‰È·ˆÚ ·‰ÊÂ†ÛÒÎ†ÌÈÂ‚‰†È·ˆÚ
Ì„‡†È„È†‰˘ÚÓ Ì„‡†È„È†‰˘ÚÓ

Â¯·„È†‡ÏÂ†Ì‰Ï†‰Ù Â¯·„È†‡ÏÂ†Ì‰Ï†‰Ù
Â‡¯È†‡ÏÂ†Ì‰Ï†ÌÈÈÚ Â‡¯È†‡ÏÂ†Ì‰Ï†ÌÈÈÚ
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ÂÚÓ˘È†‡ÏÂ†Ì‰Ï†ÌÈÊ‡ ÂÈÊ‡È†‡ÏÂ†Ì‰Ï†ÌÈÊ‡
ÔÂÁÈ¯È†‡ÏÂ†Ì‰Ï†Û‡ Ì‰ÈÙ·†ÁÂ¯†˘È†ÔÈ‡†Û‡

ÔÂ˘ÈÓÈ†‡ÏÂ†Ì‰È„È
ÂÎÏ‰È†‡ÏÂ†Ì‰ÈÏ‚¯

ÌÂ¯‚·†Â‚‰È†‡Ï

Ì‰È˘Ú†ÂÈ‰È†Ì‰ÂÓÎ† Ì‰È˘Ú†ÂÈ‰È†Ì‰ÂÓÎ
Ì‰·†ÁË·†¯˘‡†ÏÎ Ì‰·†ÁË·†¯˘‡†ÏÎ

‰Â‰È·†ÁË·†Ï‡¯˘È ‰Â‰È†˙‡†ÂÎ¯·†Ï‡¯˘È†˙È·
‡Â‰†Ì‚ÓÂ†Ì¯ÊÚ

†‰Â‰È·†ÂÁË·†Ô¯‰‡†˙È· ‰Â‰È†˙‡†ÂÎ¯·†Ô¯‰‡†˙È·
‡Â‰†Ì‚ÓÂ†Ì¯ÊÚ ‰Â‰È†˙‡†ÂÎ¯·†ÈÂÏ‰†˙È·

‰Â‰È·†ÂÁË·†‰Â‰È†È‡¯È ‰Â‰È†˙‡†ÂÎ¯·†‰Â‰È†È‡¯È
‡Â‰†Ì‚ÓÂ†Ì¯ÊÚ

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 Û‡ should be parallel to ÌÈÊ‡ 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
ÍÓÚ†ÈÙÏ†Í˙‡ˆ·†ÌÈ‰Ï‡ ¯ÈÚ˘Ó†Í˙‡ˆ·†‰Â‰È†

ÔÂÓÈ˘È·†Í„Úˆ· ÌÂ„‡†‰„˘Ó†Í„Úˆ·

‰˘Ú¯†ı¯‡ ‰˘Ú¯†ı¯‡
ÂÙË†ÌÈÓ˘†Û‡ ÂÙË†ÌÈÓ˘†Ì‚

ÌÈÓ†ÂÙË†ÌÈ·Ú†Ì‚

ÌÈ‰Ï‡†ÈÙÓ ‰Â‰È†ÈÙÓ†ÂÏÊ†ÌÈ¯‰
Ï‡¯˘È†È‰Ï‡†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†ÈÙÓ†ÈÈÒ†‰Ê Ï‡¯˘È†È‰Ï‡†‰Â‰È†ÈÙÓ†ÈÈÒ†‰Ê

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 È˜ÊÁ†‰Â‰È†ÍÓÁ¯‡

3a ÈËÏÙÓÂ†È˙„ÂˆÓÂ†ÈÚÏÒ†‰Â‰È (2) ÈÏ†ÈËÏÙÓÂ†È˙„ˆÓÂ†ÈÚÏÒ††‰Â‰È
3b Â·†‰ÒÁ‡†È¯Âˆ†ÈÏ‡ (3a) Â·†‰ÒÁ‡†È¯Âˆ†È‰Ï‡

3c È·‚˘Ó†ÈÚ˘È Ô¯˜Â†È‚Ó (3b)  È·‚˘Ó†ÈÚ˘È†Ô¯˜Â†È‚Ó
(3c) ÈÚ˘˙†ÒÓÁÓ†ÈÚ˘Ó†ÈÒÂÓÂ

4a ‰Â‰È†‡¯˜‡†ÏÏ‰Ó ‰Â‰È†‡¯˜‡†ÏÏ‰Ó
4b Ú˘Â‡†È·È‡†ÔÓÂ Ú˘Â‡†È·È‡ÓÂ

5a ˙ÂÓ†ÈÏ·Á†ÈÂÙÙ‡ ˙ÂÓ†È¯·˘Ó†ÈÙÙ‡†ÈÎ
5b ÈÂ˙Ú·È†ÏÚÈÏ·†ÈÏÁÂ È˙Ú·È†ÏÚÈÏ·†ÈÏÁ

6a ÈÂ··Ò†ÏÂ‡˘†ÈÏ·Á È·Ò†ÏÂ‡˘†ÈÏ·Á
6b ˙ÂÓ†È˘˜ÂÓ†ÈÂÓ„˜ ˙ÂÓ†È˘˜Ó†ÈÓ„˜
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7a ‰Â‰È††‡¯˜‡†ÈÏ†¯ˆ· ‰Â‰È††‡¯˜‡†ÈÏ†¯ˆ·
7b ÚÂ˘‡†È‰Ï‡†Ï‡Â ‡¯˜‡†È‰Ï‡†Ï‡Â

7c ÈÏÂ˜†ÂÏÎÈ‰Ó†ÚÓ˘È ÈÏÂ˜†ÂÏÎÈ‰Ó†ÚÓ˘ÈÂ
7d ÂÈÊ‡·†‡Â·˙†ÂÈÙÏ†È˙ÚÂ˘Â ÂÈÊ‡·†È˙ÚÂ˘Â†

8a ı¯‡‰†˘Ú¯˙Â†˘Ú‚˙Â ı¯‡‰†˘Ú¯˙Â†˘Ú‚˙Â
8b ÂÊ‚¯È†ÌÈ¯‰†È„ÒÂÓÂ ÂÊ‚¯È†ÌÈÓ˘‰†˙Â„ÒÂÓ
8c ÂÏ†‰¯Á†ÈÎ†Â˘Ú‚˙ÈÂ ÂÏ†‰¯Á†ÈÎ†Â˘Ú‚˙ÈÂ

11a ÛÚÈÂ†·Â¯Î†ÏÚ†·Î¯ÈÂ ÛÚÈÂ†·Â¯Î†ÏÚ†·Î¯ÈÂ
11b ÁÂ¯†ÈÙÎ†ÏÚ†‡„ÈÂ ÁÂ¯†ÈÙÎ†ÏÚ†‡¯ÈÂ

12a Â˙ÎÒ†ÂÈ˙Â·È·Ò†Â¯˙Ò†Í˘Á†˙˘È ˙ÂÎÒ†ÂÈ˙·È·Ò†Í˘Á†˙˘ÈÂ
12b ÌÈ˜Á˘†È·Ú†ÌÈÓ†˙Î˘Á ÌÈ˜Á˘†È·Ú†ÌÈÓ†˙¯˘Á

13a Â¯·Ú†ÂÈ·Ú†Â„‚†‰‚Ó Â¯Ú·†Â„‚†‰‚Ó
13b ˘‡†ÈÏÁ‚Â†„¯· ˘‡†ÈÏÁ‚

14a ‰Â‰È†ÌÈÓ˘·†ÌÚ¯ÈÂ ‰Â‰È†ÌÈÓ˘†ÔÓ Ì˘¯È
14b ÂÏ˜†Ô˙È†ÔÂÈÏÚÂ ÂÏÂ˜†Ô˙È†ÔÂÈÏÚÂ
14c ˘‡†ÈÏÁ‚Â†„¯·

15a ÌˆÈÙÈÂ†ÂÈˆÁ†ÁÏ˘ÈÂ ÌˆÈÙÈÂ†ÌÈˆÁ†ÁÏ˘ÈÂ
15b ÌÓ‰ÈÂ†·¯†ÌÈ˜¯·Â ÌÓ‰ÈÂ†˜¯·

16a ÌÈÓ†È˜ÈÙ‡†Â‡¯ÈÂ ÌÈÓ†È˜Ù‡†Â‡¯ÈÂ
16b Ï·˙†˙Â„ÒÂÓ†ÂÏ‚ÈÂ Ï·˙†˙Â„ÒÓ†ÂÏ‚È

16c ‰Â‰È†Í˙¯Ú‚Ó ‰Â‰È†˙¯Ú‚·
16d ÍÙ‡†ÁÂ¯†˙Ó˘Ó ÂÙ‡†ÁÂ¯†˙Ó˘Ó

19a È„È‡†ÌÂÈ·†ÈÂÓ„˜È È„È‡†ÌÂÈ·†ÈÓ„˜Â
19b ÈÏ†ÔÚ˘ÓÏ†‰Â‰È†È‰ÈÂ ÈÏ†ÔÚ˘Ó†‰Â‰È†È‰ÈÂ

20a ·Á¯ÓÏ†È‡ÈˆÂÈÂ È˙‡†·Á¯ÓÏ†‡ˆÈÂ
20b È·†ıÙÁ†ÈÎ†ÈˆÏÁÈ È·†ıÙÁ†ÈÎ†ÈˆÏÁÈ

21a È˜„ˆÎ†‰Â‰È†ÈÏÓ‚È È˙˜„ˆÎ†‰Â‰È†ÈÏÓ‚È
21b ÈÏ†·È˘È†È„È†¯·Î ÈÏ†·È˘È†È„È†¯·Î

23a È„‚Ï†ÂÈËÙ˘Ó†ÏÎ†ÈÎ È„‚Ï†ÂËÙ˘Ó†ÏÎ†ÈÎ
23b ÈÓ†¯ÈÒ‡†‡Ï†ÂÈ˙˜ÁÂ ‰ÓÓ†¯ÂÒ‡†‡Ï†ÂÈ˙˜ÁÂ

24a ÂÓÚ†ÌÈÓ˙†È‰‡Â ÂÏ†ÌÈÓ˙†‰È‰‡Â
24b ÈÂÚÓ†¯Ó˙˘‡Â ÈÂÚÓ†‰¯Ó˙˘‡Â

25a È˜„ˆÎ†ÈÏ†‰Â‰È†·˘ÈÂ È˙˜„ˆÎ†ÈÏ†‰Â‰È†·˘ÈÂ
25b ÂÈÈÚ†„‚Ï†È„È†¯·Î ÂÈÈÚ†„‚Ï†È¯·Î

27a ¯¯·˙˙†¯·†ÌÚ ¯·˙˙†¯·†ÌÚ
27b Ï˙Ù˙˙†˘˜Ú†ÌÚÂ ÏÙ˙˙†˘˜Ú†ÌÚÂ

28a ÚÈ˘Â˙†ÈÚ†ÌÚ†‰˙‡†ÈÎ ÚÈ˘Â˙†ÈÚ†ÌÚ†˙‡Â
28b ÏÈÙ˘˙†˙ÂÓ¯†ÌÈÈÚÂ ÏÈÙ˘˙†ÌÈÓ¯†ÏÚ†ÍÈÈÚÂ

29a ‰Â‰È†È¯†¯È‡˙†‰˙‡†ÈÎ ‰Â‰È†È¯È†‰˙‡†ÈÎ
29b ÈÎ˘Á†‰È‚È†È‰Ï‡ ÈÎ˘Á†‰È‚È†‰Â‰ÈÂ

30a „Â„‚†ı¯‡†Í·†ÈÎ „Â„‚†ıÂ¯‡†‰Î·†ÈÎ
30b ¯Â˘†‚Ï„‡†È‰Ï‡·Â ¯Â˘†‚Ï„‡†È‰Ï‡·

32a ‰Â‰È†È„ÚÏ·Ó†‰ÂÏ‡†ÈÓ†ÈÎ ‰Â‰È†È„ÚÏ·Ó†Ï‡†ÈÓ†ÈÎ
32b ÂÈ‰Ï‡†È˙ÏÂÊ†¯Âˆ†ÈÓÂ ÂÈ‰Ï‡†È„ÚÏ·Ó†¯Âˆ†ÈÓÂ

33a ÏÈÁ†È¯Ê‡Ó‰†Ï‡‰ ÏÈÁ†ÈÊÂÚÓ†Ï‡‰
33b ÈÎ¯„†ÌÈÓ˙†Ô˙ÈÂ ÂÎ¯„†ÌÈÓ˙†¯˙ÈÂ

34a ˙ÂÏÈ‡Î†ÈÏ‚¯†‰Â˘Ó ˙ÂÏÈ‡Î†ÂÈÏ‚¯†‰Â˘Ó
34b È„ÈÓÚÈ†È˙Ó·†ÏÚÂ È„ÓÚÈ†È˙ÂÓ·†ÏÚÂ
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36a ÍÚ˘È†Ô‚Ó†ÈÏ†Ô˙˙Â ÍÚ˘È†Ô‚Ó†ÈÏ†Ô˙˙Â
36b È„ÚÒ˙†ÍÈÓÈÂ È·¯˙†Í˙ÂÚÂ
36c È·¯˙†Í˙ÂÚÂ

37a È˙Á˙†È„Úˆ†·ÈÁ¯˙ È˙Á˙†È„Úˆ†·ÈÁ¯˙
37b ÈÏÒ¯˜†Â„ÚÓ†‡ÏÂ ÈÏÒ¯˜†Â„ÚÓ†‡ÏÂ

38a Ì‚È˘‡Â†È·È‡Â†ÛÂ„¯‡ Ì„ÈÓ˘‡Â†È·È‡†‰Ù„¯‡
38b Ì˙ÂÏÎ†„Ú†·Â˘‡†‡ÏÂ Ì˙ÂÏÎ†„Ú†·Â˘‡†‡ÏÂ

39a ÌÂ˜†ÂÏÎÈ†‡ÏÂ†ÌˆÁÓ‡ ÔÂÓÂ˜È†‡ÏÂ†ÌˆÁÓ‡Â†ÌÏÎ‡Â
39b ÈÏ‚¯†˙Á˙†ÂÏÙÈ ÈÏ‚¯†˙Á˙†ÂÏÙÈÂ

40a ‰ÓÁÏÓÏ†ÏÈÁ†È¯Ê‡˙Â ‰ÓÁÏÓÏ†ÏÈÁ†È¯Ê˙Â
40b È˙Á˙†ÈÓ˜†ÚÈ¯Î˙ È˙Á˙†ÈÓ˜†ÚÈ¯Î˙

41a Û¯Ú†ÈÏ†‰˙˙†È·È‡Â Û¯Ú†ÈÏ†‰˙˙†È·È‡Â
41b Ì˙ÈÓˆ‡†È‡˘ÓÂ Ì˙ÈÓˆ‡Â†È‡˘Ó

43a ÁÂ¯†ÈÙ†ÏÚ†¯ÙÚÎ†Ì˜Á˘‡Â ı¯‡†¯ÙÚÎ†Ì˜Á˘‡Â
43b ÌÎÈ¯‡†˙ÂˆÂÁ†ËÈËÎ ÌÚ˜¯‡†Ì˜„‡†˙ÂˆÂÁ†ËÈËÎ

44a ÌÚ†È·È¯Ó†ÈËÏÙ˙ ÌÚ†È·È¯Ó†ÈËÏÙ˙Â

44b ÌÈÂ‚†˘‡¯Ï†ÈÓÈ˘˙ ÌÈÂ‚†˘‡¯Ï†È¯Ó˘˙
44c ÈÂ„·ÚÈ†È˙Ú„È†‡Ï†ÌÚ È„·ÚÈ†È˙Ú„È†‡Ï†ÌÚ

45a ÈÏ†ÂÚÓ˘È†ÔÊ‡†ÚÓ˘Ï ÈÏ†Â˘ÁÎ˙È†¯Î†È·
45b ÈÏ†Â˘ÁÎÈ†¯Î†È· ÈÏ†ÂÚÓ˘È†ÔÊ‡†ÚÂÓ˘Ï

46a ÂÏ·È†¯Î†È· ÂÏ·È†¯Î†È·
46b Ì‰È˙Â¯‚ÒÓÓ†Â‚¯ÁÈÂ Ì˙Â¯‚ÒÓÓ†Â¯‚ÁÈÂ

47a È¯Âˆ†ÍÂ¯·Â†‰Â‰È†ÈÁ È¯Âˆ†ÍÂ¯·Â†‰Â‰È†ÈÁ
47b ÈÚ˘È†È‰ÂÏ‡ ÌÂ¯ÈÂ ÈÚ˘È†¯Âˆ†È‰ÂÏ‡ Ì¯ÈÂ

48a ÈÏ†˙ÂÓ˜†Ô˙Â‰†Ï‡‰ ÈÏ†˙Ó˜†Ô˙‰†Ï‡‰
48b È˙Á˙†ÌÈÓÚ†¯·„ÈÂ È˙Á˙†ÌÈÓÚ†„È¯ÓÂ

49a È·È‡Ó†ÈËÏÙÓ ÈÓÓÂ¯˙†ÈÓ˜ÓÂ†È·È‡Ó†È‡ÈˆÂÓÂ
49b ÈÓÓÂ¯˙†ÈÓ˜†ÔÓ†Û‡ ÈÏÈˆ˙†ÌÈÒÓÁ†˘È‡Ó

50a ‰Â‰È†ÌÈÂ‚·†Í„Â‡†ÔÎ†ÏÚ ÌÈÂ‚·†‰Â‰È†Í„Â‡†ÔÎ†ÏÚ
50b ‰¯ÓÊ‡†ÍÓ˘ÏÂ ¯ÓÊ‡†ÍÓ˘ÏÂ

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

‰ÙÈ†Í‰†È˙ÈÚ¯†‰ÙÈ†Í‰ È„‚Ó†ÍÈÈÚ†È·Ò‰
Í˙ÓˆÏ†„Ú·Ó†ÌÈÂÈ†ÍÈÈÚ È·È‰¯‰†Ì‰˘

ÌÈÊÚ‰†¯„ÚÎ†Í¯Ú˘ ÌÈÊÚ‰†¯„ÚÎ†Í¯Ú˘
„ÚÏ‚†¯‰Ó†Â˘Ï‚˘ „ÚÏ‚‰†ÔÓ†Â˘Ï‚˘

˙Â·Âˆ˜‰†¯„ÚÎ†ÍÈ˘ †ÌÈÏÁ¯‰†¯„ÚÎ†ÍÈ˘
‰ˆÁ¯‰†ÔÓ†ÂÏÚ˘ ‰ˆÁ¯‰†ÔÓ†ÂÏÚ˘
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˙ÂÓÈ‡˙Ó†ÌÏÎ˘ ˙ÂÓÈ‡˙Ó†ÌÏÎ˘
Ì‰·†ÔÈ‡†‰ÏÎ˘Â Ì‰·†ÔÈ‡†‰ÏÎ˘Â

ÍÈ˙ÁÂ˙Ù˘†È˘‰†ËÂÁÎ
‰Â‡†ÍÈ¯·„ÓÂ

Í˙˜¯†ÔÂÓ¯‰†ÁÏÙÎ
Í˙ÓˆÏ†„Ú·Ó

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.108 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.

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

The other texts, e.g. Psalm 18 = 2 Samuel 22, the Jeremianic texts, etc., provide strong indications



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:

‰¯Â·‚†˙ÂÚ†ÏÂ˜†ÔÈ‡
‰˘ÂÏÁ†˙ÂÚ†ÏÂ˜†ÔÈ‡Â
ÚÓ˘†ÈÎ‡†˙ÂÚ†ÏÂ˜

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:

‰·˙†ÔÂ·˘Á†Â‡·27b

ÔÂÁÈÒ†¯ÈÚ†ÔÂÎ˙Âc

ÔÂ·˘ÁÓ†‰‡ˆÈ†˘‡†ÈÎ28a

ÔÁÈÒ†˙È¯˜Ó†‰·‰Ïb

·‡ÂÓ†¯Ú†‰Ï·‡c

Ô¯‡†˙ÂÓ·†ÈÏÚ·d

·‡ÂÓ†ÍÏ†ÈÂ‡29a

˘ÂÓÎ†ÌÚ†˙„·‡b

ÌËÈÏÙ†ÂÈ·†Ô˙c

ÔÂÁÈÒ†È¯Ó‡†ÍÏÓÏ†˙È·˘·†ÂÈ˙·Âd

„·‡†Ì¯ÈÂ30a

Ô·È„†„Ú†ÔÂ·˘Áb
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ÁÙ†„Ú†ÌÈ˘Âc

‡·„ÈÓ†„Ú†¯˘‡d

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.109 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 3+3
2+3

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

count but include ÍÏ, „Ú, and ÈÂ‡, it is possible to find a handsome pattern:
3+3 3+5
3+3 2+3
3+3 3+3
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.”110

Among the Psalms, Psalm 136 shows the closest approximation to a regular feature, in that every

109 See chapter 7 for more details of these statistics.
110 We would expect some substitution for the first line.

half-line is followed by an invariable refrain, and 16 of the 26 half-lines are composed of three terms



96

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.111

Â„·Ï†˙ÂÏ„‚†˙Â‡ÏÙ†‰˘ÚÏ4a

‰ÏÈÏ·†˙ÂÏ˘ÓÓÏ†ÌÈÎÎÂÎÂ†Á¯È‰†˙‡9a

‰ÈÂË†ÚÂ¯Ê·Â†‰˜ÊÁ†„È·12a

ÌÈ¯Ê‚Ï†ÛÂÒ†ÌÈ†¯Ê‚Ï13a

ÛÂÒ†ÌÈ·†ÂÏÈÁÂ†‰Ú¯Ù†¯ÚÂ15a

ÂÈ¯ˆÓ†Â˜¯ÙÈÂ24a

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: 5+3

4: 4+4+4 16: 5+4
5: 3+3+3 17: 4+4
6: 4+4+4 18: 3+4
7: 5+4 19: 4+3
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+3 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

111 Israel 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.

˙ÂÏ„‚†˙Â‡ÏÙ†‰˘ÚÏ
Â„·Ï

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.

