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ABSTRACT
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Date completed: October 1988

Genesis 15:1-6, because of its content, provides
singular opportunities for the study of ancient midrashic
documents. This kind of study 1is being increasingly
performed, and has interest from a theological, historical
and--especially--exegetical viewpoint.

Chapter 1 attentively analyzes the treatment of the
entire unit in midrashic documents (Jubilees, Genesis
Apocryphon, Philo, Josephus, the Targumim, and Genesis
Rabbah), identifies their individual theological and
exegetical concerns, and shows their progression over time.
The most ancient ones are found to emphasize the covenantal
aspects of the passage, while later documents stress the
eschatological reward of Abrazham as a fruit of his good

works.



Chapter 2 exegetes the unit by means of structaral

<

analyegis, as well as historical and 1lexicographical

LY

research. The results confirm ancient insights cn the
covenantal character of the passage and on Abraham's faith
as a reaction to the opening prcmises of protection rather
than tc the promise cf offspring. The characteristics of
ancient grant-covenants are employed to shed light on terms
of theological significance in the unit, such as '"protec-
tion," "reward," "offspring," "trust," and "righteousness."

A comparison with the gains of chapter 1 then shows
how the ancient documents anticipated both the
identification and the solution of several exegetical
difficulties in the passage, including text, language and
theology. These findings tend to substantiate recent
recommendations to use ancient midrashim as valid inter-
locutors at each step in the exegetical tasks.

The progression, over time, of exegetical stances
and theological ideas in those documents is shown to have
implications for certain issues of the history of Judaism
in current debate. The insights gained from the study of
ancient midrashim and the historical setting of the unit
contribute to a better grasp of its import. In redirecting
the interpretation away from a doctrinaire attitude to one
more historically determined, these insights are also able
to lead scholars of different persuasions towards common

grounds of understanding for the passage.



To my father, who taught me the
love of Scripture.
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INTRODUCTION

Problem Background

The study of traditional exegesis has been found
recently on the rise.l New approaches such as semantic,
rhetorical, structural, and stylistic analyses include a
set of aims and attitudes related to insights that "were
applied to Biblical traditions in the exegetical literature
of Judaism, Christianity and Islam from as far back as our
sources go."2 For this reason, "in the last decades there
has been much interest in the Nachgeschichte of biblical
texts."3

Such research is important for current exegetical
activity. Ancient exegesis, originating close to 01d
Testament times, may illumine the meaning of the text.

Since it was elaborated in environments sociogeographically

15, F. a. Sawyer, "A Change of Emphasis in the
Study of the Prophets," in R. Coggins, A. Phillips and M.
Knibb, eds., Israel's Prophetic Tradition: Essays in Honcur
of Peter R. Ackroyd (London: Cambridge, 1982), pp. 233-49.

21bid., p. 234.

3christopher T. B2gg, "Rereading of the 'Animal
Rite!' of Gen 15 in Early Jewish Narratives," Catholic
Biblical Quarterly 50 (1988): 36-46. With this rationale he
proceeds to investigate the "afterlife" of Gen 15:9-10, 17
in Jubilees, Josephus, and other documents from around the
turn o€t the era.
1
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or linguistically similar to those of the texts themselves,
and often as a rpcolongation of trends already present in
them, it naturally enjoyed advancages that modern exegesis
has to work hard to obtain for itself.l

This kind cf£ research also may have projections in
historical fields. It is often said that Church history is
the history of the interpretation of Scripture. Such a
dictum implies that the history of both Judaism and
christianity is intimately related to Pentateuchal
interpretation. The first centuries of our era are of

great interest both to Judaism (as the Tannaitic period)

and

ot

o Christianity (as the apostolic and early Church
times).

Therefore, for the retrieval of exegetical insights
of the past, ancient midrashim may have a wider interest
than exegetical productions of later periods. Being close
in time to the point from which Judaism and Christianity
branch out, they could attract attention from all scholars
interested in the Hebrew Bible from the viewpoint of both
the history of religious ideas and the original meaning of
the text. As such, they seem a fitting subject for
academic research in 0ld Testament studies.

However, interpreters face several difficulties in

this avenue of research. There is, e.g., a scarcity of
lgee G. Vermes, "Bible and Midrash: Early 01d
Testament Exegesis," in Post-Biblical Jewish Studies

(Leiden: Brill, 1975), pp. 59-91.
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reliably ancient exegetical texts, and the Pentateuch is a
highly complex document. In spite of these and other
difficulties, it 1is possible to make a case for the
usefulness of a cautious study of extant exegetical

materials.l

Problem Selection and
Scope for Study

By a careful choice of a subject for study, it is
possible to alleviate the scarcity of available materials
alluded above, and at the same time select highly relevant
issues for theological and historical consideration.

Some subjects ir biblical literature, because of
their religious weight, have been abundantly commented
upon, even in not primarily exegetical works, since
earliest times. This wealth of material may afford us

enough evidence, including references in non-exegetical but

lprargumim and Midrashim, though incorporated in a
19th century effort at ascertaining the ancient synagogal
theology (as seen in the title of Ferdinand W. Weber,
System der altsynagogalen paldstinischen Theologie aus
Targum, Midrasch und Talmud [1880], which was changed later
to JUdische Theologie auf Grund des Talmud und_ verwandter
Schriften [Leipzig: Dérffling & Franke, 1897]), today are
seen as problematic because of difficulties in dating.
Whatever their real age, however, there is a good scholarly
consensus around the fact that they do contain very ancient
materials, though the antiquity of those materials must be
established independently from their presence in Targum or
Midrash. On the other hand, Hellenistic Jewish works, like
those of Philo or Josephus, must be interpreted with
careful reference to their provenance and special purposes,
but they are well dated and may constitute good evidence
about the existence of a given exegetical tradition.
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firmly dated documents, to track the course of ancient
exegesis on the subject.
One such subject is divine recompense:
It is so naturally presupposed in the very earliest

O0.T. testimonies, and it is so fruitful in historical
and theological reflection, that it 1is obviously an

ancient view current <from the very outset in the
thinking of Israel.

The first explicit mention of rewards in the

Pentateuch comes at Gen 15:1.2 1Its relevance is underlined

lg, Wirthwein, “"The 0ld Testament Belief in
Recompense," in G. Kittel, ed., Theological Dictionary of
the N.T. (henceforward TDNT, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1967),
art. misthos, 4:706.

2vExplicit mention" is here meant as distinct from
narratives that, as those just mentioned by Wirthwein,
merely may be interpreted as a divine recompense. That Gen
15:1 is the first such mention remains true in spite of the
multiplicity of Hebrew terms that are translated, at one
passage or another, as "reward" or "recompense." A list
coupled with passages where they are so translated follows:

+ah*rit Prov 49:1 mattat 1 Kgs 13:7
+etnan, --h Ezek 16:34 ¢ eqeb Ps 19:11
b® $orah 2 Sam 4:10 p® €ulah Ps 109:20
2 Sam 19:36 Ywb (Hiph.) Ps 54:4
mas'at Jer 40:5 (Hoph.) Gen 43:12
maskoret Ruth 2:12 $hd Deut 10:17
slm, --h 1l Sam 24:19

Their first occurrences are:

-ah®*rit Gen 49:1 mattat 1l Kgs 123:7
+retnan, --h Deut 23:19 ¢ eqgeb G=2n 22:18
b® Sorah 2 Sam 4:10 pt €ulah Lev 19:13
Gen 50:15 $wb (Hiph.) Gen 20:7,

mas'at Gen 43:34 (Hoph.) Gen 43:12
maskoret Gen 29:15 Sohad Exod 23:8
€1lm, --h Gen 44:4

It will be cbserved that no reference comes before Gen
15:1. This kind of priority for the passage is valid also
in RSV, BJ, and NAB, according to their concordances;
respectively: Nelson's (New York, 1957), Cerf-Brepols
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by the fact that it refers to a reward promised by God to
man. Because of this priority of the passage, and the
antiquity and importance of the subject impinged upon, an
adequate supply of ancient exegetical material 1is
available. Moreover, materials from around the turn of the
era on this subject are especially interesting.l

The theological context of the passage 1is
attractive even beyond the ideas of reward. It so happens
that Gen 15:1-6 is dear to the whole Judeo-Christian
tradition for its soteriological content, and especially to
western cChristianity as a "remarkable anticipation of the
Pauline doctrine of justification by faith"? found in its
closing sentence: "Abraham believed in the LORD, and he
credited it to him as rightaousness" (NIV). Just as a
"reward" is mentioned for the first time in the canon at
Gen 15:1, the ideas of "believing" and "accreditation of

rightecusness" appear for the first time in 15:6. Faith

(Paris and Turnhout, 1982) and Nelson's (Nashville, 1977).
The only term preceding Gen 15:1 which may in some contexts
(as, e.g., Ps 58:12) be understood as "reward" is p®ri, but
the preceding occurrences (ch. 1, 3, 4) are unequivocal
references to botanical, not metaphorical, fruits.

lThe diverse understanding of the soteriological
value of obedience to God's law contributed to the rift
between the early church and the synagogue. See, e.g., M.
Simon, Verus Israel: Etude sur les relations entre
chrétiens et juifs dans l'empjire romain (Paris: de Boccard,
1964) esp. p. 196. The same was later true of the
relationship between different Christian confessions.

2John Skinner, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary
on Genesis (Edinburgh, T. & T. Clark, 1951), p. 280.
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and imputed justification have elicited much of the best
theological reflection through the centuries.

The history of the exegesis of this passage has
been carefully studied by researchers. Among others, such
history has been described by O. Kaiser for the period
beginning with Wellhausen,l and by C. Westermann for 1958
on.?2 Two pericopes are usually distinguished in the
chapter: vss. 1-6 and 7-21. These have been variously
attributed to diverse sources (including J, E, and D),3 and
the precedence of each defended in turn. The present trend

is towards declaring both late in origin.% However, the

lupraditionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung von Gen
15," Zeitschrift fur die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 70
(1958): 107-126. In capsule form, he traces the
development of critical exegesis in a 400-odd-words-lcng
footnote (p. 108, n. 4) from Wellhausen through Gunkel,
Smend, Eichrodt, Eissfeldt, Koénig, Procksch, till Skinner,
Noth, and von Rad (and Staerk, Volz, Eerdmans, Simpson, G.
Hélscher and Jepsen for differing opinions about the
distribution of the chapter between sources). See also H.
Cazelles, "Connexions et Structure de Gen. XV," Revue
Biblique 69 (1962): 321-325; A. Caquot, "L'Alliance avec
Abram," Semitica 12 (1962): 51~55; J. van Seters, Abraham
in History and Tradition (New Haven/London: Yale, 1975),
pp. 249-253 and R. E. Clements, Abraham and David: Genesis

15 _and its Meaning for TIsraelite Tradition (London: SCM,
1967), pp. 16, 17 n. 7.

2nGenesis," in S. Herrmann and H. W. Wolff, eds.,

Biblischer Kommentar: Alces Testament (Neukirchen: Neu-
kirchener Verlag, 1979), section I, 2:253-255.

3uThere is great diversity of opinion about the
unity or disunity of Gen 15 and about the antiquity of the

traditions contained in the chapter," according to van
Seters, Abr. in Hist., p. 249.

4M. Anbar, "Genesis 15: A Conflation of Two
Deuteronomic Narratives," Journal of Biblical Literature

101 (1982): 39-55; L. Perlitt, Bundestheologie im_ Alten
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ideas contained in this chapter should be understood

not by theories about their possible sources, but by
recognizing the unique way in which Israel shaped them

. . the pre-Israelite tradition of a covenant with
Abraham was of great consequence in helping to shape
Israel's understanding of its relationship to God, and
this covenant was eventually set in a position of great
prominer.ce.

It is possible to defend the early origin of the
covenant notions reflected in this chapter.2 In any case,
the attribution of "lateness" and composite character to
the passage hinges on the presence of alleged "dis-
crepancies,"3 which may be questioned. Modern authors have
been known to reject the multiple source attribution for
this chapter. One could cite B. D. Eerdmans,4 P. Volz and

W. Rudolph,5 as well as more conservative authors such as

B. Jacob.® More recently, J. Hoftijzer has also argued for

Testament (Neukirch: Neuk. Verlag, 1969); and their
references to other literature.

1Clements, p. 87.

2see C. L. Rogers, "The Covenant with Abraham and
Its Historical Setting," Bibliotheca Sacra 127 (1970): 241-
56.

3see J. Wellhausen, Die Composition des Hexateuchs
und der historischen Bicher des Alten Testaments, 3d ed.
(Berlin: G. Reimer, 1899), p. 21; Anbar, JBL 101: 40; and

also van Seters, Abr. in Hist., p. 249.

4plttestamentliche Studien, 1: Die Komposition der
Genesis (Giessen, Tépelmann, 1908), especially p. 33.

Sper Elohist als Erzihler: ein Irrweg der Pen-
tateuch Kritik? (Giessen: Tépelmann, 1933), p. 27.

6pas erste Buch des Torah, Genesis (Berlin, 1934)

translated as The First Bock of the Bible, Genesis (New
York: Ktav, 1974).



the unity of the chapter.l The plausibility of such a
unitary conception of the passage opens the way for a
renewed attention to the traditional exegesis of the
passage.

The same result is attained after considering the
exegetical difficulties inherent in the passage and the
solution offered by classical literary analysis. There is
a trend in critical scholarship to treat this passage as a
stylized oracular formula without concrete referents in
Abraham's life.?2 This would do away with the need to
account for the "fear" from which Abraham is enjoined to
refrain in 15:1. Such explanation, however, has been
decried also from a critical perspective.3 One should,
therefore, exercise caution, restudy the rationale for the
form-critical attempt to explain away the difficulties, and
give renewed attention to the precise content of the
formula.

Such attention to content may be found in other

types of interpretation, including the traditional. These

13, Hoftijzer, Die Verheissungen an die Drei
Erzviter (Leiden: Brill, 1956), pp. 17-20.

2vEin stilisiertes Heilsorakel" that "will nur ganz
allgemein sagen, dass Abraham ein Heilswort wvon Jahwe
empfangt," as C. Westermann expressed it. After quoting
some Near Eastern and Amerindian ancient oracles, he
concludes: "Man kann dann nicht fragen, worin denn der
'Lohn' fir Abraham bestehen soll, und ob bei dem Schutz an
bestimmte Bedrohungen Abrahams gedacht sei." Altes
Testament, 2: 258-9.

3see van Seters, Abr. in Hist., p. 255.
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types of interpretation, though diverse, do attribute a
particular meaning to each of the parts of the divine
message.

Ancient exegetes were reluctant to emend the text
and certainly could not dilute its meaning on account of
source-critical or form-critical considerations (as above).
Therefore, they applied their ingenuity to solve exegetical
problems within the data afforded by the canonical
literature, and their insights are thus often better
controlled than many of the critical suggestions.

This is not to deny all value to modern critical
investigation or to suggest a return to a pre-critical
methodology. But we should give due regard to their
respect for the received text, revalue the synchronic
semantics And canonic contextualization they utilized, and
recognize their relevance from a scientific viewpoint.

In this dissertation, therefore, the ancient
midrashic expositions of this passage are described and
analyzed, and an attempt is made both to understand each on
its own terms and to determine what are the potenticl
contributions of those expositions for historical and
exegetical studies.

Apart from the special relevance of ancient
expositions, certain exegetical difficulties deserve a
renewed study on their own. There is still a lack of

agreement both among translators and exegetes on basic
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features of the text. These include the import of "after
these things," the pointing of mgn, the morphological and
syntactical analysis,l certain 1lexical values,?2 and the
correct text of the last clauses, to name only the more
salient difficulties.3

Such exegetical options are in dynamic relationship
to central issues: What dangers constitute the occasion tor
God's offer of protection? What is the "reward" envisioned
by the text in this connection, and what does it compensate
for? How shculd Abraham's faith be understood? What is
the nature of the "righteousness” here alluded? Does the
passage connect in some way the '"believing" with the
promised "reward"?4 If so, does the text present this
faith as centered on the hope of a compensation for

Abraham’s obedience? Recent commentators have so thought.5

lAs. e.g., whether magén and &akar are both predi-
cates of the same subject, or the latter starts a new
sentence.

2As, e.g., me$eq in 15:2.

3As, e.g., the reading of the Samaritan Pentateuch,
‘arbeh instead of MT harbeh.

4The promises that prompted Abram's faith (vss. 4,
5) were pronounced at his request of clarification (vss. 2,
3) for the announcement that his reward ($akar) would be
very great (vs. 1).

5The phrase wayyah%ebeha 10 s¢daqgah has been
sometimes understood as stating that Abraham considered the
promises to be a fair deal and a just compensation for his
toils: “Abram believed the LORD, and credited it to Him as
righteousness." Cf. L. Gaston, "Abraham and the

Righteousness of God" in Horizons in Biblical Theology 2
(1980): 41 and passim. See also M. Oeming, "Ist Genesis



11
One has suggested that

It is often said that Genesis 15 was attractive to
Paul because it speaks of Abraham's faith and not his
works, but that is not true. Gen 15:1 says his
"reward" (misthos) will be great, and Targum Neofiti
has a long discussion of Abraham's works which receive
a reward and their _relationship to the following
unconditional promise.

The need is thus evident for further study on the
relationship of this "reward" with the offer of protection
and other promises, with Abraham's faith and with the
accreditation of righteousness.

To our knowledge, these specific tasks have rot
been carried out before. Several Ph.D. dissertations?
have analyzed the midrashic exegesis of Genesis 15 in some
of the documents here studied, but they aimed mainly to
reveal the enclosed picture of Abraham and the way in which
Gen 15:6 specifically was understood and utilized, as their
particular concerns called for. In this work, instead, the

focus is the whole unit (Gen 15:1-6), and detailed

attention is given to the way in which each of its verses

15:6 ein Beleg fir die Anrechnung des Glaubens zur
Gerechtigkeit?" Zeitschrift fir die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft 95 (1983): 182-97.

1g. Gaston, Paul and the Torah (Vancouver:
University of British Columbia, 1987), p. 125.

2r, p. McGonigal, "'Abraham Believaed Gocd:' Genesis
15:6 and Its Use in the New Testament" (Fuller Theological
Seminary, 1981); D. Sutherland, "Genesis 15:6: A Study in
Ancient Jewish and Christian Interpretation" (Southern
Baptist Theological Seminary, 1982); and, too late to be
included in the present research, L. L. Bethune, "Abraham,
Father of Faith: The Interpretation of Genesis 15:6 from
Genesis to Paul" (Princeton Theological Seminary, 1987).
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was exegeted, while an attempt is also made here to relate

the findings to their conclusions.

Methodology and Definitions
The analytical description of ancient midrashic
expositions deals with the precise forms in which the
passage was understood and the ways by which the expositors

arrived at such understanding.

Definitions
Passage demarcation
Since we are here dealing with exegetical texts,
not with punctiliar allusions, the whole text unit (Gen
15:1~-6) is employed. Only those midrashic expositions that
dealt with this entire unit (by itself or as part of a

larger one) are considered.

Exposition

"Exposition" refers here to statements with an
exegetical intent, whether in a primarily exegetical work
or not. Works that purport simply to convey the text (as,
e.g., the LXX, Peshitta, and other ancient versions) though
carrying an implicit exegesis that sometimes may be related
to known Midrashim, are excluded from the list of documents

to be studied, though they are k=2pt as terms of comparison
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for research into those documents.l

Midrashic documents

The term "midrashic" is not here 1limited to the
strict Rabbinic genre? and includes the re-use of Scrip-

tural texts and their history with a religious reflection.?

