NOTE TO USERS

This reproduction is the best copy available.

®

UMI






Copyright © 2005 James Earl Harriman

All rights reserved. The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary has permission to
reproduce and disseminate this document in any form by any means for puposes chosen
by the Seminary, including, without limitations, preservation or instruction.






OUR FATHER IN HEAVEN:

THE DIMENSIONS OF DIVINE PATERNITY IN DEUTERONOMY

A Dissertation
Presented to
the Faculty of

The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary

In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree

Doctor of Philosophy

by
James Earl Harriman

December 2005



UMI Number: 3195896

Copyright 2005 by
Harriman, James Earl

All rights reserved.

INFORMATION TO USERS

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy
submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality illustrations and
photographs, print bleed-through, substandard margins, and improper
alignment can adversely affect reproduction.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if unauthorized
copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion.

®

UMI

UMI Microform 3195896
Copyright 2006 by ProQuest Information and Learning Company.

All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against

unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code.

ProQuest Information and Learning Company
300 North Zeeb Road
P.O. Box 1346
Ann Arbor, M| 48106-1346



APPROVAL SHEET

OUR FATHER IN HEAVEN:

THE DIMENSIONS OF DIVINE PATERNITY IN DEUTERONOMY
James Earl Harriman

Read and Approved by:

. et

Daniel I. Block /

\)nJil °%/ :ilﬂrdevW\v?

Peter J. Gentry

el @ZM%%/ Q/

Jd F. Drinkard Jr.

Date ﬂ/ %{W / q?,y?ﬁﬂ[f

THESES Ph.D. .H2360
0199701945891



To Pamela

my loving wife



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS . . ... .. vil

LISTOF TABLES . . ... X1

LISTOF FIGURES . . . . . e xii

PREFACE . . . xiii
Chapter

1. INTRODUCTION . . .o e 1

Purpose of this Study . . ............ .. ... .. ..................... 3

History ofthe Research . ... ....... .. ... ... .. ... ... . ......... 4

The Understanding of God as Father (ax) . ... .................... 5

The Understanding of Israelas Son (32) . . . .............. ... ..... 14

Methodology . . ... .. ... 19

2. METAPHORICAL THEORY: ABRIEF OVERVIEW . ... .. ... . ... .... 22

In Searchof a Definition. .. ........ ... ... . ... ...... ... .. ...... 23

Aristotle and the Classical Approach . ...................... ... 24

The Substitution Theory . . ...... ... ... ... .. ... ........... 25

The Comparsion Theory . ......... ... ... ... ... ... ......... 27

The Tension/Emotive Theory . ... ... .. ...................... 29

The Cognitive Theory . . ... ... ... e 30

iv



Chapter Page

The Conceptual Theory . . ........ ... ... .. .. ... ... ... ..... 32
Black’s Interaction Theory . .. ............................... 34
Conclusion . . .......... .. . . . 46
3. DIMENSIONS OF PATERNITY IN THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST . . . . .. 48
Introduction. ... ... .. . .. 48
Literal Paternity . . ... ... .. ... .. .. . ... . . 49
How MenBecome Fathers . .............. .. ... ............ 52

The Role of Fathers as Heads of Households . . . ............. ... 66

The Disposition of Fathers toward the Members of Their Households . . . . . 87
Metaphorical Paternity: An Extra-Biblical View .. .......... ... ... .. 89
Géneral Observations . ........... ...t 91

- Political Use of the Metaphor . .. ... .......................... 92
Religious Use of the Metaphor . . ... ......................... 107
Metaphorical Paternity: An Old Testament Perspective . . . ... ... ... o121
General Observations . . .................. i, 121
Political Use of the “Father” Metaphor . . . ..................... 123
Religious Use of the “Father” Metaphor . . ............ ... ... ... 124
Conclusion. .. ... ... ... .. .. . .. 128

4. THE ROLE OF DIVINE PATERNITY IN THE COVENANTAL

LANGUAGE OF DEUTERONOMY . . ... . ... ... .. ... . 131
Introduction . ... ... ... .. ... 131
Explicit References to Divine Paternity . . . ....................... .. 132
How God Became Israel’s Father . .. ........... .. ... ... ... .... 135



Chapter Page

The Literary and Theological Context of Deuteronomy 32 . ... ... .. 136

The Genre and Structure of Deuteronomy 32 . . ... ... ... ... ... 143

An Analysis of Deuteronomy 32:6 and 18 in Context . . .. ........ 149

Summary . ... .. 191

The Role and Actions of the Divine Father . .. ...................... 194

The Literary and Theological Context of Deuteronomy 1 .. ... .. .. 195

Genre and Structure of Deuteronomy 1. .................... ... 209

Analysis of Deuteronomy 1:31 . ... .. P 217

The Literary and Theological Context of Deuteronomy 8 . . ... .. .. 237

Genre and Structure of Deuteronomy 8 . .. ............. ... ..... 243

Analysis of Deuteronomy 8:5 . .. ........ ... .. ... ... ... . ... 247

How Israel should Respond to God as Father ... ......... ... ... ... ... 265

The Literary and Theological Context of Deuteronomy 14 . . .. .. .. 265

.The Genre and Structure of Deuteronomy 14 . . ... ... .. .. ... ... 271

Analysis of Deuteronomy 14:1-2 ... .......................... 275

5. CONCLUSION . . ... 298
Issues for Further Study . ... ... .. ... ... ... ... ... ... . ... .. ... ... 309
APPENDIX . . . . 312
BIBLIOGRAPHY .. ... ... ... ... ... 321

vi



ANET

AnBib

AOAT

BA

BASOR

BBR

BDB

Bib

Biblnt

BJS

BR

BS

BSac

BTB

BZAW

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Anchor Bible Dictionary
Ancient Near East
Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old Testament

Analecta biblica

_Alter Orient und Altes Testament

Biblical Archaeologist

Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research

Bulletin for Biblical Research

Francis Brown, S. R. Driver, and Charles Briggs. 7he Brown-Driver-
Briggs Hebrew and English Lexicon: With an Appendix
containing the Biblical Aramaic. Reprint. Peabody: Hendrickson,
1996.

Biblica

Biblical Interpretations

Brown Judaic Studies

Biblical Research

Bibliotheca Sacra

Bibliotheca Sacra

Biblical Theology Bulletin

Beihefte zur Zeitschrift fur die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft

vii



CAD

CANE

CAT

CBQ
CH

COS
CTA

DDD

EncJud

HALOT

HTS
JaCr |
JAOS
JBL

JCR

JIS
JNES
JOR
JSOT
JSOTSup

JTS

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

Civilizations of the Ancient Near East

The Cuneiform Alphabetic Texts from Ugarit, Ras Ibn Hani and Other
Places

The Catholic Biblical Quarterly

The Code of Hammurabi

The Context of Scripture

Corpus des Tablettes en Cunéiformes Alphabétiques

Dictionary of Deities and Demons in the Bible. 2™ ed., ed K. van der Toorn,
et al. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999

Encyclopedia Judaica

Koehler, Ludwig and Walter Baumgartner. 7he Hebrew and Aramaic
Lexicon of the Old Testament. Edited and translated by M. E. J.
Richardson. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1996.

Hervormde Teologiese Studies

Japan Christian Review

Journal of the American Oriental Society

Journal of Biblical Literature

Japan Christian Review

Journal of Jewish Studies

Journal of Near Eastern Studies

The Jewish Quarterly Review

Journal for the Study of the Old T estamen’t' :

Journal for the Study of the Old Testament Supplement Series

Journal of Theological Studies

viii



KTU

Ma
MT

NIDOTTE

NIPS
OTC
OTS
PEQ
SACP
SBL
SCJ
SJT
SJor

TDNT

TDOT

TLOT
TWOoT
UF
VT

WBC

The Cuneiform Alphabetic Texts from Ugarit, Ras Ibn Hani and Other
Places

Maarav

Masoretic Text

New International Dictionary of Old Testament Theology & Exegesis. 5
vols., ed. Willem A. VanGemeren. Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
1997.

New Jewish Publication Society Version

The Old Testament Library

Old Testament Studies

Palestinian Exploration Quarterly

System of Associated Common Places

Studies in Biblical Literature

Stone-Campbell Journal

Scottish Journal of Theology

Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament

Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, ed. G. Kittel and G.
Friedrich

Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament, ed. G. Johannes Botterweck
and Helmer Ringgren, trans. David E. Green et al. Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1974-

Theological Lexicon of the Old Testament

Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament

Ugarit-Forschungen

Vetus Testamentum

Word Biblical Commentary

ix



wTJ The Westminster Theological Journal
ZAW Zeitschrift fiir die Alttestamentlich Wissenschaft

ZThK Zeitschrift fiir Theologie und Kirche



LIST OF TABLES

Table

A1l. Sacral Metaphorical Expressions

of “Father” in the Old Testament . . .

A2. Translation of Deuteronomy 32:4-21

xi



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure Page
1. The Centrality of Family . . .. ... ... ... .. ... ... ... ... .. ..... 79
Al. Metaphor: “Yahwehisafather”. ... ... ... ... ... ... ........... 312
A2. The “Father” Metaphor ... ... ... ... ... ... .. ... .. ... .......... 313

xii



PREFACE

When one embarks on a life-changing project such as this, it is difficult to put
into words the emotion and gratitude I feel for those who have helped me along the way.
First, I must thank my Father in Heaven, who placed within me a dream to pursue my
doctoral education many years ago. The miracles that took place in order for me to arrive
at this juncture in my life have truly been astounding. That God could get hold of me as a
missionary kid who grew up in the jungles of Bolivia, South America, then lead me
through a Ph.D. program can only be an act of the Almighty. To God be the glory.

The miraculous has also shown itself th}ough the support of individﬁals. In
every person’s life, there are key people who help shape our thinking and leave their
mark for a lifetime. One of those men for me has been Dr. Daniel Block, my supervising
professor. His scholarship, his high view of Scripture, and his ability to challenge me
intellectually and encourage me have been priceless. Ithank him for his meticulous
reading, editing, and the many suggestions concerning this project that have helped me
work through issues in its writing. Other professors who helped shape my thinking have
been Dr. Peter Gentry and Dr. Joel Drinkard. To them I give my heart-felt thanks.

I also extend my appreciation to all my colleagues in the program, including
Kevin Youngblood, who listened to my ideas and stimulated my thinking along the way.
To Gary Lee, the Serials Assistant in the library, who helped me gather material,

especially when I was under the pressure of my wife’s illness, I give my thanks.

xiii



Furthermore, I want to express my gratitude to Christ’s Community Church, where we
attend. The many meals that were brought to our home during my wife’s illness were a
blessing. I thank Wilma Gentry and others for organizing people to come and help my
wife, Pamela, during this time of intense pressure.

On another note, those who have helped financially deserve a special
appreciation. A special recognition goes to Joe Luce for his unwavering financial and
prayer support through this whole process, without which this would not have been
possible. Others such as Dave Evanczyk and Mike Meyer also gave heavily so that I
might accomplish my goal. Many others gave and prayed along the way, for which I am
extremely grateful. I could not have done it without their help.

I also extend my appreciation to The Francis Asbury Society (FAS), which
provide;i the vehicle through which I could receive funding for this project. Its founder,
and my friend, Dr. Dennis Kinlaw, blessed me beyond words with his intellectual
stimulation, his encouragement, and his constant prayers. I also extend a heartfelt thanks
to Dr. Paul Blair, the FAS president, who encoﬁraged and prayed.

On a more personal note, I am grateful for my in-laws, Gordon and Ruth
Johnson, who believed in me from the beginning, gave beyond their means, and prayed
incessantly for me and for my family. Their love, support, and prayers, along with those
of my parents, Harold and Evelyn Harriman, who took care of my children while I was
by my wife’s side at Mayo Clinic, all lifted my spirits ‘during difficult times.

Most of all I want to thank my dear wife, Pamela, who never quit encouraging,
prodding, and pushing me to accomplish this task. When she became ill with a life

threatening disease (dermatomyositis) in the middle of this project, she never ceased to

Xiv



pray and support me in every way she could. Her open-heart surgery in the fall of 2004
did not dampen her spirit of support and love. I cannot thank her enough for encouraging
me in this vision and for giving me the courage and time to do this project, even when
she lay ill and bedridden. This project is just as much hers as it is mine.

Finally, I thank my children who patiently allowed their dad to work his way
through many hours of research and writing on the fatherhood of God. Itrust I canbe a
small reflection of our Father in Heaven to them in the years to come. Their love and
prayers have been and continue to be a lift to my spirits and a blessing to my heart.

James Earl Harriman

Louisville, Kentucky

December 2005

XV



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Deuteronomy’s literary and theological richness has spawned a vast array of
scholarly studies. However, Deuteronomy’s theology of divine paternity is generally
overlooked. This may be due to a narrow focus on the noun ax. Of the 1215 occurrences
of ax in the Old Testament, only 71 appear in Deuteronomy. It is used only once in
reference to God (Deut 32:6)." However, the relative infrequency of this noun in
Deuteronomy is deceiving. Closer observation reveals that Deuteronomy clearly portrays
God as father on more than one occasion.”.

Old Testament scholars who write on the subject of God as father generally
present a broad overview of the topic By taking their data from the entire Old Testament

or by focusing on other books such as the Psalms, Isaiah, or Jeremiah, where the word ax

' Abraham Even-Shoshan, 4 New Concordance of the Bible: Thesaurus of the
Language of the Bible; Hebrew and Aramaic Roots, Words Proper Names Phrases and
Synonyms (Jerusalem: “Kiryat Sefer” Publishing House Ltd., 1997), 1-4. Solomon
Mandelkern (Veteris Testamenti Concordantiae Habraicae Atque Chaldaicae [Tel-Aviv:
Shocken Publishing House Ltd., 1974], 1-6) counts the word 2x only 64 times.

2See David K. Lowery (“God as Father: With Special Reference to Matthew's
Gospel” [Ph.D. diss., The University of Aberdeen, 1987], 45), who cites Deut 32:18 as an -
example and rightly states that in the Old Testament the “concept [of the fatherhood of
God] is found frequently where the term does not appear.”
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is used more frequently in reference to God.> Systematic theologians concentrate heavily
on the New Testament but tend to neglect the Old Testament.* On the other hand,
feminist theologians often point out those passages in the Old Testament that seemingly
portray God as a harsh and abusive male.’ In any case, since Deuteronomy is such a
seminal and pivotal work in Old Testament theology in general, its contribution to the
concept of divine paternity should not be overlooked. Furthermore, a better
understanding of divine paternity in Deuteronomy will cast a clearer light on God’s
relationship with his people in the Old Testament and may have implications for the

interpretation of other Old Testament texts.®

*2x is employed seventeen times for divinity in the Bible: Deut 32:6; 2 Sam
7:14; 1 Chr 17:13; 22:10, 28:6; Pss 68:6 (5); 89:27 (26), Isa 9:6; 63:16 (2x), 64.7 (8), Jer
2:27 (a tree [idol?] is viewed seemingly as a divine father); 3:4,19; 31:9; Mal 1:6; 2:10.

*For a systematic approach, see the work by Robert M. Grant, The Early
Christian Doctrine of God (Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1966). Cf. also
the work of Peter Widdicombe (The Fatherhood of God from Origen to Athanasius
[Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994], which discusses the early church fathers’ perspectives
of the fatherhood of God in the first few centuries after Christ. The early church fathers’
arguments were largely philosophical in nature as they wrestled to understand the
relationship between the first and second members of the Trinity.

*See Linda Day (“Rhetoric and Domestic Violence in Ezekiel 16,” Bibint 8,
no. 3 [2000]: 205-30), a feminist theologian, who portrays God as an abusive husband in
Ezek 16. For an excellent overview of a feminist approach to this subject, see Roland M.
Frye, “Language for God and Feminist Language: Problems and Principles,” S/T 41
(1988): 441-69. Blumenthal goes so far as to say that abusiveness is an attribute of God.
See David R. Blumenthal, Facing the Abusing God (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox
Press, 1993), 247.

SThis study employs the word “paternity” usually in reference to Yahweh
(God), but also to fatherhood in general. However, we will not exclude necessary
comments on passages such as Deut 32:11-13, 18 where God is also given maternal
characteristics. For a discussion on the maleness and femaleness of divinity in the ANE
and in the Old Testament, see Hans-Winfred Jingling, “Was Anders ist Gott flir den
Menschen, wenn nicht sein Vater und seine Mutter?” in Ein Gott Allein?: JHWH-
Verehrung und biblischer Monotheismus im Kontext der israelitischen und



Purpose of this Study

The purpose of this study is to investigate the concept and role of Yahweh’s
divine paternity over Israel in Deuteronomy. Our thesis proposes that Deuteronomy
portrays the role of divine paternity in three basic dimensions, progenitor, caregiver, and
covenant partner. By keeping an eye on these concepts throughout the Old Testament,
but concentrating specifically on passages in Deuteronomy, a clear picture should emerge
concerning the Deuteronomist’s understanding of divine paternity.” However, a topic of
this nature inevitably spills over into the study of Israel’s role and response, as Yahweh’s
son. Therefore, a portion of our work will have that focus in mind.

To speak of God in terms of patemnity is to speak in metaphorical language.®

Accordingly, at the outset it will be necessary to explore how the fatherhood metaphor

altorientalischen Religionsgeschichte (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1994), 365-
86.

"For the sake of clarity, when this study employs the term “Deuteronomist,” it
simply refers to the individuals who wrote and/or compiled the book of Deuteronomy in
its present Hebrew form.

8Some prefer to interpret “father” as an ontological reality in the Godhead
rather than metaphorical . For example, see Pyles’ interpretation of C. S. Lewis’ view of
God as father, “The meaning of the ‘father-son’ metaphor comes from the transcendental
realm and the metaphor mediates that meaning in temporal realms.” In other words, a
father-son relationship on earth is a reflection of the reality in the deity (Franklin Arthur
Pyles, “The Language Theory of C. S. Lewis,” TrinJ 4 [1983]: 89). There may be validity
to this understanding. However, for the purpose of this study divine paternity (i.e., the
fatherhood of God) will be viewed as metaphorical. God is not “human’; nor does he
procreate. See Horiguchi Ikiko (“Metaphors of the Divine,” JCR 59 [1993]: 41), who
states, “God is neither male nor female, and far transcends masculine and feminine
qualities attributable to human gender.” Essentially, to ascribe fatherhood to God can
only be accomplished through metaphorical language. Erhard S. Gerstenberger (Yahweh
the Patriarch [Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1996], 10) adds, “Like all names for God in
all languages and religions, the father designation in the Old Testament is a figurative and
indirect mode of theological speech.” W. Eugene March (““Father’ as Metaphor for God
~ in the Psalms,” Austin Seminary Bulletin: Faculty Edition 97 [1981]: 7) sums it well:



4

functions within the context of a literary unit. First, this study will begin by presenting a
history of the research on divine paternity. Secondly, it will survey the theories of
metaphor that have been proposed. Max Black’s theory of interaction appears to be the
most helpful. His discussion on the “system of associated commonplaces” (hereafter
SACP) is especially important to our understanding of metaphorical paternity in various
cultures of the ancient Near East.” Black contends that in order to comprehend a
metaphor there must be a common understanding within the culture as to the meaning of
the “principle” and “subsidiary” subjects of the metaphorical unit."® Accordingly, we
hope to apply Max Black’s theory (especially the understanding of the subsidiary subject,
“father”) of metaphor to divine paternity in Deuteronomy. Finally, a focus will be placed
on how the literary context of the metaphor influences our understanding of God as

father.

History of the Research
The focus of this study is on divine paternity. However, as already observed,
Deuteronomy shows that the dynamics of thc;, metaphor also involves Israel as the son of
God. The history of the research reveals the same, suggesting that Deuteronomy remains
an untapped resource for discussing the relational roles between divine paternity and
Israel his son. The discussion below will analyze how that research has dealt with the

topics of divine paternity as well as the topic of the sonship of Israel.

“God is greater than male or female, greater than our words and images, greater than the
sum of all the language we use in our worship and proclamation.”

*Max Black, Models and Metaphors: Studies in Language and Philosophy
(New York: Cornell University Press, 1962), 39-44.



The Understanding of God as Father (ax)

Systematic theologians who have an eye on the New Testament and the creedal
statements of the church have generated much of what is written on the subject of divine
paternity.'! Others who have researched the topic in the Old Testament are either brief in
their analysis and discussion or broad in their perspective. Nevertheless, several studies
deserve attention.

In 1997 Wonyong Jung published a dissertation entitled, 7he Divine Father
Concept in the Old Testament, which approached the topic from the scope of the entire
Old Testament. Although incomplete, his “review of related literature” is helpful. 12 For
the sake of simplicity, the thirteen works Jung discusses can be sorted into three basic

: 1
categories. 3

10rhid.

"!See Philip W. Butin (The Trinity [Louisville: Geneva Press, 2001], 13-29),
who titles his second chapter “Recognizing God as Triune.” His first Scripture reference
is taken from Eph 2:18 (p. 14), “Through [Christ] both of us [Jews and Gentiles] have
access in one Spirit to the Father.” He then discusses the Nicene and Constantinopolitan
Creeds to prove his point. This methodology appears to be typical of many who have
commented on the subject of God as “Father.”

Wonyong Jung, The Divine Father Concept in the Old Testament, Sahmyook
University Monographs Doctoral Dissertation Series 5 (Seoul: Sahmyook University,
1997), 9-26. In a dissertation of 168 pages, 21 pages involve discussing various texts in
Deuteronomy.

BThe following works are listed in the order Jung discusses them: R. S.
Candlish, The Fatherhood of God: Being the First Course of the Cunningham Lectures, 2
vols (Edinburgh: Adam and Charles Black, 1870);, Thomas J. Crawford, The Fatherhood
of God (Edinburgh: William Blackwood and Sons, 1866); J. Scott Lidgett, 7The
Fatherhood of God in Christian Truth and Life, 2™ ed. (London: Charles H. Kelly, 1902;
reprint, London: Charles H. Kelly, 1913); W. B. Selbie, The Fatherhood of God (London:
Duckworth, 1936); Henry M. Bullock, The Divine Fatherhood: A Bible Study on God's
Fatherhood and Man's Sonship and Brotherhood (New York: Abingdon, 1945); G.
Schrenk and Gottfried Quell, “Tatip, Tatpgog, anatwp, Tatpikds,” in vol. 5 of



Some scholars discuss the fatherhood of God through the lens of divine
sovereignty.'* They tend to approach the topic by placing emphasis on God’s fatherhood
to Israel in terms of a suzerain vassal relationship.

Others are more inclined to see the fatherhood of God through the lens of a
familial paradigm, which sees God’s fatherhood in terms of a father/son relationship

within a family.”> Whereas the previous approach emphasizes God’s rulership the latter

Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, ed. Gerhard Friedrich and Geoffrey W.
Bromiley, trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1967), 945-1022; W.
Marchel, Abba Pére! (Rome: Institut Biblique Pontifical, 1963); William L. Moran, “The
Ancient Near Eastern Background of the Love of God in Deuteronomy,” CBQ 25 (1963):
77-87; Dennis J. McCarthy, Treaty and Covenant (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1978),
idem, “Notes on the Love of God in Deuteronomy and the Father-Son Relationship
Between Yahweh and Israel,” CBQ 27 (1965). 144-47; F. Charles Fensham, “Father and
Son as Terminology for Treaty and Covenant,” in Near Eastern Studies in Honor of
William Foxwell Albright, ed. Hans Goedicke (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press,
1971), 121-35; Helmer Ringgren, “ax ‘abh,” in vol. 1 of Theological Dictionary of the
Old Testament, ed. G. Johannes Botterweck and Helmer Ringgren, trans. John T. Willis
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), 1-19; Willem A. VanGemeren, “‘Abba’ in the Old
Testament,” JETS 31 (1988): 385-98. Understandably, most of the authors Jung cites tend
to overlap in their discussions.

MR. S. Candlish and J Scott Lidgett would appear to fit into this category (see
Jung, The Divine Father Concept, 9-10). See also vols. 1 and 2 of Candlish, 7he
Fatherhood of God. Essentially, Candlish’s first volume contains six theological lectures
on Fatherhood and Sonship (i.e., the sonship of Christ and of man) but with little
reference to the Old Testament. His second volume contains his reply to Thomas
Crawford’s lectures given in 1866 as well as a reply to the second edition of Crawford’s
book (1867). For a discussion of God’s sovereignty, see J. S. Lidgett, The Fatherhood of
God (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1902; reprint, Minneapolis: Bethany House Publishers,
1987), 101-102, 115.

*Crawford, Bullock, and Jung seem to place greater emphasis on God’s
fatherly love in familial terms. Crawford (7The Fatherhood of God, 66-122) discusses the
love of the Father in terms of the atonement. Bullock (7he Divine Fatherhood, 9-19)
emphasizes the universality of God’s fatherhood and his love for all nations. However,
Jung criticizes Bullock by stating that “his research does not deal with the fatherhood of
God comprehensively” (The Divine Father Concept, 16). Unfortunately, Bullock’s work
contains no footnotes, nor does it make any reference to Deuteronomy. His work is a
small 63-page paperback with a heavy emphasis on the New Testament and is more of a



7

emphasizes God’s familial love.'® However, the sovereignty and familial paradigms are
not mutually exclusive. Both concepts seem to be at play in the father/son relationship
between God and Israel, and both appear to be reflected in Deuteronomy. Perhaps it is
better to cast the discussion in terms of primary and secondary paradigms but not
exclusive of each other. In any case, this study contends that Deuteronomy emphasizes
both aspects, thereby creating a balanced understanding of divine paternity within the
book.

A third group of scholars recognize the metaphorical nature of the subject of
the fatherhood of God and seek to address it by studying the cultural and social milieu of

the ANE."” These emphasize a proper understanding of family life and the father’s role,

devotional guide rather than a serious academic work. Jung’s own work emphasizes
God’s fatherhood in terms of familial love. Selbie (The Fatherhood of God, 82-99) also
accentuates familial love in the fatherhood of God. However, like many others, Selbie
seems to approach divine paternity through certain theological presuppositions. In
summary, the works of Candlish, Crawford, Lidgett, and Selbie are poorly footnoted with
no exegetical work from Deuteronomy. Moreover, much of their work is gleaned from
the New Testament.

1L ove may be noted in both paradigms. Both can describe the divine
paternity/divine son relationship. For a discussion on love between a vassal and his
sovereign, see Moran, “Ancient Near Eastern Background,” 77-87.

"For a good example of this approach, see the work by Schrenk and Quell,
“matfip, TATPGOE, AMaTwp, TatpLkdg,”’ 945-1022. See also McCarthy’s work, Treaty and
Covenant. See also Moran’s analysis of sovereign vassal love relationships in the ANE
(Moran, “Ancient Near Eastern Background,” 77-87). Jung has underestimated the value
of Moran’s work, especially his recognition of covenant language in Deuteronomy.
Moran does not deny a father-son relationship exists between divinity and Israel; he
simply defines that relationship in terms of covenant, comparable to other ANE treaties.
Especially helpful is Marchel’s discussion on the divine paternity parallels from the
Assyro-Babylonian and Egyptian world (see Marchel, Abba Pére! 9-52). However, most
of Marchel’s work concentrates on God as Father from the perspective of Hellenistic
Judaism, Palestinian Judaism, and the New Testament. Very little of his discussion comes
from the book of Deuteronomy. However, in a few sentences (p. 46), Marchel recognizes
that Deuteronomy presents God as Father who protects and supports his children (Deut -
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which in turn sheds light on the divine paternity metaphor. These kinds of studies are not
afraid to speak of God as father both in terms of familial and sovereignty (i.e.,
suzerain/vassal) paradigms, as well as in covenantal terms.'® Accordingly, our contention
is that in order to understand the metaphor of divine paternity in the ANE a proper
perspective of earthly paternity in that world also must be studied.'’

The works presented in Jung’s “review of related literature” cover a wide
range of texts concerning the fatherhood of God. Passages from the New and Old
Testaments are cited, but often given superficial treatment. Some studies have either

escaped Jung’s attention or have been published since the printing of his material in

1:31); sustains his children with his wings (Deut 32:11); instructs his son as a father
would his child (Deut 8:5), and is the “créateur de son existence nationale (Dt 32, 6.18).”
This, observation will be discussed at length below, along with Deut 14:1ff. A thorough
examination of these passages is still needed in order to clarify what Deuteronomy means
by divine paternity.

18See Schrenk and Quell, “ratip, TatpGiog, dndtwp, ToTpLKAC,” 945-1022. See
also Fensham (“Father and Son as Terminology for Treaty and Covenant,” 130), who
discusses the relationship between God and Solomon (Father/son) as covenantal in
nature.

Schrenk and Quell’s study (“Tatiip, TatpGog, &ndtwp, TaTpLkdc,” 965, 969)
of various cultures of the ANE give unique insight into the concept that God was
understood as a “father” by the use of the term in theophoric names. For a lengthy
discussion on theophoric names, see Dana Marston Pike, “Israelite Theophoric Personal
Names in the Bible and Their Implications for Religious History” (Ph.D. diss., UMI
Dissertation Information Service, 1991); cf. also Jeaneane D. Fowler, Theophoric
Personal Names in Ancient Hebrew a Comparative Study vol. 49 of JSOTsup (Sheffield:
JSOT Press, 1988). Schrenk and Quell’s discussion covers a broad range of eras from the
“Indo-European world [to] Graeco-Roman antiquity,” as well as the Old Testament, later
Judaism, and the New Testament (see Schrenk and Quell, “ratnp, Totpog, &matwp,
TatpLkog,” 948-59). However, like Ringgren and many others, they have underestimated
the significance of Deuteronomy, and a contextual analysis of the subject in the book is
lacking.



1997. Deuteronomy in particular is generally neglected.zo Despite the strengths of
Jung’s work (see pp. 5ff), it has noticeable weaknesses. First, his study approaches the
topic of divine fatherhood from the entire breadth of the Old Testament.*' Second, Jung
sharply distinguishes between God’s familial love and his king/vassal love relationship
with Israel. This is shortsighted. His emphasis on familial love between father and son is
seemingly done at the expense of other characteristics or elements noted in divine
paternity. He announces his approach in his introductory remarks, “This research is
particularly concerned with the concept of God as Father . . . particularly the intimate
[i.e., love] relationship of God with His people.”** Third, in Jung’s effort to portray the
love implied in divine paternity, he fails to provide a serious discussion on the role of the
son in that relationship. Fourth, Jung offers no discussion on metaphor. The advantages
of interpreting God as father in Deuteronomy metaphorically are threefold. First, it
provides a logical response to the feminist rhetoric that God is a harsh overbearing
male.”® Second, having an elementary knowledge of metaphorical theory and how

referents A and B interact in a metaphorical phrase offers a deeper understanding into the

McCarthy, in Treaty and Covenant, dedicates chaps. 9 and 10 to the
discussion of Deuteronomy. The thrust of chap. 9 is to prove that the language of
Deuteronomy is covenantal, especially 4:44-28:68, but it is not necessarily concerned
with the topic of divine paternity. In chap. 10, McCarthy’s focus is on the “framework”
of the covenant between God and his people.

21See Jung, The Divine Father Concept, 50-120. The heart of Jung’s
dissertation involves an analysis of every occasion in which 2ax is used for God in the Old
Testament. Because of the breadth of his work, his comments lack the depth that only
comes from a focus on specific texts, their genre, and syntactical features.

21bid,, 3.

. »See Jung’s lengthy footnote on the feminist views of God as father (ibid., 42-
43 n.1).
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fatherhood of God. Third, it provides a literary richness and offers the modern reader
insight into ancient writers’ art of expression and their ability to convey complex ideas in
a simple manner.

Blekkink’s study, The Fatherhood of God, presents the subject topically.?*
However, like many others, Blekkink seldom refers to the Old Testament. Verses are
often quoted but the reader is left wondering from where the actual references come.
Deuteronomy 32:6 is quoted in reference to God’s heart of mercy,?’ but no analysis of the
text is provided to back up his categorical statements of God’s fatherhood: “God is a
person,” “God is timeless,” “God is spaceless,” “God is immaterial, etc. 2

In his article, “La Paternidad de Dios en la Literatura Extraneotestamentaria,”

Sabugal Santos presents the topic of divine paternity from three different perspectives.?’

First, he discusses how various ancient religions have perceived God as a father.?®

MEvert J. Blekkink, The Fatherhood of God (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1942).
Blekkink outlines his work (see his content page) in the following manner: “Fatherhood
in God; Fatherhood and Creation; Fatherhood and the Incarnation; Fatherhood and
Redemption; Fatherhood and Prayer; In the Father’s House Forever.” However, his
approach is more of a running commentary on his various headings, but not an exegetical
comparative analysis of the respective texts.

2Blekkink quotes the verse, but it is left up to the reader to figure out that he is
actually quoting from Deut 32:6 (ibid., 31).

Ibid., 11-12.

7Sabugal Santos, “La Paternidad de Dios en la Literatura Extra-
neotestamentaria,” Salmanticensis 32 (1985): 141-51.

®Ibid., 141-42. Here Santos comments on religious antiquity and its view of
their gods in familial terms: “Designaron o invocaron a sus dioses como ‘padres’, en
efecto, los antiguos de Africa y América, de China y de la India asi como de Egipto,
también y reiteradamente lo hizo la religiosidad greco-romana, subrayando
frecuentemente la paternidad universal de Zues y Jupiter sobre todos ‘los dioses y los
hombres’ entre los pueblos semitas, los dioses fueron asimismo designados e invocados
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Second, he explores how God was understood in the Old Testament as the father of
Israel, the messianic king, and the just.”’ Third, Santos analyzes the perspective of
Palestinian Judaism, revealing the mindset of that culture. For example, although
adherents to Judaism believed God to be a father, he was never addressed this way in the
vocative, for fear of committing the sin of blasphemy.?® Santos is conversant with the
scholarly works on divine paternity. However, he too, deals with the issue broadly with
little analysis of specific biblical passages. Once again Deuteronomy is largely
overlooked.*’

In 1987 David K. Lowery wrote a dissertation entitled “God as Father: With
Special Reference to Matthew’s Gospel.” In chapter 2, “God as Father in the Old
Testament,”? he cites eleven passages from the Old Testament that speak of God as
father.®® Only one is taken from Deuteronomy (Deut 35:6). Essentially, he views |
Deuteronomy 32:6 as “related to the covenant relationship,” and comments predictably,

“God as father is the creator in a material and spiritual sense.””* Lowery’s conclusions

como ‘padres’ por la religiosidad sirio-babilonica.”
PIbid., 143-47.
Obid., 151.

*'For another example of a general presentation on the fatherhood of God, see
K. Limburg, “La Paternidad Divina en el AT: algunas observaciones lingiisticos-
formales,” in Biblia Exegesis y Cultura: Estudios en Honor del Prof. D. José Maria
Casciaro (Pamplona: Ediciones Universidad de Navarra, 1994), 201-20.

21 owery, “God as Father,” 45-70.

BSee n. 3, which notes that there are only seventeen occasions in which 2x is
employed for divine paternity.

Lowery, “God as Father,” 48-49.
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seem premature since all the data have not been investigated. Moreover, his work
focuses mainly on Matthew rather than the Old Testament.

Angelika Strotmann’s study, Mein Vater Bist Du!, is an extensive work that
explores the fatherhood of God from literature such as Ben Sirach, the wisdom literature,
apocalyptic literature, and the Qumran Scrolls. To her credit, she makes a few comments
from passages in Deuteronomy (Deut 30:1-10; 4:23-31 (38); 32:39). However, where
one might expect her discussion to revolve around divine paternity, she makes a
comparative linguistic analysis between Deuteronomy and the book of Tobit** Sievers
sums up her work:

Strotmann’s primary concern . . . lies neither with the grammatical form nor the
genre in which God’s fatherhood appears, nor even with the “addressees” of his
fatherhood. She rather concentrates on the connotations of what his being “father”
means. -Certainly his absolute power over creation is variously expressed. His
relationship to his sons/children sometimes takes the form of a stern discipline. At
other times the emphasis is on his unfailing protection and assistance. The most
prominent connotations however are his mercy and especially his fidelity.?
Strotmann is to be commended for her work. However her study is based on a wide array
of Old Testament passages. Unfortunately, she overlooks key texts in Deuteronomy (i.e.,
Deut 1:31; 14:1-2), which suggest God’s fatherhood.
Sarah J. Dille’s dissertation, “God as Father and Mother in the Interplay of

Deutero-Isaiah’s Metaphors,” and her later work Mixing Metaphors: God as Mother and

Father in Deutero-Isaiah provide helpful insight on the role of the father in the family of

3% Angelika Strotmann, Mein Vater Bist Du!: (Sir 51,10). Zur Bedeutung der
Vaterschaft Gottes in kanonischen und nichtkanonischen friihjiidischen Schriften,
Frankfurter Theologische Studien 39 (Frankfurt: Verlag Josef Knecht, 1991), 44 -51.

*Joseph Sievers, review of Mein Vater Bist Du!: (Sir 51,10). Zur Bedeutung
der Vaterschaft Gottes in kanonischen und nichtkanonischen fruhjudlschen Schriften,
Biblica 74, no. 3 (1993): 421.
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the ANE.*” Her study of Isaiah combines Max Black’s “interactive view of metaphor”
and his SACP with Lakoff and Johnson’s theory of metaphor, which includes
“conceptual structure,” “entailments,” “highlighting, hiding and downplaying,”
“metaphoric extension,” “coherence,” and “the experiential dimension of metaphor.”*®

Dille rightly begins her work by discussing metaphorical theory. Later she
emphasizes understanding the role of fatherhood in the ANE as necessary background for
interpreting the Old Testament. This methodology will be employed in this study.
However, since her work focuses on Isaiah, a thorough analysis of divine paternity in
Deuteronomy is still lacking, leaving ample room for a study on the subject.

Finally, this study owes a debt of gratitude to David R. Tasker’s in-depth study
on the fatherhood of God in his recent work, Ancient Near Eastern Literature and the
Hebrew Scriptures about the Fatherhood of God. His comparative analysis between
Yahweh as father in the Hebrew Scriptures and the fatherhood of various gods in ANE
cultures provides an excellent resource and background for our study in Deuteronomy.
His work is helpful, as it reveals how the ANE understood the concept of gods as fathers,
as well as a how the Old Testament treats the notion of God as father.** Tasker’s study is

broad especially when dealing with the Old Testament. Although he discusses

YThis study has benefited from Sarah Dille’s work; see Sarah J. Dille, “God as
Father and Mother in the Interplay of Deutero-Isaiah's Metaphors” (Ph.D. diss., Emory
University, 1999), 44-48. For her comments on Yahweh as a father and mother, see. pp.
53-60. See. also Dille’s later work, Mixing Metaphors: God as Mother and Father in
Deutero-Isaiah, JSOTSup Series 398 (London: T & T Clark International, 2004), 35-40.

For a full discussion of these categories, see Dille, Mixing Metaphors, 8-20.

3See David R. Tasker, Ancient Near Eastern Literature and the Hebrew
Scriptures about the Fatherhood of God, SBL 69 (New York: Peter Lang, 2004).
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Deuteronomy, he does it briefly, with an eye focused on Deuteronomy 32:6. Again, a
more in-depth study is still needed, not only of Deuteronomy 32:6, but of Deuteronomy

14:1-2, 8.5, and 1:31.

The Understanding of Israel as Son (32)

The bulk of this dissertation focuses on the metaphor of divine paternity.
However, by definition, divine paternity suggests the existence of children. In
Deuteronomy, Israel fills that role. Therefore, in order to understand God as father this
investigation must also consider what it means to be a son of God.* Like divine
paternity, son of the divine is often approached through the lens of the New Testament.
Frequently, the discussion revolves around the sonship of Christ in relation to his Father,
or how human beings can become sons of God through Christ.

The Old Testament uses the word 2 in a variety of ways. It is often used in
construct with the word Israel (i.e., “sons of Israel””) and refers to the people as a whole.
However, it also can refer to an individual person or “indicate membership in a guild or
profession.”*' Furthermore, it can designate a geographical location (e.g., “sons of the
East.”).* Although 1 is employed extensively throughout the Old Testament with a
variety of meanings, this study will focus on how the term is employed in construct with

the word “God” or in relation to God (i.e., “son of God”).* Employed in this manner, it

“See Deut 32:19, where the discussion also includes “daughters.”

“'Daniel I. Block, ““Israel’—*Sons of Israel’: A Study in Hebrew Eponymic
Usage,” Sciences Religieuses/Studies in Religion 13 (1984): 307.

“bid.

. Kuhlewein, “J2 bén son,” in vol. 1 of Theological Lexicon of the Old
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is speaking of one of the following: (1) the people of Israel; (2) the king of Israel;* (3) a

member of a heavenly court or assembly,** or (4) an analogy of “Yahweh’s activity with

people with that of a father toward his son.”*

Testament, ed. Ernst Jenni and Claus Westermann, trans. Mark E. Biddle (Munich: Chr.
Kaiser Verlag, 1976; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1997), 244, states, “The
characterization of a person as ‘sons of God” or of a group as “sons of God’ occurs rarely
in the OT in contrast to other religions.” For a complete discussion on j3, see pp. 238-45,
see also H. Haag, Jan Bergman and Helmer Ringgren (‘32 bén,” TDOT, 2:149), who give
ten meanings of 12 in the Old Testament. It can refer to a biological son of a father; a
brother; someone who belongs to “a people or to a tribe”; someone who is from a “place
or . . .land”; “an individual [who] is distinguished from the collective community of
which he is a part”; a student; “figurative expressions” such as “sons of the dawn” etc.;
“membership in certain social and professional groups™; groups which hold to “ethical
and moral standards”; “a period of time or a person’s age.”

*Some scholars discuss correlations between the sonship of David and the
sonship of the messiah. For a discussion on how Old Testament writers.may have
understood the messiah, see Daniel I. Block, “My Servant David: Ancient Israel’s Vision
of the Messiah,” in Israel’s Messiah in the Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. Richard S.
et al. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2003), 17-56. See also Christopher G. Whitsett,
“Son of God, Seed of David: Paul's Messianic Exegesis in Romans 2:3-4,” JBL 119
(2000): 661-81. For a similar categorization of sonship, see P. A. H. De Boer (“The Son
of God in the Old Testament,” in Syntax and Meaning: Studies in Hebrew Syntax and
Biblical Exegesis, ed. C. J. Labuschagne et al., Oudtestamentisch Studién 18 [Leiden:
Brill, 1973], 188-207), who titles his headings; “(1) the son as divine being; (2) the son as
king; (3) the son as the people of Israel; and (4) the theophoric personal names.”