13: 3+3 25: 3+3
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14: 3+3 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 ̄ ˘‡  for ¯Ó‡, and locating ¯˘‡ among the “insignificant” words.
The cost of obtaining this pattern is, however, very high. The following terms must be considered

to be insignifant:

‰· ÈÎ Â‡ ÈÙÏ
Ï‡®Â© ‡Ï Ì˘®Â© ÈÏ

‡Â‰®‰© Ê‡ ‰ÓÏ
‰‰ ÌÚ ¯˘‡

A fair amount of inconsistency must also be involved in the count. Thus, in 7b either Ï‡ or Â· must

be given a count; in 19a, ‡Â‰ or Ì˘ must be counted;†in 11a, ‰ÓÏ or ‡Ï must be counted; in 22a, ÈÏ‡
(synonymous with Ï‡) must receive a count; in 26a, ‡ÏÂ or ‡Ï 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 Â‰¯ÙÁÈÂ or

ÌÈÂÓËÓÓ.
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

ÒÂ·‡----------------------------------------------------------3 manger

Ï·‡-----------------------------------------------------------8 wing

Ï·‡-----------------------------------------------------------3 dry up

ÔÂÓ‚‡---------------------------------------------------------rush 5

¯‚‡------------------------------------------------------------3 gather

‰¯„‡†††¯„‡-------------------------------------------------7 powerful

ÌÈÏ‰‡†††˙ÂÏ‰‡---------------------------------------------4 aloewood

„Â‡------------------------------------------------------------3 log

˙ÏÂ‡†††ÈÏÂ‡†††ÏÈÂ‡----------------------------------------5a foolish

ÔÂ‡------------------------------------------------------------80 wickedness

ÌÈÈ‡-----------------------------------------------------------3 demons

„È‡------------------------------------------------------------24 disaster

‰ÏÈ‡----------------------------------------------------------11 doe

ÔÂ˘È‡---------------------------------------------------------5 pupil

˙ÂÈ¯ÊÎ‡†††È¯ÊÎ‡†††¯ÊÎ‡----------------------------------13 cruel

ÛÎ‡-----------------------------------------------------------2 press

ÁÏ‡-----------------------------------------------------------3 corrupt

ÏÈÏ‡----------------------------------------------------------18 god

ÈÏÏ‡----------------------------------------------------------2 alas

ÛÂÏ‡†††ÛÏ‡-------------------------------------------------13 familiar

ÏÓ‡-----------------------------------------------------------16 wither

‰¯Ó‡---------------------------------------------------------37 word

‰È‡˙†††‰È‡†††‰‡---------------------------------------8 mourn

˘Â‡----------------------------------------------------------8 incurable
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ÌÒ‡-----------------------------------------------------------res2 sto

˜ÈÙ‡----------------------------------------------------------eam-bed18 str

ÏÙ‡-----------------------------------------------------------10 darkness

ı¯‡†ÈÒÙ‡----------------------------------------------------14 ends of the earth

‰ÚÙ‡---------------------------------------------------------3 snake

ÛÙ‡-----------------------------------------------------------5 surround

‰¯‡-----------------------------------------------------------2 pluck

Á¯‡-----------------------------------------------------------56 path

ÌÈÓÈ†Í¯‡----------------------------------------------------9 long life

·˘‡---------------------------------------------------------2 window

‰Ù˘‡---------------------------------------------------------6 quiver

˙Ù˘‡---------------------------------------------------------3 ashpit

¯˘‡-----------------------------------------------------------7 go straight; reprove

¯˘‡-----------------------------------------------------------10 step

‰˙‡-----------------------------------------------------------21 come

„·-------------------------------------------------------------6 boasting

Â‰·------------------------------------------------------------3 emptiness

‰Ï‰·----------------------------------------------------------4 terror

ÒÂ·Ó†††ÒÂ·--------------------------------------------------15 tread

‰ÊÂ·-----------------------------------------------------------4 shame

Ï·-------------------------------------------------------------67 (negative)

‚Ï·------------------------------------------------------------4 brighten

‰‰Ï·----------------------------------------------------------10 terror

ÏÈÏ·----------------------------------------------------------3 mash

ÚÏ·-----------------------------------------------------------7 confuse

˜Ï·-----------------------------------------------------------2 devastate

˙ÂÚ·----------------------------------------------------------2 terrors

¯Ú·-----------------------------------------------------------12 stupid

Úˆ·-----------------------------------------------------------17 cut

˜˜·-----------------------------------------------------------7 devastate

ÔÂÈ‡‚†††˙Â‡‚†††ÔÂ‡‚†††‰Â‡‚†††‰‡‚†††‡‚---------------89 high

È·‚†‰·‚------------------------------------------------------4 swarm

Ú·‚-----------------------------------------------------------2 ditch

‰‰‚------------------------------------------------------------2 heal

„Â‚------------------------------------------------------------3 raid

¯Â‚------------------------------------------------------------4 attack

¯Â‚------------------------------------------------------------9 lion

ÌÊ‚------------------------------------------------------------3 caterpillar

ÚÊ‚------------------------------------------------------------3 stump

ÏÁ‚------------------------------------------------------------18 charcoal

‰ÏÈ‚†††ÏÈ‚---------------------------------------------------54 rejoice

Ï‚-------------------------------------------------------------16 waves

Ï‚Ï‚----------------------------------------------------------12 wheel

„ÂÓÏ‚---------------------------------------------------------4 sterile

‰Ú‚------------------------------------------------------------11 loathe

‰¯Ú‚----------------------------------------------------------15 rebuke

˘Ú‚-----------------------------------------------------------10 shake

ÔÂ¯‚-----------------------------------------------------------8 throat

Ì¯‚------------------------------------------------------------3 gnaw

Ì¯‚------------------------------------------------------------6 bone

Ò¯‚------------------------------------------------------------2 crush
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ÔÂ·‡„†††‰·‡„†††·‡„--------------------------------------5 despair

¯·„-----------------------------------------------------------3 thorn

¯·„-----------------------------------------------------------2 pasture

‰¯·„----------------------------------------------------------5 cause

„„-------------------------------------------------------------4 breast

‰¯‰„†††¯‰„--------------------------------------------------2 dart

˙„„È†††„È„È†††„Â„------------------------------------------48 love

‚Â„-----------------------------------------------------------4 wax

‰¯Â„Ó†††¯Â„-------------------------------------------------3 stack

‰Á„Ó†††ÈÁ„†††‰Á„-----------------------------------------7 push

‚Ï„------------------------------------------------------------5 ascend

ÈÏ„------------------------------------------------------------2 bucket

˙ÈÏ„----------------------------------------------------------8 foliage

ÛÏ„-----------------------------------------------------------2 sleepless

ÛÏ„-----------------------------------------------------------3 leak water

‰Ó„-----------------------------------------------------------18 still

‰Ú„†††Ú„-----------------------------------------------------11 knowledge

ÍÚ„-----------------------------------------------------------8 extinguish

¯„¯„----------------------------------------------------------2 thistles

¯Â¯„----------------------------------------------------------2 bird

‡˘„-----------------------------------------------------------16 grass

‡‰-------------------------------------------------------------2 behold

‰‡‰-----------------------------------------------------------9 aha!

‰‚‰------------------------------------------------------------ Also a musical term in Psalms 9, 92.   10 mutter

‰Â‰------------------------------------------------------------3 desire

‰Â‰------------------------------------------------------------16 destruction

ÔÂ‰-------------------------------------------------------------26 wealth; power

„„È‰----------------------------------------------------------7 (interjection)

‰ÎÈÏ‰---------------------------------------------------------6 walk (etc.)

Ï‰‡†††ÏÏ‰---------------------------------------------------flash

˙ÂÓÏ‰Ó†††˙ÂÓÏ‰†††ÌÏ‰----------------------------------11 strike

·‡Ê------------------------------------------------------------7 wolf

Ï·Ê------------------------------------------------------------5 temple

ÂÊ--------------------------------------------------------------17 (functional element)

¯ÂÊ-------------------------------------------------------------6 turn aside

ÏÁÊ------------------------------------------------------------3 creep

‰ÎÊ------------------------------------------------------------8 act rightly; clean

ÏÏÊ------------------------------------------------------------5 lavish

¯ÓÊÓ†††‰¯ÓÊ†††¯ÈÓÊ†††¯ÓÊ--------------------------------Not limited to the content of poetic texts,    110 sing
but always associated with them.

¯ÚÊÓ†††¯ÂÚÊ-------------------------------------------------7 a little (?)

ÌÈ˜Ê-----------------------------------------------------------4 chains

Ì¯Ê------------------------------------------------------------11 storm

Ï·Á-----------------------------------------------------------11 labor

Ï·Á-----------------------------------------------------------13 destroy

˙Ïˆ·Á--------------------------------------------------------2 asphodel

Â‚Á------------------------------------------------------------3 cave (?)

„„Á†††„Á-----------------------------------------------------9 sharp

˜„Á-----------------------------------------------------------2 nightshade

‚ÂÁ------------------------------------------------------------2 horizon

‰ÂÁ------------------------------------------------------------6 inform

ÊÈÊÁ------------------------------------------------------------3 cloud
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¯ËÁ-----------------------------------------------------------2 twig

ÍÁ-------------------------------------------------------------18 palate

‰ÎÁ-----------------------------------------------------------3 fish-hook

‰ÈÏÁ†††ÈÏÁ--------------------------------------------------3 ornament

ÛÏÁ-----------------------------------------------------------2 cut up

ÌÁ-------------------------------------------------------------3 summer

‰ÓÁ-----------------------------------------------------------5 sun

ıÂÓÁ†††ıÓÁ--------------------------------------------------2 oppress

˜ÂÓÁ†††˜ÓÁ-------------------------------------------------3 turn

¯ÓÁ-----------------------------------------------------------2 wine

‰ÒÁÓ†††‰ÂÒÁ†††‰ÒÁ---------------------------------------57 take refuge

„ÈÒÁ----------------------------------------------------------32 loyal person

ÏÈÒÁ----------------------------------------------------------6 insect

ÔÒÁ------------------------------------------------------------6 supply

ÔÒÁ------------------------------------------------------------2 strong

¯ÙÁ-----------------------------------------------------------17 be ashamed

ıˆÁ-----------------------------------------------------------2 pebbles

ıˆÁ-----------------------------------------------------------3 divide

˜˜Á-----------------------------------------------------------8 inscribe

˜˜Á-----------------------------------------------------------5 command

˜˜Á-----------------------------------------------------------4 club

ÏÂ¯Á----------------------------------------------------------3 nettles

ıÂ¯Á----------------------------------------------------------6 gold

ıÂ¯Á----------------------------------------------------------4 threshing instrument

Ì¯Á-----------------------------------------------------------9 dragnet

˜¯Á-----------------------------------------------------------5 grind teeth

¯¯Á-----------------------------------------------------------9 glow

Û˘Á-----------------------------------------------------------5 strip

Û˘Á-----------------------------------------------------------2 draw water

‰˙Á-----------------------------------------------------------3 rake together

‰Ï˙Á†††ÏÂ˙Á†††Ï˙Á---------------------------------------4 wind

ËÈË------------------------------------------------------------13 mud

ÏÙË-----------------------------------------------------------3 smear

Ï·È------------------------------------------------------------18 bring

‰„È------------------------------------------------------------6 throw

‰ÎÈ------------------------------------------------------------8 vex

‰È--------------------------------------------------------------45 Yahweh

¯È‰È-----------------------------------------------------------2 haughty

‰˜ÈÈ†††˜ÂÈ-------------------------------------------------8 a shoot

‰ÏÏÈ†††ÏÏÈ--------------------------------------------------34 howl

˜ÏÈ------------------------------------------------------------9 locust
‰ÏÚÈ†††ÏÚÈ--------------------------------------------------3 goat
‰ÚÙÈ†††ÚÙÈ--------------------------------------------------10 shine

‰Á˜È----------------------------------------------------------2 obedience
ÔÂÓÈ˘È--------------------------------------------------------7 desert

¯È·Î†††¯·Î--------------------------------------------------Also as a proper name in prose   11 great
ÈÎ†††‰ÂÎ------------------------------------------------------3 burn

‰ÓÈÎ----------------------------------------------------------3 Pleiades
·ÂÏÎ----------------------------------------------------------3 basket
ÔÂÈÏÎ----------------------------------------------------------2 annihilation

˙ÂÓÏÎ†††‰ÓÏÎ----------------------------------------------30 insult
‰Î------------------------------------------------------------4 honor
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ÈÚÎ†††ÔÚÎ------------------------------------------------8 tradesman

‰ÒÎ†††‡ÒÎ---------------------------------------------------2 moon

ÁÒÎ-----------------------------------------------------------2 cut off

ÏÈÒÎ----------------------------------------------------------4 Orion

˙ÂÏÈÒÎ†††ÏÈÒÎ†††ÏÒÎ-------------------------------------76 stupid

‰ÏÒÎ†††ÏÒÎ-------------------------------------------------3 confidence

ÛÎ-------------------------------------------------------------2 rock

ÛÙÎ-----------------------------------------------------------5 bow

In Genesis 19:11 and Exodus 7:18 ‰‡Ï 17 tired---------------------------------------------------------- ‰‡Ï
means “be able,” these references are not counted here; it may be that
elsewhere some of the other references also have this other sense.

Ì‡Ï-----------------------------------------------------------34 people

Ë·Ï-----------------------------------------------------------3 ruin

‰‡·Ï†††‡·Ï†††‰‡È·Ï†††‡È·Ï----------------------------14 lion

‰·Ï----------------------------------------------------------3 moon

‰·‰Ï----------------------------------------------------------17 flame

˙ÂÊÏ†††ÊÂÏ----------------------------------------------------6 crooked (etc.)

Ô˙ÈÂÏ----------------------------------------------------------5 serpent (etc.)

ÌÁÏ-----------------------------------------------------------6 eat

˘ÈÏ-----------------------------------------------------------3 lion

ÂÓ˘†ÔÚÓÏ----------------------------------------------------16 “because of his name”

ÚÚÏ-----------------------------------------------------------2 talk

ıÈÏ†††ÔÂˆÏ†††ıÏ---------------------------------------------25 prattle

Á˜Ï-----------------------------------------------------------9 teaching, understanding

Ô˘Ï-----------------------------------------------------------2 slander

ÌÈÊ‡Ó-------------------------------------------------------15 scales

‰¯‡Ó---------------------------------------------------------5 curse

‰ÎÂ·Ó--------------------------------------------------------2 confusion

Ë·Ó-----------------------------------------------------------2 hope

‰Ë·Ó---------------------------------------------------------17 trust

„‚Ó------------------------------------------------------------7 good

‰¯Â‚Ó†††¯Â‚Ó-----------------------------------------------11 horror

Ï‚Ó-----------------------------------------------------------2 sickle

Ô‚Ó------------------------------------------------------------3 give

‰‚Ó†‚Ó----------------------------------------------------5 insolent

¯‚Ó------------------------------------------------------------2 hurl

‰Î¯„Ó--------------------------------------------------------2 path

‰Ù‰Ó--------------------------------------------------------6 overthrow

‰ˆÚÂÓ--------------------------------------------------------7 plan

¯ÂˆÓ----------------------------------------------------------2 ulcer, boil

ÁÈÊÓ†††ÁÊÓ---------------------------------------------------2 belt

‰ÓÊÓ----------------------------------------------------------19 plan

‰¯ÓÊÓ--------------------------------------------------------4 pruning-knife

‡ÁÓ-----------------------------------------------------------3 clap

ÏÂÁÓ----------------------------------------------------------6 dance

ıÁÓ-----------------------------------------------------------15 smash

‰˙ÁÓ---------------------------------------------------------7 ruin

‰˙ÁÓ---------------------------------------------------------4 terror

ÚËÓ-----------------------------------------------------------6 planting-place

ÍÎÓ-----------------------------------------------------------3 lower

‡ÏÎÓ---------------------------------------------------------3 pen

˙¯ÎÓ†††¯ÓÎÓ-----------------------------------------------5 net
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‰ÏÓ-----------------------------------------------------------38 word

‰ˆÈÏÓ--------------------------------------------------------2 saying

ÏÏÓ-----------------------------------------------------------4 wither

‰ÒÂÓ†††ÒÂÓ-----------------------------------------------10 refuge

ÍÒÓ-----------------------------------------------------------6 mix

¯˙ÒÓ---------------------------------------------------------12 hiding

Ï‚ÚÓ----------------------------------------------------------13 track

„ÚÓ-----------------------------------------------------------7 totter

‰ÚÓ----------------------------------------------------------6 answer

„ˆÚÓ---------------------------------------------------------3 billhook

ˆÓ-------------------------------------------------------------9 chaff

‰„ÂˆÓ†††„ÂˆÓ-----------------------------------------------9 net

ÏÂˆ†††‰ÏÂˆÓ-------------------------------------------------13 depth

˜˜Ó†††˜Ó----------------------------------------------------12 decay

‰˘˜Ó---------------------------------------------------------2 cucumber field

ÌÂ¯Ó----------------------------------------------------------53 height

‰Ê¯Ó----------------------------------------------------------2 festival

·Á¯Ó---------------------------------------------------------6 roomy place

˙ÈÚ¯Ó--------------------------------------------------------10 pasture

·‚˘Ó---------------------------------------------------------16 refuge

‰ÎÂÒÓ†††‰ÎÂ˘Ó--------------------------------------------3 hedge

¯·˘Ó---------------------------------------------------------5 waves

‰·Â˘Ó--------------------------------------------------------12 apostasy

Í˘Ó-----------------------------------------------------------2 bag

ÔÚ˘Ó---------------------------------------------------------5 support

ÌÈ˙Ù˘Ó------------------------------------------------------used once   2 saddlebags†ÌÈ˙Ù†Also

˙ÂÚÏ˙Ó------------------------------------------------------4 jaw bones

ÌÈ˜˙ÓÓ†††˜Â˙Ó†††˜˙Ó-----------------------------------23 sweet

‰Â‡†††‰‡--------------------------------------------------12 pretty

¯‡------------------------------------------------------------2 abandon (?)

Ï·------------------------------------------------------------4 treat with contempt

ÚÂ·Ó†††Ú·--------------------------------------------------14 flow

‰‰‚†††‰‚---------------------------------------------------26 shine

‰È‚Ó†††‰È‚----------------------------------------------15 music

‰·È„†††·È„------------------------------------------------25 noble

Û„------------------------------------------------------------9 drive away

È†††È‰†††‰‰-----------------------------------------------10 lament

‰Ó‰†††Ì‰--------------------------------------------------9 growl

¯‰------------------------------------------------------------3 stream

‰¯‰†††¯‰--------------------------------------------------4 shine

·Â------------------------------------------------------------4 thrive

‰Â------------------------------------------------------------26 pasture

‰ÓÂ˙†††‰ÓÂ†††ÌÂ----------------------------------------12 sleep

ÛÂ------------------------------------------------------------2 sprinkle

ÏÊ------------------------------------------------------------15 flow

‰˘ÂÁ†††˘ÂÁ-----------------------------------------------11 bronze

‰¯Á†††¯Á--------------------------------------------------4 snort

˙Á-----------------------------------------------------------7 rest

˙Â˘ÈË-------------------------------------------------------3 shoots

ÛË------------------------------------------------------------17 drip

¯Ë------------------------------------------------------------5 angry

·È------------------------------------------------------------5 fruit
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¯Â------------------------------------------------------------5 till

¯Î------------------------------------------------------------2 misfortune

¯Ó------------------------------------------------------------6 leopard

ÒÒ------------------------------------------------------------3 tremble

ÌÈÓÚÓ†††ÌÈÚ†††ÌÚ-------------------------------------29 pleasant

˙Ù-----------------------------------------------------------5 honey

˜È˜----------------------------------------------------------3 cleft

Û˜------------------------------------------------------------4 strike

·˘-----------------------------------------------------------2 blow

‡È˘----------------------------------------------------------4 fog

Û˘-----------------------------------------------------------2 blow

˜˘-----------------------------------------------------------3 burn

˙˘-----------------------------------------------------------4 dry

‰·È˙†††·È˙-----------------------------------------------26 path

¯˙-----------------------------------------------------------2 natron

Í·Ò-----------------------------------------------------------2 interwoven

„ÂÒ------------------------------------------------------------21 confidence

‰ÙÂÒ----------------------------------------------------------15 storm wind

‚ÈÒ------------------------------------------------------------8 lead oxide

‰¯ÈÒ----------------------------------------------------------5 thorn

‰ÏÒ----------------------------------------------------------- 2 reject

‰ÏÒ-----------------------------------------------------------3 pay

‰ÏÒ-----------------------------------------------------------74 musical term

¯ÓÒ-----------------------------------------------------------3 bristle

ÛÙÒ-----------------------------------------------------------7 slap

‰¯·Ú----------------------------------------------------------74 anger (etc.)

ÌÈ·‚Ú†††‰·‚Ú†††·‚Ú--------------------------------------10 desire

¯Â‚Ú----------------------------------------------------------2 bird

Ì‚‡†††Ì‚Ú---------------------------------------------------2 grieve

„Ú-------------------------------------------------------------4 prey

„Ú-------------------------------------------------------------48 always

‰„Ú-----------------------------------------------------------8 ornament

Ô„Ú------------------------------------------------------------7 delight

‰˙ÂÚ†††˙ÂÚ--------------------------------------------------11 pervert

ËÚ-------------------------------------------------------------4 stylus

‰ÙÈÚ----------------------------------------------------------2 darkness

˘È·ÎÚ--------------------------------------------------------2 spider

˙ÂˆÈÏÚ†††ıÏÚ†††ÒÏÚ†††ÊÈÏÚ†††ÊÏÚ---------------------36 rejoice

ÏÏÚ-----------------------------------------------------------2 insert

¯ÂÓÚ----------------------------------------------------------4 row of grain

˜ÓÚ-----------------------------------------------------------9 be deep

‚ÂÚ˙†††‚Ú-------------------------------------------------17 delight

„Ú------------------------------------------------------------2 bind

ÒÈÒÚ†††ÒÒÚ-------------------------------------------------6 tread

ÌÈÙÚÙÚ------------------------------------------------------10 eyes

·ˆÚ-----------------------------------------------------------4 shape

˙·ˆÚ---------------------------------------------------------5 pain

˙Â˙Ï˜Ú†††Ï˜Ï˜Ú†††Ï˜Ú---------------------------------4 crooked

¯˜Ú-----------------------------------------------------------2 uproot

˙Â˘˜Ú†††˘˜Ú----------------------------------------------18 crooked, falsehood

·¯Ú-----------------------------------------------------------10 please

ıÈ¯Ú----------------------------------------------------------20 tyrant



105

¯Ú¯Ú†††¯¯Ú-------------------------------------------------5 lay bare

˘Ú------------------------------------------------------------4 moth

„˙Ú-----------------------------------------------------------2 ready

‰‡Ù-----------------------------------------------------------5 temples

‰‡Ù-----------------------------------------------------------2 piece

‰¯‡Ù---------------------------------------------------------7 boughs

¯Â¯‡Ù--------------------------------------------------------2 glow

ÁÂÙ------------------------------------------------------------11 produce

‰¯ÂÙ----------------------------------------------------------2 trough

˘¯Ù-----------------------------------------------------------4 paw

ÊÙ--------------------------------------------------------------9 gold

ÌÁÙ-----------------------------------------------------------3 charcoal

˘ÈËÙ---------------------------------------------------------3 forge hammer

„ÈÙ------------------------------------------------------------4 decay

˙ÂÈÙÈÙ--------------------------------------------------------2 double edged

‚ÏÙ-----------------------------------------------------------10 canal

ËÏÙ-----------------------------------------------------------21 escape

ÒÏÙ-----------------------------------------------------------4 level

ÒÏÙ-----------------------------------------------------------4 watch, indicate

˙ÂˆÏÙ†††ıÏÙ------------------------------------------------5 shudder

˘ÏÙ-----------------------------------------------------------5 roll

ÌÈÈÙ--------------------------------------------------------6 corals

ÌÚÙ-----------------------------------------------------------7 step

¯ÚÙ-----------------------------------------------------------4 open wide

ÁˆÙ-----------------------------------------------------------7 shout

ıˆÙ-----------------------------------------------------------3 shatter

¯¯Ù-----------------------------------------------------------4 stir

˜˘Ù-----------------------------------------------------------2 open wide

È˙Ù------------------------------------------------------------19 foolish

Ô˙Ù------------------------------------------------------------6 cobra

ÌÈ‡ˆ‡ˆ------------------------------------------------------11 descendants

ÁÈ¯ˆ†††Á¯ˆ--------------------------------------------------5 cry out

ÛÂˆ------------------------------------------------------------2 honey-comb

ÁÁˆ†††Áˆ-----------------------------------------------------5 bright

Èˆ--------------------------------------------------------------6 demon

ÔÂÈˆ†††‰Èˆ----------------------------------------------------18 desert

¯Èˆ------------------------------------------------------------6 messenger

˙ÂÓÏˆ--------------------------------------------------------18 darkness

ÏˆÏˆ----------------------------------------------------------2 harpoon

‰Óˆ-----------------------------------------------------------3 veil

˙Óˆ-----------------------------------------------------------15 silence

¯Úˆ-----------------------------------------------------------3 insignificant; keeper

ÈÚÙˆ---------------------------------------------------------4 viper

Á¯ˆ-----------------------------------------------------------2 shout

ı·˜-----------------------------------------------------------5 deceive
‰Á„˜†††Á„˜-------------------------------------------------7 burn

‰Â˜------------------------------------------------------------44 wait for
‰Â˜------------------------------------------------------------2 collect
ËÂ˜------------------------------------------------------------7 loathe
¯Â˜------------------------------------------------------------2 dig
ÏË˜-----------------------------------------------------------4 kill
ıÈ˜------------------------------------------------------------13 summer
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ÔÂÏ˜-----------------------------------------------------------18 dishonor

˘ÂÓ˜---------------------------------------------------------3 weeds

‡Ù˜-----------------------------------------------------------4 thicken

¯Èˆ˜----------------------------------------------------------5 branch

Ú¯˜-----------------------------------------------------------5 wink; shape; compress

˙¯˜†˙‡¯˜†¯˜†¯¯˜----------------------------------------12 cold

Ì‡¯-----------------------------------------------------------9 wild ox

ÌÈ·È·¯-------------------------------------------------------6 rain

Ú‚¯------------------------------------------------------------3 agitate

„È„¯----------------------------------------------------------2 clothing

·‰¯-----------------------------------------------------------12 trouble

‰Ê¯------------------------------------------------------------2 diminish

ÔÂÊ¯†††ÔÊ¯-----------------------------------------------------7 official

ÛÁ¯-----------------------------------------------------------3 shake; hover

ÏÈÎ¯----------------------------------------------------------6 slanderer

‰Ó¯-----------------------------------------------------------4 throw

‰ÈÓ¯----------------------------------------------------------15 loose; deceit

ÔÒ¯------------------------------------------------------------4 bridle

‰ÏÚ¯Ú˙†††ÏÚ¯---------------------------------------------5 tremble

ÚÚ¯-----------------------------------------------------------7 break

ÌÈ‡Ù¯--------------------------------------------------------8 the dead

„Ù¯-----------------------------------------------------------3 spread out

ÒÙ¯†††˘Ù¯--------------------------------------------------5 stir up mud

ÔÂ·˜¯†††·˜¯------------------------------------------------8 rottenness

Û˘¯-----------------------------------------------------------4 plague

˘˘¯----------------------------------------------------------2 shatter

Á˙¯-----------------------------------------------------------4 boil

˙Â˜˙¯†††˜˙¯-----------------------------------------------3 chain

˙‡˘†††‡È‡˘†††ÔÂ‡˘†††‰‡˘------------------------------6 desolate

‰‡Â˘˙†††ÔÂ‡˘†††‰‡˘-------------------------------------23 roar

Ô‡˘†††Ô‡˘--------------------------------------------------16 secure

Û‡˘-----------------------------------------------------------14 pant (etc.)