Comprised documents

By "ancient midrashic expositions" it is meant
documents originating after the close of the canon but
containing a text? that can reasonably be argued to have

been established before the Middle Ages--i.e., by the end

lThe Targumim, although also conveying the complete
text of the Pentateuch, contain lengthy insertions which
obviously were never considered merely translational.

2As defined in the Encyclopaedia Judaica (New York:
McMillan, 1974), s.v. "Midrash."

3As described in a '"now virtually authoritative"
way by Renee Bloch, "Midrash," Dictionnaire de la Bible,
Supplement, Fasc. 28 (Paris: Letouzey et Ané, 1955) col.
1264ff. according to J. N. Lightstone, "Form as Meaning in
Halakic Midrash," Semeja 27 (1983, 2): 25. This has been
corrected and refined in A. Wright, "An Investigation of
the Literary Form, Haggadic Midrash, in the 0ld Testament
and Intertestamental Literature," Th.D. dissertation,
Catholic University of America, 1965. His refinements are
here adopted unless otherwise indicated and explained. See
also Interpreters' Dictionary of the Bible (New York:
Abingdon, 1962) 3: 376. For the various senses of the
term, see the discussion by Wright starting in p. 5 and by
J. Neusner, Comparative Midrash: The Plan and Program of
Genesis and Levitjcus Rabbah (Atlanta: Scholars, 1986) and
Midrash in Context: Exedgesis in Formative Judaism
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1383), introductions.

4The chronological limitation here mentioned does
not apply to the manuscript copy itself.
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of antiquity.l The reasons for selecting this early period
have been discussed above. All relevant documents are

covered.

Exegecical Prucedures

To determine potential exegetical contributions of
those documents, a clear awareness of exegetical alterna-
tives in the passage is required. The attempt is made,
therefore, to obtain this awareness by exegeting Gen 15:1-
6 anew, in dialogue with recent expositors.z At the same
time, a fresh effort is made to solve the difficulties
offered by the passage.

In accordance with the recent trends already
intimated,3 and the objectives fixed above, the text is

studied in its present, received canonical form, regardless

lThe latest documents that must be studied here,
the early or classical Rabbinic midrashim, can be dated
only in this approximate fashion. For the scope of "early"
or "classical Rabbinic," see J. Bowker, The Tarqums and
Rabbinic Literature (London: Cambridge, 1969), pp. ©69-92

and D. Patte, Early Jewish Hermeneutic in Palestine
(Missoula: Scholars, 1975), p. 1.

2Mostly from 1960 on.

3as, e.g., B. S. Childs, Introduction to the 01d
Testament as Scripture (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979), p.
151: "It is not intended as a deprecation of this critical
research to suggest that the canonical significance of the
promises to the patriarchs should not be lost in the search
to unravel the complex problems in the literature's early
development."
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of its development according to literary criticism.l We
give preferential attention to context and literary
structure,2 as well as to the semantic content of key terms

in the passage, and its historical setting.

Results

The exegetical contributions from ancient midrashic
expositions are evaluated in the light of the exegetical
endeavor. The theological and exegetical significance of
those expositions lie in the valuable insights for the
understanding of Gen 15:1-6 for which the retrieval attempt
is here made. Also indicated are some of the gains in the
area of the history of religious ideas in Judaism and

Christianity.

lror additional justification of such a procedure,
see McGonigal, p. 50, n. 5. The way in which the special
interests of our research affect this decision is spelled
out in the corresponding chapter below.

2As determined objectively by the observation of
framing formulae and recurrent words and phrases of the
text. See the contrast of this "traditional" method with
new "structuralist" approaches in P. Ricoeur, "La quete du
sens," in Exegese et Hermeneutique (Paris: du Seuil, 1971),
p. 60, and the elucidation of important principles as
exemplified in the work of P. Beauchamp, Creation et

separation: Etude exegetique du chapitre premier de la
Genese (Paris: Bibl. de Sc. Rel., 1969) in p. 74.



CHAPTER I
GEN 15:1-6 IN ANCIENT

MIDRASHIC EXPOSITIONS

The aim of this descrirticn is to provide a basis
for a study of the exegetical interpretations and related
theological ideas of the midrashic works comprised in the
present investigation.

The description often takes minute details into
consideration. This is to acquaint the reader with the
whole from which conclusions are drawn, so as to be able to
judge the validity of the conclusions with a right sense of
proportions.

Analyses of this kind are not readily available.
Scholarly works on those ancient exegeses are few and often
have wider concerns that preclude their concentration on
the exegetical issues posed by this unit.

The ancient interpretations concerned are conveyed
in different ways, and the procedures to be followed vary
accordingly. Some ancient works have an explicit
exegetical intention (as Philo or the Midrashim); they are
couched in language that makes clear immediately their
character in this regard. They are works about the Bible,
nct retellings of the same.

le
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The task in such a case is merely to inventory
their conclusions, organize them, and describe their
exegetical techniques.

Most of these compositions (Jubilees, 1QapGen, the
Targums), however, convey their exegesis through a
paraphrase. They do not take the Biblical text for
granted, but see its repetition as necessary and relevant,
though with modifications aimed at making it more under-
standable. Our task, then, is to compare such compositions
with the Hebrew text of Genesis and analyze every deviation
from the the latter. Some differences could derive from a
variant Vorlage or vocalization. From the remainder we can
then determine which points were perceived as standing in
need of clarification through a different choice of words.
We also can infer some of their underlying exegetical
conclusions and then proceed as in the former case.

The text of Genesis used for this comparison is the
traditional one that would in time come o be known as the
Massoretic text,l with the variants suggested in ancient

versions (Septuagint, Samaritan, Peshitta, and Vulgate)2 as

1KX. Elliger and W. Rudolph, eds., Biblia Hebraica
Stuttgartensja (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelges., 1983).

2For the Septuagint (henceforth LXX), J. W. Wevers,

ed., Genesis, Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum
Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis editum
(G8ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1974). "Samaritan"

(Sam), though here lumped together with "versions," for the
sake of brevity, actually refers to the Samaritan Hebrew
Pentateuch, as edited by A. F. von Gall, Der HebrHische
Pentateuch der Samaritaner (Giessen: T8pelmann, 1918). The
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alternative possibilities for a Vorlage.l The distinction
indicated above between expositional and paraphrastic
exegeses is clear-cut in most cases, but there are, of
course, problematic ones. Josephus, for instance, uses as
his exegetical medium not a commentary nor a complete
verse-by-verse paraphrase, but a paraphrastic summary of
the Biblical narrative. Because of the heterogeneity and
idiosyncrasies of the 1literature to be covered, a
preliminary but important task to be accomplished is a
study of the characteristics of the document or author
involved.

One can now delineate the system of procedures for
the rest of the chapter. I use the following sequence of
steps: (1) scope of category; (2) determination of the
nature of the document, including its midrashic character:
(3) summary of the context for the relevant passage: (4)
presentation and open-ended analysis of the passage as it
deviates from, or goes beyond, the canonical text; and (5)

an inventory of reflected interpretations and theological

Peshitta (Pesh) is from the Peshitta Institute, eds., The
0ld Testament in Syriac according to_ the Peshitta Version
(Leiden: Brill, 1977). For the Vulgate (Vg), R. Weber, ed.,

Biblia Sacra juxta Vulgatam Versionem (Stuttgart: Wurtt.
Bibelanstalt, 1969).

1p11 these forms of the 0Old Testament have been
recommended for comparison with the Targums by A. Anger-
storfer, "Ist 4QTglev das Menetekel der neueren Targum-
forschung?," Biblische Notizen 15 (1981): 74. Similar
statements appear in M. Aberbach and B. Grossfeld, Targum
Ongelos on Gen 49 (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1976), p. Xiv.
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ideas, with reference to the system of ideas in the author
or the work as a whole. Deviations from this pattern are

due to the nature of the material and explained on the

spot.

Before the Middle Ages, midrashic productions fall
within one of the following types: (1) Apocryphal or
Pseudepigraphical works, (2) Qumran productions, (3)

Hellenistic writers, and (4) Rabbinical literature.l

Apocryphal and Pseudepigraphical Literature:

The Book of Jubilees
Scope

"Apocryphal"” and "pseudepigraphical" are nere taken
sensu lato, as in the collection of R. H. Charlesworth.?2
With few exceptions, it refers to Jewish or Christian works
dating between 200 B.C. and 200 A.D. They build upon 01d
Testament ideas and narratives and are attributed to 01d
Testament worthies or otherwise claim to contain God's
message.

Therefore this research in Apocrypha and Pseud-

epigrapha included fragmentary works of Judeo-Hellenistic

lrhe types here listed, common in the scholarly
literature and reference works, are of different kinds
(geographical, linguistic, formal), and there is some
overlapping (e.g., Qumran scrolls include some Pseudepigra-
pha), but no practical problem is thereby created for this
research.

2see "Definition of Pseudepigrapha," in J. H.

Charlesworth, ed., The 0ld Testament Pseudepigrapha, 2
vols. (New York: Doubleday, 1983), l:xxiv, xXxv.
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authors which formerly used to be classified under the more
general heading of "Hellenistic literature."l All authors
employed in cCharlesworth's collection such as Philo the
Epic Poet, Ezekiel the Tragedian, Pseudo-Eupolemus,
Cleodemus Malchus, etc., were thus covered in the research

reported here. However, most of them make no reference to

the patriarch Abraham. Of those who do, as e.qg., ben
Sirach (Ecclesiasticus),? 1 Maccabees, 3 4 Ezra,t 2
lacecording to M. S. Hurwitz, "Hellenistic Jewish

Literature," in Encyclopaedia Judaica (New York: McMillan,
1971), 8:304, this comprises Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, and
*individual authors."

2sirach 44:19-21 (200~-175 B.C.) makes reference to
parts of Gen 12, 17, 18, 22 and/or 15 in praise of Abraham
(this and the following mentions of Apocrypha are based on
R. H. Charles, The_ Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the 01d
Testament in English. Oxford: Clarendon, 1913, while those
of Pseudepigrapha on Charlesworth, The OT Pseudepigrapha).
There "the covenant" may allude to Gen 15 or (more likely,
in view of the association with circumcision) to Gen 17;
"the stars" may proceed from 15:5 or (more credibly, in
view of the mention of an oath) from 22:17, and so on.
There is no unambiguous reference to the oracle of 15:1-6.

31 Maccabees 2:52 (100-70 B.C.) alludes to Gen 22
with the language of Gen 15:6: "Was not Abraham found
faithful (pistos) in temptation, and it was reckoned unto
him for righteousness?" The second half of the verse is
identical with LXX Gen 15:6b, so it does not throw light on
the author's understanding of the Gen passage. He may have
connected the reliability ('*muanah = pistis) of Abraham
under trial with his trust ('mn = pisteud) at Gen 15:6, as
James does in the NT (2:22, 23).

44 Ezra 3:13,14 (100-120 A.D.) contains a reference
to a revelation of "the end of the times" ¢to Abram
"secretly by night" which alludes, most likely, to Gen 15.
As scholars recognize (Charles, Pseudepigrapha, ad 4 Ezra
3:15, n. 14), this idea arose by reading Gen 15:9-21 in the
light of Dan 2 and 7. It can be found in the Palestinian
Targum on Gen 15:11-12. But 4 Ezra gives no clue about the
way he interpreted 15:1-6.
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Baruch, ! Testament of Abraham,2 and the Hellenistic
Synagogue Prayers,3 almost all contain only ambiguous
allusions and lack an extended treatment of the whole unit
(Gen 15:1-6). The Apocalypse of Abraham, though based to a
large extent on the vision of Gen 15:7-21,4 does not

elaborate on our unit except for part of Gen 15:1 and

lin 2 Baruch 57:2 (100-120 A.D.), it is explained
that Abraham is symbolized in a previous vision by a fount
of bright waters, because in his time, "belief in the

coming judgment was then generated, and hope of the world
that was to be renewed was then built up, and the promise
of the 1life that should come hereafter was implanted."
Probably the same understanding of Gen 15 as in 4 Ezra is
here at work.

27 Ab (75-125 A.D.), in spite of its concentration
on the patriarch, contains few allusions to the promises
made to Abraham in Gen. These few refer to Gen 22 rather
than Gen 15 (Recension A, 1:5, 4:11, 8:5-7).

3They are embedded in Apostolic Constitutions
7.33.2~-7, and give preference to Gen 17 and 22 when
alluding to the promises made to Abraham. However, we read
in vss. 14-15 that "(F]rom the beginning of our forefather
Abraham's laying claim to the way of truth, you led (him)
by a vision, having taught (him) what at any time this
world is. And his faith traveled ahead of his knowledge,
but the covenant was the follower of his faith." 1In view
of the interpretations of Gen found in 4 Ezra and 2 Bar,
the vision about "what at any time this world is" seems to
refer to the apocalyptic revelations that covered the
future history of the world retrojected from Dan 2, 7 into
Gen 15. Hence we should probably identify the faith that
"traveled ahead of his knowledge" (Gen 12:1, cf. Heb 11:8)
and preceded "the covenant" with the attitude of Abraham
recorded in Gen 15:6. Apos Con 8.12.23, usually inter-
preted as a Christian interpolation in the document
(ibid.), may well, from this perspective, be pre-Christian.
However, the "covenant" alluded to in these fragments is
described with the language of Gen 22:17 and 17:7, not that
of Gen 15.

4Ap Ab 9ff.
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15:5.1 Pseudo-Philo's Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum, which
parallels extensive portions of Genesis, nevertheless skips
Gen 14-15.2 The same is true for Pseudo-Eupolemus in the
extant abstract,3 though he may have fully dealt with Gen
15:1-6 in his original work. All these works, therefore,
are bypassed in the rest of the chapter. This textual

unit, however, is clearly discernable in the targum-like

lAp Ab 9:4: "I am the protector of you and I am
your helper." This, according to the translator and
annotator Rubinkiewicz, presupposes the reading of mgn as
mégeén (Charlesworth, Pseudepigrapha, 1:693 note b.). This
is, as a matter of fact, the reading in all ancient sources
except the MT. Cf. the observations to the text of Jub and
lQapGen below. For parallels to Gen 15:5, see ApAb 20:3-5,
21:1ff. The tradition of looking at the stars from on high
is discussed kelow in connection with Philo.

2This refers to the main narrative sequence. In
chap. 23:5-7, Joshua makes in his covenant renewal address
a prophetic racconto of Abraham's Gen 15 vision (cf Josh
24:2-4), but again, Gen 15:1-6 is virtually skipped. The
only points of contact are the mention of an oracle through
a vision (dixi ei in visu) and Abraham's complaint of
childlessness, which in Pseudo-Philo takes the form of a
question about Sarai's sterility (Ecce nunc dedisti mihi
mulierem, et haec sterilis est. Et quomodo habebo semen de
mea petra conclusa?). The rest concentrates on the vision
of Gen 15:7ff. This is also alluded to by Amram in 9:3. A
midrashic exegesis of Gen 15:5, according to which Abraham
was physically lifted above the firmament (cf. below on
Philo) is passingly mentioned in 18:5.

3An Hellenistic author, usually considered to be a
Samaritan writer (see M. Hengel, Judentum und Hellenismus
(TObingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1969] pp. 162-169; Ben 2ion
Wacholder, "Pseudo-Eupolemus' Two Greek Fragments on
Abraham," Hebrew Union College Annual 34 ([1963]: 83-113,
esp. 84, n. 11, and the bibliography therein cited),
wrongly identified as Eupolemus (an idea disputed by R.
Doran in the introduction to his translation of the text in
Charlesworth, The OT Pseudepigrapha, 2:873-79), summarily
quoted by Alexander Polyhistor in a section preserved by
Eusebius Praepar. Evang. 9:17, and c¢cning close to the
passage without actually touching it.
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passage of Jubilees 14:1-6. This passage requires a more

detailed examinaticn.

Jubilees
e cume as_a who
This document,l composed in Hebrew in the second
century B.C., has been preserved for this passage only in
Ethiopic.2 The translation, however, is reliable.?

The book reads like an extended chronicle of the

lrhis information, except as othexrwise accredited,
is based on 0. S. Wintermute, "Introduction," in Charles-
worth, Pseudepigrapha, 2:35-50.

27t was translated into Greek and Syriac, but the
relevant passage is not extant in any of the three

languages. This is unfortunate, because the task of
analyzing small details that deviate from the Bible
necessitates an accurate text. In this case, the

"original"® is a secondary translation of the Greek into
Ethiopic.

3studies on the Ethiopic text of Jubilees in the
light of the published Qumran fragments show that it "is
very accurate and reliable. It reproduces the Hebrew text
(via a Greek intermediate stage) literally and precisely in
nearly all cases," according to J. C. VanderKam, Textual
and Historical Studies in the Book of Jubilees (Missoula:
Scholars, 1977), p. 94. See also R. Pummer, "The Book of
Jubilees and the Samaritans," Eglise et Théologie 10

(1979): 162. There is another secondary translation from
the Greek, the Latin one. But this passage is also lacking
in the latter, and thus no comparison is possible. Due to

a lack of formal training in Ethiopic, the present study is
based on the English version. A few (assisted) references
to the Ethiopic text appear in footnotes. The English is
from Charlesworth, Pseudepiqrapha, 2:52 f£ff. and the
Ethiopic from R. H. Charles, ed., The Ethiopic Version of
the Hebrew Book of Jubilees (Oxford: Clarendon, 1895).
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world,l emphasizing Biblical details of the past and future
history of Israel related to its own life situation in
Hellenistic times.

Theologically it stands in a line ancestral to the
sectarian works of Qumran? and seems to understand itself
as part of a second Tcrah.3

The midrashic character of the book of Jubilees has
been established by detailed studies since the past
century, and thus no further survey of this aspect of the
work is necessary.?

The book purports to be the report of revelations

11t does not show evidence, however, of any source
independent from the Bible (Wintermute, "Introduction," p.
45) . It emphasizes those details of Biblical history that
could be related to its own life situation in Hellenistic
times.

2ppparently, it provided Qumran with a solar
calendar and contributed to its highly developed angelol-

logy. Such is the "virtually unanimous" consensus of
scholarship; Pummer, "Jub. and the Sam." p. 150. See also
M. Testuz, "Le Livre des Jubilés et la Litterature Es-

senienne," in Les Idées Religieuses du Livre des Jubilés
(Paris: Droz and Minard, 1960), pp. 179-95, esp. concluding

paragraph. Others have not followed Testuz, however, in
his conviction that the book was Essenian. Oon this, see
John C. Endres, "Biblical Interpretation in the Book of
Jubilees™ (Ph.D. dissertation, Vanderbilt University,
1982), pp. 12-14.

3see 6:22, 30:12,21, 50:6. See also S. Zeitlin,
"The Book of Jubilees: Its Character and its Significance,"
Jewish Quarterly Review 30 (1939): 21, 30.

