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The Prayers of the Bible: Their Form and
- Content

The main concern in this paper is naturally with the Book of

Psalms: I am a teacher of the Old Testament. If the Word of God *

is contained in the Law and the Prophets (in the Law for the Jew,
in the Prophets for the Christian), and if the Psalms are devout
men’s response to the holy, friendly Presence, then my inquiry
is for the relation of the Psalms to Hebrew history and theology;
lex credendi lex orandi. And before I am done I shall have a
little to say about the New Testament.

I. Form

The most sienificant work on the Psalter in the last generation
was done by Hermann Gunkel and some of his disciples. Though
much of it is well known, T hope you will allow me to recall a few
points from his discussions.

(1) The vast body of Psalmody outside the 150 pieces in our
book—psalms scattered through the historical and prophetic books,
psalms in the Apocrypha and the New Testament, the so-called
Psalms of Solomon, psalms in the Wisdom literature, and prayers
of the ancient Jewish liturgy, besides hundreds of Babylonian,
Assyrian, and Egyptian psalms. The study of this body of praise
and prayer has helped us greatly to an understanding of the
Psalter.

(2) The likelihood that Hebrew psalmody was rooted in the
Hebrew cultus. The cultus consisted of actions; the actions were
commonly accompanied by words which declared their meaning
or added to their efficacy.

(Read Dt. 26:1-11)1

Thus words of prayer (in poetic or rhythmical form) had in
the cultus what Gunkel calls their Sitz im Leben. These cultus-
songs acquired a well-defined structure, and idiom of thought,
which they retained for a thousand years. As time went on they
outgrew at many points the limitations of the eultus, but they
never quite lost the marks of their cultural origin.

(3) Gunkel’s four primary categories are:
(a) The people’s hymn, or song of praise,
(b) The people’s ery of distress,
(¢) The individual’s ery of distress, and
(d) The individual’s song of thanksgiving.

Some of these gave rise to daughter-categories which attained
independent form; and there are some little groups that may have
had a different origin. But the four primary categories take us a
long way.

1.—To save space, Biblical passages referred to are not printed in full. )



(4) The normal beginning of the people’s hymn is a verh in

the 2nd person imperative plural: ‘‘Praise ye’’, ‘‘Give thanks™, -

““‘Sing ye’’, ete. The object of the verb is always God: The germ-
cell of such a psalm is Hallelujah (‘‘Praise ye the Lord). The
body of the psalm enumerates the reasons for which God is to
be pra'ised. Almost invariably it is for something he has done;
and his great and praiseworthy deeds belong to one or other
o_f two spheres, nature and history. If the psalmist is moved to
sing of the world of nature it is of the doings of the great Creator
and Ordere}' of the world that he sings; if he is moved by God’s
doings in history, he sings of the marvellous events of the Exodus.
Two chapters, Genesis 1 and Exodus 14, echo and re-echo through
the halls of Hebrew hymnody. S

(Read Psalm 136:1-22)

.It is the people’s hymn that shows us what the cultus meant at
its bes-t.—\yhen men gathered from far and near to the festivals.
At these times men felt in highest degree how strong and glorious
how_gracmus a God Jehovah was. They were lifted Ep wit};
gratitude and joy; they were humbled with a great awe. Enthus-
lasm and reverence, praise and humble gladness were the dominant
notes. At such times petitions were rare; piety was disinterested.
In th-ese' songs of praise there is a magnificant objectivity ; even
the ferrible aspects of a pure theism are cherished. ’

(5) Thg people’s cry of distress belongs to a day of calamity
drought, famine, pestilence, locusts, invasion. Men humbled ‘(her;lj
selves and‘ fasted; young and old gathered at the sanctuary, of-
fered sacrifice, rent their garments, wailed, blew the trump.et as
if to storm ho.eavven and move God to intervene (Joel). The peopyle’s
ery opens with a vocative: ““O Lord’’, ““O God’’, ete.; setting a

thou cleaxh'ly over against a ‘““we’’. The apneél to "‘thou”r is
yep.eaf?d again and again through to the end. On the other hand
}t s “‘we > who tell the distress, often in eoreat detail, who ery
or del;veranee, and all the while ‘‘we’” bring considerations to
his notice that should move him to action. =

(Read Psalm 79:1-13)

ﬁ heavy calamity has befallen J_erusalem: despoiled by an enemy,
er peoplg mas.saered, her shrine desecrated. Surely Jehovah
cvannot 'be’ ,lIlSEIlSI.ble to insult: it is lése-majesté. ‘“We are brought
very low’’; surely he will have pity. So faith reaches throgg'h

calamity to salvation: ““So we th
: s : y peopl 5 5
will give thee thanks for ever”y F13§),e SRS T

. (6) The' wmdwidual’s cry of distress would also be originally
the lac?ompgn}ment of a sacrifice, by words and deeds together
E[I}:lapt oring divine help. It was sickness more than anythin}:r else
(‘od sent ﬁlp the shrill ery to .God. As in the previous ecategory
l;sal Hxls eflr 1 ed on at the -beg‘mmngz and repeatedly throughout the
A 1e body of the psalm is likely to be a narrative and
escription of the sickness, but the language used is so vague that
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in no case can a particular disease be indentified; the language
rather takes on a pictorial quality and we hear the details of the
sick man’s going down to Sheol.

(Read Psalm 88)

(7) The individual’s song of thanksgiing grows out of
deliverance from sickness, danger, or persecutors. The oratefnl
man comes to the sanctuary with his friends, recounts the story
of God’s goodness, and presents his offering. Both offering and
song bear one name, Todal.