˙‡˘----------------------------------------------------------7 dignity

Á·˘-----------------------------------------------------------8 praise

Á·˘-----------------------------------------------------------3 soothe

ÏÈ·˘----------------------------------------------------------2 path

‰‚˘†††‡È‚˘†††‡‚˘-----------------------------------------9 big

Á‚˘-----------------------------------------------------------3 gaze

„˘-------------------------------------------------------------24 breast (demon, 2)

„„˘†„˘------------------------------------------------------81 destroy

„„˘-----------------------------------------------------------3 harrow

È„˘------------------------------------------------------------13 field

‰‡Â˘----------------------------------------------------------12 storm; disaster

‰Â˘-----------------------------------------------------------6 put

ËÂ˘-----------------------------------------------------------3 flood

ÏÏÂ˘----------------------------------------------------------3 barefoot

ÚÂ˘-----------------------------------------------------------25 cry for help

ÛÂ˘-----------------------------------------------------------3 snatch

˜Â˘-----------------------------------------------------------3 overflow

˜Â˘-----------------------------------------------------------4 street

˜˜Â˘---------------------------------------------------------2 thirsty

¯Â˘------------------------------------------------------------15 look at
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¯Â˘------------------------------------------------------------2 descend

‰¯Â˘†††¯Â˘--------------------------------------------------5 wall

ÂÁ˘†††‰Á˘---------------------------------------------------3 swim

‰Á˘-----------------------------------------------------------18 bow

ÏÁ˘-----------------------------------------------------------7 lion

˜Á˘-----------------------------------------------------------38 laugh

¯Á˘-----------------------------------------------------------12 look for

˙Á˘-----------------------------------------------------------23 pit; grave

È˘-------------------------------------------------------------3 gift

‰ÁÂ˘†††‰ÁÈ˘------------------------------------------------7 pit

˙È˘-----------------------------------------------------------2 clothing

˙·‰Ï˘-------------------------------------------------------2 flame

ÔÓ˘-----------------------------------------------------------3 perfume

¯Ó˘-----------------------------------------------------------5 dregs

Ô˘------------------------------------------------------------9 sharpen

ÌÈÚÂ˘Ú˘†††ÚÚ˘-------------------------------------------15 delight

È¯Â¯Ú˘†††¯Â¯Ú˘-------------------------------------------4 horrible

ÈÙ˘-----------------------------------------------------------10 track

˜˘Ó†††˜˜˘-------------------------------------------------8 rush

¯˘-------------------------------------------------------------3 umbilical cord, navel

‚¯˘-----------------------------------------------------------2 intertwine

‰¯˘-----------------------------------------------------------2 let loose

˜¯˘-----------------------------------------------------------2 purple

‰˜¯˘†††˜¯˘------------------------------------------------3 vine

¯˘˘----------------------------------------------------------2 red lead

ÏÈ˙˘†††Ï˙˘------------------------------------------------11 transplant

Ï·˙-----------------------------------------------------------36 world

˙ÎÙ‰˘-------------------------------------------------------10 perversity

‰‚Â˘----------------------------------------------------------4 grief

Â˙-------------------------------------------------------------3 mark

ÚÏÂ˙----------------------------------------------------------2 crimson cloth

˙ÂÙÚÂ˙-------------------------------------------------------4 top

‰È˘Â˙--------------------------------------------------------12 effective work

˙ÂÏ·Á˙------------------------------------------------------6 direction

Í˙-------------------------------------------------------------4 oppression

ÌÏ˙-----------------------------------------------------------5 furrow

‰·Â˙---------------------------------------------------------5 produce

ÁÂÙ˙----------------------------------------------------------6 a kind of fruit

‰ÏÙ˙†††ÏÙ˙------------------------------------------------6 improper

Ô¯˙------------------------------------------------------------3 post

‰˜Â˘˙--------------------------------------------------------3 desire

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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Ì‚‡-----------------------------------------------------------8:2 pool

ÔÂ‡------------------------------------------------------------9:1 power, wealth

¯Ó‡-----------------------------------------------------------54:1 word

˘Â‡----------------------------------------------------------41:1 man

‰˜‡†††˜‡-------------------------------------------------9:1 sigh

Ô‚-------------------------------------------------------------7:1 defend

‰‡„-----------------------------------------------------------4:1 pounce

ÔÈ„Ó†††ÔÂ„Ó†††ÔÈ„-------------------------------------------62:4 judge

‰ÚÓ„†††ÚÓ„-------------------------------------------------23:1 tears

Ï·‰-----------------------------------------------------------71:3 nothingness

‰‚‰------------------------------------------------------------21:1 think, consider

Ì„‰-----------------------------------------------------------5:1 footstool

„Ê--------------------------------------------------------------12:1 insolent

‰ÂÚÊ†††‰ÚÂÊ†††ÚÂÊ-------------------------------------------12:3 tremble

‰ÓÊ------------------------------------------------------------25:4 immorality

ÁÊ------------------------------------------------------------17:2 reject

ÌÚÊ------------------------------------------------------------30:3 curse

‰¯Â·Á---------------------------------------------------------5:1 wound

Ï·Á-----------------------------------------------------------9:1 corrupt

˙¯·Á†††‰¯·Á†††¯·Á---------------------------------------15:1 companion

‰ÊÁ------------------------------------------------------------46:6 see

‰ÙÓÁ†††ÛÓÁ-------------------------------------------------22:3 alienate

¯ÈˆÁ----------------------------------------------------------20:2 grass

˙¯·Á†††·¯Á-------------------------------------------------91:18 dry, desolate

Û¯Á-----------------------------------------------------------6:1 autumn

‰Î˘Á†††Í˘Á------------------------------------------------103:9 dark

Ú·Ë-----------------------------------------------------------9:1 sink

Û¯Ë-----------------------------------------------------------42:6 tear, prey

˙ÏÁÂ˙†††ÏÈ‰È†††ÏÁÈ---------------------------------------44:5 wait

ÁÎÈ------------------------------------------------------------48:8 reprove; argue

ÏÚÈ------------------------------------------------------------21:1 benefit

¯ˆÂÈ†††¯ˆÈ---------------------------------------------------59:10 form

ÚÂ˘È----------------------------------------------------------75:3 salvation

·Â‡ÎÓ†††·‡Î------------------------------------------------29:1 pain

·ÊÎ------------------------------------------------------------43:4 lie

¯ÈÙÎ----------------------------------------------------------29:2 lion

ÏÓ¯Î---------------------------------------------------------13:1 orchard

‰Ï˘ÎÓ†††Ï˘ÎÓ†††ÏÈ˘Î†††ÔÂÏ˘Î†††Ï˘Î--------------68:12 stumble

Ì˙Î-----------------------------------------------------------8:1 gold

·‰Ï-----------------------------------------------------------7:1 flame

Ë‰Ï-----------------------------------------------------------11:1 burn

‚ÚÏ-----------------------------------------------------------24:3 mock

‰ÚÏ----------------------------------------------------------7:1 wormwood

ÔÂ˘Ï----------------------------------------------------------98:14 tongue

ËÂÓ------------------------------------------------------------37:1 totter

‰„ÒÂÓ†††„ÒÂÓ-----------------------------------------------15:2 foundation

¯ÒÂÓ----------------------------------------------------------49:1 discipline

‰¯ÒÂÓ†††¯ÒÂÓ-----------------------------------------------10:1 bands

„ÓÁÓ---------------------------------------------------------12:2 valuables

ÌÈ¯˘ÈÓ†††¯Â˘ÈÓ--------------------------------------------19:2 uprightness

˘Â˜ÏÓ--------------------------------------------------------7:1 rain
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¯Â˜Ó----------------------------------------------------------15:3 well

˜Á¯Ó---------------------------------------------------------17:1 distance

Ï˘Ó-----------------------------------------------------------52:5 proverb

Ï‰------------------------------------------------------------6:1 lead

‰Â------------------------------------------------------------18:1 place

˙Á-----------------------------------------------------------8:1 descend

¯˙-----------------------------------------------------------6:1 start

‰¯ËÚ†††¯ËÚ-------------------------------------------------26:3 crown

ÏÚÙ-----------------------------------------------------------108:3 do

¯Âˆ------------------------------------------------------------62:12 rock

ÏÏˆ†††Ïˆ-----------------------------------------------------44:9 shadow

ÚÏˆ-----------------------------------------------------------7:1 limp

‰„Úˆ†††„Úˆ-------------------------------------------------13:3 step

ÔÙˆ------------------------------------------------------------29:3 hide

¯¯ˆ†††¯ˆ-----------------------------------------------------80:17 enemy

‰Ó„˜†††Ì„˜-------------------------------------------------59:7 front; meet

„˜„˜---------------------------------------------------------9:2 vertex

˙ÈÂ¯„˜†††˙Â¯„˜†††¯„˜----------------------------------18: dark; mourning

‰È˜†††ÔÈ˜---------------------------------------------------22:3 lament

ıÈ˜------------------------------------------------------------19:3 awake

ÏÏ˜†††Ï˜----------------------------------------------------18:1 fast

‰ÒÏ˜†††ÒÏ˜-------------------------------------------------7:1 mock

Ô˜†††Ô˜------------------------------------------------------15:1 nest

Á¯˜-----------------------------------------------------------6:1 frost, ice

˘˜------------------------------------------------------------15:1 stubble

·˘˜-----------------------------------------------------------45:9 listen

˘‡¯-----------------------------------------------------------11:1 poison

‰··¯----------------------------------------------------------13:3 ten thousand

ı·¯Ó†††ı·¯-------------------------------------------------31:5 lie

‰Ê‚¯†††Ê‚¯---------------------------------------------------42:8 shake

Ô‚¯------------------------------------------------------------6:1 find fault

Ú‚¯------------------------------------------------------------21:4 moment

‰ÈÂ¯È¯†††‰Â¯------------------------------------------------19:1 drink

ÈÓÁ¯†††ÌÈÓÁ¯†††ÌÂÁ¯†††ÌÁ¯---------------------------78:19 compassion

ËË¯-----------------------------------------------------------5:1 smash

˜È¯------------------------------------------------------------7:1 pour out

‰¯†††Ô¯†††‰¯-------------------------------------------88:13 shout

ÌÚ¯-----------------------------------------------------------16:1 thunder

˘Ú¯-----------------------------------------------------------44:2 shake

„˜¯-----------------------------------------------------------8:1 skip about

ıÈ˜¯----------------------------------------------------------16:1 firmament

Ú˜¯-----------------------------------------------------------10:2 beat out

‰Ú˘¯†††Ú˘¯------------------------------------------------316:27 guilt

˙˘¯-----------------------------------------------------------18:4 net

˙È·˘†††˙Â·˘-----------------------------------------------31:1 restoration

·‚˘-----------------------------------------------------------19:1 be high

‡Â˘-----------------------------------------------------------46:7 worthless (etc.)

‰Â˘-----------------------------------------------------------13:3 equal; smooth

ÚÂ˘-----------------------------------------------------------9:2 shout for help

ÔÂ˘˘†††˘Â˘Ó†††˘È˘†††˘Â˘------------------------------61:3 rejoice
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˜Á˘-----------------------------------------------------------ky24:1 s

¯Á¯Á˘†††¯ÂÁ˘†††¯Á˘-------------------------------------ck7:2 bla

‰ÁÈ˘†††ÁÈ˘†††Á˘------------------------------------------34:3 concern

‰Ó˘Ó†††‰Ó˘†††ÔÂÓÓ˘†††‰ÓÓ˘†††ÌÓ˘----------------170:26 destroy

‰Ú˘-----------------------------------------------------------12:3 look

‰Ù˘-----------------------------------------------------------77:13 lip

ÏÙ˘-----------------------------------------------------------45:5 become low

„˜˘-----------------------------------------------------------9:2 wakeful

˙Â¯¯˘--------------------------------------------------------10:1 stubborn

˘¯˘----------------------------------------------------------39:2 root

‰Â‡˙----------------------------------------------------------19:2 appetite

‰‚¯‚˙--------------------------------------------------------36:5 skill

Â‰˙------------------------------------------------------------18:2 desert

ÌÂ‰˙----------------------------------------------------------33:3 ocean

‰Ï‰˙---------------------------------------------------------55:3 praise

˙ÁÎÂ˙†††‰ÁÎÂ˙--------------------------------------------27:1 reproach

ÍÓ˙-----------------------------------------------------------19:2 grasp

ÔÈ˙†Ô˙-------------------------------------------------------26:3 jackal; monster

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 prose equivalent

ÔÂ‡ 80 Ú¯†††‡ËÁ
Ï· 67 ‡Ï
‡‚ 89 ÌÂ¯
ÏÈ‚ 54 ÁÓ˘
„Â„ 48 ·‰‡
‰ÒÁ 57 ÒÂ

‰È 45 ‰Â‰È
Ì‡Ï 34 ÌÚ

‰¯Ó‡ 37 ¯·„
‰ÏÓ 38 ¯·„
¯Ó‡ 54 ¯·„
Á¯‡ 56 Í¯„
·È˙ 26 Í¯„

„Ú 48 ÌÏÚ
®„©„˘ 81 „·‡
÷Â‡ 41 ˘È‡

ÔÈ„ 62 ËÙ˘
‰ÊÁ 46 ‰‡¯
·¯Á 91 ˘·È
Ï˘Î 68 ÏÙ
ÏÚÙ 108 ‰˘Ú

®¯©¯˙ 80 ·È‡
·˘˜ 45 ÚÓ˘
‰¯ 88 ‡¯˜
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Ú˘¯ 316 Ú¯
ÌÓ˘ 170 „·‡

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.112 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. ÌÈ‰Ï‡, Ú˘¯, „ÈÒÁ 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

112 Article is here taken to mean the written ‰.

the preceding line, connection apparently relying on repeated images and terms. In prose, on the
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other hand, clauses are regularly linked by Â, 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 Â; 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 Â 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 ˙‡ 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

Ï‡¯˘È†È·†˙ÂÓ˘†‰Ï‡Â--------------------------------------------------------1a

·Â˜ÚÈ†˙‡†‰ÓÈ¯ˆÓ†ÌÈ‡·‰--------------------------------------b

Â‡·†Â˙È·Â†˘È‡----------------------------------------------------c

ÔÂÚÓ˘†Ô·Â‡¯---------------------------------------------------------------------2a

‰„Â‰ÈÂ†ÈÂÏ----------------------------------------------------------b

ÔÓÈ·Â†ÔÏÂ·Ê†¯Î˘˘È------------------------------------------------------------3

¯˘‡Â†„‚†ÈÏ˙ÙÂ†Ô„----------------------------------------------4

·˜ÚÈ†Í¯È†È‡ˆÈ†˘Ù†ÏÎ†È‰ÈÂ--------------------------------------------------5a

˘Ù†ÌÈÚ·˘--------------------------------------------------------b

ÌÈ¯ˆÓ·†‰È‰†ÛÒÂÈÂ--------------------------------------------------------------5c†
ÛÒÂÈ†˙ÓÈÂ-----------------------------------------------------------------------6a

ÂÈÁ‡†ÏÎÂ-----------------------------------------------------------------------b

‡Â‰‰†¯Â„‰†ÏÎÂ----------------------------------------------------c

Âˆ¯˘ÈÂ†Â¯Ù†Ï‡¯˘È†È·Â-------------------------------------------------------7a

„‡Ó†„‡Ó·†ÂÓˆÚÈÂ†Â·¯ÈÂ----------------------------------------b

Ì˙‡†ı¯‡‰†‡ÏÓ˙Â------------------------------------------------c

ÌÈ¯ˆÓ†ÏÚ†˘„Á†ÍÏÓ†Ì˜ÈÂ----------------------------------------------------8a

ÛÒÂÈ†˙Ú†Ú„È†‡Ï†¯˘‡--------------------------------------------b

ÂÓÚ†Ï‡†¯Ó‡ÈÂ-------------------------------------------------------------------9a

·¯†Ï‡¯˘È†È·†ÌÚ†‰‰--------------------------------------------------------b

ÂÓÓ†ÌÂˆÚÂ--------------------------------------------------------c
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ÂÏ†‰ÓÎÁ˙†‰·‰-----------------------------------------------------------------10a

‰·¯È†ÔÙ-------------------------------------------------------------b

‰ÓÁÏÓ†‰‡¯˜˙†ÈÎ†‰È‰Â------------------------------------------------------c

ÂÈ‡˘†ÏÚ†‡Â‰†Ì‚†ÛÒÂÂ---------------------------------------d

Â·†ÌÁÏÂ-----------------------------------------------------------------------e

ı¯‡‰†ÔÓ†‰ÏÚÂ-----------------------------------------------------f

ÌÈÒÓ†È¯˘††ÂÈÏÚ†ÂÓÈ˘ÈÂ-------------------------------------------------------11a

Ì˙Ï·Ò·†Â˙Ú†ÔÚÓÏ---------------------------------------------b

‰¯ÚÙÏ†˙ÂÎÒÓ†È¯Ú†Ô·ÈÂ------------------------------------------------------c

ÒÒÓÚ¯†˙‡Â†Ì˙Ù†˙‡---------------------------------------------d

Â˙‡†ÂÚÈ†¯˘‡ÎÂ----------------------------------------------------------------12a

ı¯ÙÈ†ÔÎÂ†‰·¯È†ÔÎ-------------------------------------------------b

Ï‡¯˘È†È·†ÈÙÓ†Âˆ˜ÈÂ---------------------------------------------------------c

Í¯Ù·†Ï‡¯˘È†È·†˙‡†ÌÈ¯ˆÓ†Â„·ÚÈÂ--------------------------13

‰˘˜†‰„·Ú·†Ì‰ÈÈÁ†˙‡†Â¯¯ÓÈÂ-----------------------------------------------14a

†ÌÈ·Ï·Â†¯ÓÁ·----------------------------------------------------b†

‰„˘·†‰„·Ú†ÏÎ·Â---------------------------------------------------------------c

Ì˙„·Ú†ÏÎ†˙‡-----------------------------------------------------d

Í¯Ù·†Ì‰·†Â„·Ú†¯˘‡--------------------------------------------e

˙È¯·Ú‰†˙„ÏÈÓÏ†ÌÈ¯ˆÓ†ÍÏÓ†¯Ó‡ÈÂ----------------------------------------15a

‰¯Ù˘†˙Á‡‰†Ì˘†¯˘‡--------------------------------------------b

‰ÚÂÙ†˙È˘‰†Ì˘Â-------------------------------------------------c

˙ÂÈ¯·Ú‰†˙‡†ÔÎ„ÏÈ·†¯Ó‡ÈÂ---------------------------------------------------16a

ÌÈ·‡‰†ÏÚ†Ô˙È‡¯Â-----------------------------------------------b

Â˙‡†Ô˙Ó‰Â†‡Â‰†Ô·†Ì‡---------------------------------------------------------c

‰ÈÁÂ†‡Â‰†˙·†Ì‡Â-------------------------------------------------d

ÌÈ‰Ï‡‰†˙‡†˙„ÏÈÓ‰†Ô‡¯È˙Â--------------------------------------------------17

ÌÈ¯ˆÓ†ÍÏÓ†Ô‰ÈÏ‡†¯·„†¯˘‡Î†‰˘Ú†‡ÏÂ---------------------b

†ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰†˙‡†ÔÈÈÁ˙Â------------------------------------------------c

˙„ÏÈÓÏ†ÌÈ¯ˆÓ†ÍÏÓ†‡¯˜ÈÂ---------------------------------------------------18a

Ô‰Ï†¯Ó‡ÈÂ----------------------------------------------------------b

‰Ê‰†¯·„‰†Ô˙È˘‡†ÚÂ„Ó--------------------------------------------------------c

ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰†˙‡†ÔÈÈÁ˙Â------------------------------------------------d

‰Ú¯Ù†Ï‡†˙„ÏÈÓ‰†Ô¯Ó‡˙Â----------------------------------------------------19a

˙È¯·Ú‰†˙È¯ˆÓ‰†ÌÈ˘Î†‡Ï†ÈÎ----------------------------------------------b

‰‰†˙ÂÈÁ†ÈÎ--------------------------------------------------------c

˙„ÏÈÓ‰†Ô‰Ï‡†‡Â·˙†Ì¯Ë·----------------------------------------------------d

Â„ÏÈÂ-----------------------------------------------------------------e

˙„ÏÈÓÏ†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†·ËÈÈÂ----------------------------------------------------------20a

„‡Ó†ÂÓˆÚÈÂ†ÌÚ‰†·È¯Â-------------------------------------------b

ÌÈ‰Ï‡‰†˙‡†˙„ÏÈÓ‰†Â‡¯È†ÈÎ†È‰ÈÂ-------------------------------------------21a

ÌÈ˙·†Ì‰Ï†˘ÚÈÂ---------------------------------------------------b

¯Ó‡Ï†ÂÓÚ†ÏÎÏ†‰Ú¯Ù†ÂˆÈÂ----------------------------------------------------22a

Â‰ÎÈÏ˘˙†‰¯‡È‰†„ÂÏÈ‰†Ô·‰†ÏÎ--------------------------------b

ÔÂÈÁ˙†˙·‰†ÏÎÂ----------------------------------------------------c
(Notes for this text begin on page 123)
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1 Samuel chapter 1

ÌÈÙÂˆ†ÌÈ˙Ó¯‰†ÔÓ†¯˘‡†˘È‡†È‰ÈÂ--------------------------------------------1a

ÌÈ¯Ù‡†Ô‰Ó---------------------------------------------------------b

ÌÁ¯È†Ô·†‰˜Ï‡†ÂÓ˘Â----------------------------------------------------------c

ÂÁ˙†Ô·†‡Â‰ÈÏ‡†Ô·------------------------------------------------d

È˙¯Ù‡†ÛÂˆ†Ô·-----------------------------------------------------e

ÌÈ˘†È˙˘†ÂÏÂ--------------------------------------------------------------------2a

‰Á†˙Á‡†Ì˘-------------------------------------------------------b

‰Ù†˙È˘‰†Ì˘Â-------------------------------------------------c

ÌÈ„ÏÈ†‰ÙÏ†È‰ÈÂ---------------------------------------------------------------d

ÌÈ„ÏÈ†ÔÈ‡†‰ÁÏÂ--------------------------------------------------e

Â¯ÈÚÓ†‡Â‰‰†˘È‡‰†‰ÏÚÂ-------------------------------------------------------3a

˙ÂÁ˙˘ÁÏ†‰ÓÈÓÈ†ÌÈÓÈÓ-----------------------------------------b

‰Ï˘·†˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Á·ÊÏÂ--------------------------------------c