“See Gerald Cooke, “The Sons of (the) God(s),” ZAW 76 (1964); 22-47.
Cooke concludes that “the sons of (the) God(s)” is a heavenly assembly or court. The
passages he explores are “Gen 1:26-27, 3:22; 6:1-4; 11.7; Ps 29:1; 82:1b, 6 (with
excurses on Dt 32:8f) 89:5-7;, 1K 22:19; Is 6:2-4, 7-8; Dt 33:2f; Job 1:6; 2:1; 38:7; Dan
3:25; 10:13, 20-21” (see p. 22). S. B. Parker (“Sons of [the] God([s],” in Dictionary of
Deities and Demons in the Bible, ed. Bob Becking, Karel van der Toorn, and Pieter W.
Van der Horst [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999], 796) suggests that Gen 6:2-4 is simply
“summarizing traditional mythical material about divine-human unions as an illustration
of the disorder that prevailed immediately before the flood.” On the other hand, Michael
S. Heiser focuses on “sons of God” with an eye on Deut 32:8, but comes to the same
“conclusion as Cooke, the “sons of God” refers to a heavenly council or heavenly beings.
For Heiser’s full discussion, see Michael S. Heiser, “Deuteronomy 32:8 and the Sons of
God,” 52-74. '

*Kiihlewein, ‘2 bén son,” 244-45. For a similar analogy, see H. Haag, Jan
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Deuteronomy employs the word 32 122 times.*” However, it is used only
4 times, all in the plural, in reference to God’s sons (14:1, 32:5,% [32:8(?)],* 32:19%). 1t
may speak negatively or positively of the sons, but with the possible exception of 32:8, it
refers to Israel.

However, like the topic of divine paternity, many Old Testament scholars

approach the subject of divine sonship from a general perspective of the Old Testament.*'

Bergman and Helmer Ringgren, (‘33 bén,” 155-59).

47Even—Shoshan, A New Concordance of the Bible, 182-90. Three times 33 is
used in the singular absolute form. In its singular construct form it is used 32 times. In its
plural absolute form it is seen 11 times, and in its plural constructs form it is employed 76
times, respectively. However, according to Mandelkern (Veteris Testamenti
Concordantiae Hebraicae Atque Chaldaicae, 206-22), 1z is used 121 times. The Old
Testament, as a whole, employs the term j2 almost 5000 times (see Kithlewein, ‘72 bén
son,” 238-39).

*832:5 actually speaks of children (referring to Israel) not being God’s children
(sons) because they “have acted corruptly.”

“The rendition of Deut 32:8 varies. The MT, says “sons of Israel.” However,
the LXX and the Dead Sea Scrolls renders it “angels,” while Symmachus and the Latin
manuscripts read “sons of God.” Michael S. Heiser (“Deuteronomy 32:8 and the Sons of
God,” 59) suggests that the original reading of this verse should be taken as “sons of
God,” and states that the MT was altered “in order to avoid allegedly polytheistic
language.” For a discussion of the textual difficulties of Deut 32:8, see Jeffrey Tigay,
Deuteronomy, in The JPS Torah Commentary (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication
Society, 1996), 302-03. See also Daniel 1. Block, Gods of the Nations: Studies in Ancient
Near Eastern National Theology, 2™ ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2000), 25-33.
Based on 4Q and LXX rendering of the verse, Biock prefers to see this as “members of
God’s heavenly court, that is, the angels” (p. 29).

5032:19 is the only reference in Deuteronomy to Yahweh not only having sons
but also daughters.

*!For a broad understanding of sonship in the Old Testament and in extra-
biblical texts, see H. Haag, Jan Bergman and Helmer Ringgren (‘32 bén,” 145-159). For a
five-page commentary on “divine sonship,” see “j2 bén,” 155-59. For another wide
overview of sonship, see Peter W. von Martitz, Georg Fohrer, Eduard Lohse et al., “016s
UoBeain,” in TDNT, 8:334-99; see also Kiihlewein, ‘32 bén son,” 238-45.
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For example, in the 1940s John L. McKenzie followed this pattern in two articles, “The
Divine Sonship of Men in the Old Testament,” and “The Divine Sonship of Israel and the
Covenant.”? In the former, McKenzie presented a listing of passages from the Old
Testament and commented very briefly on each one.>® His purpose was “the elucidation
of the concept of divine paternity and sonship, to enumerate these passages as completely
as possible with exegetical remarks which seem necessary or advisable.”** In the latter
work he emphasized that the covenant relationship between Israel (the son) and God (the
father) was based on love.”” It was a relationship established solely on God’s freedom to
love. Israel’s sonship to the father is not to be mistaken with the universal sonship of
humankind, but was a “peculiar” sonship based on the divine father’s free choice.*®
Israel’s role as son in that covenant was to love in return (not sentimentally) through a
life of holiness displayed in religious worship and conduct.”’” McKenzie offers a

plausible understanding of the covenantal relationship between God and Israel his son.

*2John L. McKenzie, “The Divine Sonship of Men in the Old Testament,” CBQ
7 (1945): 326-39; John L. McKenzie, “The Divine Sonship of Israel and the Covenant,”
CBQ 8 (1946): 320-31.

3To McKenzie’s credit, he includes passages from the Apocrypha
(Ecclesiasticus 4:10; 23:1; 23:4; 51:10; The Wisdom of Solomon 2:13, 16, 18). See
McKenzie, “The Divine Sonship of Men,” 332-33.

5“Ibid., 326.
Sbid., 322.
**Ibid., 320.

7Ibid., 324, 327-28. See also Lohse (“010s bwBeoin,” 359-60), who reveals that
Israel’s role in the father/son relationship was to obey the Torah and fulfill the
commandments and to live righteously before God.
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However, as noted above, he gleans his information from a broad field, and does not pay
much attention to Deuteronomy.

In his essay “Father and Son as Terminology for Treaty and Covenant,”
Fensham establishes that father/son language existed in ancient treaties between
sovereign kings and their vassals.”® Furthermore, he observes that “son” is used
“interchangeably” with “slave” or “vassalage.”” Could this be applied to the covenantal
language of Deuteronomy? Our research points in that direction. On another note, his
discussion on the “first born” employed in Jeremiah 31:9 is similar to the “expressions
which designate God as a man who carries his son (Deut 1:31) or a man who educates his
son (Deut 8:5).%° Unfortunately, Fensham does not give any clues as io why
Deuteronomy does not specifically employ the term “first born” for Israel in relation to
the father. Most striking about Fensham’s article is his comment on the term “sons and
daughters” in Deuteronomy 32:19; “The combination of sons and daughters testifies
against the possibility of a covenant meaning because nowhere in the Old Testament or
the ancient Near East are ‘daughters’ used as a covenantal term.”®' However, this study
proposes that if the language of Deuteronomy is taken in context, then “sons and
daughters” does not necessarily militate against a covenantal relationship between God

and Israel. This needs to be explored further. In any case, Fensham does not discuss the

¥Fensham, “Father and Son as Terminology for Treaty and Covenant,” 120-
35.

SIbid., 125.
1bid., 129.

*bid., 132.
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role of the son as much as he does the role of the father, and he superficially comments
on texts from Deuteronomy.

In his article “Deuteronomy 32:8 and the Sons of God,” Heiser presents
another discussion of the term “sons.”®* He concludes that Dueteronomy 32:8 (preferring
the LXX reading, dyyéiwv Beod) speaks of a heavenly assembly or court rather than the
“sons of Israel” as in the MT.*® Heiser’s focus is not on Israel as the son of God, nor on
Israel’s role as son. Once again, the subject is overlooked, leaving an open field for this
dissertation.

From the above discussions, a clear picture emerges. The history of the
research on divine patemit); and Israel his son reveals that a study is still needed on the
subject with a concentrated focus on Deuteronomy. In regard to sonship, questions have
gone unanswered. How does Deuteronomy view divine sonship? More importantly,
what role does Israel play as son in relation to Yahweh his father? By studying the role
of divine paternity in connection with the role of his son in Deuteronomy, these questions

may be answered.

Methodology
As declared earlier, the purpose of this study is to discover and understand the
concept and role of divine paternity in Deuteronomy. The bulk of this study will

necessarily concentrate on overt expressions of divine paternity. However, divine

62Heivser, “Deuteronomy 32:8 and the Sons of God,” 52-74,

$For other studies along the same lines as Heiser, see Parker, “Sons of [the]
God[s],” 794-800; and Cooke, “The Sons of (the) God(s),” 22-47. For a perspective from
Gen 6:1-4, see Willem A. Van Gemeren, “The Sons of God in Genesis 6:1-4: (An
Example of Evangelical Demythologization?),” W1J 43 (1980): 320-48.
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paternity is also implied wherever Israel is referred to as son(s) of God. Both roles need
to be explored in order to understand better the relationship between them.

The second chapter of this study will present various theories on metaphor and
their major proponents. After analyzing the positive and negative aspects of each theory,
our study will adapt Max Black’s theory of interaction for the study of divine paternity in
Deuteronomy. Although this dissertation is not about metaphorical theory per se, it is
necessary at the outset to have a basic understanding of metaphors and how they work
linguistically within the text of Deuteronomy in order to give clarity to the metaphors
“God is a father” and “Israel is a son.”

The metaphor of divine paternity must first be understood by analyzing the
role of literal paternity in the ancient Near East (the focus of chap. 3). Attention will also
be given to metaphorical paternity in its political and religious settings in the ancient
Near East. Studying fatherhood within the broader social and cultural milieu in which
Deuteronomy was written will shed light on how divine paternity is to be understood.
This approach works nicely with Max Black’s theory, which states that metaphors mﬁst
be understood through the SACP of the culture in which they are born.

The bulk of this dissertation (chap. 4) will be taken up with a development of
the thesis statement. This will be accomplished by ordering the discussion around those
explicit references in Deuteronomy to divine paternity as progenitor, caregiver, and
covenant partner from chapters 32, 1, 8, and 14, respectively. The analysis of each text
will consist of three elements: first, a consideration of the broader literary context of the
text; second, a consideration of the genre and structure of each text; third, an analysis of

the specific verses in question. This stage will involve a lexical analysis of phrases and
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words relating to divine paternity along with a syntactical analysis of how they are
employed in their immediate context.

In summary, it appears that Deuteronomy provides fertile ground for the study
of divine paternity. By paying particular attention to this book, this investigation should
contribute significantly to the general understanding of God as father in the Old

Testament.



CHAPTER 2

METAPHORICAL THEORY: A BRIEF OVERVIEW

When Deuteronomy speaks of Yahweh as Israel’s “father,” it is speaking
metaphorically. The same can be said when the text refers to Israel as “sons of Yahweh.”
In order to determine the meaning of such metaphors it is helpful to be conscious of how
metaphors work. However, the study of metaphors often can be complex. Since the
publication in the 1930s of I. A. Richard’s lectures,' the field has blossomed into a véét
array of ideas and proposals. Much of the work that has been done on metaphors is
beyond the scope of this study. The following discussion does not aim to be exhaustive.’
However, it endeavors to understand and explain a few key theories, their strengths,
and/or weaknesses. Once a clear picture has emerged, this study will settle on the
ihteraction theory (i.e., as interpreted by Max Black) as an appropriate one for the study

of the topic of Yahweh’s fatherhood in Deuteronomy.’

'Richards was a pioneer in the field of metaphors.

2See Peter W. Macky (“The Role of Metaphor in Christian Thought and
Experience as Understood by Gordon Clark and C. S. Lewis,” JETS 24 [1981]:309), who
reveals in his index the vast number of ways to explain and define metaphors.

3All the theories presented in this study have some validity to them. The idea in
presenting these theories is not to “destroy” any given theory, but to gain an
understanding as to which theory might best describe what is going on in the “father”
metaphor for Yahweh in the text of Deuteronomy.

22



23

In Search of a Definition

When one looks at the plethora of scholarly journals and books on the subject
of metaphor, one quickly becomes cognizant that the definitions of metaphor are about as
vast as the quantity of authors who have written on the subject. For example, depending
on how an author defines literality and figurativeness can have bearing on how he/she
defines what is metaphorical.* Some definitions seem to be distant from one another, at
other times they appear similar but nuanced in different ways.” A couple of concise
definitions may prove helpful. Note Richards’ straightforward definition, “[ A metaphor
is] two thoughts of different things active together and supported by a single word, or
phrase, whose meaning is a resultant of their interaction.”® Soskice adds, “We define

metaphor as that trope, or figure of speech, in which we speak of one thing in terms of

*For a lengthy discussion on the definitions of “literal and figurative uses of
language,” see Peter W. Macky, “The Role of Metaphor in Christian Thought and
Experience as Understood by Gordon Clark and C. S. Lewis,” JETS 24 (1981): 31-39.
Macky suggests that Bartel, Ricoeur and Soskice are too narrow in their definition when
they define literal language as being language that is “current” or “usual (Ricoeur’s
words) or “accustomed usage” (Soskice’s phrase). In Macky’s mind, language can be
literal and not necessarily have to be customary usage.

*Peter W. Macky (The Centrality of Metaphors to Biblical Thought: A Method
Jor Interpreting the Bible [Lewiston, NY: E. Mellen Press, 1990], 42) adds, “Scholars
differ in their definitions of metaphor and their views of its nature. Probably it is
inevitable that such a ubiquitous phenomenon as metaphor will be differently defined and
described when scholars approach it from the varying perspectives and interests of
linguistics, psychology, literary criticism, philosophy of science, and philosophy of
religion. The different concerns and categories of those disciplines play a central role in
the way they fence off the territory they will specify by the major terms metaphor,
symbol, model, analogy and image.” o

5I. A. Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1965), 93. Richards is often referred to by renowned scholars on the subject of
metaphor such as Paul Ricoeur, Max Black, Janet Martin Soskice et al. Richards’s
definition is a reflection of the interaction theory to which he adheres. It is given at this
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suggestive of another; so when we speak of God as a farmer, and say of him that he
plants his seeds, nurtures the young shoots, separates the wheat from the tares, we are
speaking metaphorically.””” These basic deﬁniﬁons, albeit short, are helpful in that they
give us a framework for understanding the concept of metaphor. However, a minimal
grasp of some of the major metaphorical theories as put forth by significant players in the
field is still needed to broaden our understanding of the various possible ways in which

metaphors function.

Aristotle and the Classical Approa.ch

Metaphors have been around ever since the origin of language. However, the
classical “theory” or classical discussion on metaphor as a linguistic device was first
clarified and brought forth by Aristotle in his work Poetics.® -He classified metaphor as a -
noun (8vopc) and categorized it into genus and species. His basic definition of a
metaphor was “the application of a word that belongs to another thing: either from genus

to species, species to genus, species to species, or by analogy.” The weakness of

juncture as a reference point for the reader. Further treatment of this theory is discussed
below.

"Janet Martin Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1985), 54. Like Richards, scholars of the discipline acknowledge Soskice’s work in
the field. She presents the above phrases as metaphorical. However, we argue that this is
anthropomorphic language, which helps give clarity to an implied metaphorical phrase.
For more discussion on anthropomorphism, see our discussion of Deut 1.

*Ibid., 1-3. Later in the Roman era, Quintilian in his work, /nstitutio Orataria,
along with Aristotle’s work “. . . influenced, both by intrinsic merit and by historical
circumstance, almost all subsequent discussions of metaphor” (ibid., 3).

? Aristotle, Poetics, 2™ ed., Aristotle XXIII, ed. and trans. Stephen Halliwell
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1995), 105.
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Aristotle’s work was his ambiguity, for one soon recognizes that dvopa cannot only be

1% Furthermore, he did not seem to state clearly the

defined as a noun, but also as “name.
difference between metaphors and “other figures of speech,” or that metaphors could
extend beyond nouns and beyond the word level.!' Although scholars recognize Aristotle
as the “father” of metaphors, it was not until recently (twentieth century) that scholars
began looking at metaphors in a more profound way and developed theories concerning
the phenomenon at the meaning level.'* Although some theories originated long ago
(i.e., Aristotle’s views), nevertheless they continue to cast long shadows, affecting the

discipline to this day either by influencing the debate, or by the debates’ continual

referral to them.

The Substitution Theory
Generally, the Substitution Theory is attributed to Aristotle and Quintilian."”

However, Soskice argues that it may be more correct to credit this theory to the

°Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language, 4-5.

"Ibid., 4-5. See also Mark Johnson (“Introduction: Metaphor in the
Philosophical Tradition,” in Philosophical Perspectives on Metaphor, ed. Mark Johnson
[Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1981], 10-11), who reveals that Thomas
Aquinas adhered to the Aristotelian view that metaphor was relegated to the word level.
In other words, “metaphor is a deviant use of a word to point up similarities” (Johnson,
“Introduction,” 11). Aristotle believed a good metaphor was one that sounded right to the
ear, or made an impression in some way on any of the five senses.(Soskice, Metaphor
and Religious Language, 9).

o '2G. B. Caird, The Language and Imagery of the Bible (Philadelphia: The
 Westminster Press, 1980), 2. When Caird published his work he made the statement then
that only in the last twenty years had theologians begun to pay attention to the semantics
of meaning,.

3See Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language, 8. However, Soskice
suggests that this “misrepresent[s]” Aristotle and Quintilian (8). Johnson (“Introduction,”
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“empiricist critics” of rhetoric rather than to Aristotle, Quintilian, or their students.'* In
any case, the substitution theory suggests that a “metaphorical expression [can be] used in
place of some equivalent /iteral expression.”"> For example, to say, “Richard is a lion”
can easily be replaced with the expression “Richard is brave.”’ In other words, where A
is spoken of in terms of B, it also can be spoken literally in terms of C.'” However, one
weakness to this theory is that metaphor can become nothing more than a decorative

device that “entertain[s] and divert[s]” for the pleasure of the reader/listener.'® Secondly,

24) states that it was Max Black who in “(1954-55) set the stage for recent discussions of
how we can understand metaphors by identifying three main theories [substitution,
comparison, and interaction].” Since then, these three theories have been expanded and
modified in various ways, and new theories have been added. However, since these
theories (substitution, comparison, and interaction) carry influence to this day, they are
discussed in this study.

Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language, 11.

"Max Black, “Metaphor,” in Philosophical Perspectives on Metaphor
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1981), 68. For an in-depth discussion of
substitution metaphors, see Mogens Stiller Kjirgaard, Metaphor and Parable: A
Systematic Analysis of the Specific Structure and Cognitive Function of the Synoptic
Similes and Parables Qua Metaphors, Acta Theologica Danica 20 (Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1986), 59-65. Cf. also Colin Gunton (“Christus Victor Revisited: A Study in Metaphor
and the Transformation of Meaning,” J7.5 36 [1985]:132) and his comments on literality
and non-literality referents.

'%These expressions are taken from Max Black, Models and Metaphors:
Studies in Language and Philosophy (New York: Cornell University Press, 1962), 33.

"Kjirgaard, Metaphor and Parable, 44.

'®Black, Models and Metaphors, 33-34. However, Black argues for a positive
aspect of a substitution metaphor (p. 33). It can create a catachresis, which is “the use of a
word in some new sense in order to remedy a gap in the vocabulary.” He clarifies in his
footnote that catachresis is not necessarily a negative thing, “There is nothing perverse or
abusive in stretching old words to fit new situations. Catachresis is merely a striking case
of the transformation of meaning that is constantly occurring in any living language.”
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the theory assumes there is a literal substitution for referent B, when in actuality at times

there may not be one."”

The Comparison Theory

The comparison theory® is closely related to the substitution theory. However,
rather than associating the referents A with B by substitution of literaiity C, it makes the
association by comparison (i.e., simile). For example, in the above illustration, rather
than saying, “Richard is a lion” (with the implication that Richard is brave), the
comparison theory states more specifically, “Richard is /ike a lion in that he . . . !
However, one weakness to this theory is that it is too simplistic, for it tends to reduce

metaphor to “nothing more than an assertion of similarities.”** Second, Black points out

that similarities can be made between many things, and this theory does not present a

®Ibid., 32-33. Soskice (Metaphor and Religious Language, 25) concurs with
Black: “One important criticism of the Substitution theory is that its suggestion that the
poet, scientist, or theologian, in using a metaphor, is doing no more than translating from
- a prior and literal understanding into an evocative formulation, runs counter to the
experience of the maker of metaphor.” On another note, it appears that one of the
weaknesses of metaphors in general is that their meaning is often left to the reader and
their perception of the referents involved. For example, in the substitution theory,
“Richard is a lion,” to the reader that may mean that Richard is either brave, fierce, or has
big teeth. It appears the best safeguard against a wrong interpretation (albeit difficult and
at times unavoidable) is to understand context, authorial intent, and the original
audience.

*This theory also appears to have its roots in Aristotle’s work (see Black,
Models and Metaphors, 36 n. 15).

HJohnson, “Introduction,” 24. However, Johnson uses the illustration, “Man is
like a wolf, in being . . . ” See also Kjargaard (Metaphor and Parable, 44), who
compares a man to a puppet. Rather than stating, “Man is a puppet,” the comparison
theory reduces this statement “to a literal expression of the form ‘A is like C’, such as:
‘Man is controlled like a puppet.””

2Johnson, “Introduction,” 25.
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clear criteria for what the “relevant similarities [should be] in each instance.”® Third,
another weakness to the comparison theory is that it does not deal with metaphors that
have “differences and disanalogies.”** In other words, it appears to assume similarities
when in fact there may be none. John Searle further points out the illogical reasoning
involved, “[T]he metaphorical assertion can remain true even though it turns out that the
statement of similarity on which the inference to the metaphorical meaning is based is
false.”® Fourth, the theory (like the substitution theory) is accused of reducing metaphor
to “ornamental” purposes.’® Finally, it is criticized by Max Black as being nothing more
than “a special case of a ‘substitution view’ [f]or it holds that the metaphorical statement
might be replaceéi by an equivalent literal comparison.*’ In summary, these criticisms

appear to be reason enough to hold this theory lightly.

1bid., 26.
2Tbid.

»Ibid. Johnson illustrates, “Richard is a gorilla may be true, for example, if it
is taken to mean Richard is fierce, nasty, prone to violence, and so forth. According to
the comparison theory this metaphor is based on the belief that Richard and gorillas are
similar in being fierce, nasty, prone to violence, and so on. However, it is, in fact, false
that gorillas have these characteristics. The metaphor may be true but the relevant
statement of similarity upon which it is based is false.” In other words, the metaphor is
based not on the “actual properties of existing objects, but rather on relations at the level
of meanings or of beliefs about objects.” (Johnson quotes this by gleaning from Monroe
C. Beardsley, “The Metaphorical Twist,” in Philosophy and Phenomenological Research
22, no. 3 [1962]: 293-307). For a full discussion on the weaknesses of the comparison
theory, see Johnson, “Introduction,” 25-27

*goskice, Metaphor and Religious Language, 26. See also Gunton’s poignant
comment against viewing metaphor as a mere ornamentation (Gunton, “Christus Victor
Revisited,” 131). "

*"Black, Models and Metaphors, 35.
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The Tension/Emotive Theory

The Tension/Emotive theory™ has its appealing qualities. It proposes that
what really is going on with metaphor is a tension between the referents A and B. In
other words, unlike the theory above, it tends to emphasize the dissimilarities between the
referents. Furthermore, this theory suggests that the tension created by the dissimilar
referents, have an emotive quality about them. It is precisely the “emotive import”
impressed upon the reader/hearer that gives the metaphor its validity and meaning.* The
positive aspect about this theory is that it guards the linguist from assuming that language
can be analyzed solely from an “emotionless” scientific point of view. The fact is,
language in general, especially metaphors, can, and do, create emotion.*

However, this theory is not without its weaknesses. First, as Soskice points
out, it tends to place too much emphasis on the emotive element, rather than its cognitive

content.’’ Second, it does not give a plausible explanation “that non-standard uses of the

Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language, 26. Although Soskice does not
state that the “tension theory” is an “emotive theory,” from the context, we deduce that
the “tension theory” mentioned by Earl R. Mac Cormac (4 Cognitive Theory of Metaphor
[Cambridge, MA: The Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1985; reprint, 1990], 26-
28) falls under the category of Soskice’s comments on “emotive theory.”

PVeikko Rantala (“Religious Metaphors and Cognition,” in Philosophical
Studies in Religion, Metaphysics, and Ethics: Essays in Honour of Heikki Kirjavainen
[Helsinki: Luther-Agricola-Society, 1997], 95-103) suggests that the greater the tension
between the “literal application” and the “metaphorical application” the stronger the
metaphor. It is the tension that causes emotion.

3OM,a(; Cormac, A Cognitive Theory of Metaphor, 26-28.

Y1Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language, 26. Mac Cormac also argues the
same idea, “Few words depend solely on their emotive import for their meaning; most
depend on recognition of the cognitive content.” (Mac Cormac, A Cognitive Theory of
Metaphor, 27). See also Mac Cormac’s description of cognitive meaning in metaphors (p.
200). One suggestion he presents is that metaphors have “the ability . . . to suggest new



30

same term can have opposing emotive import.”** Third, it does not take into account that
over time a tension filled metaphor can become common and non-metaphorical (i.e., a
dead metaphor)’’ by it constant usage. In this sense, Mac Cormac appears to be correct.
The tension metaphor needs to have more than an emotive element, it needs to have
“cognitive content.”* In summary, the tension theory “fail[s] to present a theory of

metaphor that can differentiate successfully between metaphor and nonmetaphor ™’

The Cognitive Theory

This theory, proposed by Earl R. Mac Cormac, gives another insight into the

hypothetical knowledge.” On another note, Rantala, (“Religious Metaphors and
Cognition,” 102) argues that the more tension there is in metaphor the more meaning is
derived from it.

32Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language, 27. Soskice clarifies her
statement, “. . .‘sharp’ in a ‘sharp wind’ we recognize a ‘negative emotive import’, and in
‘a sharp wit” a positive one. Without further explanation of this the Emotive theory must
fail to account for metaphorical construal.”

Mac Cormac, A Cognitive Theory of Metaphor, 27.

31bid., 27, where Mac Cormac states, “The numerous dead metaphors in
ordinary conversation were once tension-filled seemingly false statements such as “time
flies”—how can “time,” an inanimate entity, “fly” like a bird? . . . Now however, “flies”
has taken on the connotation of “passes rapidly,” so that it produces no tension when we
hear the metaphor.” Mac Cormac argues that a metaphor in tension, although
grammatically false, through constant usage can become true. Commenting on “time
flies” he further states, “Through continued misuse of language, a false metaphor became
true, lost its ungrammaticality, and lost its tension . . . . Through continued misuse,
tension lowers, truth increases, and the utterance becomes grammatical.” Caird (7he
Language and Imagery of the Bible, 153) terms the constant usage of a metaphor (i.e., a
dead metaphor) a “stock” metaphor. He suggests that they “have an important social
function in expressing and reinforcing the accepted system of order or belief.” At any
rate, Mac Cormac is not against the emotive element in metaphor, but simply stresses the
need for cognition along with it (see Mac Cormac, 4 Cognitive Theory of Metaphor, 79).

3 Mac Cormac, 4 Cognitive Theory of Metaphor, 32.
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field of metaphor. He argues that metaphor has “two levels of deep structures: a semantic

l 2936

level and a cognitive leve However the semantic domain of metaphor is interpreted

by the “surface language.” Moreover, there are “three levels of explanation” to

2 &L

metaphors: “surface language,” “semantics and syntax,” and “cognition.”*’ Mac
Cormac’s theory is best defined in his own words:
I argue that metaphor results from a cognitive process that juxtaposes two or more
not normally associated referents, producing semantic conceptual anomaly, the
symptom of which is usually emotional tension. The conceptual process that
generates metaphor identifies similar attributes of the referents to form an analogy
and identifies dissimilar attributes of the referents to produce semantic anomaly.
The degree of similarity and dissimilarity determine the truth value of the
metaphor.*®
Mac Cormac’s theory delves into “mathematical structure” or “mathematical
model” to help determine meaning from metaphorical expressions.”® At points, Mac
Cormac’s views are esoteric, abstract, and difficult to follow. His theory claims that
“new metaphors [have the capacity to] change both the ordinary language we use and the
ways in which we perceive and understand the world.”*® This seems a bit grandiose.
In any case, Mac Cormac is to be commended for his insight when he argues

that most theories touch on a certain aspect of metaphor but do not consider the whole

picture. In order to glean the meaning of any given metaphor, in his view, one must also

*Ibid., 2.
bid.

3*Ibid., 5. Mac Cormac understands his theory to be a “formal version of the
interaction theory . . . [that is] identified with the work of Max Black” (5).

3Ibid., 4.
“Ibid, 2.
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incorporate “semantical aspects, emotive aspects, speech aspects, contextual aspects, and
cultural aspects.”*! Unquestionably, these features are important and must be combined

with any theory of metaphor that one might hold.**

The Conceptual Theory

This theory is primarily attributed to Lakoff and Johnson,** and has received
accolades from scholars like Julie Galambush for the following reasons.** First, it
focuses on “conceptual metaphors” that are gleaned from common usage of “everyday”
life. Second, the theory accepts the idea of “dualities.” Third, the theory “can be used

to describe the mechanism by which a culturally accepted metaphor may keep from

“bid., 183.

“’This seems to help strengthen Max Black’s theory of interaction. Black
mentions the cultural aspect, but does not seem to make a strong point of the others noted
above.

“George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, “Conceptual Metaphor in Everyday
Language,” in Philosophical Perspectives on Metaphor, ed. Mark Johnson (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1981), 286-325. See also George and Mark Johnson
LakofY, Metaphors We Live By (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1980), 1-242.

*See Julie Galambush, Jerusalem in the Book of Ezekiel: The City As
Yahweh's Wife, Dissertation Series, no. 130, ed. David L. Petersen and Pheme Perkins
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 6-9. See also Sarah J. Dille (Mixing Metaphors: God as
Mother and Father in Deutero-Isaiah, JSOTSup Series 398 [London: T & T Clark
International, 2004], 17-20), who applies Lakoff and Johnson’s theory (along with Max
Black’s system of associated common places) to her study of Deutero-Isaiah

*Galambush explains that this theory “accounts for the persistences of
metaphors based on dualities such as up-down, in-out, and male-female . . . . Thus while
‘city’ is a relatively sophisticated concept, the metaphoric designation of the city as
female, and thus as mother, wife, and especially, within a patriarchal culture, as ‘other,’
plays on basic male-female, self other dualities, and so the metaphor may be expected to
be deeply rooted and persistent” (Galambush, Jerusalem in the Book of Fzekiel, 7). Cf.
also Lakoff and Johnson, “Conceptual Metaphor,” 312-15.
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becoming ‘dead.””*® Finally, it “takes account of metaphor’s moral dimensions.”*’

However, like all other theories, this one does not go without criticism. For
example, Macky states, “They [Lakoff and Johnson] so extended the scope of their theory
that it became an extreme view, which we label ‘radicalism’.”*® Second, he states that
Lakoff and Johnson emphasized too much the concept of “understanding” but did not
highlight the notion “that the typical metaphor is expressed in speech.”* Third, their
definition of metaphor was too broad.”® Furthermore, Soskice criticizes the conceptual
theory of “confusing word derivation with word meaning,.”’

There are many additional theories on metaphor that are beyond the scope of

this study. One that comes to mind is Beardsley’s classic controversion theory.”?

*Galambush, Jerusalem in the Book of Ezekiel, 7. Galambush further notes (8)
that Ezekiel’s use of a city as a wife was a dead metaphor because a city was commonly
known as a female entity in the ANE. '

“'Ibid., 8. Galambush likes this because of the moral/immoral issues going on
in Ezekiel 16, and believes this theory gives a satisfactory understanding of the moral
dilemma in the text (9).

“®Macky, The Centrality of Metaphors, 7.

*Ibid., 46. See also David H. Aaron (Biblical Ambiguities: Metaphor,
Semanitcs and Divine Imagery [Leiden: Brill, 2001], 111), who along similar lines as
Macky states, “My rejection . . . has to do with the fact that it treats the continuum as a
single set of fundamentally indistinguishable kinds of speech acts.”

>®Lakoff and Johnson define metaphor: “The essence of metaphor is
understanding and experiencing one kind of thing in terms of another” (see Lakoff and
Johnson, “Conceptual Metaphor,” 5).

*1Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language, 81. However, see Galambush’s
counter-argument to Soskice along these lines in Galambush, Jerusalem in the Book of
Fzekiel 7.

>2gee Monroe C. Beardsley, Aesthetics (New York: Harcourt, Brace and
Company, 1958), 1-614. Soskice sheds light on Beardsley’s theory. “It is important to
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Another is a more contemporary work by David H. Aaron and his gradient judgment
view, which seems to have intriguing possibilities.” Still others include Paul Ricoeur’s

%4 and Soskice’s views on “metaphor and

thoughts on “metaphor and reference,
theological realism.”>> However, for the purpose of this study we will now focus on Max
Black’s interaction theory of metaphor, especially his idea concerning the “system of

associated commonplaces”® as an appropriate concept to apply to the fatherhood of God

texts in Deuteronomy.

Black’s Interaction Theory

It was I. A. Richards’ lectures at Bryn Mawr College in 1936 that began to
pave the way for modern scholarly discussion on metaphorical theory.’” In his address it

was clear that he viewed metaphors as having a “tenor” (subject) and a “vehicle”

note that Beardsley’s account is essentially a formalist one, in so far as it attempts to
account for metaphor as a phenomenon of word meaning without bringing in to any
significant factors like context and speakers intention” (Soskice, Metaphor and Religious
Language, 35). For a summary of weaknesses concerning Beardsley’s theory, see
Soskice’s remarks (37).

33 Aaron, Biblical Ambiguities, 1-221.

>*paul Ricoeur, The Rule of Metaphor: Multi-Disciplinary Studies of the
Creation of Meaning in Language, trans. Robert Czerny, Kathleen McLaughlin and John
Costello (Toronto: Editions du Seuil, 1975; reprint, Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1977), 216-256.

*Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Languagé, 142-61. Macky considers
Soskice’s “critical realist view of religious metaphors™ as “her most important
contribution” (Macky, “The Role of Metaphor,” 7).

*Max Black, Models and Metaphors, 40.

"Macky, The Centrality of Metaphors, 5. Cf. also Richards’s prefatory
remarks concerning his lectures (Richards, 7he Philosophy of Rhetoric, preface).
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(symbol). The theory proposed that these two elements interact with one another creating
the concept of a metaphor.*® However, as Macky points out, the weakness of Richards’
presentation was that it failed to tell us “what kind of interaction (chemical, biological,
personal, etc.)” took place between the two referents. Nevertheless, unlike those before
him who tended to view metaphor in terms of “embellishment or added beauty,” Richards
sought to establish the idea that meaning could be protracted from the interactive nature
of “tenor” and “vehicle.”

Max Black and Paul Ricoeur, further developed and fine-tuned Richards’
theory.*® Like other scholars, they took Richard’s concept of “tenor” and “vehicle” but

used different definitions.®' For example, Black prefers to use the terms “focus” and

“frame.” To illustrate, he uses the sentence, “The chairman plowed through the

*Macky, The Centrality of Metaphors, 5. Richards (The Philosophy of
Rhetoric, 96) states that “the tenor . . [is] the underlying idea or principle subject which
the vehicle or figure means.”” Soskice rewords this and says that the “vehicle . . . [is] the
mode in which [the tenor] is expressed” (Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language,
39). -

Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric, 99-100. Note also Richards’ comment,
“The vehicle is not normally a mere embellishment of a tenor which is otherwise
unchanged by it but that vehicle and tenor in co-operation give a meaning of more varied
powers than can be ascribed to either” (100).

59 Aaron, Biblical Ambiguities, 101. Ricoeur (The Rule of Metaphor, 84) sees
continuity between Richards and Black’s theories. According to him, Richard’s was a
pioneer in metaphors, but later Max Black built upon his work. Note Paul Ricoeur’s
praise of Max Black (The Rule of Metaphor, 83), “Max Black’s article entitled
‘Metaphor’ and published in Models and Metaphor has become a classic in its field on
the west side of the Atlantic.”

%'See Aaron (Biblical Ambiguities, 103 n. 7), who states, “Richards (1936, 23)
speaks of ‘tenor’ and the ‘vehicle.” Black (1962, 28f) speaks of the ‘focus’ and the
‘frame.” [And] Ricoeur (1978) discusses the ‘metaphier’ and the ‘metaphrand.’”
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discussion.”® The word “plowed” would be the focus, “and the remainder of the
sentence in which that word occurs [is] the frame ™

Like Richards, Black, is primarily concerned with how meaning results from
metaphorical language. In Black’s mind, meaning is derived by understanding the
interaction between the two referents, A and B, where A is the “principal subject,”
(hereafter called “primary subject”)* and B is the “subsidiary subject.”®> On a positive
note, Black argues that the interactive view of metaphors does not fall into the pitfall (i.e.,
literalism) that the substitution and comparative theories are prone to do.®® Furthermore,
unlike the substitution and comparative theories, the interaction theory can function not
only at the word level, but at the sentence level ag well.”
According to Black, when a speaker (i.e., author) employs a metaphor, he does

so with the assumption that his hearer has a “system of associated commonplaces”

(hereafter abbreviated SACP) that enables him to make a correlation of meaning between

52Black, Models and Metaphors, 21.
Ibid., 28.

%4This term is a matter of preference, but not necessarily a difference in
meaning.

Black, Models and Metaphors, 39.
%Black, “Metaphor,” 72.

%7paul Ricoeur, “The Metaphorical Process As Cognition, Imagination, and
Feeling,” in Philosophical Perspectives on Metaphor, ed. Mark Johnson (Minneapolis: _
University of Minnesota Press, 1981), 231. Black (Models and Metaphors, 45-46) makeés
another distinction between the interaction view of metaphors and the “substitution . . .
and comparison metaphors.” He states that “substitution-metaphors and comparison-
metaphors can be replaced by literal translations (with possible exception for the case of
catachresis) . . . but “interaction-metaphors” are not expendable. Their mode of operation
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the two referents.*® For example, to use Black’s illustration, “man is a wolf,” the speaker
says it with the knowledge that his audience has similar concepts or a system of
understanding as to what constitutes a wolf.*> The idea of what a wolf is, in turn, places
new meaning on the definition of man. Simply put, “the wolf-metaphor suppresses some
details, [and] emphasizes others—in short, organizes our view of man.””® Put another
way, the metaphor acts as a “filter” and new meaning is derived.”' Additionally, Black
»72

proposes that the metaphor is dual-directional, but prefers to use the term “interaction.

In other words, “if to call a man a wolf is to put him in a special light, we must not forget

requires the reader to use a system of implications. . . as a means for selecting,
emphasizing, and organizing relations in a different field.”

®Black, “Metaphor,” 74. We take this to mean that when an author, especially
of the biblical text, employs a metaphor, he does so with the understanding that his
audience will make the right mental correlations in order to extract the meaning, because
he knows the audience’s “system of associated commonplaces.” Here we have a marked
difference between the interaction theory and the substitution and comparative theories
(see Black, Models and Metaphors, 45-46).

%Soskice clarifies Black’s position: “When Black says that in a metaphor the
two subjects interact, he means that their two systems of associated commonplaces
interact in such a way as to produce a new, informative, and irreplaceable unit of
meaning” (Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Language, 41). She goes on to say, “One
important contribution of Black’s theory is to make explicit that the efficacy of the
metaphor does not depend on the factual accuracy of these commonplaces, but simply on
the fact that roughly the same set of associations are made by speaker and hearer” (41).

"Black, “Metaphor,” 75.

"bid., 73.

This study has gleaned the phrase, “Dual-direction metaphors” from Macky,
The Centrality of Metaphors, 60. Ricoeur, alohg with McFague and Mac Cormac (all
renowned scholars in the field of metaphors), agree with Black’s position of a dual-
directional concept of metaphor. For Black’s positive acceptance of the “interaction view
of metaphor,” see Black, Models and Metaphors, 38. '
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that the metaphor makes the wolf seem more human than he otherwise would.””

Ricoeur points out that one of the advantages of Black’s theory is that it does not confuse
what is metaphorical within the sentence. In other words, both referents in the sentence
may influence one another, but only one of them is spoken metaphorically while the other
is not. Put another way, the metaphorical word is the focus, while “the rest of the
sentence” is the frame.”*

Another aspect of Black’s theory is that it takes into account that the SACP can
differ from society to society. In other words, the concept of “wolfness” may be poles
apart between different cultures. Therefore, “a metaphor that works in one society may
seem preposterous in another.” The following is Black’s summary of his theory, which
helps crystallize what he is suggesting:

(1) A metaphorical statement has two distinct subjects—a “principle” subject and a
“subsidiary” one.

(2) These subjects are often best regarded as “systems of things” rather than
“things.”

(3) The metaphor works by applying to the principle subject a system of
“associated implications™ characteristic of the subsidiary subject.

(4) These implications usually consist of “commonplaces” about the subsidiary
subject, but may, in suitable cases, consist of deviant implications established
ad hoc by the writer.

(5) The metaphor selects, emphasizes, suppresses, and organizes features of the
principle subject by implying statements about it that normally apply to the
subsidiary subject.

(6) This involves shifts in meaning of words belonging to the same family or
system as the metaphorical expression; and some of these shifts, though not all,
may be metaphorical transfers. (The subordinate metaphors are, however, to be
read less “emphatically.”)

(7) There is, in general, no simple “ground” for the necessary shlfts of meaning—

PBlack, Models and Metaphors, 44.
74Rico_eur, The Rule of Metaphor, 85.

"Black, Models and Metaphors, 40.
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no blanket reason why some metaphors work and others fail.”

Some aspects of Black’s interaction theory have come under scrutiny by other
scholars. For example, although Ricoeur has high praise for Black, among other
challenges, he is especially critical of Black’s claim concerning his SACP. In Ricoeur’s
mind, this “is to address oneself to connotations that are already established. . . . [Thus it]
is limited to trivial metaphors.””’ Furthermore, Ricoeur criticizes Black’s fourth point of
his theory, that implications, which come out of a system of associated commonplaces,
can also be “established ad hoc by the writer” (Ricoeur quoting Black).”® Ricoeur
critiques this by asking a question, “But how are we to think of these implications that are
created on the spot?”” Ricoeur’s criticisms of Black are well founded. However, to
suggest that the SACP of Black’s theory is limited to trivial metaphors seems
unwarrantéd. Just because an audience or culture understands and accepts the SACP
concerning certain words or phrases does not necessarily make them trivial metaphors.

Second, just because implications can be established “ad hoc by the writer,” does not

"Ibid., 44-45. For further explanation (with illustrations) of Black’s interaction
theory, see pp. 38-44. It should be noted that Black clearly states that all seven points
above do not have to be at play in order for there to be a metaphor. The points above are
simply guidelines into which various metaphors fall (see p.45). For more clarification of
Black’s theory, see Max Black, Perplexities: Rational Choice, the Prisoner’s Dilema,
Metaphor, Poetic Ambiguity, and Other Puzzles (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1990), 59-60.

"Ricoeur, The Rule of Metaphor, 88.

®Ibid., 88. See also Black’s fourth point in his theoretical system (Black,
Models and Metaphors, 44)

™Ricoeur, The Rule of Metaphor, 88. Ricoeur is also uncomfortable with
Black’s discarding of the substitution and comparative theories. For Ricouer’s criticisms
of Black, see The Rule of Metaphor, 88-90.
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necessarily mean that the writer is separated from the audience’s SACP. Furthermore,
the SACP shared by the writer and the audience can create a richness of meaning, as it
comes out of the wealth of human experiences. Accordingly, if the speeches in
Deuteronomy, that this study will analyze originated with Moses, who lived, ate, and
“rubbed shoulders” with those he was addressing, then his SACP would be the same with
that of his audience. Therefore, Ricoeur’s critique of Black on this point is of no concern
to this study.