4a. Dillmann, "Das Buch der Jubilden und sein
Verhdltnis zu den Midraschin," in Zeitschrift der Deutschen
Morgenlidndisches Gesellschaft 11 (1857): 161-3; for modern
studies, see the bibliography in Testuz, Jubilés, pp. 203-
4, plus the discussion in Wintermute, "Introduction," pp.
39-41.
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of God to Moses on Mount Sinai. After the framing report
of historic and predictive revelations in chap. 1, chaps.
2-4 concern the stories of Creation, adam, and his
descendants (paralleling Gen 1-4 though inserting laws
taken from Exodus and Deuteronomy). Chaps. 5-10 deal with
the Noah stories (paralleling the same chapters in Genesis,
inserting laws on feasts, instructions about the calendar,
and abundant demonological haggadot). Chapters 11-23
contain the Abraham stories. Their first part includes
legendary material on the youth of the patriarch.
Ultimately, this material goes back to midrashic
reflection.l

Later in life, Abraham devotes his time to astro-
logy, until he realizes that God can overrule all signs of
heaven (Jub 12:16-21). Then he directly seeks God Himself
in prayer, and is instructed to "come forth from your land"

(paralleling Gen 12:1-3). An angel then opens Abraham's

las, e.g., his shooing away the crows (retrojected
from Gen 15:11) in ch. 11, or the burning down of the
temple of idols, where Haran died trying to put out the
fire (an idea derived from be'ur kasdim). According to R.
H. Charles, though Jubilees does not use the legend of
Abram in a fiery furnace (see Vermes, Scripture and
Tradition in Judaism (Leiden. Brill, 1961), pp. 85-7),
"Haran's fate in [Jub 12:]14 ([cf. Gen 11:28) is a relic of
this idea based on Gen 15:7, Exod 20:2, Isa 29:22." The
same is valid for the idea of Abraham as an astrologer,
derived from Gen 15:5 and 22:17. Thus the legendary
material does not derive from independent accounts, but
from creative reflection upon and imaginative amplification
of the Biblical narratives. See above on the
characteristics of the document (Wintermute, “Intro-
duction," pp. 45-46).
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mouth and ears so that he can speak Hebrew, the necessary
medium of revelation. During the next winter he copies the
books of Terah (written in Hebrew) and as the rainy season
ends he starts out for Canaan with the blessing of Terah
(Jub 12:23-31).

The n2xt chapter (Jub 13) summarizes Gen 12-14 wit
little interference from legendary material. According to
his custom, the author retrojects the law of tithe to the
incident of Gen 14:20 (the passage in Jubilees has arrived

mutilated: Jub 13:25b-27).

Relevant_ passage

Jub 14:1-6 (= Gen 15:1-6) keeps very close to the
Genesis text.l The few deviations (here underlined) may be
dealt with after quotation:

14: (1) And after these things, in the fourth year
of this week, on the first of the third month, the word
of the Lord came to Abram in a dream, saying, "Don't
fear, Abram. I am your defender and your reward (will
be) very great." (2) And he said, "0 Lord, QO lord,
what will you give me? I am going on without children.
And the son of Maseq, the son of my handmaid, is
Eliezer of Damascus. He will be my heir, but you have
not given szed to me." (3) And he said to him, "This

lyanderKam, Textual and Historical Studies, p. 136,
concludes that "E[(thiopic] J[ubilees] bore no or very few
discernible traces of textual alteration due to the
influence of the LXX and/or E[thiopic version of the
Bible]." This closeness of Jub to Gen, then, cannot be
explained merely as a result of harmonizing tendencies in
transmission. On the other hand, such respectful treatment
of the unit is not characteristic of Jubilees. See F.
Martin, "Le livre des Jubilés. But et procédés de l'auteur.
Ses doctrines," Revue B'blique 20 (1911): 327. We deal

roed dmta dobe 3 € o e £ a Aol m = $
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one will not be your heir, but one who will come from

your loins will be your heir." (4) And he took him
outside and he said to him, "lLook into heaven and
count the stars if you are able to count them.™" (5)
And he looked at the heaven and he saw the stars. And
he said to him, "Thus shall your seed be." (6) And he
believed the Lord and it was counted for him as
righteousness.

In_the fourth vear of this week: i.e., of the first
heptad of the 41st Jubilee from Creation (Jub 13:16ff).

The peculiar chronological annotation of Biblical events
has given the book its present name.?2

on the first of the third month: i.e., in relation to
Shebuot (Pentecost).3 On the same month God had made the
covenant with Noah (Jub 6:1-10).4 He foreordained the same

date for the Sinai covenant (6:11)s and provided for sundry

1Charlesworth, Pseudepigqrapha, 2: 84.

21t was known formerly as "little Genesis" (Lep-
togenesis), the book of division of times, etc. (see
introductory works above under the heading "Document").
For the implied year in the life of Abram, see below on
Qumran material (1QapGen agrees closely). For the Jubilees
annotation, see Testuz, Jubilés, pp. 138-9.

3For the profuse bibliography on the calendar of
Jubilees, see J. A. Fitzmyer, The Dead Sea Scrolls: Major
Publications and Tools for Study, Society of Biblical
Literature Sources for Biblical Study (Missoula: Scholars
Press, 1975), pp. 131 ff. The transliteration Shebuot,
employed by several Jubilees specialists, reflects the
equation of the feast with covenant oaths. Oon this see
note below on the importance Jubilees bestows on "the
covenant between the pieces."

4apparently based on Gen 8:14, which dates the
drying-up of the earth after the Flood on the 27th of the
second month, i.e., three or four days before.

SAccording to Exod 19:1, Israel arrived at Sinai on
the third new moon of the year.
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other key events in patriarchal times. It was, therefore,
"Covenant day," so to speak. The author fused the
covenantal core clause ("so that I might be God for you and
for your seed after you") with Gen 15:7 (=Jub 14:7) taking
it from Gen 17:7.1 This underlines the covenantal
conception of this passage in the document.

In_a_dream. The Danielic category "night visions" (Dan
7:7,13), in conjunction with the time of the day implied in
Gen 15:5, may have determined this interpretation of
mah® zeh. 2

I am_your defender: The "shield" of Gen 15:1 in our

versions has been replaced by a "defender" in Jubilees.3

lthe covenant of circumcision also appears in
Jubilees, however, in connection with the feast of the
first-fruits (Jub 15:1-15). S. Zeitlin, "The Book of
Jubilees: 1Its cCharacter and 1Its Significance," Jewish
Quarterly Review 30 (1939): 6 and M. Testuz, Les Idees
Religieuses du Livre des Jubilees (Geneva: Droz, and Paris:
Minard, 1960), pp. 146-9, have argued that the community
using Jub interpreted Shebuot not as '"weeks," but as
"oaths" (i.e., the promises of God) and celebrated it on
the 15th of the third month, together with the feast of
first fruits.

2as suggested by the actual occurrence of the
phrase (en horamati tés nyktos) in many LXX manuscripts at
the equivalent point in Gen 1i5:1.

3The involved Ethiopic term is stated to be akin to
Hebrew gqwm, and to mean as the latter to stand, arise, etc.
but also to assist or accompany somebody protecting or
defending him: "Assistere, adesse alicui protegendo vel
defendendo," in A. Dillmann, Lexicon Linquae Aethiopicae
(New York: Ungar, 1955), columns 451-3. No mention of
"*shield," in contrast, occurs there, but only under other
Fthiopic words (col. 133, 675, 883). One of those other
-erms is a verb translated "to protect with a shield." 1Its
non-occurrence here is relevant to VanderKam's previously
quoted conclusion that Ethiopic Jubilees shows little or no
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One could imagine this to be a targum-like replacement of a
metaphor by its referent, because of either reverential
(avcidance of calling God by the name of an object) or
explanatory considerations.!

However, no reasonably literal ancient version of
the OT has "shield" at this point.2 All those forms of
the Genesis text are similar to Jubilees.? True, a shield
is akin to the idea of a defender or protector and, taken
individually, any of these forms could be explained in
terms of translational freedom. But it is highly unlikely
that fairly literal versions would all turn independently
creative at the same point, as if acting on cue, and resume
their literalness afterwards.

Besides, if it were a targum-like paraphrase, we

would expect the paraphrastic Palectinian Targum,* which

influence of the LXX, since the term at LXX Gen 15:1,
hyperaspizd, means literally "to cover with a shield
(aspis)." See our first note under "Relevant Passage,"
above.

lThis has been suggested for the similar reading in
Targum Onkelos: M. Aberbach and B. Grossfeld, Targum
onkelos to Genesis (New York: Ktav, 1982), p. 92, n. 2.

2rhis is, excluding the paraphrastic targums (see
below) . For the ancient versions consulted, see introduc-
tory remarks to this chapter. This is a fact that the
apparati in the Biblia Hebraica (both Kittel's and the
Stuttgartensia) fail to note.

3wy will protect you" (Pesh); "I protect you"
(LXX): "I am your protector" (Vg).

4We deal with Neofiti and Pseudo-Jonathan fully
later in this chapter.
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specializes in reverential periphrasis and explanatory
amplification, to keep the same substitution. As a matter
of fact, however, it gives the name of the material object.

Thus, a better explanation would be to assume a
different vocalization of mgn as the Vorlage (or reading
thereof) in thcse ancient works. This would be mégén (Hi.
Ptcp. of gnn) instead of magén (a noun built also on gnn) .1l
The literal targums (Samaritan, Ongelos) here read tqwp,
"protection,"? thus reinforcing this conclusion.3 Rather
than a deviation from the MT, then, we probably have here a
variant vocalization of the consonantal text.

Both readings attest to a traditional understanding
of mgn as a form of gnn, not of the verb mgn. This is

relevant for the evaluation of modern proposals to read

lso D. N. Freedman and P. O'Connor, "magén," in G.
J. Botterweck, H. Ringgren and H.-J. Fabry, eds., Theologi-
sches W8rterbuch zum Alten Testament vol. 4 (Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 1984); R. L. Harris, G. L. Archer and B. K.
Waltke, Theological Wordbook of the 0l1d Testament (Chicago:
Moody, 1980), s.v. '"gnn," J. A. Strong, A __ Concise
Dictionary of the Words in the Hebrew Bible; with Their
Renderings in the Authorized English Version (Madison,
N.J.: Abingdon, 1890), s.v. "magen," etc. The participle
would satisfactorily explain, because of its multiple
functions, the varying renditions as a present tense (LXX),
a Semitic imperfect (Pesh) or an agent noun (Vg) in the
versions.

2gee below in this chapter, under "The Literal
Targums."

3According to VanderKam, Textual Studies, p. 136,
it is a "mandatory conclusion" from evidence that Jubilees
followed "a Palestinian biblical text as the basis for his
composition." Such is also the case with these Targums
(see below).
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there mogén.l

And your reward: The conjunction does not appear in MT
or LXX:; the Vg and the literal targums support it.2 The
Ethiopic lexicographer Dillmann implies that the term for
"reward" here is the one expected in this context.3 Thus
no particular emphasis on the subject is thereby shown.

O lord, O lord: This repetition of the same term?
represents despota kyvrie, a rather mechanical translation
of the Hebrew -®donay YHWH into Greek also found in some
MSS of the LXX.> The Qere Perpetuum skirts the problem
with Adonai Elohim.

Maseq, the son of my handmaid: Again this represents an

interpretation like the one found in the LXX huios Masek

lsee M. Kessler, "The "Shield" of Abraham?" Vetus
Testamentum 14 (1964): 494-7.

2vet merces tua magna nimis." Both this reading of
the Vg and the text in Jub or Tg are unreported in the
apparatus of the Bjblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia. It may
have some significance for the syntactical study of the Gen
passage and the dquestion whether $&akar opens a new sen-
tence. Cf. our remarks on lQapGen below.

3pillmann identifies it as the proper equivalent of
the Greek misthos (which translates the Hebrew &akar at Gen
15:1 and most other occurrences) and Latin "merces." Three
other terms, plus derivates, are also translated "merces"
in his Lexicon, but in a secondary sense only. The primary
senses of these other terms are "res acquisita" (col. 305),
"donum" (col. 882-3), and "actio" (col. 1163).

4Not only in English, but also in Ethiopic.

SThough Charles gives just "LXX" as a reference in
the note to The Ethiopic Version, ad loc., more complete
text-critical information is available today in J. Wevers,
Genesis.
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tés oikogenous mou = ben mekeq béyti. The Hebrew has been
understood as Y“"the son of that woman (#%q) of my house,"
and this in turn as if it suggested a slave.

He will be my heir: Jubilees shortens and rearranges
Gen 1S5:3, which reads in its canonical £form: "Then Abran
said: Behold, you have given me no seed, and behold, one
born in my house will be my heir." It also omits the
introduction to the oracle in Gen 15:4: "And behold, the
word of the Lord came to him." A short "And he said to
him" is substituted, as in Pesh.

From your loins. Dillmann's equivalent for the
Ethiopic term involved would make it even closer to the
Hebrew text: "belly"l = Heb mé‘eh, "entrails, belly."

And he looked . . . saw the stars. This addition to

the Genesis text may have originated as a touch of dramatic
art. Though apparently innocuous in itself, it paved the
way for extracting from the Genesis narrative additional

senses.2 It thus illustrates midrashic development.

And it was counted for him as righteousness: The
lpillmann, Lexicon, col. 385: '"venter, koilia,
gaster. "

21n Genesis, the last words before "Thus shall your

seed be" refer to counting stars. Therefore, "Thus" is
almost automatically understood as "so numberless as the
stars." Here, however, the last image we have before the

"Thus" is a man engrossed in the contemplation of a starry
sky. This paves the way for an equation of "Thus" with "so
majestic, so brilliant," etc. We have examples of such an
interpretation: see below Philo, ad loc.
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passive form is here to be remarked.l The shift from the
active to a passive form indicates, as elsewhere,?2 an
ancient understanding of Abraham (subject of the previous

verb) as the logical object of the "counting" action.

The exegesis of Gen 15:1-6 in Jubilees

In summary, Jubilees adds "information" about the
date in which revelation took place, interprets the
nocturnal vision as a dream, understands mgn as protection,
takes Maseq as a proper name, reduces two parallel sen-
tences (on Abraham's concern for his heir) to one, adds a
little drama to the narrative ("and he saw the stars"), and
substitutes a passive for the original active form of the
verb expressing the accreditation of justice. Most of
these traits can be explained in terms of its midrashic

genre.3

lrhe Ethiobic root is stated by Dillmann to be a
cognate of the Hebrew hlqg and to share with the latter the
senses "divide, allot," etc. In Ethiopic it also means "to
count" (as in Jub 14:4; "numerare, enumerare"), and, in the
passive-reflexive here involved, "to be reckoned,
considered as" (Lat. "aestimari, existimari," Dillmann's
Lexicon column 576). A short synopsis of the passive-
reflexive conjugation may be found in S. Mercer, Ethiopic
Grammar (New York: Ungar, 1961), pp. 32-33.

2Also found in LXX, Pesh, Vg, and the PTg.

31t is characteristic of ancient midrashic material
to supply details not found in the Biblical text: "on
introduit des glosses qui donnent le chiffre exact, la date
précise." This is exemplified in the chronological note
that introduces this passage in Jubilees. Other deviations
can be subsumed under the category of simplification of the
narrative aimed at an immediate understanding on the part
of the unlearned. We meet again this popularizing style in
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Theological ideas

Compared to the treatment of other Genesis passages
in Jubilees, the interpretive traits studied alrove are
scarce. This has been found, on the strength of a study of
all similarly treated passages in the book, to be related
to divine promises therein contained:

(Jub 14:1-15:4] c'est peut-étre 1le morceau de
quelque étendue ou les Jubilés ont le plus respecté le
texte biblique, parce que les promeses divines qui y
sont reproduites sont la source de toute la grandeur

d'Israél.

The interest of Jubilees in God's promises is

confirmed in the study of this passage. Such interest is
reflected, however, not nmerely in the scarcity of
deviations, but also in their relative importance. In a

part of the book where deviations are few, those which are
boldest and longest stand cut more prominently.

Indeed, not all interpretive traits receive here
the same amount of space or creativity. Fourteen words,
all foreign to the Genesis text, constitute the first
trait. The second longest, the "dramatic" insertion, is
made up of eleven, and it merely repeats in narrative form

words already standing in Genesis as God's injunction.

the Targums. See A. Diez-Macho on midrashic techniques, "Le
Targum Palestinien" in J.-E. Menard, ed., Exégese Biblique
et Judaisme (Strasbourg: Faculté de Theologie Catholique,
1973), pp. 19-21; Wright, "Haggadic Midrash," pp. 111-4.

lF. Martin, Revue Biblique 20: 327. See also p.
328.
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Judging by these factors, the exposition of Gen 15:1-6 was
of special interest for this author from the perspective of
the date in which the oracle took place.

This, in turn, must be explained in terms of the
covenantal theology of the document. Jubilees conceives
four covenants of God with mankind (i.e., with the patri-
archs Noah, Abraham, and Jacob; and with Israel at sinai).1
Three of them fell on the same day of the year (see
comments above on the chronological insertion) and, because
of the peculiar calendar of the book, also on the same day
of the week.?

Now, for this author, dates are not mere labels for
time-keeping; each day has its own intrinsic value, whether
"holy," "pure," "impure," or even "abominable," according
to its position in the immutably fixed revealed calendar
(Jub 6:37).3 Thus the reiteration of divine promises and
commandments (covenantal grants and stipulations) on

certain dates is no coincidence; it is of the essence of

lsee Testuz, Jubilés, pp. C2-74.

2This was apparently a Sunday: many scholars,
following A. Jaubert and D. Bartheélemy, think that the year
of Jubilees, as at Qumran, began on Wednesday. See E.
Hilgert, "Jubilees and the Origin of Sunday," Andrews
University Seminary Studies 1 (1963): 44-51; for a caution-
ary consideration, see Testuz, Jubilés, pp. 159-64.

3Testuz, Jubilés, p. 125.
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time itself.l Those promises, therefore, stand out
prominently in Jubilees and particularly in this passage.
Cette notion d'alliance en effet domine tout 1le
Livre des Jubilés; c'est autour d'elle que s'crdonnent
tous les développements des relations entre Dieu et
Isra8l, et elle constitue un des dogmes fondamentaux de
la foi de notre auteur.?2
Students of the book have also concluded that the
author emphasizes Abraham's previous prosperity, the
victory over the four kings included (Jub 13, Gen 14), in
order to associate them with the blessings of the
covenant. 3
The concern with the covenant as the main
theological idea for this passage can also be ascertained
from the fusion of passages in Jub 14:7. Not only did

Abraham receive the Gen 15:1-6 oracle on "Covenant day,"

but also the covenantal core clause of Gen 17:7 was then

laccording to Endres, "The significance of this
theologoumenon is critical for the book of Jubilees: even
the people of Noah's generation were fully observant
Mosaists, since they shared in the fullness of the covenan-
tal relationship between God and Israel. There never was a
time, therefore, when Israel's ancestors did not observe
the customs and laws revealed at Sinai. This author
rejected all developmental notions concerning Israel's
religion" ("Interpretation in Jubilees," p. 277).

2Testuz, Jubilés, p. 70. He explains that this
covenant was conceived as established in Creation and
merely confirmed to the successive patriarchs and Israel.
on the centrality of the covenant in Jubilees, see also A.

Jaubert, La notion d'Alliance dans le judajisme aux abords
de ! Chrétienne, Patristica Sorboniensia 6 (Paris:

Seuil, 1963), pp. 89-115; and Endres, "Interpretation in
Jubilees," p. 278, who also refers to other authors on the
same point.

3Testuz, Jubilés, p. 72.



37
pronounced (Jub 14:7).1

This creativity when speaking of the covenant
contrasts with the restraint shown about other relevant
theological points.

Thus, for instance, in spite of 1its emphasis on
revelations, the book shows considerable restraint when
dealing with the vision of Abraham. Jubilees has many
points of contact with apocalypticism,2 and a well~-
developed eschatology.3 Nevertheless, it does not follow
the route of other Apocrypha in making Gen 15 into an
apocalyptic vision;4 it keeps the report in Jub 14:1-20
close to Gen 15:1-21.