ÈÏÚ†È·†È˘†Ì˘Â----------------------------------------------------------------d

‰Â‰ÈÏ†ÌÈ‰Î†ÒÁÙÂ†ÈÙÁ---------------------------------------e

‰˜Ï‡†Á·ÊÈÂ†ÌÂÈ‰†È‰ÈÂ--------------------------------------------------------4a

Â˙˘‡†‰ÙÏ†Ô˙Â------------------------------------------------b

˙ÂÓ†‰È˙Â·Â†‰È·†ÏÎÏÂ---------------------------------------c

ÌÈÙ‡†˙Á‡†‰Ó†Ô˙È†‰ÁÏÂ----------------------------------------------------5a

·‰‡†‰Á†˙‡†ÈÎ---------------------------------------------------b

‰ÓÁ¯†¯‚Ò†‰Â‰ÈÂ-----------------------------------------------------------------6a

‰˙¯ˆ†‰˙ÒÚÎÂ-----------------------------------------------------b

‰ÓÚ¯‰†¯Â·Ú·†ÌÚÎ†Ì‚--------------------------------------------------------c

‰ÓÁ¯†„Ú·†‰Â‰È†¯‚Ò†ÈÎ------------------------------------------d

‰˘·†‰˘†‰˘ÚÈ†ÔÎÂ-----------------------------------------------------------7a

‰Â‰È†˙È··†‰˙ÏÚ†È„Ó--------------------------------------------b

‰Î·˙Â†‰ÒÚÎ˙†ÔÎ--------------------------------------------------------------c

ÏÎ‡˙†‡ÏÂ----------------------------------------------------------d

‰˘È‡†‰˜Ï‡†‰Ï†¯Ó‡ÈÂ--------------------------------------------------------8a

ÈÎ·˙†‰ÓÏ†‰Á-----------------------------------------------------b

ÈÏÎ‡˙†‡Ï†‰ÓÏÂ---------------------------------------------------c

Í··Ï†Ú¯È†‰ÓÏÂ-----------------------------------------------------------------d

ÌÈ·†‰¯˘ÚÓ†ÍÏ†·ÂË†ÈÎ‡†‡ÂÏ‰------------------------------e

ÂÏ˘·†‰ÏÎ‡†È¯Á‡†‰Á†Ì˜˙Â-------------------------------------------------9a

‰˙˘†È¯Á‡Â---------------------------------------------------------b

‡ÒÎ‰†ÏÚ†·˘È†Ô‰Î‰†ÈÏÚÂ------------------------------------------------------c

‰Â‰È†ÏÎÈ‰†˙ÊÂÊÓ†ÏÚ----------------------------------------------d

˘Ù†˙¯Ó†‡È‰Â-------------------------------------------------------------------10a

‰Â‰È†ÏÚ†ÏÏÙ˙˙Â--------------------------------------------------b

‰Î·˙†‰Î·Â---------------------------------------------------------c

¯„†¯„˙Â-----------------------------------------------------------------------11a

˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡˙Â-----------------------------------------------b

Í˙Ó‡†ÈÚ·†‰‡¯˙†‰‡¯†Ì‡---------------------------------------------------c

Í˙Ó‡†˙‡†ÁÎ˘˙†‡ÏÂ†È˙¯ÎÊÂ---------------------------------d

ÌÈ˘‡†Ú¯Ê†Í˙Ó‡Ï†‰˙˙Â----------------------------------------------------e

ÂÈÈÁ†ÈÓÈ†ÏÎ†‰Â‰ÈÏ†ÂÈ˙˙Â---------------------------------------f
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Â˘‡¯†ÏÚ†‰ÏÚÈ†‡Ï†‰¯ÂÓÂ-------------------------------------11g

‰Â‰È†ÈÙÏ†ÏÏÙ˙‰Ï†‰˙·¯‰†ÈÎ†‰È‰Â----------------------------12a

‰ÈÙ†˙‡†¯Ó˘†ÈÏÚÂ------------------------------------------------b

‰·Ï†ÏÚ†˙¯·„Ó†‡È‰†‰ÁÂ-------------------------------------13a

˙ÂÚ†‰È˙Ù˘†˜¯--------------------------------------------------b

ÚÓ˘È†‡Ï†‰ÏÂ˜Â----------------------------------------------c

‰¯Î˘Ï†ÈÏÚ†‰·˘ÁÈÂ----------------------------------------------d

ÈÏÚ†‰ÈÏ‡†¯Ó‡ÈÂ----------------------------------------------14a

ÔÈ¯Î˙˘˙†È˙Ó†„Ú-------------------------------------------------b

ÍÈÏÚÓ†ÍÈÈ†˙‡†È¯ÈÒ‰--------------------------------------------c

¯Ó‡˙Â†‰Á†ÔÚ˙Â---------------------------------------------15a

È„‡†‡Ï-------------------------------------------------------------b

ÈÎ‡†ÁÂ¯†˙˘˜†‰˘‡------------------------------------------c

È˙È˙˘†‡Ï†¯Î˘Â†ÔÈÈÂ---------------------------------------------d

‰Â‰È†ÈÙÏ†È˘Ù†˙‡†ÍÙ˘‡Â------------------------------------e

ÏÚÈÏ·†˙·†ÈÙÏ†Í˙Ó‡†˙‡†Ô˙˙†Ï‡---------------------------16a

ÈÒÚÎÂ†ÈÁÈ˘†·¯Ó†ÈÎ-------------------------------------------b

‰‰†„Ú†È˙¯·„-----------------------------------------------------c

¯Ó‡ÈÂ†ÈÏÚ†ÔÚÈÂ-----------------------------------------------17a

ÌÂÏ˘Ï†ÈÎÏ---------------------------------------------------------b

Í˙Ï˘†˙‡†Ô˙È†Ï‡¯˘È†È‰Ï‡Â-----------------------------------c

ÂÓÚÓ†˙Ï‡˘†¯˘‡-------------------------------------------------d

ÍÈÈÚ·†ÔÁ†Í˙ÁÙ˘†‡ˆÓ˙†¯Ó‡˙Â-------------------------------18a

‰Î¯„Ï†‰˘‡‰†ÍÏ˙Â-----------------------------------------------b

ÏÎ‡˙Â--------------------------------------------------c

„ÂÚ†‰Ï†ÂÈ‰†‡Ï†‰ÈÙÂ--------------------------------------------d

¯˜··†ÂÓÎ˘ÈÂ------------------------------------------------19a

‰Â‰È†ÈÙÏ†ÂÂÁ˙˘ÈÂ-----------------------------------------------b

‰˙Ó¯‰†Ì˙È·†Ï‡†Â‡·ÈÂ†Â·˘ÈÂ----------------------------------c

Â˙˘‡†‰Á†˙‡†‰˜Ï‡†Ú„ÈÂ-------------------------------------d

‰Â‰È†‰¯ÎÊÈÂ--------------------------------------------------------e

ÌÈÓÈ‰†˙ÂÙ˜˙Ï†È‰ÈÂ------------------------------------------20a

‰Á†¯‰˙Â-----------------------------------------------------------b

Ô·†„Ï˙Â-------------------------------------------------------------c

Ï‡ÂÓ˘†ÂÓ˘†˙‡†‡¯˜˙Â---------------------------------------d

ÂÈ˙Ï‡˘†‰Â‰ÈÓ†ÈÎ-------------------------------------------------e

Â˙È·†ÏÎÂ†‰˜Ï‡†˘È‡‰†ÏÚÈÂ-----------------------------------21a

ÌÈÓÈ‰†Á·Ê†˙‡†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Á·ÊÏ--------------------------------------b

Â¯„†˙‡Â------------------------------------------------------------c

‰˙ÏÚ†‡Ï†‰ÁÂ-----------------------------------------------22a

‰˘È‡Ï†‰¯Ó‡†ÈÎ---------------------------------------------------b

¯Ú‰†ÏÓ‚È†„Ú-----------------------------------------------c

ÂÈ˙‡·È‰Â------------------------------------------------------------d

‰Â‰È†ÈÙ†˙‡†‰‡¯Â-------------------------------------------e

ÌÏÂÚ†„Ú†Ì˘†·˘ÈÂ------------------------------------------------f
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‰˘È‡†‰˜Ï‡†‰Ï†¯Ó‡ÈÂ---------------------------------------23a

ÍÈÈÚ·†·ÂË‰†È˘Ú-------------------------------------------------b

Â˙‡†ÍÏÓ‚†„Ú†È·˘--------------------------------------------c

Â¯·„†˙‡†‰Â‰È Ì˜È†Í‡------------------------------d

‰˘È‡‰†·˘˙Â-------------------------------------------------e

‰·†˙‡†˜È˙Â-----------------------------------------------------f

Â˙‡†‰ÏÓ‚†„Ú------------------------------------------------g

Â˙ÏÓ‚†¯˘‡Î†‰ÓÚ†Â‰ÏÚ˙Â--------------------------------------24a

ÁÓ˜†˙Á‡†‰ÙÈ‡Â†‰˘Ï˘†ÌÈ¯Ù·---------------------------------b

ÔÈÈ†Ï·Â-------------------------------------------------------------c

ÂÏ˘†‰Â‰È†˙È·†Â‰‡·˙Â----------------------------------------d

¯Ú†¯Ú‰Â----------------------------------------------------------e

¯Ù‰†˙‡†ÂËÁ˘ÈÂ----------------------------------------------25a

ÈÏÚ†Ï‡†¯Ú‰†˙‡†Â‡È·ÈÂ----------------------------------------b

È„‡†È·†¯Ó‡˙Â-----------------------------------------------26a

È„‡†Í˘Ù†ÈÁ-----------------------------------------------------b

‰Ê·†‰ÎÓÚ†˙Îˆ‰†‰˘‡‰†È‡-------------------------------------------------c

‰Â‰È†Ï‡†ÏÏÙ˙‰Ï-------------------------------------------------d

È˙ÏÏÙ˙‰†‰Ê‰†¯Ú·‰†Ï‡---------------------------------------27a

È˙Ï‡˘†˙‡†ÈÏ†‰Â‰È†Ô˙ÈÂ-----------------------------------------b

ÂÓÚÓ†È˙Ï‡˘†¯˘‡------------------------------------------------c

‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â‰˙Ï‡˘‰†ÈÎ‡†Ì‚Â-------------------------------------28a

‰È‰†¯˘‡†ÌÈÓÈ‰†ÏÎ-----------------------------------------------b

‰Â‰ÈÏ†ÏÂ‡˘†‡Â‰---------------------------------------------c

‰Â‰ÈÏ†Ì˘†ÂÁ˙˘ÈÂ-------------------------------------------------d

Esther 1
˘Â¯Â˘Á‡†ÈÓÈ·†È‰ÈÂ-------------------------------------------------------------1a

ÍÏÓ‰†˘Â¯Â˘Á‡†‡Â‰----------------------------------------------b

˘ÂÎ†„ÚÂ†Â„‰Ó-------------------------------------------------------------------c
‰È„Ó†‰‡ÓÂ†ÌÈ¯˘ÚÂ†Ú·˘--------------------------------------d

Ì‰‰†ÌÈÓÈ·-----------------------------------------------------------------------2a

Â˙ÂÎÏÓ†‡ÒÎ†ÏÚ†˘Â¯Â˘Á‡†ÍÏÓ‰†˙·˘Î-----------------------------------b
†‰¯È·‰†Ô˘Â˘·†¯˘‡----------------------------------------------c

ÂÎÏÓÏ†˘ÂÏ˘†˙˘·-------------------------------------------------------------3a
ÂÈ„·ÚÂ†ÂÈ¯˘†ÏÎÏ†‰˙˘Ó†‰˘Ú----------------------------------b

ÌÈÓ˙¯Ù‰†È„ÓÂ†Ò¯Ù†ÏÈÁ-------------------------------------------------------c
ÂÈÙÏ†˙ÂÈ„Ó‰†È¯˘Â---------------------------------------------d

Â˙ÂÎÏÓ†„Â·Î†¯˘Ú†˙‡†Â˙‡¯‰·----------------------------------------------4a
Â˙ÏÂ„‚†˙¯‡Ù˙†¯˜È†˙‡Â----------------------------------------b

ÌÈ·¯†ÌÈÓÈ-----------------------------------------------------------------------c
ÌÂÈ†˙‡ÓÂ†ÌÈÂÓ˘-------------------------------------------------d

‰Ï‡‰†ÌÈÓÈ‰†˙‡ÂÏÓ·Â---------------------------------------------------------5a
ÌÚ‰†ÏÎÏ†ÍÏÓ‰†‰˘Ú---------------------------------------------b

‰¯È·‰†Ô˘Â˘·†ÌÈ‡ˆÓ‰--------------------------------------------------------c
ÔË˜†„ÚÂ†ÏÂ„‚ÓÏ--------------------------------------------------d
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ÌÈÓÈ†˙Ú·˘†‰˙˘Ó--------------------------------------------------------------5e

ÍÏÓ‰†Ô˙È·†˙‚†¯ˆÁ·-------------------------------------------f

ÊÂÁ‡†˙ÏÎ˙Â†ÒÎ¯Ë†¯ÂÁ--------------------------------------------------------6a

ÔÓ‚¯‡Â†ıÂ·†ÈÏ·Á·------------------------------------------------b

ÛÒÎ†ÈÏÈÏ‚†ÏÚ-------------------------------------------------------------------c

˘˘†È„ÂÓÚÂ---------------------------------------------------------d

ÛÒÎÂ†·‰Ê†˙ÂËÓ------------------------------------------------------------------e

˘˘Â†Ë‰·†˙Ùˆ¯†ÏÚ----------------------------------------------f

¯ÁÒÂ†¯„Â------------------------------------------------------------g

·‰Ê†ÈÏÎ·†˙Â˜˘‰Â---------------------------------------------------------------7a

ÌÈÂ˘†ÌÈÏÎÓ†ÌÈÏÎÂ----------------------------------------------b

·¯†˙ÂÎÏÓ†ÔÈÈÂ-------------------------------------------------------------------c

ÍÏÓ‰†„ÈÎ-----------------------------------------------------------d

Ò‡†ÔÈ‡†˙„Î†‰È˙˘‰Â----------------------------------------------------------8a

ÍÏÓ‰†„ÒÈ ÔÎ†ÈÎ---------------------------------------------------b

Â˙È·†·¯†ÏÎ†ÏÚ------------------------------------------------------------------c

˘È‡Â†˘È‡†ÔÂˆ¯Î†˙Â˘ÚÏ-----------------------------------------d

ÌÈ˘†‰˙˘Ó†‰˙˘Ú†‰ÎÏÓ‰†È˙˘Â Ì‚----------------------------------------9a

˘Â¯Â˘Á‡†ÍÏÓÏ†¯˘‡†˙ÂÎÏÓ‰†˙È·---------------------------b

ÈÚÈ·˘‰†ÌÂÈ·---------------------------------------------------------------------10a

ÔÈÈ·†ÍÏÓ‰†·Ï†·ÂËÎ----------------------------------------------b

‡Â·¯Á†‡˙Ê·†ÔÓÂ‰ÓÏ†¯Ó‡---------------------------------------------------c

ÒÎ¯ÎÂ†¯˙Ê†‡˙‚·‡Â†‡˙‚·--------------------------------------d

ÌÈÒÈ¯Ò‰†˙Ú·˘------------------------------------------------------------------e

˘Â¯Â˘Á‡†ÍÏÓ‰†ÈÙ†˙‡†ÌÈ˙¯˘Ó‰----------------------------f

‰ÎÏÓ‰†È˙˘Â†˙‡†‡È·‰Ï-------------------------------------------------------11a

˙ÂÎÏÓ†¯˙Î·†ÍÏÓ‰†ÈÙÏ---------------------------------------b

‰ÈÙÈ†˙‡†ÌÈ¯˘‰Â†ÌÈÓÚ‰†˙Â‡¯‰Ï--------------------------------------------c

‡È‰†‰‡¯Ó†˙·ÂË†ÈÎ-----------------------------------------------d

È˙˘Â†‰ÎÏÓ‰†Ô‡Ó˙Â------------------------------------------------------------12a

ÌÈÒÈ¯Ò‰†„È·†¯˘‡†ÍÏÓ‰†¯·„·†‡Â·Ï-------------------------b

„‡Ó†ÍÏÓ‰†Ûˆ˜ÈÂ---------------------------------------------------------------c

Â·†‰¯Ú·†Â˙ÓÁÂ----------------------------------------------------d

ÌÈÓÎÁÏ†ÍÏÓ‰†¯Ó‡ÈÂ-----------------------------------------------------------13a

ÌÈ˙Ú‰†ÈÚ„È--------------------------------------------------------b

ÍÏÓ‰†¯·„†ÔÎ†ÈÎ-----------------------------------------------------------------c

ÔÈ„Â†˙„†ÈÚ„È†ÏÎ†ÈÙÏ-------------------------------------------d

‡˘¯Î†ÂÈÏ‡†·¯˜‰Â-------------------------------------------------------------14a

˘È˘¯˙†‡˙Ó„‡†¯˙˘---------------------------------------------b

ÔÎÂÓÓ†‡Ò¯Ó†Ò¯Ó--------------------------------------------------------------c

È„ÓÂ†Ò¯Ù†È¯˘†˙Ú·˘--------------------------------------------d

ÍÏÓ‰†ÈÙ†È‡¯-------------------------------------------------------------------e

˙ÂÎÏÓ·†‰˘‡¯†ÌÈ·˘È‰-----------------------------------------f

È˙˘Â†‰ÎÏÓ·†˙Â˘ÚÏ†‰Ó†˙„Î------------------------------------------------15a

ÍÏÓ‰†¯Ó‡Ó†˙‡†‰˙˘Ú†‡Ï†¯˘‡†ÏÚ--------------------------b

ÌÈÒÈ¯Ò‰†„È·†˘Â¯Â˘Á‡------------------------------------------c
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Â†ÍÏÓ‰†ÈÙÏ†ÔÎÓÂÓ†¯Ó‡ÈÂÌÈ¯˘‰-------------------------------------------16a

Ï†ÍÏÓ‰†ÏÚ†‡ÏÂ„·------------------------------------------------b

‰ÎÏÓ‰†È˙˘Â†‰˙ÂÚ--------------------------------------------------------------c

ÌÈ¯˘‰†ÏÎ†ÏÚ†ÈÎ--------------------------------------------------d

ÌÈÓÚ‰†ÏÎ†ÏÚÂ-------------------------------------------------------------------e

˘Â¯Â˘Á‡†ÍÏÓ‰†˙ÂÈ„Ó†ÏÎ·†¯˘‡----------------------------f

‰ÎÏÓ‰†¯·„†‡ˆÈ†ÈÎ-------------------------------------------------------------17a

ÌÈ˘‰†ÏÎ†ÏÚ------------------------------------------------------b

Ô‰ÈÈÚ·†Ô‰ÈÏÚ·†˙ÂÊ·‰Ï-------------------------------------------------------c

˘Â¯Â˘Á‡†ÍÏÓ‰†Ì¯Ó‡·-----------------------------------------d

ÂÈÙÏ†‰ÎÏÓ‰†È˙˘Â†˙‡†‡È·‰Ï†¯Ó‡----------------------------------------e

‰‡·†‡ÏÂ------------------------------------------------------------f

‰¯Ó‡˙†‰Ê‰†ÌÂÈ‰Â--------------------------------------------------------------18a

È„ÓÂ†Ò¯Ù†˙Â¯˘---------------------------------------------------b

‰ÎÏÓ‰†¯·„†˙‡†ÂÚÓ˘†¯˘‡---------------------------------------------------c

ÍÏÓ‰†È¯˘†ÏÎÏ------------------------------------------------------------------d

Ûˆ˜Â†ÔÂÈÊ·†È„ÎÂ---------------------------------------------------e

·ÂË†ÍÏÓ‰†ÏÚ†Ì‡---------------------------------------------------------------19a

ÂÈÙÏÓ†˙ÂÎÏÓ†¯·„†‡ˆÈ-----------------------------------------b

È„ÓÂ†Ò¯Ù†È˙„·†·˙ÎÈÂ---------------------------------------------------------c

¯Â·ÚÈ†‡ÏÂ----------------------------------------------------------d

È˙˘Â†‡Â·˙†‡Ï†¯˘‡------------------------------------------------------------e

˘Â¯Â˘Á‡†ÍÏÓ‰†ÈÙÏ--------------------------------------------f

‰˙ÂÚ¯Ï†ÍÏÓ‰†Ô˙È†‰˙ÂÎÏÓÂ--------------------------------------------------g

‰ÓÓ†‰·ÂË‰-------------------------------------------------------h

ÍÏÓ‰†Ì‚˙Ù†ÚÓ˘Â-------------------------------------------------------------20a

Â˙ÂÎÏÓ†ÏÎ·†‰˘ÚÈ†¯˘‡-----------------------------------------b

‡È‰†‰·¯†ÈÎ-----------------------------------------------------------------------c

Ô‰ÈÏÚ·Ï†¯˜È†Â˙È†ÌÈ˘‰†ÏÎÂ---------------------------------d

ÔË˜†„ÚÂ†ÏÂ„‚ÓÏ--------------------------------------------------e

ÌÈ¯˘‡Â†ÍÏÓ‰†ÈÈÚ·†¯·„‰†·ËÈÈÂ--------------------------------------------21a

ÔÎÂÓÓ†¯·„Î†ÍÏÓ‰†˘ÚÈÂ----------------------------------------b

ÍÏÓ‰†˙ÂÈ„Ó†ÏÎ†Ï‡†ÌÈ¯ÙÒ†ÁÏ˘ÈÂ-----------------------------------------22a

‰·˙ÎÎ†‰È„ÓÂ†‰È„Ó†Ï‡---------------------------------------b

ÂÂ˘ÏÎ†ÌÚÂ†ÌÚ†Ï‡Â----------------------------------------------c

Â˙È··†¯¯˘†˘È‡†ÏÎ†˙ÂÈ‰Ï----------------------------------------------------d

ÂÓÚ†ÔÂ˘ÏÎ†¯·„ÓÂ------------------------------------------------e

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.113 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

†Ï‡¯˘È†˙È·Ï†ÍÈ˙˙†‰Ùˆ†Ì„‡†Ô·
†¯·„†ÈÙÓ†˙ÚÓ˘Â

ÈÓÓ†Ì˙Â‡†˙¯‰Ê‰Â
†˙ÂÓÈ†ÂÂÚ·†Ú˘¯†‡Â‰†Â˙ÈÁÏ†‰Ú˘¯‰†ÂÎ¯„Ó†Ú˘¯†¯È‰Ê‰Ï†˙¯·„†‡ÏÂ†Â˙¯‰Ê‰†‡ÏÂ†˙ÂÓ˙†˙ÂÓ†Ú˘¯Ï†È¯Ó‡·

˘˜·‡†Í„ÈÓ†ÂÓ„Â

‰Ú˘¯‰†ÂÎ¯„ÓÂ†ÂÚ˘¯Ó†·˘†‡ÏÂ†Ú˘¯†˙¯‰Ê‰†ÈÎ†‰˙‡Â
†˙ÂÓÈ†ÂÂÚ·†‡Â‰

†˙Ïˆ‰†Í˘Ù†˙‡†‰˙‡Â
†Ô¯ÎÊ˙†‡ÏÂ†˙ÂÓÈ†Â˙‡ËÁ·†Â˙¯‰Ê‰†‡Ï†ÈÎ†˙ÂÓÈ†‡Â‰†ÂÈÙÏ†ÏÂ˘ÎÓ†È˙˙Â†ÏÂÚ†‰˘ÚÂ†Â˜„ˆÓ†˜È„ˆ†·Â˘·Â

†¯‰Ê†ÈÎ†‰ÈÁÈ†ÂÈÁ†‡ËÁ†‡Ï†‡Â‰Â†˜È„ˆ†‡ËÁ†È˙Ï·Ï†˜È„ˆ†Â˙¯‰Ê‰†ÈÎ†‰˙‡Â†˘˜·‡†Í„ÈÓ†ÂÓ„Â†‰˘Ú†¯˘‡†Â˙˜„ˆ
˙Ïˆ‰†Í˘Ù†˙‡†‰˙‡Â

Ezekiel 33:7-20

Ï‡¯˘È†˙È·Ï†ÍÈ˙˙†‰Ùˆ†Ì„‡†Ô·†‰˙‡Â

¯·„†ÈÙÓ†˙ÚÓ˘Â

†ÈÓÓ†Ì˙‡†˙¯‰Ê‰Â

˙ÂÓÈ†˙ÂÓ†Ú˘¯†Ú˘¯Ï†È¯Ó‡·
ÂÎ¯„Ó†Ú˘¯†¯È‰Ê‰Ï†˙¯·„†‡ÏÂ

˙ÂÓÈ†ÂÂÚ·†Ú˘¯†‡Â‰
˘˜·‡†Í„ÈÓ†ÂÓ„Â

‰ÓÓ†·Â˘Ï†ÈÎ¯„Ó†Ú˘¯†˙¯È‰Ê‰†ÈÎ†‰˙‡Â
ÂÎ¯„Ó†·˘†‡ÏÂ

˙ÂÓÈ†ÂÂÚ·†‡Â‰
˙Ïˆ‰†Í˘Ù†‰˙‡Â

¯Ó‡Ï†Ì˙¯Ó‡†ÔÎ†Ï‡¯˘È†˙È·†Ï‡†¯Ó‡†Ì„‡†Ô·†‰˙‡Â

ÂÈÏÚ†ÂÈ˙‡ËÁÂ†ÂÈÚ˘Ù†ÈÎ
ÌÈ˜Ó†ÂÁ‡†Ì·Â

‰ÈÁ†ÔÈ‡Â

‰Â‰È†È„‡†Ì‡†È‡†ÈÁ†Ì‰ÈÏ‡†¯Ó‡
Ú˘¯‰†˙ÂÓ·†ıÙÁ‡†Ì‡

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.