(Read Psalm 66:13-16 or 116:12-14)

IT CONTENT

So far Gunkel, who deals with bhoth the form and the matter.
I will confine myself from now on to the matter, and indeed to
one part of the matter only (though it is a great part), namely,
those events in Israel’s history that find a place in Israel’s prayer
and praise. Christian hymnody confines itself to one set of events,
those recorded in the Gospels and the beginning of Aects; you will
hardly find a modern hymn that refers to anything that has
happened in the last 1900 years. But Hebrew hymnody took
account of at least three sets of events:

(1) The Exodus,
(2) The Kingdom of David,
(3) The Exile and the Restoration.

If T were adding a fourth it would be the story of Creation, for
what Israel had to say about Creation is drawn into the orbit of
her history; for her, creation was not of scientific interest. But
further, history was for Israel a theology, a theology of deeds,
not a theology of speculation about nature and man and God, but:
essentially the story of the Lord’s mighty deeds. Genesis 1 was
not science: it was theology. The other three, which are history
in the more obvious sense, we shall take in order.

1. Tee Exopus

The deliverance from Egypt was basic in Israel’s life. ol
am the Lord thy God who brought thee out of the land of Egypt,
out of the house of bondage’’. No other single event is mentioned
so often in the Old Testament. Amos thinks that if Israel had
understood what the event signified she could never have erred as
she did. Prophet after prophet recalls his people to its meaning.
Jeremiah and Ezekiel were appalled at the contrast: what Jehovah
did, what his people have done. And when the 0ld Testament took
on its present form four large books had a place there, devoted
entirely to the era of Moses (five, if you include Joshua; the one
series of events extends so far). There is nothing else to match
this in the Old Testament. And central among the events of the
era of Moses was a great act of deliverance, or salvation. Judaism,
like Christianity, is based on an act of God, an act of salvation.




This act was at the heart of Israel’s faith from

For example, it took over an alien cultus and gave it an i\g:::?itg:‘:
meaning. One by one the agricultral festivals were associated
with moments of the deliverance; that is, they took on a theoloeical
meaning, W}_ly celebrate ‘ First-fruits’’? Because it was thei; 4t‘h
of Jl_lly (falling in with Passover). Why celebrate ‘“ Weeks’’? It
lv;?: ;Iilmxélem%'_}slr of‘ éhei{ liavs}fl-:giving on Sinai, they learned to sa&r iﬂ

es. y ‘“Sukkoth’’? It was “‘that your generati may
know that T made the children of Israel to gwell ?’n go?)‘il}?snswlﬁzl)l
I brought them out of the land of Egypt’’ (Lev. 23:43). :

We need not be surprised then at the great plac i
ance fPQII’I Egypt, and indeed the whole seguencepof i}\:ﬁ;lr(;tg eﬁgﬁ{s
in Israfal S prayers. Sometimes the story is rehearsed at ’lengﬂl
mm praise of the great Deliverer (105, 135, 136); sometimes it
i1s rehearsed in confession, people getting a fresh, look at their
age-olfl apostasy as they review the faithfulness of God (106);
sometimes it is rehearsed in the spirit and idiom of Deuteronoms;
_(1.e. of prophecy), that the young may know what their h-eritag-e
;s ?;13 r::‘lg; tknow thet gooddway to walk in it (78). Or a poet takés

moments an i :
i psaim-n exults in them; the 15th chapter of

o e I({Read Ex. 15:1-10)

'el’s escape at the Red Sea is on g :

?tte};elx‘v lllxégmlesr;ta esleiﬁ;iwon by our poeteisurtllfgrzzt;ﬁ:blgf chl);n %p:ﬁag;ﬁ

i s near, the heavenly Warrior leading on his
(Read vv. 14-16)

The two moments are Joined together in the grand style.

(Read vv. 11-13a, b)

In both God is straining f i i
e, promise.g orward to settle his people in the land

(Read vyv. 13e, 17)
The tumult and the strain are over; he and they have peace.

e ' : (Read v. 18)
his deliverance is the theme of many psalms (114, 81, ete.)

But we may be surprised at facts like thes
4 e ) e: th
SI}slx(')?lelldlte »lzrltn-,;zs an offering from the field to the tsaalfctz};i?' TIIE:
Thank-sni(\)fi a lt< of the God of nature, as we are likely to do at
(Dt 26%_‘1 'llllg ime, but should recite the old story of salvation
: @6:1-11) ; that the prayers of Ezrg (¢. 9), of Nehemiah (c. 9),

;cﬂfl Egrgsl ((tliIQ), arising from so many different situations, should
(Jur:i L2 51') e gavme_ story,; that Achior’s warning of Holophernes
173 i 1::;1 1VVls'doms Instruction of her learners (Wisdoni
preach’es ((chts ?:)szortﬁe?:;:'tflhgfsame §t30ry; s Sk B
Some o5 verses it is only at v. 45

glaatl he car;l move on .from_ the Mosaic events; and thatb;vzz: :’c)
ul preaches at Antioch in Pisidia (Acts 13) he begins with ;hf;

same story. Why? Is it not because that old story of Israel’s
6

salvation was pivotal in their theological thinking, and therefore
in their praying to, and their praise of, the Great God their
Saviour? Lex credendi lex orands.

In whatever situations they found themselves men could turn
to those great acts, and see the face of their Redeemer-God; and
as they looked the situations were profoundly changed. The miracle
of God’s deliverance is not wrought in you while you remain
wrapped up in your own situation and can talk of nothing else,
but when you look away, when you look upon him mightily at
work in a supreme act of deliverance. So it is for the Jew; so it
is for the Christian. That is why Mass is celebrated at a funeral.