Soskice is critical of Black’s theory of interaction. First, she questions his
concept of filtering. She says it tends to go against his premise of interaction (or dual-
directional), because a filter suggests a “one-directional” frame\;vork.so Furthermore she
asks, “What takes place and what constraints are exercised upon [the filter]? Why are
some commonplaces selected and not others? How does the screening of interpretation
in metaphor differ from that which presumably takes place in understanding non-
metaphorical utterances . . . 7”*' Second, Black’s insistence that the SACP only refers to
the subsidiary subject and not the primary subject, in her mind, is flawed because it stifles
interaction rather than enhances it. Finally, her main criticism of Black, involves his
concept of two “distinct subjects.” She believes this kind of thinking pushes him into the
arena of “comparison theory” rather than an interactive view of metaphors.**

Soskice’s criticisms are valid. However, we find the SACP concept in Black’s

theory to be refreshing for it keeps us grounded in concrete realities rather than in

%9Soskice, Metaphor and Religious Langz)age, 42,
*1bid., 41-42.

$1bid., 42-43.
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subjective abstract and esoteric ideas of metaphor. It presents a framework in which
metaphors can be emphasized, understood, and applied within the realm of human
experience rather than mere philosophical creativity.®

Soskice’s criticism of Black’s one-way filter is noted.** However, as already
observed, this may be somewhat unfounded in light of Black’s statement, “If to call a
man a wolf is to put him in a special light, we must not forget that the metaphor makes
the wolf seem more human than he otherwise would.”® The interaction of the referents
can create new meaning in both directions. The filter may be one-directional, but the
meaning derived can affect both referents (i.e., dual-directional). Although Black may
not have emphasized 1t as much as Soskice would have liked, clearly he understood
metaphors to be dual-directional as well.

Black emphasizes that the subsidiary subject acts as a filter for understanding
the primary subject. Accordingly, in the metaphor, “God is a father,” the word “father”
(subsidiary subject) says more about “God” (primary subject) than the word “God” says
about “father.” The subsidiary subject filters certain aspects, emphasizes and

deemphasizes others in the reader’s concept of God.* For the purpose of this study, we

3 This is not to say that Black’s theory does not have a philosophical angle to
it. Nor do we suggest that we are against philosophical and abstract metaphors, for they
do exist.

#Soskice believes that Black’s filter theory suggests a “one-directional”
framework which works against his theory of “interaction” (see Soskice, Metaphor and
Religious Language, 42). :

'®Black, Models and Metaphors, 44.

%6Black’s thesis emphasizes more that a metaphor’s filter is a one-directional
phenomenon, from subsidiary to primary subject as is noted in the fifth point of his seven
claims; “The metaphor selects, emphasizes, suppresses, and organizes features of the
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consider Black’s emphasis on a one-way filter for metaphors to be sufficient, for we are
trying to answer the question; “How are we to understand God
when the deuteronomist calls him “father’?””*’

Soskice is right to question what kind of constraints are placed upon the filter
and the SACP in Black’s system. As already observed, essentially Black’s constraint is
the culture/society in which the SACP derives. Finally, to suggest that Black’s two
subject referents are more akin to the comparison theory rather than the interactive theory
seems a bit shortsighted. Are the two mutually exclusive? Regardless of which theory

one holds, it seems inevitable that metaphors by their very nature cause the mind to

compare and contrast certain elements.

principle subject by implying statements about it that normally apply to the subsidiary
subject” (ibid., 44-45). Although Black may emphasize a one-directional filter from the
subsidiary subject (B) to the primary subject (A), he also accepts (as noted by his quote
above) a dual-directional filter from (A) to (B). However, for the purposes of this study
the focus will mainly be on how the one-directional filter from the word “father” (B)
affects our concept of God (A) in Deuteronomy. Dille (Mixing Metaphors, 11) notes that
Black’s concept of filter (i.e., ““emphasis’ and ‘suppression’’) is comparable to what
Lakoff and Johnson call “highlighting” and “hiding.” Cf. also Lakoff and Johnson,
Metaphors We Live By, 10-13.

"For an illustration of the ANE SACP filter pertaining to Yahweh’s
fatherhood, see Figure A1. Metaphor: “Yahweh is a father,” in Appendix. Some
theologians argue that the fatherhood of God is an eternal ontological reality. For
example, see Pyles’ interpretation of C. S. Lewis’ view on God as father, “The meaning
of the ‘father-son’ metaphor comes from the transcendental realm and the metaphor
mediates that meaning in temporal realms” (Franklin Arthur Pyles, “The Language
Theory of C. S. Lewis,” Trinity Journal 4 [1983], 89). In other words, a father-son
relationship on earth, is only a mere reflection of the reality in the deity. If this is true,
then one could arguably say that the fatherhood of God is not metaphorical but an
ontological reality. However, for the purposes of this study, “Yahweh the father” will be
viewed metaphorically. '
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Black alludes to a couple of points that require elaboration. First, metaphors
must be viewed in context.*® Caird points out that context can include “at least four types
of setting, verbal, situational, traditional, and cultural . . ™ Second, although difficult to
determine, authorial intent must serve as a hermeneutical control.”® The fact remains,
biblical writers did not employ metaphors in a vacuum, they did it with reason and
purpose.”!

When Black proposed his theory he did not necessarily have any specific type
of literature in mind (i.e., the biblical text). A couple of clarifications are needed for the

texts we will discuss. First, as was noted, Black’s theory deals mainly at the word and/or

S oskice, Metaphor and Religious Language, 21-22. For a discussion on the
importance of usage to distinguish between what is literal and what is metaphorical, see
also Colin Gunton, “Transcendence, Metaphor, and the Knowability of God,” J7§ 31
(1980): 132-33.

¥Caird, The Language and Imagery of the Bible, 49-50. A contextual
understanding of literature, or course, is critical for the study of the biblical text). In a
broader way, Caird lists four broader elements to consider in order to extract meaning
from the text: context, tone, referent, and intention (49-61). For a discussion on
hermeneutics and the importance of understanding the “inner dynamics” of a piece of
literature, see Paul Ricoeur, “Erzdhlung, Metapher Und Interpretationstheorie,” Z7hK 84,
no. 2 (1987): 251.

YA “speaker’s intention determines whether his words are to be taken literally
or figuratively” (Caird, 7he Language and Imagery of the Bible, 56). On the other hand,
see Andrew McGonigal (“Metaphor, Indeterminacy and Intention,” British Journal of
Aesthetics 42, no. 2 [2002]: 179-190), who discusses at length that authorial intent is
difficult to discern. This study agrees with the concept that authorial intent may be
difficult to find. However, in light of context, it seems that much of authorial intent can
be determined. See also Kari Syreeni (“Metaphorical Appropriation: [Post] Modern
Biblical Hermeneutic and the Theory of Metaphor,” Literature and Theology 9, no. 3
[1995]: 326-27), who comments regarding the author’s “symbolic world,” the “text
world,” and the “concrete world” coming together in the making of metaphors.

*'See Macky, “The Role of Metaphor,” 245-46. Often the writer’s purpose was
to describe God. Some argue this description can only be done through metaphors. This
appears to be C. S. Lewis’ view.
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sentence level between primary and subsidiary subjects. However, metaphors can extend
from sentence to sentence throughout a chapter (e.g., father, eagle, rock; Deut 32) by the
employment of personifications and anthropomorphisms (verbs and nouns, etc.).
Therefore, those personifications and anthropomorphisms need to be studied in order to
decipher the metaphors that are in context with them.”?> New meaning may be gleaned
not only from the SACP of the subsidiary subject, but meaning can also be clarified by

the personifications and anthropomorphisms that are grounded in a SACP, which the

"2This may be what Black calls “constructed systems of implications,” which
sometimes are needed to explain a metaphor within a text. Black explains that , . . ina
poem, or a piece of sustained prose, the writer can establish a novel pattern of
implications for the literal uses of the key expressions, prior to using them as vehicles for
his metaphors” (Black, Models and Metaphors, 43). However, the writer of Deuteronomy
does not seem to establish what he means by certain words. We must glean the meaning
more from the SACP of that day. Galambush uses the term “extended” metaphors” or
“sustained” metaphors when referring to Ezekiel 16. See Galambush, Jerusalem in the
Book of Ezekiel, 11. However, we suggest that metaphors can be “sustained” through
personification and anthropomorphisms. Black viewed sustained metaphors through the
lens of models: “Certainly there is some similarity between the use of a model and the
use of a metaphor—perhaps we should say, of a sustained and systematic metaphor”
(Black, Models and Metaphors, 236). Knut Heim gives a clear definition of
personification (“The Personification of Wisdom,” in [Classroom Lecture Notes,
82000—Wisdom Literature, Fall 2002], 1) by stating that personification is a “figure of
speech referred to as if it were human.” Heim notes that often Old Testament cities are
personified, one of which is Jerusalem in Ezek 16. Our study accepts Heim’s definition of
anthropomorphism, which states that it is a human quality given to a divine being (Heim,
“The Personification of Wisdom,” 1-2). We suggest that when personification and/or
anthropomorphisms are present in the text, an implied metaphor can also be constructed.
Black is rather ambiguous when it comes to “extended” metaphors. For a full discussion
of Black’s ambiguity, see Roger M. White, The Structure of Metaphor (Cambridge, MA:
Blackwell Publishers, 1996), 144-49. Finally, this study does not propose that all biblical
metaphors contain personifications and anthropomorphisms. It simply states that when
they are present they must be included to decipher the meaning of the metaphor.
Furthermore, there may be occasions when biblical literature employs literary devices
other than personifications and anthropomorphisms, yet a metaphor can still be present.
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author and audience share in common.” Second, the primary and/or subsidiary subjects
of the metaphor can be implied/understood by a careful look at the personifications and
anthropomorphisms.

The theories discussed above shed light on the field of metaphors.”* However,
for the sake of simplicity, this study will use Black’s understanding of metaphor because
of his emphasis upon the SACP concerning the subsidiary subject. Black’s insistence
that a metaphor can be understood only in light of the SACP of a speech community is
crucial.”> Therefore, it is necessary to understand the role of earthly paternity among
Israelites, and also from the culture of the ANE and its SACP before one can come to an
understanding of the role of divine paiemity. More importantly, one must grasp how
people in the ANE perceived earthly fatherhood in their SACP in order to comprehend
how the writer of Deuteronomy’s original audience might have understood divine

paternity in his writings.

PThis is helpful because it reduces the risk of subjectivity in interpretation of
the metaphor. Personifications and anthropomorphisms are literary devices, and the
SACP concerning them seem to be universal. In other words, they are not temporally
locked to one time-period (i.e., B.C.), but also can be discerned and understood by the
modern mind.

%4 An excellent contribution to the field, along with others, has been done by
Lakoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, which Sarah Dille employs (along with
Black’s work) for her study, Mixing Metaphors.

**Black understands the “system of associated common places” to be a “system
of ideas” about a given word that is commonly understood within any given culture (see
Black, Models and Metaphors, 39-41). Black explains that to employ the metaphor, “man
is a wolf” would suggest that there is an “acceptance of a set of standard beliefs about
wolves (current platitudes) that are the common possession of the members of some
speech community” (40). See also Dille (“God as Father and Mother,” 10, 28-29), who
agrees with Black, and suggests that the association of common places in the ANE must
be understood before we can “identify those aspects of YHWH as a parent” (29). Cf. also
Dille’s comments on “associated commonplaces” in Mixing Metaphors, 2.
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- Finally, Black’s approach tends to be more linguistic and grammatical than

% tend to be so philosophical that

esoteric and philosophical. Many “metaphoricians
they fail to communicate. Black’s work on metaphorical theory remains a seminal
treatment in the twentieth century. Furthermore, since his study focuses along

linguistic/grammatical, cultural, and contextual lines, his theory may well be applied to

the text of Deuteronomy.

Conclusion

This study has given an overview of various metaphorical theories and their
historical development. Beginning with Aristotle’s Classical Era to the present day, our
discussion has demonstrated that a concise definition of metaphor is often slippery and
most likely is contingent upon the theory one holds.

After discussing a variety of theories proposed by scholars down through the
years, this study settled on Max Black’s theory of interaction. The reasons for this are
threefold. First, it is a watershed work of the twentieth century and has impacted modern
scholarship in the field. Second, the profundity of his theory is its simplicity. It avoids
some of the opaque esoteric language that often permeates writings of metaphorical
theory, and suggests that metaphors are to be studied at the word and sentence levels.
This is appealing because it allows the student to analyze metaphors on a practical and
literary level. Third, Black’s theory of interaction will reveal that metaphorical language
in biblical literature is purposeful and intentional by the author. Moreover, it suggests

that as one comes to a broader knoWIedge of the SACP of the ancient Near East

%A designation we use for experts in metaphor and metaphorical theory.
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concerning the subsidiary subject (in this case “father), the reader can understand better
the interaction taking place between the subjects, which ultimately gives one a better
understanding of the primary subject (i.e., “God”). Accordingly, the new meaning
created for the primary subject, has its source in the author’s SACP, as well as the
audience’s SACP of the ANE. We propose that the way to arrive at an understanding of
the SACP for “father” in Deuteronomy is to study the literary and theological context of
the chapters in question. Furthermore, understanding each chapter’s genre and structure
will also prove helpful.

However, first it is necessary to investigate how the ANE understood
fatherhood from the literal, political, and religious perspectives. This will provide an
understanding of the SACP in the ANE regarding fatherhood for our study in
Deuteronom);. After this has been accomblished, this study will then investigate the

chapters in Deuteronomy that explicitly refer to Yahweh’s divine paternity over Israel.



CHAPTER 3
DIMENSIONS OF PATERNITY IN THE
ANCIENT NEAR EAST
Introduction
How does a modern reader from the Western world understand the meaning of

the deuteronomist’s metaphorical employment of the word “father” in reference to God?
As already observed, Max Black suggests we undérstand a metaphor through the
knowledge of the SACP of the “speech community” in which the metaphor is employed.’
This is critical when studying ancient literature. Without knowledge of the SACP of
fatherhood and family in the ancient world, the modern reader is susceptible to
misconceptions. Admittedly, the task of understanding the role of fatherhood in the ANE
is challenging. However, biblical and extra-biblical accounts, along with various
archaeological discoveries provide ample information about family life in the ANE to

assist modern readers in their comprehension of the subject.’

'Having knowledge of the culture or speech community in which a metaphor is
used is of paramount importance in light of Black’s statement (Max Black, Models and
Metaphors: Studies in Language and Philosophy [New York: Cornell University Press,
1962], 40): “A metaphor that works in one society may seem preposterous in another. . . .
To deny any such piece of accepted commonplace . . . is to produce an effect of paradox
and provoke a demand for justification.”

Daniel I. Block (“Marriage and Family in Ancient Israel,” in Marriage and
Family in the Biblical World, ed. Ken M. Campbell [Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity
Press, 2003], 34), notes that although the sources are limited from which evidence can be
obtained in regard to the life of the ancient Israelite family (i.e., biblical references and

48
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The purpose of this chapter is two-fold. First, it intends to explore how Israel
and other ANE cultures perceived the literal role of father in the life of the family.
Second, it investigates fatherhood as a metaphor in the political and religious spheres.
The reasons for this approach are also two-fold. First, this study holds that literal
paternity in the ANE is the foundation by which the SACP of the word “father” can be
established. This, in turn, should give more clarity of meaning to the word when used as
a metaphor for the divine. Second, by observing the prevalence of metaphorical paternity
in the religious and political arena suggests the ease with which the ancients made
connections between the literal and the metaphorical, and serves as a reminder to the
modern reader not to rupture their interrelatedness. Ir; the end, we believe a broad view
of both literal and metaphorical paternity in the ANE will enhance our undersfanding of

Deuteronomy’s metaphorical use of the word “father” when referring to divinity.

Literal Paternity
In order to understand the role of a father in the ANE, an acquaintance with the
social structure of its day is important. In ancient Israel, as in much of the Mediterranean
world, the father’s house (:e5'n~;)3 was foundational to the organization of the rest of

society.* Like many other societies Israel may be described as patriarchal, patrilocal,
y y y p p

recognizes that modern Western readers should not impose their concept of family upon
the world of the ancients.

*For the purpose of this dissertation, all translations from the Hebrew text are
mine unless otherwise noted.

“Gerald L. Mattingly, “Family,” in Dictionary of the Ancient Near East, ed.
Piotr Bienkowski and Alan Millard (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
2000), 113. See also J. David Schloen, The House of the Father as Fact and Symbol
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and patrilineal.” It was a society structured around the father and his male descendants,

where the father’s house extended to the third and fourth generation and lived together in

(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2001), 54. Lawrence E. Stager (“The Archaeology of the
Family in Ancient Israel,” BASOR 260 [1985]: 20-21) summarizes the importance of a
father’s house in ancient Israel: “An Israelite identified himself, using the gentilic pattern,
with a bayit (‘house of one’s father’). The house(hold) was at the center of ever-widening
social spheres from mispahot (‘families’) to Sébet or matteh (‘tribe’) to the most inclusive
groupings, ‘am (‘people’), sib#-Israel (‘tribes of Israel’), or béné-Israel (‘sons of
Israel’).” For a visual aid of the structure of ancient Israelite society, see Block
(“Marriage and Family,” 35), who places ‘am (“people”) at the top of the social structure.
The ‘am is made up of the $ébet matteh (“tribe”), which in turn is made up of the
mispahd (“clan”), which is all built upon the foundational element of ancient Israelite
society, the bét ‘ab (“house of a father”). According to Carol Myers, from an economic
standpoint the bét 'ab included “structures (buildings), property (Iand and equipment),
and animals as well as people. . . . [and] it incorporates the basic kinship orientation of a
multigenerational family” (see Carol Meyers, “To Her Mother's House”: Considering a
Counterpart to the Israelite Bét’Ab,” in The Bible and the Politics of Exegesis, ed. Peggy
L. Day, David Jobling, and Gerald T. Sheppard [Cleveland: The Pilgrim Press, 1991],
41). For an overview of ancient Mesopotamian society including the make-up of
Sumerian and Akkadian households, cf. Ignace J. Gelb, “Approaches to the Study of
Ancient Society,” JAOS 87 (1967): 6-7. For a discussion on “house” in Egyptian,
Mesopotamian, and Hittite societies, as well as in Ugarit, see Harry A. Hoffner, “na
bayith,” in TDOT, 2:108-11.

*Victor H. Matthews and Don C. Benjamin, Social World of Ancient Israel,
1250-587 BCE (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1993), 16-17. See also O. J. Baab,
“Family,” in The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, ed. George Arthur Buttrick et al.
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1962), 2: 238, who defines a patriarchal society as one in
which the household is “father centered” and where the father has ultimate authority. A
patrilocal society is one in which the groom and his bride live within the confines of
groom’s father’s household, ensuring the “social and economic advantages” of the
father’s house (Matthews and Benjamin, Social World of Ancient Israel, 1250-587 BCE,
16). A patrilineal society simply means that the inheritance rights were passed down from
father to son (ibid., 17) and “official lines of descent were traced through the father’s
line” (Block, “Marriage and Family,” 40). Joseph H. Hellerman (in Joseph H. Hellerman,
The Ancient Church As Family [Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001], 57) explains the
differences between “western kindred groups” and *‘patrilineal descent groups.” In the
patrilineal structure the “family [is] viewed in terms of consanguinity—sharing the blood
of a common ancestor. [The] individual regards as family all persons—Iliving or
deceased—with whom he or she shares a common male ancestor. Only males can pass
family blood on to [the] next generation.” In Western kindred groups, the “family [is]
viewed in terms of relationship via childbirth and/or marriage. [ The] individual regards as
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the same housing compound.® Today there are misconceptions concerning the male
figure and his function in the patriarchal society of the ANE. Often, people in modern
western societies view fathers of the ANE as harsh, overbearing, and looking out for their
own interests with little concern for women, children, or other members of society.
Abuses undoubtedly were practiced (even as they are today), but a closer look at fathers

of the ANE seems to reveal another norm.’

family those living persons who are related to her or him within an arbitrary limit of time
(a few generations up or down) and extent (cousins usually included)” (Hellerman, 7he
Ancient Church As Family, 57). For more discussion on the extended family with a focus
on laws concerning marriage and illicit unions, see Canon J. R. Porter, “The Extended
Family in the Old Testament,” in Occasional Papers in Social and Economic
Administration (London: Edutext Publication, 1967), 6: 1-21.

SFor an extensive discussion on the structure of ancient Israelite society and the
roles of family members, see Block, “Marriage and Family,” 31-102; Christopher J. H.
Wright, “an,” in NIDOTTE, 1:219-23. See also G. Schrenk and Gottfried Quell, “matnp,
TatpGog, ardrop, matpikdc,” in TDNT, 5: 959-74. Hoffner comments on the makeup of
the family in Hittite society, “The Hittite family was composed of the pater familias
(father, atta-), his wife (Sum. DAM), his own and his adopted children (Sum.
DUMU.MES), his dependent relatives, and his domestic servants (Sum. LUAMA. A.TU =
Akk. Astapiru). The Hittites distinguish between the small family (per-/parn-) and the
great family or tribe (hasSatar, pankur)” (Hoftner, “ra bayith,” 110).

"In “Family,” 114, Gerald L. Mattingly states, “The family was protected by
numerous laws. In the Code of Hammurabi the sixty-eight sections concerned with
family stability (or lack thereof) regulated behaviour related to adultery, marriage,
concubinage, desertion, divorce, incest, adoption and inheritance. Throughout the ancient
Near East, elderly family members were supposed to receive respect and care. Fathers
had the legal right to disinherit delinquent or disobedient sons, but parents had the
primary task of caring for and nurturing their children, who were regarded as a sign of
divine favor.” Carol Meyers (“The Family in Early Israel,” in Families in Ancient Israel,
ed. Leo G. Perdu et al., The Family, Religion, and Culture, [Louisville: Westminster John
Knox Press, 1997], 33) states, “The masculine term bét 'ab (father’s house), has given the
impression of highhanded male dominance in the economics and dynamics of family life.
That impression should be challenged in view of the undisputed interdependence of men
and women in carrying out the myriad house-hold tasks.” Block (“Marriage and Family,”
41-44) also discusses common misconceptions concerning ancient Israel’s patriarchal
society and prefers to use the term “patricentrism” rather than “patriarchy.” He believes
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How Men Become Fathers
The following discussion organizes the topic of literal paternity in the ANE

into two basic categories: (1) the father’s procreative and adoptive role; (2) the father’s
role as head of the household. A third and separate category briefly discusses the
emotional quality of fathers. It is treated separately because it is a dispositional element
rather than a role. Nevertheless, it is part of a father’s experience. Priniarily, the study
focuses on ancient Israel’s society, but integrates illustrations (although not exhaustive)
from the broader context of the ANE. The purpose for this is to get an overall feel for the
role and function of fathers in ancient Israel. Furthermore, it provides a better and
broader understanding of the SACP of the deuteronomic speech community that

employed the “father’” metaphor for divinity.

this provides a truer biblical picture of the societal structure of ancient Israel where the
father’s house was the center, but unlike the word “patriarchy,” it does not suggest an
abuse of power. On the other hand, Schloen prefers to see ANE societies in terms of the
“patrimonial household model” (Schloen, The House of the Father (51). Schloen uses
Max Weber’s term, “patrimonialism,” but argues that it is not to be confused with
feudalism (52). Schloen states, “Weber erred in linking feudalism with patrimonialism on
the grounds that both types originate in patriarchal household government, because a
feudal vassal was legally a free man and thus was not a member of his lord’s household”
(52). He says, “in a patrimonial regime, the entire social order is viewed as an extension
of the ruler’s household—and ultimately of the god’s household” (51). Schloen argues
further that entire regimes in the Bronze and Iron Age were modeled around the “house
of the father” (54) (including “Neo-Assyrian, Neo-Babylonian, and . . . Achaemenid
regimes” [52]). Schloen includes Ugarit in the same paradigm: “The kingdom of Ugarit,
like its neighbors, was essentially a hierarchy of households-nested-within-households.,
with the royal household at its apex. . . . [as is noted] in the legal and administrative
documents” (208). Cf. Luukko and Van Buylaere’s comments on the use of the phrase
“bet beli “the house of the lord” in the political correspondence of Esarhaddon. They
suggest it meant “household of the lord” (Mikko Luukko and Greta van Buylaere, The
Political Correspondence of Esarhaddon [Helsinki: Helsinki University Press, 2002],
XL-XLIII).
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Procreation. The word =x and its cognates are universal in Semitic languages
in the ANE.® Some scholars believe the word has onomatopoeic origin from the sound
and expressions of a babbling infant.” As noted above, it is a familial word,'® and the
biblical text often employs it in conjunction with ma. One of the roles of the ax was that

!! and the primary way of becoming a father in the ANE was to generate

of “begetter,
offspring.
The primary reason for marriage in the ANE was to procreate children.'?

Understandably, there was ambiguity in antiquity concerning the scientific process of

8Wright, “ax,” 219. See also Lothar Perlitt (“Der Vater Im Alten Testament,”
in Das Vaterbild in Mythos und Geschichte, ed. H. Tellenbach [Stuttgart: Verlag W.
Kohlhammer, 1976], 51), who comments that the word “father” (ax) has a minimal
variance among the Semitic languages “geringen Dialektvarianten in allen semitischen
Sprachen.”

*Wright, “ay,” 219. See also Ernst Jenni, “ax ’gb father,” in TLOT, 1:1. For an
extensive discussion on 2x, see also Ringgren, “ax ’"bh,” in TDOT, 1:1-19.

. Schrenk and Quell, “matvip, TatpGoc, ardTmp, THTPLKOC,” 961.

"'The word “father” was used in various ways in the ANE. Ringgren notes that
“the Sumerian language has at least three different expressions for ‘father’: (i) a, later a-
a, ‘father’ = ‘begetter’; (ii) ab-ba, ‘father’ = ‘head of the family’; and (iii) ad-da, which is
found only in texts from Nippur, and to which the Elamite word for ‘father’ is related.”
He further states that “Akkadian has only one word for ‘father,’ viz., abu(m), which is
used to convey both of these nuances” (i.e., begetter and head of the family). In summary,
both the Sumerian and Akkadian languages of Mesopotamia understand a father to be a

begetter and the head of family (see Ringgren, “ax ’abh,” 3).

12Victor H. Matthews, “Marriage and Family in the Ancient Near East,” in
Marriage and Family in the Biblical World, ed. Ken M. Campbell (Downers Grove, 1L:
InterVarsity Press, 2003), 16.
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conception.” It appears that their basic understanding of reproduction had to do with a
man simply depositing his seed (v71) in 2 woman’s womb through sexual intercourse.'*
Accordingly, the womb was understood simply as the place where the seed (semen) of
the man was turned into a human being. "’

One lived on through his v71 (descendants). ' In Israel, descendants and the
future descendants were intertwined with God’s working in the life and history of the
nation.'” In eschatological terms, the promise was that their “seed” and their “name”
would one day experience the new heavens and the new earth (see Isa 66:22). 18

In order to understand a father as a generative figure, it is necessary to explore
the ancient world in which he lived. While advantages of a large family were numerous,
the primary reason was economic. Although there were periods of flux and change in the

ANE, one constant component throughout its history has been its nomadic, semi-

BJohn W. Miller (Biblical Faith and Fathering: Why We Call God “Father,”
[New York: Paulist Press, 1989], 25) cites Eccl 11:5 and 2 Mac 7:22 as testimonies to the
mysteries of conception in the ancient world.

“For discussion of the woman as the passive receptor of the man’s seed in the
ancient Near East, see Miller, Biblical Faith and Fathering, 25-28. See also Joseph
Blenkinsopp, “The Family in First Temple Israel,” in Families in Ancient Israel, ed. Leo
G. Perdue et al. The Family, Religion, and Culture (Louisville: Westminster John Knox

Press, 1997), 76.

SH. D. Preuss (“v,” in TDOT, 4:144) lists the following verses where the
* noun y7 is described as semen; “Lev. 15:16; 22:4; Nu. 5:13, 28.” Preuss also notes that
the LXX usually translates the noun v+ as “spérma” (144).

'6«Seed” also means “descendent” in the Old Testament and throughout the
ANE (ibid., 145, 151-62). See also Victor P. Hamilton, “y1,” in NIDOTTE, 1:1152.

preuss, “vw,” in TDOT, 4:162.

'8See Preuss’ eschatological comments on Israel’s seed (ibid., 161).
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nomadic, and agrarian make-up.” Family life in general depended upon the welfare of
flocks, herds, and the upkeep of family vineyards and farms. Often, it was necessary to
have a sizeable work force to tend to the daily tasks of an agrarian lifestyle of the
household. Furthermore, children provided a means of economic security in the father
and mother’s old age.” Carol Meyers summarizes the importance of procreation in early
agrarian Israel:

The labors of all the males and females of a family group were thus heavily directed

toward the household economy and toward assuring the survival of the family group

on its landholdings. Even procreation was part of a context of supplying labor and

maintaining land tenure. All other family functions were similarly integral to the
economic ones.?’

"Even at the height of the city state/urban era in the Bronze and Iron Ages,
the predominant lifestyle in ancient Palestine(especially during the time of early Israel)
was agrarian. For a discussion on family life in early agrarian Israel, see Carol Meyers,
“The Family in Early Israel,” 1-47. For a brief discussion on “subsistence strategies” in
agrarian Iron Age I Israel and in the ANE in general, see Paula M. McNutt,
Reconstructing the Society of Ancient Israel (London: Society for Promoting Christian
Knowledge, 1999, reprint, Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1999), 70-78. She
states, “It is now widely accepted that the highland population of Iron Age Palestine |
probably consisted of nomads, seminomads, semisedentary peoples and sedentary
farmers and village residents, all types of societies that would in one way or another have
been engaged in symbiotic relationships with one another” (78). See also Amnon Ben-
Tor (The Archaeology of Ancient Israel, ed. Amnon Ben-Tor, trans. R. Greenberg [New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1992], 289), who discusses Iron Age I agrarian life in
the hill country of Palestine. For the centrality of agricultural life in ancient Israel, cf. S.
Bendor, The Social Structure of Ancient Israel: The Institution of the Family (Beit'’Ab)
from the Settlement to the end of the Monarchy (Jerusalem: Simor, 1996), 134-40.

yictor H. Matthews, “Marriage and Family in the Ancient Near East,” 16-18.
Matthews states that “one of the chief purposes . . . of having children . . . was to create
care-givers for their aging parents” (18).

*'Meyers, “The "Family in Israel,” 29.
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In the event a married couple could not procreate children, they would then have to resort
to adoption in order to ensure their economic security and well-being.*> Second, male
offspring also ensured a fighting force.”> One of the roles of a father was to provide
protection against outside aggression toward his family, and a father who had his “quiver
full” (Ps 127:5) of sons was especially blessed in times of conflict.* On a broader scale,
a father’s sons (heads of households of the extended family) provided security at the

national level by enlisting in the army.?

*For a discussion on examples of adoption in the ANE, see Matthews, -
“Marriage and Family in the Ancient Near East,” 19-21.

2Roland de Vaux, Ancient Israel: Its Life and Institutions, trans. John
McHugh (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1961), 214. In nomadic cultures, all
males of the family were expected to defend their families and or tribe in times of
conflict. De Vaux points out that this was probably the practice of early semi-nomadic
Israel as well.

4As one might expect, armed conflict tended to have its effect on male and
female roles and family life in general in ancient Israel; see Carol Meyers, “Procreation,
_Production, and Protection: Male-Female Balance in Early Israel,” JA4R 51, no. 4
(1983): 576-82, ﬂ

> Army enlistment was common in the monarchical period. First Sam 17:12-19
reveals that Jesse’s three oldest sons followed King Saul to do battle with the Philistines;
the heads of the fathers’ households served militarily for King David. For further
discussion on army involvement at Israel’s national level, see De Vaux, Ancient Israel,
225-28). On another note, Wright points out that the synonymy in the Old Testament
between 5% (the number 1000 often used for the quantity of foot soldiers) and rneen (a
father’s extended family) may suggest an obvious dependence the army had on the
extended family for its manpower (see Wright, “Family,” 763). For further discussion on
the burden and impact of the military on the structure and social make-up of families in
ancient Israel, see T. R. Hobbs, “Aspects of Warfare in the First Testament World,” B7B
25, no. 2 (1995): 85.
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Third, children were needed for inheritance purposes in order to keep the land
in the family/father’s name.”® In the ANE the family’s name, life and reputation were
tied up in the land, and the survival of a family was contingent upon that family’s
continued ownership of the land. In Israel, family land ownership had an element of
sacredness since land was perceived to have been given by God himself. The land was
linked to Israel’s identity as a nation and the God whom Israel served.?” Since a father’s
name and reputation lived on through his male descendants, the sons were the heirs of the

father’s property.?® ANE cultures differed on how estates of the deceased were settled.

26Wright (“Family,” 764) stresses the importance of land in ancient Israel,
“The whole OT gives us no single example of an Israelite voluntarily selling land outside
his family. Recorded land transfers were either kinship redemption (Jer 32, Ruth), sale by
non-Israelites (2 Sam 24; 1 Kgs 16:24), or nonvoluntary mortgage of land for debt (Neh
5:3). Nor is there any inscriptional evidence from Palestine of Israelite sale and purchase
of land, even though there are abundant records of such transactions from Canaanite and
surrounding societies. The only legal method by which land in the OT period ‘changed
hands’ was by inheritance within the family.” The strength of Wright’s opening
statement can be illustrated by 1 Kgs 21:1-3 where Naboth refused to sell his vineyard,
the family inheritance, to King Ahab (someone outside the family). The only way Ahab
acquired his property was through treachery, deceit, and murder. On another note, Gen
23:1-16 records the sale of a field and cave by Ephron the Hittite to Abraham. However,
that property seems to have stayed in Abraham’s family and to his descendants. Sarah
and Abraham were buried there. Later Isaac was buried there, as well as his son Jacob
(Israel) and his first wife, Leah (Gen 49:31).

?C. J. H. Wright (God's People in God's Land [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1990], 18-20), states that in Israel the land was understood to be a gift of inheritance
from Yahweh to his firstborn son, Israel. In this sense, land appears to have a familial and
religious quality about it. Children who inherited land from their fathers undoubtedly
were taught that it first came from Yahweh himself. For more discussion on the gift of
land to Israel, see Moshe Weinfeld, “The Covenant of Grant in the Old Testament and in
the Ancient Near East,” JAOS 90 (1970): 184-203.

%Cf. Deut 21: 15-17. Keeping the land and family possessions within the
family was also important in other ANE cultures outside Israel. Weinfeld (“The Covenant
of Grant,” 190) shows the importance of land inheritance rights in a Nuzi will document;
“Tablet of Zigi . . . in favor of his wife and his sons. . . . All my lands . . . to my wife
Zilipkiashe have been given . . . and Zilipkiashe shall be made parent of the sons. . . .
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In Babylonian, Hittite, and Assyrian societies, when the head of the household died, the
estate was handed over to a man’s wife, then later to his children.? In Israel, this was not
the case. When the father died, the firstborn son received a double portion of the family
estate and became the next “father” of the household whether or not his mother was
living.*® Moreover, if upon his death, a man had no children, the law allowed for levirate
marriage where the wife could then produce male heirs in the name of her deceased
husband (Deut 25:5-10).>' If a man had only female children, a father’s daughters could

inherit the family farm in order to keep the land within the family.>* In summary, ancient

When Zilipkiashe dies the sons of Zigi shall receive their inheritance portions according
to his allotment. . . . (their) right shall not be annulled . . . and Zilipkiashe shall not give
away anything to strangers.” For a fuller translation of the same tablet, see E. A. Speiser,
“New Kirkuk Documents Relating to Family Laws,” in vol. 10 of The Annual of the
American Schools of Oriental Research, ed. Henry J. Cadbury (New Haven: American
Schools of Oriental Research, 1930), 52. Cf. also “The Middle Assyrian Laws (Tablet
B),” in Ancient Near Fastern Texts, ed. James B Pritchard, trans. Theophile J. Meek
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1969), 185, which like Deut 21:17, states that the
firstborn was to receive a “double portion” of the father’s estate.

®Eryl W. Davies, “Inheritance Rights and the Hebrew Levirate Marriage,” VT
31, no. 2 (1981): 138-39. To see the many ways in which estates were settled in various
societies of the ANE at the time of the father’s death, see Raphael Patai, Sex and Family
in the Bible and the Middle East (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Company, 1959), 219-
25.

*Davies, “Inheritance Rights and the Hebrew Levirate Marriage,” 138-39. See
also Philip J. King and Lawrence E. Stager, Life in Biblical Israel (Louisville:
Westminster John Knox Press, 2001), 47. Mendelsohn (“On the Preferential Status of the
Eldest Son,” BASOR 156 [1959]: 39) comments on how the eldest son held double
portion inheritance privileges in Assyria, Nuzi, Palestine, and probably Ugarit and
Alalakh. The rights of the firstborn son are also highlighted in Deut 21:15-17.

*'Davies, “Inheritance Rights and the Hebrew Levirate Marriage,” 138-44.
3?However, King and Stager cite Num 27:8-11; 27:1-11; 36:1-12, and point

out that in order for the daughter to inherit the land she could not marry outside of the
family clan (King and Stager, Life in Biblical Israel, 48).
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Near Easterners understood the importance of procreating children who would later
inherit the father’s name, land, possessions, and reputation.

A fourth advantage in having a large family (assuming the father had a large
estate as well) was that it brought respect to the head of the household when he sat among
the people and elders in the city gate.”> Along with wealth and wisdom, a large family
was advantageous for the welfare of the father’s house (ax-m3) as well as the extended
family (anoun).

Fifth, as already observed, in Israel it was considered a curse to be without
child.* It would strain economic security in a couple’s later years. More importantly,
since a father lived on in his children, to be childless meant the death of one’s name, a

ceasing of one’s own existence. On the other hand, to have offspring was viewed as a

BWright (“Family,” 764) points out that heads of households were gauged and
respected among the elders in the city gates according to “their substance—their family
and their land.” He rightfully cites Job 29 and 30 as an example of a man who lost his
position among the elders because of the loss of his “family and substance.” However,
Paul D. Wegner (“31,” in NIDOTTE, 1:1135) notes that elders were also judged by their
wisdom. For further discussion on elders, see Matthews and Benjamin, Social World of
Ancient Israel, 1250-587 BCE, 121-31, John L. McKenzie, “The Elders in the Old
Testament,” Biblica 40 (1959): 522-40, Hanoch Reviv, The Elders in Ancient Israel: A
Study of a Biblical Institution (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1989); Timothy M. Willis, The
Elders of the City: A Study of the Elders-Laws in Deuteronomy (Atlanta: Society of
Biblical Literature, 2001).

3King and Stager, Life in Biblical Israel, 48; Block, “Marriage and Family,”
80. Yahweh’s involvement in closing the womb is noted in the account of Abimelech’s
wife and maidservants (Gen 20: 17-18). In the account of Rachel, Jacob understood her
barrenness as coming from Yahweh (Gen 30:1-2). The Hebrew text also states it was
Yahweh who closed Hannah’s womb (1 .Sam 1:5) Childlessness in the ANE was looked
upon so negatively that barren women would encourage having children through a
surrogate, such as a maid or a slave (Gen 16:1-2). For further discussion, see John Van
Seters, “The Problem of Childlessness in Near Eastern Law and the Patriarchs of Israel,”
JBL 87 (1968): 401-08.
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blessing from Yahweh.” If a father raised all his children in the fear of Yahweh, they not
only strengthened the moral well-being of the family, but in carrying out their duties they
also were a blessing to the extended family as well as the nation.*®

In summary, to be a father in the ANE was to generate offspring. By
producing offspring the father was reproducing himself and making certain of his
family’s continuity. On the other hand, his generative role was not merely biological, but
also spiritual. For example, in Israelite society, fathers were admonished to teach (see
pedagogue discussion below) their children their spiritual roots and the ways of Yahweh

(cf. Deuteronomy).”” In this manner, heads of households guaranteed the spiritual

3See King and Stager, Life in Biblical Israel, 41. The Old Testament reveals
that children were a blessing from Yahweh as is noted in Ps 127:3, 5 an2 mm nbm mn
pan “e, “Behold children are an inheritance (from) Yahweh, a reward of the fruit of the
womb.” See also (v.5), irpgr-nx x5n “ur 1237 ux, “Blessed is the man whose quiver is
full of them.” Interestingly, the heading of Ps 127 associates it as a work of Solomon. It
was a time when a man’s sons were susceptible to being drafted into the monarch’s
military service, and when taxation and land reorganization occurred at the state level
favoring the monarchy. Because of this, the monarchical period, in general, tended to
militate against the basic family structure, family land ownership, and home life of the
ax-mra in Israel (see C. J. H. Wright, “Family,” in The Anchor Bible Dictionary, ed. David
Noel Freedman et al. [New York: Doubleday, 1992], 2: 765). For a discussion on how
David’s monarchy interfered with family ownership of land, see Zafira Ben-Barak,
“Meribaal and the System of Land Grants in Ancient Israel,” Biblica 62 (1981): 73-91.

%I necessary, men were expected to carry out their duty as a kinsman-
redeemer for relatives of the immediate and/or extended family. As already noted they
also were to serve the people as a whole in military service. For a brief discussion on the
role of the kinsman-redeemer, see King and Stager, Life in Biblical Israel, 38-39. Poor
childrearing had its consequences as is noted in Gen 27. Cf. also 1 Kgs 1:6a, for an
example of the absence of discipline, a fault of David in the raising of his son Adonijah.

The explicit commands in Deuteronomy reveal that Israelites were to teach
their children (see Deut 4: 9, apyim (Hiphil 2ms); 4:10, :mb: (Piel 3mp); 6:7, o
(Piel 2ms); 11:19, ope' (Piel 2ms). Undoubtedly, the command included the mother.
The mother was to be involved in the training of children as is noted in Prov 1:8; 6:20,
where a son is admonished not to forsake the law (mim) of his mother. Furthermore, Prov
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survival of the nation. Naturally, the desired end was to reproduce offspring that brought
honor in the home, society, and obedience to Yahweh.*® The well-being of the household

depended on it.

Adoption. Another way in which one became a father was through adoption.
Aside from the fact that children were a means of economic security in one’s old age,
Victor H. Matthews points out two main reasons for literal adoption. First, it satisfied the
needs of a fatherless person as well as allowed a couple to pass their inheritance to their
adopted child. Second, it was a means by which land or property of some kind could be
acquired when the adoption was completed.* |

Although the Hebrew Bible does not contain any legal form of adoptive ritual,

there is evidence for it throughout the ANE.*® It appears that an oral adoptive formula

31:1 reveals that King Lemuel was to repeat the oracles that his mother taught (3nz°)
him.

**The importance of raising well-behaved children in the ANE is reflected in
“The Instruction of the Vizier Ptah-Hotep,” in ANET, 413 (Middle Kingdom of ancient
Egypt [ca. 2450 B.C.]). The Vizier states, “If thou art a man of standing and foundest a
household and producest a son who is pleasing to god, if he is correct and inclines toward
thy ways and listens to thy instruction, while his manners in the house are fitting, and if
he takes care of the property . . . seek out for him every useful action. He is thy son,
whom thy ka engendered for thee. . . .”