Similarly, though Jubilees knows a doctrine of
rewards and punishments (5:13-17; 9:15; 23:22, 30-31)
according to the way in which each man has walked,>® and
though it takes advantage of each opportunity to relate the
injunctions of the Torah to primordial and patriarchal

times,® it lets slip this first mention of rewards in the

lpas Jub 22 shows, Abraham received even the full
set of Deuteronomic blessings and curses! See Endres,
"Interpretation in Jubilees," p. 277-8.

2Wintermute, "Introduction," p. 37.

3Testuz, Jubilés, pp. 165-77: G. L. Davenport, The
Eschatologqy of the Book of Jubilees (Leiden: Brill, 1971).

4gsee above, under "“Scope," notes on 4 Ezra, 2
Baruch, and the Hellenistic Synagogue Prayers.

STestuz, Jubilés, pp. 93-99.

6see above, "The Document as a Whole."
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Pentateuch without elaborating on it.

Neither does it elaborate on the patriarch's faith,
though it is well aware that this believing attitude meant
for Abraham to be accepted by God as a righteous person.1
It is concerned with the imitation of the behavior of the
patriarchs by their descendants (20:2-3), but not particu-
larly with this manifestation of Abraham's faith or its
effects.

Such restraint not only contrasts with other
passages in Jubilees but also with profuse elaborations
found in 1later documents on the passage here examined.
More importantly, it enhances by comparison the importance
of the more elaborately treated covenant promises in this

passage.

Summa

Essentially, then, Jub 14:1-6 shows a covenantal
understanding of Gen 15:1-6 with much restraint on other
theological points. We will later remind ourselves of this
starting point in a 1line of exegetical development to
determine whether identical heightening of the covenant and
reserve about other theological points also obtains in the

following documents of the series.

lsee above the grammatical analysis of the expression.
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Qumran Literature:
The Genesis Apocryphon

Of all Genesis materials found in Qumran,l the

passage here concerned happens to be preserved only in a

midrashic paraphrase, in 1Q Genesis Apocryphon.

The Document as a Whole
One of the major scrolls found in the first Qumran
cave, albeit a poorly preserved one, the so-called "Genesis
Apocryphon' (1QapGen) has defied several attempts at
classification. Even so, the midrashic genre is above

dispute.?

lTwenty-three Genesis chapters are represented,
entirely or in part (mostly in short fragments), in
fourteen different manuscripts from Qumran caves (with very
little overlapping). This includes both canonical forms of
the text and paraphrases. See the "Index of Biblical Pas-
sages" in J. A. Fitzmyer, The Dead Sea Scrolls: Major
Publications and Tools for Study, Society of Biblical
Literature Sources for Biblical Study 8 (Missoula: Scholars
Press, 1977), pp. 152-3.

21t has been called an "apocryphal version of
stories from Genesis" by the first publisher, N. Avigad and
Yigael Yadin, A _ Genesis Apocryphon: A_Scroll from the
Wilderness of Judea (Jerusalem, Magnes Press, 1956), p. 38,
but a "targum" by M. Black, The_ Scrolls and cChristian
Origins: Studies in the Jewish Background of the New
Testament (New York: Scribner's, 1961), p. 193, and a
"midrash" by other authors. The latter is an inclusive
category. See J. A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of
Qumran Cave 1: A Commentary (Rome, Pontifical Bible
Institute, 1966), pp. 5-12. It has been also called "the
most ancient midrash of all. . . the lost link between the
Biblical and the Rabbinical midrash" and '"one of the jewels
of midrashic exegesis," Vermes, Scrioture, pp. 124, 126.
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The provenance 1is unclear,l so we are reduced to
classify it as Palestinian Jewish. The date of the copy
can be established both from the general archaeological
context and from the Herodian script as being near the turn
of the era. The date for the original composition is less
sure, but on philological and literary grounds it has been
proposed for fifty to one hundred years before the copy.2
Two columns have been well preserved: the last and there-
fore the innermost when the scroll was rolled up for the
last time before discovery.3

The relevant passage is included in the best
preserved columns within a narrative paralleling that of
Gen 13:3-15:4. Almost every verse is represented in

Aramaic rendering, at least partially.*

lThere are no specifically Essene ideas; some anti-
Samaritan expressions have been detected. See the intro-
duction in Fitzmyer, Genesis Apocryphon, pp. 10 ff.

21bid. pp. 13-25.

3They were not the last when the manuscript was
made, however; not only does the text break off in
midsentence at the end of the column 22, but stitching
holes are visible in the border by which it was once sewn
to the next leaf.

4The translation is almost literal, except for the
following verses: 14:4-6 (paraphrase), 9 (abridgment), 10
("correction" of Gen to avoid a difficulty in the narra-
tive), 13-17 (expansions based on former or subsequent

narrative, identification of places added), 20 (a
specification to avoid misunderstandings), 15:1-3
(interpretive addition and paraphrase). Fitzmyer, Genesis

Apocryphon, pp. 28-32.
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Relevant Passage
in this

My interest lies last paraphrase and

interpretive additions to Genesis. The respective texts

are given here in parallel columns according to the
renderings of RSV and Fitzmyer:
Gen 15:1-4 1Q0apGen .27-34

(1] After these things,
the word of the Lord came to
Abram in a vision:

Fear not, Abram,
I am

your shield

your reward
will be very great

(2] But Abram said:
"0 Lord GOD,

what wilt thou give me, for
I continue [KJV: "go hence"]
childless, and

the heir of my house is
Eliezer of Damascus?"
(4] And behold, the word of

(27] After these things

God appeared to

Abram in a vision

and said to him: "Look, ten
years [28] have elapsed
since the time you departed
from Haran; you passed two
years here, seven in Egypt,
and one [29] since you
returned from Egypt. Now
examine and count all that
you have; see how they have
doubled and multiplied [30]
beyond all that went forth
with you on the day when
you set out from Haran. Now
do not fear:

I am

with you, and I shall be to
you (31] both support and
strength. I shall be

a shield over you,

and shall repulse from you
him who is stronger than
you.

Your wealth and your flocks
(32] will increase very
much.

And Abram said:

"My Lord Goqd,

my wealth and my flocks are
vast indeed, but why do I
have all these things,
seeing that I shall
die and depart barren and
without sons? Even one of
my household servants is to
inherit me, [34] Eliezer
the son of {...}
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the Lord came to him: "This But he said to him: This
man shall not be your heir: one shall not inherit you,
your own son shall be your but the one who shall go
heir." forth . . .

Since this is not a document explicitly about
Genesis, we retain the procedure of a point-by-point
comparison with the Biblical text as a means to discover
exegetical intenctions.

God appeared to Abram. Instead of "the word of the
Lord came to Abram," the Apocryphon has this phrase, 'thzyw
'1h' 1'brm. Since it is common in patriarchal narratives,l
it may be the result of unconscious harmonization. Later
expounders, however, move away from any suggestion of a
visual apparition to Abram.2

Ten vears. . . since. . . you set out from Haran. As

Jubilees, 1QapGen prefaces the passage with a chronological
note. Several authors have proved the multiple relation-
ships between l1lQapGen and Jubilees. and these chronological
specifications figure prominently among them.3

The "ten years," however, are probably taken from

lgen 12:7 (twice), 17:1; 18:1; 26:2,24; 35:1,7,9;
48:3.

25ee below on Targum Ongelos ad loc.

3Avigad and Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon, pp. 37,
23-25, passim within the chapter "Contents of the Scroll,"

pp. 16-37; Fitzmyer, Genesis Apocryphon 14;: P. Weimnar,

Literatur und Religion des Frtihjudentums, pp. 144-55, as
quoted in J. H. Charlesworth, The 01d Testament

Pseudepiqrapha, vol. 2 (New York: Doubleday, 1985), p. 44.
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Gen 16:3,1 and thei. distribution within the decade among
places of residence maximizes the stay in Egypt to obtain
seven years there.? Abram had gone to Egypt fleeing a
famine in Canaan (12:10), and seven-year cycles of abun-
dance and scarcity were known for Egypt from later Gen
narratives (41:25-57).3 Thus no sectarian ideological
concerns need to be postulated for this chronological
scheme.

The exegetical point here made and the relationship
of this addition with Genesis are questions to be dealt
with when the whole of the interpretation of the passage by

1QapGen has been analyzed.

I am with you . . . support and strength. Skipping

11t could be objected that in 16:3 the close of
this ten-year period of residence in Canaan refers to
Abram's consorting with Hagar, not (as in 1QapGen 22.28) to
the date of the oracle. However, other passages imply that
those events were very close in time. Abraham was 75 when
leaving Haran (Gen 12:4), and 86 when he became father for
the first time (Gen 16:16).

2In line 28 "here" seems to refer comprehensively
to the land of Canaan, not specifically to Hebron (cf. Gen
12:6-9, 13:18). Before going to Egypt, Abram resided
first at Moreh (12:6,7), then near Bethel (12:8), and
finally Jjourneyed transhumantically to the Negeb (12:9).
This latter seasonal displacement is also mentioned when
recounting the events after the return from Egypt (13:3),
only in reverse. Thus the first "two years" and the last
"one year" are the very minimum to be conjectured for
Canaan.

3This does not imply that this seven-year period in
lQapGen cannot be explained otherwise, but only that this
iz the most "economical" and neutral explanation. Given the
prominence of the number seven in the 0T, other hypotheses
could certainly be entertained also.
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merely redactional divergences from Genesis (as k®n,
"now"), we recognize this second interpretive addition
starting at the end of line 30. It amplifies the promises
of protection of the Genesis text on the basis of parallel
passages in the Pentateuch.!

Structurally, it is remarkable that the amplifica-
tion precedes the literal rendering rather than follow it.
Semantically, s¢d, "support," probably belongs to the area
of ‘“protection."2 With tgp, "strength," a term with
connotations of overpowering, we arrive at a more active

image of God's protection.3 Whatever the relevant nuances

lvr am with you" appears verbatim as a promise to
Jacob in Gen 28:15, and similar language appears in the
stories of Ishmael (21:20), Isaac (26:3,24), and Joseph
(39:2,21,23). lQapGen inserts "I am with you" immediately
after "Do not be afraid," thereby obtaining a text similar
to Gen 26:24. The choice of this latter passage for the
exposition of Gen 15:1 is understandable, given common
points such as the reference to Abraham, the identical 'al
tira' expression, and some of the promises of 15:1-6, which
appear in 26:24 in summary fashion.

21t is associated in the OT with food (Gen 18:5,
Judg 19:5,8, 1 Kgs 13:7, Ps 104:15); with physical supports
or props (Prov 20:8; Isa 9:7[6]) and with God's protection,
especially in the Psalms (18:35([36]: 20:2(3]); 41:3(4}:
94:18; 119:117). Given its association with tgp here, the
last nuance probably influenced the choice of the
interpreter.

31t can hardly be doubted that it represents mgn,
since this term is translated only tqwp, ("strength" or
"protection," Jastrow, M., A Dictionary of the Targumim,
the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi, and _the Midrashic
Literature [New York: Pardes, 1950], s.v. "tqwp") both in
the Samaritan and the Onqgelos targums (the most literal
ones). The same dictionary abundantly illustrates
connotations of overpowering.
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in the mind of the author, these repetitive additions
underline the importance that Yahweh's self-predication in
Gen 15:1 had for him.
sha PP o ) ... St er tha ou.

only after these three interpretive additions (on God's
presence, support, and strength) the author presents his
literal rendering of the Genesis text: "I shall be a shield
(or: protector) over you." But then the literalness is
extreme: he gives the selfsame word for 'shield" or
"protector": mgn.1

Having now temporarily left aside paraphrastic
additions, the author may be giving his attempt at a
literal rendering in the following words also. From this
perspective, the following word (w'sprk in the transcrip-
tion of Avigad and Yadin) may be important. As just given,

it has proved unsatisfactory to students.?2 One can make a

lThe word may or may not appear in native Aramaic.
The evidence of Jewish Aramaic cannot be contemplated in
this case, since it is suspect of Hebraism. The term does
not appear in the sense of "shield" in Stanley A. Cook, A
Glossary of the Aramaic Inscriptions (Hildesheim: G. Olms,
1974), but it may appear in Syriac, with the same

vocalization as 1in Hebrew. See J. Payne Smith, A
compendious Svyriac Dictionary (Oxford: Clarendon, 1957),

s.v. "mgn®; though not in K. Brockelman, Lexicon Syriacum
(Hildesheim: G. Olms, 1966). In any case it was certainly
known in Palestine. However, the point here is the extreme
literalness of the translation at this point.

2The common Semitic root spr is well known, but its
sense (mark, count, register, etc.) does not fit the
context. See A. Dupont-Sommer, Les écrits esséniens
découverts prés de la Mer Morte (Bibliothéque historique,
Paris: Payot, 1959), p. 306; W. W. Miller, "Die Bedeutung
des Wortes 'sprk im Genesis-Apocryphon XXII, 31," Revue de
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case, however, for reading it as w'skrn.l

The letters 's, heading the problematic word, are
clearly legible in the original manuscript. The aleph is
the first person imperfect preformative of a verb (cf. the
previous clause, starting with the pronoun 'mh, "I"). The
context demands here the general meaning "repel an
attack."2 The root skr qualifies,3 and would, in context,
yield the sense: "and I will stop for you the powerful
outside of you."4 This would require to read the middle
letter as kaph.

Indeed, in this document, kaph and pe are very

similar, and the letter under discussion falls well within

Qumran 2 (13%59-60): 445-7; Fitzmyer, Genesis Apocryphon,
pp. 162-3.

lrirst editions of a manuscript, even when
carefully done as in this case, are rarely definitive in
every detail. Even in our own passage, Fitzmyer has
suggested better transcriptions, e.g., bhzw' instead of
bhzy' in 22.27. He also prefers ¢bdth instead of ¢brth
(though the latter had already been considered by the
editors).

25ee Fitzmyer's translation and his rationale: "our
own attempt to translate the phrase is a conjecture based
on the context," Genesis Apocryphon, p. 162. See also the
translation in K. Beyer, Die aramMischen Texte vom Toten
Meer (G8ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984), p. 185.

3In Hebrew it is employed in Gen 8:2 for the
stoppage of the fountains of the deep, and in Ps 63:12 in
the sense of stopping the mouth of liars. As for Aramaic,
Jastrow cites the senses "to bar, dam in; to stop, choke,
(hinder, curb]." Bracketed senses derived from those
attested in Ithp.

41. e., "away from you," if taken in a strictly
locative sense or if understood as in line 23, "besides
you" = "“other powerful."
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the range of forms of both pe and gggg.l Thus, even if it
were established that the scribe wrote pe and not kaph
here, a scribal confusion would be likely and an emendation
feasible.

As for the last letter, the only surviving part is
a vertical stroke mostly below the 1line of writing and
consistent not only with a final kaph but also with a final
(energic) nun.?2

A reading w'skrn reminds one immediately of the
Hebrew &krk that follows mgn in the consonantal text. In
fact, the root skr can be also spelled gkr.3 This suggests
that 1QapGen interpreted the Hebrew term through a homo-
phone. God introduced himself to Abram as both his mgn and

his skr. In an attempt to make its sense, "obstruction,"

lrhe partial effacing of letters at this spot tends
to approximate those forms even more. The transcription of
Avigad and Yadin 1is technically correct, for in the
standard Herodian script, medial pe is distinguished from
medial kaph mainly by the angle between the upper
horizontal stroke and the vertical one, which for pe is
acute rather than straight. In kaph the upper and lower
strokes are horizontal and parallel to each other. The
letter here under discussion has a somewhat slanted upper
stroke, but still parallel to the lower stroke. It could
thus be considered as a pe with an unusual slanted foot, or
a kaph with unusual angles between the vertical and
horizontal components. The kaph is, from the viewpoint of
context, preferrable.

2Energic nuns are well attested in this document.
Cf. thwynny (2.5,6) and, close to the problematic word,
yrtnny and yrtnk (22.33,34).

3For Hebrew, cf. Ezr 4:5, "hired," which is also
the usual translation of $&kr. For Aramaic, see Jastrow,
Dictionary, s.v. "&kr."
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fit this context of protective promises, the author trans-
forms it into a reference to defensive obstructions that
God would put in the way of the powerful that dared to
attack Abram.

This understanding of the point in 1QapGen also
explains satisfactorily the unusual idea of "stopping the
powerful." As for "the powerful aside from you," the idea
is not so strange once we realize that God reveals Himself
to Abram here as his tqgqp = strength. God's strength curbs
other kinds of forces, hostile ones.

Your wealth ... will increase very much. This clause
reads at first as another paraphrase of the Hebrew &®karka.
If so, 1lQapGen would conceive of "reward" in terms of
material wealth.l But now, after the author has apparently
given his "literal"™ rendering of #&®karka, we judge more
likely that the clause actually represents the end of the
verse, harbéh m*'od. The words y8gwn lhd' ("will increase
very much") correspond closely, since 8g', just like rbh
Hiphil in Hebrew, may mean "grow, increase, become great,"
and 1lhd' is the equivalent of the Hebrew =" 'od "very
much. "2

The Hebrew form harbéh may be morphologically

analyzed in different ways, including both infinitive

lsuch a conclusion is drawn, as a matter of fact,

by Vermes, Scripture, p. 121.

2It is the equivalent selected in Ongelos ad loc.
See also Jastrow, Dictionary, s.v. "hd".
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absolute and second person masculine singular imperative of
the Hiphil stenm. The author seems to have understood the
latter, and divided Gen 15:1 in a peculiar way: "Do not
fear, Abram; I am your shield and your sakar. Increase
greatly!"l

Tre allusion to "flocks" may have been prompted by
the employment of the same root rbh and imperative mood in
the Genesis narratives (1:22; 8:17) for animal fecundity:
Abraham is to "increase"™ or become great by means of an
expansicn of his cattle, which implies "wealth." The
"increase" command, which the author thought he saw in Gen
15:1 as a blessing for Abram, is then transferred to the
cattle, and since a second person singular verbal form is
no longer possible, a third person plural imperfect |is
substituted instead.

If the transcrintinn here suggested for ‘'skrn is
rejected, then 'sprk must be understocd as representing,
not #&akar, but wmgn.? Thus, in any case, the notion of

"reward," as opposed to a mere "increase," is absent from

lThe two traditional ways to divide the verse are:
I am your shield; your reward (shall be] very great
I am your shield, your reward, (which is]) very great

The first is exemplified in the RSV, the second in
the KJV.

230 Avigad and Yadin's "protect" (Gen. Apocr. ad
loc.), Dupont-Sommer's "nimbus around" (Les écrits
esgéniens, p. 306), Mllller's "great shield," in "Bedeutung
des Wortes 'sprk." Revue de OQumran 2: 445, Fitzmyer
"repulse" (Gen Apocr pp. 162-3); and our own alternative
suggestion "corps of bodygquards."
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1QapGen at Gen 15:1.

My wealth and my flocks are vast indeed. Here again the
author has inserted his explanatory addition before the
text he ¢tries to explain. It expresses the author's
conviction that Abram understood God's oracle as pointing
to his past ard present prosperity (as the c¢pening
interpretive addition wants) as well as to the future.

Why do I have all these things? These words show a
fine appreciation of Hebrew (or Semitic) idiom. The Hebrew
mah, literally "what?," also approximates in certain
adverbial ¢turns of the phrase "how" or "why."l Thus
lQapGen interprets mah-titten 11 as "to what end (1lm*)
will you give me?" or "what is the point of your giving
me?" instead of literally "what will you give me?"

No verb, let alone a time reference, is present in
his rendering (literally, "to what end all these to me?"),
but Fitzmyer's translation, "why do I have all these
things," captures the spirit well: the author considers
past, present, and future blessings as a single continuum
in need of clarification.