2. Tae Kinegpom orF DAvip

The era of David was, in significance for Hebrew thought,
second only to the era of Moses. If four (or five) books are devoted
to one something like two are devoted to the other (or three, if you
take Saul and ISolomon with David). The Kingdom of David was
the culmination towards which the history of the tribes was from
Joshua’s time moving on; it was the realization at last of God’s
purpose in bringing them into Palestine. And personally David
made such an impression on his contemporaries that more admiring
stories are told of him than of any one else in the Old Testament.
In days of disintegration and defeat men looked upon David’s as an
ideal age; God had once given Israel a glimpse of his own Kingdom
and his long purpose. A great hope anchored itself in David and
David’s house. (2 Sam. 7:1-16) ; it is just possible that the court-
liness of poets and the strong faith of prophets 'began to make
out the shape of the hope while David was still alive. In any case
the Davidic dynasty at Jerusalem saw nine dynasties rise and fall
in the north ; and when Samaria ceased to be, Jerusalem and David’s
house continued. Then came world-shaking events; Jerusalem
and the dynasty were brought low. But even when the enemy
did his worst prophetic men held on to the great hope. They saw
Jerusalem restored and David’s house secure when the Lord
should at last have ecompleted his strange doings with the heathen
nations and with Israel (Jer. 23:5, 6; Bzek. 34; Am. 9:11-15; Mie.
5:1-9; Isa. 9:2-7; 11:1-9; 32:1-8. When the Lord had completed his
doings with all the people there would be a world and a kingdom
where his ‘‘righteousness’ and his ‘‘peace’’ stood fast for ever.

As a kingdom of David, an idealized kingdom of ‘‘righteousness’’
and ‘‘peace’’, was part of Jewish theology so Jewish devotion con-
stantly turned to these ideas. In a time of great distress Psalm
89 presses for the fulfilment of the promise made to David (2 Sam.
7). “How long, O Lord? wilt thou hide thyself for ever? How
long shall thy wrath burn like fire? Lord, where are thy former
loving-kindnesses, which thou swarest unto David in thy faithful-
ness?’’ vv. 46, 49). In quieter days another psalmist (132) lives
more than half in the new age.

- f



(Read Psalm 132:13-18)

The 72nd psalm fuses the hope completely with the prophetic ideas
of “rlghte':ousness” and ‘‘peace’’; and Psalm 2 gives it a setting
in the invincible purpose of the King of kings. Phases of it appear
with an actual king in the foreground in Psalms 20, 21, 45. But
the essence of the hope remains even when David has completely
faded out of the picture (47, 93, 95-100) ; nothing can be wantin:g'
when J‘ehovah himself is King. It was David who sat for the seer’s
portrait of the golden age; in the course of time David might be
forgotten, but faith continued to claim her kingdom. g

3. THE EXILE AND THE RESTORATION

’The.third set of events that have a place in Jewish theology
and Jewish Qevotlon are those of the 6th century and after. The
'house' of David had collaps_ed and Jerusalem and the temple were
m ruins. It was a desolating experience. ‘‘Is it nothing to you,
O ye that pass by?. thold, and see if there be any sorrow like
unto my sorrow, which is brought upon me?’’ But there were those
v}flho stood amid the ruins and raised their voice in hope, defying
1' e facts, men like Jeremiah and Ezekiel to whose eyes it waas
:1 ?(\;eziid agq 11]13 whose hearts God set the conviction that his ways
e 1512. in Babylon and exile but led round at last to Jerusalem

But not yet. The road of chastis
: ; | ement was a long road; one
1)111ght say seventy years, another forty. In any case git was long
gu;lugh for most exiles to lose faith in Jehovah’s power, or at least
tlilonliog%(;g-wa. ti)eut-ero-lsaiah’s soaring confidence in the restora-
) Z1on, in the restoration of Zi i '
e oo 10n, can scarcely lift them out
z (Read TIsaiah 55: 1-3)
ut some were raised; and there wa i i
I 3 1 $ a partial restoration. Pro-
Bg.bly 1t‘bcalr(ne about little by little, smaller or larger companies
mlilg ack all through t.he two centuries of Persian domination.
o n &311y case both exile and restoration found a permanent
(}))n ee; illré . (::&3531 pll'ayer. Psalm 137 shows how one Jew looked back
e h om,,e? e else do you find such fierce desire for Jerusalemn
(Read Psalm 137: 5 6)
The thrill of their home-comine ; s
g ] » home-coming is dear to us all in Psal :
,.\?helwelje like unto them that dream. Then was our -m(?zt?ll f;l%fd,
xrleat ?}?iihtle? and ou}r tongue with singing”’. ‘“‘Jehovah hath doﬁf‘
g 28 Tor us, whereof we are glad’’(vv.2,3). A vud
sore for the long-awaited rehabitati Zic > it nin
! g-aw tion of Zion (85, 80 S
102). The joy of achievement ri y i R
g € JO] i 1ent rings out i Psalm 147 (and perh
g?)e-vA whole series of pilgrim jsalms tells us of the( exhiﬁi;at?(?s
o D‘len_ a single visit to t}}e home-city, the ity of David the city
glorious memory, the city of their hope, the city of tileir God

(Read Psalm 84:1-4)

‘‘Beautiful in elevation, the i
: , ; Joy of the whole earth. i i
on the sides of the north, The city of the grgat,llgiggell n(t4szfgr)l’

(Read Psalm 48:12-14a)
“Our feet have stood within thy gates, O Jerusalem’’.
(Read Psalm 122:6-9)

Jerusalem became the centre of all loyalties, the mother-city of
all Jewry (Psalm 87), ‘‘The Lord will eount, when hfe writeth up
the peoples, This one was born there’’. It was a eitizenship in

heaven.