¥Victor H. Matthews, “Marriage and Family in the Ancient Near East,” 18.

“ Anthony Phillips, “Some Aspects of Family Law,” in Essays on Biblical
Law, JSOT Supplemental Series 344, ed. David J. A. Clines and Philip R. Davies (New
York: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002), 120. Harald M. Wahl (“Ester, Das Adoptierte
Waisenkind,” Biblica 80 [1999]: 78-99) suggests the reason the Old Testament has so
little to say about adoption is because ancient Israel understood Yahweh to be in control
of sterility and fertility. A means of punishment for disobedience to the Torah was
infertility. On the other hand, the result of obedience was the blessing of children.
Accordingly, it was not up to humans to take matters into their own hands by adopting
(Wahl, “Ester, Das Adoptierte Waisenkind,” 90-95). Harry A. Hoffner states there is
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was used whereby a father gained legal ownership of a child. For example, the Code of
Hammurabi reveals that if a man procreated children by a slave woman, in order for them
to become legally his, he had to declare them, “my children.”*! Only then could they
become heirs of his estate.*> Moreover, the process by which an adoption became
dissolved points to its covenantal quality. To rescind an adoption, both parties would
declare their desire to part ways. The children would say, “You are not our father,” and
the father would state, “You are not my sons.”* If the mother and father were both
present, they would recite the oral formula and the children would respond respectively.*

When this was completed, the adoption and the covenant between them were annulled.*

documentary evidence concerning adoption in Syria and Mesopotamia (“Legal and Social
Institutions of Hittite Anatolia,” in CANE, ed. Jack M. Sasson (New York: Charles
Scribner’s Sons) 1:566.

“Martha T. Roth, “Laws of Hammurabi,” in Law Collections from
Mesopotamia and Asia Minor, ed. Piotr Michalowski, SBL Writings from the Ancient
World Series 6 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995), (171), 114.

“Ubid.

BElizabeth C. Stone and David I. Owen, “Adoption Texts from Nippur:
Transliteration and Translation,” in Adoption in Old Babylonian Nippur and the Archive
of Mannum-mesu-lissur, Mesopotamian Civilizations (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
1991), 43-44 (cf. also pp. 45-46). See also Paul Kalluveettil, Declaration and Covenant:
A Comprehensive Review of Covenant Formulae from the Old Testament and the Ancient
Near East (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1982), 108.

*“Ibid., (BE 6/2 24), 45-46.

¥Seock-Tae Sohn (The Divine Election of Israel [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1991], 68) suggests that adoption was made mainly by the adopter and not the adoptee. In
other words, the adopter played a more active role and the adoptee a more passive one.
However, it seems logical to assert that a child’s (especially an older one) willful
acceptance of the adoption cannot be discarded. Otherwise, the child’s assertive
statement, “You are not my father” in a dissolution of an adoption would seem frivolous
and irrelevant at best. To Sohn’s credit, he mentions that an adoption agreement was
presented by the adopter for the child who was being adopted. Again, if the child’s will
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This adoptive formula seems to have been used by Yahweh in the metaphorical
adoption of David’s heir, King Solomon. Anthony Phillips, for example, believes the
adoption formula was at play when Yahweh states, “I will be his father, and he shall be
my son (2 Sam. 7.14)™* Phillips suggests this language is similar to Psalm 2:7, which
seems to be based on a widely used adoptive formula in the ANE.*’

Another possible means of legal adoption in the Old Testament suggests the
physical act of receiving a newborn infant on one’s knees. Rachel practiced this when
she “adopted” Jacob’s children by Bilhah, her maidservant (Gen 30:3-8). Jacob also

seems to have followed the ritual in the “adoption” of Ephraim and Manasseh by placing

was irrelevant, this procedure would be meaningless (68 n. 124). For Sohn’s source, see
I. Mendelshohn, “A Ugaritic Parallel to the Adoption of Ephraim and Manasseh,” Israel
Exploration Journal 9 (1959): 180-83. For a discussion on rebellion as a reason for
rescinding an adoption in the ANE, see JANET L. R. Melnyk, “When Israel Was a Child:
Ancient Near Eastern Adoption Formulas and the Relationships Between God and
Israel,” in History and Interpretation: Essays in Honour of John H. Hayes, ed. William P.
Brown et al., JSOT Supplement Series 173 (New York: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993),
250-58.

6 Anthony Phillips, “Some Aspects of Family Law in Pre-Exilic Israel,” in
Essays on Biblical Law, JSOTSup Series 344 (New York: Sheffield Academic Press,
2002), 121. See also Shalom M. Paul (“Adoption Formulae: A Study of Cuneiform and
Biblical Legal Clauses,” Ma 2 [1980]: 178) provides 1 Chr 17:13; 22:10 along with the 2
Sam 7:14 passage above (all Solomonic references) to demonstrate the use of the
adoption formulae employed by Yahweh. For similar comments, cf. also Moshe
Weinfeld, “The Covenant of Grant in Old Testament and Ancient Near East,” J4OS 90
(1970): 190-91. Along with those listed above, JANET L. R. Melnyk also cites 1 Chr 28:6
as another case where the adoption formulae is being used in the Hebrew Bible (JANET
L. R. Melnyk, “When Israel was a Child,” 250). One could also argue that an adoption
formula is being employed in Hos 2:3 (1), 25 (23). Yahweh states in v. 25b (v. 23b):
mibr Rt xR Amony wyRSS ey, “And I will say to not my people, ‘you are my
people!” And they will say, ‘My God!””

“Tbid., 120-21.
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them on his knees (Gen 48:5, 12).** However, Phillips points out that in the case of a
mother receiving her husband’s son by a slave, does not quite fit the category of the
adoptions observed above. Technically, the child was a blood son, albeit not her own
blood, but hers through her husband.*

Adoption could also take place by means of purchasing a child from the
parents. If for some reason a couple could no longer care for a child, they could give up
their rights of ownership by selling the child to a prospective parent.”® Another example
might be if a newly-born infant, covered with amniotic fluid, was abandoned and left to
die at the mercy of the natural elements, a prospective parent could come, wash the fluid

off the baby, and legally claim it as his own.’!

“Ibid., 121.

* Anthony Phillips, “Some Aspects of Family Law,” 121. There may be some
cases of actual adoptions in the Old Testament. For example, Samuel Feigin suggests that
Gilead actually adopted Jepthah. For an alternate translation of Judg 11:1, see Samuel
Feigin (“Some Cases of Adoption in Israel,” JBL 50 [1931]: 186-200), who believes the
phrase npemg 1wz 79w (Judg 11:1) should be rendered, “Gilead ‘adopted” Jephthah.” He
reasons that ‘751 does not mean here ‘he begot” which is late but, ‘he adopted,” namely,
he declared Jephthah as a child” (188). However, given the straightforward reading of the
text, it appears that one should read Feigin’s rendition of the text with caution. He further
argues that the men in the book of Ezra actually were adopting the children of their
foreign wives (see pp. 196-200). However, see Jeffrey H. Tigay (“Adoption,” in
Encyclopedia Judaica [Jerusalem: The Macmillan Company, 1971], 2:300), who
comments on Feigin’s conclusion, “Since the passage is obviously corrupt (the Greek text
of Esdras reads differently), no conclusions can be drawn from it, though Feigin’s
interpretation is not necessarily ruled out.” In any case, the above discussion serves as a
reminder of how little reference there is in the Old Testament concerning adoption.

**Matthews, “Marriage and Family in the Ancient Near East,” 18-19.

*'Ibid., 19. This kind of scenario seems to be played out in Ezekiel 16 where
Yahweh metaphorically washes the amniotic fluid off the child, Israel. However in this
case, she becomes Yahweh’s wife. Tragically, she is unfaithful and becomes a harlot.
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Since adoption was common in the ANE’? one can assume that Israel
understood the concept well, and probably practiced it more than the Old Testament
reveals.”” Certainly, it was common enough for the biblical writers to employ the
concept metaphorically in reference to Yahweh, the adopter of Israel (cf. Ezek 16:1-8).
Moreover, Deuteronomy 32:6 also seems to imply that Yahweh adopted Israel by buying
him.>* At any rate, adoption of children seems to have been an act often performed by
the prospective father, but as already observed; the mother could also play an important

role in it.>

>Zphillips, “Some Aspects of Family Law,” 120.

3For eleven categories of adoption in the Bible, cf. Frederick W. Knobloch,
“Adoption in the Bible,” in The Anchor Bible Dictionary, ed. David Noel Freedman
(New York: Doubleday, 1992), 1:77-79. The eleventh category is “metaphorical”
(Yahweh, the father, adopting Israel as his son or Yahweh, the father, adopting the king).
Paul (“Adoption Formulae,” 173-85) states, “Though no laws pertaining to adoption are
found in the biblical legal corpora, and actual cases of adoption are few and mainly
equivocal, the institution of adoption did occupy a central place in biblical theology,
playing a significant role in the description of the relationship which prevailed between
both God and the king and God of Israel.” For more discussion on metaphorical adoption
in the Bible and in Mesopotamia (i.e., Babylonia), see Meir Malul, “Adoption of
Foundlings in the Bible and Mesopotamian Documents: A Study of Some Legal
Metaphors in Ezekiel 16:1-7,” JSOT 46 (1990): 97-126. Cf. also Phillips, “Some Aspects
of Family Law,” 120-23.

*For reference regarding the purchase of a child for adoption, see a
Babylonian example in Matthews, “Marriage and Family in the Ancient Near East,” 18-
19.

*Matthews and Benjamin, Social World of Ancient Israel, 1250-587 BCE, 10-
11, state, “At the time a child was born, the father had to decide whether or not to adopt it
into the household . . . . In the world of the Bible, life began not with a viable birth, but
only with adoption. Regardless of the status of the newborn at the moment of delivery,
without adoption it was considered stillborn. If the father did not adopt the child, the
midwife took it from the birthing room and left it in an open field to declare it eligible for
adoption by another household . . . .” On another note, adoptions in the ANE could be
rescinded between the adopters and adoptees, see Paul, “Adoption Formulae,”180; see
also the “adoption contract” which was rescinded between Yahatti-11, the son of Hillalum
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In summary, procreation and adoption were the two ways in which one became
a father in the ANE. However, fatherhood involved more than this. A father was also the
head of his household, which suggests there was a role he was to play in that position.
The following discussion will analyze that role in more detail and its significance for the
family and for the broader community.

The Role of Fathers as
Heads of Households

Scholars agree that the ANE was a male-oriented society and that the father
was the head of the household.”® This has often given rise to criticism of males in Old
Testament literature and the literature of the ANE in general. Admittedly, ;buses of male
dominance can easily be found (e.g., Judg 19).>” However, a patriarchal society does not
necessarily mean male abusiveness as the norm. Perhaps a closer look at the role of the
ANE father as a headship figure may shed some light on what it meant for a man to be

the head of his household.

and Alittum in Mari (J. N. Postgate, Early Mesopotamia: Society and Economy at the
Dawn of History [New York: Routledge, 1992], 93).

*For comments on patriarchal, patrilocal, and patrilineal, see n. 5 of this
chapter. For Schloen’s comments on patrimonialism, see n. 7 of this chapter. On occasion
the Hebrew Bible also refers to the importance of the mother and her role by speaking of
the house as a mother’s house “ox ma” (see Gen 24:28; Ruth 1:8; Cant 3:4; 8:2). Carol
Meyers argues that even in a male dominated society of ANE, women had status within
the household and helped in the administration of it. For her discussion on a mother’s
house in ancient Israel, see Meyers, “To Her Mother's House,” 39-51.

*"The book of Judges is anything but normal. It is a period in Israel’s history
when society has gone askew, when everyone is doing what is right in his own eyes, wx
oy w3 e, (Judg 21:25). For further comments on the anomalies of Israelite culture
in Judges, see Daniel 1. Block, “Unspeakable Crimes: The Abuse of Women in the Book
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Authority figure. People of the ANE understood that heads of households
had ultimate authority.*® This was especially noted in the raising of children. Obedience
was expected. Inthe Code of Hammurabi, for example, if a son showed disrespect for
his father and hit him, the law stipulated that his hand be cut off.>> Furthermore, in
Sumerian society, a father could disown his son by selling him into slavery if the son was
found to be “contrary.”®® Deuteronomy 21:18-21 states that in Israel the father and
mother had authority to take a stubborn and rebellious (771 77%o) son to the elders of the

city so that he might receive capital punishment.®’ In various other matters such as

of Judges, SBJT 2 (1998): 46-55; Block, Judges, Ruth, NAC 6 (Nashville: Broadman &
Holman, 1999); cf. also Block, “Marriage and Family,” 33-35, with attention to his n. 5

*8See King and Stager, Life in Biblical Israel, 36-38. Johannes Pedersen
(Israel: Its Life and Culture, South Florida Studies in the History of Judaism 28 [Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1991], 1:62-63) discusses the father’s role as a ba ‘al (master) over his
household. In other words he is the one with the “strong will within the narrow circle.”
He is also the “centre from which strength and will emanate through the whole of the
sphere which belongs to him and to which he belongs” (Pedersen, Israel, 1:63).

*Roth, “Laws of Hammurabi,” 120. For a discussion on the authority of a
Mesopotamian father, cf. Ringgren, “zx '2bh,” 4.

*Ringgren, “an ’abh,” 4. If Ringgren is referring to laws 9 4-5, it is speaking
of an adoptive father’s actions toward his adoptive son (see Roth, “A Sumerian Laws
Exercise Tablet [SLEx] [ca. 1800 B. C. E.]” in Law Collections from Mesopotamia and
Asia Minor, 44).

®1Sarah J. Dille (“God as Father and Mother in the Interplay of Deutero-
Isaiah's Metaphors” [Ph.D. diss., Emory University, 1999], 44 n. 25) points out that Deut
21:18-21 sets the “legal limits.” The father and mother do not simply kill their son, but
are constrained to work within the framework of the law by presenting him to the elders.
They, in turn, administer the punishment. Interestingly, both father and mother had
authority over their son, and an integral part in the raising of their son. For other
scriptural references concerning the authority of parents over rebellious sons who either
struck or cursed their father and mother, see Exod 21:15, 17, and Lev 20:9. In both cases,
capital punishment was administered. Cf. also Prov 19:26, which describes a disobedient
child as one who causes shame and a reproach (m"erm ¢an) to his parents. Willis (The
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“divorce, slavery, and discipline within the household,” the father had the authority to
deal with them unilaterally. ** Sarah J. Dille comments on the authority of the father in
ancient Israel:
The authority included the power and responsibility to arrange for the marriages of
his children, to punish disobedience in his children, to sell his children into slavery,
to divorce his wife, to adopt as his heir a relative or someone from outside of the
family, and to legitimize or not legitimize his children by a slave woman.®*

Because the whole estate belonged to the father, his authority extended over his

wife/wives and all the generations within the father’s house.**

Elders of the City, 163-85) in his study of Deut 21-:18-21, cogently argues that Israelite
custom required participatory involvement by the elders of the city when dealing capital
punishment cases of a rebellious son.

2Wright, “ax,” 220.

Dille, “God as Father and Mother,” 44. See also Anthony Phillips (“Some
Aspects of Family Law” 112), who states, “Only free adult males had legal status in
ancient Israel, and so the right to appear before the elders in court. All other persons
whether women, children or slaves, were in effect regarded as the personal property of
the head of the household, and were dependent on him, not the courts, for their
protection.” Phillips also remarks that in ancient Israel a woman had no “legal status™ and
was considered “the personal property first of her father, and then of her husband (113).

Dille, “God as Father and Mother,” 44. The father’s house could include
great grandchildren (4™ generation) and servants/slaves (see Block, “Marriage and
Family,” 38). Cf. also Schloen, The House of the Father, 147, who states that a patrilocal
household in ancient Israel consisted of “three or four conjugal couples together with
their children (i.e., the paterfamilias and his wife, living with two or three adult sons and
their wives and children), with each conjugal family occupying one sleeping-room on the
upper floor, a minimum of 15-20 m? of private space would have been available for each
conjugal family, with shared use of the flat roof and ground floor for cooking, eating, and
other domestic activities.”
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However, authority and ownership over members of his family did not
necessarily suggest a father was a strong-willed tyrant over them.®> A father’s children
were an extension of himself and his future and welfare depended upon his care over
them. Therefore, it was important to treat his children properly.®® Furthermore, a man’s
wife/wives shared authority in the raising of children. Strict laws concerning children to
respect their mother suggest her husband also respected her and her authority in the
home.%” This kind of authority of the father is evident throughout biblical and extra-
biblical literature. Ideally, it was an authority tempered by the father’s concern over the

well-being of his family.

Disciplinarian. Joshua ben Sirah gives clear indication that fathers were to
discipline their sons in order that they might be a blessing to the family and to society.

Ancient Israelites understood the virtue of well-behaved children. However, the final

©See Ringgren, “ax '4bh,” 8. For similar comments, cf. also Block, “Marriage
and Family,” 43.

S6Proper upbringing of children was important for they were an extension of
the parents, as is noted by the following apocryphal statement: “The father may die, and
yet he is not dead, for he has left behind him one like himself” (Sir 30:4, in The
Apocrypha, ed. Bruce M. Metzger [New York: Oxford University Press, 1965], 167).

"Wright, in “ax,” 220, comments, “There is plenty of evidence of mothers
taking public initiative and exercising considerable influence, domestically (Gen 27; Judg
17) and particularly as queen mothers (1 Kgs 1:11, etc.).” Wright cites various Scripture
references (i.e., Exod 21:15, 17; Lev 19:3: 20:9; Deut 27:16, and Zech 13:3) that
demonstrate the honor and “social and legal status [of a] mother”” among Israelites.
Interestingly, all Scripture references above place the mother and father in the same
category of respect and honor in the eyes of their children. For example, if a child struck
or cursed his father or mother he was to be put to death (Exod 21:15, 17). Cf. also Exod
20:12 and Deut 5:16, which command honor for both father and mother (725—piel

imperative).
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product in the upbringing of a child depended upon the faithfulness of a father’s
discipline;

He who loves his son will whip him often, in order that he may rejoice at the way he
turns out. He who disciplines his son will profit by him, and will boast of him
among acquaintances. He who teaches his son will make his enemies envious, and
will glory in him in the presence of friends.®®
Ancient Near Easterners took a son's rebellion against his parents seriously. For
example, “The Instruction of the Vizier Ptah-Hotep” (ca. 2450 B.C.) reveals how an
ancient Egyptian father was to deal with a recalcitrant son:
If he [a son] goes astray and transgresses thy plans and does not carry out thy
Instruction, (so that) his manners in thy house-hold are wretched, and he rebels
against all that thou sayest, while his mouth runs on in the (most) wretched talk . . .

THOU SHOULDST CAST HIM OFF: HE IS NOT THY SON AT ALL. ... Heis
one whom god condemned in the (very) womb.*

A dramatic analogue is found in the Code of Hammurabi in the case of a
rebellious “adopted””® son. If he blatantly disowned the ones who raised him and cried
out, “You are not my father,” “You are not my mother,” the law allowed the parents to
cut out his tongue.”!

Deuteronomy 21:18-21 cites a similar example, though not of mutilation, but

of capital punishment.” On the surface, the father’s (and mother’s) discipline appears to

88Sir 30:1-3.
69“_The Instruction of the Vizier Ptah-Hotep,” in ANET, 413.

"«The Code of Hammurabi” renders the word “adoption” in parenthesis (see
ANET, 175).

"IRoth, “Laws of Hammurabi,” 120.

72 Admittedly, in another case, Deuteronomy permits “mutilation” to be
practiced. See Deut 25:11-12, which prescribes that a wife’s hand was to be cut off if she
grabbed the male genitals of her husband’s opponent while they were fighting. However,
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be harsh. Capital punishment could be carried out if a son was rebellious, gluttonous, or
a drunkard.” However, the passage also seems to limit the parents’ rights in carrying out
unilateral capital punishment against their son. Unlike other cultures of the ANE,
Deuteronomy seems to suggest that an Israelite father could not take the life of his
child.” It required the elders to get involved.” Obviously, taking the child’s life was a
last resort when all discipline (ve) had failed. The sentence was severe because the

son’s rebellion had dishonored his parents, disrupted the normal pattern of family life,

Alexander Rofé points out that mutilation was rare. See Alexander Rofé, “Family and
Sex Laws in Deuteronomy and the Book of Covenant,” Henoch 9 (1987): 152.

"Deuteronomy also shows parents’ involvement in defending their child. For
example, in Deut 22:13-19, parents are instructed to defend the chastity of their daughter
before the elders of Israel.

MJeffrey H. Tigay points out that in Deut 21:18-21, the parents were not to
participate in the execution of their son. This was the duty of the elders, as the text
indicates (see Jeffrey Tigay, Deuteronomy, The JPS Torah Commentary [Philadelphia:
The Jewish Publication Society, 1996], 197). Phillips, “Some Aspects of Family Law in
Pre-Exilic Israel,” VT 23 (1973): 353-54. The account of Jepthah’s taking the life of his
daughter undoubtedly was an anomaly rather than the norm. Anthony Phillips (ibid., 361)
states, “[It] tell[s] us nothing specific about the authority of a parent over his child, but
rather point[s] to the power of the oath under general customary law.” On another note,
other scriptural passages seem to leave the door open for capital punishment to be
performed by the parents, but without any action by the elders. For example, Exod 21:15,
17 and Lev 20:9 prescribe execution of a child for cursing or striking a parent, but give
no indication that elders were to get involved. Furthermore, Zech 13:3 commands parents
to stab (7p7) their son if he was prophesying falsely. Again, there is no mention of elders.
Although the greater society may not be mentioned in these passages, it does not
necessarily exclude their involvement. In fact, as already observed, Willis (The Elders of
the City, 163-85) demonstrates that the custom in Israel was that elders were to be
involved. Their approval was necessary for carrying out the death sentence.

7 Anthony Phillips, Essays on Biblical Law (New York: Sheffield Academic o
Press, 2002), 122.
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threatened the community at large, and was an affront to Yahweh.” In any case, capital
punishment for one’s own children appears to be extreme, and was probably rarely
practiced. Nevertheless, the law reveals that culture as a whole placed a high value on
order in the household and respect for parents. Accordingly, the purpose of disciplining a
child was so that he/she might grow up into an orderly adult, useful to the family and
society. Those who did it well could expect satisfactory rewards.”’

Discipline and love for children were not mutually exclusive in the ANE.

Proverbs 19:18 suggests that if a father refuses to discipline his son, essentially he

See Walter Brueggemann, Deuteronomy, Abingdon Old Testament
Commentaries (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2001), 218. Cf. also Mark E. Biddle
(Deuteronomy, Smyth & Helwys Bible Commentary [Macon, GA: Smyth & Helwys,
2003], 326), who states, “The son’s recalcitrance threatens the normal cycle of life. . . .
his actions threaten his parents” futures and invalidates his own. In effect, his
disobedience threatens to kill them all.” Anselm C. Hagedorn (“Guarding the Parent's
Honour—Deuteronomy 21.18-21,” JSOT 88 [2000]: 101-21) adds that what was also at
stake was the parents’ and family’s honor. See also Elizabeth Bellefontaine
(“Deuteronomy 21: 18-21: Reviewing the Case of the Rebellious Son,” JSOT 13 [1979]:
25), who compares the son in Deut 21:18-21 to Yahweh’s son, Israel. She suggests
Israel’s sin had to do not only with food and drink, but also with idol worship. Rebellion
by the son ultimately was rebellion against Yahweh because it was a threat to his
covenant with Israel as a whole. “Within the community of Israel parenthood and sonship
alike were brought under the domain of Yahweh by reason of the covenant (Ex. 20:12).
Hence, grave offences against parents would have constituted a violation of his order (cf.
Ex. 21:15, 17; Lev. 20:9; Dt. 27:16). . . . Yahwistic faith can be viewed as a rejection of
parents as well as of Yahweh” (20-21). See also Willis (7he Elders of the City, 184), who
states that one of the reasons for capital punishment in this case was to appease Yahweh’s
wrath against the community as a whole. However, Rofé notes that the law of capital
punishment prescribed in Deuteronomy 21 was later “restricted” by the rabbis (see Rof€,
“Family and Sex Laws in Deuteronomy and the Book of Covenant,” 144). The Talmud
states that both father and mother had to agree before the law could be carried out. For
other stipulations concerning the death sentence, see Jacob Neusner, The Talmud of the
Land of Israel: An Academic Commentary to the Second, Third, and Fourth Divisions:
Yerushalmi Tractate Sanhedrin, in South Florida Academic Commentary Series 23
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1999), 23:217-20 (8:4-8:6).

"See Sir 30:2.
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welcomes his death: qup) xn-5x 5%y mpn ¥ 3 et “Discipline your son while

there is hope, and do not raise up your soul to his death (i.e., do not hope for his death).”

Cultic leader. In ancient Israel, much of the teaching was sacral in nature.
Accordingly, some of the responsibilities of the head of the household involved the
practice of sacred rites, rituals, sacrifices, feasts, and the circumcision of sons.” In fact,
Gottfried Quell argues that the title “father” given to priests and prophets has its origin in
the priestly role of a father as the head of his household.*® Just as a father would perform
his cultic duties on behalf of his family, likewise priests and prophets were to perform
their cultic duties on behalf of the nation. The covenant between Yahweh and his people
included requirements to be kept at the national and family level, and it was the father’s

responsibility to make sure he carried out his cultic duties for his household.

8See also Prov 3:12; 13:24; 19:18; 29:15, which all indicate the concept of
love involved in the disciplining of children. For comments on intimacy between older

and younger generations in Mesopotamia, see Ringgren “ax ’'abh,” 4.

For a discussion on the early practice of circumcision in the ANE, see Jack
M. Sasson, “Circumcision in the Ancient Near East,” JBL 85 (1966): 473-76. Cf. also
King and Stager, Life in Biblical Israel, 43-45. It appears the practice of circumcision
was not unique to Israel. See an Egyptian relief showing priests circumcising Egyptian
boys in King and Stager, Life in Biblical Israel, 43. King and Stager state, “West Semitic
peoples, comprising Israelites, Ammonites, Moabites, and Edomites, were circumcised,
but not the East Semitic peoples of Mesopotamia, such as the Akkadians, Assyrians, and
Babylonians’ (43).

#¥gchrenk and Quell, “ratiip, matpgoc, andrmp, Tetpikdc,” 962-63. Cf. also
Johannes Pedersen, Israel: Its Life and Culture, South Florida Studies in the History of
Judaism 29 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), 2:349. See also Pedersen’s discussion on
“feasts and sacred customs” (Pedersen, Israel, 2:376-465) and the role of the head of the
household in the practice of them, as well as his comments on how the Passover rituals
were practiced at the family level (397-98).
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A few biblical examples stand out. First, Genesis 17:23 reveals Abraham, a
father, performing the sacred rite of circumcision on his son, Ishmael, as well as on all
the males of his household. By doing so, he complied with God’s command that it would
be a sign of the covenant between him and God (Gen 17:10-11).*' In Genesis 35:1-7, as
the head of his household, Jacob first commanded all the members of his house (v. 2) to
rid themselves of their foreign gods. Later (v. 7), he performed the sacred ritual of
building an altar to God in the presence of his entire household and named the place

5xm3 5% (the God of the house of God). A third illustration is provided by 1 Samuel
1:1-4, 21, which portrays Elkanah (eventually the father of Samuel) as the priest of his
household performing the yearly sacrifice for his family. Finally, Job 1:5 presents Job, as
a father, offering up burnt offerings to God on behalf of each of his children in the event
that they rﬁight have cursed God during their celebration and feasting.

Archaeological digs are replete with evidence of altars, temples, and sacred
monuments where rites, rituals, and sacrifices seem to have been common in the ANE. It
was a religious world,b and undoubtedly, priests performed many of those sacred rituals.
However, they also appear to have been practiced by ANE fathers as is illustrated again

in the Egyptian document, “The Instruction of Any” (eleventh-eighth centuries B.C.),

$!From the passage found in Josh 5:3-7, it was Joshua who performed the ritual
of circumcision to all the males who were born in the wilderness. However, undoubtedly,
it was performed by more than one man as is noted by the third common plural form (s»n)
in 5:8: b4n5 by wprgss . Although the practices was probably performed by the
father, the above passage indicates that circumcision could be performed by someone
else. In Egypt the practice seems to have been done by priests (see King and Stager, Life
in Biblical Israel, 43, Robert G. Hall, “Circumcision,” in The Anchor Bible Dictionary,
ed. David Noel Freedman [New York: Doubleday, 1992], 1:1025). For Robert G. Hall’s
full discussion, see “Circumcision,” 1025-31. For further discussion on circumcision, see
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where Any (the father), carefully instructs his son regarding the care with which he
should approach his deity:

Offer to your god,

Beware of offending him.

Do not question his images,

Do not accost him when he appears.

Do not jostle him in order to carry him,
Do not disturb the oracles.

Be careful, help to protect him,

Let your eye watch out for his . . . wrath,
And kiss the ground in his name.*

Caregiver. In an agrarian society, caring for one’s family included the
responsibility of where to feed and water the family’s flocks and herds.*®> Descriptions of
droughts and famines are plentiful in the biblical text suggesting that a wrong decision in

a hostile and arid environment could be fatal for a father and his household.®* Other

responsibilities included the buying and selling of family property, and bequeathing the

Jason DeRouchie, “Circumcision in the Hebrew Bible and Targums: Theology, Rhetoric,
and the Handling of Metaphor,” BBR 14.2 (2004): 175-203.

82Instruction of Any,” in The Context of Scripture: Canonical Compositions
Jfrom the Biblical World (Leiden: Brill, 1997) 1.46.

% Although Gen 37:12 does not state who made the decision to graze Jacob’s
flocks in Shechem, the text does make it clear that Jacob was aware of the decision (Gen
37:13). As head of his household, undoubtedly, he either made the decision himself, or
was informed by his sons as to the grazing location.

**Nomadic Abram decided to leave Canaan and go to Egypt because of a
famine in Canaan that would threaten the lives of his household (see Gen 12:10). At
times, famines could force family migrations in search of sustenance (cf. Gen 41:56-57,
Ruth 1:1-2).
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inheritance to one’s sons.*’ As a rule, the father was a mediator and negotiator in a
prospective marriage for his sons and daughters.*® This needed to be done carefully

because his reputation and the economic well-being of his children depended on it.*” At

$3Schrenk and Quell, “Tetnp, TRTPGOG, ATdTWp, TATPLkos,” 961. Gen 27,
reveals how Rebekah (Jacob’s mother) was instrumental in helping Jacob receive the
blessing due to Esau, her firstborn son. Nevertheless, it was Jacob’s father, who although
being deceived, actually bestowed the blessing upon his son and not his mother.

%A father’s involvement in marriage negotiations are especially noted in the
marriage of his daughter. A prospective groom’s family had to gain the consent of the
bride’s father or guardian. Once that was granted, negotiations could then take place
concerning the dowry for the bride (see Matthews, “Marriage and Family in the Ancient
Near East,” 7-14). The father’s involvement concerning a marriage partner for his son
could also take place. For example, in Gen 34, Shechem, desiring to take Dinah as his
wife, spoke to his father, Hamor, in order to negotiate a deal with Jacob, Dinah’s father.
Interestingly, Judg 14:2 suggests that even the mother may have been involved when
Samson, who wanted Timnah, the Philistine woman, for a wife, approached his parents
(both father and mother) and said, “Get her for me for a wife!” (nex5 5 anx-mp).
However, the case of Esau shows that parents were not always consulted for marriages.
He chose his own wives without the consent of his parents (see Gen 26:34-35; 28:9). For
comments on dowry, see Samuel Greengus, “Legal and Social Institutions of Ancient
Mesopotamia,” in vol. 1 of Civilizations of the Ancient Near East, ed Jack M. Sasson
(New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1995), 479-80. The Code of Hammurabi states a
contract must be signed in order to acquire a wife, implying that the father’s decision
must first be consulted (see Roth, “Laws of Hammurabi,” (§ 128) 105. For a broader
discussion of deuteronomic laws pertaining to women, see Carolyn Pressler, The View of
Women Found in the Deuteronomic Family Laws, in BZAW 216 (Berlin: Walter de
Gruyter, 1993).

¥7In ancient Israel the father was to ensure the virginity of his daughter for a
potential mate; see Matthews and Benjamin, Social World of Ancient Israel, 1250-587
BCE, 13-17. However, the tenor of Deuteronomy suggests that even though the father
had authority in matters of marriage for his children, his authority was limited. Tikva
Frymer-Kensky (“Law and Philosophy: The Case of Sex in the Bible,” Semeia 45 [1989]:
93-94) notes that in some cases the laws in Deuteronomy appear to take matters out of the
father’s hands. For example, if a young woman (not betrothed) was raped by a man, the
man was to give money to the father. The law in Exod 22:15-16 (22:16-17) states the
father could refuse marriage to a man who enticed (nre) his daughter to lie with him. On
the other hand, Deut 22: 28-29 suggests the father could not refuse a man a union of
marriage to his virgin daughter, even if the man took (oon) her forcefully, as long as he
paid his dues to the father in silver.
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times his position might include the caring function of g ‘é/ (kinsman-redeemer) for an
extended member of the family.*® This involved “blood vengeance, redemption of
persons and property, and levirate marriage.”®

Undoubtedly, a man’s wife shared much of a father’s care over his family,
especially in the daily running of the household and the disciplining of children,.”®
However, evidence seems to suggest that in ancient Israel and undoubtedly the ANE in

general, the final decision-maker and the one holding ultimate responsibility for the

family was the father of the household.”*

88K insman-redeemer is not to be mistaken with the act of redemption a father
carried out when sacrificing a lamb to redeem his firstborn son from Yahweh (see Dille,
“God as Father and Mother” 47, and the text she cites, Exod 13:11-16). Also, a kinsman-
redeemer was a responsibility of the next of kin. A father might be that next of kin, but
his position as father was irrelevant pertaining to this responsibility.

¥Block, “Marriage and Family,” 47. For an example of a kinsman-redeemer,
see the actions of Boaz before the city elders in Ruth 4. For further discussion on gé ‘e/
(kinsman-redeemer), see Robert L. Hubbard, JR., “The Go e/ in Ancient Israel:
Theological Reflections on an Israelite Institution,” BBR 1 (1991): 3-19. Note Hubbard’s
analysis of the Boaz and Ruth account where the actions of the go ‘é/ are actions of hesed
(pp.13-17). Cf,, also Robert L. Hubbard, Jr., “ox,” in NIDOTTE, 1:789-94, where
Yahweh is stated to be a go 'él (see pp. 792-94).

*Fohrer suggests that discipline was a “parental duty” (both husband and
wife); see Martitz, Fohrer et al., “016s biofeoin,” 343. See also Mattingly, “Family,” 114,
who comments on women’s roles in the ANE, “Women were normally subordinate to
their husbands but also shared in decision-making, household administration, etc.”

°! An example of a father’s making the final decisions for the family is well
illustrated by Jacob, who twice commands his sons (Gen 42:2; 43:2) to go down to Egypt
to buy grain so that the family would not starve. In fact, the whole Joseph pericope
involves the other sons” consulting their father before decisions were made. Finally, the
major decision to move the family to Egypt (Gen 45) was ultimately left up to their
father, Jacob, further revealing him as the final decision maker of the household.
Furthermore, the whole tenor of the Code of Hammurabi (written in late 1700 B.C.)
suggests the head of the household as having more options and decision making powers
than the rest of the household (see Roth, “Laws of Hammurabi,” 71-132).
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This study cautions against imposing modern western ideas on ancient
societies and customs. To do so would be to force a modern SACP onto an ancient world
and thereby violate the basic elements of metaphorical theory as presented by Max Black.
Therefore, this study uses the term “caring father,” not to conjure up an image of “feeling
love” as one might define today. Neither does it suggest that a father of an ANE
household lacked any feelings for his family (see discussion on pathos below).”*> For the
purpose of this section, properly defined, “caring father,” should be viewed only in terms

of a father’s actions and responsibilities toward his family in securing their well-being.

Teacher. Israel’s cultic activity was to express her allegiance to Yahweh.
One of the care-giving roles a father played was teaching his children the method and
- meaning of cultic rites and rituals, and the ways of Yahweh expressed in the Torah >
Children soon understood that family, land, nation, and God were all interrélated.

However, the center of that interrelatedness was the family. To undermine it or any other

**Walther Eichrodt points out that although the father figure in Babylonia was
viewed as one having “the element of rule, of ownership and of general authority . . . ,”
,but also a figure associated with “the element of love” as is noted in their hymnology
(Walther. Eichrodt, Theology of the Old Testament, trans. J. A. Baker. The Old Testament
Library [Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1967], 2:235). Similar ideas are found in
Egyptian writings where in “The Instruction of the Vizier Ptah-Hotep,” in ANET, 413, a
male figure is being instructed to be a caring figure to his wife: “IF THOU ART A MAN
OF STANDING, THOU SHOULDST FOUND THY HOUSEHOLD and love thy wife at
home as is fitting. Fill her belly; clothe her back. Ointment is the prescription for her
body. Make her heart glad as long as thou livest. . . . Let her heart be soothed through
what may accrue to thee; it means keeping her long in thy house. . . .” However, one must
be careful not to impose modern definitions of “love” onto the ANE world.

»Schrenk and Quell, “Tatip, Tatpgoc, ardtwp, Tetpikde,” 974-75. Cf. also
Block (“Marriage and Family,” 47), who notes the emphasis placed upon the father’s
responsibility to teach his children in Deut 6:4-9, 20-25; 11:18-25. For further discussion

on the father’s responsibility of teaching his children, see Ringgren, “ax ‘abh,” 12-13.
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of the interrelated elements was to undermine the covenant relationship between Israel

and Yahweh.**
C. J. H. Wright illustrates the centrality of the family in ancient Israel

diagrammatically as follows:

GOD
A
THE
FAMILY
B C
ISRAEL THE LAND®?

Figure 1. The Centrality of Family

One of the main roles a father played as the head of the family in the ANE was

didactic in nature.’® This was commonly understood in Egypt, Mesopotamia, and in

197

Israel.”" Children were to be taught both in secular and in cultic (i.e. religious)

**Wright, “Family,” 765.
*Ibid.

% Concerning the word “father,” Quell argues that in later Judaism the word
came to be viewed as an honorific title and given to one who was a teacher; see Schrenk
and Quell, “ratnp, Tatpgoc, dratwp @, Tatpikds,” 977. As already observed, the mother
was also involved in teaching the children. Children were not to forsake the n7tn of their
mother (Prov 1:8; 6:20).

*"Ringgren, “ax ’abh,” 4. However, evidence from Mesopotamia also suggests
that boys could be taught a trade as an apprentice under the direction of someone other
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matters.”® In fact, in Israel there appears to have been no dichotomy between the secular
and the sacred. Yahweh’s involvement permeated every aspect of life. The people of
Israel were to remember his acts in their history and to obey and teach his precepts. The
concept of teaching is highlighted in Moses’ address (Deuteronomy 4). He admonishes
the people to obey (vnw) Yahweh’s statutes and judgments (wsgna-y apnay; v. 1),

but also to zeach (1Y) those statutes and judgments to their children and grandchildren

(v. 9).”

than their father. See Marten Stol, “Private Life in Ancient Mesopotamia,” in CANE, ed.
Jack M. Sasson et al. (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1995), 1:492.

*®For a discussion of the economic (secular) motivation to educate children in
domestic and agricultural matters, see Meyers, “The Family in Israel,” 29-32. If the
family was involved in a trade or craft of some kind, De Vaux points out that it was the
father who passed down his skills to his sons (De Vaux, Ancient Israel: Its Life and
Institutions, 49). For a more lengthy discussion on the education of children, see De
Vaux, Ancient Israel, 48-50. Cf. also Georg Fohrer’s comment on the father’s duty to
teach his sons (W. von Martitz, Georg Fohrer et al., “16s UBeoin,” in TDNT, ed.
Geoffrey W. Bromily [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans], 8: 343), “It included teaching to read
and write, which is presupposed to be widespread in Dt. 6:9; 11:20; Ju. 8:14, vocational
training, since the son would usually follow his father’s calling, and also moral and
religious training, Ex. 10:2; 12:26f ; 13:8; Dt. 4.9; 6:7, 20f ; 32:7, 46.” For cultic
teaching, see Ringgren (“ax 'abh,” 4), who points out that the Enuma Elish (Tablet VII,

147) admonishes fathers to teach their sons the Babylonian creation story. Benjamin R.
Foster translates Tablet VII, 147, “The master should repeat, and make the pupil
understand.” See “Epic of Creation: (Emiima Elish)” in COS 1.111. Wright (God's People
in God's Land, 83) observes that one of the duties of a father in ancient Israel was
catechetical. He was to teach his children concerning “certain cultic institutions or
memorials of historical events . . . .”

PWright, “ax,” 220, notes that Exod 12:26-27; 13:14-15; Deut 6:20-25; and
Josh 4:6-7, 21-23 seem to indicate the father’s “didactic . . . catechetical role.” This
helped keep future generations focused on their history and on their covenant with
Yahweh. For more discussion on the father’s role as a religious teacher (Religionslehrer)
to his children, see Perlitt, “Der Vater Im Alten Testament,” 59-60, 69-70.



81

Furthermore, the wisdom literature (i.e., Prov 2) reveals a father stressing the
importance of instilling wisdom in his son.'® The father admonishes his son to trust
(mw3; 3:5), fear (x; 3:7), and honor (123; 3:9) Yahweh. Teaching moral values, applying
them to daily living, and instilling within his children a respect for his parents and for
God seems to have been the father’s duty. Moral values and teaching wisdom is a clear
thread running throughout the book of Proverbs.

The pedagogical nature of fatherhood is also seen in wisdom literature of other
cultures outside Israel. For example, the Egyptian document, “The Instruction of Any,”
is filled with a father’s teachings for his son.’" In it, he warns his son against having
sexual relations with a foreign woman as well as making sure he remembers the feasts
commemorating his god. Furthermore, he exhorts his son in matters of marriage and-
proper treatment of his wife in the home. Finally, h¢ tells his son not to go after another
woman who is not his wife.'”?

Another example is found in one of the oldest Akkadian documents (1900-

1800 B.C.) entitled “Instructions” in which a king named Shuruppak gives instruction to

19Cf£ also Sir 30:3; “He who teaches his son will make his enemies envious,
and will glory in him in the presence of friends.”

191«The Instruction of Any,” in COS 1.46. Cf. also the lengthy instructions and
advice from the Egyptian King Meri-Ka-Re to his son around 2100 B.C. (“The
Instruction for King Meri-Ka-Re,” in ANET, 414-18). For a more recent translation of the
Meri-Ka-Re text, see COS 1.35.

192«The Instruction of Any,” in COS 1.46. For another Egyptian document that
indicates a pedagogical role of a father in ancient Egypt, see John L. Foster, “Texts of the
Egyptian Composition ‘The Instruction of a Man for His Son’ in the Oriental Institute
Museum,” JNES 45 (1986): 213. Cf. also K. A. Kitchen, “Studies in Egyptian Wisdom
Literature - I: The Instruction by a Man for His Son,” Oriens Antiquus 8 (1969): 189-208.
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his son Ziusudra. The following excerpt (Il. 31, 32-36) reveals the pedagogical nature in
which Shuruppak addresses his son:

My son, do not commit robbery, do not cut
yourself with an axe.