‰ÈÁÂ†ÂÎ¯„Ó†Ú˘¯†·Â˘·†Ì‡†ÈÎ
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ÎÈÎ¯„Ó†Â·Â˘†Â·Â˘ÌÈÚ¯‰†Ì
·†Â˙ÂÓ˙†‰ÓÏÂÏ‡¯˘È†˙È

ÍÓÚ†È·†ÏÚ†¯Ó‡†Ì„‡†Ô·†‰˙‡Â

ÂÚ˘Ù†ÌÂÈ·†ÔÏÈˆ˙†‡Ï†˜È„ˆ‰†˙˜„ˆ
ÂÚ˘¯Ó†Â·Â˘†ÌÂÈ·†‰·†Ï˘ÎÈ†‡Ï†Ú˘¯‰†˙Ú˘¯Â

Â˙‡ËÁ†ÌÂÈ·†‰·†˙ÂÈÁÏ†ÏÎÂÈ†‡Ï†˜È„ˆÂ

‰ÈÁÈ†‰ÈÁ†˜È„ˆÏ†È¯Ó‡·
ÏÂÚ†‰˘ÚÂ†Â˙˜„ˆ†ÏÚ†ÁË·†‡Â‰Â

‰¯ÎÊ˙†‡Ï†Â˙˜„ˆ†ÈÎ
˙ÂÓÈ†Â·†‰˘Ú†¯˘‡†ÂÏÂÚ·Â

˙ÂÓ˙†˙ÂÓ†Ú˘¯Ï†È¯Ó‡·Â
Â˙‡ËÁÓ†·˘Â

‰˜„ˆÂ†ËÙ˘Ó†‰˘ÚÂ

Ú˘¯†·È˘È†Ï·Á
ÌÏ˘È†‰ÏÊ‚

ÍÏ‰†ÌÈÈÁ‰†˙Â˜Á·
ÔÂÚ†˙Â˘Ú†È˙Ï·Ï

‰ÈÁÈ†ÂÈÁ
˙ÂÓÈ†‡Ï

ÂÏ†‰¯ÎÊ˙†‡Ï†‡ËÁ†¯˘‡†Â˙‡ËÁ†ÏÎ
‰ÈÁÈ†ÂÈÁ†‰˘Ú†‰˜„ˆÂ†ËÙ˘Ó

È„‡†Í¯„†ÔÎ˙È†‡Ï†ÍÓÚ†È·†Â¯Ó‡Â
ÔÎ˙È†‡Ï ÌÎ¯„†‰Ó‰Â

Â˙˜„ˆÓ†˜È„ˆ†·Â˘·
Ì‰·†˙ÓÂ†ÏÂÚ†‰˘ÚÂ

Â˙Ú˘¯Ó†Ú˘¯†·Â˘·Â
‰˜„ˆÂ†˙Ë˘Ó†‰˘ÚÂ
‰ÈÁÈ†‡Â‰†Ì‰ÈÏÚ

Ï‡¯˘È†˙È·†ÌÎ˙‡†ËÂÙ˘‡†ÂÈÎ¯„Î†˘È‡†È„‡†Í¯„†ÔÎ˙È†‡Ï†Ì˙¯Ó‡Â

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:

ÂÎ¯„Ó†Ú˘¯†¯È‰Ê‰Ï†˙¯·„†‡ÏÂ
was expanded and slightly rearranged in the tradition to become

Â˙ÈÁÏ†‰Ú˘¯‰†ÂÎ¯„Ó†Ú˘¯†¯È‰Ê‰Ï†˙¯·„†‡ÏÂ†˙¯‰Ê‰†‡ÏÂ
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 ˙ÂÓ and ‰ÈÁ.
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
‰ÏÚÏ‡Â†ÔÂ·˘Á†˜ÚÊ˙Â ‰ÏÚÏ‡†„Ú†ÔÂ·˘Á†˙˜ÚÊÓ

ÌÏÂ˜†ÚÓ˘†ı‰È†„Ú ¯ÚˆÓ†ÌÏÂ˜†Â˙†ı‰È†„Ú
ÂÚÈ¯È†·‡ÂÓ†ÈˆÏÁ†ÔÎ†ÏÚ ‰È˘Ï˘†˙Ï‚Ú†ÌÈ¯Á†„Ú

ÂÏ†‰Ú¯È††Â˘Ù
˜ÚÊÈ†·‡ÂÓÏ†È·Ï

‰È˘Ï˘†˙Ï‚Ú†¯Úˆ†„Ú†‰ÁÈ¯·
Â·†‰ÏÚÈ†ÈÎ··†˙ÈÁÂÏ‰†‰ÏÚÓ†ÈÎ

Â¯ÚÚÈ†¯·˘†˙˜ÚÊ†ÌÈ¯Á†Í¯„†ÈÎ
ÂÈ‰È†˙ÂÓ˘Ó†ÌÈ¯Ó†ÈÓ†ÈÎ ÂÈ‰È†˙ÂÓ˘ÓÏ†ÌÈ¯Ó†ÈÓ†Ì‚†ÈÎ

‡˘„†‰ÏÎ†¯ÈˆÁ†˘·È†ÈÎ
† ‰È‰†‡Ï†˜¯È

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
ÂÓ‰È†¯ÂÎÎ†·‡ÓÏ†ÈÚÓ†ÔÎ†ÏÚ ‰Ó·†‰ÏÚÓ†‰Â‰È†Ì‡†·‡ÂÓÏ†È˙·˘‰Â

˘„Á†¯È˜Ï†È·¯˜Â †·‡ÂÓÏ†È·Ï†ÔÎ†ÏÚ†ÂÈ‰Ï‡Ï†¯ÈË˜ÓÂ
¯È˜†È˘‡†Ï‡†È·ÏÂ†‰Ó‰È†ÌÈÏÏÁÎ

‰Ó‰È†ÌÈÏÈÏÁÎ†˘¯Á
‰˘Ú†‰¯˙È†ÔÎ†ÏÚ Â„·‡†‰˘Ú†˙¯˙È†ÔÎ†ÏÚ

ÌÂ‡˘È†ÌÈ·¯Ú‰†ÏÁ†ÏÚ†Ì˙„˜ÙÂ†
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Isaiah 15:2-4 Jeremiah 48:37-8
‰Á¯˜†ÂÈ˘‡¯†ÏÎ· ‰Á¯˜†˘‡¯†ÏÎ†ÈÎ

‰ÚÂ¯‚†Ô˜Ê†ÏÎ ‰Ú¯‚†Ô˜Ê†ÏÎÂ

˙„„‚†ÌÈ„È†ÏÎ†ÏÚ
˜˘†Â¯‚Á†ÂÈ˙ˆÂÁ· ˜˘†ÌÈ˙Ó†ÏÚÂ

‰È˙Â‚‚†ÏÚ ‰ÏÎ†‰È˙·Á¯·Â†·‡ÂÓ†˙Â‚‚†ÏÎ†ÏÚ
ÏÈÏÈÈ†‰ÏÎ†‰È˙·Á¯·Â ÔÈ‡†ÈÏÎÎ†·‡ÂÓ†˙‡†È˙¯·˘†ÈÎ†„ÙÒÓ

ÈÎ··†„¯È ‰Â‰È†Ì‡†Â·†ıÙÁ

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;

˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰È†Ì‡†ÈÏ‡†Â·Â˘
˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡†ÌÎÈÏ‡†·Â˘‡Â

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:

Ì‰†‰È‡†ÌÎÈ˙Â·‡
ÂÈÁÈ†ÌÏÂÚÏ‰†Ì‡È·‰Â

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:

ÌÏ˘Â¯ÈÏ†È˙‡˜-----------------------------------------------------------------14b

‰ÏÂ„‚†‰‡˜†ÔÂÈˆÏÂ-----------------------------------------------c

È‡†ÏÂ„‚†Ûˆ˜Â-------------------------------------------------------------------15a

ÌÈ‡˘‰†ÌÈÂ‚‰†Ï‡†Ûˆ˜-----------------------------------------b

ËÚÓ†È˙Ùˆ˜†È‡†¯˘‡----------------------------------------------------------c

‰Ú¯Ï†Â¯ÊÚ†‰Ó‰Â--------------------------------------------------d
‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡†‰Î†ÔÎÏ----------------------------------------------------------------------16a

ÌÈÓÁ¯·†ÌÏ˘Â¯ÈÏ†È˙·˘-------------------------------------------------------b

‰·†‰·È†È˙È·------------˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰È Ì‡--------------------------c

ÌÏ˘Â¯È†ÏÚ†‰ËÈ†‰Â˜Â---------------------------------------------------------d
·ÂÒÓ†È¯Ú†‰ˆÂÙ˙†„ÂÚ†˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡†‰Î†¯Ó‡Ï†‡¯˜†„ÂÚ-------------------------------17a

ÔÂÈˆ†˙‡†„ÂÚ†‰Â‰È††ÌÁÂ-------------------------------------------------------b

ÌÏ˘Â¯È·†„ÂÚ†¯Á·Â-----------------------------------------------c

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 16c 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:

‰Ï†‰È‰‡†È‡Â‰Â‰È†Ì‡·È·Ò†˘‡†˙ÓÂÁ
‰ÎÂ˙·†‰È‰‡†„Â·ÎÏÂ

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:

ÔÂÈˆ†ÈÂ‰
Ï··†˙·†˙·˘ÂÈ†ÈËÏÓ‰

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:

‰„Â‰È†˙‡†‰Â‰È†ÏÁÂ
˘„˜‰†˙Ó„‡†ÏÚ†Â˜ÏÁ

ÌÏ˘Â¯È·†„ÂÚ†¯Á·Â

‰Â‰È†ÈÙÓ†¯˘·†ÏÎ†Ò‰
Â˘„˜†ÔÂÚÓÓ†¯ÂÚ†ÈÎ

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:

ÔË˘‰†Í·†‰Â‰È†¯Ú‚È
ÌÏ˘Â¯È·†¯Á·‰†Í·†‰Â‰È†¯Ú‚ÈÂ

˘‡Ó†ÏˆÓ†„Â‡†‰Ê†‡ÂÏ‰
The form is rather unusual here, since we expect to find a parallel to †ÔË˘‰in the second line, but

instead we find a parallel to ‰Â‰È, 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:

ÍÂÚ†ÍÈÏÚÓ†È˙¯·Ú‰†‰‡¯
˙ÂˆÏÁÓ†Í˙‡†˘·Ï‰Â

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:

ÁÎ·†‡ÏÂ†ÏÈÁ·†‡Ï
†ÈÁÂ¯·†Ì‡†ÈÎ

˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡

ÏÂ„‚‰†¯‰†‰˙‡†ÈÓ
¯˘ÈÓÏ†Ï··¯Ê†ÈÙÏ

………Ô·‡‰†˙‡†‡ÈˆÂ‰Â
‰Ï†ÔÁ†ÔÁ†˙Â‡˘˙………

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:

‰Ê‰†˙È·‰†Â„ÒÈ†Ï··¯Ê†È„È
‡Úˆ·˙†ÂÈ„ÈÂ

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.

‰˜†‰ÂÓÎ†‰ÊÓ†·‚‰†ÏÎ†ÈÎ
‰˜†‰ÂÓÎ†‰ÊÓ†Ú·˘‰†ÏÎÂ

·‚‰†˙È·†Ï‡†‰‡·Â
¯˜˘Ï†ÈÓ˘·†Ú·˘‰†˙È·†Ï‡Â

Â˙È·†ÍÂ˙·†‰ÏÂ
ÂÈ·‡†˙‡Â†ÂÈˆÚ†˙‡Â†Â˙ÏÎÂ

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:

ÔÂÙˆ†ı¯‡†Ï‡†ÌÈ‡ˆÂÈ‰†‰‡¯
ÔÂÙˆ†ı¯‡·†ÈÁÂ¯†˙‡†ÂÁÈ‰

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:

ÂÓ˘†ÁÓˆ†˘È‡†‰‰
ÁÓˆÈ†ÂÈ˙Á˙ÓÂ

‰Â‰È†ÏÎÈ‰†˙‡†‰·Â
‰Â‰È†ÏÎÈ‰†˙‡†‰·È†‡Â‰Â

„Â‰†‡˘È†‡Â‰Â
Â‡ÒÎ†ÏÚ†Ï˘ÓÂ†·˘ÈÂ

Â‡ÒÎ†ÏÚ†Ô‰Î†‰È‰Â
Ì‰È˘†ÔÈ·†‰È‰˙†ÌÂÏ˘†˙ˆÚÂ

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:

ÂËÙ˘†˙Ó‡†ËÙ˘Ó
ÂÈÁ‡†˙‡†˘È‡†Â˘Ú†ÌÈÓÁ¯Â†„ÒÁÂ

Â˜˘Ú˙†Ï‡†ÈÚÂ†¯‚†ÌÂ˙ÈÂ†‰ÓÏ‡Â
ÌÎ··Ï·†Â·˘Á˙†Ï‡†ÂÈÁ‡†˘È‡†˙Ú¯Â

·È˘˜‰Ï†Â‡ÓÈÂ
˙¯¯Ò†Û˙Î†Â˙ÈÂ

ÚÂÓ˘Ó†Â„È·Î‰†Ì‰ÈÊ‡Â

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:

ÂÚÓ˘†‡ÏÂ†‡¯˜†¯˘‡Î†È‰ÈÂ
ÚÓ˘‡†‡ÏÂ†Â‡¯˜È†ÔÎ

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:

ÌÈÓÚ†Â‡·È†¯˘‡†„Ú
˙Â·¯†ÌÈ¯Ú†È·˘ÈÂ

¯Ó‡Ï†˙Á‡†Ï‡†˙˙‡†È·˘È†ÂÎÏ‰Â
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‰Â‰È†ÈÙ†˙‡†˙ÂÏÁÏ†ÍÂÏ‰†‰ÎÏ
È‡†Ì‚†‰ÎÏ‡†˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰È†˙‡†˘˜·ÏÂ

ÌÈ·¯†ÌÈÓÚ†Â‡·Â
ÌÈÓÂˆÚ†ÌÈÂ‚Â

ÌÏ˘Â¯È·†˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰È†˙‡†˘˜·Ï
‰Â‰È†ÈÙ†˙‡†˙ÂÏÁÏÂ

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:

¯Ú‰†„˜ÙÈ†‡Ï
˘˜·È†‡Ï

‡Ù¯È†‡Ï†˙¯·˘‰Â
ÏÎÏÎÈ†‡Ï†‰·ˆ‰

ÏÎ‡È†‰‡È¯·‰†¯˘·Â
˜¯ÙÈ†Ô‰ÈÒ¯ÙÂ

ÏÈÏ‡‰†ÈÚ¯†ÈÂ‰
ÔÂˆ‰†È·ÊÚ

ÂÚ¯Ê†ÏÚ†·¯Á
ÂÈÓÈ†ÔÈÚ†ÏÚÂ

˘·È˙†˘Â·È†ÂÚ¯Ê
‰‰Î˙†‰‰Î†ÂÈÓÈ†ÔÈÚÂ

Chapter 12:
The oracle begins with a description of Yahweh:

ÌÈÓ˘†‰Ë
ı¯‡†„ÒÈÂ

Â·¯˜·†Ì„‡†ÁÂ¯†¯ˆÈÂ
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:

ı¯‡‰†ÔÓ†ÌÈ·ˆÚ‰†˙ÂÓ˘†˙‡†˙È¯Î‡
„ÂÚ†Â¯ÎÊÈ†‡ÏÂ

followed by a vitriolic prose attack on prophets and prophecy, verses 2c-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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‰ÏÂ‚·†¯ÈÚ‰†ÈˆÁ†‡ˆÈÂ
¯ÈÚ‰†ÔÓ†˙¯ÎÈ†‡Ï†ÌÚ‰†¯˙ÈÂ

Ì‰‰†ÌÈÂ‚·†ÌÏÁÂ†‰Â‰È†‡ˆÈÂ
·¯˜†ÌÂÈ·†ÂÓÁÏ‰†ÌÂÈÎ

……………………………………………………………
Â‰Ú¯†„È†˘È‡†Â˜ÈÊÁ‰Â

Â‰Ú¯†„È†ÏÚ†Â„È†‰˙ÏÚÂ
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 ‰Â‰È†Ì‡, ‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡†‰Î , 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.114 Others include a
very high proportion of terms which occur almost exclusively in poetry (cf. chapter 6).

114 Cf. Donald Broadribb: “Genezo.”
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POETIC PASSAGES IN THE HEBREW BIBLE

Genesis: (1:1-2:4)115, 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

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.

15:16
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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
8:1-9:11
(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
12:1, 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
3:3-42:6 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
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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 1:116

ÌÈÚ˘¯†˙ˆÚ·†/†ÍÏ‰†‡Ï†¯˘‡†/†˘È‡‰†È¯˘‡
·˘È†‡Ï†ÌÈˆÏ†·˘ÂÓ·Â†//†„ÓÚ†‡Ï†ÌÈ‡ËÁ†Í¯„·Â

‰ÏÈÏÂ†ÌÓÂÈ†ÂˆÙÁ†//†‰Â‰È†˙¯Â˙·†Ì‡†ÈÎ
ÌÈÓ†È‚ÏÙ†ÏÚ†ÏÂ˙˘†/†ıÚÎ†‰È‰Â

ÏÂ·È†‡Ï†Â‰ÏÚÂ†//†Â˙Ú·†Ô˙È†ÂÈ¯Ù†¯˘‡
ÁÈÏˆÈ†‰˘ÚÈ†¯˘‡†ÏÎÂ

ÁÂ¯†ÂÙ„˙†ıÓÎ≠Ì‡†ÈÎ†/†ÌÈÚ˘¯‰†ÔÎ†‡Ï
ÌÈ˜È„ˆ†˙„Ú·†ÌÈ‡ËÁÂ†//†ËÙ˘Ó·†ÌÈÚ˘¯†ÌÂ˜È†‡Ï†//†ÔÎ†ÏÚ

„·‡˙†ÌÈÚ˘¯†Í¯„Â†//†ÌÈ˜È„ˆ†‰Â‰È†Ú„ÂÈ†ÈÎ

jå≥ß±®´~– ˙å∆È–ß± ⁄ ∆å≥ß±´v/® ¬o– ˙å¬å≥vç˙ ⁄ ∫å≥Ôß≥åvq ®1ß±±åÔÈ–µ ⁄⁄ 6

¨∫–∂–´v/®´/ç˙ ≈å≥†≥†å≥∆È–vµ ¬o– Ôµåv∂– ⁄⁄ ¨∫–µo–vß±å≥~∫– ¬´ß≥È–vµ ¬o– ≤åß±å∫– ⁄⁄ 3:3

˚È– ∆Èvµ-∫1qo–®å≥`q ≤å≥˙∑´/–v ⁄⁄ ≈´/ƒß≥o–v ≤o–µåvµ ∑å¬å;È¬å–v ⁄⁄ (3:3)

∑1˙å≤å–}k1Ô´vß≥ ⁄ ß±åq¨–v¬ Ôå≥¬-πå≥¬–∂´– µåvÈµ ⁄⁄ 4

jå≥±ß±´/®-πÈ®≤o–` ≤È††´vˆ ∫1È††o–v ⁄⁄ ∑1Ô¬´–`¨ ¬o–± ≤È∫∫o–v¬ 3:3

∑1ç˙ov¬ ∆å≥ß±´v/®-≤å≥Ôßv´/–` ≤å≥ß≥¬È–v≈ ⁄⁄ 3

¬o–-ç˙´vˆ ˙å®1ß±åÔÈ–µ ⁄ ˚È–- jÈ–µ ˚å≥µµovß≥ tidd1f´/vˆˆ¨– ®¨–±≈ ⁄⁄ (6)

Ôå¬-˚´ˆ ⁄⁄ ¬o–-≤åœ¨vµ¨– r1ß±åÔÈ–vµ ∫å/µµÈß±πåv†≥ ⁄⁄ w1xå≥†≥†≥å∆È–~µ ∫å≥Ô∂–å≥q ß≥å≥∂∂È–œÈ–µ ⁄⁄ 3:3

˚È –-≤o–∂–´–Ô ≤å≥˙∑´/v– ß≥å≥∂∂È–œÈ–vµ ⁄⁄ ∑1∂–´/v®´/ç˙ ®1ß±±åÔÈ–vµ †o–∫–´v∂– ⁄⁄ (3):3

116 Taken from Metrische Studien, part 2, pp. 500-501.
117 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

Sievers commented on the difficulties presented by this Psalm.117



139

It is valuable to compare this analysis of a poetic text with Sievers’ poetic analysis of a prose text,
Jonah 1:1-6a.118

¯Ó‡Ï†//†‰ÂÈ≠Ï‡†‰Â‰È≠¯·„†È‰ÈÂ
Â‰ÈÏÚ†‡¯˜Â†/†‰ÏÂ„‚‰†¯ÈÚ‰†/†‰ÂÈ≠Ï‡†ÍÏ†ÌÂ˜

ÈÙÏ†Ì˙Ú¯†‰˙ÏÚ†ÈÎ
‰Â‰È†ÈÙÏÓ†/†‰˘È˘¯˙†Á¯·Ï†/†‰ÂÈ†ÌÂ˜ÈÂ

‰˘È˘¯˙†‰‡·†/†‰È‡†‡ˆÓÈÂ†/†ÂÙÈ†„¯ÈÂ
Ì‰ÓÚ†Â‡·Ï†/†‰·†„¯ÈÂ†/†‰¯Î˘†Ô˙ÈÂ

ÌÈ·†ÏÂ„‚≠¯ÚÒ†È‰ÈÂ†//†ÌÈ‰†ÏÚ†ÁÂ¯†ÏÈË‰†‰Â‰ÈÂ
¯·˘‰Ï†‰·˘Á†/†‰È‡‰Â

ÂÈ‰Ï‡≠Ï‡†˘È‡†/†Â˜ÚÊÈÂ†ÌÈÁÏÓ‰†Â‡¯ÈÈÂ
Ì‰ÈÏÚÓ†Ï˜‰Ï†/†ÌÈ‰≠Ï‡†ÌÈÏÎ‰≠˙‡†ÂÏËÈÂ

Ì„¯ÈÂ†·˘ÎÈÂ†/†‰ÈÙÒ‰†È˙Î¯È†Ï‡†/†„¯È†‰ÂÈÂ

∑åÈ˙Èv–≥v ∂–1∫–å≥®-≤å≥˙∑´/–v j´/¬-≤o–ˆå–v ⁄⁄ ¬´–µo® ⁄⁄

œ¨–µ ¬´vç˙ j´/¬-ˆÈ–ˆ1∑´v– ⁄ ˙åÔÈv–® ˙a≥©©1∂–o–¬åv– ⁄ ¨œ®å}– Ô¬´v–˙å ⁄⁄

˚È– Ôå¬1qåv– ®åÔåqåµ ¬1ƒåˆåvÈ ⁄⁄

∑å≥≤≤åvœo/µ ≤o–ˆåv– ⁄ ¬È∫–®o≈ †å≥®ßÿÈ;–ßÿåv– ⁄ µÈ¬¬Èƒˆ´~– ≤å≥˙∑´/v– ⁄⁄

∑å≥≤≤´v®´/∂– ≤åƒov– ⁄ ∑å≥≤≤Èµß≥åv– joÿ/ˆ¨≤≤åv– ⁄ ∫åjå~– qå≥®ßÿÈ–ßÿ ⁄⁄

∑å≥≤È††´vˆ ß1ç˙å®åv˙ ⁄ ∑å≥≤≤´v®´/∂– ∫åÿ˙ ⁄ ¬å∫–ov– Ôµµå˙´/vµ ⁄⁄

∑1≤å≥˙∑´/v ˙´†≥È–¬ ®¨v–≈ j´/¬-˙å≥≤≤åvµ ⁄⁄ ∑å≥È˙È– ßåv≥Ôå≥®-©å∂–o~–¬ ∫å≤≤åvµ ⁄⁄

∑1˙åv jo/ÿˆÈ≤≤åv– ⁄ ≈Èßÿßÿ1∫–åv– ¬1˙Èßÿßÿå∫–´v® ⁄⁄

∑å≥≤≤È–®1 j¨v– ˙å≥µµå≥¬¬å≈È–µ ∑å≤≤ÈΩÔå/ÿœ¨v– ⁄ jÈ–ÿßÿ j´/¬-j´/ÿ¬o˙åv–¨ ⁄⁄

∑å≥≤≤å†≥ÈŸ¬¨v– j´/q-˙å≥˚˚´¬Èv–µ j´/¬-˙å≥≤≤åvµ ⁄ ¬1˙åœ´v¬ m´Ôå≥ÿ¬´–˙´/µ ⁄⁄

∑1≤o–ˆå~– ≤å®åv≥∂– ⁄ j´/¬-≤å≥®˚1q´v– ˙å≥ßß1ƒÈ–ˆåv– ⁄ ∑å≥≤Èßÿ˚å≥v∫– ∑å≥≤≤´®å∂–å≥vµ ⁄⁄