When I shall die ... naked ... without children.? The

combination of these two facts 1is what made the

lw. L. Holladay, A Concise Hebrew and Aramaic
Lexicon of the 0ld Testament, (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1971), s.v. "mah," section (B).

2This is the translation that Fitzmyer gives as the
"literal" one (p. 163). It should be preserved since it
contributes to the understanding of the exegesis in 1QapGen.
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clarification indispensable. The term ¢cariri is always
employed in the sense of "childless" in the Hebrew Bible,
though etymologically related to the idea of nakedness
(roots ¢rr, °rh, ‘wr).1 The author of 1QapGen stresses its
etymological sense according to his understanding of the
passage, which would make it comparable to Job 1:21: "Naked
I ccme from my mother's womb, and nakea I will depart."

In such a case, to what end are God's gifts, if
Abraham cannot take them with him in departing this life
and in addition he has no children?2

The words under consideration did not originate as
an arbitrary addition to the text in Genesis but as a
double rendering. The Hebrew ¢®riri has been translated
twice, once as '"naked" and once as "without children," with
a targum-like amplificatory technique.3 The Aramaic
sentence could also be translated: "I, when I shall die

naked, shall depart without children." Then we would have

lpoth Strong, Dictionary., and Harris-Archer-
Waltke, Wordbook, derive it from “rr. Another possibility
is a Polel of “wr I (notice the sense "put out--eyes" and
the derived noun °wr, "skin," suggesting an original sense
"peeling," akin to €¢rr "stripping"). The person
"deprived,"” par excellence, 1is the one destitute of
children.

2Fitzmyer, in his commentary on this passage of
1QapGen, argues fcr the validity of this understanding of
cryry, since "the context seems to be martial™ an: Abram

feels "stripped, dispoiled" (Genesis Apocryphon, p. 163).

3This technique appears already in the earliest
known Targum, 4QTglev. See Angerstorfer, "Ist 4QTglLev das
Menetekel," Bjblische Notizen 15: 71.
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each word in the Genesis phrase hdlék °°riri translated

twice in 1QapGen, as follows:

Genesis 1QapGen
hoéleék I go ‘mwt will die ‘hk will depart
cariri stripped crtly naked dl' bnyn childless

One of my household servants ... the son of (...} It
is not clear which of the two parts of this expression
corresponds to yben me$eq béyti hu' dameseg and which to
ben bevti in Genesis. The illegible word bracketed above
makes conclusions even more difficult. That which is
clear, however, is that the phrase combines elements of Gen
15:2c and 15:3. By means of such conflation, the author
avoids dealing with the difficult text of 15:2.

But he said to him. This short introduction to 15:4
has been seen before in Jubilees (and Pesh.). The second
"the word of the Lord came," so close to the first in Gen
15:1, has been perceived as redundant and left out of the
narrative. The remainder of the extant text merely
reproduces the rest of the Genesis text minus vss. 5-6,
which were mutilated before the safekeeping of the present

volume in the cave.

The Exegesis of Gen 15: 1-6 in 1QapGen
Several interpretive elements are characteristic of

midrashic techniques.l The avthor anticipates the meaning

lrer a study of exegetical techniques in the work
as a whole, see Vermes, Scripture, pp. l124-6.
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of the whole in introductory remarks.! He pays close
attention to etymology (as in €ryry = °“rtly) to deduce
additional meanings for a word, a characteristic of
midrashic "close reading."?2 He associates a term with
other passages of Scripture in which it also appears (as
when inserting "I am with you" from Gen 26:24 or in
associating harbéh =®'od with animal fecundity).3 The
presupposition of a rich sense in Scripture allows him the
right to double renderings, as ¢*riri = ¢rtly, dl' bnyn or
mgn = 8°d, tgp. And, if my hypothesis to explain *'skrn is
accepted, he might have exceeded the bounds of those
midrashic techniques by ignoring the established reading of

a word in the text.4

IMidrashim often enhance the interest of a given
passage with introductory remarks, as "“One finds that ([such
and such suprising thing happened]. How?" Other times
they supply a whole context for the passage. See A. Dlez
Macho, Exégese Bibligue, p. 20.

2This and the remaining midrashic techniques in the
paragraph are based on ibid., pp. 19,20. Even minor
details of a text are given significance, which (as
explained there) in later midrash results in practices as
gematria, notarigon, atbash, and 'al tiqre'.

3This technique was later developed into one of the
aiddot. the gezerah shawah.

4Though the 'al tiqre' of the Rabbis superficially
resembles a reinterpretation of the consonantal text as we
here find in &kr/skr, it is employed mostly to extract
additional meanings from a word (in accordance with the
presupposition of a rich sense in Scripture). The formula
itself, "do not read A, but read B" acknowledges that the
established (and therefore primary) reading is, in fact, A.
But the Apocryphon gives its readers no clues about the
fact that the concept of "reward"™ is present at this point
in the narrative.
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Theoclogical Ideas
Briefly stated, 1QapGen shows chronological
concerns similar to those of Jubilees in an introductory
insertion,! amplifies the self-predication of the Lord
that introduced the oracle to Abraham, and avoids the
mention of ‘'gr (i.e., reward).2 Brief comments on these

follow presently.

v ) logical i g

The non-sectarian chronological note 1is subor-
dinated to a call tc reflect on God's providential leading
during those ter past years: Abram should reflect ("look,"
22.27) on the fact of his continuous prosperity over the
years since obeying God's call. This foreshadows, by
divine interpretation, still more prosperity to come.

The remarkable insight preserved by the midrashic
author here is that the oracle of Gen 15:1 is not just a
detached, isolated prediction about the future. Rather,
God's words interpret for Abram the meaning of his previous

life in terms that can also apply to the future. The

lThe coincidences between Jubilees and the Genesis
Apocryphon have been interpreted as the result of both
compositions drawing from a tradition of a previous age (G.
Vermes, Scripture, p. 123), or of the "great affinity" of
"their ideological backgrounds®” (S. Lowy, The Principles
i (Leiden: Brill, 1977), pp.
32ff). Detailed coincidences are inventoried by VanderKam,
Textual and Historical Studies, pp. 277-80.

2This remains true whatever be the right transcrip-
tion and explanation for 'sprk/'skrn. See analysis above.



55
author has seen in the foreqoing prosperity of Abram the
same message through providence that he now receives
verbally through prophecy. The revelation of the future is
thus rooted in a "revealed history" of the past, and the
oracle is an illuminating mirror, not merely a magical
crystal ball.
T jed 1£- licati
of the Lord
In keeping with his style, which proceeds from
explanation to quotation, and from the general to the par-
ticular, the author introduces in the insertion "I am with
you" a promise that summarizes and covers the remaining
points: support and strength, shield and defenses, increase
in cattle and wealth. Hence, the call to reflect on God's
providence seems to express the author's understanding of
the oracle as a whole.
Fitzmyer has observed that here
God's words to Abram make no allusion to the
subject matter of Gen 14, his victory over the four
kings. God merely recalls his own favor and benevo-
lence toward Abram and promises him further wealth.
How different these few lines are from the lengthy
insertion which one finds in the Targums at this point.
The latter try to establish Abram's merit before God,
so that he will have some basis for the declaration of
uprightness in Gen 15.6.1
However, though in this "favor and benevolence" the

military victory is not explicitly mentioned, it 1is not

necessarily ignored either. It just blends with the whole

lGenesis Apocrvphon, p. 163.
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of the foregoing prosperity.

This is relevant to the exegesis of the Genesis
text even today. With the perspective of Genesis Apocry-
phon, neither Gen 14 nor other previous chapters need to be
ignored to furnish the adequate background of Gen 15:1, as
some modern interpreters felt forced to do.l! All those
chapters say essentially the same thing: a life under God

gives no motive for fear.

The absence of "reward"

It is highly unlikely that the author did not know
the true Hebrew sense of &akar. The term is too frequent
in the OT (fifteen times in the Pentateuch alone) and the
author ¢too knowledgeable for such an ignorance to take
place.?2 A mere 'al tiqre' cannot adequately explain it.3
More probable is that the avoidance of the term was
deliberate.

When set against the simple rendering of the term
in Jubilees, this suggests that theological reflection on

the subject of reward on the basis of this passage is now

laAmong interpreters that reject the connection one
can cite Skinner, JCC 1:278: "The attempts to establish a
connexion with the events of ch. 14 (Jewish Comm. and a few
moderns) are far-fetched and misleading." Cf., however,
the exegesis in the next chapter.

2Even if his Hebrew was insufficient, the root &kr
is also employed in Aramaic in the sense of "reward." Cf.
Akr', "rewarder" in Cook, Glossary, s.V.

3see above note on exceeding the bounds of the
midrashic techniques.
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mounting, whether in the theological circle of the Genesis
Apocryphon authecr, or in other communities which prompt him
to react. Reinterpretations are anything but fickle or
gratuitous in midrash.l

on the other hand, he does stress that by following
God's summons one arrives at good results. Notice the
insistence on the events associated with the departure from
Haran, l1QapGen 22.28,29. This is evidence that he would
not object absolutely to the idea of rewards, but that his
was a non-legalistic one, since it is not associated with
notions of deserts, as Fitzmyer already intimated on more
general grounds.?

According to Vermes, the Apocryphon "describes
Abraham's reward as an earthly one." But it is Abraham's
"jincrease"” (harbeéh = ysqwn) in wealth, not the reward as
such, that which is conceived as earthly. Though it is
fair to say, with Vermes, that the author "appears not to
be very preoccupied with the after life,"3 we should
remember that he might have merely not seen in this text an

opportunity to express his concern on the subject.

lynusual reinterpretations wusually signal a
specific reactive concern, often halakic or theological.
See Vermes, Pogtbiblical, pp. 74ff, 86ff; A. G. Wright, "An
Investigation of the Literary Form, Haggadic Midrash, in
the 0l1d Testament and Intertestamental Literature®™ (Ph.D.
dissertation, Catholic University of America, 1965), pp.
140-1.

2see paragraph cited above.

3vermes, scripture, p. 121.
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Summary

Essaentially, the Genesis Apocryphon proposes an
understandirg of Gen 15:1-6 based on a "saving history"
that preceded the oracle. The covenantal awareness of the
author is expressed through this "saving history," which is
integqral to covenant formularies. It stresses God's
protection, even more markedly than Jubilees.

But in contrast to the latter, the author shows
himself sensitive to the issue of the reward of Abraham by
refusing to deal with it in his paraphrase, or even render
it 1literally. We should, then, watch for further

developments in this direction in the next documents.

Scope

Because of Charlesworth's redefinition of Pseudepi-
graphical literature, several short or fragmentary works of
Hellenistic authors have already been covered under the
former heading (see above). What remains to be studied are
the major authors, Philo and Josephus. On account of the
broad relevance of their writings for several fields of
research, a general introduction to their works cannot be
attempted here. Some studies dealing with the relationship
between these authors and Biblical exegesis are here

indicated instead.
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Philo
Philo and midrash

Philo has been varicusly understood as a Hellenis-
tic Jewish philcsopher, a propounder of a mystical systenm,
an eclectic writer (sometimes stressing his being Philo
Judaeus, sometimes Philo Alexandrinus), etc., but
essentially he may be considered an axeqete.l Indeed, the
literary form of his works corresponds to an exegetical
exposition of the kind utilized in the Alexandrian
synagogue:

Il en reproduit d'une maniere parfaitement fidele

la demarche charactéristique dans ses Quaestiones in

' et ses Quaestiones in Exodum. Le texte
biblique est repris verset par verset. Le commentateur
commence par expliquer tout détail ou toute partie du
texte qui semble appeler un éclaircissement dans ses
données littérales, puis il passe a l'exegesse allégo-
rique.?

The many treatises of Philo constitute a scholarly
and literary adaptation of the pattern found in the
Quaestiones. The difficulties in the text that is being
expounded provide the key to understanding the (often

convoluted) progression of thought in Philonic works.

Philosophical ideas and allegorical interpretation are not

ly. Nikiprowetzky, "L'Exégése de Philon
d'Alexandrie,” Revue d'Histoire et de Philosophie
i 53 (1973): 323. On general characteristics of
Philonian exegesis, see C. K. Barrett, "Interpretation of
the 0ld Testament in Philo," in P. R. Ackroyd and C. F.
Evans, eds., The Cambridge Historvy of the Bible (Cambridge:
University Press, 1970), 1:379-83.

2RHistPhRel, 53: 323.
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ends in themselves, but serve the overall aim of explaining
the text.l Thus, the literary form of Philonian works
point to a fundamental exegetical concern.

This exegetical stance 1is 1in part related to
traditional midrash. Stein found in Philo an historical,
simple haggadah, which could derive_ from Palestinian
sources, as distinct from the allegorical, elaborate one. 2
The relationship of Philo to the midrashic genre has also
been studied by Mack,>? Ccazeaux,® and others.® The
observations of these authors should suffice to justify the
present treatment of this author together with other

midrashic expositions.

l11bid., pp. 324-9.

2p. stein, Philo und der Midrasch (Giessen: 1931),

as quoted in R. Arnaldez, "Introduction Generale" to De

opificio Mundi (Paris: Cerf, 1961), pp. 87-88.

3B. L. Mack, "Exegetical Traditions in Alexandrian

Judaism: A Program for Analysis," Studia Philonica 3
(1974-5): 71-112.

47. cazeaux, "Aspects de l'Exégese Philonienne," in
J.-E. Menard, ed., Exégese Biblique et Judaisme (Stras-
bourg: Faculté de Theologie Catholique, 1973), pp. 108-15.

SAdditional bibliographic references can be
obtained from the work of V. Nikiprowetzkv, Le Commeptaire
de 1'Ecriture chez Philon d'Alexandrie (Leiden: Brill,
1977); and J. Cazeaux, La Trame et la chaine., ou les

! és
de Philon d'Alexandrie (Leiden: Brill, 1983).
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On Gen 15:1
The only citation of Gen 15:1 in Philo's extant

works appears in Quis Rerum Divinarum Heres sit (Heres).!

It is actually a cross-reference:

In the preceding treatise we have discussed as
carefully as was possible the question of rewards (ta
peri misthén). Now our task is to inquire who is the
heir of divine {realities] (pragmatén). (For] (gar),
when the Sage heard the oracular promise to this
purport, "“Thy reward shall be exceedingly great," he
answers with the question: "Master, what wilt Thou give
me? I (am passing away] (apolyonai)2 childless. The
son of Masek, she who was born in my house, is this
Damascus Eliezer." And again he says: "since Thou hast
given me no seed, he that was born in my house shall be
my heir?v3

We do not know for sure which is the "preceding
treatise" Philo speaks of. Manuscripts usually have Qe

Migratione Abrahami (Migr) just before Heres. It has been

suggested that this is the treatise in mind, since it deals

lsee J. lLeisegang, "Index Locorum Veteris Testamen-
ti quos Philo in 1libris suis graeca lingua scriptis aut
adfert aut interpretatur,” in L. Cohn, ed., Philonis
Alavandr era , Vvol. 7 (Berlin: De
Gruyter, 1926), p. 30. There is also an allusion in Heres
25-26, discussed below, identified in J. Allenbach et al.,
eds., i i : i ! i
(Paris: Centre National de 1la Recherche Scientifique,
1982), p. 40.

20lder but textually less reliable editions read
apeleusomai instead. See the reasons for the adoption of
the alternative reading in the editions quoted below.

3rranslation of F. H. Colson and G. H. Whitaker,
Philo, (New York: Putnam's Sons, 1932) 4: 285, except for
the bracketed alterations which we introduce together with
the original term. Their justification and relevance are
discussed in ctne analysis below.
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at length with divine “"gifts" (dérea).!

There are strong reasons to reject such a sugges-
tion, however. One reason concerns Philo's distinction
between “gift" and "reward" in Heres 26.2 In this context,
just as in section 1, Philo alludes to Gen 15:1.3 It is not
likely, therefore, that the corresponding treatise would
use dérea instead of misthos: in such a case Philo would
hardly have inserted this terminological distinction, which
is entirely incidental to its context, in Heres.

The other reason is structural, and arises from a

comparison of the way the Gen 15 text is handled in both

lon this suggestion, see M. Harl, "Introduction,"
in her edition of Quis Rerum Divinarum (Paris: Cerf, 1966),
p. 18, n. 1. Colson and Whitaker, Philo, 4:285, briefly
acknowledge the same facts in a footnote.

2He places in Abram's mind the following thoughts:
“"Who am I, that You should make me to partake of conversa-
tion (lit. "that you should share word with me" (hina sy
moi logou metadds]), that You should set a reward (misthos)
for me, which is a more perfect good than both a grace
(charis) and a qift (dérea)?" The distinction is therefore
explicit.

3This is clear from the allusion to misthos in the
passage quoted in the preceding footnote. Also, though
logos has been there understood by most translators to
refer to the faculty rather than the act of speech, as in
the preceding section (25), such enabling for speech,
according to Philo, was obtained by means of the oracle
itself (24, end). The "sharing of word" is listed in 26
together with other aspects of God's oracle as the basis
for this enabling, so it is not identical with the latter.
We have kept, accordingly, in the previous footnote the
more normal sense of logos as "talk" (Liddell and Scott,
s.v. logos section VI a). Thus Heres 26 speaks about the
dialogue of Gen 15:1-6 and not about a general "faculty of
speech."
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treatises.l The odds are, then, that Philo devoted a whole
treatise to this verse, one which is no longer extant.
That the lost treatise contained an extended treatment is
not surprising given the theological importance of its
topic, the subject of "rewards." Philo often uses a verse
as a springboard for a protracted philosophical or
theological discussion.

We cannot retrieve the entire content of the lost
treatise.? We can, however, draw some reasonable
inferences from clues in the extant treatise (Heres). in
the introductory paragraph Philo justifies his choice of

the topic--"who is the heir to the divine realities"3--by

lMigr does not even quote Gen 15:1. The first
paragraph of Heres 1 (quoted above) clearly states that Gen
15:1 has received in the "preceding treatise" the same kind
of treatment that the rest of the chapter receives 1in
Heres, i. e. a detailed (ep'akribeias, lit. "with minute-
ness," see Liddell and Scott, Lexicon s.v. akribeia)
commentary, in which the whole text of Gen 15 is expounded
at length, kit by bit. The only exception has been vs. 1.
But since this verse is integral to the narrative and
included with the latter in all divisions of the Biblical
text, ancient or modern, it is highly unlikely that Philo
would have ommitted it in his plan for the exposition.

2s. G. sowers, The Hermeneutics of Philo and
Hebrews (Richmond: J. Knox, 1965), pp. 32 ff., has shown
that Philo can interpret the same passage in different and
cuntradictory ways. However, since the lost treatise and
Heres formed one continuous commentary of Gen 15, we do not
need to fear radical differences in interpretation. Notice
that Heres refers the reader to the lost treatise on this
point.

3The usual sense of pragma in Greek is "act," but
in Philo, just like in Plato's Cratyvylus 391b, 436a, etc.,
it is the opposite of onomati (Mut 2), i.e., the opposite
of "in name only," thus "fact, reality". See Liddell and

Scott, Greek English Lexicon, s.v. "pragma," section II 2.
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the concatenation of ideas in the Biblical text. From his
argument it is possible to infer that the lost treatise
concluded that the "reward" of Gen 15:1 alluded to "divine
realities."l Later in Heres he qualifies those same
realities as "immaterial" or "incorporeal" (asdémata, 63).
Shortly afterwards he employs the expression "divine goods"
(agathdén, 69).