Do not laugh with a girl who is married; the
slander is strong.

My son, do not sit (alone) in a chamber with
a woman who is married.

Do not pick a quarrel; do not humiliate your-
self.

Do not spit out lies; it causes disrespect. '**

Another illustration of a father’s role as a teacher to his son is found in the
Akkadian document, “Counsels of Wisdom”:

Myson.. ..

Do not utter libel, speak what is of good report.

Do not say evil things, speak well of people.

One who utters libel and speaks evil,

Men will waylay him with his debt account to Samas.
Beware of careless talk, guard your lips;

Do not utter solemn oaths while alone,

For what you say in a moment will follow you afterwards.
But exert yourself to restrain your speech.'®*

1B<«Instructions: Shuruppak,” in COS 1.176. According to Alster, the
instructions of Shuruppak is a pre-flood document written by Shuruppak, a “ruler,”
addressing Ziusudra, his son. Ziusudra is to be compared to Noah in that both were in
good standing with the god(s), and both triumphed a catastrophic water event that
destroyed humanity. W. G. Lambert suggests that the address, “My son,” is a common
feature in wisdom literature of the ANE. The term is not necessarily literal, but often used
by one who has authority over another such as a teacher over-a student (see W. G.
Lambert, “Counsels of Wisdom,” in Babylonian Wisdom Literature [Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1960, reprint, Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1996], 96).

1%L ambert, “Counsels of Wisdom,” 103-05. Similar language concerning the
tongue is found in Prov 21:23, sm nimgn w21 re wy; “He who guards his mouth
and his tongue keeps his soul from trouble.”
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The teaching and exemplary role of a father in the ANE is further illustrated by the
instructions of the Egyptian Vizier Ptah-Hotep to his son:
AN OBEDIENT SON IS A FOLLOWER of Horus.'” It goes well with him when
he hears. When he becomes old and reaches a venerable state, he converses in the
same way to his children, by renewing the instruction of his father. Every man is as

(well) instructed as he acts. If he converses with (his) children, then they will speak
(to) their children. . . '

The texts above sufficiently demonstrate that fathers in the ANE viewed their
role as pedagogical in nature. Roland de Vaux summarizes:
This educational role of the father explains why the priests, whose mission was to
teach, are called ‘father’ (Jg 17:10; 18:19). It also explains how Joseph, who
became the pharaoh’s counselor, was like a ‘father’ to him (Gn 45:8), and how
Aman, vizier to Assuerus, could be called his ‘second father’ (Est 3:13 or 8:12).

Similarly, the relationship between teacher and pupil was expressed by the words
‘father’ and ‘son’. .. .'"’

Part of a father’s pedagogical role was to be an example of moral living before
his wife and his children.’® In ancient Israel, the father was expected to follow the
teachings of the Torah.'” To decide against the requirements of the Torah would place
him in a precarious position with the community. The Torah spelled out the ethical

standards of right and wrong, and the father was to teach its precepts to his children.

1%John A. Wilson understands “Horus” to be a servant, but also states that on
other occasions the word refers to “deified kings of past ages” (see “The Instruction of
the Vizier Ptah-Hotep,” in ANET, 414 n. 31).

%1bid., 414.
De Vaux, Ancient Israel, 49.
19%B1lock, “Marriage and Family,” 47.

'The famous words of Joshua (Josh 24:15) reveal how moral decision-
making was part of being an Israelite father, mnvms 92y 31 oy, “But I and my house,
we will serve Yahweh.”
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Furthermore, he was to embody it before them in practical everyday living. In essence,
the father of the household represented God to his family."'® Accordingly, cultic activity
in the ANE was not just a means of pleasing or pacifying the gods, but an avenue through
which fathers set the example and passed down to their children the teachings and

traditions of their people.'!'

Protector. Archaeological digs have demonstrated that cities of the Bronze
and Iron Age in the ANE (especially in ancient Palestine) were built with protection in
mind. Huge city walls and gates built on top of massive tells all point to a society
obsessed with protection from invaders.''? In a semi-nomadic and agrarian context, there
was always the risk of being attacked by aggressors and fathers of families and extended
families had the responsibility of protecting those under their care.'”> Men were called
upon for defense in times of conflict and their success or lack thereof was often a matter
of life or death for the family. Clearly, this was the case in the story of Abram’s rescue
of his nephew, Lot, from king Chedorlaomer and others (Gen 14).'"* When the head of

the household (Abram) discovered his relative was in danger, he fulfilled the role of

19Cf. Schrenk’s discussion on parents representing God in later Judaism
(Schrenk and Quell, “ratnfp, Tatpgos, dratwp, TatpLkdg,” 975.)

"'De Vaux, Ancient Israel, 49.

"2For drawings of city ramparts and a discussion on fortifications and city
gates in the Middle Bronze Age, see Ben-Tor, The Archaeology of Ancient Israel, 175-
77.

"BHowever, in a sedentary state society, the father’s house would have to yield
to the care and authority of the monarch in matters of war and conflict.

""4Gen 14:14 states that Abram took with him 318 men, born of his house
(i3 *>") in order to pursue the aggressors.
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protector over the extended family, even to one who was not under his roof or “direct”
care.'”

However, a father’s protective role involved more that providing physical
protection for his household. Deuteronomy 22:14-19 implies that his duty was also to
protect the honor of his children (i.e., his daughter) before a civil court.''® Accordingly,
by protecting his daughter’s honor, the father protected his own honor as well as the
honor of his family name.'"’

On another note, a father’s protective role was seen by how he taught his
children. Proverbs 7 substantiates this. There, a father delivers pedagogical words in
order that h1s son might be protected from certain pitfalls in life. The protective role of a

father involved caring enough to want to see his child avoid harm and succeed in life.''®

"SFor evidence of the role of a father in the ANE as protector, see Ringgren,
“ar 'abh,” 7, 10 (Ringgren quotes Job 5:4 as a supporting text). See also Wright (“ax,”
221), who discusses the “protective or caring function” of a father in metaphorical terms
(i.e., prophet, priest, king, etc.). Understandably, protection is more than an act of duty, it
can be motivated by affection. In the story of Jacob’s family meeting Esau and his four
hundred armed men, Jacob’s affection for his wife, Rachel, and her children, motivates
him to place them last in the procession (Gen 33:1-2).

'"®Wright (“ax,” 220) mentions that at times a father could act “without
reference to ‘civil’ courts.” However, in the case of Gideon, his father gave him “legal
protection” before the elders of the city (Judg 6:30-31). In Deut 22:14-19, the father is
protecting the honor of his daughter’s virginity against false accusations before a civil
court (elders).

"""For a lengthy discussion on parental honor, see Hagedorn, “Guarding the
Parent's Honour—Deuteronomy 21.18-21,” 101-21. -

8Egyptian literature reveals specific admonitions of care from a father to a

son (see Kitchen, “Studies in Egyptian Wisdom Literature,” 189-208).
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Provider. Another role of a father in ANE society was to ensure his family
had enough food, water, and shelter to live. He had the responsibility of giving
sustenance and provision for his family, both in agrarian and sedentary societies''” As
agriculturalists and/or herdsmen, most fathers (and other males) were very much involved
in the daily management of flocks, herds, and farms. 120 This, of course, was challenging
when climatic conditions were unfavorable. However, by carefully managing his herds
and land, a father could provide an inheritance for his children (esp. his sons), and secure
the longevity of his family name.

Second, in Israel and in other countries of the ANE, one of the father’s duties

extended to the protection and provision for the alien, the fatherless, and the widows."*!

1pille, “God as Father and Mother,” 45. It was a shame for a father not to
support his family. The ancient cuneiform tablets of Nippur (1900-1800 B.C.) shed light
on how their society viewed a father who would not fulfill his role as provider: “The
unjust heir who does not support a wife, who does not support a son, is not raised to
prosperity” ([1. 9b] of “Proverbs: Sumerian Proverb Collection 3,” in COS 1.174.

'20Meyers (“The Family in Israel,” 30) argues that both male and females were
needed for the daily survival of the family. Males were mainly involved in the cultivation
of land and the pasturing of the herds. Cf. also King and Stager, Life in Biblical Israel,
85-129, for a lengthy discussion on how the economy and life in ancient Israel revolved
around agriculture.

'211n the epilogue to The Code of Hammurabi (see Roth, “Laws of
Hammurabi,” 133), Hammurabi states, “I held the people of the lands of Sumer and
Akkad safely on my lap. . . . I maintained them in peace, with my skillful wisdom I
sheltered them. In order that the mighty not wrong the weak, to provide just ways for the
waif and the widow.” Cf. also F. Charles Fensham (“Widow, Orphan, and the Poor in
Ancient Near Eastern Legal and Wisdom Literature,” JNES 21 [1962]: 129-39), who
shows that protection and looking after the orphans and widows was widespread in the
ANE including Mesopotamia, Egypt, Ugarit, as well as exhorted in the literature of the
Old Testament. Furthermore, the protection of this category of people seems to have been
established in the mindset of the ANE long before Israel became a nation (139). See also
“The Teaching of Amenemope” in vol. 1 of Near Eastern Religious Texts Relating to the
Old Testament, The Old Testament Library, ed. Walter Beyerlin, Hellmut Brunner et al.,
trans. John Bowden (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975; reprint, Philadelphia:
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Accordingly, the deuteronomic law expresses concern that the needy receive enough food
for sustenance. Ofthe eleven verses in which Deuteronomy mentions the alien,
fatherless, and widow, five include the Levite.'? With the exception of two (Deut 24:17,
27:19), all occur in contexts concerned with food (i.e., a tithe of the harvest [crops], a
feast, or leaving portions of a field unharvested).'? The law seems to command Israel as
a whole, but because of the agricultural nature of the command, it appears to be directed
primarily at fathers who tilled and worked the land, who were responsible for the whole
household."** Provision for those in need went beyond a father’s household and allowed
the stranger, the orphan, and the widow to receive help and sustenance from his hand.
The Disposition of Fathers toward the Members
of Their Households
One cannot analyze the role of a father in the Old Testament and the ANE
without soon discovering the quality of feelings he experienced. Pathos and fatherhood

were not mutually exclusive. As today, fathers experienced feelings of anger, joy,

The Westminster Press, 1978), 53, which states, “Do not be greedy for a cubit of land,
and do not disturb the boundaries of a widow.” Furthermore, Dille (“God as Father and
Mother,” 45) affirms that “because of the lack of power of women and children in society
and the inability of widows to inherit, they depended very much on the father of the
house to provide the structure or support.”

'22The eleven occurrences are found in Deut 10:18; 14:29; 16:11, 14; 24:17,
19, 20, 21; 26:12, 13; 27:19. The Levite is included in 14:29; 16:14; 26:12, 13.

'23 The two exceptions (Deut 24:17; 27:19) deal with providing justice for the
alien, fatherless, and widow. The Levite is not mentioned. Although the law’s primary
concern was that the alien, fatherless, and widows be treated justly in the above two
references, undoubtedly it was not at the exclusion of the Levite.

'*Deut 16:14 seems to be directed to fathers (and possibly mothers) as it lists
individuals who appear to be under his care, “And you [i.e., father] shall rejoice in your
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sorrow, etc. However, unlike the modern Western World where feelings often seem to
take precedence over function, the harsh semi-nomadic/agrarian environment of the ANE
forced fathers to look at life more realistically. Nevertheless, ANE fathers were no less
human than today’s fathers are, and their make-up, as in modern times, included
emotional qualities.

Evidence for these conclusions comes from Ugaritic literature where a
legendary hero and father figure, Dnil, demonstrated pathos by mourning seven years
after the burial of his only son.'** However, in biblical literature the picture becomes
very clear. For example, in 2 Samuel 19:1-5 (18:33-19:4 of the English text), David, the
king and father, outwardly expresses great sorrow upon hearing the traéic news of the
death of his son Absalom. However, his sorrow is not expressed from the position of
kingship, but from the relational quality of his fatherhood toward his fallen son.

Genesis 37:3 speaks of Jacob, the father of Joseph, as one who loved Joseph
more than all his sons. Then, upon hearing the news of his supposed death, he tore his

clothes, wore sackcloth, wept and mourned him for many days, and refused to be

feast, you and your son and your daughter and your male servant and your female servant
and the Levite and the stranger and the orphan and the widow which is in your gates.”

1A van Selms, Marriage & Family Life in Ugaritic Literature, Pretoria
Oriental Series (London: Luzac & Company, 1954), 116-17. Van Selms suggests that the
grief Dnil experienced was because of the love he had for his son (117). Although Dnil is
a legendary figure in Ugaritic literature, he was given qualities from the realm of reality
from the writer’s world (10).
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comforted (amnab wnm ;Gen 37:34-3 5).126 Again, Jacob’s sorrow derived not from his
authoritative position in the household, but rather from his special relationship as a father
to his son.

Other biblical examples of fathers displaying grief in regard to their offspring
include David weeping over the death of his first son from Bathsheba (2 Sam 12:21, 22),
or Job tearing his clothes and shaving his head upon hearing the news of the storm that
took the lives of his sons and daughters (Job 1:20). These accounts suggest that in the
ANE fathers were capable of deep emotion, of pity, sorrow, and compassion, but also of
a range of other emotions such as joy, jealousy, anger, and love.'?’

Literal paternity ;md the concept of the father and his role over his household
seem to be pervasive throughout societies of the ANE. Upon closer observation, we find
that it extended beyond the household unit. Even political and religious figures could be
referred to metaphorically as “father” (see discussion below).

The remainder of this chapter will explore the metaphorical use of paternity.
This should explain the ease with which the people of the ANE employed the word

metaphorically and provide a clearer picture of the SACP of fatherhood.

Metaphorical Paternity: An Extra-Biblical View
The term “father” can be applied metaphorically to more than one subject (see

Figure A2. The “Father” Metaphor, in Appendix), which raises several interesting

125C£.-also Gen 46:29-30 where Joseph and his father, Jacob, met one another
after many years of separation. Although the text says that Joseph wept, the feelmg the
reader receives is that this emotion was also displayed by his father.

127 Abram undoubtedly displayed great joy over his son (Gen 21:8).
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questions. What significance does this have for the word “father” itself? What does it
mean metaphorically to call a human “father”” when he does not necessarily fill the role of
father over a household? What implications does it have on our understanding of divine
paternity?

First, a few comments are in order on how Max Black’s concept of metaphor
works. Black points out that metaphors function within the framework of interaction
between principle (i.e., primary) and subsidiary subjects. Black’s emphasis was upon
how the subsidiary subject can create new meaning on the primary subject as it passes
through the SACP filter.'® This study is primarily concerned with how the subsidiary
subject (father) in its literal context exerts meaning and influence upon the principle
subject(s), .namely Yahweh.

The SACP acts as a filter through which the principle subject is understood
(see Figure Al. Metaphor: “Yahweh is a father,” and Figure A2. The “Father” Metaphor,
in Appendix).'?® For example, in the statement “He [Yahweh] is your father” (Deut
32:6), the principle subject (Yahweh) is understood better when viewed through the filter
created by the SACP (see Figure Al. Metaphor: “Yahweh is a father,” in Appendix). As
already noted, the term “father” may include more than one principle subject. This is not
problematic since the characteristics of the SACP are to be logically applied to each

principle subject. Those that cause “undue strain” in the correlation are rendered

12Max Black, Models and Metaphors, 44-45.

'"2When describing metaphors Max Black uses the terms “principle subject,”
“subsidiary subject,” and “filter.”” We have decided to incorporate these terms into our
study (see Max Black, Models and Metaphors, 39), but often use the term “primary”
subject instead of “principle” subject.
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irrelevant.”*® Some characteristics of “father” in the SACP may apply to one or more of

the principle subjects, but not necessarily to all of them.

General Observations

The term “father” can be applied to divinity as well as to humans (see Figure
A2. Metaphor: “Yahweh is a father,” in Appendix). It can be applied to the secular realm
as well as to the realm of the “sacred.” Admittedly, it has overlapping connotations in
each category, but there are distinctions. For example, in the sacred realm, one might
refer to one’s god as “father” to acknowledge his procreative powers or perhaps call
attention to his caring side (see discussion on gods as fathers below). On the othef hand,
to call a priest “father”” may advocate his position as a teacher or his administrative
leadership in cultic matters. In Egypt, senior-ranking priests in Pharaoh’s court could be
called ‘;father,” probably as a status of rank or as an honorary title, than as a description
of what he did."*' In the case of a prophet, the term probably had the same honorary
connotation. However, it may have included the notion that he was also a teacher or head

of a prophetic guild."?

*Max Black makes a similar observation with the metaphor “Man is a wolf.”
If a trait (SACP) about a wolf cannot be applied (i.e., causes “undue strain”) to man it
simply is viewed as irrelevant and not used in the association. See ibid., 41.

131 Herman Te Velde, “Theology, Priests and Worship in Ancient Egypt,” in
CANE, 3:1734. However, Ringgren (“ax 'abh,” 3) suggests the meaning “father” in
reference to the high priests of Egypt is unknown.

2K alluveettil suggests a prophet was not only a teacher but also a “patron.”
However, he does not cite an extra-biblical example, but biblical ones (2 Kgs 2:12, 6:21,
and 13:14), which refer either to Elijah or Elisha being called “father.” Little, if any,
information can be found concerning prophets being called “father” outside of Israel.
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In the secular realm, the term “father” was employed metaphorically to kings,
administrative officials, masters of guilds and the like.'*® Similar to its use in the
religious realm, the term might imply honor or status, but it also suggested a position of
authority, and in the case of kings and administrators, a protective and providing role to
the people under their care."** In summary, the metaphorical use of the term “father” was
well known and accepted throughout the ANE in social circles and is specifically noted in

the political and religious realms as the discussions below demonstrate.

Political Use of the Metaphor

Since the rise of Sumerian ci\;ilization, city-states had existed in the ANE.'*’
Cities were under constant threat of invasion and conflict from outside aggressors. The
outcome of those conflicts often left defeated city-states annihilated or subject to the
victor as his vassal. In a world of uncertainty, protection was needed. Some kings of
equal rank drew up treaties between themselves. However, many treaties were between
suzerains and conquered _vassals. In texts depicting these relationships, fatherhood

terminology often surfaces. A brief look at some ancient Near Eastern documents

However, since the phenomenon existed in Israel, more than likely, it was used outside of
Israel as well.

3 Grayson, A. Kirk, Hans E. Hirsch, and Erle V. Leichty. “Abu,” in CAD
(1964), 1:67.

B34paul Kalluveettil (Declaration and Covenant, 131) suggests there is an
overlap of meaning when the term “father’” is applied to various entities. He lists various
entities such as kings, gods, sheiks, and administrators, and states that when they were
called “father,” the expression could take on a number of meanings such as “originator,
patron, master, guide, counselor, protector, sustainer, etc.”

1 Thomas H. and Gavin Lewis Greer, A Brief History of the Western World,
8th ed. (Belmont, CA: Thomas Learning/Wadsworth, 2002), 20.
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provides enough evidence to show how the fatherhood metaphor was understood in the

political realm.

Egyptian. The literary exchanges between Canaanite/Mesopotamian vassals
and their Egyptian superior (Pharaoh) noted in the Amarna Letters cover a period of
about fifteen to thirty years from the reign of Amenhotep III to the third year of
Tutankhamen (ca. mid-1300 B.C.)."** Some of the correspondence was between “equal”
powers, and is expressed by the use of the familial “brother” terminology in the opening
greetings.”>’ However, the majority of the letters are from a vassal to Pharaoh, where the

kb N 19

Pharaoh was repeatedly addressed honorifically. His titles include: “king” “my lord”

3$The Amarna Letters, ed. and trans. William L. Moran (Baltimore: The Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1992), xxxiv-xxxix. For a chronology of Assyrian,
Babylonian, Egyptian, and Hittite kings’ reigns during the Amarna period, see Moran’s
introduction (xxxix). Moran notes that some of the correspondence in the Amarna Letters
was between Egypt and its somewhat equal partners such as “Babylonia (EA 1-14),
Assyria (EA 15-16), Mittani (EA 17, 19-30), Arzawa (EA 31-32), AlaSia (EA 33-40), and
Hatti (EA 41-44)” (xvi). In these correspondences the term “brother” is most often
employed (xvi). However, in large part, the letters were between vassals from Syro-
Palestine and their Egyptian suzerain (xvi). As noted above, the chronological dating of
the letters covers a span of about fifteen to thirty years from the reign of Amenhotep 111
to the third year of Tutankhamen (xxxiv). For similar dating, see Nadav Na'aman
(“Amarna Letters,” in The Anchor Bible Dictionary, ed. David Noel Freedman [New
York: Doubleday, 1992], 1:174-81). Scholars are reluctant to set exact dates for the
letters because of a possible overlap of co-regency between Amenhotep III and
Akhenaten (Na'aman, “Amarna Letters,” 174).

3" The Amarna Letters (EA 1-14), 1-37. Familial terminology in the political
arena should not come as a surprise since a king’s kingdom was considered his
“household.” Schloen argues that the political arena in the ANE was understood by
household terminology. Kings viewed their kingdoms in terms of a large household. Any
conquered king was incorporated into the household of the one who conquered him.

Kings employed household terms. For example, if kings were of equal rank they referred
to each other as brothers. However, those who were conquered were called “servants™ or
“sons” while as the conquerors were called “masters” or “fathers” (Schloen, 7he House of
the Father, 258). Schloen disagrees with Guy Kestemont and Mario Liverani, who
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“the Sun” (EA 45, etc.), “the Sun of all countries” (EA 137, etc.); “Great King” “King of
Battle” (EA 74); “king of all countries” (EA 81); “the breath of my life” (EA 141, 144),
and “my god” (EA 152, etc.)."®
However, occasionally a subordinate would address his superior
metaphorically as “father.” A few examples from the correspondence illustrate the point.
The first derives from EA 44:

Say to the lord, the king of Egypt, my father: Thus Zi[t]a, the king’s son, your son.

May all go well with the lord, my father. . . .

[. . .] Herewith [/ send on] to you your messengers (coming) [from] Hatti, and
I also send to my father my own messengers along with your messengers, and I send
as your greetings-gift a present of 16 men.

I myself am desirous of gold. [M]y father, send me gold. Whatever you, the
lord, my father, are desirous of, write me so I can send it to you.139

Another example comes from a vassal (Rib-Hadda) to a high-ranking officer of

the king (EA 73):

To Amanappa, my father: Message of Rib-Hadda, your son. Ifall at the feet of my
father. May the Lady of Gubla establish your honor in the presence of the king,
your lord. Why have you been negligent, not speaking to the king, your lord, so that
you may come out together with archers and fall upon the land of Amurru? . . .
Report this matter in the presence of the king, your lord, for your are father and lord

believe the father/son terminology was just “polite forms of address without political
significance” (Schloen, 7he House of the Father, 258). For Schloen’s cross-reference, see
Guy Kestemont, Diplomatique et droit international en Asie Occidentale (1600-1200 Av.
J.C.) (Louvain-la-Neuve: Universiti Catholique de Louv Orientaliste, 1974), 54-55.
Moran concurs with Schloen (as Schloen points out in his work), stating that kings did
speak to one another using “brotherhood” terminology. Essentially, the paradigm was
that of a “household” (7The Amarna Letters, xxiv). For examples of household language in
treaties between Uruk and Babylon, Mari and Babylon, and between various kings, see
The Amarna Letters, xxiv-xxv n. 61. For a fuller discussion of household language in the
political arena, cf. Schloen, 7The House of the Father, 255-67. For the use of the title
“brother” in ANE treaties, see Kalluveettil, Declaration and Covenant, 99-101.

138The Amarna Letters, 117-369.

%Ibid., 117. Moran conjectures who the receptor of the letter might be; “If the
title ‘father’ implies difference of age, Amenophis III would be the addressee.”
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to me, and to you I have turned. You know my conduct when you were in [S]umer;
I am your [l]oyal servant. . . . 140

EA 82 refers to the same entities as above:

Say to Am[a]nappa, my father: Message of Rib-Hadda, your son. I fall at the feet
of my father. I have said to you again and again, “Are you unable to rescue me

from ‘Abdi-ASirta? All the ‘Apiru are on his side . . . . If within two months there
are no ?Ifhers, then I will abandon the city . . . . So tell the king, “Come with all
haste.”

Another illustration is seen in EA 164, which, as observed above, seems to
address a high-ranking official, but not necessarily the king:
To Tutu, my lord, my father: Message of Aziru, your servant. I fall at the feet of my
lord. Hatip has come and brought the gracious and sweet words of the king, my
lord, and I am quite overjoyed. My land and my brothers, the servants of the king,
my lord, and the servants of Tutu, my lord, are overjoyed when the breath of the
king, my lord, comes. I do not deviate from the orders of my lord, my god, my Sun,
and from the orders of Tutu, my lord. '*?
In similar language, at times the Egyptians themselves employed the term
“father” when referring to various Egyptian political entities. For example, the tomb of
the vizier Rekh-mi-Re (a vizier to Thutmose III) depicts Asiatic peoples bringing tribute
to the vizier. Although the vizier was second in command to Pharaoh, nevertheless the
inscription states:
Now it is the Hereditary Prince, Count, Father and Beloved of the God, great trusted

man of the Lord of the Two Lands, Mayor and Vizier, Rekh-mi-re, who receives the
tribute of all foreign countries . . . .'*?

1O1bid., 141-42.
Mbid., 152.

"2Ibid., 251. From other lines in the letter (not quoted above), Tutu clearly is a
high-ranking official of the king.

310 “Scenes of Asiatic Commerce in Theban Tombs,” in ANET, 248. Rekh-
mi-Re was vizier to Thutmose III, ca. 1490-1436 B.C.
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However, in another inscription, it was the “father,” Rekh-mi-Re, who in turn spoke of
the one over him, Thutmose 111, as “father and mother of all men.”'*

This raises the question, what does it means to be metaphorically called
“father” in the political realm? In each case cited above, the relationships are between
inferiors and their superiors. If one looks at the political sphere through the lens of the
local household model of the ANE, then the term “father” certainly carries with it the
idea of authority and/or care-giver and all that it entails."*> The SACP concerning
fatherhood becomes the filter through which political fathers are understood. Concerning
the Vizier, Rekh-mi-Re (see above), as a “father’ to pharaoh, probably was an honorific

title (much like a priest) because of his unique position of authority in pharaoh’s court.'*

For Pharaoh to be called “father,” seems to carry with it many of the same connotations

'*4John T. Willis, “ax as an Official Term,” SJOT 10 (1996): 130. Willis gives
credit to G. Lanczkowski for this translation (see 130 n. 71). Lanczkowski’s full German
transalation reads, “Was ist der Konig von Oberagypten? Was ist der Kénig von
Unterdgypten? Er ist ein Gott, durch dessen normative Handlungen (s§m.w) man lebt; (er
ist) Vater und Mutter aller Menschen, einzig durch sich, ohne seinesgleichen” (G.
Lanczkowski, “Das Konigtum Im Mittleren Reich,” in The Sacral Kingship, Studies in
the History of Religions 4 [Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1959], 272) See also Samuel A. B. Mercer
(The Pyramid Texts: In Translation and Commentary [Toronto: Longmans, Green and
Co., 1952], 1:55), who shows the three lines in the pyramid text of Pepi II (Utterance 200
[116b], 201 [117a], and 202 [117b] address Pepi II as “father”).

14> As already observed, Wright (“a,” 221) states that the metaphorical use of
father for political figures involves authority, one who cares as well as that of protection.

'46As already observed, Herman Te Velde ( “Theology, Priests and Worship in
Ancient Egypt,” in CANE, 3:1734) discusses the honorific “father” title of priests in
Pharaoh’s court.
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(i.e., authority and care-giver), but only at a higher level, transcending that of a vizier or
courtier, since he was considered a god.'*’ .

For Pharaoh to be referred to as “father,” or “father and mother,” not only
implied his care, love and protection over the Egyptian people, but also carried with it the
power of creation. It is especially instructive that the title “father and mother” is also
given to the creator gods Knum and Amun of the Egyptian pantheon. Accordingly, the
same title for pharaoh (the embodiment of divinity) would suggest he had, or at least

represented, the creative powers of the gods.'*®

Phoenician. As already observed, familial terminology in reference to
political entities seems to have been widespread throughout the ANE.'* Extant evidence

suggests that some kings spoke of themselves using household terms such as “father” or

'“"The deification of pharaoh is noted by the titular language of those under
him. As already observed, a senior priest who served under pharaoh was called “servant
of the god,” or “father of the god,” god, of course, meaning pharaoh himself (ibid., 1734).

18K hnum was worshipped in places like Hypselsis and also in Elephantine. He
was viewed as one who created humanity. Amun was another creator god who enabled
Ra to create the world. He also carried the title of “Amun, king of the gods” (see Pascal
Vernus, The Gods of Ancient Egypt, trans. Jane Marie Todd [New York: George
Braziller, 1998], 185, 187). The fatherhood and motherhood of Khnum and Amun and its
implications are discussed in Jan Assmann’s work, Egyptian Solar Religion in the New
Kingdom: Re, Amun and the Crisis of Polytheism, trans. Anthony Alcock (New York:
Kegan Paul International, 1995), 84-85. Although the title “mother” can signify
leadership as is noted in the life of Deborah (Judg 5), undoubtedly it emphasizes more the
motherly qualities of love, compassion, and concern. Wright (“ax,” 221) cites Ps 131:2 as
an example of motherly comfort, love, and affection, which are qualities that can also be
attributed to God.

°Like David Schloen (The House of the Father), Moshe Weinfeld (“The
Covenant of Grant,” 194) states that familial terminology of the household was also
employed at the national political level. Terms like “abbdtu = fathership (suzerainty);,
maritu = sonship (vassalship); ahhitu = brotherhood (parity relationship)” were
common.
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“mothers” to their subjects, and “brother” probably to their equals (see also comments
above). The Phoenician inscriptions (Kilamuwa and Karatepe) (KA/ 27 and K4/ A i

respectively) from the eighth and ninth centuries B.C."*° (KA4I 27) provide excellent

examples:

I Kilamuwa, the son of Hayya, sat upon my father’s throne. In face of the former
kings the MSKBM used to whimper like dogs. But [—to some I was a father, and
to some I was a mother, and to some I was a brother."*!

The Karatepe Inscription provides similar language:

I am Azitiwada, blessed by (or, vizier of) Baal, servant of Baal, whom Awarku, king
of the Danunians, made powerful. Baal made me a father and a mother to the
Danunians. Irevived the Danunians. I extended the land of the plain of Adana
from the rising of the sun to its setting. And in my days the Danunians had
everything (that was) good, . . . And I made peace with every king, and indeed
every king treated me as a father because of my righteousness and because of my,
and because of my goodness of heart."*?

By calling themselves “mother,” Kilamuwa and Azitawada undoubtedly were

stressing the concept of their watch and care over other kings and the people in their

1% For a discussion on the dating and Phoenician origins of the tablets, see
John C. L. Gibson Textbook of Syrian Semitic Inscriptions: Phoenician Inscriptions
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982), 3:25-26, 42-44. For background information and
explanations of the location of the texts (i.e., A1, ii, iii, iv) in Karatepe (east Turkey), see
p. 41.

PI1bid., 35. Cf. also Willis, “ax as an Official Term,” 130-31.

2Gibson, Textbook of Syrian Semitic Inscriptions: Phoenician Inscriptions
47-48. John T. Willis (“ax as an Official Term,” 131) points out that two of the Karatepe
inscriptions are in the Hittite language, and “one [is] in Phoenician.” Willis explains that
the identity of Azitwada was either a man who had a high office under the king, or it was
the king himself. Either way, the relationship between Azitiwada and the Danunians
essentially remains the same, that of superior to inferior. See also H. Donner and W.
Rollig (Kanaandische und aramdische Inschriften (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz,
[1962], 40), who comment on Azitawadda’s dual role as king and father, “Azitawadda
wird von den Konigen nicht nur als gleichberechtigt angesehen, sondern sogar als Vater
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domain.'*? Contextually, when the terms “father,” “mother,” and “brother” are used in
reference to a king, they seem to express tenderness or kindness. John T. Willis points
out that the term “mother” can also be a leadership term as is noted by the victory Song
of Deborah in Judges 5:7, :5x7t"a ox ‘mpy 17127 *mpy “T Deborah, arose, I arose, a

mother in Israel ”!>*

Mari. Further evidence comes from the Mari letters. These contain
various exchanges between kings of equal and unequal power. The title, “brother” seems
to have been employed between equals, but at times was also used between a lesser king
addressing his superior.”>> However, the “father/son” titles more readily describe that

relationship than does the term “brother.”"*®

geehrt.” For Donner and Roéllig’s discussion on Karatepe and their translation of the
Phoenician text, see pp. 35-43.

'Willis “ax as an Official Term,” 134.

Bbid.

133]. M. Munn-Rankin, “Diplomacy in Western Asia in the Early Second
Millennium B.C.,” Iraq 18 (1956): 74-84. Munn-Rankin admits that “most of the rulers
who wrote as ‘sons’ to another king were undoubtedly vassals, . . . (ibid., 81). However,
according to him, the paternal and fraternal terminology needs “qualification” (ibid., 76).
He gives various examples in the Mari letters that show kings writing to their superiors
by using the title, “father.” However, brotherhood language between an inferior king and
a superior king could also be employed (ibid., 79). Munn-Rankin states that brotherhood
language could be used in the following way: (1) between equal kings; (2) between one
king to another but of questionably subservience; (3) between a kings of separate states
where one was subservient to a third party; (4) between kings who had the same suzerain.
(Ibid., 84). However, evidence seems to suggest that when the title “father” was used
among kings, more often than not, it was employed by an inferior addressing a superior.
For Munn-Rankin’s full discussion, see “Diplomacy in Western Asia,” 74-84.

"**In “Diplomacy in Western Asia,” 81-83, Munn-Rankin differs with Georges
Dossin, who argues that when kings addressed other kings as fathers, it was only a form
of politeness and “respect” but not necessarily indicative of a vassal suzerain relationship
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Another ruler, Ili-IStar, writing to his “father,” Zimri-Lim declared, “I, I am as thy
servant and never shall a ‘sheikh’ (sugaqum) of mine let go of the hem of the
garment of my ‘father’ (i.e. break the treaty of vassaldom). I, I am a faithful son of
this land "’

Again, Munn-Rankin comments, and provides a second example from another vassal:

That the foreign policy of a vassal was subordinate to that of his suzerain is evident
from a statement of the ruler of Karand. Asked by the king of Andariq why his
messengers continually went with the messengers of ISme-Dagan and why he sent
grain to Assyria, he reB)lied: “Until my father, Zimri-Lim, sends word to me I shall
not be (his) enemy.”"’

Georges Dossin cites one more example from the Archives Royales de Mari:

A Tahdu[lim]

dis ceci :

anise (parle) Abi-Samar.

Au sujet de ce que je vais te dire, net e [fache pas ( ?)].
A qui parlerais-je donc ?

(see p. 81). Cf. also Correspondence de lasmah-Addu, trans. Georges Dossin, Archives
Royales De Mari, 5 (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1952), 124. The first example Dossin
cites pertains to Yasmah-Adad of Charchemish speaking of king Samsi-Adad of Assyria
as a “father” (see Munn-Rankin, “Diplomacy in Western Asia,” 81). Contra Dossin,
Munn-Rankin states that Assyria was actually a suzerain state over Charchemish (see
Munn-Rankin, “Diplomacy in Western Asia,” 81-82 for further discussion). Dossin’s
second example is refuted along similar lines (ibid., 82-83). Regardless of one’s position,
it remains clear that fatherhood terminology was well known and employed in political
correspondence. Interestingly, the Sumerian poem, “Life is Your Coming” (probably
sung by priestesses to king Shu-Sin [see introductory remarks to “Life is Your Coming,”
644]) interchangeably refers to the king as a “brother” and as a “city father and judge”
(see “Life Is Your Coming: The King As Brother and Son-in-Law,” trans. S. N. Kramer,
ANET, 644).

"Munn-Rankin, “Diplomacy in Western Asia,” 80. Munn-Rankin states that
the “phrases ‘to seize the hem of the garment’ and ‘to hold the sissiktum’ refer to
symbolic gestures of submission performed by a vassal” (ibid., 76).

181bid., 75. For more discussion and examples, see Schloen, The House of the
Father, 256. For further references regarding “familial terminology” in treaties of the
ANE, see Schloen, The House of the Father, 256 n. 1.
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Si je ne puis parler a mon pére,

(Ma) maison est ta maison et Ab[i-Sam]a rest (bien) ton fils."*

Finally, Paul Kalluveettil cites one more example, but first offers an explanation:

Zimri-Lim’s representative at the court of Carchemish, informs him of the current
political affairs. Aplahanda, the vassal king of Carchemish is dead. Upon
ascending the throne his son, Iatar-Ami, declares his own vassalage to the king of
Mari in the presence of the representative, saying;
My father Aplahanda is not dead, he lives; Zimri-Lim is my father (/Zi-im-ri-
li-im-ma abig. [. . .] Tatar-Ami is your devoted son (/la-tar--°’A-mi maritka sa
ki-na-tim).'®

The meaning of “father” in reference to Zimri-Lim is put into a clearer perspective when
Iatar-Ami later states, ““Iatar-Ami is your devoted son . . .; hold him in your hand . . .
b ”161

speak to him with your whole heart’. By declaring Zimri-Lim a “father” suggested

Iatar-Ami wanted him to fulfill the role as a type of care-giver (“hold him in your hand”)

9Cf. Correspondence de Samsi-Addu et de ses fils, trans. Georges Dossin,
Archives Royales de Mari 1 (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1950), 23, 25. For the
transcribed text, see pp. 22, 24. See also Schloen, The House of the Father, 256, who
sheds light on the above lines, “[The] text from Mari illustrates especially well the basic
conception of a hierarchy of households which underlay the political order . . . in which
the vassal ruler Abi-Samar calls Yahdun-Lim of Mari his ‘father’ and stresses his
allegiance to him by affirming that ‘(my) house is your house and Abi-Samar is your
son’.” For further discussion on the use of the father-son language in ANE treaties, see F.
Charles Fensham, ‘Father and Son As Terminology for Treaty and Covenant,’ in Near
Eastern Studies in Honor of William Foxwell Albright, ed. Hans Goedicke (Baltimore:
The Johns Hopkins Press, 1971),121-28.

' This is Kalluveettil’s translation from “Dossin, R4 35, 120” (see
Kalluveettil, Declaration and Covenant, 98). According to Kalluveettil, when Iatar-Ami
stated, “Zimri-Lim is my father,” it was actually a sealing of a covenant of subservience
to the suzerain king, Zimri-Lim.

181K alluveettil, Declaration and Covenant, 98.
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to him. Apparently, it had the desired response because Zimri-Lim later sent gifts to his
new vassal “son” latar-Ami.'*?

Ebla. As already observed, not all references to “father” were directed toward

a king. The title could also be employed for lesser state officials, as is noted by the Ebla

163

tablets (ca. the twenty-sixth century B.C.)'®® There, the elders are referred to as AB x AS

(i.e., fathers).'®* Obviously, they were men who worked in the political arena, interacted

with the king, and helped in the administration of government.'®®

1621hid.

'®31ohn T. Willis dates the tablets to “ca. 2500 BCE” (see Willis, “ax as an
Official Term,” 130). However, Robert D. Biggs points out that epigrapher Alfonso Archi
dates the tablets a century earlier (Robert D. Biggs, “Ebla Texts,” in The Anchor Bible
Dictionary, ed. David Noel Freedman [New York: Doubleday, 1992], 2:264.). For more
discussion on the chronology of the Ebla tablets, see Biggs, “Ebla Texts,” 264.

1S4willis, “ax as an Official Term,” 130. For a list of seven tablets, which cite
the elders of Ebla as “fathers,” see also p.130. Giovanni Pettinato (7he Archives of EBLA:
An Empire Inscribed in Clay [Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Company, 1981], 89-92)
notes that the elders were the ones who made up the senate and placed checks on the
powers of the king (91-92).

1%5See Willis, “ag as an Official Term,” 130, and Pettinato, The Archives of
EBLA, 92-93. The familial language of “brother,” which was common in the ANE was
also employed between Ebla and other kings (see Paolo Matthiae, Ebla: An Empire
Rediscovered, trans. Christopher Holme [London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1977], 171).
One such correspondence was between the king of Ebla, Irkab-Damu to Zizi, king of
Khamazi (see pp.170-71). For a similar translation, cf. Piotr Michalowski, Letters From
Early Mesopotamia, ed. Erica Reiner (Atlanta; Scholars Press, 1993), 14. For use of the
title “son,” see Gary Beckman, “Letter from a King of Hatti to an Anatolian Ruler,”
Hittite Diplomatic Texts, ed. Harry A. Hoffner Jr., 2nd ed., in Society of Biblical
Literature Writings from the Ancient World 7, ed. Simon B. Parker (Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1999), 144-46. For more “brother” terminology in treaty relationships, see “Treaty
between Hattusili III of Hatti and Ramses II of Egypt” (Beckman, Hittite Diplomatic
Texts, 97). Cf. also “Letter from Hattusili III of Hatti to Kadashman-Enlil II of Babylon”
(Beckman, Hittite Diplomatic Texts, 138). For an example of “sister” terminology in
political correspondence, see “Letter from Queen Naptera of Egypt to Pudehepa [queen]
of Hatti” (Beckman, Hittite Diplomatic Texts,129). For both titles “son” and “brother
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Ugarit. Another example is found in the political correspondence between the
king of Birutu and a civil administrator (Sakin) from Ugarit (2" Millennium B.C.)."
Although the word “father” is not used, it is implied in that the king metaphorically calls
the official “my son.” Jean Nougayrol provides the French translation:

Ainsi (parle) le roi du pays de Biriit :
Au Préfet du pays d’Ugarit,

Mon fils, dis ;

Salut a toi !

Les dieux en bon état

Te gardent !

Mon fils, voici que ce mien messager,

mon fils, regarde-le
d’un bon ceil '’

168

Not surprisingly in another correspondence, (queen?) " Ulmi writes to the queen of

Ugarit and refers to her as her “daughter”

Ainsi (parle) Dame Ulmi :
a la reine du pays d’Ugarit,

being used interchangeably for the same person, see “Letter from Ramses II of Egypt to
Prince Tashmi-Sharrumma of Hatti” (Beckman, Hittite Diplomatic Texts, 129).

"% Jean Nougayrol, Le Palais Royal D'Ugarit: Textes Accadiens et Hourrites
des Archives Est, Ouest et Centrales, in Mission de Ras Sahmra Tome VI, vol. 3, ed.
Claude F. A. Schaeffer (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1955), ix.