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 23:119

¯ÒÁ‡≠‡Ï†ÈÚ¯†‰Â‰È3+2
ÈˆÈ·¯È†‡˘„≠˙Â‡·

ÈÏ‰È†˙ÂÁÓ†ÈÓ†ÏÚ3+2
··Â˘È†È˘Ù

˜„ˆ†ÈÏ‚ÚÓ·†ÈÁÈ3+2
ÂÓ˘†ÔÚÓÏ

ÍÏ‡†ÈÎ†Ì‚2+2
˙ÂÓÏˆ†‡È‚·

Ú¯†‡¯È‡≠‡Ï2+2
È„ÓÚ†‰˙‡†ÈÎ

metrical numbering at the right, above, indicate where he made textual emendations.
118 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.
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˘ÓÂ†ÍË·˘Í˙Ú2+2
ÈÓÁÈ†‰Ó‰

ÔÁÏ˘†ÈÙÏ†Í¯Ú˙2+2
È¯¯ˆ†„‚

È˘‡¯†ÔÓ˘·†˙˘„3+2
‰ÈÂ¯†ÈÒÂÎ

ÈÂÙ„¯È†„ÒÁÂ†·ÂË≠Í‡3+2
ÈÈÁ†ÈÓÈ≠ÏÎ

‰Â‰È†˙È··†È˙·˘Â3+2
ÌÈÓÈ†Í¯‡Ï

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.120

¯ÒÁ‡≠‡Ï†ÈÚ¯†‰Â‰È3+2

ÈˆÈ·¯È†‰˘„·
ÈÏ‰È†˙ÂÁÓ†ÈÓ†ÏÚ3+2

··Â˘È†È˘Ù
˜„ˆ†ÈÏ‚ÚÓ·†ÈÁÈ3+2

ÂÓ˘†ÔÚÓÏ
ÍÏ‡≠ÈÎ≠Ì‚ ˙ÂÓÏˆ†‡È‚·3+2

Ú¯†‡¯È‡≠‡Ï
Í˙Ú˘ÓÂ†ÍË·˘†È„ÓÚ3+2

ÈÁÈ†‰Ó‰
ÔÁÏ˘†ÈÙÏ†Í¯Ú˙3+2

È¯¯ˆ†„‚
È˘‡¯†ÔÓ˘·†˙˘„3+2

‰ÈÂ¯†ÈÒÂÎ
ÈÂÙ„¯È†„ÒÁÂ†·ÂË≠Í‡3+2

ÈÈÁ†ÈÓÈ≠ÏÎ
‰Â‰È†˙È··†È˙·˘Â3+2

ÌÈÓÈ†Í¯‡Ï
Theophile J. Meek, utilizing much the same principles, has made the following analysis of Jeremiah
4:23-26:121

Â‰˙†‰‰Â†ı¯‡‰≠˙‡†È˙È‡¯4+3
Ì¯Â‡†ÔÈ‡Â†ÌÈÓ˘‰≠˙‡
ÌÈ˘Ú¯†‰‰Â†ÌÈ¯‰‰†È˙È‡¯4+3
ÂÏ˜Ï˜˙‰†˙ÂÚ·‚†ÏÎÂ

Ì„‡‰†ÔÈ‡†‰‰Â†‰Ó„‡‰†È˙È‡¯4+3
Â„„†ÌÈÓ˘‰†ÛÂÚ≠ÏÎÂ
¯·„Ó†‰‰Â†ÏÓ¯Î‰†È˙È‡¯4+3

Âˆ˙†ÂÈ¯Ú†ÏÎÂ

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

120 In 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

in Babylonian and Hebrew verse.122
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˙ÂÚ¯Ù†Ú¯Ù·Ï‡¯˘È·†3+3

‰È≠ÂÎ¯·†ÌÚ≠·„˙‰·
ÌÈÎÏÓ†ÂÚÓ˘2+2

ÌÈÊ¯†ÂÈÊ‡‰Â
‰Â‰ÈÏ†ÈÎ‡2+2

‰¯È˘‡†ÈÎ‡
‰ÈÏ†¯ÓÊ‡‰Â2+2

Ï‡¯˘È†È‰Ï‡
¯ÈÚ˘Ó†Í˙‡ˆ·†‰Â‰È3+3

ÌÂ„‡†‰„˘Ó†Í„Úˆ·
‰˘Ú¯†ı¯‡2+2

†ÂÙË†ÌÈÓ˘†Ì‚
ÂÏÊ†ÌÈ¯‰2+2

‰Â‰È†ÈÙÓ
‰Â‰È†ÈÙÓ2+2

Ï‡¯˘È†È‰Ï‡
˙Ú≠Ô·†¯‚Ó˘†ÈÓÈ·3+3

˙ÂÁ¯‡†ÂÏ„Á†ÂÈÓÈ·
˙Â·È˙†ÈÎÏ‰Â2+2

˙ÂÏ˜Ï˜Ú†ÂÎÏÈ
†ÔÂÊ¯Ù†ÂÏ„Á2+2

†ÂÏ„Á†Ï‡¯˘È·
‰¯Â·„†È˙Ó˜˘≠„Ú2+2

Ï‡¯˘È·†Ì‡†È˙Ó˜˘
˙Â¯Áˆ†˙Â˙‡†È·Î¯3+3

ÁÈ˘†Í¯„≠ÏÚ†ÈÎÏ‰Â
ÌÈˆˆÁÓ†ÏÂ˜·2+2

ÌÈ·‡˘Ó†ÔÈ·
Â˙È†Ì˘2+2

‰Â‰È†˙Â˜„ˆ
ÂÊ¯Ù†˙˜„ˆ2+2

Â˙È†Ï‡¯˘È·
‰¯Â·„†È¯ÂÚ†È¯ÂÚ3+3

¯È˘≠È¯·„†È¯ÂÚ†È¯ÂÚ
ÍÈ·˘≠‰·˘†ÌÂ˜2+2

ÌÚÈ·‡†Ô·
‰„¯È†ÈÊ‡2+2

ÌÈ¯È„‡Ï†„È¯˘
‰„¯È†‰Â‰È≠ÌÚ2+2

ÌÈ¯Â·‚†ÈÏÚ
˜ÓÚ·≠¯˘†¯˘†ÌÈ¯Ù‡3+3

ÂÈÓÓÚ·†ÔÈÓÈ·†ÍÈ¯Á‡
¯ÈÎÓ†ÈÓ2+2

ÌÈ˜˜ÁÓ†Â„¯È
ÌÈÎ˘Ó†ÔÏÂ·ÊÓ2+2

¯ÙÒ†Ë·˘·
˜ÓÚ·†‰¯Â·„≠ÌÚ2+2

ÂÈÏ‚¯†ÁÏ˘È
ÌÈ˙Ù˘Ó†·˘È†‰ÓÏ≠„‚3+3

ÌÈ¯„Ú†˙Â˜¯˘†ÚÓ˘Ï

strikingly regular form against the unemended text as actually found in the Hebrew Bible.
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¯†˙Â‚ÏÙ·Ô·Â‡2+2

·Ï≠È˜˜Á†ÌÈÏÂ„‚
¯·Ú·†„ÚÏ‚2+2

ÔÎ˘†Ô„¯È‰
‰ÓÏ†Ô„Â2+2

†¯Â‚È˙ÂÈ·‡
ÌÈÓÈ≠ÛÂÁ†·˘È†¯˘‡3+3

ÔÎ˘È†ÂÈˆ¯ÙÓ†ÏÚÂ
Û¯Á†ÌÚ†ÂÏ·Ê2+2

˙ÂÓÏ†Â˘Ù
ÈÏ˙ÙÂ2+2

‰„˘†ÈÓÂ¯Ó†ÏÚ
ÂÓÁÏ†ÌÈÎÏÓ†Â‡·3+3

ÔÚÎ†ÈÎÏÓ†ÂÓÁÏ
ÍÚ˙·†ÂÓÁÏ2+2

Â„‚Ó†ÈÓ≠ÏÚ
ÂÁ˜Ï≠‡Ï†ÛÒÎ≠Úˆ·2+2

Ì˙ÏÒÓÓ
ÌÈ·ÎÂÎ†ÌÈÓ˘≠ÔÓ2+2

‡¯ÒÈÒ≠ÌÚ†ÂÓÁÏ
ÌÙ¯‚†ÔÂ˘È˜†ÏÁ3+3

ÏÁ‰†ÌÈÓÂ„˜†ÏÁ
ÂÎ¯„‰†ÔÂ˘È˜·2+2

ÂÈÊÚ†˙˘Ù
ÌÂÓÏ‰†ÈÊ‡2+2

ÌÒÂÒ†È·˜Ú
˙Â¯‰„†˙Â¯‰„2+2

ÂÈ¯È·‡†ÂÓÏ‰
©≠¯Ó‡†ÊÂ¯Ó†Â¯‡?®3+3

‰È·˘È†¯Â¯‡†Â¯‡
Â‡·†‡Ï†ÈÎ2+2

‰Â‰È†˙¯ÊÚÏ
‰Â‰È†˙¯ÊÚÏ2+2

Ì‰È¯Â·‚·
ÏÚÈ†ÌÈ˘Ó†Í¯·˙3+3

Í¯·˙†Ï‰‡·†ÌÈ˘Ó
Ï‡˘†ÌÈÓ2+2

‰˙†·ÏÁ
ÌÈ¯È„‡†ÏÙÒ·2+2

‰‡ÓÁ†‰·È¯˜‰
‰ÁÏ˘˙†„˙ÈÏ†‰„È3+2

ÌÈÏÓÚ†˙ÂÓÏ‰Ï†‰ÈÓÈÂ
‡¯ÒÈÒ†‰ÓÏ‰Â2+2

Â˘‡¯†‰˜ÁÓ
Ú¯Î†‰ÈÏ‚¯≠ÔÈ·2+2

·Î˘†ÏÙ
Ú¯Î†‰ÈÏ‚¯†ÔÈ·2+2

„Â„˘†ÏÙ
‰Ù˜˘†‰˘‡‰†„Ú·3+3

‡¯ÒÈÒ†Ì‡†··È˙Â
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˘·†ÚÂ„Ó˘2+2

‡Â·Ï†Â·Î¯
Â¯Á‡†ÚÂ„Ó2+2

ÓÚÙÂÈ˙Â·Î¯Ó≠È
‰Ú˙†‰È˙Â¯˘†˙ÂÓÎÁ3+3

‰È¯Ó‡†·È˘˙†‡È‰≠Û‡
Â‡ˆÓÈ†‡Ï‰2+2

ÏÏ˘†Â˜ÏÁÈ
ÌÈ˙ÓÁ¯†ÌÁ¯2+2

ÏÏ˘†¯·‚≠˘‡¯Ï
‡¯ÒÈÒÏ†ÌÈÚ·ˆ2+2

‰Ó˜¯†ÌÈÚ·
The Alternating Theory

Developed earlier by Hölscher 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:123

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.
be›ha¤d=rat=-qu¤d=s& 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›-his·h¡i¤t= 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. we#lo¤’ ra*mu¤ ”ena¤y, Ps. 131:1b, or s`a*ri›m s¤a*h¶a‡hu¤ 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¤-l-s‡a*mma¤* ke‡ra¤g” Ps. 73:13 *Åd=ona¤y s‡im”u¤-b-qoli¤ Ps.
130:1. Similarly when two vowels meet: tihyQn- @a*znQk=a* qa¤s‡s‡ub=o¤t=.

Isaiah 62:1-9 appears thus:124

we·ra*)u¤ g#oyyi¤m s`id=qe¤k= ñ we·ka*¤l mela*k=i¤m keb=od=e¤k`
weqo¤ra*’ la·k= s·e¤m h¶ad=a*s· ñ pi¤ yahwQ yiqqa*b=Qnna*
weha*yit= ”a*t`a¤rt be·ya¤d= yahwQ ñ u¤ne·s`i¤f meluk7a*

lo’ ye¤’a*me¤r la*k= ”o¤d= ”a·zub=a¤* ñ u¤le’ars`ek be”ula¤*
ki la*k= yiqqa¤*re¤’ h`Qfs`i-ba¤*h ñ ¤le’ars`ek= be”ula¤*
ki¤ h`a*fe¤s` yahwQ) b=a*¤k` ñ w’ars`e)k` ti¤bba*”e¤l
ki¤ kib=”o¤l ba*h`u¤r bet=ula*¤ ñ yibele¤k` bone¤k`
umes¤o¤s¤ h`a*t=a*Èn ¤lkalla* ñ yas¤i¤s¤ ”a*la¤yk` @Qloha¤yk`

”al h`o¤mot=a¤yk ye·ru¤s·a*le¤m ñ hifqad=ti s·o¤me·ri¤m
ka*¤l-hayyo¤m we·-k`a*¤l hallala* ñ ta*mi)d= lo¤’ ya¤h`s·u¤
hamma¤zkiri¤m @Qt= yahwQ ñ @a¤l da*mi¤ la*k=Q¤m
weal ti¤tte·nu¤ da*mi) lo¤ ñ ”ad= ya*s¤i¤m @Qt ye·k=one¤n s`iyyo¤n
we·”a¤d= ya*s¤i¤m @Qt ye·ru¤s·a*le¤m ñ tehilla*¤ b=a*@ @a*¤rQs`

123 Sigmund Mowinckel: Der achundsechzigste Psalm, pp. 13-14.
124 Sigmund Mowinckel: “Der metrische Aufbau.”



144

nisba¤” yahwQ) b=i¤mino¤ ñ u¤b=izro¤” ”uzzo¤
@i¤m- @Qtte¤n @Qt==-de·ga¤*nek= ”o¤d ñ ma @ak=a¤l le· @o¤ye·ba¤yk=
we@i¤m yis·tu¤ be·ne¤ nek=a¤*r ñ tiro¤s· ya*ga¤”t b=o¤
ki me @a*se·fa)*w yo¤ @k=e·lu¤hu ñ whi¤lle·lu¤- @t--yahwQ¤
u¤me·qa¤bbe·s`a*¤w yis·tu¤hu ñ be·h`as`e·ro¤t= qa*d=s·i¤

Cf. pp. 50-51 for this text as found in the 1QIsa. 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 ‰È¯‡Î†ı·¯†Ú¯Î
Num È¯‡Î†·Î˘†Ú¯Î

Exodus 15: divergences between the Massoretic text and the Samaritan Pentateuch (apart from
variations in regard to the use of ˙‡ and intermixing of perfect and imperfect):

MT ‰‡‚†‰‡‚†ÈÎ†‰Â‰ÈÏ†‰¯È˘‡
SP ‰‡‚†ÈÂ‚†ÈÎ†‰Â‰ÈÏ†Â¯˘‡

MT ‰È†˙¯ÓÊÂ†ÈÊÚ
SP È˙¯ÓÊÂ†ÈÊÚ

MT „ÚÂ†ÌÏÚÏ†ÍÏÓÈ†‰Â‰È
SP „ÚÂ†ÌÏÚ†ÍÏÓÈ†‰Â‰È†

Numbers 10:35 = Psalm 68:2: Num ÍÈ·È‡†ÂˆÙÈÂ†‰Â‰È†‰ÓÂ˜
Ps ÂÈ‰ÈÂ‡†ÂˆÂÙÈ†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†ÌÂ˜È

Num ÍÈÙÈÓ†ÍÈ‡˘Ó†ÂÒÈÂ
Ps ÂÈÙÓ†ÂÈ‡˘Ó†ÂÒÂÈÂ

Numbers 21:17-18: MT Ì˙Ú˘Ó·†˜˜ÁÓ·
SP Ì˙ÚËÓ·Â†˜˜ÁÓ·

Numbers 23:18-24: MT ‰ÓÈ˜È†‡ÏÂ†¯·„Â
SP ‰ÓÈ˜È†‡ÏÂ†¯·„

MT È˙Á˜Ï†Í¯·†‰‰
SP È˙Á˜Ï†Í¯·Ï Ô‰

MT ‰·È˘‡†‡ÏÂ†Í¯·Â
SP ‰·È˘‡†‡ÏÂ†Í¯·‡

Numbers 23:7-10: MT ˜Ï·†ÈÁÈ†Ì¯‡†ÔÓ
SP ˜Ï·†ÈÁÈ†Ì¯‡Ó

MT Ï‡¯˘È†Ú·¯†˙‡†¯ÙÒÓÂ
SP Ï‡¯˘È†˙ÂÚ·¯Ó†¯ÙÒ†ÈÓÂ

Numbers 24:3-9: MT Ï‡†È¯Ó‡†ÚÓ˘†Ì‡
Not in the S.P.

MT ÌÈÈÚ†ÈÂÏ‚¯†ÏÙ
SP ÔÈÚ†ÈÂÏ‚¯†ÏÙ

MT Ï‡¯˘È†ÍÈ˙Î˘Ó
SP Ï‡¯˘È†ÍÈ˙Î˘ÓÂ

MT ÂÈË†ÌÈÏÁÎ
SP ÌÈÂË†ÌÈÏÁÎ

MT ÂÎÏÓ†‚‚‡Ó†Ì¯ÈÂ
SP ÂÎÏÓ†‚‚Ó†Ì¯ÈÂ
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MT ÌÈ¯ˆÓÓ†Â‡ÈˆÂÓ†Ï‡
SP ÌÈ¯ˆÓÓ†Â‰Á†Ï‡

Numbers 24:15-24: MT †ÂÈ·È‡†¯ÈÚ˘†‰˘¯È†‰È‰Â
SP ÂÈ·È‡†Â˘Ú†‰˘¯È†‰È‰Â

MT Í·˘˙†¯Â˘‡†‰Ó†„Ú
SP Í·˘˙†¯Â˘‡Ó†„Ú

MT Ï‡†ÂÓ˘Ó†‰ÈÁÈ†ÈÓ†ÈÂ‡
SP ÂÓ˘Ó†‰Â‰È†ÈÓ†ÈÂ‡

MT ÌÈ˙Î†„ÈÓ ÌÈˆÂ
SP ÌÈ˙Î†„ÈÓ†Ì‡ÈˆÂÈ†Ï‡

MT ¯Â˘‡†ÂÚÂ
SP ¯Â˘‡†ÂÚÈ

Deuteronomy 32: MT ‡¯˜‡†‰Â‰È†Ì˘†ÈÎ
SP ‡¯˜‡†‰Â‰È†Ì˘·†ÈÎ

MT ÌÓÂÓ†ÂÈ·†‡Ï†ÂÏ†˙Á˘
SP ÌÂÓ†È·†‡Ï†ÂÏ†Â˙Á˘

MT ÂÓÚ†‰Â‰È†˜ÏÁ†ÈÎ
SP ·˜ÚÈ†ÂÓÚ†‰Â‰È†˜ÏÁ†ÈÎ

MT Â˙ÏÁ†Ï·Á†·˜ÚÈ
SP Ï‡¯˘È†Â˙ÏÁ†Ï·Á

MT ÔÓ˘È†ÏÏÈ†Â‰˙·Â
SP Â‰Ó˘È†˙ÂÏÏ‰˙·Â

MT not in the M.T.
SP Ú·˘ÈÂ†·˜ÚÈ†Ï·‡È

MT Ì·†ÔÓ‡†‡Ï†ÌÈ·
SP Ì·†ÔÓ‡‰†‡Ï†ÌÈ·

MT ¯Â‚‡†·ÈÂ‡†ÌÚÎ†ÈÏÂÏ
SP ¯Â‚‡†È·È‡†ÌÚÎ†‡Ï†ÂÏ

MT ‰Ó‰†˙ÂˆÚ†„·‡†ÈÂ‚†ÈÎ
SP Ì˙ÂÓˆÚ†„·‡†ÈÂ‚†ÈÎ

MT Ì¯ÎÓ†Ì¯Âˆ†ÈÎ†‡Ï†Ì‡
SP Ì¯ÎÓ†Ì¯Âˆ†‡Ï†Ì‡

MT ÌÏ˘Â†Ì˜†ÈÏ
SP ÌÏ˘Â†Ì˜†ÌÂÈÏ

1 Samuel 18:7 = 21:12b = 29:5b: 1 Sam 18 ÂÈ˙··¯·†„Â„Â
1 Sam 21 & 29 Â˙··¯·†„Â„Â

2 Samuel 7:8-17 = 1 Chronicles 17:7-15 (reproduced in full):
Sam ‰Â‰†ÔÓ†ÍÈ˙Á˜Ï†È‡
Chr ‰Â‰†ÔÓ†ÍÈ˙Á˜Ï†È‡

Sam Ô‡ˆ‰†¯Á‡Ó
Chr Ô‡ˆ‰†È¯Á‡†ÔÓ

Sam ÈÓÚ†ÏÚ†„È‚†˙ÂÈ‰Ï
Chr ÈÓÚ†ÏÚ†„È‚†˙ÂÈ‰Ï
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Sam Ï‡¯˘È†ÏÚ
Chr Ï‡¯˘È

Sam ˙ÎÏ‰†¯˘‡†ÏÎ·†ÍÓÚ†‰È‰‡Â
Chr ˙ÎÏ‰†¯˘‡†ÏÎ·†ÍÓÚ†‰È‰‡Â

Sam ÍÈÙÓ†ÍÈ‰È‡†ÏÎ†˙‡†‰˙¯Î‡Â
Chr ÍÈÙÓ†ÍÈ·ÈÂ‡†ÏÎ†˙‡†˙¯Î‡Â

Sam ÏÂ„‚†Ì˘†ÍÏ†È˙˘ÚÂ
Chr Ì˘†ÍÏ†È˙È˘ÚÂ

Sam ı¯‡·†¯˘‡†ÌÈÏ„‚‰†Ì˘Î
Chr ı¯‡·†¯˘‡†ÌÈÏÂ„‚‰†Ì˘Î

Sam Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ†ÈÓÚÏ†ÌÂ˜Ó†È˙Ó˘Â
Chr Ï‡¯˘È†ÈÓÚÏ ÌÂ˜Ó†È˙Ó˘Â

Sam ÂÈ˙Á˙†ÔÎ˘Â†ÂÈ˙ÚËÂ
Chr ÂÈ˙Á˙†ÔÎ˘Â†Â‰È˙ÚËÂ

Sam „ÂÚ†Ê‚¯È†‡ÏÂ
Chr „ÂÚ†Ê‚¯È†‡ÏÂ

Sam ‰Â˘‡¯·†¯˘‡Î†Â˙ÂÚÏ†‰ÏÂÚ†È·†ÂÙÈÒÈ†‡ÏÂ
Chr ‰Â˘‡¯·†¯˘‡Î†È˙Ï·Ï†‰ÏÂÚ†È·†ÂÙÈÒÂÈ†‡ÏÂ

Sam È˙ÁÈ‰Â†Ï‡¯˘È†ÈÓÚ†ÏÚ†ÌÈËÙ˘†È˙ÈÂˆ†¯˘‡†ÌÂÈ‰†ÔÓÏÂ
Chr ˙‡†È˙ÚÎ‰Â†Ï‡¯˘È†ÈÓÚ†ÏÚ†ÌÈËÙ˘†È˙ÈÂˆ†¯˘‡†ÌÈÓÈÓÏÂ†

Sam †ÍÈ·È‡†ÏÎÓ†ÍÏ
Chr ÍÈ·ÈÂ‡†ÏÎ

Sam ‰È‰È†ÍÏ†‡Ú˘È†˙È·†ÈÎ†‰Â‰È†ÍÏ†„È‚‰Â
Chr ‰È‰È†ÍÏ†‰·È†˙È·Â†ÍÏ†„‚‡Â

Sam ÍÈÓÈ†Â‡ÏÓÈ†ÈÎ
Chr ÍÈÓÈ†Â‡ÏÓ†ÈÎ†‰È‰Â

Sam ÍÈ˙Â·‡†˙‡†˙·Î˘Â
Chr ÍÈ˙·‡†ÌÚ†˙ÎÏÏ

Sam ÍÈ¯Á‡†ÍÚ¯Ê†˙‡†È˙ÓÈ˜‰Â
Chr ÍÈ¯Á‡†ÍÚ¯Ê†˙‡†È˙ÂÓÈ˜‰Â

Sam ÍÈÚÓÓ†‡ˆÈ†¯˘‡
Chr ÍÈ·Ó†‰È‰È†¯˘‡

Sam Â˙ÎÏÓÓ†˙‡†È˙ÈÎ‰Â
Chr †Â˙ÂÎÏÓ†˙‡†È˙ÈÎ‰Â

Sam ÈÓ˘Ï†˙È·†‰·È†‡Â‰
Chr ˙È·†ÈÏ†‰·È†‡Ï‰

Sam ÌÏÂÚ†„Ú†Â˙ÎÏÓÓ†‡ÒÎ†˙‡†È˙ÎÂ
Chr ÌÏÂÚ†„Ú†Â‡ÒÎ†˙‡†È˙ÎÂ

Sam ·‡Ï†ÂÏ†‰È‰‡†È‡
Chr ·‡Ï†ÂÏ†‰È‰‡†È‡

Sam Ô·Ï†ÈÏ†‰È‰È†‡Â‰Â
Chr Ô·Ï†ÈÏ†‰È‰È†‡Â‰Â

Sam ÌÈ˘‡††Ë·˘·†ÂÈ˙ÁÎ‰Â†Â˙ÂÚ‰·†¯˘‡
not in Chronicles

Sam Ì„‡†È·†ÈÚ‚·Â
not in Chronicles
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Sam ÂÓÓ†¯ÂÒÈ†‡Ï†È„ÒÁÂ
Chr ÂÓÚÓ†¯ÈÒ‡†‡Ï†È„ÒÁÂ