These clues point to De Praemiis (i.e., "On the
prizes," Praem) for further inferences on the content of
the lost treatise. Praem holds that Abraham typifies a
particular kind of man "who has sincerily believed in God"
and consequently "has learned to disbelieve in all else,"
"to whom it is given (exegeneto) to gaze and soar beyond
not only material, but all immaterial (asomata) things, and
to take God for his sole stay and support."2 In view of
the parallels in Heres, it seems likely that Abraham's
misthos was the privilege of seeing by faith things not

otherwise visible.3 For Philo faith is "non pas le

lphilo points out that as soon as Abraham was
promised a "reward," he inquired about the "heir." It is
by reason of this sequence of thoughts, he says, that we
are justified in dealing with the question of who is the
heir to the "divine realities."

2praem 28-30, chap. 5.

3In Praem, the "prize® for Abram is "faith" (27, ch
4), just like "joy" is Isaac's and "the vision of God"
Jacob's. what is given him, however, includes to "gaze"
upon "all incorporeal things." He may have related this to
his conception of the highest good, the sight of God (Praem
3J1-35). Indeed, the last lines quoted above from Praenm
sound very much 1like the reiterated discussions of
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fondement premier de la vie religieuse, mais au contraire
sa fin, son but."l Thus the vision of spiritual realities
by faith could well be conceived of as a reward to be
received at maturity in the religious experience.2

Exegesis of Gen 15:1 reconstructed
from Praem and Heres

The quotation of Praem above can be independently
related to Gen 15:1-6.3 Indeed, the statement that to
Abraham was given "to gaze and soar" sounds like an oblique
allusion to a traditional exegesis of Gen 15:1-6, according

to which Abraham was lifted above the skies when invited to

Abraham's trust in God that accompany his citations of Gen
15:6 (Quod Deus 4-6, Migr 43-46, etc.).

lschlatter, Der Glaybe im Neuen Testament (Leiden,
1885), pp. 55-105, as quoted in E. Brehier, Les Idées
(Paris: J. Vrin, 1950), p. z223. See also Mut 181-7, esp.
186: the faith of Abraham at Gen 15 and 16 was still
imperfect.

2Barring this connection between Heres and De
Praemiis, the misthos might have been conceived as the
spiritual realities themselves, in which "the sage" is made
somehow to partake. In any case, we are dealing with a
metaphysical interpretation.

3since in this paragraph (Praem 28-30) he is
dealing specifically with the prize given Abraham (while in
other sections he deals with the prizes of Isaac and Jacob,
cf. Praem 27, 31ff., 36ff.), Gen 15:1-6 could hardly have
been absent from his mind. Also, his notion that "he who
has sincerely believed in God has learned to disbelieve in
all else" reappears in Heres as the exegesis of Gen 15:6.
Besides, taking God "for his sole stay and support.
with an unswerving faith" is also reminiscent of Gen 15: 1
(cf. the exegesis in 1QapGen, s8°d wtqyp) and Gen 15:6.
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contemplate them.! This exegesis rests on a lexico-
graphical theory of the content of n.bt.:.2

Thus, since for Philo, as for Platonists 1in
general, "heaven" is the locus of "incorporeal things,"3
and we read in Praem about "soaring and gazing over
immaterial things," he probably derived this idea from Gen
15:5 through the traditional exegesis that had Abraham
socaring and gazing at the heavens from above. This in turn
would explain why, both in Heres and Praem, he conceives
Abraham's reward as the privilege of contemplating
heavenly things.4 However, in Heres he does not utilize

the terminology of "looking from above.">

lvGaze and soar" (hyperhorao, hyperkyptdo) are
literally "look down upon" and "overtop": see Liddell and
Scott, Dictionary, under the respective entries. This
implies a vantage point from above, and matches the
tradition in Num. R. 2.12: "R. Judah, son of R. Simon,
citing R. Hanin, who heard it from R. Johanan, said: We may
infer that the Holy One, blessed be He, 1lifted him
{Abraham] up to a position high above the vault of the sky
. . .[Gen 15:5 quoted].” H. Freedman and M. Simon, eds.,
(London: Soncino, 1939) 5: 42. This
traditional exegesis of Gen 15: 5 appears also, in an
abridged form, in Gen. R. 49.12 (= Midrash R. 1: 368).

2nThe expression habet (look), said R. Samuel son
of R. Isaac, is addressed only to the one who is placed
above an object, as it is said: Look from heaven, and
behold (Ps 80:15)." Num. R. 2:12.

3Heres 76.

4The proximity of the promise of reward (15:1) to
God's taking Abraham out and commanding him to look at the
heavens (15:5) can easily account for this interpretation.

SHe does say that heaven is the "treasury of divine
realities (theion agathon),™ the contemplation of which is
Abraham's recompense (Heres 76). He also says that Abraham
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Even so, it is clear that Philo shows acquaintance
with an exegesis of Gen 15:1-6 that connected the faith in
God (15:6) with God's self-revelation as mgn and support
(15:1), and that utilized the grammar of nbt to argue that
Abrahaz locked at the heavens from above. Philo's
conception of the reward at Gen 15:1 as a visio beatifica
thus appears to derive from an interpretation of the
context at hand in Genesis, especially the command to look

at the heavens (Gen 15:5).

on _Gen 15:2-6

The detailed treatment in Heres opens with A
transitional passage that must have originally joined the
interpretation of Gen 15:1 to that of Gen 15:2ff.

We have already seen that his reason for discussing
"who is the heir of the divine realities" is that Abraham
himself raised the question. Philo, as other writers of
his time,l detects here the idea that the rewards them-
selves demand that Abraham should have an heir, or else
they are meaningless. Philo infers this point from the

juxtaposition of ideas in the Bible text: since Abraham

"extends his vision to the ether and the revolutions of the
heaven" (Heres 79). But he uses throughout his commentary
of the passage the verb anablepo, "look up." This is
probably due to the fact that he has adopted the LXX as the
text for his commentary. For him, the direction in which
one looks might have been a minor point: what is important
is to have a "soul that delights in the vision," not of
"things of the earth,"” but of God himself (Heres 78-9).

lsee Josephus, Ant. 1:181-183.
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raises the dquestion about the heir as soon as he hears
about rewards, Philo assumes that the rewards are to be
inherited and proceeds to discuss who is the rightful
heir.!

Due to the detailed character ci Heres and to its
long allegoric homilies, we summarize the exposition of Gen
15:2-6 under the corresponding biblical leamata.

(And Abraham said): That he spoke at all after God's
revelation may be surprising but agrees well with the
demeanor of a true sage, who should be just as daring as he
is respectful (3-30).

W wi iv ?: The question means both
“what elgse could you give me?" (expressing gratitude for
the abundant material blessings, 31,32) and "what, jin fact,
will you give me?" (expressing longings for spiritual
blessings, superior to the material goods received, 33-39).

The son of Masek (LXX reading): Masek is maB%eq, root
n8q, "kiss," mere outward expression of affection and not
love per se; as such it represents the involvement in
worldly matters, which are never the true love of a sage
(40-53) .

Damascus: Or rather, damsaq, "blood of bag": animal or

lNotice the temporal adverbs in his exposition,
here emphasized together with the key ideas reward and
heir: "Now our aim is to investigate who is the heir to the
divine realities [(=rewards]). For when . . . the sage heard
this expression: 'Your reward' . . ., he then answers with
the question . . . will he by my heir?"
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sensitive soul, the "life" that according to Lev 17:11
resides in the blood (54-57), which is in need of:
Eliezer, i.e., 'eli- cezer, "God's help" (58-65).

This will not be vour heir: This "blood" soul cannot
inherit the promised spiritual realities (66-68), such
inheritcnce can only be accomplished by the soul that has
abandoned bodily concerns and the deceptions of sensation
and verbalism (69-75).

Look up at the heaveng: Look far from misleading
earthly knowledge and concern. Heaven 1is the treasury of
divine realities, and their heir is whoever 1looks up to
them, as Abram is advised to do (76-80).

Took (exeqagen) him outside: Though exago means “"draw
out" by itself, there is no redundancy in adding "outside."
One can 1in certain circumstances be both 1inside and
outside, but here the Scripture means that God took Abraham
whelly outside of fleshy, sensuous, and verbal deceptions
(81-85).

So shall yvour offspring be: As heavens are, in orderli-
ness and luminousness (86-89).

Abram believed God: The imputation of righteousness
(logisthenai tén pistin eis dikaiosynén auto) to Abraham
was both deserved and reasonable. Deserved, because
though no one is expected to disbelieve what God Himself
states, and therefore to believe in such circumstances is

merely natural (akolouthon té physei), still to believe in



70
Him alone, as Abraham did, i.e., in Him but not in anything
else, is not easy for mortals accustomed to be guided by
the senses. Reasonable, too, because it is right and just
(dikaios) to have a pure faith in God, and so his faith was

correctly evaluated as righteousness (dikaiosyneé) (90-95).

Philo's exegetical techniques differ considerably
from other midrashim of the period. These rewrite the
Bible, while Heres is a composition about the Bible text.
Thus its basic interpretative procedures are familiar to

modern readers.

Common exegetical procedures

Linguistic elucidation. Philo gives etymologies
for all proper names that occur in the section, other than
Abraham,! and considers them significant for the context,
as if intentionally created by the Bible author.?

The validity of the translations, however, is

lThis, however, he etymologizes abundantly in other
passages: Abr 82, Cher 17, Mut 66, etc.

2This is characteristic of his allegorical ex-
egesis. See J. Cazeaux, "Aspects de 1'Exegese Philo-
nienne," p. 108. On the more difficult question of the
extent of Philo's knowledge of Hebrew, see Nikiprowetzky,
., pPp. 50-81, and the authors
therein reviewed. For this analysis, it is sufficient to
notice that, indeed, only proper names are discussed with
(an implicit) reference to the Hebrew original. When the
Greek OT text itself provides a clue to the meaning, he
does not omit the reference (e.g., Eliezer, Ex 18:4, Heres
59).
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uneven.l
specifications. Philo specifies that which the ex-
pounded text had left open or vague,2 even though sometimes
his interpretation runs counter to the immediate context. 3
Attentive Remarks. Philo draws the attention of
the reader to features that otherwise could remain un-

noticed. 4

lMasek ="kiss" is not unreasonable, though ma%%eq
as such is unattested in the OT, and Eliezer ="God's help"
is obviously correct in general terms. But Damascus =
“blood of bag" is strained: the required vocalization
(damsaq) differs from both that given in the LXX (Damaskos)
and (presumably) that used in Hebrew (dameseq). It seems
possible cnly starting from an ascetic equation of the
despised body with "a bag" (sc. of disgusting guts and
other viscerae). He alludes to this repulsion when he says
that the expression is "straightforward" (euthybolos, 54),
which implies that the repulsive "bag" was for him a fair
description of the body.

ZE.q., he interprets what in "what will you give
me?" as "what else" and "what, in fact." He sees in this
(soul: the animal or sensitive soul) will not be your heir
the implication "but this other soul (the superior or
spiritual soul) will be."

3Thus, gso will be yvour offspring must mean "so (as
the heavens) in brightness, so in orderliness." The

immediate context counsels the interpreter to understand
"so (as the stars) in number."” But there are precedents.
Notice Dan 12:3: "Those who are wise will shine like the
brightness of the heavens, and those who lead many to
righteocusness, like the stars for ever and ever." For the
influence of Dan on the interpretation of Gen 15, see the
Palestinian Targumim (especially PsJ and N) on Gen 15:11-
12; for the idea that in Gen 15:5 the stars are the term of
comparison, not just of the number, but also of the
exaltation of the Israelites, see Sir 44:21. For other
precedents, see our analysis of Jubilees above.

4Thus he says that the last word in exegagen exo (=
yose' hahusah), instead of pleonastic, 1is indispensable
because "drawing out" may sometimes be incomplete, and that
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Allegorical interpretation

The procedures of an exegete express, to a certain
extent, his attitude towards the text.l Philonic exegesis
corresponds to his conviction that the text 1is to be
decoded--that it speaks about something else while
appearing to speak about common subjects. This takes us to
the issue of allegorical interpretation.

Allegory, according to the definition which was
current in Philo's days, 1is "a style speaking certain
things and meaning something other than what it says."2
Amcng the features that have been identified as belonging
to allegorical exegesis, one can cite from this passage:
(1) the translation of proper names as significant, beyond
and apart from the requirements of the narrative, 3 (2) a

multi-level interpretation,4 and (3) grammatical and

faith was consid-red as righteousness because in fact it is
righteous to believe in God in such an exclusive fashion.

lThus, the paraphrastic technique in midrashic
expositions of other authors implies that the basic task to
be fulfilled about the Bible text is to repeat it --though
in one's own words, to appropriate it. This 1is why
iQapGen, for instance, could be called a "targum" by some
scholars.

2Heraclitus (I A.D.), Homeric OQuestions, 5, in
Sowers, Hermeneutics, p. 1l1.

3whatever the validity of the respective
translations c¢f Masek, Eliezer, and Damascus, it is very
clear that Philo is here imposing on the text abstract
ideas which are completely foreign to the text.

4E.q., "What will you give me?" both as an expres-
sion of satisfaction on the material plane and of dissatis-
faction on the spiritual one. One seems to correspond with
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syntactical manipulation.!

The allegorical content of Philo's exegesis of the
passage is in evidence: Abraham is the type of virtuous
souls who strive after wisdom, his posterity represent the
virtues they develop in route (Heres 34-39), the true heir
is the soul living a life for God only (45), the promised
land is the source of wisdom (314), etc. This is
peculiarly Philonic and had 1little influence in other

circles. It lies thus outside our area of interest.

I ] ical id

Since the treatise on 15:1 is 1lost, we cannot
detail the components of Philo's covenantal awareness for
this passage. The implications of exclusivity which he at-
tributes here to faith in God, however, do belong to the
sphere of covenant.? For a grasp of other themes we need

to set Heres against a wider Philonic backdrop.

his concept of the plain sense of the text, the other with
the allegorical sense. "Philon ne néglige jamais le sens
littéral du texte de l'Ecriture d'une fagon systematique et
comme a plaisir." Nikiprowetzsky, RHistPhRel 53: 328.

lThis is what Cazeaux terms "the heroic interpreta-
tion of grammatical forms and data (coordination and juxta-
position)," Exégese Bibligue, p. 108. The underlying idea
is that the answers to the questions raised by the text are
close at hand in the passage itself, if rightly decoded.
Thus the heir of divine things is he who looks up, as
Abraham is advised to do shortly after he enquires about
his heir.

2see W. Zimmerli, art. pais theou, TDNT 5: 662 for
the correlation between allegiance to a master and
withdrawal from all other possible masters. More on this
later.
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Faith
The Philonic conception of Abram's faith at Gen 15:6 has
been explored by other authors. D. D. Sutherland studied
it in the context of Hellenistic Judaism,! concluding that
Philo's concept of faith consists of "an attitude of trust
and dependence upon God" and "a life lived not by the lower
level of bodily senses but directly depending on God."2
He could have supported this conclusion also from Philo's
exposition of Gen 15:6, as presently shown.3

The objection Philo deals with in Heres 90, namely,
that hardly anybody would refuse credit to God's words,
assumes that "faith" is a matter of intellectual assent.
Philo answers that one normally believes in riches, glory,
social influences, etc. so the contrasting faith of Abraham
in God is worthy of the praise it receives in the text.
This answer, consciously or not, changes the focus from

intellectual assent to trust and reliance, because riches

1Sutherland, “Genesis 15:6: A Study 1in Ancient
Jewish Interpretation® (Ph.D. dissertation, Southern
Baptist Theological Seminary, 1982), p. 115, blames the LXX
translators for choosing logizomai as the equivalent of h%b
(an inculpation which is not entirely fair, as shown by
Seybold in TWAT 3: 243-261). But Sutherland, "Gen 15:6,"
P- 124 and n. 34, also finds that Philo uses the Greek term
to refer to the "inestimable rationale of God" and there-
fore "a legalistic sense (of the term) is not a concern"
for his "understanding of Gen 15:6 and Abraham's faith."

21bid., p. 121. He seems to follow mainly A. von
Schlatter, Der Glaube im Neuen Testament (Stuttgart:
Calwer, 1885), pp. 61-71; 575-81.

3He prefers to quote Heres 85.
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and social influences are not intellectual propositions,
but grounds for reliance.

On the other hand, both the objection and the
answer assume that Abram's act of believing was certainly
meritorious. Indeed, it was a work, "the work of a high
and Olympian understanding" (Heres 93).1

Other allusions to Gen 15:6 in the Philonic corpus
need not concern us in detail because they do not appear in
an expositional context that comprehends the whole of Gen
15:1-6. According to Sutherland's conclusions, those other
employments generally express Philo's conviction that

Abraham lived by the higher laws of nature. 2

Rewards
That which Philo conceived as Abraham's reward,
visio beatifica, is of extreme importance to him.3 This

conception is obviously related to the metaphysical outlook

1gggg Sutherland, "Gen 15:6", p. 133. His
contention that this is not a punctiliar act, but refers to
the 1life work of Abram as a whole, is nonetheless
acceptable. Cf. Abr 262-5.

21pid., pp. 125-135. A study of the relationship
between revealed and natural law according to Philo |is
found in Sowers, Hermeneutics, pp. 44-8: Brehier, Idees,
pp. 11-35 and works therein cited.

3philosophy is "nothing else but to desire to see
things exactly as they are" (Conf 20, 97). This ability
defines true Israel (etymologized as "seeing God," Heres
78), who has its eyes fixed on the "manna" (allusion to Num
11:5-6) of wisdom (191), not on the "onions" that provoke
tears and impede clear vision (79-80)--material things.
Highest among desirable things to see is the Existent
Himself (Vita Cont 2, 11-12).
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of Philo. Though radically different from other Jewish
ideas of reward, it is not utterly devoid of points of
contact.l

The other-worldly interprctation of reward in the
lost treatise and Praem should not lead one to think that
Philo did not conceive of rewards in this world. A
tractate like De Providentia (Provid) abundantly attests
that he did.

According to H. A. Wolfson, he held essentially the
same doctrine of providential rewards that we find in
Rabbinical sources. Cautionary notices on parallels of
this kind have appeared,? and can also be applied here.
Wolfson saw in Provid 2, 54 the idea that if some right-
eous men suffer, it is only because they are not perfectly

righteous (Provid 2, 54).3 Even a cursory reading of his

lGod's promises to Abraham were extremely important
for Israel's self-identity (as already in Gen 12:2, Exod
3:15, Deut 7:8, etc.). It was only natural, then, that the
reward were interpreted as a legacy for future generations,
and not as a few more heads of cattle in Abraham's herds or
the 1like. Philo's understanding, though diverse, also
conceived Abraham's reward as transcending his natural
life.

25, sandmel, ' : ism:
Conceptions of Abraham in Jewish Literature (Cincinnati:
HUC Press, 1956), pp. 203-211. Note, however, the refusal

to disclaim the presence of all Palestinian traditions in
Philo, p. 210.