Jerusalem had become the home of the Jewish soul. But not
just the city that stands there some 2600 feet above the Great Sea;
eyes were already being lifted up to the other Jerusalem, ‘‘the
Jerusalem that is above,”” ‘‘a heavenly Jerusalem’’. a ‘‘new
Jerusalem.’’ The desolation of those centuries taught men they

were made for God, and could be satisfied with none of God’s

creatures. Not an earthly eity, but God himself, was the home of
man’s soul. ‘““Whom have I in heaven but thee? And there is
none upon earth that I desire besides thee. My flesh and my heart
faileth; but God is the strength of my heart and my portion for
ever’’ (Psalm 73:23, 26).

Josiah Royce once said, ‘‘Great ideas have long sorrows’’. I
have watched Jews at the Wailing Wall on a Friday afternoon,
towards sunset, men and women, mostly old, leaning against the
stones and weeping, uttering words of dejection through their
tears:

“For the city that lieth desolate
We sit in solitude and mourn;

For the glory that is departed
We sit in solitude and mourn.”” And much more.

There the Jew pours out the sorrows of many generations; and
lo, the poison is drawn out of his own. It is an act of faith and
an act of healing. The Christian, too, at the foot of the Cross,
knows how the ills of life yield to this homoeopathic therapy.

I have been concerned to indicate some ways that lead to a
better understanding of many psalms. If some outsider were to
wave me aside with the charge that what I have been saying is
merely devotional and theological, I should have to accept his
words : ““What you say is right, but what you imply is wrong, for
to understand the psalms theologically and devotionally is to
mlderstand them.”’

III Tae NEw TESTAMENT

Christianity, like Judaism, is founded on a great redeeming
act. And even more than the Old Testament, the New Testament
was shaped by the worship which celebrated that redemption. The
temple, and still more the synagogue, had no small part in mould-
ing much of the 0ld Testament to its present form. But in a true
sense the whole New Testament was moulded in worship—the
Gospel matter in the preaching, the Epistles in the preaching and
the praying. If you are looking for the beginnings of liturgy in
the New Testament it is trivial to gather up Apostolic references
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to ‘“‘psalms and hymns and spiritual songs’’, the benedictions of
the Epistles and Revelation, the hymns in the third Gospel. You
should begin rather with the noble Blessings (Berakoth) with
which Apostles open their letters, and see if you can tell (say, in
Ephesians or (Colossians) when Blessing (Berakah) ends and ex-
position begins. You should ask yourself how an Epistle differs
from a first-century act of worship. You should consider the
Gospels and Revelation as liturgical matter from the beginning.
And you may come to think that whether a man were speaking to
Christians, or writing to Christians, or praying to the Christian
God, the matter of his thought was much the same. I close there-
fore with the suggestion that as I have been discussing the matter
of Jewish prayer in the psalms, we Christians may well treasure
the New Testament as the Church’s primary book of prayer as well

as of theology. Les credendi lex orandi; lex orandi lex credendi:
both are true.

RicaARD DAVIDSON.
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Hebrew Poetic Structure as a Translation
Guide

The task of the Old Testament translator is by no means an
easy one.! There are a thousand and one things that he has to
keep in mind as he translates and one of these is the poetie structure
of the original Hebrew. It is the purpose of this paper to show
from a few illustrations that more careful recard for the poetic
structure of a passage will often lead to a translation quite different
from the accepted one.

We take as our first illustration Mie. 7:18. In the best of the
standard translations, the only one that sets the verse up as poetry,
that of the Jewish Publication Society of America, the verse reads
as follows:

Whé is a G6d like unto Thée, that pardonéth the iniquity,

And passeth by the transgression of the remnant of His heritége?
He retainéth not His angér for evér,

Because Hé delightéth in merey.?

This is the way the verse is set up in the original Hebrew and the
way in which the Massoretes read it, but it is wrong nevertheless.
It is prose and not poetry. The most characteristic feature of
Hebrew poetry, parallelism, is lacking, and there are too many feet
in the first two stichoi (lines in the English translation) and too
fow feet in the second two. In the effort to correct this situation
scholars have been accustomed to delete everything after ‘‘trans-
gression”’ as secondary and to read the first stichos with three
beats,? to make the meter 5:2 (the qinah meter), which is universal-
ly regarded as the meter characterizing the chapter. This is drastie
treatment and as unwarranted as it is unnecessary. To correct
the situation all we have to do is to recognize three facts:(1) that
the 3:2 meter can have 2:3 as a variant,* (2) that a line in Hebrew
poetry can have an additional stichos, either prefixed or appended
tc the usual two, to make a tristich instead of a distich® and (3)
1. For some of these difficulties see the present writer, ‘‘Translation Dif-

ficulties in the Old Testament,” Religion in Life, III, 491-506; ‘‘Lapses of Old
Testament Translators,”JAO0S, LVIII, 122-129.

2. Since this article has to be written without the use of Hebrew type, 8
have attempted to indicate by accents on the English words where the
stresses come in the original.

3. See, e.g., Smith, Micah (ICC), p. 155; Sellin, Das Zwélfprophetenbuch,
p. 203; Nowack, Die kleine Propheten, p. 238.

4. See the present writer, ‘“The Structure of Hebrew Poetry,” Journal of
Religion, IX, 545 f.

5. See the present writer, op. cit., pp. 533 f., 544, 546 £f.; Torrey, Second
Isaiah, pp. 154 f., 158 f. Torrey's conclusions were arrived at quite independ-
ently of others because he shows himself unaware of the same conclusions
by others; see pp. 155, 158.
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that the preposition lamedh before ‘‘the remnant of his heritage’’
is not to be translated ‘‘of’” or ‘‘for,”” as it is universally, but
“‘against,”’ expressing the dative of disadvantage. Accordingly,
the correct translation should run as follows:

Who is god like thée,
forgiving iniquit};,
and passing ovér transgression?
Against the remnént of his heritage, :
he will not héld his angér forevér,
because hé delights in kindnéss.®

Here we have two tristichs, 3:2:2 and 2:3:3, in the ginah meter,
with its characteristic echoing rhythm,” and nothing has been
added or deleted, but we have shifted the athnah pause, which the
Massoretes placed under ‘“his heritage,’” to ‘‘transgression,’’ where
it rightfully belongs. It is a slicht change, but most effective in its
result.