Sam ÏÂ‡˘†ÌÚÓ†È˙¯Ò‰†¯˘‡Î
Chr ÍÈÙÏ†È‰È†¯˘‡Ó†È˙Â¯ÈÒ‰†¯˘‡Î

Sam ÍÈÙÏÓ†È˙¯Ò‰†¯˘‡
not in Chronicles

Sam ÍÈÙÏ†ÌÏÂÚ†„Ú†Í˙ÎÏÓÓÂ†Í˙È·†ÔÓ‡Â
Chr ÌÏÂÚ‰†„Ú†È‰Â˙ÎÏÓ·Â†È˙È··†Â‰È˙„ÓÚ‰Â

Sam ÌÏÂÚ†„Ú†ÔÂÎ†‰È‰È†Í‡ÒÎ
Chr ÌÏÂÚ†„Ú†ÔÂÎ†‰È‰È†Â‡ÒÎÂ

†
Isaiah 11:9 = Habakkuk 2:14 Isa ‰Â‰Â†˙‡†˙Ú„†ı¯‡‰†‰‡ÏÓ†ÈÎ

Hab ‰Â‰È†„Â·Î†˙Ú†˙Ú„Ï†ı¯‡‰†‡ÏÓ˙†ÈÎ

Isa ÌÈÒÎÓ†ÌÈÏ†ÌÈÓÎ
Hab ÌÈ†ÏÚ†ÂÒÎÈ†ÌÈÓÎ

The Dead Sea Hab. Commentary reads ÌÈ‰

Isaiah 15-16 (parts) = Jeremiah 48 (parts) and associated material:
Jer 48:29 ·‡ÂÓ†ÔÂ‡‚†ÂÚÓ˘

Is 16:6 ·‡ÂÓ†ÔÂ‡‚†ÂÚÓ˘

Jer 48:29 „‡Ó†‰‡‚
Is 16:6 „‡Ó†‡‚

(1QIsa reads: ·‡ÂÓ†‰‡‚)

Jer 48:29 Â˙Â‡‚Â†ÂÂ‡‚Â†Â‰·‚
Is 16:16 Â˙¯·ÚÂ†Â˙Â‡‚Â†Â˙Â‡‚†

Jer 48:29 Â·Ï†Ì¯Â
Is 16:6 ÂÈ„·†ÔÎ†‡Ï

 (1QIsa reads: ÂÈ„·†ÔÎÏ)

Jer 48:30 Â˘‡†ÔÎ†‡Ï†ÂÈ„·†ÔÎ†‡ÏÂ†Â˙¯·Ú†‰Â‰È†Ì‡‚†È˙Ú„È†È‡
not in Isaiah

Jer 48:31 ÏÈÏÈ‡†·‡ÂÓ†ÏÚ†ÔÎ†ÏÚ
Is 16:7 ·‡ÂÓ†ÏÈÏÈÈ†ÔÎÏ

1QIsa reads: ·‡ÂÓ†ÏÈÏÈÈ†‡ÂÏ†ÔÎÏÂ

Jer 48:31 ˜ÚÊ‡†‰ÏÎ†·‡ÂÓÏÂ
Is 16:7 ÏÈÏÈÈ†‰ÏÎ†·‡ÂÓÏÂ

Jer 48:31 ‰‚‰È†˘¯Á†¯È˜†È˘‡†Ï‡
Is 16:7  ††ÌÈ‡Î†Í‡†Â‚‰˙†˙˘¯Á†¯È˜†È˘È˘‡Ï

Jer 48:32 ÍÏ†‰Î·‡†¯ÊÚÈ†ÈÎ·Ó
Is 16:9 ¯ÊÚÈ†ÈÎ··†‰Î·‡†ÔÎ†ÏÚ

Jer 48:32 ‰Ó·˘†ÔÙ‚‰
Is 16:9 ‰Ó·˘†ÔÙ‚

Jer 48:32 ÌÈ†Â¯·Ú†ÍÈ˙˘ÈË
Is 16:8g-h ÌÈ†Â¯·Ú†Â˘Ë†‰È˙ÂÁÏ˘

Jer 48:32 ÂÚ‚†¯ÊÚÈ†ÌÈ†„Ú
Is 16:8e-f ¯·„Ó†ÂÚ˙†ÂÚ‚†¯ÊÚÈ†„Ú

Jer 48:32 ÏÙ†„„˘†Í¯Èˆ·†ÏÚÂ†ÍˆÈ˜†ÏÚ
Is 16:9 ÏÙ†„„È‰†Í¯Èˆ˜†ÏÚÂ†ÍˆÈ˜†ÏÚ†ÈÎ

Jer 48:33 ·‡ÂÓ†ı¯‡ÓÂ†ÏÓ¯ÎÓ†ÏÈ‚Â†‰ÁÓ˘†‰ÙÒ‡Â
Is 16:10 ÏÓ¯Î‰†ÔÓ†ÏÈ‚Â†‰ÁÓ˘†ÛÒ‡Â
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Jer 48:33 È˙·˘‰†ÌÈ·˜ÈÓ†ÔÈÈÂ
Is 16:10 Í¯„‰†Í¯„È†‡Ï†ÌÈ·˜È·†ÔÈÈ

Jer 48:33 „„È‰†‡Ï†„„È‰†„„È‰†Í¯„È†‡Ï
Is 16:10 È˙·˘‰†„„È‰

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 ‰‡„È†¯˘Î†‰‰
Jer 49:22 ‰‡„ÈÂ†‰ÏÚÈ†¯˘Î†‰‰

Jer 48:40 ·‡ÂÓ†Ï‡†ÂÈÙÎ†˘¯ÙÂ
Jer 49:22 ‰¯ˆ·†ÏÚ†ÂÈÙÎ†˘¯ÙÈÂ

Jer 48:41a-b ˙ÂÈ¯˜‰†‰„ÎÏ
[line not in Jer 49:22] ‰˘Ù˙†˙Â„ˆÓ‰Â

Jer 48:41 ‡Â‰‰†ÌÂÈ·†·‡ÂÓ†È¯Â·‚†·Ï†‰È‰Â
Jer 49:22 ‰Â‰‰†ÌÂÈ·†ÌÂ„‡†È¯Â·‚†·Ï†‰È‰Â

Jer 48:41 ‰¯ˆÓ†‰˘‡†·ÏÎ
Jer 49:22 ‰¯ˆÓ†‰˘‡†·ÏÎ

Jer 48:42 ÏÈ„‚‰†‰Â‰È†ÏÚ†ÈÎ†ÌÚÓ†·‡ÂÓ†„Ó˘Â
not duplicated

Jer 48:43 ÍÈÏÚ†ÁÙÂ†˙ÁÙÂ†„ÁÙ
Is 24:17 ÍÈÏÚ†ÁÙÂ†˙ÁÙÂ†„ÁÙ

Jer 48:43 ·‡ÂÓ†·˘ÂÈ
Is 24:17 ı¯‡‰†·˘ÂÈ

Jer 48:44 ˙ÁÙ‰†Ï‡†ÏÙÈ†„ÁÙ‰†ÈÙÓ†ÒÈ‰
Is 24:18 ˙ÁÙ‰†Ï‡†ÏÙÈ†„ÁÙ‰†ÏÂ˜Ó†Ò‰†‰È‰Â

Jer 48:44 †ÁÙ·†„ÎÏÈ†˙ÁÙ‰†ÔÓ†‰ÏÚ‰Â
Is 24:18 ÁÙ·†„ÎÏÈ†˙ÁÙ‰†ÍÂ˙Ó†‰ÏÂÚ‰Â

Jer 48:44 ‰Â‰È†Ì‡†Ì˙„˜Ù†˙˘†·‡ÂÓ†Ï‡†‰ÈÏ‡†‡È·‡†ÈÎ
Jer 48:45 ÌÈÒ†ÁÎÓ†Â„ÓÚ†ÔÂ·˘Á†Ïˆ·

not duplicated

Jer 48:45 Ô«·˘ÁÓ†‰ˆÈ†˘‡†ÈÎ
Num 21:28 ÔÂ·˘ÁÓ†‰‡ˆÈ†˘‡†ÈÎ

 Jer48:45 ÔÂÁÈÒ†ÔÈ·Ó†‰·‰ÏÂ
Num 21:28 ÔÁÈÒ†˙È¯˜Ó†‰·‰Ï

Jer 48:45 ·‡ÂÓ†˙‡Ù†ÏÎ‡˙Â
Num 21:28 ·‡ÂÓ†¯Ú†‰ÏÎ‡

Jer 48:45 ÔÂ‡˘†È·†„˜„˜Â
Num 21:28 Ô¯‡†˙ÂÓ·†ÈÏÚ·

Jer 48:46 ·‡ÂÓ†ÍÏ†ÈÂ‡
Num 21:29 ·‡ÂÓ†ÍÏ†ÈÂ‡
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Jer 48:46 ˘ÂÓÎ†ÌÚ†„·‡
Num 21:29 ˘ÂÓÎ†ÌÚ†˙„·‡

Jer 48:46 È·˘·†ÍÈ·†ÂÁ˜Ï†ÈÎ
Num 21:29 ÌËÈÏÙ†ÂÈ·†Ô˙

Jer 48:46 ‰È·˘·†ÍÈ˙·Â
Num 21:29 ÔÂÁÈÒ†È„Ó‡†ÍÏÓÏ†˙È·˘·†ÂÈ˙·Â

Isaiah 35:10 = 51:11 (complete)

Is 35:10 (1QIsa: Â·Â˘È) ÔÂ·˘È†‰Â‰È†ÈÈÂ„ÙÂ
51:11 ÔÂ·Â˘È†‰Â‰È†ÈÈÂ„ÙÂ

1QIsa 51:11 Â·Â˘È†‰Â‰È†È¯ÂÊÙ

35:10 ‰¯·†ÔÂÈˆ†Â‡·Â
51:11 ‰¯·†ÔÂÈˆ†Â‡·Â

1QIsa in both passages: ‰Â¯·†ÔÂÈˆ†Â‡·Â

35:10 Ì˘‡¯†ÏÚ†ÌÏÂÚ†˙ÁÓ˘Â
51:11 Ì˘‡¯†ÏÚ†ÌÏÂÚ†˙ÁÓ˘Â

1QIsa for 51:11 ‰Ó‰È˘‡Â¯†ÏÚ†ÌÏÂÚ†˙ÁÓ˘Â

35:10  (1QIsa: ‰·Â‚È˘È) Â‚È˘È†‰ÁÓ˘Â†ÔÂ˘˘
51:11 (1QIsa: Â‚È˘È) ÔÂ‚È˘È†‰ÁÓ˘Â†ÔÂ˘˘

35:10 ‰Á‡Â†ÔÂ‚È†ÂÒÂ
51:11  ‰Á‡Â†ÔÂ‚È†ÂÒ

1QIsa in both passages: ‰Á‡Â†ÔÂ‚È†ÒÂ

Isaiah 37:22-35 = 2 Kings 19:21-35

Is ¯Ó‡˙Â†È„‡†˙Ù¯Á†ÍÈ„·Ú†„È·
K ¯Ó‡˙Â†È„‡†˙Ù¯Á†ÍÈÎ‡ÏÓ†„È·

Is ÌÈ¯‰†ÌÂ¯Ó†È˙ÈÏÚ†È‡†È·Î¯†·¯·
K ÌÈ¯‰†ÌÂ¯Ó†È˙ÈÏÚ†È‡†È·Î¯†·Î¯·

Is Âˆ˜†ÌÂ¯Ó†‡Â·‡Â
K ‰ˆ˜†ÔÂÏÓ†‰‡Â·‡Â

Is ÌÈÓ†È˙È˙˘Â†È˙¯˜†È‡
K ÌÈ¯Ê†ÌÈÓ†È˙È˙˘Â†È˙¯˜†È‡

1QIsa ÌÈ¯Ê†ÌÈÓ†È˙È˙˘Â†È˙‡¯˜†È‡

Is ‰È˙¯ˆÈÂ†Ì„˜†ÈÓÈÓ
K  †‰È˙¯ˆÈÂ†Ì„˜†ÈÓÈÓÏ

1QIsa ‰È˙¯ˆÈ†Ì„˜†ÈÓÈÓ

Is ÌÈˆ†ÌÈÏ‚†˙Â‡˘‰Ï†È‰˙Â
K  ÌÈˆ†ÌÈÏ‚†˙Â˘‰Ï†È‰˙Â

1QIsa ÌÈ¯Âˆ†ÌÈÏ‚†˙ÂÂ‡˘Ï†È‰˙Â

Is „˘·Â†Â˙Á
K Â˘·ÈÂ†Â˙Á

1QIsa Â·˘ÈÂ†Â˙Á

Is ‰Ó˜†ÈÙÏ†‰Ó„˘Â
K ‰Ó˜†ÈÙÏ†‰Ù„˘Â

1QIsa Ì„˜†ÈÙÏ†Û‚˘‰
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Is and K ÈÏ‡†ÍÊ‚¯˙‰†˙‡Â
1QIsa ÈÏ‡†‰ÎÊ‚¯‰†˙‡Â

Is and K ÁÈÙÒ†‰˘‰†ÏÂÎ‡
1QIsa ÁÈÙÒ†‰˘‰†ÂÏÂÎ‡

Is ÒÈÁ˘†˙È˘‰†‰˘·Â
K ˘ÈÁÒ†˙È˘‰†‰˘·Â

1QIsa ÒÈÚ˘†˙È˘‰†‰˘·Â

Is and K ‰¯‡˘‰†‰„Â‰È†˙È·†˙ËÈÏÙ†‰ÙÒÈÂ
1QIsa ‡ˆÓ‰Â†‰ÙÒ‡Â

Is and K ‰ÏÚÓÏ†È¯Ù†‰˘ÚÂ
1QIsa ‰ÏÚÓ†È¯Ù†‰˘ÚÂ

Is and K ˙È¯‡˘†‡ˆ˙†ÌÏ˘Â¯ÈÓ†ÈÎ
1QIsa ˙È¯Ú˘†‡ˆ˙†ÔÂÈˆÓ†ÈÎ

Is and K ÔÂÈˆ†¯‰Ó†‰ËÈÏÙÂ
1QIsa ÌÈÏ˘Â¯ÈÓ†‡ËÈÏÙÂ

Is ˙‡Ê†‰˘Ú˙†˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰È†˙‡˜
K ˙‡Ê†‰˘Ú˙†‰Â‰È†˙‡˜

Order of half-lines in 1QIsa is different from the order in the MT and in K.

Is ·Â˘È†‰·†‡·†¯˘‡†Í¯„·
K ·Â˘È†‰·†‡·È†¯˘‡†Í¯„·

Isaiah 48:22 = 57:21 (complete) 48 ÌÈÚ˘¯Ï†‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡†ÌÂÏ˘†ÔÈ‡
57  †ÌÈÚ˘¯Ï†È‰Ï‡†¯Ó‡†ÌÂÏ˘†ÔÈ‡

Isaiah 52:7 = Nahum 2:1 (complete) Is ÌÂÏ˘†ÚÈÓ˘Ó†¯˘·Ó†ÈÏ‚¯†ÌÈ¯‰‰†ÏÚ†ÂÂ‡†‰Ó
Nah ÌÂÏ˘†ÚÈÓ˘Ó†¯˘·Ó†ÈÏ‚¯†ÌÈ¯‰‰†ÏÚ†‰‰

Isaiah 65:12c-f = 66:4c-f (complete)† 65 Ì˙ÈÚ†‡ÏÂ†È˙‡¯˜†ÔÚÈ†
66 ‰ÂÚ†ÔÈ‡Â†È˙‡¯˜†ÔÚÈ

65 Ì˙ÚÓ˘†‡ÏÂ†È˙¯·„
66 ÂÚÓ˘†‡ÏÂ†È˙¯·„

65 ÈÈÚ·†Ú¯‰†Â˘Ú˙Â
66 ÈÈÚ·†Ú¯‰†Â˘ÚÈÂ

65 Ì˙¯Á·†È˙ˆÙÁ†‡Ï†¯˘‡·Â
66 Â¯Á·†È˙ˆÙÁ†‡Ï†¯˘‡·Â

Jeremiah 6:12-15 = 8:10-12 (complete) 6 ÌÈ¯Á‡Ï†Ì‰È˙·†Â·ÒÂ
8 ÌÈ¯Á‡Ï†Ì‰È˘†˙‡†Ô˙‡†ÔÎÏ

6 Â„ÁÈ†ÌÈ˘Â†˙Â„˘
8 ÌÈ˘¯ÂÈÏ†Ì‰È˙Â„˘

6 only ‰Â‰È†Ì‡ †ı¯‡‰†È·˘È†ÏÚ†È„È†˙Ú†‰Ë‡†ÈÎ

6 ÌÏÂ„‚†„ÚÂ†ÌË˜Ó†ÈÎ
8 ÏÂ„‚†„ÚÂ†ÔË˜Ó†ÈÎ

6 Úˆ·†ÚˆÂ·†ÂÏÎ
8 Úˆ·†Úˆ·†‰ÏÎ
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6 Ô‰Î†„ÚÂ†‡È·ÓÂ
8 Ô‰Î†„ÚÂ†‡È·Ó

6 ¯˜˘†‰˘Ú†ÂÏÎ
8 ¯˜˘†‰˘Ú†‰ÏÎ

6 ‰Ï˜†ÏÚ†ÈÓÚ†¯·˘†˙‡†Â‡Ù¯ÈÂ
8 ‰Ï˜†ÏÚ†ÈÓÚ†˙·†¯·˘†˙‡†ÂÙ¯ÈÂ

6 ÌÂÏ˘†ÌÂÏ˘†¯Ó‡Ï
8 ÌÂÏ˘†ÌÂÏ˘†¯Ó‡Ï

6 ÌÂÏ˘†ÔÈ‡Â
8 ÌÂÏ˘†ÔÈ‡Â

6 Â˘Ú†‰·ÚÂ˙†ÈÎ†Â˘È·‰
8 Â˘Ú†‰·ÚÂ˙†ÈÎ†Â˘·‰

6 Â˘Â·È†‡Ï†˘Â·†Ì‚
8 Â˘·È†‡Ï†˘Â·†Ì‚

6 ÂÚ„È†‡Ï†ÌÈÏÎ‰†Ì‚
8 ÂÚ„È†‡Ï†ÌÏÎ‰Â

6 ÌÈÏÙ·†ÂÏÙÈ†ÔÎÏ
8 ÌÈÏÙ·†ÂÏÙÈ†ÔÎÏ

6 ‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡ ÂÏ˘ÎÈ†ÌÈ˙„˜Ù†˙Ú·
8 ‰Â‰È†¯Ó‡ ÂÏ˘ÎÈ†Ì˙„˜Ù†˙Ú·

Jeremiah 7:24 = 11:8 (complete) 7 ÌÊ‡†˙Ú†ÂË‰†‡ÏÂ†ÂÚÓ˘†‡ÏÂ
11 ÌÊ‡†˙Ú†ÂË‰†‡ÏÂ†ÂÚÓ˘†‡ÏÂ

7 Ú¯‰†Ì·Ï†˙Â¯¯˘·†˙ÂˆÚÓ·†ÍÎÏÈÂ
11 Ú¯‰†Ì·Ï†˙Â¯È¯˘·†˘È‡†ÂÎÏÈÂ

7 only ¯ÂÁ‡Ï†ÂÈ‰ÈÂ

7 only ÌÈÙÏ†‡ÏÂ

Jeremiah 7:16 = 11:14, cf. 14:11-12 (complete)

7 ‰Ê‰†ÌÚ‰†„Ú·†ÏÏÙ˙˙†Ï‡†‰˙‡Â
11 ‰Ê‰†ÌÚ‰†„Ú·†ÏÏÙ˙˙†Ï‡†‰˙‡Â
14 ‰·ÂËÏ†‰Ê‰†ÌÚ‰†„Ú·†ÏÏÙ˙˙†Ï‡

7 ‰ÏÙ˙Â†‰¯†Ì„Ú·†‡˘˙†Ï‡Â
11 ˙ÏÙ˙Â†‰¯†Ì„Ú·†‡˘˙†Ï‡Â

missing in 14

7 only È·†Ú‚Ù˙†Ï‡Â

7 Í˙‡†ÚÓ˘†ÈÈ‡†ÈÎ
11 Ì˙Ú¯†„Ú·†ÈÏ‡†Ì‡¯˜†˙Ú·†ÚÓ˘†ÈÈ‡†ÈÎ
14 Ì˙¯†Ï‡†ÚÓ˘†ÈÈ‡†ÂÓˆÈ†ÈÎ

14 only Ìˆ¯†ÈÈ‡†‰ÁÓÂ†‰ÏÚ†ÂÏÚÈ†ÈÎÂ

Jeremiah 7:30-33 + 32:34-5 + 19:6-7 (complete)

7 ‰Â‰È†Ì‡†ÈÈÚ·†Ú¯‰†‰„Â‰È†È·†Â˘Ú†ÈÎ
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7 Â‡ÓËÏ†ÂÈÏÚ†ÈÓ˘†‡¯˜†¯˘‡†˙È··†Ì‰ÈˆÂ˜˘†ÂÓ˘
32 Â‡ÓËÏ†ÂÈÏÚ†ÈÓ˘†‡¯˜†¯˘‡†˙È··†Ì‰ÈˆÂ˜˘†ÂÓÈ˘ÈÂ

†

7 Ì‰†Ô·†‡È‚·†¯˘‡†˙Ù˙‰†˙ÂÓ·†Â·Â
32 Ì‰†Ô·†‡È‚·†¯˘‡†ÏÚ·‰†˙ÂÓ·†˙‡†Â·ÈÂ

7 ˘‡·†Ì‰È˙Â·†˙‡Â†Ì‰È·†˙‡†Û¯˘Ï
32 ÍÏÓÏ†Ì‰È˙Â·†˙‡Â†Ì‰È·†˙‡†¯È·Ú‰Ï

7 È·Ï†ÏÚ†‰˙ÏÚ†‡ÏÂ†È˙ÈÂˆ†‡Ï†¯˘‡
32 ˙‡Ê‰†‰·ÚÂ˙‰†˙Â˘ÚÏ†È·Ï†ÏÚ†‰˙ÏÚ†‡ÏÂ†ÌÈ˙ÈÂˆ†‡Ï†¯˘‡

7 ‰Â‰È†Ì‡†ÌÈ‡·†ÌÈÓÈ†‰‰†ÔÎÏ
19 ‰Â‰È†Ì‡†ÌÈ‡·†ÌÈÓÈ†‰‰†ÔÎÏ

7 Ì‰†Ô·†‡È‚Â†˙Ù˙‰†„ÂÚ†¯Ó‡È†‡ÏÂ
19 Ì‰†Ô·†È‡‚Â†˙Ù˙‰†„ÂÚ†‰Ê‰†ÌÂ˜ÓÏ†‡¯˜È†‡ÏÂ

7 ÌÂ˜Ó†ÔÈ‡Ó†˙Ù˙·†Â¯·˜Â†‰‚¯‰‰†‡È‚†Ì‡†ÈÎ
19 ‰‚¯‰‰†‡È‚†Ì‡†ÈÎ

19 only ·¯Á·†ÌÈ˙ÏÙ‰Â†‰Ê‰†ÌÂ˜Ó·†ÌÏ˘Â¯ÈÂ†‰„Â‰È†˙ˆÚ†˙‡†È˙˜·Â
Ì˘Ù†È˘˜·Ó†„È·Â†Ì‰È·È‡†ÈÙÏ

7 ÌÈÓ˘‰†ÛÂÚÏ†ÏÎ‡ÓÏ†‰Ê‰†ÌÚ‰†˙Ï·†‰˙È‰Â
19 ÌÈÓ˘‰†ÛÂÚÏ†ÏÎ‡ÓÏ†Ì˙Ï·†˙‡†È˙˙Â

7 „È¯ÁÓ†ÔÈ‡Â†ı¯‡‰†˙Ó‰·ÏÂ
19 ı¯‡‰†˙Ó‰·ÏÂ

Jeremiah 10:13-16 = 51:15-19 10 ı¯‡†‰ˆ˜Ó†ÌÈ‡˘†‰ÏÚÈÂ
51 ı¯‡†‰ˆ˜Ó†ÌÈ‡˘†ÏÚÈÂ

10 Â˙ÏÁ†Ë·˘†Ï‡¯˘ÈÂ
51 Â˙ÏÁ†Ë·˘Â

Jeremiah 10:25 = Psalm 79:6-7 (complete)