'“’"Nougayrol, Le Palais Royal D'Ugarit, 12-13. For the transcription, see also
pp- 12-13. F. Charles Fensham refers to this same correspondence in his article, “Father
and Son—Treaty and Covenant,” 122

'*®The correspondence does not stipulate the status of Ulmi. However, it is
probably safe to assume that since Ulmi calls the queen of Ugarit, “daughter,” she
undoubtedly was of equal rank, or the actual blood mother to the queen. It would be
difficult to assume that anyone of lower status than a queen or blood mother would dare
refer to the queen of a kingdom as a daughter.
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ma fille, dis :
169
Hittite. In the Hittite correspondence “Letter from Prince Piha-walwi of Hatti
to [King] Ibiranu of Ugarit”'" (ca. 1500 B.C.),"”" we find the same phenomenon. Here
Piha-walwi scolds Ibiranu for not sending messengers to him with gifts. In the opening
line he plays the father figure by addressing Ibiranu as his “son”; “Thus says Prince Piha-

walwi: Say to my son Ibiranu; . . '

173

One other correspondence (ca. 1500 B.C.) ™ to a Hittite king will suffice.

It is entitled “Letter from a King of Hanigalbat to a King of Hatti:
Say to Your Majesty, my father: Thus says the king of Hanigalbat, your son:
May Your Majesty, my father, be well!

I have put my trust in Your Majesty, my father. I say as

Follims: “May Your Majesty speak as my father, saying ‘[. . .]"”

What did it mean to be called “father” in the political realm, especially in a
suzerain/vassal realtionship? Scholars disagree over its exact meaning (see Schloen’s
discussion above). As already observed, it appears to have been an honorific title

expressing status and authority of the suzerain over his vassal. By calling a suzerain

"Nougayrol, Le Palais Royal D'Ugarit, 13. For the transcription, see also his
p. 13. See also his p. 13 n. 22, which shows that the title “sister” was also employed
between female political entities.

'"Beckman, Hittite Diplomatic Texts, 127.
"Ibid., 1.

1bid., 127.

Ibid., 1.

1bid., 150-51.
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“father” a vassal king was admitting his own subordination in that covenantal
relationship.'”

Second, because the fatherhood concept was also understood to represent a
caring figure, the employment of the word “father” may have suggested a vassal’s desire
for his suzerain’s watch-care over him. Perhaps the familial language would remind the
suzerain of his commitment to his subject.'’® If calling the suzerain “father” evoked a
“feeling” (pathos) of sympathy on the part of the suzerain, then the use of the title would
have served its purpose.'”’

Third, a suzerain-vassal covenant was a two-way street. Both parties were to
carry out their responsibilities for each other. Fatherhood language did not dissolve those
responsibilities. Since a father-son relationship could be terminated (cf. discussion above

178

on disciplinarian),” ™ it would make sense for a needy vassal to use the term as a

1 Since a king was a figure of authority, it reinforces the idea of authority in
the word “father” itself and seems to suggest that societies in the ANE believed the
concept of authority was inherént in both a king and a father.

17K alluveettil, Declaration and Covenant, 132.

K alluveettil (ibid., 132) states, “In calling himself son of a sovereign, a petty
king was presenting himself as a person dear to his master, he was claiming an intimate
relationship, amity with the other party, and thereby expected a privileged treatment from
the patron.” Interestingly, the ANE concept of covenant carried with it the notion of “oath

and commitment” but also of “love and friendship.” (Cf. also Moshe Weinfeld, “Béri—
Covenant vs. Obligation,” Biblica 56 [1975]: 124).

178 Sumerian laws permitted a father to sell a son into slavery for his
disobedience (see Kalluveettil, Declaration and Covenant, 131, and Ringgren, “ax ’'abh,”
4). For another reference cited by both scholars, see Josef Klima, Gesellschaft und Kultur
des Alten Mesopotamien, ed. Jan Filip (Prague: Neue Horizonte, 1964), 191. Kalluveettil
cites (and Ringgren infers it through the citation of Klima) §116f of the Code of
Hammurabi, and both Kalluveettil and Ringgren state that a father could disown his son
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“reminder” of his suzerain’s obligations toward his vassal and the ongoing covenant
between them.

Fourth, since the term expressed an unequal relationship, (i.e., son to
father), it may have been emphasizing the adoptive nature of the relationship. Again, this
brought certain obligations, which the father would need to keep, as well as asserting the
son’s privileges in that relationship.

Finally, a vassal calling a suzerain a “father,” would tend to highlight the
familial nature of the covenant and the responsibility and trust between them. In a
political context, this would include the peoples whom both father and son represented.
Accordingly, the texts above demonstrate that me;aphorical terminology regarding
fatherhood in the political sphere of the ANE was a common phenomenon. The fact that
the term was often employed from the perspective of a covenantal treaty (i.e.,
vassal/suzerain) may help explain Israel’s usé of it when referring to Yahweh as “father.”
First, however, this study now turns to investigate the usage of father in sacral elements

of the ANE in order to provide an analysis of its religious usage.

by selling him into slavery in order to pay off debts to another. However, contra their
statement, code §117 of the Code states the son could regain his freedom . . . in the
fourth year” (see Roth, “Laws of Hammurabi,” (] 117) 103. In light of this, the selling of
a son (and wife) was not necessarily a disownment because of the temporality of the
matter. In other words, the issue was not the father’s permanent disownment of his son,
but only a temporary measure to pay off debts. However, Klima rightfully cites laws
§168 and §169 of the Code of Hammurabi as evidence that a father could rescind or
“disinherit” his son after a second grave offense was committed against the father.
However, the power to do so was given only after the judges had agreed that the offenses
had been incurred (see Roth, “Laws of Hammurabi,”(] § 168-69), 113.
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Religious Use of the Metaphor
It is evident that the use of the term “father” was widespread in the political
arena of the ANE. However, there is also a great deal of evidence that demonstrates that
deities could also be seen as fathers. This is observed especially in the theophoric
onomastica of the times. A brief look at personal names is illuminating and adds further

light on the acceptance of the metaphor of divine paternity throughout the ANE.

Theophoric names. Entire works have been written on the subject of personal
names in the ANE.!” However, the focus of this study is the “father” element in
personal names.

Personal names in the ANE often shed light on a characteristic of the

individual named, the event surrounding the bearer of the child, or the parents’ belief in

'"®Cf. Jeaneane D. Fowler, Theophoric Personal Names in Ancient Hebrew: A
Comparative Study, in Journal for the Study of the Old Testament Supplement Series,
vol. 49, ed. David J. A. Clines and Philip Davies (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1988); Martin
Noth, Die israelitische Personennamen im Rahmen der gemeinsemitischen
Namengebung, Beitrige zur Wissenschaft vom Alten und Neuen Testament, vol. 3
(Stuttgart: Druckerei Lokay, Reinheim, 1928, reprint, Hildesheim: Georg Olms
Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1966); H. B. Huffmon, Amorite Personal Names in the Mari
Texts: A Structural and Lexical Study (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1965); Scott
C. Layton, Archaic Features of Canaanite Personal Names in the Hebrew Bible, in
Harvard Semitic Monographs 47 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990); G. Buchanan Gray,
Studies in Hebrew Proper Names (London: Adam and Charles Black, 1896);, Richard S.
Hess, Amarna Personal Names (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1993); Hermann Ranke,
Die dgyptische Personennamen, vol. 1 (Gliickstadt: J. J. Augustin, 1935); Hermann
Ranke, Die dgyptische Personennamen, vol. 2 (Gluckstadt: J. J. Augustin, 1952). F. L.
Benz, Personal Names in the Phoenician and Punic Inscriptions. A Catalogue,
Grammatical Study and Glossary of Elements, Studia Pohl Series, vol. 8 (Rome: Biblical
Institute Press, 1972). '
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or acknowledgment of a deity the parents’ served.'® The inclusion of deities’ names in

onomastica is ubiquitous in the ANE.'®" Undoubtedly, many people named their children

'®For Israelite examples, see Gen 27:36, where Esau recognized the character
trait embodied in Jacob’s name. Esau was named “Esau” (hairy) (Gen 25:25) because he
embodied that characteristic. In Judg 6:32, after Gideon destroyed Baal’s altar, his father,
Joash, called him “Jerubbaal” (Let Baal contend/plead). In 1 Sam 4:21, Phinehas’ wife
named her child Ichabod because the glory of the Lord had departed from Israel. See also
the significance of Hosea naming his children in Hos 1:4, 6, 9. For other examples, see
Gen 5:29; 41:51, 52; Exod 2:10, 22; 1 Sam 1:20. However, can one assume that all names
in Israel were given because of some deeper meaning? It is difficult to tell. Probably
some Israelites named their children simply because they liked the name and its phonetics
and were not so much concerned about its overt or “hidden” meaning. This seems to have
been the case in other cultures as is illustrated by Harry A. Hoffner’s comments
concerning Hittite society. He states, “A large number of the names borne by historical
personages in Hittite Asia Minor were simply chosen because they were conventional and
popular. Their bearers did not understand their meanings any more than the average
American girl today knows the etymology of the names Karen, Deborah, or Elaine” (see
Harry A. Hoffner, “Birth and Name-Giving in Hittite Texts,” JNES 27 [1968]: 203). This
may have also been the case for those theophoric names, which came from popular
sacred sites throughout the Hittite world (see Dennis F. Kinlaw, “A Study of the Personal
Names in the Akkadian Texts from Ugarit” [Ph.D. diss, Brandeis University, 1967], 341).
For Kinlaw’s source, see Emmanuel Laroche, Recueil D'Onomastique Hittite (Paris:
Librairie C. Klincksieck, 1951), 75.

'81ee Jeaneane D. Fowler’s lengthy discussion in Theophoric Personal Names
in Ancient Hebrew, 279-318. Fowler demonstrates how theophoric elements in names can
be detected by anthropomorphisms, nature, genitive and prepositional elements (282-83).
Furthermore, she shows that these same theophoric characteristics are noted in other
ANE languages besides Hebrew (namely Old Akkadian, Akkadian, Palmyrene, Ugaritic,
Phoenician, Amorite, and Aramaic). For a wide array of ANE cultures that include deities
in personal names, see Richard S. Hess, Amarna Personal Names, 233-42. Cf. also
Huffmon, Amorite Personal Names, 156, who discusses the use of Addu or Haddu (a
“Northwest Semitic deity”) in the onomastica of the Amorites, as noted in the Mari Texts.
The word ad or ‘ad by itself in Ugaritic means “father” (not to be mistaken as a prefix of
Addu, or Haddu above). Cf. also W. F. Albright, “Northwest-Semitic Names in a List of
Egyptian Slaves from the Eighteenth Century B.C.,” JAOS 74 (1954): 228.Composite
Amorite names that include ad are “A-di-AN,” “A-di-um,” “A-du-na-‘IM” and “I-zi-a-
du-um” (see Huffmon, Amorite Personal Names, 156). Huffmon’s work is a study in
classification of names. Unfortunately, there is little discussion on the actual meaning of
the names themeselves. At the outset of his work he does state that when deities are
found in names it suggests a “religious acculturation” (15). Furthermore, in his work,
“Father ax,” in DDD, ed. Karel van der Toorn, Bob Becking, and Pieter W. van der Horst
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after the god(s) they served. If the name contained within it the word “father,” as well as
a deity’s name, the composite relationship of those words may suggest that family or
society easily perceived of deities as literal or metaphorical fathers.'®* On the other hand,
people may have named an individual simply because it sounded good to the ear. If that
was the case, then the “father” inclusion in the name would carry little meaning.

One can easily find names of deities, or the word “god” along with
the word “father” in onomastica of the ANE. For example, in the onomastica of the
Hammurabi dynasty one encounters names like //i-(i-yma-a-bi “Truly, my god is my
father”'® or Jlu-a-bi(m?) “(The) god is my father.”'®* Other personal names were more
specific, when parents combined the actual name of a god with “father” such as Marduk-

a-bi, “Marduk is my father.”'*> Other examples of this phenomenon include Shamash-a-

(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 327, Herbert Huffmon suggests that when deities are
included in personal onomastica, it is largely due to “popular piety.” When it is used in
the biblical text, he suggests it gives the meaning of protection or provision. If Huffmon
is right, perhaps the same can be said of extra-biblical occurrences, but this is conjecture.

'82This is not surprising, since people in the ANE perceived their gods to have
procreated one another as is noted in the myth entitled “The Kingship in Heaven”, “[. . .]

Let Ammezzadu, [Tuhusi(?) . . ] the father (and) mother of [. . .] listen! Let [Enlil(?)
(and) Apant]u, the father (and) mother of I$hara listen!” (see Alfonso Archi, “The Names
of the Primeval Gods,” Orientalia 59 [1990]: 114). I$hara is “the tutelary goddess of
oaths, widespread in the Syrian area (as shown by the Ebla documentation) as early as the
3™ Millennium” (ibid., 119).

'8Hermann Ranke, Early Babylonian Personal Names: From the Published
Tablets of the So-Called Hammurabi Dynasty (B.C. 2000), in The Babylonian Expedition
of the University of Pennsylvania Series D: Researches and Treatises, vol. 3
(Philadelphia: The University of Pennsylvania, 1905), 101.

841bid., 103.

"®Ibid., 121. Marduk was the head of the Babylonian pantheon (ibid., 201).
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bi, “Shamash is my father,” Shamash-a-bu-um, “Shamash is father,” Shamash-a-bi-

shu(?), “Shamash is his father,” Shamash-a-bu-ni, “Shamash is our father,” and

23186

Shamash-a-bu-shu, “Shamash is his father. Still other examples could easily be Bun-

35187

ni-ni-a-bi, “Bunini is my father,”"®” or A-bi-ma-Ishtar, “Truly Ishtar is my father,”'**and

190 .
7" obviously reveals

Ishtar-um-mi, “Ishtar is my mother.”'® Calling goddesses “mother,
that Babylonians understood their deities to be either male or female.
The Nuzi tablets also reveal that theophoric names were plentiful. Sometimes

words like “father,” “mother,” “brother,” and “son” were in composite relationship with a

specified or unspecified deity, where, as already observed, the name “god” was used.

1%1bid., 142. Shamash was the main deity in Larsa and in Sippar. (ibid., 206).
'®"Ibid., 76. Bunini was venerated in Sippar. (Ibid., 198).

'831bid., 60. Ishtar was a member of Anu’s consort in a location called Uruk
(see Hermann Ranke, Early Babylonian Personal Names, 200). Naming someone by
using the name of a goddess compounded with “father,” may suggest an acknowledgment
of her involvement in creation. The ANE often equated certain goddesses with creation
(see M. Dijkstra, “Mother ox,” in DDD, 603-04). It simply may have been due to her
popularity in the culture or a statement about her parental image (i.e., compassion,
provision, and protection). For comments on the popularity of deities in onomastica and
on the “parental” concept of God in the Bible, see Huffmon, “Father ax,” 327. The
Amorite onomastica seen in the Mari texts also suggest that “father” in names could be
included. See Huffmon’s list, which begins with abi, abu (Huffmon, Amorite Personal
Names, 19-20). Theophoric elements are noted in names such as A-bi-*IM, and A-bi-
“Dagan (see Huffmon, Amorite Personal Names, 19, and his discussion on theophoric
names, pp. 98-101).

"% Hermann Ranke, Early Babylonian Personal Names, 189.

'%0A couple of examples are the names Ishtar-um-ma-sha “Ishtar is her
mother,” and Ishtar-um-mi “Ishtar is my mother”; ibid., 189. Ishtar was one of the
goddesses of Babylonia, a “consort of Anu at Uruk” (ibid., 200). For further examples of
theophoric elements in Amorite names, see Huffmon, Amorite Personal Names, 98-101.
Huffmon notes that ab- (along with other words) can be “used both as agpellatives and as
theophorous elements . . . . (Huffmon, Amorite Personal Names, 101). “IM and “Dagan
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Again, the names themselves may suggest something of the deity’s role, or desired role
on the part of the namer. On the other hand, it may have been given simply because of the
god’s popularity, or because of the phonetic attraction to the ear. It is difficult to tell. A
few examples will suffice:
lli-ahi, “my god is my brother.”
T1%ar-ummi, “Istar is my mother.”
lli-ma-ahi, “my god is indeed my brother.”
Didu-abusu, “Diidu is his father.”
Abi-sin, “Sin is my father.”
Mir-istar, “son of Istar.”""!
The Ugaritic texts give more examples of deities’ placement as fathers within

personal names. Cyrus H. Gordon explains, “[In] ‘Father’ Names — Names may express

the paternity of a god: [for example] “#rab . . . “°Attar-is-father’, r$pab . . . orabrsp . . .
‘Radp-is-father’, abmlk . . . “The—king-is-father’.”'** Although it may be difficult to

ascertain why “father” would be included in theophoric names, by its very
compoundedness the god’s parental quality is still implied.
A variety of names contained the word “son” with the name of a god in the

free member in the bound phrase. For example, “bn . nkl . . [means] ‘Son-of-Nikkal” or

are considered “divine names” (Huffmon, Amorite Personal Names, 99). Perhaps, the
above names could be translated “my father is “/M” and “my father is “Dagan.”

®1gnace J. Gelb, Pierre M. Purves, and Allan A. MacRae, Nuzi Personal
Names, The University of Chicago Oriental Institute Publication 57 (Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1943), 287-88.

Y2Cyrus H. Gordon, Ugaritic Textbook: Grammar; Texts in Transliteration;
Cuneiform Selections; Glossary, Indices, in Analecta Orientalia, vol. 38 (Roma: Editrice
Ponticio Istituto Biblico, 1998), 65 (8.68). :
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“pn. il . . [means] ‘Son-of-“II’.”'"* Accordingly, if one was named “son of . . .[a god],”
the parental concept of the god in the name existed because of the nature of its
relationship to the word “son.”

According to Yoshiyuki Muchiki, words borrowed from Egypt appear in
North-West Semitic proper names. 194 For example, the Phoenician and Punic dialects
include names such as “son of . . . [a god],” or “daughter of . . . [a god],” which indicate
a parental image in reference to the god mentioned. In essence, the god could be
perceived, as a metaphorical “father.” Yoshiyuki Muchiki provides a few translations of

some proper names:

95195
99196

“Son of Isis
“Son of Apis
“The daughter of Ba’al is beautiful”'*’
“The son of Amun”'*® .

'Gordon, Ugaritic Textbook, 65 (8.69). For a listing of names in the Amarna
and Ugaritic Texts containing “son’ along with a divine name, see Peter J. Gentry, “The
hasdé dawid of Isa 55:3 — A Response to Hugh Williamson,” Southern Baptist
Theological Seminary (Louisville: 2004), 30-33.

Y4Muchiki, Egyptian Proper Names and Loanwords in North-West Semitic, in
Dissertation Series 173 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 1999), 18.

"“3Ibid. Yoshiyuki Muchiki categorizes his list of Phoenician and Punic proper
names as being loaned from Egypt into three categories: (1) “possibly Egyptian,” (2)
“probably Egyptian,” and (3) “certainly Egyptian” (see Muchiki, Egyptian Proper
Names, 5). Muchiki rates “Son of Apis” as a “certainly Egyptian” in origin. specifically,
Apis was the Egyptian bull-god whose center was Mempbhis (see Pascal Vernus, 7he
Gods of Ancient Egypt, 185).

196y oshiyuki Muchiki, Egyptian Proper Names, 18. Muchiki labels this as
“certainly Egyptian.””

"Ibid., 32. Muchiki labels this as “possibly Egyptian.”

""!1bid., 132. According to Muchiki, this is “possibly Edgyptian,” a proper name
found in the Aramaic language. In the twelfth dynasty, Amun (2" millennium B.C.)
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The examp!es above demonstrate the pervasiveness of the notion of divine
fatherhood in onomastica of the ANE. 1t is difficult to glean the meaning of proper
names. Often, one can only make tentative conclusions by the composite relationship of
the words in the names themselves. Regardless of why names were given, extra-biblical
literature seems to suggest that the onomastica of the ANE points to the idea that divinity
paternity could have been understood literally (e.g., Pharaoh) or metaphorically.

The relationship perceived between the word “father,” compounded
with a named deity, and the person who bore the name, can only be explained by
studying the SACP of fatherhood in the ANE. As already observed in this chapter,
fathers had various roles, and any one of those roles may have been highlighted in the

~ mind of the parents who named the child. Perhaps they intended it to be a sign of
submission to the authority of the “father” deity. On the other hand, they may have been
wanting to emphasize the deity’s care and protection (another role of fatherhood) over
their child. Any number of reasons could be given, but they remains speculative at best.
In light of the evidence of theophoric paternity, where the divine name was “father,” in
onomastica in the ANE, it comes as no surprise that the Hebrews could name their

children in similar fashion, and could conceive of Yahweh as a divine father.'*’

Gods as fathers. The use of the term “father” for deity in literature of the

ANE affords the modern reader unique insight into the mindset of that world. Their

became “the head god of the province” of Thebes (see Vernus, The Gods of Ancient
Egypt, 185).

For example, see the name mag (“my father is Yahweh”; 1 Sam 8:2; 1 Kgs
14:1; 1 Chr 2:24, etc.)
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mythologies and creation stories often describe deities marrying one another, procreating
offspring and having families, and the ancients could easily speak of them using familial
terms. However, unlike Israel, where only one God was to be viewed as father, their
polytheistic neighbors seemed to use the term across the board.?*® For example, in

201
7”7 was

Ugaritic texts, El, who was “the patriarch of the gods and the patron of kings,
also known as “Father of Humanity,” “Father,” and “the Father of Years.”**? However,
in another text from Ugarit entitled by some, “Baal Fathers a Bull,”?® Baal, the son of
Dagon, acts as a father by procreating a bull through a cow.?®* Accordingly, personal

29205

names such as ‘ab-bly “Bél is father,””" reveal that he, along with El (Ilu) and

Rashpu® could also be considered a father. 207

200gee Marjo Christina Annette Korpel, 4 Rift in the Clouds (Miinster: Ugarit-
Verlag, 1990), 232-35. '

2OIUgaritic Narrative Poetry, ed. Simon B. Parker, trans. Mark S. Smith et al.,
Writings from the Ancient World Series: Society of Biblical Literature 9 (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1997), 248.

221hid. Cf. also Korpel, 4 Rift in the Clouds, 235.
235ee Ugaritic Narrative Poetry, 181-86.
2%47hid., 185-86.

25K orpel, A Rift in the Clouds, 236.

26 A ccording to Korpel the name r$p ‘ab suggests the god Rashpu was viewed
as a father (ibid.)

271hid. For a discussion on the relationship between El and Baal and the rise of
Baal over El in Ugarit, see Arvid S. Kapelrud, “The Relationship between El and Baal in
the Ras Shamra Texts,” in The Bible World: Essays in Honor of Cyrus H. Gordon, ed.
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Among Hittites, the use of “father” and “mother” terms to describe deities are
noticeable in fourteenth century B.C. prayers and hymns.?®® One such prayer by an
unknown king from the Old Hittite Kingdom entitled, “Invocation of the Sun-god and the
Storm-god against Slander” is especially revealing, <. . . [I] have no [father], I have no
mother. You O gods, are [my] father . . . .”2® Another example is noted in “Prayer of a
Mortal”;
Hear me, my god! You have made me a man who is unwelcome at the king’s
gate. In the presence of people you have denigrated my reputation. Whoever I am
dear to does not acquire a good reputation (lit. take a good name). You, [my] god,
are for me the father and the mother [whom] I do not have, my god.
Still another example is found in the Hittite hymn, “Hymn to the Sun-god,” (a subheading
to “Prayer of a King).?'' One line states: “You, my god, are father [and mother to
me] 9212
Babylonian texts, like many others, uses familial terminology in reference to

gods. One example is noted in the “Psalm of Marduk”:

O Prince, Lord Marduk . . .

Ruth Adler, Gary Rendsburg, Milton Arfa, and Nathan H. Winter (New York: KTAV
Publishing House, 1980), 79-85.

2%Jtamar Singer, Hittite Prayers, Writings from the Ancient World: Society of
Biblical Literature 11 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2002), 29.

2%1Ibid., 24. In this prayer of invocation, the king has no difficulty claiming that
both the Sun-god and the Storm-god are his father. Singer states that a “recurring motif
[in Hittite prayers] is that of the ‘orphan king’ who implores the gods to become his

parents” (11). .
200hid, 39,
2hid., 33.

21hid , 35.
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May Babylon say to thee, “Be appeased” . . .

May Anu the great, father of the gods, say to thee, “How long,” (and) “Be
appeased.”

May the great mountain, father Enlil, (say to thee) How long,” . . . .

May the prizr}gess of city and house, the great mother, Ninlil, (say to thee) “How
long,” . ...

Other examples can be found in Sumerian wisdom literature. In one such text
entitled, “Man and his God” (a lamentation), an ancient poet states, “My god, to you who
are my father that begot me, let me [/iff] my eyes, . . .”*'* Furthermore, the Sumerian
text, “Lamentation over the Destruction of Sumer and Ur,” uses fatherhood language
when calling upon Nanna, the revered god of Ur.?*®
On that day, the storm was removed from

the city, and that city was in ruins,
O Father Nanna, from that city,
all in ruins, it was removed —

the people groan.

O Father Nanna, may that storm
swoop down no more upon your city, . . . .

216
Fatherhood language in reference to the gods naturally raises the question of
divine sonship. As observed above, there are times when the speaker seems to be

speaking on a personal level referring to a god as his personal father. At other times, the

god appears to be viewed as a father to other gods in the pantheon. How should the

3«psalm to Marduk,” in ANET, 390.

214Man and his God,” in COS 1.179 (line 98).

3 According to Gwendolyn Leick (4 Dictionary of Ancient Near Eastern
Mythology [New York: Routledge, 1991], 125), Nanna was the moon-god in the
Sumerian pantheon (125-27).

2161 amentation over the Destruction of Sumer and Ur,” in COS 1.166 (lines
208-09, 407).
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modern reader interpret these nuances? When people (especially kings) in the ANE
addressed a god as a father, were they speaking literally or metaphorically?

In the ANE it was commonly understood that much like humans, gods had
gender, married, procreated, and belonged to a pantheon of gods. For example, in the
Sumerian myth, “Enlil and Ninlil: The Marriage of Sud,”?'” Enlil makes love to his wife
Sud (whom he names Nintu®'®), and fathers a child (Nidaba®'?) by her. Accordingly, if
humans spoke of a god like Enlil as a father to the gods, it could easily be taken literally.
On the other hand, if one spoke of Enlil as a personal father, its literal significance might
be debatable.??’

However, in ancient Egypt, pharaohs were considered sons and/or descendants

of Re, the sun god of the Egyptian pantheon.”*! One of pharaoh’s titles was

IEnlil was a god of high importance in the Sumerian pantheon (Leick, A
Dictionary of Ancient Near Eastern Mythology, 45.

2¥The name Nintu means “Lady-Who-Gives-Birth” or “Lady-of-the-Open-
Legs” (Miguel Civil, “Enlil and Ninlil: The Marriage of Sud” JA40S 103 [1983]: 60). For
a full transliteration and translation of the cuneiform text, ibid, 48-61. See also W.G.
Lambert’s commentary of the document in the appendix (64-66).

Prbid., 61.

220y eremy Black and Anthony Green (Gods, Demons and Symbols of Ancient
Mesopotamia: An Illustrated Dictionary [London: British Museum Press, 1992], 138) list
a number of gods and goddesses that Enlil fathered by Ninlil.

2IErank T. Miosi, “Re,” in The Anchor Bible Dictionary, ed. David Noel

Freedman (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 5:624-25. See also Carl Edwin Armerding

- (“Ramses [Ramesses] II,” in The New International Dictionary of Biblical Archaeology,
ed. E. M. Blaiklock and R. K. Harrison [Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1983], 384-85), who
reveals that the name Ramesses means “‘Ra [the sun-god] is the one who begot him’.”
For Ramesses to have been begotten by a god gives further credence to the idea that the
gods of Egypt, in this case Re, could be viewed as a father. Further evidence can be noted
by the pharaonic name, Thutmose, “begotten of Thoth.” For further discussion on the
pharonic title “Son of Re,” see James P. Allen, Middle Egyptian: An Introduction to the
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“Son of Re,”?*? and he was referred to as Horus, Re’s son.??* Furthermore, the pharaonic
name of Tut-ankh-amun “the living image of Amun,” suggests the pharaoh was
considered more than human.?** It is no surprise, then, to see phrases in Egyptian
literature (prayers, poems, etc.) acknowledging pharaoh’s divine sonship.

For example, in the stele of King Wahankh Intef II, a hymn is dedicated to the
sun god, Re, and another to the goddess Hathor (the “goddess of the sky and mistress of
love”).?®* In the opening line of the first hymn the pharaoh calls Re his father by asking,
“Will you depart, father Re, before you commend me?’?*® The pharaohs seemed

comfortable calling other gods “father” as well. Although the name Tut-ankh-

Language and Culture of Hieroglyphs (Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press),
65-66.

22\ Miosi, “Re,” 624. The close relationship between a ruling pharaoh and the
sun god, Re, was well understood in the Egyptian mind. Pharaoh’s names were often
combined with the suffix “Re,” which showed their connection with divinity.
Furthermore, Greer and Lewis (4 Brief History of the Western World, 31) state that for
about three millennia Pharaohs, from birth to death, were associated with three deities:
Re (the sun-god), Horus (the sky god), and Osiris (the god of the underworld).

1ames K. Hoffmeier, “The King as God’s Son in Egypt and Israel,” The
Journal of the Society for the Study of Egyptian Antiquities 24 (1994). 29. According to
Hoffmeier, the Abydos excavations in Egypt have determined that the Horus title given to
pharaohs dates back as far as 3250 B.C.

*Ibid. In Egyptian history, Amun came to be known as the “king of the gods”
and “the driving power behind Re the sun god, creator of the world” (see Vernus, 7The
Gods of Ancient Egypt, 185).

22Miriam Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature: A Book of Readings, vol. 1
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1973), 94.

2%Ibid. For examples of “son of ... [a god]” language, see Adolf Erman, The
Ancient Egyptians: A Sourcebook of Their Writings, trans. Aylward M. Blackman (New
York: Harper & Row, 1966), 269, 272. See also p. 800, where Re is referred to as “Father
of fathers, [and] mother of mothers, . . .”
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amun “the living image of Amun,”** implies the pharaoh’s deification, Ramesses II

28 . . .
228 For instance, in the victory poem

could also refer to Amun as “father.
commemorating the success of Ramesses II over the Khatti, Ramesses speaks to the god

Amiin; “And his majesty said: ‘What is it then, my father Amiin? Hath a father indeed

forgotten his son?”"?* He further states, “I call to thee, my father Amian. Iam in the

midst of foes whom I know not.”*°

However, Amiin-Re could also be referred to as “father of humankind.”?!

Furthermore, there is evidence to suggest that Egyptians could also correlate fatherhood

terms of a god in a spiritual way. Jan Assmann’s translation describing Amiin provides a

clue: “Father and mother for those who put him in their hearts turning from those who

.ignore their city.”**?

The debate over kings’ divine sonship is also found in biblical texts. Two

references stand out. In 2 Samuel 7:14a, Yahweh, speaking through Nathan, the prophet,

2'Hoffmeier, “The King as God’s Son,” 29.

228 A s already noted, Ramesses, was Re’s son. However, by also calling Amun
his father, suggests that at least one of the deities’ fatherhood over him could not be
understood literally.

Erman, The Ancient Egyptians, 263. In Egyptian mythology, Amun was the
“deity of the air” (see Barbara Watterson, Gods of Ancient Egypt, 2™ ed.
[Gloucestershire, England: Sutton Publishing, 1996], 136.).

2%Erman, The Ancient Egyptians, 264.

Plyan Assmann, “Egyptian Solar Religion,” 117. Assman notes that when the
term “father” is used for a god, it is often in conjunction with the term “mother.”

2hid., 118.
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says to David concerning his son Solomon,; 125 *b-mm xam axb -monw wax, “T will be his
father, and he will be my son.” The other is found in Psalm 2:7, which some may
interpret messianically. However, it may also refer to King David; <n& mm pn bx n-mox

R ora e ek 12 oor, “T will declare the decree of Yahweh: he said to me, “You are
my son, today I have begotten you.””?** How to interpret these verses is a standing
debate among scholars.®* James K. Hoffmeier notes that some, like Roland de Vaux,
believe Psalm 2:7 to be “an adoption formula like that found in the Code of
Hammurabi.”?** On the other hand, others like Charles Fensham and Robert Gordon see
2 Samuel 7 more in terms of covenantal treaty language.?*®

G1'v'ven the various views among scholars concerning Egyptian texts that
suggest divine kingship (i.e., sonship), it seems best not to be too dogmatic as to whether
Psalm 2:7 should be taken literally or metaphorically. The same should be said of other

texts of the ANE which show kings (e.g., Mesopotamia) speaking to a god in terms of

30ther “divine” sonship texts exist in the Old Testament (e.g., Gen 6:2; Deut
14:1; 32:5), but the ones cited above specifically refer to kings (although Ps 89:27 could
also be used as a reference to King David). For a discussion on 2 Sam 7: 12-14; Pss 2:7;
89:20, 27-28; 110:3, see Gerald Cooke, “The Israelite King as Son of God,” ZAW 73
(1961): 206-25.

B4Hoffmeier, “The King as God’s Son in Egypt and Israel,” 31-34.

Bbid., 31. According to Hoffmeier, scholars like S. Szikszai, Gerald Cooke,
and Kyle McCarter also understand this to be adoption terminology (ibid., 31-32). On the
other hand, Hoffmeier points out that Charles Fensham sees 2 Sam 7 as “consistent with
treaty terminology . . . [and] that the terms ‘father’ and ‘son’ are found in Semitic texts to
indicate the suzerain and vassal covenant/treaty relationship” (ibid., 32). However,
Fensham does believe that the adoption concept along with the covenant idea can be
combined (ibid.). For a list of verses on sonship and an emphasis on sonship as
covenantal, see John L. McKenzie, “The Divine Sonship of Men in the Old Testament,”
CBQ 7 (1945): 326-39.

BeHoffmeier, “The King as God’s Son in Egypt and Israel,” 32.
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“father.” However, if one adheres to the adoptive and/or covenantal understanding of
“divine” sonship, then obviously the term must be taken metaphorically for an adopted
son is not a direct progeny. This seems to be the best position to take. As noted at the
outset of this study, we understand the term “father” for divinity to be taken
metaphorically. However, one should also recognize that literal interpretations of divine
fatherhood and divine sonship existed in the ANE, as in the case of Egypt. In any case,
the illustrations above are not intended to be exhaustive of ANE literature. Their purpose
is simply to demonstrate the widespread acceptance of fatherhood language in regard to

deities.?’

Metaphorical Paternity: An Old Testament Perspective
The Old Testament extensively employs the literal term “father” (i.e., earthly
father). However, the term can also be employed metaphorically. Like other peoples of
the ANE, Israelites also used the term “father” in the political and religious realms.
Furthermore, evidence for it can be found in theophoric names, as the following

discussion reveals.

General Observations
“The ‘Father’ Metaphor” (Figure A2 in Appendix) reveals that the term
“father” could be applied to both the sacred and secular realms. Although the scriptural

account does not provide evidence of a vassal king calling a suzerain king “father,” it is

B7For further discussion on the widespread understanding of gods as fathers in

the ANE, see Tasker, Ancient Near Eastern Literature and the Hebrew Scriptures about
the Fatherhood of God, 15-717.
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acknowledged through sonship language. In 2 Kings 16:7, Ahaz accepts Tiglath-
Pileser’s fatherhood over him: ewipa Sxatr 75n fam 2775 A2n apwim aby 9w 33 7730,
»by, “I am your servant and your son, come up and save me from the hand of the king of
Aram and from the hand of the king of Israel, those who rise up against me.”

The term “father” is used metaphorically for a variety of entities including
Naaman, a military commander of the Syrian forces. In most cases the term seems to be
given honorifically, or as an acknowledgment of a position of status. It can also carry
with it the element of originator (e.g., King David [see Figure A2, The “Father”
Metaphor, in Appendix], or Jabal, the “father” of tent dwellers [Genesis 4:20], or Jubal,
the “father” of harpists and flutists [Genesis 4:21]). At other times, it is used of
patriarchs/ancestqrs, originator of a guild/vocation/tribe /kingship, and even a pit (see
Figure A2. The “Father” Metaphor, in Appendix). Furthermore, on occasion the biblical
text uses the term with political overtones (see discussion below).

The term “father” is used sacrally of entities such as Yahweh, Elohim (Psalm
68:6[5]), prophets, priests, and even idolatrous objeéts (see Jeremiah 2:27).3*% Although
some categories mentioned in extra-biblical literature may not be mentioned in the Old
Testament (e.g., sheikh), the range of usage for “father” as a metaphor is similar
throughout the ANE. Accordingly, its usage would be similarly understood in Israel.

Obviously, “Yahweh,” the patron God of Israel, would be a unique sacred category for

2%This study categorizes these entities as “sacral” categories, because their
vocations or affiliations are in some way connected with divinity. See specific scriptural
references in Table A1l. Sacral Metaphorical Expressions of “Father” in the Old
Testament, in Appendix.
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Israel. ®’ The uniqueness of Yahweh’s fatherhood over Israel seems to revolve around
his holy character 2*° He was not like other gods, who like their followers, behaved

immorally.

Political Use of the “Father” Metaphor

On three occasions, biblical texts employ the title “father” metaphorica‘lly
in reference to a political entity (i.e., a king or high official).?*! In Genesis 45:8, Joseph
(second in command to Pharaoh) refers to himself as a “father” to Pharaoh: ax% ™
:ovsn RS2 byt 127535 11wt nvpb, “And he (God) has appointed me as a father to
Pharaoh, and as a lord to .all his house, and a ruler in all the land of Egypt.”*** First

Samuel 24:12 (11) recounts David holding a piece of King Saul’s robe in his hand and

»*The generic term “Elohim” (God) and its cognates is well attested by
scholars as a term used by other nations besides Israel. However, Yahweh is understood
to be the only God of Israel (see Exod 3:14).

290ne difference between Yahweh and pagan gods is that Yahweh was never
known to have procreated for he is nonsexual. On the other hand, pagan deities were
understood as sexual beings, who were sexually active and procreated children.

21There are other metaphorical and literal uses of the title “father” in the Old
Testament. However, with the exception of Naaman (2 Kgs 5:13), the ones cited above
pertain strictly to the political realm. The “father” references to King David (a political
figure) in 2 Kgs 20:5, 2 Chr 21:12, and Isa 38:5, are omitted from the above list because
by context they are referring to him in an ancestral way rather than as a political entity.
For example, 2 Kgs 20:5 and Isa 38:5 are Yahweh’s words to Isaiah who then spoke them
to King Hezekiah, ax 717 *a5% mim mwns, “Thus says Yahweh, the God of your father
David.” On the other hand, 2 Chr 21:12, speaks of David as King Jehoram’s father,
TR 17 o M o 1s, “Thus says Yahweh, the God of your father David.”

2%21n Joseph’s case, the use of the phrase “father to Pharaoh” probably meant
he was his counselor or advisor in the running of his kingdom (see Ringgren, “ax 'abh,”

8). Another nuanced meaning suggests Joseph was the chief overseer under Pharaoh’s
command (see Gen 41:41) (see John T. Willis, “ax as an Official Term,” 132. Cf. also
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calling out to him, *m12 75wn mz-mk 7% o2 787 2w, “So, my father, look again! See the
edge of your robe in my hand!” Isaiah 22:21 (cf. also 2 Kgs 18:18)*** speaks of Eliakim,
(the son of the royal official, Hilkiah) as one who would “become a father to the dwellers
of Jerusalem and to the house of Judah” (:n7w* maby 2bur awrb axb mim). Although not
necessarily a “political” category, 2 Kings 5:13, reveals that the servants of Naaman, the
commander of the Syrian army, refer to him as “my father” (ax).**

Although the metaphorical use of the term “father” appears in political
terminology, it was not limited to the political realm. Its influence seems to have been
pervasive enough to spill over into the religious sphere as well. This should come as no
surprise since the people of tﬁe ANE understood their world to be closely linked to the
world of the gods, where the physical and the spiritual often overlapped and merged into

one.

Religious Use of the “Father” Metaphor
As already noted, the Old Testament speaks of individuals in religious

vocations such as prophets and priests, along with divinity, as “father.” However, it

Christopher J. H. Wright, who sees the word as meaning “chief advisor and governor”
(Wright, “ax,” 221).

#35econd Kgs 18:18 refers to Eliakim as one who was “over the household”
(rmanby) of King Hezekiah.

24%For a discussion on the use of the word “father” for Joseph Saul, and
Naaman, see Willis, “ax as an Official Term,” 132-33.

ML, Damel 1. Block (The Gods of the Nations: Studies in Ancient Near
Eastern National Theology, 2™ ed. [Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2000], 82-91), who
demonstrates that the gods in the ANE were understood to control and order the
territories of countries, their defense, and government. ‘
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rarely uses the term “father” as an epithet of deity in personal names.?*® Nevertheless, it
existed and seems to have been used in names over a lengthy period, suggesting the

concept was well established in Israel. A closer look at its use among Israelites may

prove helpful.

Theophoric names. Theophoric personal names are also common in the

biblical text. Numerous names include the word ax “father” in its composite

247

combination.”"’ Generally the term is seen as a prefix, as in names like Abraham (ai172x),

Abimelech (75n"2x), Abinadab (2728), Abishai (¢'2x), etc. Less frequently ax appears in

248

names referring to deity, such as Joab (axr),”” which can be defined as “Yahweh is

**Huffmon, “Father ax,” 327.

*1See Jeftrey H. Tigay (You Shall Have No Other Gods: Israelite Religion in
the Light of Hebrew Inscriptions, Harvard Semitic Studies, vol. 31 [Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1986], 7), who states that out of the 466 theophoric names in the Bible, “413 (89%)
bear Yahwistic names and 53 (11%) bear clearly or plausibly pagan names.” Cf. Tigay’s
statistical chart (ibid., 7). The greatest percentage of theophoric names come from the
“Judges-United Monarchy” period with 163 names. The second highest percentage
comes from the ‘“Divided Monarchy” with 127 names. Tigay gleans his information from
Dana Marston Pike’s work, “Israelite Theophoric Personal Names in the Bible and their
Implications for Religious History” (Ph.D. diss., University of Pennsylvania, 1990).
However, unlike Pike, Tigay takes into account the “ba ‘al names and . . . exclude[s]
individuals likely to have been born and named after the fall of Jerusalem” (Tigay, You
Shall Have No Other Gods, 7). For more discussion on theophoric personal names and
their widespread use in Israel, Edlom, Moab, Ammon, and Phoenicia, see Block, The
Gods of the Nations, 40-48.

*®Eowler (Theophoric Personal Names in Ancient Hebrew, 45) observes that
the suffix use of ax in names during the “pre-monarchical period was “1 in 48,” while in
the time of the monarchy it was “1 in 39.” Gray suggests that ax» may have come from
the root ax" and is therefore not a compound word. However, in the end, he believes the
word to be a “composite” (see Gray, Studies in Hebrew Proper Names, 24-25, 153).
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father,”2* and Abijah (an) (“My father is Yahweh”).”*® Accordingly, names like Joab
and Abijah seem to point to an understanding of the concept of Yahweh’s fatherhood in

Israel >!

God as Father. Sixteen times the Old Testament uses the “father” metaphor

for the God of Israel (i.e., Yahwel/Elohim/El ).** On other occasions, God is compared

*Ludwig Koehler and Walter Baumgartner, The Hebrew and Aramaic
Lexicon of the Old Testament, ed. and trans. M. E. J. Richardson (Leiden: E. J.
Brill, 1995), 2:397-98.