Our second illustration is Lam. 2:17ab. Following the standard
versions, I previously translated the passage as follows :®

Yahwéh has done what he planned;

he has carried ott his word,
Which he decréed long agd;

he has devastited without merc,s;.

But this is clearly wrong; it makes the passage prose and not
poetry. Like everyone else I failed to recognize the character of
the first clause in the second distich. It is not a relative clause at
all, but a clause in the aceusative of specification, and hence should
be translated literally’ ‘‘in the matter of that which he decreed
lor.lvg ggo,” or in better English, ‘‘as he decreed long ago.””® When
this Is recognized, the resultant translation is perfect poetry, in
the ginah (3:2) rhythm, with climactic or ascending parallelism :°

Yahwéh has déne what he planned,
he has carried oft his word;
As he decréed long ago,
he has devastated without merey.

6. In order to indicate the metrical structure of the origin: ve i

the second stichos of each line, and likewise the third? v:-l”lneln ht%l‘;i; rljiexé;e:
Iq the case of the 3:2 meter the stichos has been deeply indented and begins
with a s.mal} 11e:ttqr, thus differentiating between this meter and the 3:3
where ‘the. stichos is slightly indented and begins with a capital letter. :
7. On this see Gray, Forms of Hebrew Poetry, pp. 131 ff.; Isaiah (ICC)
pp. Ixiii ff.; the present writer, op. cit., p. 534, : '
8. The Bible: An American Translation (1935 edition), p. 756.

9. Rather strikingly Lam. 2:17 contains two other clauses in the accusative;
“what he planned,” in the accusative as the object of the verb ‘“has done,”
and “without mercy” (literally, ‘‘and he did not show mercy’’), in the ad-
verpxal accusative, expressing the manner in which the action of the pre-
pedmg verb ‘‘he has devastated’’ was carried out. For this kind of clause
in Hebrew see the present writer, ‘““The Coordinate Adverbial Clause in
Hebrew,” JA08, XLIX, 156 ff.; AJSL, XLVTII, 51 ff.

10. On this see the present writer, Journal of Religion, IX, 531.
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Another passage where the usual translation makes prose out
of what is poetry in the original, is Ps. 90:1:

O Loérd, théu has béen our dwelling-place
Throughotit the agés.

Not only does this translation fail to bring out the parallelism in
the original, but it makes the meter quite wrong, 4 :2, when it ought
to be 3:3. To correct both of these defects requires nothing more
than a simple adjustment in translation:

O Loérd, thou art a dwelling-place
Thou hast been otrs throughout the agés.

Another passage in this same Psalm 90, that has been universal-
ly mistranslated, is verses 9 f.:

For all our days are passed in thy wrath;
We bring our yeéars to an énd like a sigh.
The days of our yeirs are séventy years,
Or by reason of stréngth eighty years.

The objection here is that the meter is 4:3, which is not only a very
questionable meter, but it is completely out of accord with the dom-
inant meter of the Psalm, which is 3:3, as everyone has recognized.
Jn order to get the proper meter all we have to do is to disregard
the incorrect Massoretic punctuation and divide the stichoi differ-
ently, to get the following translation (including verse 11) :

For 4ll our diys do decline,™*
In thy wrath we bring our years to an énd,
Like a sigh are the days of our years.
In thém are séventy years,
Or by reason of stréngth eighty years,
But their extént is travail and tréuble,
For it is quickly géne and we fly away.

Here we have one tristich (3:3:3) and two distichs (3:3), all in
the regular meter of the Psalm, while the parallelism is improved
and the translation in every respect is much truer to the original
Hebrew.

A few illustrations may now be given where proper attention
to the poetic structure of the original Hebrew will indicate some
rearrangement of words or slight emendation. In Lam. 1:21, for
example, the stichol are arranged in our present text in the follow-
ing manner:

11. This translation is much to be preferred to ‘‘are passed.” The verb
means literally ‘‘to turn,” and has reference here to the decline of later
life; cf. Jer. 6:4.
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They hear how I moban,
with néne to comfort mé;
All my enemies have hedrd of my plight,
they rejoice that théu hast dome it;
How thou hast brought the day which thou didst annéunce,
but they are like mé.
It is apparent at once that there must be some disarrangement i.n
the stichoi here, because the sense is not good and the meter is
quite irregular (3:2, 3:3, 2:2). To make the meter regular all we
have to do is to transpose the second stichos of the second line and
the first stichos of the third line, with the result that we get not
only a perfect meter agreeing with the rest of the chapter (3:2,
3:2, 3:2), but a greatly improved sense and parallelism:
They hear how I moan,
with néne to comfort mé;
All my enemies have heard of my plight,
how thou hast brought the day which thou didst
announce ;
They rejoice that thou hast déne it,
but they are like mé.
Another example of disarrangement is Jer. 2:14 f. The text
as it has come down to us traditionally reads as follows:
Is Isréel a slave,
or is hé a home-bérn sérf?
wh§7 has he become a préy?
Against him the young lions roared,
they gave vént to their ery;
And then tarned his land into a desolation;
his cities are laid waste,
without inhabitant.
The difficulty here is that the passage is arranged in an irregular
number of lines, three lines, with an irregular number of stichoi
and an irregular meter, viz., 2:3:3, 3:2, 3:2:2. All we have to do
to make everything regular is to take the second stichos from the
third line, add it to the third stichos of the first line, and thus
make an additional line in the regular meter, 3:2. This also greatly
improves the sense and parallelism, as follows:
Is Isréel a slave,
or is hé a home-bérn sérf?
Why has he becéme a préy,
his cities laid waste?
Against him the young lions roared,
they gave vént to their .crir;
And then tarned his land into a desolation,
withéut inhabitant.
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An example of a difficult passage where proper regard for the
poetic structure of the Hebrew suggests a few slight changes with
most important results is Ps. 74:5 f. As the text now stands, the
passage seems to make no sense at all. The best translation is that
in the Jewish version:

It séemed as when men wield upwards,

Axés in a thicket of trées.