3He compares that to the concept imbedded in
bBerakhot 7a: "A righteous man who prospers is a perfectly
righteous man. The righteous man who is in adversity is
not a perfectly righteous man. The wicked man who prospers
is not a perfectly wicked man; the wicked man who is in
adversity is a perfectly wicked man." This Talmudic text
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evidence. however, shows that the narallels are strained
and the connections tenuous, if present at all.l
Oon the other hand, a Philonian text, if genuine,
does indicate that God punishes with suffering even a few
misdeeds of the righteous, and rewards well even a few good
actions in the wicked.2 This would furnish an interesting

parallel to some Rabbinic texts to be introduced below,

appears at the end of a debate initiated by R. Johanan. He
held another explanation for the conundrum, allegedly
revealed as a special favor to Moses: "The righteous man
who prospers is a righteous man son of a righteous man: the
righteous man who is in adversity is a righteous man son of
a wicked man." According to Wolfson, Johanan's view |is
also reflected in Philo. See H. A. Wolfson, Philo, 2 vols.
(Cambridge, MA: University Press, 1947), 2: 292 and
references in n. 57.

lprovid 54, for instance, answers an age-old
contention against providence (namely, that "persons of a
fine character" sometimes suffer) with several observa-
tions. These include that we cannot really be sure who is
of "fine character"” and who is not, since "God judges by
standards more accurate than any which the human mind
employs.™ Philo, then, seems to be saying that we could be
mistaken when attributing righteousness to a sufferer. The
Rabbinic "parallel,"™ on the other hand, is much more subtle
and specific: the sufferer might be indeed righteous, but
still need purging by sufferings. Similarly, the appeal to
Leg All II 9, 33f. to attribute to Philo the doctrine of
Zekut Abbot seems unconvincing. Philo, indeed, says that
"God will not let the offspring of the 'seeing' Israel be
in such wise changed as to receive his death-blow." But
from this hardly follows that the mystical "offspring" is
spared because of the merits of his ancestors: rather,
Philo's thought seems to be that the same intrinsic value
of the spiritual ancestor is also found in the offspring.

zﬁxggmgngg, Richter, 6: 203 in Wolfson, Philo 2:
294. The citation is from St. John of Damascus, Sacra

Parallela, title 15, end. Though the genuinity of many
fragments there attributed to Philo can be easily verified,
this particular fragment does not mztch any statement in
the Philonic corpus we now possess.
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when dealing with the Targumim.

In any case, a study of occurrences of the word
misthos in the Philonian corpus shows that he employs the
term in two main senses. It means "hire, wages, economic
retribution® in Agr 5, Virt 88, and Spec Leg 4:98, even
"bribes" and the like (Flacc 134, 140-1). It also means
God's reward for those who "do right" (ergazomenou ta kala,
Legq All 80), i.e., have good deeds (Somn 2:34), which
require firmness, diligence, and related virtues (Somn
2:38).1 Like the Rabbis and Stoic philosophers, however,
he also recommends the practice of virtue for its own sake
without thought for the divine recompense (Leg All 3:167),2

whether conceived as earthly or otner-worldly.3

lMost of these references occur in the context of
the name Issachar, interpreted in Gen 30:18 by Leah as
"roeward" or "hire."

2yolfson cites M. Abot 1:3 and 3:15 for the
Rabbinic side in Philc 2: 285. For the Greek philosophy
side, see also E. Zeller, i i i
(New York: Russell & Russell, 1962), p. 236 and notes.

3virtue may be its own reward: Plant 134, 136
contends that just as the reward (profit) of the farmer is
allowed for trees starting from the fifth year on, Issachar
= reward, the fifth son of Leah, succeeds Judah = thanks-
giving, because the act of giving thanks is in itself a
reward. God will, in fact, give the greatest rewards to
him who performs this kind of service, "for the sake of
honoring and pleasing God" (Congr 14, 8C), and only second
place to the one "hoping to win blessings,"” with him who is
"expecting to obtain remission of punishments" a distant
third (Abr 128).
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sSumpary

In conclusion, if the metaphysical content of
Philo's interpretation is set aside, he fits neatly in a
line of exegetical development for the concerned passage.
A continuity with previous documents is suggested by his
insight on the exclusivity of the faith in God spoken of in
15:6, which matches covenantal conceptions made explicit in
those midrashic expositions. On the other hand, its new
character shows in connecting two outstanding theological
ideas of the concerned passage, "faith" and "reward," with
right doing.

Set against the foregoing midrashic interpretations
of Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon, a development in
the exegesis of the passage is then discernable. Jubilees
had stressed the passive condition of Abraham in Gen 15:6
as a recipient of God's grace, which the Genesis Apocryphon
also emphasized through its interpretive expansion of Gen
15:1. For Philo, instead, the believing attitude of
Abraham recorded in 15:6 was one of his many accomplish-
ments, which God promised in 15:1 to reward with the
mystical visio which this author perceived 1in 15:5.
Exegesis of Gen 15:1-6 has thus moved towards the idea of

deserved rewards for Abraham.

Flavius Josephus

Josephus and midrash

Josephus' knowledge of midrashim has been diversely



80
evaluated. In spite of numerous studies with other
conclusions,l Edersheim could still argue in 1882 that
Josephus' knowledge of midrash was scanty and superficial.2
Later studies, however, have shown beyond a pale of doubt
the multiple relationships between the works of the
Hellenistic Jewish historian and haggadic, rabbinic, and
pseudepigraphical literature.3
A special problem in this area, the possibility
that Josephus used a Palestinian form of a targum as a
Bible source, 1is to concern us in the course of the

exegetical analysis.

context
Josephus paraphrases Gen 15 in Ant. 1:183-7. This
section of his work has been shown to be much more free in

quoting the Bible than the remaining books.?

lsee previous studies in the bibliography qucted by
M. McNamara, The New Testament and the Palestinian Targum
to the Pentateuch (Rome: 2Pontifical Biblical Institute,
1966), pp. 23 ff.

2see "Josephus" in William Smith and Henry Wace,

eds., A Dictionary of christian Biography (London:, 1882)
3: 441-460.

3Notably L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews, 7
vols. (Philadelphia: Jewish Publ. Soc., 1910-38):; B.
Heller, "Die Scheu vor Unbekanntem in Agada und
Apokryphen, " i chi
Wissenschaft des Judentums 83 (1939): 170-184; and Vermes,
scripture.

4N. G. cohen, "Josephus and Scripture: Is Josephus'
treatment of the Scriptural Narrative Similar through the
Antiquities I-XI?" Jewish Ouarterly Review 54 (1963-4):
311-332. L. H. Feldman,
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In the tenth chapter of book 1, Josephus deals with
Gen 1l4-17. He has already presented Abraham as a man of
uncommon intelligence, who deduced from the irregqularity of
the movement celestial bodies (not from their regularity)
their creation and control by a single God. Now he
presents other features of his personality, also selected
for their appeal to Graeco-Roman readers. As a clever and
determined general he arms his men and falls upon the
"Assyrians"® in just five nights (1:177), and enjoys a
triumphal entry near Jerusalem (1:179). Then,

As for the king of Sodom, he entreated Abraham to
keep the spoil, and desired only to recover those of
his subjects whom he bhad rescued from the Assyrians.
But Abraham replied that he could not do this and that
no further profit should accrue to him from those
spoils beyond what would meet his servants' main-
tenance. However, he offered a portion to his comrades
in arms: of these the first was named Eschon, the
others Enner and Mambres.! (1:182)

As it can be observed in the quotation, this

retelling deviates very little from the Genesis account.?

The paraphrase of Gen 15:1 follows immediately after this.

s Yt Lo

The way in which Josephus presents the passage

(Berlin and New York: de Gruyter, 1984), p. 129, wonders
whether this could not, in fact, be an effect of employing
Targums.

lrranslation by H. St. J. Thackeray, Josephus (New
York: Putnam's Sons, 1930).

2nEgchon” appears "first" rather than second, as in
MT, but so does it also in the LXX; Enner, however, has a
Hebrew (¢anner) rather than Greek (Aunan) form.



82
prompts a discussion here which is very uneven in length,
being much longer on Gen 15:1. It was found convenient,
therefore, to divide the analysis of the paraphrase into

two parts, one for 15:1 and another for 15:2-6.

On Gen 15:1

"God commended his virtue (arete) and said, 'Nay,
thou shalt not lose the rewards (misthous) that are thy due
for such good deeds (eupragiais)'" (1:183). Some observa-
tions on this important passage are in order.

Here, in contrast to the strictly scriptural
account that precedes this quotation, several deviations
are glaring.

omission of self-predication and mgn. In Gen 15:1,
God's oracle opens with encouragement: "Do not fear." In
Josephus, no promise is made until after praising Abraham:
notice the 1st Aorist Participle Active, epainesas,
implying that God's commendation preceded the statement on
rewards. This is in keeping with the general toning-down of
everything theological in Josephus,l which is probably

related to his chronicler stance,? historiographic models,

lThe divine self-predication of Gen 15:7 is also
omitted in the subsequent report of Josephus.

2cf. his treatment of miracles in the Exodus
narrative and footnotes in Thackeray.
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and audience considerations.l

The omission of w®»gn might be related to this
downplaying of theological elements or to a different
reading. The choice between these options has to wait until
more information can be gathered in the course of analysis.

"God praised Abraham's virtue." No hint of praise
for Abraham's conduct is given in the Genesis passage. 1In
Josephus, the ground for praise is Abraham's areté. This,
though in classical Greek expressed the worth of an
individual according to the national ideal for a man,
including courage in war, etc., came to have a moral thrust
through the influence of philosophers. In Hellenistic
Jewish circles it became synonymous with dikaiosyne =
sedeq.?2 In Antiquities, too, it stands frequently for the
Jewish ideal of sedeq.?

Adversative and negative. While God's praise of

Abraham is not given verbatim, divine speech is reported

lyews were suspect of religious fanaticism in the

eyes of the Graeco-Roman world after the 68-70 A.D. events.

According to T. W. Franxman, Genesis and the "Jewish

" (Rome: Pontifical Bible

Institute, 1979), p. 288, "his fear of offending his Roman

masters by mention of any kind of eternal Jewish claim to

the land Rome then held [is] a weakness [of Josephus] to be
overlooked."

20. Bauernfeind, "areté" TDNT 1: 457-61.

3Thus, for instance, in 3:97 some Israelites muse
that Moses' second 40-day absence from the camp at Sinai
could be explained by his piety: "that he should be
translated by God to himself by reason of his own virtue
(prosousan areten) was likely enough."
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directly starting with all'ouk apoleis,l literally "but
you will not lose" the rewards.?2

The phrase all‘'ou occurs opening a nocturnal divine
revelation also in Apt. 2:172 (Whiston translates it this
time as "No, sure"). But it is not merely a meaningless
stock formula for opening divine revelations: it does not
appear at other theophanies in Antiquities,? and in those
where it does occur, an actual adversative sense |is
discernable.? Thus one should 1look for similarities
between the content of Ant. 1:183 and 2:172 (derived from

Gen 15 and 46, respectively) to try to explain Josephus'

lthis is to be underlined in view of Josephus'
"digslike of the direct discourse" (Franxman, Genesis and
aAntiguities, p. 288). We must also note that Thackeray, in
our passage, replaces the indirect discourse in which
Josephus couchs Abraham's inquiry (Gen 15:2) by a direct
one. To avoid unnecessary distractions we have kept
Thackeray's translation in these comments.

2This is translated "nay, thou shalt not lose" by
Thackeray:; "thou shalt not, however, lose" by W. Whiston,

trans. The Works of Josephus (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson,
1987), p. 34.

3In Ant. books 1-4 (the portion that parallels the
Pentateuch) divine speeches with another beginning include
1:57, 280, 313, and 2:212.

4In 1:45 it stands in opposition to the "strange
actions"” of Adam, thereby expressing God's surprise; in 1:
100 it balances the right to life that God acknowledges in
all his creatures. The main text discusses the other two
references in which alla opens a divine speech. As for
human speeches, in 1:288 the alla signals, as in God's
speechs at 1:45,183, the transition from indirect to direct
discourse, and expresses (as in 1:45) surprise, this time
before the amazing beauty of Rachel:; 2imri's speech in
4:145 opposes Moses' arguments. Thus, in all cases the
alla has an actual adversative connotation, and is no mere
interjection.
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all‘'ou.

In both cases the phrase appears beginning an
interpretive expansion of the Genesis text, which includes
the expression 'al-tira' (15:1, 46:3), "do not fear," not
literally represented by Josephus. In both cases, too,
all'ou is followed by encouragement: 1:183 gives the
patriarch assurance of reward, 2:172 of protection and
help. Since encouragement is frequently attained by
recognizing the facts from which fear arises (concessive
clause), and than denying the envisioned consequences
(adversative-negative clause), all'ou can be explained in
these contexts as the sequel to an elliptic or tacit
concessive clause in which the motives for fear were
stated.!

In 1:183, however, no mention is made in Apt. of

lpas a matter of fact, in 2:170-1 Josephus does
state those motives: there was great prosperity in Egypt
(and thus Jacob feared his descendants would abandon the
promised land for good), and there had been no explicit
divine command to go to Egypt (and thus he feared God's
displeasure). These facts were revolving in his mind when
he fell asleep (2:171, end). Then God appeared and said:
"But it is not fair for Jacob to overlook the God who has
become the permanent protector and helper of both your
ancestors and afterwards yourself" (2:172; the Greek runs
all'ou dikaion, eipen, Iakobé theon agnoesthai ton aei
parastatéen kai boethon progonois te tois sois kai
met'autous soi genomenon; since the conjunction has been
treated somewhat freely in the available English editions
we give here our own literal translation). The adversative
alla, in this context, has therefore the function of
marking a contrast with, and opposition to, those facts
that gave rise to Jacob's fears. They should not (ou) lead
to overlooking God's previous and continuing protection.
Such an overlook is implied in Jacob's fear.
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the patriarch's fear. Indeed, it would not sit well with
the previous description of Abraham as a fearless hero.
But there was in antiquity an interpretation of Gen 15:1
according to which what Abraham feared, at this point, was
that he was going to lose his reward. This traditional
exegesis occurs as enlightening parallels 1in the
Palestinian Targum! and Gen. R. 44:4.2 Some interpretation
of this kind may be presupposed in Josephus' paraphrase. On

the other hand, the parallels should not be pressed too

lThe Palestinian Targqumim, in their several forms,
preserve an interpretation that envisions Abraham as afraid
of losing his future reward, because of all-too-good events
narrated in Gen 14, and a divine oracle that includes a
concessive conjunction (w'p €1 gb, "in spite of the fact
that") opening a protasis ("although I delivered up your
enemies"), and its corresponding apodosis which reassures
Abraham that his good deeds (°bdyk ¢tby') will not go
unrewarded.

21t has the additional feature of a seemingly
variant vocalization of mgn: "R. Levi made another comment:
. . . just as a shield receives all spears and withstands
them, so will I stand by thee. The Rabbis explained it
thus: Abraham was filled with misgivings, saying to
himself, 'I descended into the fiery furnace and was
delivered; I went through famine and war and was delivered;
perhaps then I have already received my reward in this
world and have nought for the future world?' Therefore the
Holy One, blessed be He, reassured him: 'Fear not, Abram, I
am thy pmgn,' meaning, a gift of grace (maggan) to thee, all
that I have done for thee in this world I did for nought:
but in the future that is to come, 'thy reward shall be
exceedingly great.'" If Josephus was following a
vocalization of Gen 15:1 that related mgn to the verb mgn,
rather than to the root gnn, then the lack of any reference
to a shield is readily understandable. And he might have
considered that his emphasis on ‘"reward" covered, as
appropriately as might be expected from a summary, the idea
that God was bestowing a gift (magan) on Abraham.
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far.l If Josephus is utilizing a previous midrashic
interpretation of any kind, then "but you shall not lose"
could have been taken directly from that source and the
phrase would represent, obliquely, the "do not fear" of Gen
15:1.

If, on the other hand, such a possibility is
discarded, then we must explain all'ou in terms of
Josephus' text only. In such a case, we should understand
the adversative alla as implying "in spite of your virtue,
you shall not lose." This may sound difficult, for
Abraham's virtue (the closest antecedent noun of alla)
seems more apt for the basis, rather than the difficulty,
for the bestowal of Abraham's rewards. However, we could
understand "in spite of your virtuous renouncing of booty
(Gen 14), you shall not lose, etc.” This renouncing would

then be a particular manifestation of Abraham's arete, the

lThe PTgq form of Gen 15:1, as well as Gen. R,
contain a marked duality between "this world" and the
"future world" which is foreign to Antiguities. According
to A. Marmorstein, The Doctrine of Merits in 0ld Rabbinical

(N. York: Ktav, 1968), the Gen. R. text and b.
Shabb. 32b "show the Rabbis' view that we might use up the
merits in this world which ought to be stored up for the
world to come. This leads us to the conceptions of the
heavenly treasures." Also, the Gen. R. text contemplated a
"gift of grace" idea that is foreign to Josephus, since in
this Antigquities passage "er suchte f#ir den Abraham
verheissenen Lohn die ihn begrtindende Leistung, da der Lohn
verdient sein muss" (A. Schlatter,
Judentums nach dem Bericht des Josefus (GOtersloh:
Bertelsmann, 1932}, p. 39). It is possible that Josephus
knew these traditions in a slightly different way, e.g.,
one that utilized the mgn root in articulation with $akar
(as in "I am bestcwing on you your exceedingly great
reward") rather than in contradistinction with the same.
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significant and comprehensive usage of which for the OT
worthies in Josephus we have already discussed.
But no matter how we explain the implicit
concessive clause, it is clear that Josephus, with his

adversative and negative phrase, utilizes an exegesis that

connects Gen 15:1 specifically with Gen 14. If we
understand "in spite of your virtuous renouncement," then
Gen 14:21-24 is in view. If, on the other hand, we

understand "in spite of your fears," Josephus would be
alluding to an exegetical tradition that makes Abraham fear
about his rewards because of the all-too-good events of Gen
14. The link between this paraphrase of Josephus and Gen
14 has also been recognized by scholars such as Harold W.
Attridge,l who notes the unscriptural character of the
addition; Schlatter,? who stresses that this is one of the
salient misthos passages in Josephus:; and T. W. Franxman,
who emphasizes its connection with the "generous gesture at
the end of the war of the kings."3

"Rewards" in plural. This deviation from Genesis,
as also perceived by Attridge, contributes to an emphasis

of Josephus on divine retribution.4 The multiple eupragiai

1 [ et
(Missoula:
Scholars Press, 1976), p. 89, n. 1.
2Theologie, p. 39.
3Genesis and Antiguities, p. 137.

4Interpretation, p. 89, n. 1.
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of Abraham must be fairly met each by its corresponding
reward.

Rewards earned by good deeds. Since Josephus has
been magnifying the figure of Abraham for a long time in
Antiquitizs, 1t is unclear precisely what is encompassed by
toiautais eupragiais. The noun eupragia, used by Josephus
elsewhere for achievements and success,l is probably to be
understood here in a sense closer to its obvious etymology
("good action"),2 as the translators have recognized. The
adjective toioutos is not merely deictic, as Thackeray's
English equivalent "such" is sometimes,?3 but expresses
admiration for the quality of the noun thus qualified.®
Abraham's renouncing the booty is clearly not a "good deed"
envisioned here. Though a direct connection of this oracle
with the events at the end of Gen 14 has clearly been made

by Josephus, the renouncing of booty may be the difficulty

lMostly military. See K. H. Rengstorff, ed., A
(Leiden: Brill,
1975), s.v. "eupragia®.

2cf. the distinction between mere success and real
eupragia as "good deeds, services" in Plato, Alcibiades
1.116b, in Liddell and Scott, Dictionary, s.v. This has
been recognized by the translations: "good deeds"
(Thackeray) and "glorious actions" (Whiston).

3Though Attridge is probably well aware of this
nuance, his sentence "'such good deeds' of Abraham as have
been recorded" (Interpretation, p. 89) could leave with the
reader the wrong impression that "such" is merely deictic.

4Thus Liddell and Scott, Dictionary, s.v.
"toioutos,® points out that it has "frequently" the
implications "so good, so noble, so bad, etc."
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that stands in the way of God's reward, but not the basis
for the latter. It could refer to Gen 14 as a whole, but
then there is no clear reason to stop here. The whole of
the areté of Abraham is thus probably alluded to.