2% ayton, Archaic Features, 146. Layton believes that in the world of the
Canaanites “the medial-i vowel . . . [was] the 1* ¢. s. pronominal suffix” (see pp. 146-50

for his discussion). Layton further points out that “’4” is only one of “four kinship terms
[that are used] . . . within the Canaanite onomasticon.” The other three are “’ah, Aam, and
‘am” (145).

231 Again, in light of Harry A. Hoffner’s statement (see n. 180 above), names
like Joab and Abijah may have been given for reasons of popularity rather than the notion
of Yahwistic fatherhood. The fatherhood possibility exists, but caution must be taken. For
example, other names in Hebrew onomastica such as nx “Yahweh is brother” (see 2 Kgs
18:18; 1 Chr 6:24; Isa 36:3) could just as easily suggest Yahweh was also considered a
“brother.” Archaeological discoveries have revealed many theophoric names throughout
Israel. For inscriptions, prefixed with the word “father” attached to “Yahweh,” see Tigay,
You Shall Have no Other Gods, 47. Cf. also Pike, (“Israelite Theophoric Personal
Names”) and her section on “Yahwistic Personal names,” 30-84. For a list of theophoric
names where “father” is attached as a suffix to the name “yaw,” see Tigay, You Shall
Have no Other Gods, 54. For more discussion on theophoric personal names, cf.
Jeaneane D. Fowler, Theophoric Personal Names in Ancient Hebrew. For Israelite
theophoric personal names cf. Noth, Die israelitische Personennamen im Rahmen der
gemeinsemitischen Namengebung, 66-131. For a “structural” and “lexical analysis™ of
“Israelite personal names,” see Robert Brooks Lawton, Jr., “Israelite Personal Names on
Hebrew Inscriptions Antedating 500 B. C. E.” (Ph.D. diss., Harvard University, 1977).
For definitions of personal names in the Bible, cf. H. H. Rowley, Dictionary of Bible
Personal Names (London: Nelson, 1968).

#2Wonyong Jung (The Divine Father Concept in the Old Testament,
Sahmyook University Monographs Doctoral Dissertation Series 5 [Seoul: Sahmyook
University, 1997], 3 n. 3) lists fifteen occasions in which the father metaphor is used for
the God of Israel. However, he does not include Isa 9:6, which would bring the count to
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to an earthly father in simile fashion (e.g., Deut 1:31; 8:5, Ps 103:13; Prov 3:12), or by
default is viewed as a father when Israel is called his child/son (e.g., Exod 4:22-23; Deut
14:1; 32:5; Ezek 16: 20-21; Hos 11:1).2%

The sixteen scriptural references that use the father metaphor for God present
various characteristics about him that may have more than one meaning. From the
context, it appears that the meanings may be grouped into one of five general SACP
categories: (1) God as creator (Deut 32:6; Isa 64:7 (8); Mal 2:10) (2) God as care-giver
(1 Chr 17:13; 22:10; Pss 68:6(5), 89:27(26), Isa 63:16 [twice]; Jer 3:4; 19; 31:19) (3)
God as a disciplinarian (2 Sam 7:14) (4) God as adopter (1 Chr 28:6), and (5) God as
authority figure (Isa 9:6), Mal 1:6.

Clearly, the metaphorical references and meanings to God’s fatherhood
throughout the Old Testament support the deuteronomic picture of his fatherhood, which

is the focus of our discussion in the next chapter.

sixteen. For the sixteen metaphorical references of “father” for God in the Old Testament,
see Table Al. Sacral Metaphorical Expressions of “Father” in the Old Testament, in
Appendix.

253Jung also includes these verses from Exodus, Deuteronomy, Psalms,

Proverbs, and Hosea in his dissertation. For these listings and more, see Jung, The Divine
Father Concept, 3 n. 3, and 4 n. 1. However, Jung does not mention Ezek 16: 20-21 in
this list. The Hosea passage (vv. 3-4) is especially revealing in that it metaphorically
speaks of God acting like a father who holds his young son, Ephraim, in his arms, and
teaches him how to walk and eat food. For more verses and comments pertaining to Israel
as a son and God as a father and a mother, see Dille, “God as Father and Mother,”” 53-60.
In Ps 27:10 David makes a comparison by contrast between Yahweh and earthly parents:
“For my father and my mother have forsaken me, but Yahweh, he will take me up.”
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Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter has been to clarify how the role of literal and
metaphorical paternity was perceived in ancient Israel and throughout the ANE. Various
concepts have emerged. First, this study discussed the ways in which men became
fathers in the ANE. Primarily, this was accomplished by procreating offspring. Asa
generative figure he was the “creator” of a household. A father’s children were an
extension of himself. By properly raising his children, the desired end would be that his
sons and daughters might bring honor to the household, the family name, and the god

- they served. A man could also become a father through means of adoption. Legal
adoption formulas were used, which had cov;nantal overtones. Although no clear cases
of adoption can be found in the Old Testament, there are allusions to it in the
metaphorical relationship between Yahweh, as a father, adopting Israel as his child.

Second, the father was the heéd of his household. As a headship figure, he
held ultimate authority over his household. The headship role of the home brought with
it various responsibilities, such as being a proper disciplinarian, a cultic leader in
religious observances, a decision maker, and a care-giver.

Third, as care-giver, the father had three key responsibilities: (1) teacher, (2)
protector, and (3) provider. Undoubtedly, other aspects of fatherhood could be
developed, but this study suggests that these three elements provide a succinct depiction
of what it meant for a father to be a caring figure.

Finally, this study has demonstrated that the role of a father had an emotional
quality to it. His unique role cre.';lted a great sense of attachment to what was under his

care, which in turn carried with it the potential for deep emotion (e.g., pathos).
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This chapter also discussed metaphorical paternity in political spheres. It
presented data from the ANE to show the pervasiveness of fatherhood language in
vassal/suzerain treaties as well as in titles for political figures in general. Although
biblical texts do not address the issue of fatherhood language in treaties, they do reveal
that political and sovereignty figures could be called “father.” Generally, the title was
given honorifically, but could also include meanings and nuances such as care-giver, and
authority figure.

Furthermore, this study has demonstrated that the “father”” metaphor could be
used in religious relationships. Prophets, priests, gods, and religious objects of worship
c01;ld all be called “father.” Creation stories, mythology, poetry and other forms of
literature all suggest that calling gods “father” was not a unique? phenomenon.
Accordingly, the Old Testament record attests that Yahweh/God/ was also called
“Father.”?**

Moreover, theophoric onomastica that included “father” in personal names,
both in biblical and extra-biblical texts reinforce the concept that the people of the ANE
had no problems with the idea of gods/God being called “father.” It was noted that the
rationale for naming an individual theophorically may have stemmed from the wide
acceptance of a god within a culture, and perhaps to invoke his/her parental qualities over
the person named. On the other hand, the name may have been given simply because it

sounded good to the ear, without any further meaning involved. In any case, the fact that

4See Table Al. Sacral Metaphorical Expressions of “Father” in the Old
Testament, in Appendix. :
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compound deity/father names existed in the ANE demonstrates the ease with which
people correlated the two in their minds.

The empirical evidence is clear. The SACP surrounding literal paternity made
it possible for people of the ANE to associate divinity with fatherhood. Deuteronomy’s
depiction of Israelite culture was no different. The Israelite’s concept of divine paternity
could not be divorced from their understanding of literal paternity. Accordingly, the
SACP of the literal sheds light on, and give meaning to, the “father” metaphor pertaining
to the divine. These concepts are foundational as this study now turns its focus on the

role of divine paternity from the book of Deuteronomy itself.



CHAPTER 4
THE ROLE OF DIVINE PATERNITY IN THE COVENANTAL
LANGUAGE OF DEUTERONOMY
Introduction
The covenantal language of Deuteronomy has been recognized among biblical

scholars for decades.' Its relational overtones give insight into the role Yahweh plays
before his people Israel. As the speeches unfold in Deutéronomy, they often describe
Yahweh’s actions and his requirements for Israel and give the reader a broader
understanding of God and his role as covenant partner.? Although the book describes

Yahweh in a variety of ways, it also reveals his character through the epithets and titles

'Moshe Weinfeld (see Moshe Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic
School [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1972], 59-61) credits George. E. Mendenhall
for being the first to compare the covenant treaty pattern (i.e., the “Sinai and Shechem
covenants” [59]) between Israel and Yahweh with that of the ancient Hittite treaties of the
“second millennium B.C.” (59). However, Weinfeld observes that since Mendenhall
understood Deuteronomy (“Covenant of the Plains of Moab” [59]) to have been written
in the first millennium B.C., Mendenhall concluded it could not have been patterned after
the “original treaty pattern” of the Hittites (59). However, Weinfeld explains that two
years after Mendenhall’s work was published, the treaties of Esarhaddon were
discovered, which in Weinfeld’s mind, reveals a “continuity of tradition . . . from the time
of the Hittite Empire” (60). For Mendenhall’s discussion, see George E. Mendenhall,
“Covenant Forms in Israelite Traditions,” B4 17, no. 3 (1954): 50-76. For more
discussion on Deuteronomy as a covenantal document, see Eugene H. Merrill,
Deuteronomy, NAC 4 (Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 1994), 27-32.

?For discussion on the speech genre of Deuteronomy, see Daniel 1. Block, 7he
Gospel According to Moses: A Commentary on Deuteronomy [-11, forthcoming, 7-11.
Cf. also comments by James W. Watts, Psalm and Story: Inset Hymns in Hebrew
Narrative, JSOT Supplement Series, 139 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1992), 63. Watts
suggests that chap. 31 contains seven speeches by Moses (64-65).
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given to him. The purpose of this chapter will be to look at those texts that refer to
Yahweh as father, and examine their literary and theological contexts. The genre and
structure of each text will be analyzed, as well as any surrounding verses that shed light
on Yahweh’s role as father. Finally, words that might implicitly describe Yahweh as
father throughout Deuteronomy will also be examined. This exercise should provide a

clearer understanding of the role of Israel’s God as their divine father.

Explicit References to Divine Paternity
Usually, the book of Deuteronomy refers to God simply as ma (Yahweh).
Often this title includes “Yahweh God,” “Yahweh your God,” and “Yahweh our God.”
Sometimes, “Yahweh” is cast in a historical patriarchal context and is referred to as
mopiay “mox M, “Yahweh God of your fathers.” Twice he is referred to as
mm 1w, “Lord Yahweh.”* However, of particular interest for this study are the
infrequently used titles for Yahweh. For example, once, he is referred to as 1%y, “The

Most High.”® He is also described xa%m =23 570 Sxa owams 1m0 ovnbwn o, “God of
B g ¥ s T v T -t "y "2

Deut 1:11, 21; 4:1; 6:3; 12:1; 26:7, 27:3; 29:24 (25). The preference of the
deuteronomic writer is to use “Yahweh God of your fathers” as opposed to “our fathers”
(26:7) or “their fathers” (29:24 [25]). The title using the first personal pronoun, “Yahweh
God of my fathers,” is not found in Deuteronomy. However, the title, “Yahweh my God”
is found in chaps. 4:5; 18:16; 26:14. The title, “Yahweh his God,” occurs in chaps. 17:19;
18:7.

*Deut 3:24; 9:26. Yahweh is also referred to as “Lord of lords” (@rmy W) in
10:17, but because of the lengthy description of him in that verse, we have placed it in a
category of its own (see n. 6 below).

*Deut 32:8.
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gods and Lord of lords, the great, mighty and awesome El.”® By means of a simile,
Deuteronomy 32:11 compares Yahweh to an eagle/vulture that cares for its young. On
other occasions, he is described metaphorically as a “rock.” As already observed, once,

the text refers to Yahweh metaphorically as “Father” (Deut 32:6). The Song of Moses

Deut 10:17. Often Yahweh/God is described adjectivally, as is noted in this
verse. Deut 7:9 describes him as “the faithful God” (=) one “who keeps the covenant
and mercy (o) to those who love him and to those who keep his commandments to a
thousand generations.” He is also depicted as “compassionate” (z1; 4:31), as well as one
who can administers justice (vogn) (10:18). He is both a consuming fire (n%>k vx) and
jealous (k) (4:24), but also one who loves (anx) (7:8). For the title, El ("Ilu, in the
Ugaritic pantheon), see “The Ba‘lu Myth,” in COS 1.86 (see Dennis Pardee’s remarks in
his introduction). El was well known in Ugaritic mythology as the supreme god (see
Conrad E. L’Heureux, Rank among the Canaanite Gods El, Ba ‘al, and the Repha'im,
Harvard Semitic Monographs 21 [Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1979], 10-12). El is
often referred to as “father” by the subordinate gods. The title “father,” for El, is seen
repeatedly in Dennis Pardee’s full translation of “The Ba‘lu Myth,” in COS 1.86. For an
excellent synopsis on El as creator, father, bull, and king in the Ugaritic pantheon, see
David R. Tasker, Ancient Near Fastern Literature and the Hebrew Scriptures about the
Fatherhood of God, SBL 69 (New York: Peter Lang, 2004), 58-64. El was also given the
title, ab adm, (see The Cuneiform Alphabetic Texts from Ugarit, Ras Ibn Hani and Other
Places, ed. M. Dietrich et al. [Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 1995], 1.14.1.37). See also Marvin
H. Pope, “The Status of El at Ugarit,” UF 19 (1987): 221, See also Tasker, Ancient Near
Eastern Literature and the Hebrew Scriptures about the Fatherhood of God, 58-59.
According to Tasker, the title, “father of man” (i.e., ab adm) for El, suggests he was the
one “providing progeny” (59) for earthlings. In contrast, the El of the Old Testament does
not procreate. For a discussion on El of Ugarit and his sexual prowess, see Marvin H.
Pope, “Ups and Downs in EI’s Amours,” UF 11 (1979), 701-08. El was also known as
the “father of the years” (see line S of Column V, Tablet VI AB in U. Cassuto’s work,
The Goddess Anath: Canaanite Epics of the Patriarchal Age: Texts, Hebrew Translation,
Commentary and Introduction, trans. Israel Abrahams [Jerusalem: The Magnes Press,
1971], 166-67). The title “father of years” seems to imply longevity. However, Tasker
follows Theodore Mullen’s lead (7he Divine Council in Canaanite and Early Hebrew
Literature [Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1980], 23) and reveals that often when “father of
years” is found in reference to El it is in conjunction with his kingship over the other
gods (see Tasker, Ancient Near Eastern Literature and the Hebrew Scriptures about the
Fatherhood of God, 63). Notice a similar titular expression found in Isa 9:5 (6) =123 &
“pax, “mighty El, everlasting father.”

"Deut 32:4, 15, 18, 30, 31.
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(Deut 32:1-43) provides descriptive material concerning Yahweh (God)® as “father” and
uniquely portrays him as a progenitor, as well as one capable of deep emotion.”

In addition to the one metaphorical expression concerning Yahweh’s
fatherhood (Deut 32:6), three other texts in Deuteronomy explicitly refer to Yahweh as
father (Deut 1:31; 8:5; and 14:1-2).'° In 1:31, the text alludes to his fatherhood in simile
fashion by comparing him to an earthly father carrying a son: ~gxs 775 mm i
2 R ey, “Yahweh your God carried you, just as a man carries his son.” Similarly,
8.5 compares Yahweh to a father who disciplines his son: Tabg i ua-mg @s "2 uRD
Tie'n, “Just as a man disciplines his son, Yahweh your God disciplines you.” Although
1:31 and 8:5 describe different actions of a father toward his son, they both portray the
functions of a father in the raising of~his son. This study combines these two texts with
their context in order to describe Yahweh’s role as a father. Chapter 14:1-2 depicts Israel
as Yahweh’s child (14:1), which assumes Yahweh’s role to be that of “father.” Since
14:1-2 seems to contain covenantal adoption language, this study will discuss that chapter
in terms of how Yahweh’s child is to respond to the call of adoption and sonship.

This investigation will not deal with these texts serially as they occur in

Deuteronomy, but will arrange the material in a logical manner. Since a father would

3The text uses “God.”

’Deut 32 covers a wide array of ideas and themes. Some consider it a summary
of the book as whole (see Watts, Psalm and Story, 67). However, for the purpose of this
study, vv. 4-21 have been selected for analysis because they contain language pertaining
to divine paternity. For the many epithets and names given to God in Deut 32, see David
Noel Freedman, “Divine Names and Titles,” in Magnalia Dei The Mighty Acts of God:
Essays on the Bible and Archaeology in Memory of G. Ernest Wright, ed. Frank Moore
Cross et al. (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Company, 1976), 79-80.

%Only one text in Deuteronomy refers to God as King (33:5), though some
scholars argue that this may be referring to Moses (Tigay, Deuteronomy, 322). ‘



135

engender a son before he would care for him, it seems logical to present the data
pertaining to divine paternity in the same order, beginning with the progenitor section
(ch. 32)."" Since we understand chapter 14 to have covenantal overtones, it will be
treated last because of the ramifications it has on how the child, Israel, is to respond to his
father. This study first seeks to account for the fatherhood of God, then attempts to
comprehend its meaning to Israel within the covenantal framework of Israel’s role as
God’s child. In summary, we seek to answer the following questions: “How does God
become Israel’s father?” “How does God function as Israel’s father?” and “How should
Israel respond to God as father?” Again, answers will be sought first by discussing

chapter 32, then chapters 1 and 8, and finally chapter 14, respectively.

How God Became Israel’s Father
The preceding chapter revealed that an essential function of a father was to
procreate offspring. However, when discussing divine paternity over Israel, one enters
into the metaphorical realm. Therefore, God’s fatherhood must be understood under that

rubric.'* Even though God did not literally procreate Israel, Deuteronomy 32 talks about

""This study is aware that Deut 32 (the Song of Moses) includes a combination
of metaphors that describe Yahweh as progenitor/creator as well as adopter. However,
since there is a strong emphasis on Yahweh as creator in the Song, we have chosen it as
our starting point for this study.

"2Some scholars (e.g., Karl Barth) argue that God’s fatherhood is inherent in
his nature and that it is the primary paradigm from which human fatherhood should be
understood (see Karl Barth, Dogmatics in Qutline, trans. G. T. Thomson [London: SCM
Press, 1949], 43). See also Roland M. Frye’s similar observations of Barth (Roland M.
Frye, “Language for God and Feminist Language: Problems and Principles,” Scottish
Journal of Theology 41 [1988]: 467). Understanding God’s fatherhood ontologically
needs exploration. For a discussion on God’s fatherhood as ontological, see Dennis F.
Kinlaw, Let’s Start with Jesus: A New Way of Doing Theology, (Grand Rapids:
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how he became their father."> In order to understand this idea better, our study will first
discuss the literary and theological context of Deuteronomy 32, and then follow with an
analysis vv. 6, 18 within the literary context of chapter 32.
The Literary and Theological Context
of Deuteronomy 32

The literary and theological context of Deuteronomy is best understood by
discussing the dating and provenance of the book. Scholars have differed on this subject
over the years. Most believe that multiple hands were involved in the shaping of the
book before it reached its final .form, usually thought to have occurred during the time of
Josiah or some time thereafter.* Like most critical scholars, Moshe Weinfelli finds the

provenance of the book in the time of the reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah'® with some

Zondervan, 2005), 26. However, for the purpose of this study the fatherhood of God will
be understood metaphorically through the lens of human fatherhood.

God’s fatherhood over Israel, is not a biological relationship, but a
metaphorical one (see Allan Coppedge, Portraits of God: A Biblical Theology of
Holiness [Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2001], 255). See also Paul Mankowski
(“The Gender of Israel’s God,” in This Is My Name Forever: The Trinity & Gender
Language for God, ed. Alvin F. Kimel Jr. [Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2001],
40), who rightfully states that the fatherhood of God is not to be understood in terms of
sexuality, but by an “act of divine will.”

"For a thorough discussion on scholars’ views (before and after 1930) on the
provenance of Deut 32 from a historical and/or linguistic standpoint since, see Paul
- Sanders, The Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, Oudtestamentische Studien 37 (Leiden: E.
J. Brill, 1996), 1-57.

"Moshe Weinfeld, Deuteronomy 1-11, The Anchor Bible, vol. 5A (New York:
Doubleday, 1991), 1. Weinfeld states, “We must suppose that the main layout of the book
existed long before that time—that is, at the time of Hezekiah. But we still do not know
what belongs to later Josianic elaboration and what existed before” (51). One of
Weinfeld’s arguments for a late dating is the similarities noted between the covenantal
language of Deuteronomy and the treaties of Esarhaddon (6-9). However, he admits that
similarities are to be noted between the literature of Deuteronomy and that of the ancient
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sections having been written as late as the Exilic period.'® Patrick D. Miller observes that
although there are various ideas on dating and provenance, three main theories stand out;
(1) the book originated within “prophetic circles” (discussed by Nicholson); (2) it came
from “Levitical priestly circles” (suggested by Von Rad); (3) it stemmed from “wisdom

and scribal circles” (noted by Moshe Weinfeld).!” These three theories all assume a date

Hittite treaties of the second millennium where in the introductory sections the suzerain’s
goodwill highlighted (7). Weinfeld further clarifies, “In the Hittite treaties and the
Israelite covenant, along with the demand of ‘love’ (loyalty) on the part of the vassal
come expressions of affection from the side of the sovereign” (8). However, Weinfeld
believes that the ancient Hittite similarities in Deuteronomy were later “reworked” (i.e.,
the period of Hezekiah and Josiah) “in accordance with the prevalent covenantal pattern
reflected in the VTE [vassal treaties of Esarhaddon]” (9). For similarities between
Deuteronomy and the Assyrian treaties of the first millennium, see also pp. 6-9. Gerhard
Von Rad (Gerhard von Rad, Deuteronomy: A Commentary, OTL (Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1966), 23-30) attributes the writing of Deuteronomy to the levitical
priesthood for the purpose of religious reform during the time of Josiah. Furthermore, he
considers the sermons of Moses in Deuteronomy to be fictional (28). For similar
arguments, cf. Walter Brueggemann, Deuteronomy (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2001),
17-24. For another author who understands the deuteronomistic history in general to have
be written at a late date (i.e., sixth century B.C.), see M. Noth, The Deuteronomistic
History, JSOTSup 15 (Sheffield, JSOT Press, 1981), 79-83, and Tigay’s remarks on
Martin Noth in Jeffrey H. Tigay, Deuteronomy, The JPS Torah Commentary, ed. Nahum
M. Sama (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 1996), xxv-vi. Cf. also John D.
Watts, “The Deuteronomic Theology,” Review and Expositor 74 (1977): 324-25.
According to Jeffrey Tigay (Deuteronomy, xix-xx), the argument for a late writing of the
Pentateuch has been around since the Middle Ages, and a Josianic writing for
Deuteronomy since the time of W. M. L. De Wette “(1805).”

"*Weinfeld, Deuteronomy 1-11, 14. Weinfeld suggests this to be the case with
Deut 1-4.

'"p. D. Miller, Deuteronomy, Interpretation (Louisville: Westminster/John
Knox, 1990), 5-8. With regard to a provenance from a prophetic circle, see E. W.
Nicholson, Deuteronomy and Tradition (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1967), 69. For
parallels between Deuteronomy and wisdom literature, see Weinfeld, Deuteronomy 1-11,
62-65. Other elements such as style, form, and poetic parallelism are also factors that can
affect dating and provenance (see Stanislov Segert, “Song of Moses and Ugaritic Poetry:
Some Parallelistic Observations,” in “Und Mose schrieb dieses Lied auf:” Studien zum
Alten Testament und zum Alten Orient, ed. Manfried Dietrich and Oswald Loretz, AOAT
250 [Munster: Ugarit-Verlag, 1998], 710-11). For a comparative analysis between the
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of authorship no earlier than the end of the divided kingdom.'® However, some
conservative voices favor an earlier composition. Generally, they disagree with the
Documentary Hypothesis and its fragmented understanding of Pentateuchal origins. For
example, because of the parallels between the ancient Hittite treaties and the language of
Deuteronomy, Eugene Merrill prefers to date the final composition of the book sometime

during the 1400s."” Similar interpretations are heard in Meredith Kline,” Peter Craigie,*'

Song of Moses and the Isaianic prophecies, see Ronald Bergey, “The Song of Moses
(Deuteronomy 32, 1-43) and Isaianic Prophecies: A Case of Early Intertextuality?,” JSOT
28, no. 1 (2003): 39-54.

'¥Clines believes one can best understand the Pentateuch by stressing the
importance of theme within it. To deal with “sources” and “pre-history,” in his mind, “are
for the most part entirely hypothetical, . . . David J. A. Clines, The Theme of the
Pentateuch (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1978), 9. :

Merrill, Deuteronomy, 23, 36-37. Furthermore, Jeffrey Tigay, in his
discussion on the dating of Deuteronomy (see Tigay, Deuteronomy, xix-xx) mentions
various scholars and figures in history who favor a late dating. Tigay himself favors an
eighth-seventh century B. C. composition (xxi), but points out there have been voices to
the contrary like “Rabbi Juday b. 1lai [who] held that it [i.e., Deut 34:5-12] must have
been written by Joshua” (xix).

K line states, “While it is necessary to recognize a substantial continuity in
pattern between the earlier and later treaties, it is proper to distinguish the Hittite treaties
of the second millennium B.C. as the classic’ form. And without any doubt the Book of
Deuteronomy belongs to the classic stage in this documentary evolution. Here then is
significant confirmation of the prima facie case for the Mosaic origin of the
Deuteronomic treaty . . .” (Meredith G. Kline, Treaty of the Great King [Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1963], 43).

2 Craigie agrees that the Hittite treaties can be helpful in the dating of
Deuteronomy, but is careful not to put full weight on it. He would rather put more
emphasis for an early dating because of the book’s covenant form and its “religious
significance” (i.e., that of being bound to God and freed from Egypt). Furthermore, for
Craigie, it is the “treaty pattern” that helps shed light on the relational quality between
God and Israel (P. C. Craigie, The Book of Deuteronomy, NICOT (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1976), 28. For a discussion on the weakness and problems that arise (e.g.,
centralization of worship, “centralizing” laws) when one ascribes the provenance of
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and others. These concur that parallel elements in the Hittite treaties may indicate an
early date of the book.??

Deuteronomy 32 presents similar problems of dating and provenance.” The
Wellhausen Documentary Hypothesis and varieties thereof have had an influence on the

literary and theological relationship understanding of the book and of chapter 32.2* If one

Deuteronomy to the reforms of Josiah, see J. G. McConville, Deuteronomy, Apollos Old
Testament Commentary 5 (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2002), 5:30-33.

22gee Walter C. Kaiser Jr., The Old Testament Documents: Are They Reliable
and Relevant? (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2001), 144-46. Much of the
debate over the dating and provenance of Deuteronomy revolves around the dating and
provenance of the Pentateuch as a whole. Critical theories are numerous. Daniel I. Block
puts it succinctly, “The bewildering variety of theories fosters little confidence in critical
scholarship” (Daniel 1. Block, “Pentateuch,” in Holman lllustrated Bible Dictionary, ed.
Chad Brand-et al. [Nashville: Holman Bible Publishers,1998], 1272. For a summary on
the dating of the Pentateuch, since the Wellhausen Documentary Hypothesis to the
present and its complexities, see pp.1271-72). Cf. also Daniel I. Block, Recovering the
Voice of Moses: The Genesis of Deuteronomy,” JETS 44, no. 3 (2001): 387-90.

BThe difficulty in dating the Song of Moses was felt by W. F. Albright (“Some
Remarks on the Song of Moses in Deuteronomy XXXII,” V7T 9 [1959]: 339), who
admited to having changed his mind more than once. In his 1940 work, W. F. Albright
(From the Stone Age to Christianity [Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1940]) dated the
Song to the seventh century B.C. Later, in 1957, he changed his mind and suggested a
tenth century date. However, after reading Otto Eissfeldt, Einleitung in das Alte
Testament (Tubingen: Verlag J. C. B. Mohr, 1956), he became convinced that the song
was written in the eleventh century B.C. Ronald Bergey (Bergey, “The Song of Moses
[Deuteronomy 32, 1-43] and Isaianic Prophecies: A Case of Early Intertexuality?,” JSOT
28 [2003]: 34 n. 3) notes that scholars have proposed dates for the composition of Deut
32, which range from the twelfth century B.C., down to post-exilic times.

2Brian Britt presents a literary approach to the study of Deut 31-32. Although
he concludes there is a final structural coherence to the literature, he nevertheless
assumes that “(J, E, D, P, and independent material) account for its general complexity”
(see Brian Britt, “Deuteronomy 31-32 as a Textual Memorial,” BibInt 8 [2000]: 359,
374). Scholars such as W. F. Albright (see previous note) and Otto Eissfelt have dated
Deut 32 to an earlier period. Eissfelt places it during the era of the Judges “between the
loss of the ark and Saul’s victory over the Philistines, i.e. 1070-1020 B.C.” (see Sten
Hidal, “Some Reflections on Deuteronomy 32,” in Annual of the Swedish Theological

Institute, ed. Gosta Lindeskog and Helmer Ringgren [Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1978], 11:15).
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understands the Song of Moses to be Mosaic in form and content, obviously the theology
gleaned from it will reflect that historical context. However, if one sees it as a late
insertion and its setting to be the time of Josiah or the post-exilic era, even if written
earlier, its literary and theological context obviously would reflect a later time.*’

The surrounding narrative presents the Song as having been dictated by God
(Deut 31:19, 22). Nevertheless, scholars divide as to the literalness of this statement.
Some tend to accept the statement as factual. Not surprisingly, Gerhard von Rad rules
the dictation and writing out by stating, “All that can be said is that whoever wanted to

establish the Song of Moses securely as part of this block of traditions adapted for his

Hidal (“Some Reflections on Deuteronomy 32,” 20 [n. 4]) mentions other scholars who
agree with Eissfelt’s dating of Deut 32 (i.e., Walter Beryerlin, “Gattung und Herkunft des
- Rahmens im Richterbuch,” in Tradition and Situation (Guttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1963), 1-39; and J. A. Soggin, Introduction to the Old Testament: From its
Origins to the Closing of the Alexandrian Canon (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1974). Cf.
also U. Cassuto (Biblical and Oriental Studies, trans. Israel Abrahams [Jerusalem:
Magnes Press, The Hebrew University, 1973], 45), who rather dogmatically states that
Deut 32 was written during the time of the Judges right before the “War of Deborah.” He
further states, “Since it assures and forecasts Israel’s victory with enthusiasm, we may
assume that it originated in the very circles that prepared themselves for the war and
endeavored to enthuse the young men of Israel for their struggle for freedom.” For Hidal
(“Some Reflections on Deuteronomy 32,” 19), Deut 32 is a postexilic composition,
written at the time of the second temple reconstruction. He suggests, along with Martin
Noth, that Deut 32 is a late insertion (Hidal, “Some Reflections on Deuteronomy 32,”
20). For Eissfelt’s discussion on the Song of Moses to which Hidal refers, see Otto
Eissfeldt, Das Lied Moses Deuteronomium 32:1-43 und das Lehrgedicht Asaphs Psalm
78 samt einer Analyse der Umgebung Des Mose-Liedes (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag,
1958), 5-25 (especially see p. 24).

BGeorge A. F. Knight (The Song of Moses: A Theological Quarry [Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995], 6) believes the Song of Moses to have originated with Moses,
but had a period of oral transmission for 200 years then became a “fixed form in the
proto-Hebraic script which Solomon’s schools taught their young students to acquire.”
G. E. Wright adds, “Indeed, about the only point on which scholarship agrees is that the
poem represents a mixture of forms, the Sitz im Leben of which is unclear.” G. Ernest
Wright, “The Lawsuit of God: A Form Critical Study of Deuteronomy 32,” in Israel's
Prophetic Heritage, ed. Bernhard W. Anderson and Walter Harrelson (New York: Harper
& Brothers, 1962), 41.
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purpose a form of words which treated originally of writing down the law.”** Mark E.
Biddle understands 31:16-21 to be a later insertion,>” which “highlights the central roles
of Joshua as leader and the Torah book of instruction, and of both as Moses’
‘successors’.”®® Like Biddle, Jeffrey H. Tigay notes the plurality of the command in
verse 19, nxin mrwnnk 025 103 aam, “And now, write for yourselves this song.” Tigay
comments;

The phrase is plural, literally, “write yourselves,” referring to Moses and Joshua

..., though the remaining verbs in the verse are singular. Verse 22 mentions only

Moses, who has the main responsibility. Possibly Moses was to dictate the poem to

Joshua.”

On another note, C. J. Labuschagne tries to understand the Song of Moses

through a literary structural format, which contains outer and inner frameworks. In his

view, the Song is at the center of a broader literary framework beginning with 31:1-13

and ending with 34:1-12,*" but believes 31:14-23 to have been “reconstructed” while

yon Rad, Deuteronomy, 190.

*"Mark E. Biddle, Deuteronomy, Smyth & Helwys Bible Commentary (Macon,
GA: Smyth & Helwys, 2003), 460.

2Ibid., 454.

®Tigay, Deuteronomy, 295. Tigay is not the only scholar who suggests that
Joshua may have been involved in the writing of the Song. Cf. also Ian Cairns, Word and
Presence: A Commentary on the Book of Deuteronomy (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1992),
276; Craigie, The Book of Deuteronomy, 372; and E. Talstra, “Deuteronomy 32:
Confusion or Conclusion? The Story of Moses' Threefold Succession,” in Deuteronomy
and Deuteronomic Literature: Festschrift C. H. W. Brekelmans, ed. M. Vervenne and J.
Lust (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1997), 98.

39C. J. Labuschagne, “The Setting of the Song of Moses in Deuteronomy:
Festschrift C.H.W. Brekelmans,” in Deuteronomy and Deuteronomic Literature,
Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 133 (Leuven: Leuven
University Press, 1997), 114-15. Labuschagne believes the framework begins with 31:1-
13 and ends with 34:1-12, and is based on the “menorah-pattern” (i.e., a “six-branched
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other passages (i.e., 31:24-30 and 32:44-47) were “composed.”"

In summary, regardless of critical scholars’ views on the origins of the
Pentateuch, the dating and provenance of the Song of Moses remains a matter of debate.
It contains enough literary, grammatical, historical, and theological complexities to keep
scholars writing on it for years to come. For the purpose of this study, we accept the
notion that literarily and theologically Deuteronomy 32 fits contextually within the book
as a whole.”> Whether it is a later insertion or not does not contradict the narrative nor
any of the previous speeches attributed to Moses in the book, but rather tends to
summarize elements stated earlier and looks forward to events yet to come.** Perhaps
more instfllctive to the literary and theological understanding of Deuteronomy 32, are its

genre, structure, and its placement in the book as a whole.

candelabrum” pattern [115]). For his other literary arrangements in the menorah-pattern,
see 116-17.

3'Ibid., 123. However, Labuschagne (C. J. Labuschagne, “The Song of Moses:
Its Framework and Structure,” in De fructu oris sui, Pretoria Oriental Series [Leiden: E. J.
Brill, 1971], 9:85-98) argues strongly for a coherence to the Song of Moses and sees Deut
31:16-30 as an “‘extensive introduction” that is “intimately connected” with the
“postscript (Deut 32:44-47).” He further states that “the framework and the Song are so
intimately interwoven that the Song cannot possibly simply be lifted from its context, let
alone studied regardless of its framework” (86).

2Gtanislav Segert notes various means for dating the Song of Moses, such as
parallelism, historical descriptions, style, form, and structure (see Stanislav Segert, “Song
of Moses and Ugaritic Poetry,” in “Und Mose schrieb dieses Lied auf”’: Studien zum
Alten Testament und zum Alten Orient: Festschrift fiir Oswald Loretz, ed. Manfried
Dietrich and Ingo Kottsieperin, Alter Orient und Altes Testament 250 [Miinster: Ugarit-
Verlag, 1998], 710-11).

3See C. J. Labuschagne’s comments on coherence above (n. 31). See also
Brlan Britt (“Deuteronomy 31-32 as a Textual Memorial,” 359-74), who argues for a
coherency of structure within chaps. 31 and 32 that J, E, D, P does not explain.

3*If one accepts a late date for the provenance of the book as a whole, it has no
bearing on the fact that the chap. 32 may be a much earlier writing.
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The Genre and Structure
of Deuteronomy 32

Discussions on the genre of Deuteronomy 32:1-43 are as diverse as the
endeavors to determine the dating and provenance of the Song itself. Paul Sander’s
discussion along these lines is particularly helpful.*> He observes that at the outset of the
twentieth century, Hermann Gunkel and R. Hauri understood the Song to be a “prophecy
of salvation” that was delivered by a false prophet during the time of Jeremiah.’®
However, the latter half of the twentieth century brought new ideas to the table. Scholars
like R. Meyer and G. Fohrer identified the genre of the Song with that of “valedictory
literature” because of its “hymnic elements at the beginning and the end and elements
from observation of history, from prophecy and wisdom in between.”*’

G. Emest Wright, J. Harvey and W. Beyerlin understood the genre of the Song

as a lawsuit (77b).*® Specifically, Wright saw it as a “lawsuit of God” patterned after the

%Sanders, The Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 84-98.

3Ibid., 16, 84. Sanders clarifies, “Since the poem announces salvation instead
of doom its author would be one of the false prophets of salvation . . . whom Jeremiah so
sharply contested” (16).

3Ibid., 86.

**Ibid., 86-87. See also Gary H. Hall (Deuteronomy, The College Press NIV
Commentary: Old Testament Series [Joplin: MO: College Press Publishing Company,
2000], 466), who also concurs that Deut 32 is a covenant lawsuit. Among those who view
chap. 32 along similar lines are A. D. H. Mayes, Deuteronomy, NCB (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1979), 380, Brueggemann, Deuteronomy, 277, Merrill, Deuteronomy, 409,
Stephen A. Geller, “The Dynamics of Parallel Verse: A Poetic Analysis of Deut 32:6-
12,” Harvard Theological Review 75, no. 1 (1982): 39. John M. Wiebe (“The Form,
Setting and Meaning of the Song of Moses,” Studia Biblica et Theologica 17, no. 2
[1989]: 127-28) understands Deut 32 as a “deliberative 7ib” because there is deliberation
on the part of the God, the judge. He cites G. von Rad and J. A. Thompson as holding
similar views.
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ancient “Hittite suzerainty treaties of the Late Bronze Age.”” In his mind, it reflects a
courtroom setting where “heaven” and “earth (32:1) were summoned as witnesses to the
proceedings.*® While opinions concerning the genre of the Song vary greatly, Sanders is
right in concluding that presently there is no real unity on the subject.*’

Steven Weitzman summarizes the debate on the genre of Deuteronomy 32, and

states that some (e.g., G. E. Wright) see the Song as a lawsuit, while others (e.g., R.

¥Wright, “The Lawsuit of God,” 45. “Lawsuit of God” is noted by the title of
his essay. Wright (52) provides five elements contained in the covenant lawsuit in Deut
32, (also seen elsewhere in Scripture) which “are based on the covenant-renewal form.”
(1) “Call to the witnesses to give ear to the proceedings. . . . (e.g., Am. 3:1; 4:1; 5:1;
etc.).”’; (2) “Introductory statement of the case at issue by the Divine Judge and
Prosecutor or by his earthly official (cf. Dt. 32:4-6; Isa. 1:2b-3; Mic. 6:2; Jer. 7:3-4).” (3)
“Recital of the benevolent acts of the Suzerain. . . . (cf. Dt. 32:7-14; Mic. 6:3-5; Jer. 2:5-
7a; etc.)”; (4) “The indictment (Dt. 32:15-18)”; (5) “The sentence (Dt. 32:19-29).”
Furthermore, Wright also sees Deut 32 to be a “broken” or “expanded rib” i.e.,
“expanded by hymnic themes drawn from Holy War traditions” (66). Cf. Herbert B.
Huffmon (“The Covenant Lawsuit in the Prophets,” Journal of Biblical Literature 78
[1959], 285-95), who also sees Deut 32 as having “close affinities” to that of a “lawsuit.”
Similarities between Deut 32 and ancient Hittite treaties are noted by Sanders (7he
Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 87). Sanders points out that G. E. Mendenhall in 1955
also saw parallels between the Yahweh/Israelite covenant and Hittite treaties (Sanders,
The Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 87). However, George E. Mendenhall (“Samuel’s
‘Broken Rib’: Deuteronomy 32,” in A Song of Power and the Power of Song, ed. Duane
L. Christensen [Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1993], 178-79) strongly disagrees that
Deut 32 was a lawsuit. On the contrary, he believes it to be a “prophetic oracle essentially
concerned with the interpretation of history past, and appealing for public opinion that
would make the future more palatable.” However, for others who also see a rib pattern in
Deut 32, see Wiebe, “The Form, Setting and Meaning of the Song of Moses™: 119-63;
Solomon A. Nigosian (“The Song of Moses [Dt 32]: A Structural Analysis,”
Ephemerides theologicae Lovanienses 72 [1996]: 5-22) sees Deut 32 as a ““covenant
lawsuit” inverted to forge a salvation oracle and the whole presented in the didactic
mode” (8).

“'Wright, “The Lawsuit of God,” 46-47.

“'Sanders, The Provenance of Deuteronomy 32, 96. Sanders points out that J.
R. Boston understands Deut 32 as a “didactic poem” (91-92). See also James Russell
Boston, “The Song of Moses: Deuteronomy 32:1-43,” (Th.D. diss., Union Theological
Seminary, 1966), 1-255. '
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Boston) understand the Song as wisdom literature. > Weitzman himself believes the two
are not mutually exclusive, and demonstrates that both didactic and legal features are also
found in an extra-biblical text known as the Words of Ahigar

Jeffrey Tigay’s observations on the Song’s genre are especially instructive. He
disagrees with those who would call 32:1-43 a “covenant lawsuit,” and argues that since
the Song has no reference to a “covenant,” we should not understand it in terms of a
suzerain/vassal relationship.** He states, “It speaks of the relationship and moral
responsibilities created by God’s treatment of Israel in terms of the relationship between
father and child . . . and it portrays Israel as a perfidious child rather than a rebellious
vassal.”** In his mind, Deuteronomy 32:1-43, should be understood.. in terms of a mixture
of genres including “didactic psalms, prophecies, and proverbs,” one that contains
hymnlike qualities as well as features found in wisdom literature.*

This study follows Tigay in assuming that Deuteronomy 32 contains a mixture

of poetic genres. It serves to highlight God’s greatness (v. 3) and his father-son

“Steven Weitzman, “Lessons from the Dying: The Role of Deuteronomy 32 in
Its Narrative Setting,” Harvard Theological Review 87, no. 4 (1995): 377-78.

PIbid., 379-80.

*Tigay, Deuteronomy, 509-10. However, unlike Tigay, other scholars (as
already noted) interpret the language of Deut 32:1-43 as a suzerain’s (Yahweh’s)
covenantal lawsuit against his wayward vassal (509). See Tigay’s list of scholars in his
Excurses 30 (545 n. 22), who interpret Deut 32:1-43 as a covenant lawsuit.

“Ibid., 509-10.