And noéw all the carved work thereof togéther
They strike déwn with hatchét and hammérs.

This translation, even though it is the best that has been proposed,
is far from happy. It is prose, not poetry, without the faintest
suggestion of parallelism; several of the renderings are most ques-
tionable, particularly ‘‘it seemed as when men wield,’”’ which cau-
not be right; and the sense of the passage is anything but clear.

Now let us see what we can do with the passage by giving
more heed to its poetic structure. Even a casual examination of
the original Hebrew shows at once that we have partial chiasm :'2
the first distich begins with a verb, while the second one ends with
a verb. This suggests that the two verbs should agree. That im-
mediately indicates that we should read the first verb as plural
instead of singular, as it stands. A further examination of this
verb shows that it is impossible here, yiwwada‘, ‘‘it is known,”’
so that scholars are clearly right in emending it slightly to yigda‘,
and then pluralizing it, as already noted, to yigde‘w, ‘‘they hew
down.”” The next word in the Hebrew is also suspect. It is a
combination of a participle and a preposition that is impossible in
Hebrew, although it is found elsewhere in Gen. 38:29; 40: 10. All
three occurrences, however, are suspect, and in the present instance
the Septuagint, Aquila, Theodotion, Symmachus, Jerome, and the
Syriac all read the noun mabé’, ‘‘entrance’’, in place of the par-
ticiple mebi’, and with Jerome we should clearly read the preposi-
tion as b instead of k.!* In that case the preposition with the next
word will have to be taken as possessive instead of terminative, and
the preposition that is found with the following word will have to
be transferred to the last word of the verse to bring out the paral-
lelism with the following verse that the poetic structure requires.
The result of these very slight changes is an entirely different
translation, fitting perfectly into its context in sense and poetic
structure :

They hew down at the uppér entrance
The wododen trellis-work with axés;
And néw its carvings also
‘With hatehét and adzés they smésh.'

One last illustration is found in the familiar verses, Ps. 90 :4-6,

12. On this see the present writer, Journal of Religion, IX, 527, 529; Loud,
AJSL, XLVTI, 104 ff.

13. The letters representing these prepositions are all but identical in
Hebrew and are accordingly often confused.

14. Occasionally with the 3:3 meter the parallelism is between the lines
(distichs), as it is here, rather than between the stichoi.
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usually translated somewhat as follows:

For a thousand years in thy sight

Are bit as yesterddy when it is past,

And as a wateh in the night.

Thou sweepest them awdy, they become sléep;

In the morning they are like grass that shoots up;
In the morning it flourishes and shoots up;

In the evening it is cut déwn and withérs.

The objections to this translation are that the parallelism is not
as good as it might be and the third stichos has only two feet when
it ought to have three. An examination of the Hebrew text shows
that the two words comprising this stichos ought to go with verse
5, but this immediately makes verse 5 too long. A closer examina-
tion of the verse, however, shows that ‘‘sleep’” and ‘‘in the morn-
ing’’ are to be deleted, having got into the text through the common
error of vertical dittography. ‘‘In the morning’’ is found in the
next line, from which it eame to be accidentally repeated, while
the Hebrew word for ‘‘sleep’” is all but identical with that for
‘years’’ immediately above it. With these few changes the passage
reads as follows:

For a théusand yeéars in thy sight

Are like a day,'® yesterday when it was passing ;¢

And like a wéateh in the night thou sweepest them away.
They are like grass that shoots up,

Flourishing and shooting up in the morning,

Cut déown and withéred by!? evening.

Besides being a more faithful reproduction of the original, this
translation has better parallelism and the meter is in perfect accord
with the rest of the Psalm, 3:3, but instead of the usual distichs its
lines are tristichs (3:3:3).

It is not often that a translation can be better than the
original, as would seem to be the case with Fitzgerald’s translation
of Omar Khayyam’s Rubaiyat, but it ought at least to approximate
the original. Translators have always a heavy responsibility on
their hands, and particularly so in the case of a book so highly
esteemed as the Old Testament. To the extent that they fail to
discover the poetic structure of the original and reproduce it, ‘o
that extent they are unfair and misleading. Our illustrations,
ghosen hurriedly and at random, have shown that this unfortunately
18 too often true and our plea is for more care in the matter.
Nothing less than the most searching analysis and the most meticul-
ous attention to details can do justice to the original and bring
out its full beauty.

TaEOPHILE J. MEEK.
15.. This translation faithfully reproduces the original, as the ordinary trans-
lations do not.

16. This translation reproduces the tense of the original, as the ordinary
translations do not.

17.This translation brings out the force of the Hebrew preposition here, as
the ordinary translations do not.
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New Light on the Parables P

The establishment of a negative is an ungrateful task and
I have been in two minds about submitting to you the rather
barren results of my investigation. But if thereby a tribute is
paid to the insight and thoroughness of the man who almost made
further work on the parables superfluous, that in itself is worth
doing. I began the undertaking with hope. Having engaged in
1no intensive study of the parables for some time and having noted
the appearance of several lengthy discussions, it seemed reason-
able to suppose that some real progress had been made in our
understanding of them. Now after having gone through all the
more recent literature accessible to me, I regret to have to report
that I have found little, if any, new light on the parables. 1
congratulate myself that when I submitted the title in advance,
I had the caution to put a question mark at the end of it.