10 ÌÈÂ‚‰†ÏÚ†Í˙ÓÁ†ÍÙ˘
Ps ÌÈÂ‚‰†Ï‡†Í˙ÓÁ†ÍÙ˘

10 ÍÂÚ„È†‡Ï†¯˘‡
Ps ÍÂÚ„È†‡Ï†¯˘‡

10 ˙ÂÁÙ˘Ó†ÏÚÂ
Ps ˙ÂÎÏÓÓ†ÏÚÂ

10 Â‡¯˜†‡Ï†ÍÓ˘·†¯˘‡
Ps Â‡¯˜†‡Ï†ÍÓ˘·†¯˘‡

10 Â‰ÏÎÈÂ†Â‰ÏÎ‡Â†·˜ÚÈ†˙‡†ÂÏÎ‡†ÈÎ
Ps ·˜ÚÈ†˙‡†ÏÎ‡†ÈÎ

10 ÂÓ˘‰†Â‰Â†˙‡Â
Ps ÂÓ˘‰†Â‰Â†˙‡Â

Jeremiah 17:5-8 = Psalm 1:1-4
Jeremiah Psalm 1 (order of stanzas reversed)

Ì„‡·†ÁË·È†¯˘‡†¯·‚‰†¯Â¯‡ ÌÈÚ˘¯‰†ÔÎ†‡Ï
ÂÚ¯Ê†¯˘·†Ì˘Â

Â·Ï†¯ÂÒÈ†‰Â‰È†ÔÓÂ
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‰·¯Ú·†¯Ú¯ÚÎ†‰È‰Â ıÓÎ†Ì‡†ÈÎ
·ÂË†‡Â·È†ÈÎ†‰‡¯È†‡ÏÂ ÁÂ¯†ÂÙ„˙†¯˘‡

¯·„Ó·†ÌÈ¯¯Á†ÔÎ˘Â
·˘˙†‡ÏÂ†‰ÁÏÓ†ı¯‡

ËÙ˘Ó·†ÌÈÚ˘¯†ÂÓ˜È†‡Ï†ÔÎ†ÏÚ
ÌÈ˜È„ˆ†˙„Ú·†ÌÈ‡ËÁÂ

†ÌÈ˜È„ˆ†Í¯„†‰Â‰È†Ú„ÂÈ†ÈÎ†
„·‡˙†ÌÈÚ˘¯†Í¯„Â

‰Â‰È·†ÁË·È†¯˘‡†¯·‚‰†ÍÂ¯· ÌÈÚ˜˘¯†˙ˆÚ·†ÍÏ‰†‡Ï†¯˘‡†˘È‡‰†È¯˘‡
ÂÁË·Ó†‰Â‰È†‰È‰Â „ÓÚ†‡Ï†ÌÈ‡ËÁ†Í¯„Â

·˘È†‡Ï†ÌÈˆÏ†·˘ÂÓ·Â

ÌÈÓ†ÏÚ†ÏÂ˙˘†ıÚÎ†‰È‰Â ÂˆÙÁ†‰Â‰È†˙¯Â˙·†Ì‡†ÈÎ
ÂÈ˘¯˘†ÁÏ˘È†Ï·ÂÈ†ÏÚÂ ‰ÏÈÏÂ†ÌÓÂÈ†‰‚‰È†Â˙¯Â˙·Â

ÌÁ†‡Â·È†ÈÎ†‡¯È†‡ÏÂ ÌÈÓ†È‚ÏÙ†ÏÚ†ÏÂ˙˘†ıÚÎ†‰È‰Â
ÔÚ¯†Â‰ÏÚ†‰È‰Â †Â˙Ú·†Ô˙È†ÂÈ¯Ù†¯˘‡

‚‡„È†‡Ï†˙¯ˆ·†˙˘·Â ÏÂ·È†‡Ï†Â˙ÏÚÂ
È¯Ù†˙Â˘ÚÓ†˘ÈÓÈ†‡ÏÂ ÁÈÏˆÈ†‰˘ÚÈ†¯˘‡†ÏÎÂ

Jeremiah 23:5-6 = 33:15-16 23 ˜È„ˆ†ÁÓˆ†„Â„Ï†È˙Ó˜‰Â
33 ‰˜„ˆ†ÁÓˆ†„Â„Ï†ÁÈÓˆ‡

23 only ÏÈÎ˘‰Â†ÍÏÓ†ÍÏÓÂ

23 ı¯‡·†‰˜„ˆÂ†ËÙ˘Ó†‰˘ÚÂ
33 ı¯‡·†‰˜„ˆÂ†ËÙ˘Ó†‰˘ÚÂ

23 ‰„Â‰È†Ú˘Â˙†ÂÈÓÈ·
33 ‰„Â‰È†Ú˘Â˙†Ì‰‰†ÌÈÓÈ·

23 ÁË·Ï†ÔÎ˘È†Ï‡¯˘ÈÂ
33 ÁË·Ï†ÔÂÎ˘˙†ÌÏ˘Â¯ÈÂ

23 Â‡¯˜È†¯˘‡†ÂÓ˘†‰ÊÂ
33 ‰Ï†‡¯˜È†¯˘‡†‰ÊÂ

22 Â˜„ˆ†‰Â‰È
33 ˜„ˆ†‰Â‰È

Jeremiah 23:19-20 = Jeremiah 30:23-24 (complete)

23 ‰Â‰È†˙¯ÚÒ†‰‰
30 ‰Â‰È†˙¯ÚÒ†‰‰

23 ‰‡ˆÈ†‰ÓÁ
30 ‰‡ˆÈ†‰ÓÁ

23 ÏÏÂÁ˙Ó†¯ÚÒÂ
30 ¯¯Â‚˙Ó†¯ÚÒ

23 ÏÂÁÈ†ÌÈÚ˘¯†˘‡¯†ÏÚ
30 ÏÂÁÈ†ÌÈÚ˘¯†˘‡¯†ÏÚ

23 Â˙˘Ú†„Ú†‰Â‰È†Û‡†·Â˘È†‡Ï
30 Â˙˘Ú†„Ú†‰Â‰È†Û‡†ÔÂ¯Á†·Â˘È†‡Ï
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23 Â·Ï†˙ÂÓÊÓ†ÂÓÈ˜‰†„ÚÂ
30 Â·Ï†˙ÂÓÊÓ†ÂÓÈ˜‰†„ÚÂ

23 ‰È·†‰·†ÂÂ·˙˙†ÌÈÓÈ‰†˙È¯Á‡·
30 †‰·†ÂÂ·˙˙†ÌÈÓÈ‰†˙È¯Á‡·

Jeremiah 30:10-11 = Jeremiah 46:27-28 (complete)

30  ‰Â‰È†Ì‡†·˜ÚÈ†È„·Ú†‡¯È˙†Ï‡†‰˙‡Â
46 ·˜ÚÈ†È„·Ú†‡¯È˙†Ï‡†‰˙‡Â

30 Ï‡¯˘È†˙Á˙†Ï‡Â
46 Ï‡¯˘È†˙Á˙†Ï‡Â

30 ˜ÂÁ¯Ó†ÍÚÈ˘ÂÓ†È‰†ÈÎ
46 ˜ÂÁ¯Ó†ÍÚ˘ÂÓ†È‰†ÈÎ

30 ÌÈ·˘†ı¯‡Ó†ÍÚ¯Ê†˙‡Â
46 ÌÈ·˘†ı¯‡Ó†ÍÚ¯Ê†˙‡Â

30 Ë˜˘Â†·˜ÚÈ†·˘Â
46 Ë˜˘Â†·Â˜ÚÈ†·˘Â

30 „È¯ÁÓ†ÔÈ‡Â†Ô‡˘Â
46 „È¯ÁÓ†ÔÈ‡Â†Ô‡˘Â

46 only ‰Â‰È†Ì‡†·˜ÚÈ†È„·Ú†‡¯È˙†Ï‡†‰˙‡

30 ÍÚÈ˘Â‰Ï†‰Â‰È†Ì‡†È‡†Í˙‡†ÈÎ
46 È‡†Í˙‡†ÈÎ

30 ÌÈÂ‚‰†ÏÎ·†‰ÏÎ†‰˘Ú‡†ÈÎ
46 ÌÈÂ‚‰†ÏÎ·†‰ÏÎ†‰˘Ú‡†ÈÎ

30 Ì˘†ÍÈ˙ÂˆÙ‰†¯˘‡
46 ‰Ó˘†ÍÈ˙Á„‰†¯˘‡

30 ‰ÏÎ†‰˘Ú‡†‡Ï†Í˙‡†Í‡
46 ‰ÏÎ†‰˘Ú‡†‡Ï†Í˙‡Â

30 ËÙ˘ÓÏ†ÍÈ˙¯ÒÈÂ
46 ËÙ˘ÓÏ†ÍÈ˙¯ÒÈÂ

30 Í˜‡†‡Ï†‰˜Â
46 Í˜‡†‡Ï†‰˜Â

Jeremiah 31:29 = Ezekiel 18:2 Jer †¯Ò·†ÂÏÎ‡†˙Â·‡
Eze ¯Ò·†ÂÏÎ‡È†˙Â·‡

Jer ‰È‰˜˙†ÌÈ·†È˘Â
Eze ‰È‰˜˙†ÌÈ·‰†È˘Â

Jeremiah 49:14-16 = Obadiah 1-4

49:9-10a = Obadiah 5-6

Jeremiah Obadiah

‰Â‰È†˙‡Ó†È˙ÚÓ˘†‰ÚÂÓ˘ ‰Â‰È†˙‡Ó†ÂÚÓ˘†‰ÚÂÓ˘
ÁÂÏ˘†ÌÈÂ‚·†¯ÈˆÂ ÁÏ˘†ÌÈÂ‚·†¯ÈˆÂ
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‰ÈÏÚ†Â‡·Â†Âˆ·˜˙‰ ‰ÈÏÚ†‰ÓÂ˜Â†ÂÓÂ˜
‰ÓÁÏÓÏ†ÂÓÂ˜Â ‰ÓÁÏÓÏ

ÌÈÂ‚·†ÍÈ˙˙†ÔË˜†‰‰†ÈÎ ÌÈÂ‚·†ÍÈ˙˙†ÔË˜†‰‰
Ì„‡·†ÈÂÊ· „‡Ó†‰˙‡†ÈÂÊ·

Í˙‡†‡È˘‰†Í˙ˆÏÙ˙ Í‡È˘‰†Í·Ï†ÔÂ„Ê
Í·Ï†ÔÂ„Ê

ÚÏÒ‰†ÈÂ‚Á·†ÈÎ˘ ÚÏÒ†ÈÂ‚Á·†ÈÎ˘
‰Ú·‚†ÌÂ¯Ó†È˘Ù˙ Â˙·˘†ÌÂ¯Ó

Í˜†¯˘Î†‰È·‚˙†ÈÎ ı¯‡†È„¯ÂÈ†ÈÓ†Â·Ï·†¯Ó‡
‰Â‰È†Ì‡†Í„È¯Â‡†Ì˘Ó

Í˜†ÌÈ˘†ÌÈ·ÎÂÎ†ÔÈ·†Ì‡Â†¯˘Î†‰È·‚˙†Ì‡
‰Â‰È†Ì‡†Í„È¯Â‡†Ì˘Ó

ÍÏ†Â‡·†ÌÈ¯ˆ·†Ì‡ ÍÏ†Â‡·†ÌÈ·‚†Ì‡
˙ÂÏÏÂÚ†Â¯‡˘È†‡Ï ‰ÏÈÏ†È„„Â˘†Ì‡

‰ÏÈÏ·†ÌÈ·‚†Ì‡ ‰˙ÈÓ„†ÍÈ‡
ÌÈ„†Â˙ÈÁ˘‰ ÌÈ„†Â·‚È†‡ÂÏ‰

Â˘Ú†˙‡†È˙Ù˘Á†È‡†ÈÎ ÍÏ†Â‡·†ÌÈ¯ˆ·†ÌÚ
ÂÈ¯˙ÒÓ†˙‡†È˙ÈÏ‚ ˙ÂÏÏÚ†Â¯È‡˘È†‡ÂÏ‰

Â˘Ú†Â˘ÙÁ†ÍÈ‡
ÂÈÙˆÓ†ÂÚ·

Jeremiah 49:26 = 50:30 (complete)

49 ‰È˙·Á¯·†‰È¯ÂÁ·†ÂÏÙÈ†ÔÎÏ
50 ‰È˙·Á¯·†‰È¯ÂÁ·†ÂÏÙÈ†ÔÎÏ

49 †˙Â‡·ˆ†‰Â‰È†Ó‡†‡Â‰‰†ÌÂÈ·†ÂÓ„È†‰ÓÁÏÓ‰†È˘‡†ÏÎÂ
50 ‰Â‰È†Ì‡†‡Â‰‰†ÌÂÈ·†ÂÓ„È†‰˙ÓÁÏÓ†È˘‡†ÏÎÂ

Ezekiel 6:9 = 20:43 = 36:31 6 ÌÈÂ‚·†È˙Â‡†ÌÎÈËÈÏÙ†Â¯ÎÊÂ
20 ÌÎÈ˙ÂÏÈÏÚ†ÏÎ†˙‡Â†ÌÎÈÎ¯„†˙‡†Ì˘†Ì˙¯ÎÊÂ
36 ÌÎÈÏÏÚÓÂ†ÌÈÚ¯‰†ÌÎÈÎ¯„†˙‡†Ì˙¯ÎÊÂ

6 only Ì˘†Â·˘†¯˘‡

6 ‰Ê‰†Ì·Ï†˙‡†È˙¯·˘†¯˘‡
† 20 Ì·†Ì˙‡ÓË†¯˘‡

36 ÌÈ·ÂË†‡Ï†¯˘‡

6 only ÈÏÚÓ†¯Ò†¯˘‡
6 only Ì‰ÈÏÂÏ‚†È¯Á‡†˙ÂÊ‰†Ì‰ÈÈÚ†˙‡Â

6 Â˘Ú†¯˘‡†˙ÂÚ¯‰†Ï‡†Ì‰ÈÙ·†ÂË˜Â
20 Ì˙È˘Ú†¯˘‡†ÌÎÈ˙ÂÚ¯†ÏÎ·†ÌÎÈÙ·†Ì˙Ë˜Â
36 ÌÎÈ˙ÂÚ†ÏÚ†ÌÎÈÙ·†Ì˙Ë˜Â

6 Ì‰È˙·ÚÂ˙†ÏÎÏ
36 ÌÎÈ˙Â·ÚÂ˙†ÏÚÂ

Ezekiel 11:19 = 36:26 (complete) 11 „Á‡†·Ï†Ì‰Ï†È˙˙Â
36 ˘„Á†·Ï†ÌÎÏ†È˙˙Â
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11 ÌÎ·¯˜·†Ô˙‡†‰˘„Á†ÁÂ¯Â
36 ÌÎ·¯˜·†Ô˙‡†‰˘„Á†ÁÂ¯Â

11 Ì¯˘·Ó†Ô·‡‰†·Ï†È˙¯Ò‰Â
36 ÌÎ¯˘·Ó†Ô·‡‰†·Ï†˙‡†È˙¯Ò‰Â

11 ¯˘·†·Ï†Ì‰Ï†È˙˙Â
36 ¯˘·†·Ï†ÌÎÏ†È˙˙Â

Psalm 14 = Psalm 53 14 ‰ÏÈÏÚ†Â·ÈÚ˙‰†Â˙ÈÁ˘‰
53 ÏÂÚ†Â·ÈÚ˙‰Â†Â˙ÈÁ˘‰

14 ÌÈÓ˘Ó†‰Â‰È
53 ÌÈÓ˘Ó†ÌÈ‰Ï‡

14 ¯Ò†ÏÎ‰
53 ‚Ò†ÂÏÎ

14 ÔÂ‡†ÈÏÚÙ†ÏÎ†ÂÚ„È†‡Ï‰
53 ÔÂ‡†ÈÏÚÙ†ÂÚ„È†‡Ï‰

14 Â‡¯˜†‡Ï†‰Â‰È
53 Â‡¯˜†‡Ï†ÌÈ‰Ï‡

14 „ÁÙ†Â„ÁÙ†Ì˘
53 „ÁÙ†Â„ÁÙ†Ì˘

14 ˜È„ˆ†¯Â„·†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†ÈÎ
53 ÍÁ†˙ÂÓˆÚ†¯ÊÙ†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†ÈÎ

14 Â˘È·˙†ÈÚ†˙ˆÚ
53 ‰˙˘Â·‰

14 Â‰ÒÁÓ†‰Â‰È†ÈÎ
53 ÌÒ‡Ó†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†ÈÎ

14 ÂÓÚ†˙Â·˘†‰Â‰È†·Â˘·
53 ÂÓÚ†˙Â·˘†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†·Â˘·

Psalm 40:14-18 = Psalm 70 40 †ÈÏÈˆ‰Ï†‰Â‰È†‰ˆ¯
70 ÈÏÈˆ‰Ï†ÌÈ‰Ï‡

40 ‰˙ÂÙÒÏ†È˘Ù†È˘˜·Ó†„ÁÈ†Â¯ÙÁÈÂ†Â˘·È
70 †È˘Ù†È˘˜·Ó†Â¯ÙÁÈÂ†Â˘·È

40 Á‡‰†Á‡‰†ÈÏ†ÌÈ¯Ó‡‰†Ì˙˘·†·˜Ú†ÏÚ†ÂÓ˘È
70 Á‡‰†Á‡‰†ÌÈ¯Ó‡‰†Ì˙˘·†·˜Ú†ÏÚ†Â·Â˘È

40 Í˙ÚÂ˘˙†È·‰‡†‰Â‰È†Ï„‚È†„ÈÓ˙†Â¯Ó‡È
70 Í˙ÚÂ˘È†È·‰‡†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†Ï„‚È†„ÈÓ˙†Â¯Ó‡ÈÂ

40 ÈÏ†·˘ÁÈ†È„‡
70 ÈÏ†‰˘ÂÁ†ÌÈ‰Ï‡

40 ‰˙‡†ÈËÏÙÓÂ†È˙¯ÊÚ
70 ÈËÏÙÓÂ†È¯ÊÚ
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Psalm 57:8-12 = Psalm 108:2-6 57 È·Ï†ÔÂÎ†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†È·Ï†ÔÂÎ
108 ÌÈ‰Ï‡†È·Ï†ÔÂÎ

57 È„Â·Î†‰¯ÂÚ†‰¯ÓÊ‡Â†‰¯È˘‡
108 È„Â·Î†Û‡†‰¯ÓÊ‡Â†‰¯È˘‡

57 È„‡†ÌÈÓÚ·†Í„Â‡
108 ‰Â‰È†ÌÈÓÚ·†Í„Â‡

57 ÌÈÓ‡Ï·†Í¯ÓÊ‡
108 ÌÈÓ‡Ï·†Í¯ÓÊ‡Â

57 Í„ÒÁ†ÌÈÓ˘†„Ú†Ï„‚†ÈÎ
108 Í„ÒÁ†ÌÈÓ˘†ÏÚÓ†ÏÂ„‚†ÈÎ

57 Í„Â·Î†ı¯‡‰†ÏÎ†ÏÚ
108 Í„Â·Î†ı¯‡‰†ÏÎ†ÏÚÂ

Psalm 60:7-14 = Psalm 108:7-14 60 ‰˘Ó†ÈÏÂ†„ÚÏ‚†ÈÏ
108 ‰˘Ó†ÈÏ†„ÚÏ‚†ÈÏ

60 ¯ÂˆÓ†¯ÈÚ†ÈÏ·È†ÈÓ
108 ¯ˆ·Ó†¯ÈÚ†ÈÏ·È†ÈÓ

60 Â˙ÁÊ†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†‰˙‡†‡Ï‰
108 Â˙ÁÊ†ÌÈ‰Ï‡†‡Ï‰

Psalm 135:11-12 = Psalm 136:19-22 (complete)

135 È¯Ó‡‰†ÍÏÓ†ÔÂÁÈÒÏ
136 È¯Ó‡‰†ÍÏÓ†ÔÂÁÈÒÏ

135 Ô˘·‰†ÍÏÓ†‚ÂÚÏÂ
136 Ô˘·‰†ÍÏÓ†‚ÂÚÏÂ

135 only ÔÚÎ†˙ÂÎÏÓÓ†ÏÎÏÂ

135 ‰ÏÁ†Ìˆ¯‡†Ô˙Â
136 ‰ÏÁÏ†Ìˆ¯‡†Ô˙Â

135 ÂÓÚ†Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ†‰ÏÁ
136 Â„·Ú†Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ†‰ÏÁ

Note that in 136 each half-line is followed by a refrain which is missing in each case in 135.

Proverbs 22:3 = 27:12 (complete) 22 ¯˙ÒÈÂ†‰Ú¯†‰‡¯†ÌÂ¯Ú
27 ¯˙Ò†‰Ú¯†‰‡¯†ÌÂ¯Ú

22 Â˘ÚÂ†Â¯·Ú†ÌÈÈ˙ÙÂ
27 Â˘Ú†Â¯·Ú†ÌÈ‡˙Ù

Proverbs 30:5 = 2 Samuel 22:31 = Psalm 18:31 (complete)

Prov ‰ÙÂ¯ˆ†‰ÂÏ‡†˙¯Ó‡†ÏÎ
Sam & Ps ‰ÙÂ¯ˆ†‰Â‰È†˙¯Ó‡

Prov Â·†ÌÈÒÁÏ†‡Â‰†Ô‚Ó
Sam & Ps Â·†ÌÈÒÁ‰†ÏÎÏ†‡Â‰†Ô‚Ó
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APPENDIX 3

Frequency of the Consonantal Article in Poetic Texts

(in chapters of mixed character, only poetry is counted)
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Frequency of the Consonantal Article in Poetic Texts

(in chapters of mixed character, only poetry is counted)
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Frequency of the Consonantal Article in Prose Texts

(In chapters of mixed character only prose is counted)
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Proportion of Clauses Connectd by Â to Total Number of Clauses

in Prose Texts
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Proportion of Clauses Connectd by Â to Total Number of Clauses

in Poetic Texts
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APPENDIX 4

Passages in Genesis identified as poetry by various editions of the Bible

Kittel R.S.V. Vulgate Moffatt Jerusalem Canisius Segond Soncino

1:27-28 1:27-28
2:23 2:23 2:23 2:23 2:23
3:14-19 3:14-19 3:14-15 3:14-19 3:14-19 3:14-19
4:23-24 4:23-24 4:23 4:23-24 4:23-24 4:23-24 4:23-24 4:23-24
8:22 8:22 8:22
9:6-7 9:6 9:6
9:12-16 9:12-17
9:25-27 9:25-27 9:25-27 9:25-27 9:25-27 9:26-27 9:25-27
12:1-3 12:3 12:1-3

13:14-17
14:19-20 14:19-20 14:19-20
15:1 15:1
15:18
16:11-12 16:12 16:11-12 16:11-12
17:1-5 17:1-16

17:19-21
21:6-7 21:7

22:16-18
24:60 24:60
25:23 25:23 25:23 25:23 25:23 25:23 25:23
26:24 26:24 26:24
27:27-29 27:27-29 27:27-29 27:28-29 27:27-29 27:27-29 27:28-29 27:28-29
27:39-40 27:39-40 27:39-40 27:39-40 27:39-40 27:39-40 27:39-40 27:39-40

28:13-15
35:10-12 35:11-12
48:15-16 48:15-16 48:15-16
48:20 48:20 48:20
49:1-27 49:2-27 49:2-27 49:1-27 49:2-27 49:1-27 49:2-27 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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