*Ibid., 509, 522. See also Von Rad, Deuteronomy, 200.
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relationship with Israel, and contains legal and wisdom elements in it.*’ However, the
purpose of the Song is didactic in nature (see v. 2). It was intended to be taught, and its
purpose was to call Israel to a remembrance of God’s acts in history (g% nm» =51, v. 7)
and warn them against apostasy in the future.** However, those acts should not be seen
solely through the lens of a sovereignty (i.e., suzerain/vassal) paradigm, but primarily
through a familial paradigm in which Yahweh is to be understood as Israel’s father.
Deuteronomy 32 presents a summary of the historical and covenantal relationship
between God and Israel, and speaks prophetically of calamities to come (v. 35).* It also
describes God’s reactions toward his son, Israel, when Israel strayed from him. He is
capable of jealousy (xip; v 21) and anger (ow3; vv. 21-22). His discipline can bring
calamity (W. 23-25.). However, God is also portrayed as compassionate (om; v. 36), as
well as just (p*73), faithful (mamy), and upright (7t v. 4). He is like an eagle/vulture (see
our discussion below on eagle/vulture) that cares for his fledgling Israel. He is thel Rock

who gives him birth, and the Father who creates him.

“TWatts points out that some (i.e., M. G. Kline, K. A. Kitchen, and P. C.
Craigie) understand chap. 32 as the “witness section” to a treaty (Watts, Psalm and Story,
75). However, Watts disagrees on the basis that ANE treaties did not end with a psalm as
is noted Deut 32, and a blessing as is found in chap. 33 (76).

*Yun Yeong Yi observes that Deut 32:2 sets the pedagogical tone for the rest
of the poem: %n 'mp® =ews 77w, “Let my teaching drop down as the rain.” (see Yun
Yeong Yi, “The Poetic Structure of ‘The Song of Moses:” A Structural Analysis and
Form-Critical Consideration of Deuteronomy 32:1-18” (unpublished seminar paper,
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2001), 5. Dennis T. Olson, Deuteronomy and the
Death of Moses: A Theological Reading (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1994), 139, calls
Deut 32 a “catechetical song.” '

“Biddle (Deuteronomy, 472) concurs that chap. 32 has a “multipurpose
character.” It is both didactic, legal, as well as having elements of praise for Yahweh.
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Regardless of how one understands the genre of the Song of Moses, all
scholars agree that it is literary poetry.”® W. F. Albright sums it well, “The Song of
Moses is one of the most impressive religious poems in the entire Old Testament . . .’
Specifically, Deuteronomy 32:1-43 is a poetic psalm’? embedded within a narration™

containing characteristics common to Hebrew poetry, such as the existence of two or

more cola within one line (32:39b contains three cola).>* Parallelism between lines is a

OEssentially, Tigay (Deuteronomy, 509) sees the Song as poetic, as is noted by
the title of his discussion “The Poem Ha’azinu (508-09).

3! Albright, “Some Remarks on the Song of Moses in Deuteronomy XXXIL”
339. Many works have been written on the subject of Hebrew poetry. For some
examples, see Wilfred G. E. Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, JSOT Supplement Series,
26 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1984); Adele Berlin, Poetics and Interpretation of Biblical
Narrative (Sheffield: The Almond Press, 1983); Adele Berlin, “Grammatical Aspects of
Biblical Parallelism,” Hebrew Union College Annual 50 (1979), Harold Fisch, Poetry
with a Purpose: Biblical Poetics and Interpretation (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1988); Stanley Gevirtz, Patterns in the Early Poetry of Israel (Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1963); Stephen A. Geller, Parallelism in Early Biblical
Poetry, Harvard Semitic Monographs, 20 (Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1979); and
David L. Petersen and Kent Harold Richards, Interpreting Hebrew Poetry (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 1992).

*Watts, Psalm and Story, 76. Contra G. Emest Wright and others, Watts
argues that the “poetic mode of the psalm” differentiates Deut 32 from the treaty
structures of the ANE.

3Ibid., 63-64. Watts recognizes that Deut 32:1-43 is framed between the
speeches of Deut 31 and Deut 32:44-52, which “are connected by narration of the actions
of Yahweh, Moses and Joshua” (63). He further states, . . . the actual setting of Deut.
32.1-43 is narrative, not speech, and it is permissible to describe it as a psalm in a
narrative context and to investigate its narrative role” (64). On another note, chap. 32
along with much of the book is structured by embedded quotes (see Robert Polzin,
“Reporting Speech in the Book of Deuteronomy: Toward a Compositional Analysis of
the Deuteronomic History,” in A Song of Power and the Power of Song: Essays on the
Book of Deuteronomy, ed. Duane L. .Christensen [Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1993],
362-64).

4Tigay, Deuteronomy, 508.
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distinctive feature of Hebrew poetry.*® In parallelism the first colon is often mirrored or
paralleled in some way (sometimes antithetically) by the second.’

Furthermore, in a bi-colon arrangement, often the B colon serves to
“embellish” the A colon, giving it new and intensified meaning.’” Robert Alter discusses
the concept of “intensification” within parallel lines as well as “specification.”® He
observes that the flow of thought normally travels from the “general” (A colon) to the
“specific” (B colon).”> Furthermore, the A colon tends to be more literal, while the B
colon is more likely to embellish what was said in the A colon in a figurative way.*® This

kind of poetic parallelism, beauty, and symmetry fill the structure of Deuteronomy 32.

>*Ibid., 508. However, while parallelism is more prevalent in poetry than in
prose, it is not necessarily the distinguishing mark between them because the
phenomenon is found in both. According to Segert, Deut 32:1-43 is illustrative of poetic
- parallelism (Stanislav Segert, “Rendering of Parallelistic Structures in the Targum
Neofiti: The Song of Moses [Deuteronomy 32:1-43],” in Salvacion en la Palabra;
Targum, Derash, Berith; en Memoria del profesor Alejandro Diez Macho [Madrid:
Ediciones Cristiandad, 1986], 517). Parallelism is a device also seen in Ugaritic poetry
(see Stanislav Segert, “Parallelism in Ugaritic Poetry,” JAOS 103.[1983]: 295-306).

%%For a concise summary on parallelism in Hebrew poetry, see Tigay,
Deuteronomy, 508. For further discussion on Hebrew poetry, see also Luis Alonso
Schokel’s work, A Manual of Hebrew Poetics, trans. Adrian Graffy, Subsidia Biblica 11
(Rome: Editrice Pontifico Istituto Biblico, 1988).

*7J. P. Fokkelman, Reading Biblical Poetry: An Introductory Guide
(Louisville: Wesminster John Knox Press, 2001), 75.

*®The terms “intensification” and “specification” are derived from Robert
Alter, The Art of Biblical Poetry (New York: BasicBooks, 1985), 20. For Alter’s full
discussion on intensification in parallel lines, see pp. 62-84.

*Ibid., 21.

%Ibid.. Occasionally, the reverse is true as well. According to Alter, sometimes
the “specific” or the “figurative” statement is in the A colon, and the “general” or the
“literal” statement is in the B colon (22). For more discussion on parallelism in biblical
poetry, see Berlin, Poetics and Interpretation, 17-43.
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An Analysis of Deuteronomy 32:6
and 18 in Context

G. B. Caird rightly affirms that in order to find meaning in language we must
first understand the context in which that language is found.®' This is especially true in
determining the meaning of divine paternity in Deuteronomy 32.

As already observed, the Song (32:6) contains the only explicit reference in

Deuteronomy to Yahweh as “father™:

NRI-SmIn MRt Is this the way you repay Yahweh,
asn &5 523 aw O foolish and unwise people?

TP TIX RWTROD Is he not your father who created you?
IO ToY XA Did he not make you and establised you?*>

Remarkably, the Song also portrays God (i.e., Yahweh) in motherly terms, as one who
can give birth (v. 18): 955m 5 naum *up T1% 2, “You forgot the Rock who bore you,
and you ignored the God who gave you birth.” The paradox is obvious. How can God be
a father who creates while at the same time be a mother who gives birth? Perhaps a

closer analysis of verses 4-21 will provide some answers.

Divine epithets and their meanings. Chapter 32 employs a variety of
epithets for divinity. The term o7& (God) and the personal name mm (Yahweh) are

commonly found throughout the Old Testament. In Deuteronomy 32, a7 occurs nine

%1Caird lists four contextual settings that one needs to be aware of in order to
find meaning in language; “verbal, situational, traditional and cultural.” {G. B. Caird, The
Language and Imagery of the Bible [ Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997], 50).

52 Although a question is not posed in the final colon, it is implied. Therefore,
we have chosen to insert it in the translation. For a full translation of vv. 4-21, see Table
A2. Translation of Deuteronomy 32:4-21, in Appendix.
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times,*® and 1y is used eight times.** The parallelistic structure of the verses in which
they are found, along with their context shed light on the author’s portrayal of the
character of Israel’s God. For example, verse 3 characterizes him as great and
praiseworthy: :oxb 573 127 x7pxr Mt aw 3, “For I will proclaim the name of Yahweh;
ascribe greatness to our God.” There, the term “Yahweh” (731 in colon A, parallels
“God” (@) in colon B. Proclaiming the name of Yahweh in the first colon, is an act of
praise to God and is highlighted by the second colon, “give greatness to our God”
(oG 573 5am) &

Verse 17 provides a glaring contrast between Israel’s God, and the supposed
“gods” of pagans, which in reality are only o*1¢.%° The ov in the B colon, clarifies who

the o1 are of the A colon. Furthermore, God (%) in the A colon, is contrasted with the

SVerse 3, (nridx) (1x); vv. 17, 39 (@vivr) (2x); v. 15 (tox) (plene spelling), v.
17 (55) (2x); vv. 4, 12, 18, 21(5%) (4x). For a discussion of the name (1) see Terrence
E. Fretheim, “on%,” in NIDOTTE, 1:405-06.

4Verses 3, 12, 19, 27, 36, 48 (mm) (6x); v. 6 (mb) (1x); v. 30 (M) (1x).%

%Verse 3 seems to follow the pattern, specific to general rather than the other
way around (“T will call out the name of the LORD,” then “ascribe greatness to our
God.”).

%6The term =y (demon) is found only twice in the Old Testament (Deut 32:17;
Ps 106:37). M. V. Van Pelt and W. C. Kaizer, Jr. (“w,” in NIDOTTE, 4:47-48) point out
that both times it is seen in its plural form (2*1) and in both occurrences the demons are
recipients of sacrifices. In light of Ps 106:37 the sacrifices probably involved child
sacrifice in Deut 32:17 as well (ibid., 48). The term is not easily defined due to its
scarcity in the Old Testament. Various possibilities have been suggested (see Joanne K.
Kuemmerlin-McLean “Demons,” in ABD, 139-40), but no consensus has been reached.
Kaufman’s quote is fitting: “One cannot help but notice the paucity of references to the
demonic in the OT and even where it occurs it is demythologized. Good and evil are in
the moral, not the metaphysical, sphere . . . . When the gods of the nations are called
shedim it is not meant that they are evil spirits, but that they are insubstantial shades, ‘no-
gods’, with neither divine nor demonic function” (cited by Van Pelt and Kaizer, “=y,” in
NIDOTTE, 4:48).
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demons of the A colon as well as the gods of the B colon. Verse 17 reveals the
waywardness of Israel. They had abandoned their God had offered sacrifices to the a1,
and exchanged the God they had known for unknown gods, the “old”” God for gods who
were new (o*¢7n) to them. God responded to Israel’s rejection of him with anger and
jealousy (v. 21).

Descriptions of God are also found throughout the chapter. Verse 4 identifies
him as God (&) and characterizes him as faithful (7mx), one who has no injustice
(5w ) and who is righteous and upright (-¢m p*13). The epithet in verse 8 reveals he is
the “Most High” (jr%y), the sovereign over all. Verse 12 describes him as a guide (7m)
vbut also the creator/maker (v. 15) who has been forsaken by Israel (nty by wm). 8
Furthermore, as already observed in verse 16, he can become jealous (x37) and angry
(ov3) over Israel’s practice of idolatry and will abhor (yx) his child (Israel) if he (mm) is
provoked and rebelled against (v. 19). Verse 18 depicts.him in feminine terms as one
who gave birth to Israel (355mm b8).*” The text also portrays a monotheistic view of God

(o), stating there is no other (v. 392): . . . *my awby &1 X3 2K 2 2 ANV W, “See

"peels notes that the term 3 (“jealousy”) has a positive and negative aspect to
it. Positively, it is employed on behalf of others. Negatively, it carries the meaning of
resentment. However, when referring to Israel’s God (see Deut 32:16) it often refers to
his anger or zealousness against idolatry. Unlike foreign gods who tolerated each other,
the xyp of Israel’s God would not let him. It was quickly kindled if his relational covenant
with Israel was jeopardized if they turned to foreign gods (see H. G. L. Peels, “x2” in
NIDOTTE, 3:937-40). Daniel 1. Block (7he Book of Ezekiel 1-24, NICOT [Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1997], 13-14) states that x3> connotes the aroused passion of God when there
is an intrusion of third party lover that tomes between him and Israel. See also Tigay
(Deuteronomy, 306), who notes that the term x3p carries the meaning of being “incensed”
and “impassioned.”

®Verse 6 also depicts God (Yahweh) as creator.

%Verse 18 also describes God as a “Rock” who begets (7197).
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now that I, even I, am he, and there is no god withme . . . . Finally, verses 23-48
describe him as a warrior who can bring calamity (7; v. 35), as well as a compassionate
(m; v. 36) judge (;7; v. 36) who can speak (137; v. 48) in an audible voice to Moses, a
human being.m

However, of special interest to this study is the significance of the
metaphorical epithets for divinity within the chapter, for the study of the epithets may
clarify how God became Israel’s father, as well as how he functions as a father. These
features are specifically expressed through the epithets “rock,” “eagle,” and “father.””’ A
close analysis of these expressions may shed light on the parental and fatherly image of
God. In the closing section of this study, the epithet “Most High” (j+5y) and how it

contributes to our understanding of God as father will also be discussed briefly.

Yahweh as “Rock” (1x). The Old Testament employs ¢ seventy-four
times.”* It can be employed for “rock™ in the literal sense, but often it is used as an

epithet for divinity.” In Deuteronomy, =i as a verb meariing “to besiege, bind,” occurs

" Although v. 6 uses the name m (line 1A), it will be discussed separately
because the name is used comparatively with “father” (line 2A).

"'For a discussion of these metaphors, and imageries of “mother” and
“warrior” see Olson, Deuteronomy and the Death of Moses, 140-43

" Andrew E. Hill, “~3,” in NIDOTTE, 3:793. See also Abraham Even-
Shoshan, A New Concordance of the Bible: Thesaurus of the Language of the Bible;
' - Hebrew and Aramaic Roots, Words Proper Names Phrases and Synonyms (Jerusalem:
“Kiryat Sefer” Publishing House, 1997), 982. A. S. van der Woude (“ siir rock,” in
TLOT, 2:1068) states the word, =1 is found only seventy times in the Old Testament.

Marjo Christina Annette Korpel, “Rock =1z, ¥50,” in DDD, ed. Karel van der
Toorn, Bob Becking and Pieter W. van der Horst, 2™ ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1999), 709.
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five times (2:9, 19; 14:25; 20:12, 19.).74 Four times, it is used in the context of armed
conflict (2:9,19; 20:12, 19). Once, it refers to the binding of money in the hand (14:25).
The book employs = as a noun nine times, eight of which are found in chapter 32.7
Two of these (32:31, 37) refer to pagan gods, and five (32:4, 15, 18, 30, 31) refer to the
God of Israel. Once, it refers literally to a flinty rock from which oil was drawn
(32:13).7 The final occurrence (8:15) is also literal, in reference to a rock in the

wilderness from which water flowed.

"Even-Shoshan, A New Concordance of the Bible, 982. Cf. Solomon
Mandelkern, Veteris Testamenti Concordantiae Hebraicae Atque Chaldaicae (Tel-Aviv:
Shocken Publishing House, 1974), 993. Fabry points out that there appears to be no
etymological correlation between the verb and the noun =x (see H. J. Fabry, “m3,” in
TDOT, 12:311).

">The nine occurrences are Deut 8:15; 32: 4, 13, 15, 18, 30, 31 (2x), 37 (see
Even-Shoshan, 4 New Concordance of the Bible, 982-83). The nine occurrences are
Contra Staffan Olofsson (God Is My Rock: A Study of Translation Technique and
Theological Exegesis in the Septuagint, Coniectanea Biblica Old Testament Series 31
[Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 1990], 38), who states that = is
employed only six times in the Song. According to Even-Shoshan the word is actually
found eight times in chap. 32 (see Even-Shoshan, A New Concordance of the Bible, 982-
83). Seven occurrences are in reference to deity (see vv. 4, 15, 18, 30, 31a (2x), 37). Cf.
also Mandelkern, Veteris Testamenti Concordantiae Hebraicae Atque Chaldaicae, 993-
94. Every instance in Deuteronomy where “rock” is used in reference to deity, the LXX
translates it as “God” or “god/s” (Bedceol), (see Septuaginta, ed. Alfred Rahifs [Stuttgart:
Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1979]). See also Olofsson, God is my Rock, 38-39. For a
comment on the LXX translation 8ed¢ for “rock™ in vv. 4a, 15, 18, and 30, see Duane L.
Christensen, Deuteronomy 21:10--34:12, WBC, vol. 6B (Nashville: Thomas Nelson
Publishers, 2002), 791.

"The two literal references for “rock” occur in v. 13. One is translated “rock,”
from the word v (rock or cliff), which is found only once in the Song of Moses (v. 13).
All other uses of =33 in the Song are metaphorical, except for this one in v. 13.
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Biblical writings often uses the term =33 to describe God’s protection and
strength.”” This is not surprising, since by definition, in its cognate form, the word can
mean “mountain” or “refuge.””® The term seems to have its origin in the northwestern
Semitic languages” and was used when speaking of mountain deities.** Israel appears to
have borrowed the term and applied it to Yahweh.®' However, the Old Testament not
only reveals what Michael P. Knowles calls “static images” of God (i.e., strength,
fortress, refuge, etc.), but also “active” ones.*? As a rock, God actively redeems and
delivers.*> The close proximity of the terms “rock” and “deliverer” or “rock and

“redeemer” in other biblical references suggest a semantic overlap between

""Michael P. Knowles, ““The Rock, His Work Is Perfect’: Unusual Imagery
for God in Deuteronomy XXXIL” VT 39, no. 3 (1989): 322, and Van der Woude, “-sx,”
1070. Cf. also Ludwig Koehler and Walter Baumgartner, “s3,” in HALOT, 3:1017.

"«Sadi,” ed. Erica Reiner, in CAD, 17:51, 55. Cf. also Tigay, Deuteronomy,
402. Etymologically, = is similar to its Ugaritic counterpart “mountain” (gr). (See
Korpel, “Rock =3, vbe,” in DDD, 709). See also H. J. Fabry, “,” in TDOT, 12:312.

"See Fabry, “aw,” in TDOT, 12:311. Cf. A. S. van der Woude, “~sx sir rock,”
in 72.OT, 2:1067-1068.

%%Certain ANE gods were called “great mountain,” as in the case of Enlil (see
“Sadii,” in CAD, 17:57). This Akkadian cognate (3adi) means “mountain” or
“mountainous area” (Koehler and Baumgartner, “733,” in HALOT, 3:1017). Cf. also
“Sadii,” in CAD, 17:49-51). See also CAD, 17:55 where it is also defined as “the home of
(foreign) gods.”

8K nowles, “The Rock, His Work is Perfect,” 316. See also Hill, “us,” 794,
and John E. Hartley, “ss,” in TWOT (Chicago: Moody Press, 1980), 2:762.

$2Knowles, “The Rock, His Work is Perfect,” 309.

BSee Knowles’ discussion and references of the activities of God as a “Rock”;
(Ps. 144:1-2 [deliverer]), (Ps. 78:35 [redeemer]). Ibid., 308-09. For the narrative usage of
“rock” in the Israelite exodus from Egypt and the deliverance motif attached to “rock”
throughout Scripture, see Fabry, “ux,” in 7DOT, 12:317.
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them.®*

In the Old Testament, the term “rock” can describe a literal rock, but it also can
be a metaphorical expression. From a canonical perspective, the first mention of a literal
“rock” (=) is found in Exodus 17:6. There, Moses is said to have struck the rock at
Meribah and God saved his people by giving them water. The rock at Meribah seems to
have become associated with the concept of salvation and deliverance, as references to
that literal “rock” in other biblical texts often seem to highlight that idea.*’ = is
mentioned again in Exodus 33:21-22 where God’s hand protected Moses from seeing his
face while Moses was hidden in a crevice (n77) of the rock. On the one hand, according
to Exodus 17:6,4at a rock God provided salvation from extinction for his people by giving

them water.®® On the other hand, Exodus 33:21-22 depicts the rock as an object of

$*For the concept of Yahweh/God as a rock in conjunction with either
salvation, deliverer, redeemer, shield, strength, or place of refuge, see Deut 32:15, 37 (in
v. 37 the rock of refuge is employed sarcastically for foreign gods); 1 Sam 2:1-2; 2 Sam
22:2-3, 31-32, 47, Pss 18:3 (2), 47 (46); 19:15 (14);, 31:3-4 (2-3) 61:3-4 (2-3) 62:1-3 (1-
2), 6-9 (5-8); 71:3; 78:35; 89:27 (26), 94:22; 95:1; 144:1-2; and Isa 17:10.

Fabry, “ms,” in TDOT, 12:317. See Fabry’s rock deliverance citations, Deut
8:15;32:13; Job 29:6; Pss 78:15; 105:41; 114:8; Isa 48:21;

%6The parallel between “rock” (salvation) and Meribah (n2*1) seem to be
reinforced in Ps 95:1, sy 7sb ay=n mab nam 15; “Come let us joyfully shout out to
Yahweh and let us shout to the rock of our salvation.” Verse 8 adds, no22% wipnbx
23 men ot 1avmd, “Do not harden your hearts like at Meribah, as in the day of
Massah in the wilderness.” In Deuteronomy, the poet brings to mind the incident of
Meribah in Deut 33:8. This seems to have been the source of the poet’s thinking when he
spoke of the “rock of salvation” in Deut 32:15. Hill (“ws,” in NIDOTTE, 3:793.) observes
that-from a theological perspective the term “rock” is important in the Old Testament
because historically (especially in Exodus) it is employed to reveal God’s redemption of
Israel (e.g., water and oil came from a rock, cf. Deut 8:15; 32:13; Pss 78:20; 105:41,
114:8). Borrowing from Albright (who observed that the term “rock™ is used as an epithet
for deities and that Israel borrowed the term without the “polytheistic baggage” [see p.
793]), Hill observes that for Israel’s God it carried the meaning of creator, protector,
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protection for Moses from the glory of God’s face (77 mp12 Trnipy *12n -2y ', “when
my glory is passing by, I will place you in the crevice of the rock”).*” These accounts of
literal rocks seems to have provided a conceptual framework for later metaphorical
usages of “rock” pertaining to divinity in the Old Testament. Moreover, they offer a
plausible historical background for the idea of salvation, protection and refuge in later
usages of the “rock” metaphor when referring to God.®®

While the Old Testament often employs the term =32 as an epithet for Yahweh

or God.*’ Regularly, “Rock,” “Yahweh,” or “God,” occur in the same verse, revealing

- savior, provider, and judge (i.e., a “righteous judge”). For Hill’s Scripture references to
back these claims, see Hill, “~1z,” 793. On another note, one must keep in mind that when
the term “rock” (literal) is employed as an object of protection, redemption, or salvation,
it is actually Yahweh who is doing the protecting, redeeming, and saving, not the rock.
Furthermore, when the term “rock” is employed metaphorically for Yahweh, again, the
above qualities of the rock can only be understood in terms of Yahweh.

¥ corresponds to the word “mountain” in Ugaritic (see Korpel, “Rock =,
y%o,” in DDD, 709). Cf. also Van der Woude, ““ns sir rock,” in 7L0OT, 2:1067.
Interestingly, it was on a mountain (Sinai) where Moses had his “rock” encounter with
God’s glory.

88For scriptural references, pertaining to divinity and the rock metaphor, see
this chapter n. 84. For a full discussion on etymology, and how “rock” is employed in
biblical and extra-biblical occurrences, see Fabry, “=sx,” in 7DOT, 12:311-21.

%The term v is also used for Yahweh. Both = and v%0 can be employed
together, as in Ps 18:3 (2). A.S. van der Woude notes that 7w and v are related
semantically (see “3s siir rock,” in 7LOT, 2:1068). Although vo is interchangeable with
=1, it tends to be used in reference to small rocks rather than large ones (see Andrew E.
Hill, “v%0,” in NIDOTTE, 3:267). Hill notes that v%¢ is used for God in 2 Sam 22:2 and in
Ps 42:10 (9)..The term is used 56 times in the Old Testament. See Hill, “v%p,” in
NIDOTTE, 3:267. = is found 74 times in the Old Testament (see this chapter n. 72
above). On rare occasions Yahweh may be described as 128 (rock or stone) such as is
noted in Ps 118:22 and Isa 28:16 (see Andrew E. Hill “a8,” in NIDOTTE, 1:249).
However, John Oswalt points out there is considerable disagreement on the definition of
1a% in Isa 28:16. Oswalt himself suggests that the stone (ja&, which is also the cornerstone,
=) is simply “the whole complex of ideas relating to the Lord’s revelation of his
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that the “rock” metaphor for Yahweh was well established. When “rock” refers to
Israel’s God it overwhelmingly presents him in positive light. The descriptions are
numerous; savior (e.g., 2 Sam 22:3 [3]); salvation (e.g., Deut 32:15 [God as maker =
“rock of salvation”]; 2 Sam 22:3, 47; Pss 18:3 [2], 47, 62:3 [2], 7 [6]; 89:27 [26]; 95:1
[3z]); deliverer (e.g., 2 Sam 22:2; Ps 18:3 [2] [v%0]); fortress (e.g., 2 Sam 22:2; Pss 18:3
[2]; 31:4 [3]; 71:3 [¥%]); stronghold (e.g., 2 Sam 22:3; Pss 18:3 [2]; 31:3 [2]; 62:3 [2], 7
[6] [s]); shield (e.g., 2 Sam 22:3; Ps 18:3 [2] []); refuge (e.g., 2 Sam 22:3; Pss 18:3
[2]; 94:22; Isa 17:10 [x]); strength (e.g., Pss 31:3 [2]; 62:8 [7] [s]); habitation (e.g., Ps
71:3 []).

“Rock™ can also be employed negatively for Yahweh. For instance, Isaiah
8:14a states, . . . . St 'n2 agh Ston sy qu 1285 wIpnb i, “Then he [Yahweh] will
become as a holy place and as a striking stone (];:5)91 and a rock (33) of stumbling to the
dwellers of the house of Israel . . . .” However, this text must also be understood in light
of Isaiah 8:13. There Yahweh is understood to be holy (&), one to be feared (x77) and
dreaded (y7v). In this sense, the metaphorical expressi(;n for Yahweh, “rock” is a double-

edged. On the positive side, he is all that is listed above. On the negative side, if one is

faithfulness and the call to reciprocate with the same kind of faithfulness toward him”
(see John N. Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah: Chapters 1-39, NICOT (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1986), 518. For further discussion on 128, see Van der Woude, “w sir rock,”
in TLOT, 2:1068-70.

"These references serve only as examples of positive descriptions of the
“rock” in conjunction with divinity in the biblical text.

*Here Oswalt understands “stone” (i.e., 13%) to be Israel’s God. (Oswalt, The
Book of Isaiah, 234).
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not in right relationship with him, his character collides with the arrogance of one’s
rebellion (an element found in Deut 32).2

Michael P. Knowles points out that the use of =33 in Deuteronomy is unique in
that it is depicted in “moral” and “covenantal” ways.” Staffan Olofsson adds that the
term “rock” in Deuteronomy 32 generally means salvation or refuge, but he also notes
that in verse four, it carries with it the uniqﬁe concept of righteousness.”* Where one
might expect the “rock” to be described as a place of refuge and protection, only
descriptions of righteousness are given.”> For instance, the rock is perfect (z'nn) in his
actions and just (»eun) in his ways (line 1). He is ®x (line 2) who is faithfu_l (o), has

no injustice (>w 1x1), and is righteous (p*73), and upright ().’

*2Oswalt rightly affirms that in the New Testament, Jesus becomes the
embodiment of God’s “double-edged nature of . . . self-revelation” (Oswalt, The Book of
Isaiah, 234). See also his New Testament citations, Matt 21:44; Luke 2:34; Rom 9:33
(235). For a brief comment on the imagery in Isaiah 8:14 as a departure from the normal
understanding of the “rock” metaphor, see Korpel, “Rock =13, ¥%0,” in DDD, 710.

PKnowles, “The Rock, His Work is Perfect,” 311. According to Peter Craigie,
“rock” is a metaphorical description of the covenantal God of Israel (Craigie, The Book of
Deuteronomy, 378). Merrill states that the rock metaphor describes God’s character. He
is one who is “faithful” and “dependable” (Merrill, Deuteronomy, 410). Mark E. Biddle
suggests it expresses “permanence and reliability” (Biddle, Deuteronomy, 473). Most
scholars agree that the metaphor depicts God in terms that Israel is not. Cf.
Brueggemann, Deuteronomy, 278.

*0lofsson, God is my Rock, 38. See also 1 Sam 2:2, and Hab 1:12 that also
declare a moral (i.e., “holy”) side to Yahweh to whom the rock refers. See also Psalm
92:16 (15) that states that Yahweh (the rock) is not unrighteous (minby-xby).

*Ibid.

%This concept has covenantal overtones, as is noted by Deut 7:9, where the
faithfulness of God is in apposition with his keeping of the covenant with Israel.

‘ °7 In the above context, rock can carry the meaning of creator and
righteousness (see Sten Hidal, “Reflections on Deuteronomy 32,” in Annual of the
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As already observed, the term “rock” carries a variety of meanings, some of
which are found in Deuteronomy 32.°® However, it is striking that at the outset of the
Song the author portrays the metaphorical “rock” (Yahweh) as holy and righteous (v. 4)
in contrast to Israel who has corrupted himself (%% nng). Later in the chapter, that
corruption is explained as Israel’s rebellion in following after other gods (vv. 15-17, 21,
37-38). Accordingly, Israel’s rejection of the “rock was a rejection of Yahweh who was
holy and was a father over them. Their rejection of him, in turn, would bring on the
jealousy and anger of Yahweh against his children (see vv. 16, 19).

Secondly, God (5&), who is presented as a “rock” in verse 4 is also addressed
as “father”: 7oy w1 Tan mn-m’vj, “Is he not your father who created you?” (v. 6). The
close proximity of the descriptions of “rock™ as righteous (observed above) and the
“father” as creator suggest that the descriptions for each epithet are interchangeable.”

Accordingly, the descriptions of Yahweh as “rock™ (v. 4) can also be said of Yahweh as

Swedish Theological Institute, ed. Gosta Lindeskog and Helmer Ringgren, Festschrift
Gillis Germleman [Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1978], 11:16). Knowles states that only two other
Old Testament passages describe God the Rock in this way; 1 Sam 2:2 and Ps 92:16 (15)
(Knowles, “The Rock, His Work is Perfect,” 311). Cf. also Tigay, Deuteronomy, 300-01.
For a full translation of v. 4, see Table A2. Translation of Deuteronomy 32:4-21, in
Appendix.

% Assuming “rock” and “father” are used interchangeably in Deut 32 (see vv.
4, 6, 18), then “rock” can also be associated with what Korpel calls “the motif of
creation.” For similar observations of an Ugaritic stone deity fathering children, see
Korpel’s reference to Die keilalphabetischen Texte aus Ugarit (KTU 1.100) in M.C.A.
Korpel, “Rock =, ¥50,” in DDD, 710. Korpel points out that “rock™ can be associated
with creation, as well as protection (Korpel, “Rock =, v50,” in DDD, 710).

1t appears that Knowles (“The Rock, His Work is Perfect,” 311) statement, .
. . the ascription of holiness clearly parallels the rock metaphor, . .".” fits the context of
this passage (vv. 3-6).
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creator (v. 6). He is the creator God of justice and righteousness.'*

The implications of the father’s holiness for Israel, the son, deserve mention.
Chapter 3 of this study revealed that a father of good character would desire to instill his
values in his children. The continuity of his family line and name depended on it. This
involved more than procreation. It implied a transfer of character from father to son.
Similar observations are seen in God’s metaphorical fatherhood over Israel in
Deuteronomy 32. Since the father is holy, he desires his son to be holy. When his son
rejected that holy character, it posed a threat to the covenantal relationship between them,

which in turn (as already observed) moved Yahweh to anger.''

'°The Hebrew word w3 in Deut 32:6 differs from the word found in Gen 1:1
x732. The former can mean “acquire, buy, create . . . produce , . . .’ (see Cornelius, [zak
and Raymond C. Van Leeuwen, “n3p,” in NIDOTTE, 3:940. Translators differ on their
translation of n3p. The AV (Authorized Version) prefers to translate it as “bought.” The
NIV (New International Version) uses “made”; the NAS (New American Standard)
renders it “bought”; the LXX uses the term éxtioato (from ktaopar) “to procure for
oneself, get, acquire” (see H. G. Liddell and R. Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, Rev.
Supp. ed. [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996], 1001). Commentators also disagree on their
rendition of myp. Biddle translates it as “begot” (see Biddle, Deuteronomy, 474), Coffman
uses the word “bought” (James Burton Coffman, Commentary on Deuteronomy: The
Fifth Book of Moses, Pentateuchal Series [Abilene: ACU Press, 1988], 4:359); Von Rad
renders it “created” (Von Rad, Deuteronomy, 192), Tigay also translates it “created”
(Tigay, Deuteronomy, 302). For a similar observation, see Christensen, Deuteronomy
21:10—34:12, 796. To render the term “bought” plays nicely into the concept of adoption
through a purchase (see Matthews, “Marriage and Family in the Ancient Near East,” 18-
19). Given the context of the word with the following word ny (to make), it probably is
best to render m3p as “created.” However, both translations “bought” or “created” are in
keeping with the functions of a father who could procure children through either adoption
or procreation. According to Ringgren, the term is broad enough to include creation and
childbearing. See his references Prov 8:22 and Gen 4:1 in “ax 'abh,” in TDOT, 1:17. See
also Knowles, “The Rock, His Work is Perfect,” 313, who sees the “rock” metaphor as
having links with the “theme” of “creation or generation.” For a discussion on “rock” as
creator and protector, see Korpel, “Rock =%, ¥50,” in DDD, 710.

1°!Chapter 32 reveal emotive qualities of God because of Israel’s rejection. In
v. 16, he is provoked to jealousy and anger. In v. 19, he abhors or spurns his children and
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To summarize, Deuteronomy 32:4 casts the “rock” metaphor in moral terms of
perfection, justice, truthfulness, and righteousness.'® Assuming the metaphor extends to
the descriptions of Yahweh as “father” (v. 6), it may include a procreative function,
which is substantiated by 32:18.'® However, as already stated, unlike the gods of the
Canaanite pantheon, it should not be interpreted with sexual overtones. In terms of
Israel’s history, the father’s act of producing a son (v. 6) may be interpreted in terms of

19 of Israel as a nation in the wilderness or in Egypt itself.'®> The moral

God’s creation
descriptions of “rock” (v. 4) at the very least describe the characteristics of God as father

in terms of his righteousness.

is provoked by them. Verse 20, states that he “hid” his face from them. Again, in v. 21,
he is provoked and angered. In vv. 22ff, he is angered enough to destroy them.

1924 similar observation between rock and Yahweh’s righteousness is also
noted in Ps 92:16 (15). See Knowles, “The Rock, His Work is Perfect,” 311.

19van der Woude notes that when we speak of God’s progenitive capability it
is not to be understood in terms of progenitive mythology (i.e., gods procreating
children). Rather, it is simply an assertion that God brought Israel into existence. On
another note, he points out that =13 was a title given honorifically in personal names as
well as for deity (see Van der Woude, “~sz siir rock,” in 7207, 2:1070). For more
discussion on “rock” as a “mythical progenitor,” see Fabry, “ms,” in 7DOT, 12:319-20.

1%The LXX translator rendered the last word in Deut 32:6 (j12), as “created.”
Wevers suggests that the translator was “influenced by the coordinate ¢roinoév,” and
translated the word as “created” (éxtLoév). See John William Wevers, Nofes on the Greek
Text of Deuteronomy in Society of Biblical Literature: Septuagint and Cognate Studies
Series 39 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1995), 512.

1% Craigie suggests that God’s creation of Israel is a reference to Sinai as well
as the exodus (Craigie, The Book of Deuteronomy, 379). However, Tigay notes that the
Deut 32:6 does not actually state the time Israel was created (Tigay, Deuteronomy, 302).
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The second metaphorical occurrence of “rock” (v. 15) strengthens the
argument for “rock™ as a creative entity.'®® The poet describes a wayward Jeshurun
(]ng)107 as one who “forsook the God who made him [sty] [line 2, colon A] and scorned
the Rock of his salvation [inye] [line 2, colon B].” The parallelism between the cola
intensifies the kind of forsaking that took place. It was a scornful forsaking.

198 the God whom the second

Furthermore, it was a forsaking of the God who made him,
colon refers to as the rock of salvation. Clearly, verse 15 portrays “rock” as synonymous
with God as creator, and reveals him in terms of salvation. In light of verses 10-12 it
appears the making and saving of Israel took place in a wilderness (27») where Yahweh \
found (xgn) him (see v. 10) and cared for him as an eagle cares for its young (see v.

1 1).109 In a broader sense, the whole exodus experience can be understood in salvific and
creative terms. God saved Israel from slavery in Egypt as well as from extinction in the
wilderness. In essence, it was God’s creation and salvation of the nation of Israel
expressed metaphorically as a divine father’s creation and salvation of a son. As already
noted, the salvific elements in the rock metaphor are well-known throughout Scripture
(see Deut 32:15; 2 Sam 22:3, 47, Pss 18:3 [2], 47, 62:3 [2], 7 [6], 89:27 [26]; 95:1).

However, as Michael P. Knowles observes, Deuteronomy 32 carries the theme of God’s

1%yerse 13 mentions “rock,” but not metaphorically. However, the way in
which vbo and =s2 are employed in v. 13 suggests it “rock™ can be understood as an
object of provision (cf. Hill, “vb,” in NIDOTTE, 3:267). For a discussion on the
synonymy between v5 and =, see Fabry, “ms,” in 7DOT, 12:314.

19Essentially, pmu refers to Israel. See Tigay, Deuteronomy, 306.

198«Rock” in Deut 32:15, 18 should be understood in creative and generative
terms, see Olofsson, God Is My Rock, 38-39.

1% For a similar observation, see Merrill, Deuteronomy, 416.
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generative actions more graphically than any other biblical text (see his comparative
references; Job 38:8, 28-29; Pss 89:27 [26]; 90:2; Isa 45:10)."'° In essence, 32:15
continues to portray the rock metaphor as having creative qualities, a theme unusually
highlighted three verses later.'"’

The “rock” metaphor occurs for the third time in verse 18. Again, it serves as
a synonym for the God of Israel. Grammatically, 7w is a masculine noun.''? However,
on this occasion, “rock” is portrayed as feminine, as if “she” were a woman, who bears
children: 755mn bx mawm “un 7% "; “You forgot the Rock who bore you, and you
ignored the God who gave you birth.” The words 715" and 75%m describe a woman
writhing in pain while giving birth to a child."®> 355mm in the second colon, intensifies
and illustrates in more detail the action of 71%" in the first colon.

Similar to Deut 32:18, the terms %1 (to bear a child) and 5n/5n (to travail or
be in anguish bearing a child) are employed together in other biblical references (of

animals bearing their young [Job 15:7; 39:1]; of God making mountains and the earth [Ps

N9 nowles, “The Rock, His Work is Perfect,” 313. Knowles cites Deut 32:6,
12, 15, 18 as verses that carry the generative theme inherent in the “rock” metaphor.

"'Ibid., 313 (especially see Knowles’ comments on =% and Sn in his n. 14).
"2Brown, Driver, and Briggs, “ms,” in BDB, 849,

"The term 7% is used primarily for a woman who gives birth (see Tigay,
Deuteronomy, 307 and “+>*“ in BDB, 408-09). See also J. Schreiner, and G. J.
Botterweck., ‘9%, in TDOT, 6:76-77. % or >'n can have the meaning of whirling or
dancing (see David S. Dockery, “on,” in NIDOTTE, 2:45-47), but also of writhing in pain
as in a woman giving birth (see Victor Hamilton “>n,” in NIDOTTE, 2:116; see also
Tigay, Deuteronomy, 307). For the meaning of %, see also H. Eising, “>,” in 7DOT,
4:260-64. Eising points out that Mandelkern combines S (“dance”) with 5n (“be in
labor”) giving a broader meaning for both of them (see Eising, “»wn,” in TDOT, 4:260-
61). Both roots are seen in Ugaritic (Eising, “bn,” in TDOT, 4:261). See also “oin [5n]”
in BDB, 296-97.
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90:2]; of the people of Babylon compared to a woman giving birth [Isa 13:8]; of the sea
bearing children [Isa 23:4];!'* of Israel'"’ compared to a woman bearing a child [Isa
26:17,18]; of a father begetting [%], [Isa 45:10a]; of a woman giving birth [>n], [Isa
45:10b]; of commanding the barren to sing who have not travailed in childbearing [Isa
54:1]; of Zion giving birth [Isa 66:7]; of the earth giving birth [n], [Isa 66:8b]; of a
nation being born (1), [Isa 66:8b]; of Zion being in labor (%), [Isa 66:8c]; of Zion
giving birth [1%], [Isa 66:8c]; of Zion compared to a woman giving birth [Mic 4:9, 10]).
In Psalm 51:7 (5), %n 1s also juxtaposed with the term am (to conceive).''°

In light of the broader range of usage of the terms %n and =% throughout the
Old Testament, clearly the rock metaphor in Deuteronomy 32:18 is capable of not only
male, but also female characteristics, the parental embodiment of both father and
mother.''” However, one must keep in mind that this is metaphorical language within a

poetic framework. It is a literary device used to describe a function or role of divinity,

which goes beyond gender-relatedness,''® rather than a declaration that God is either

""“Oswalt interprets this as Yam, the Canaanite god who inhabits the sea or
Tyre’s father (see Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah, 431).

5Thus Oswalt (ibid., 484).

1165ee Anthony Tomasino, “ar,” in NIDOTTE, 2:436-37. In Prov 8:24, 25, o
is used once in each verse (without 7%) revealing that wisdom was born before there was
water, mountains or hills.

"WFor a discussion (with Scripture references) on the motherhood of God, see
Gottfried Vanoni, “Du bist doch unser Vater " (Jes 63, 16): zur Gottesvorstellung des
Ersten Testaments, Stuttgarter Bibelstudien 159 (Stuttgart: Verlag Katholisches
Bibelwerk GmbH, 1995), 77-79.

"8Marc Z. Brettler states that the metaphor of “father” for God can have
various meanings depending on the context. For example in Deut 8:5 it portrays him as a
disciplinarian. On other occasions it may be a description of his compassion (Ps 103:13).
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female or male.''® The poet is simply describing the mysterious One in terms of the

SA