This result may be due to my own obtuseness but the fact
that after a fairly diligent search such an opinion can be expressed
is, I think, a testimonial to the brilliance and definitiveness of
the famous work of Adolf Jiilicher completed exactly forty years
ago. There are not many subjects in the New Testament field in
respect of which it could be said that a book published in 1898 is
still the standard and indispensable and almost sufficient treatment.
Nothing that I have read seems to me to shake Jiilicher’s main
contentions with regard to the parables. It may be, as some say,
that he distinguished between parable and allegory in somewhat
too rigid a fashion. It is not in itself inconceivable that Jesus em-
ployed allegory on occasion. And it is no doubt true that Jiilicher’s
exegesis needs to be corrected here and there in detail. But that the
parables were meant originally to illumine Jesus’ teaching and
were neither intended nor likely to be unintelligible to any one;
that they are illustrative comparisons concentrating upon one point
and one point only and not allegories in which there is a one-to-one
correspondence between the details of the story and the underlying
spiritual meanings; that where esoteric explanations are appended,
these are the creation of the primitive community ; that there is a
progressive tendency in the tradition to allegorize the parables and
that where allegorical elements oceur, they are almost invariably
secontlary ; that the de facto obscurity of certain parables is a con-
sequence not of the nature of parables but of our ignorance of the
circumstances in which they were spoken: all that seems to me quite
certain. I should add that it seems to me equally certain that the
so-called parables of growth, whatever their meaning (which is very
obscure—perhaps hopelessly so), at least lend no support to a
gradualist and evolutionary conception of the coming of the King-
dom. The most useful thing that has been done since Jiilicher is
the collecting of Jewish illustrative material from rabbinic sources,
notably by Fiebig and Billerbeck. As far as a general view of the
parables is concerned, Jiilicher’s conclusions hold the field. The
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latest and to my mind by far the best English book on the subject,
The Parables of the Synoptic Gospels, by B. T. D. Smith, while by no
means a slavish reproduction, nevertheless agrees with Jiilicher on
the main points. It is, if I may say so, an excellent piece of work
and a not unworthy substitute for Jiilicher for those who cannot
read German.

I propose in what follows to leave the general question and
discuss the meaning of the particular passage Mark iv. 10-12, a
notorious crux interpretum, in respect of which certain interesting
and novel suggestions have been made. The Revised Viersion renders
it as follows.

And when he was alone, they that were about him with the
twelve asked of him the parables. And he said unto them,
Unto you is given the mystery of the kingdom of God: but
unto them that are without, all things are done in parables:
that seeing they may see, and not perceive; and hearing
they may hear, and not understand ; lest haply they should
turn again, and it should be forgiven them.

Understanding the hina in verse 12 in its regular final sense and
taking ‘‘parables’’ to mean what we usually mean by the parables
of the Gospels, viz., the illustrative stories of which Mark gives
samples in this chapter, the passage appears to mean that Jesus
imparts the mystery of the Kingdom esoterically to the believers
while to the outsiders teaching is given only in the form of parables,
veiled and enigmatic in character, in order that they may not under-
stand and repent. So understood, and it must be admitted that
this is the natural reading of the passage as it stands, it is in
radical confliect both with the nature of the great bulk of the par-
ables themselves and with any possible view of the purpose of
Jesus. There are not many scholars who try to defend its gen-
uineness on these assumptions. Some of the German ‘‘positive’’
theologians like Feine do not seruple to attribute the purpose of a
‘‘judicial hardening’’ to Jesus, saving the morality of such a pro-
ceeding by adding that the hardening was only temporary and
partial. Feine’s view involves also the contention that the parables
are mysterious in themselves. In this he is resembled by a good
many conservative English expositors who tend to look upon the
parable teaching as an automatic sifting process whereby the re-
ceptive distinguish themselves from the unreceptive. But these
?ith-er slur over the difficulty of the hina or explain it away as
introducing a result clause rather than a clause of purpose. The
Boman Catholies, like the ‘‘positive’’ Protestants of whom Feine
is typi'cal, seem to me to see more clearly when they frankly
recognize tha‘g the passage in its Greek form does contain the
“h_arde_rmng” idea. Some of the Catholics maintain that this hard-
ening is actually punitive, the unbelieving Jews being so punished
for their previous rejection of Jesus. An exception is Lagrange
whose full and acute disecussion is a clear exhibition of the straits
to which a first-class scholar is reduced when he feels bound to
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maintain the authenticity of so unpalatable a saying. Lagrange
admits that the passage is placed in a wrong setting by Mark. He
admits the final force of hina but argues that it is virtually equiv-
alent to hina plerothe, the point being that the situation prophetic-
ally depicted in Is. vi is now being reproduced. In this connexion
he goes so far as to say that in view of the variants in the parallels
it is hard to know exactly what Jesus did say. He is well aware
that to no class did Jesus teach only in parables and so says that
ta panta (en parabolais ta panta ginetar) is not to be taken too
rigorously. He sees well enough that the parables were originally
meant to illuminate rather than to obscure and argues that the
obscurity to the outsiders resides not in the parables themselves
(Mark he thinks is too much inclined to take the parables as
enigmas) but in the mystery of the Kingdom, an obscurity which
even the parables, though intended to explain, cannot fully clear
up. For that further direct instruection is necessary and there is no
reason why in the counsels of God more should not be imparted to
some than to others. Moreover this reserve has an ultimately good
result because if all had repented at Jesus’ preaching there would
have been no need for his death and consequently no full salvation!
Lagrange seems to me distinetly unhappy about the whole passage
and he does not hesitate to say that Mark has arranged things
awkwardly (Matthew does better), and that his presentation here
I;SS} incomplete and needs to be supplemented by that of the Fourth
ospel.

All this is pretty desperate. It seems infinitely preferable 1o
say that if parabole means here what it means elsewhere in the
chapter and if hina means what it ought to mean, the saying simply
cannot be genuine. The question then becomes, how could Mark
have come to propound so extraordinary a theory? The answer
given is that Mark, like Paul, was econcerned to explain how the
majority of the Jews rejected Jesus, and that he fell back on the
familiar Old Testament notion of a predestined judicial hardening.
The unbelieving Jews did not understand because they were not
meant to, and the parables were the means by which this was ef-
fected. They were dark utterances, the words of which were heard
but the inner meaning unperceived. This misunderstanding was
facilitated by the fact that in Mark’s day some of the parables,
through detachment from their original setting, had become de
facto obscure. So, with only the most minor modifications, Jiilicher,
Loisy, Weiss, Bousset, Bacon, Klostermann, Bultmann, Rawlinson,
Branscomb, Dodd, Smith—an impressive array.

This view, it is true, is not altogether free from difficulty. I.a-
grange’s objection that the early Christians were not inclined to
ﬁr}d excuses for Jewish unbelief is not very weighty since in the
Bible a predestinationist doctrine is never taken to absolve men
from responsibility for their actions. But it may be questioned
whether a view which regards the parables as uttered with the de-
liberate intention of withholding knowledge from the majority of
hearers is not too absurd to be credited to any one. On this point I
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feel very undecided. It is hardly more difficult than the language
used in the Old Testament when God is said to have deliberately
hardened Pharaoh’s heart, and it is fairly clear from Romans IX-Xi
that the diffieulty would not have seemed so great to a first century
Jewish-Christian as it does to us. ‘On the whole it seems to me not
impossible that Mark should have arrived at such a theory and I
am inclined to feel that the verdict of the majority of crities (Jiili-
cher et al.) is right, so far as the interpretation of Mark’s meaning
is eoncerned

This however does not exclude the possibility that behind
Mark’s Greek lies an Aramaic saying which is free from the objec-
tions hitherto urged and which may therefore be a genuine saying
of the Lord’s. It should be unnecessary to remark that when once
the delicate task of reconstructing a supposed Aramaic original is
begun, at the best no more can be achieved than a plausible pos-
sibility. One attempted solution along this line is Manson’s. He
argues (and Torrey agrees on the linguistic point) that Mark’s
hina is a mistranslation of the Aramaic particle di which ean have
either final or relative forece, and that in the saying of Jesus it
introduced a relative clause: ‘‘unto them that are without all things
are done in parables, who seeing see, and do not perceive ete.”’
This gets rid of one major difficulty. The other, so far as I can see,
remains. For Manson still insists that the parables have this curious
property of being transparent to some and opaque to others. No
doubt, as he points out, the parables contain an appeal to the con-
science and are not merely illustrations of intellectual propositions,
and no doubt the moral response of the hearers varied infinitely.
But this seems beside the point, for surely it is not correct to say
that a man does not understand because he is unresponsive in the
matter of conduct. I ecannot see how any one could have been so
stupid as to fail to see the point of such stories as the Liost Sheep,
the Two Debtors, the parables about prayer, and numerous others,
no matter how little he proceeded to live up to the implied moral
imperative. Manson’s view leaves the parables enveloped in a
cloud of mystery which simply does not suit the majority of the
parables which we find in the Gospels.

Still another solution, to my mind more attractive, is offered
by Otto, whose treatment has at least the merit of grappling with
both of the two main difficulties of the passage. In the first place
he points out that the Hebrew word mashal which lies behind
parabole has also the meaning ‘‘riddle’’. This was the meaning in
Jesus’ saying. (So also Schniewind). The key to the understanding
of Mark iv. 10-12 is its complete separation from the context in
which it stands and from the parables as usually understood. This
passage has nothing to do with such things as the Prodigal Son, the
Talents ete. The mystery of the Kingdom is the fact that it has
already came and this an absolute enigma to all except the handful
of believers who recognize that with the coming of Jesus the Messiah
the powers of the New Age have already broken through into this
world-order. They are in the secret, the others are outside. To the
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outsiders everything becomes in fact a series of riddles because they
do not understand the central mystery. And here is Otto’s con-
tribution to the hina difficulty. The Aramaic had a causal clause,
a suggestion stronely supported by Matthew who replaces Mark's
hina with a hote. On this point Lohmeyer in his recent commentary
agrees. Of course the acceptability of Otto’s argument depends
upon the measure of one’s agreement with his main contention as
to the ‘‘realized eschatology’. I feel quite clear myself that he has
made out his case and that we must recognize that Jesus taught
that in a sense the Kingdom has already arrived. This does not
necessitate going further (as Dodd does) and virtually denying
that its coming is also future. The visible manifestation of the
Kingdom, the coming of the Kingdom with power is still future.
At the time of the ministry its workings were hidden and secret.
That is the mystery of the Kingdom, and those who did not grasp
that the Kinedom had come were bound to find everything Jesus
said or did a complete puzzle.

That Mark so understood the passage I can hardly bring myself
to believe. The fact that he inserted it in the middle of his parable
chapter between the story of the Sower and its explanation is strong
evidence that he thought he was dealing with the purpose of the
parables. But the very artificial way it is inserted allows us to
suppose that its original bearing was quite different. It is also
rather easier to suppose that Mark misunderstood and misapplied
an actual saying that had come down to him than that he manu-
factured it himself, And since the alleged original saying, as under-
stood by Otto, could quite well have been spoken by Jesus and it is
easy to see how the misunderstanding would arise, I conelude that
Otto’s view, while falling short of absolute demonstration, deserves
the most sympathetic and serious consideration.

JouN Lowke.
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