In any case, both the plural of "rewards" and the
emphasis on "such astounding good deeds" reinforce the
probability that Josephus was following an exegetical
tradition similar to that of the Palestinian Targum and
Genesis R., where the °bdyk tby' figure prominently.1

In summary, Josephus' paraphrase of Gen 15:1 omits
the important self-predication of the Lord. It also either
omits or reads differently His promise of protection. It
concentrates on an unscriptural praise of Abraham's
righteousness and on the promise that each of his admirably
good works will receive its reward, apparent difficulties
notwithstanding. These features, derived from a specific
connection with Gen 14, are not distinctive of Josephus but

belong to a traditional exegesis of the passage.

on Gen 15:2 ff.

And when he replied, "What pleasure can those
rewards afford, when there is none to succeed to them
after me?" (for he was still childless), God announced
that a son would be born to him, whose posterity would
be so great as to be comparable in number to the stars.

11t is worth noticing that those points of Gen 15
enlarged on by Josephus (the reward for good works, the
dreadful birds of prey) receive also an expanded treatment
in the PTg, though the latter also expands on some points
passed over by Josephus.
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"what pleasure can those rewards afford?" Gen 15:2 is
here represented by tis an eié charis toutdn ton misthon.
Thackeray's translation is plausible,l and so are other
possible renderings. Charis often functions as a pre-
position indicating the aim or objective of something: "for
the sake of, on account of," employed often with the
genitive case.? As such, it would yield here the sense:
"what is the point of those rewards, when there is none to
succeed to them after me?" This would be not only more
logical but also in line with a competent understanding of
the Hebrew idiom in mah-titten 1li and with an exegetical
tradition also attested in 1QapGen, as seen above.

Whatever the correct translation of charis here, it
is clear that Josephus, as Philo before him, saw the
inheritability of those rewards as a gine gqua non: rewards
without a successor are not only insufficient, they are
also meaningless.

Gen 15:2c and 3 are compressed here, but in view of
the summary character of Josephus' paraphrase this does not
require particular comment.

"God announced." Gen 15:4-5 is also compressed. The

promise of a son is introduced as God's "announcement" (ho

lcharis can certainly mean "gratification,
delight." And charis misthon could be interpreted as a
subject-genitival construction: the gratification performed
by the rewards.

21,iddell and Scott, Dictionary, s.v. ®“charis,"
section VI b.
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theos . . . katangellei).l! Josephus does not follow Phiio
in making Abraham's posterity "as the heavens" in bright-
ness and orderliness; he gives the plain meaning of the
Hebrew: "whose posterity would be so great (pollén, 'much')
as to be comparable in number to the stars."

Silence on Gen 15:6. Not even a summary, however, is
given of Gen 15:6-8. The narrative jumps to 15:9:

Oon hearing these words Abraham offered a sacrifice
to God as bidden by Him. And the sacrifice was on this
wise: he took a heifer of three years old, a she-gcat
of three-years old and a ram of the same age, with a
turtle-dove and a pigeon, and, at God's bidding,
divided them in twain, save the birds which he divided
not. (l1:184)

This detailed account of the "sacrifice" (Josephus
never speaks of a Covenant)2 contrasts with the silence in
which he skips the momentous passages of Abraham's faith
and accreditation of righteousness (15:6), the divine self-
predication of 15:7 or the request of a sign in 15:8. A
short allusion to 15:7 could, but barely, be present in
Ant. 1:187: "Thereon God bade him assured that, as in all
else he had been led out of Mesopotamia for his welfare, so
children would come to him." If so, it is conflated with
15:18-21.

This silence and toning-down of the covenant is

probably to be explained along the same 1lines as the

lHis heathen audience was probably more used to
"announcements" (oracles) than to intimate interpersonal
language such as "promise."

2attridge, Interpretation, pp. 80-1.
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omission of the opening divine self-predication of Gen 15:1
(see above). Franxman says that these omissions are "due
perhaps to the doubts expressed by Abraham at this junc-
ture."l This, however, applies better to cthe omission of
the material in 15:7-8 than to that of 15:6.

In summary, Josephus' paraphrase of Gen 15:2 ff.
interprets Abraham's response to the oracle as implying
that the rewards are meaningless if non-inheritable,
reports summarily God's promise of a son, and gives the
plain meaning of the comparison with the stars. He omits
all mention of Abraham's faith and the accreditation of

righteousness, as he does with similar material elsewhere.

) * ]l -

The review of Biblical history for Gentile readers
provided by Josephus 1is primarily apologetical, not
theological nor exegetical, in nature.?2 However, com-~
prehensive studies of Josephus assist in providing a wider
backdrop for the present findings.

Franxman basically utilizes, to evaluate Josephus'
treatment of Genesis, the categories of expansion,
compression, or balanced retelling of the Bible history.
From his conclusions, the following points on the Abraham

stories are here abstracted:

l1pid.

2Bowker, Targum and Rabbinical Literature, p. 31.
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Josephus expands on the early life of Abraham (Ant.
1:148-60) and his sojourn in Egypt (1:161-8); compresses
the narrative from the separation from Lot up to the stay
in Gerar (1:169-212); deals evenly with the birth of Isaac
and the expulsion of Hagar and Ishmael, inserting then from
Gen 25 the 1list of Ishmael's descendants (1:213-21):
expands on the Akedah (1:222-36): and compresses the events
from the death of Sarah up to the death of Abraham (1:237-
s6) .1 Needs of the historiographic style employed by
Josephus easily explain his emphasis on the early life of
Abraham. For the rest, it was the story in Gen 22, rather
than Gen 15, the one which epitomizes the personality of
the patriarch.?
We can conclude with Franxman words:
It is hard to give a global characterization of
Jos.' method itself ; . . . on the surface, his version
of Genesis has some of the ungoverned, creative and
slightly erratic aura about it which one frequently
perceives in the general style and approach of a
Pseudepigraph. . . . Beneath the surface of Jos.' style
we have found a far more careful author who is toeing
the line of the text of his original quite faithfully
and wvhose alterations may represent exegetical
traditions wmuch better thought out than has been
heretofore supposed [Emphasis added].3

This conclusion needs to be remembered when

advancing from Apnt. 1:183-5 to later midrashic works.

lgenesis and antiquities, pp. 285-88.

2cf. similar preferences in Sir 44:20, Wisd 10:5,
and James 2:22-3.

3Genesis and Antiquities, pp. 289 -end.
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Theological ideas

We have already noted his emphasis on the rewards
for Abraham's good works. This expansion appears in spite
of the compressed character of thie section of his treat-
ment of Genesis. We have also mentioned his omission of
all reference to Abraham's faith.

As Attridge shows,> there is for Josephus in the
life of Abraham a cycle of divine favor, self-denying human
response, and more divine favor. Abraham's obedience to
God's call is rewarded, inter alia, with the victory of Gen
14; Abraham renounces the fruits (booty) of that victory,
and God "praises his virtue" reassuring him of his reward.
This includes a legitimate posterity (Isaac), which Abraham
renounces in the Akedah, to receive even more favor of God.
Thus not only obedient deeds of Abraham are rewarded but
also his virtuous renouncement of the rewards.?

The patriarch's acknowledgment of God's favor and
grace appears in an Akedah passage: "God . . . claims from
us [(the sacrifice of Isaac] in return for the gracious
favour (eumenas) He has shown me as my supporter and ally
(parastatées kai symmachos)" (1:229). This passage is

relevant here because it is reminiscent of Gen 15:1,

linterpretation, p. 89.

21n Rabbinical thought "merits are to be obtained
by not using the rewards we are entitled to claim in this
world" according to Marmorstein, Doctrine, pp. 19-20,
analyzing ySanh 27d and Lev. R. 36.3.
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especially in the 1light of Jubilees and the Genesis
Apocryphon.

The phrase s°d wtqyp of 1QapGen 22:31, with its
warlike associations in the context of Gen 15:1., matches
parastatés kai symmachos closely. Both are hendiadys, and
a parastates, literally "one standing besides = supporter"
is used especially of "a comrade on the flank," just as s¢d
is both "to prop up, support" and "to assist, help" (as
comrades dc in battle).l Symmachos, too, is literally a
"comrade of arms® but in Antiquities often stands for
"protector."2 The word parastates also means "a defender"
(cf. Jub 14:1).3

All these terms look like paraphrases of mgn in Gen
15:1, understood as "protector"™ rather than "shield," as in
Jubilees and Genesis Apocryphon.4 The intimate 1link
between Gen 15:1-6 and Gen 14 in early Jewish exegetical

traditions (explored above) has probably promoted this kind

ljastrow, Dictionary, s.v. "scd".

2This is the first time that Antiguities mentions
God as symmachos of anyone. Afterwards, however, it occurs
frequently (e.g., 1:268, 2:278, 334).

3rLiddell and Scott, Dictionary, s.v. "parastates”.
For Jub 14, see above in the introduction to this chapter.
The term parastates, as symmachos, appears here for the
first time in Antiquities applied to God. All other
occurrences refer to God's promise of assistance toc an
ancient OT character: to Jacob in Beersheba (2:172), and to
Moses in the revelation of the divine name (2:276).

4This is in spite of Josephus' possible
acquaintance with traditions taking mgn as "bestowing."
See above.
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of paraphrase.1 In any case, the concept of God as protec-
tor, omittad in its expected place, resurfaces here.?

But the explication of "protector" as an "ally"
also shows that Josephus thought of the self-predication of
God in 15:1 as a metaphor connected with covenantal
imagery. The human allies of Abraham, which in Gen 14:13
are called bac®léey-b*rit ‘'abram, appear in Apt. 1:182 as
"comrades of arms" (systrateuomenoi, a synonim for sym-
machos) . As already seen, Josephus never mentions the
covenant with God for fear of offending the Romans, but the
equivalence here made, coupied with the terminology of
1:229, shows that he probably thought of God's relationship
to Abraham as a ba¢®*1l-b*rit too.

Though Josephus acknowledges God's grace (disquised
under the pagan-sounding term eumenia), he emphasizes the
human response of devotion (threskeia) and obedience.3 The
latter, especially, 1is clear from his avowed purpose for
Antiquities:

The main lesson to be learnt from this history by

any who care to peruse it is that men who conform to

the will of God, and do not venture to transgress laws
that have been excellently laid down, prosper in all

17 am indebted to Attridge, Interpretation, pp. 88-
9, for this connection of "supporter and ally" with the

oracle of Gen 15:1-6, though he does not make it explicit.

2For the prominence of the Akedah in Josephus,
which draws significant elements of other chapters towards
its own area of influence, see above section "Josephus'
Exegesis of Gen 15:1-6."

31:182 fFf.
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things beyond belief, and for their reward are offered
by God felicity; whereas, in proportion as they depart
from the strict observance of these laws, things else
practicable become impracticable, and whatever imagi-
nary good thing they strive to do ends in irretrievabile
disasters. (1:14)

Thus, as J. Jervell notices in his paper on the
interpretation of Genesis in Josephus,1 "er will die
Geschichte Israels darstellen (1,5) aber dies als ein
Pl&doyer fUr das Gesetz." And this--not a vague "natural
law" but the special revelation at Sinaji--would be of no
avail

unless before all else they {the readers] were taught
that God, as the Universal Father and Lord who beholds
all things, grants to such as follow Him a life of
bliss, but involves in dire calamities those who step
outside the path of virtue. (1:20)

The law is inextricably bound up with the essence
of God (Ant. 20:268).<¢ Therefore,

Oour legislator . . . having shown that God posses-
ses the very perfection of virtue, thought that men
should strive to participate in it, and inexorably
punished those who did not hold with or believe in
these doctrines. I therefore entreat my readers to
examine my work from this point of view. (1:23)

Not only punishments for disobedience are prominent

in Josephus' thought but also bonuses for good actions.
Thus, Ant. 8:394 states that Josaphat prospered with

. . . the favour (eumenes) and the assistance of the
Deity, since he was upright and pious and daily sought

lnImagines und Imago Dei. Aus der Genesis-Exegese
des Josephus,"™ in 0. Betz, K. Haacker and M. Hengel, eds.,

Jogsephus-Studien (G3ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1974),
p. 200.

21pid.
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to do something plzasing and acceptable to God.

This conception of uprightness based on "daily
doing something pleasing to God" has been called "ftir den
PharisMismus typisch."l But whatever the sectarian
affiliation of this concept, its importance for Josephus 1is
hardly deniable. The emphasis on rewards for good works
found in this passage is, then, entirely consistent with

the general aim for Antiquitjies and Josephus' mindset.

Summary

In conclusion, Antigquities provides evidence for a
muffled, but still discernable, covenantal understanding of
the passage. Missing is a full expression of his ideas on
the protection promised to Abraham and on the faith of the
latter in the context of Gen 15:1-6. God's promises of
protection appear instead in the context of Gen 22. In Gen
15:1-6, Josephus stresses God's reward for right doing to
the exclusion of other aspects of the oracle. Compared
with the documents studied previously, the paraphrase of
Gen 15:1-6 evidences an advanced stage in the progression
of Jewish exegesis towards the concept of deserved rewards

and nomistic righteousness.

1A. schlatter, Kleinere, p. 118. According to K.
H. Rengstorf, "Zur Einftthrung," ibid., p. vii, Schlatter is
a specialitst: he "hat sich fast sechzig Jahre lang
intensiv mit diesem einzigen jOdischen Historiker des
Altertums beschlftigt."
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The Targums
Most Targums "summarise([d]) the traditional and most
widely accepted interpretations of Scripture" among
Synagogue teachers (Rabbis),l and were, by definition,? vat

the very center" of Judaism.3

Scope of Literature

Since the term "targum" has been diversely employ-
ed,! we need to take it up briefly, to determine the
present scope of literature.

By Targum is meant here, as in many specialized
works, an Aramaic translation of the Hebrew Bible for
liturgical use in a synagogue. This definition exr~indes:
(1) the LXX, for not being Aramaic, even though it had the
same purpose and uses the same translation techniques; (2)

the Palestinian Christian version of the OT, for being

lIbid., p. 14. For the connection with Synagogue
teachers, see pp. 11 ff.

2p definition is presently offered:; for the central
place of targum in Rabbinic Judaism, see R. McNamara, The
New Testament and the Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch

’

2d ed. (Rome: Pontifical Bible Institute, 1978), p. 260.

3Thus we could legitimately place them under the
*Rabbinical 1literature* category. However, it has been
argued that their contents may, in the main, predate
classical Rabbinical literature (ibid., pp. 3-28, esp. p.
20). Besides, the Samaritan Targum can hardly be
"Rabbinical" in any meaningful sense.

4The imprecision is decried by Etan Levine, "La
Evolucién de la Biblia Aramea,"” in Estudios Biblicos 39
(1981): 232-3. See also A. Diez Macho, "Le Targum Palesti-
nien," in J.-E. Menard, ¢ i
(Strasbourg: Faculté de Theologie Catholique, 1973), p. 15.
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based on the LXX, even though it is Aramaic:; (3) similarly,
the Peshitta, made for Christian use. It does include the
Aramaic Samaritan version of the Pentateuch (Samaritan
Targum) .l

Targqums can be classified according to the relative
importance of the paraphrastic component in their text. In
spite of the implications of a loose employment of the term
"targqum"” in the sense of non-literal translation by some
authors, paraphrase is not essential to the concept of
Targum (see definition above). However, it is also true
that all known Targums do employ paraphrase in greater or
lesser degree.?

The most literal Targums are the Samaritan Targum
(henceforward S'rg)3 and Ongeios (TgO).4 The rest are
Palestinian forms (PTg). The term "Palestinian" is short-
hand for "Palestinian Jewish": the Samaritan Targum, of

course, is also Palestinian in provenance but rarely lumped

lpjez Macho, "Le Targum", p. 15. For a similar
definition, stressing the requisite 1liturgical character,
see R. Le Déaut, Targum du Pentateuqgue (Paris: Cerf, 1978)
1: 15-16. It is also implied in McNamara, NT and PTdq, pp.
38-45, Bowker, Tarqums, pp. 1-16, etc.

2plez-Macho, "Le Targum,"” p. 15.

3Literalness is valid especially for the "Margan"
form of this version (J). See J. McDonald, The Theqloqy of
the samaritans (London: SCM, 1964) p. 42.

4nTg onk ist sicher das w8rtlichste Tg, es hat aber
ebenso interpretative Elemente haggadischer Art."

Angerstorfer, Biblische Notizen 15: 57. Oon the midrashic
component of this Targum, see below.
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together with the Jewish Tarqums in targumic studies.
onqelos, on the other hand, has become attached to the
Babylonian schools of Jewish learning, though it may have
also derived from Palestinian forms, ultimately.l! We deal
with each kind in turn. The general pattern is followed,
except for the study of the context of the relevant
passage. Since the Targums are, essentially, versions of
Scripture; any such study would duplicate, in the main, the
contextual study of the Pentateuchal passage presented in

the next chapter.

The Literal Targums
Targum ongelos

The Document
This targum, called by the Rabbis "our Targum"
(bQidd. 49a), is named for the translator attributed to it

in bMeg. 3a.? For most scholars,3 it is a revision and

1. Vermes, "The Targumic Versions of Gen IV 3-16"
3 (1961-2): 98
in R. Le Déaut, Introduction a la Littérature Targumique
(Rome: Institut Biblique Pontifical, 1966) p. 100, and the

latter author, Targum du Pentateygue (Paris: Cerf, 1978),
pp. 41-2.

2An explanation for the form Ongelos as derived
from Aquilas is summarized in Diez Macho, "TArgum," p. 868.
This attribution, however, is widely believed to arise from
a confusion with the Aquilas that made the literal Greek
version of the Pentateuch (cf. yMeg 71c). According to Le
Déaut, this is the outcome of a controversy dating from the
times of Azariah de Rossi in the XVI century (Introduction,
p. 80). A better name would be the Babylonian Targum,
since it conforms to the halakah of Babylonian schools and
received its final redaction in Babylon.
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rewriting, in 1literary Aramaic,l! of an old Palestinian
Targum, in consonance with the newly fixed consonantal text
that would be later identified with the Massoretic Text
(MT) .2 There is consensus on the ancient Palestinian
origin of the embedded haggadah.3 It reached its
Babylonian form before the third century A.D.,% traveled
from Babylon to Palestine and prevailed there after the

Arab conquest (though copies of the Palestinian Targum were

3Le Deéaut, Introduction, p. 80, quotes E. Y.
Kutscher, P. Wernberg-Mgller, G. Vermes, and A. Diez-Macho.
Many others assume the correctness of this idea, as e.g.,
Etan Levine, "La Evolucién de la Biblia Aramea," Estudios

29 (1981): 233; A. D. York, "The Dating of

Biblicos 2
Targumic Literature," 19BxniL_IQE_&hs_SSBQX_QI_JHQQlim 5
(1974): 50 ff., etc.

lThe employment of this form of Aramaic has played
an important rodle 1in this identification. See
Angerstorfer, BN 15: 57.

20thers, noting that it originally contained
Babylonian vocalization only, defended a basic Babylonian
translation (notably P. Kahle, The cCairo Genizah, Oxford:
Clarendon, 1959). The argument of vocalization, however,
has been countered by assuming that it was superimposed on
a consonantal text originating in Palestine (Diez Macho,
"Targum,™ p. 868). McNamara, in NT & PTg 60 refers to the
work of E. Y. Kutscher and P. Wernberg-Mgller in support of
the Palestinian origin of Tgo and against the position of
Kahle in this matter. Aberbach and Grossfeld argue that
here "the weight of the evidence supports the majority
opinion," Targum Onkelos to Genesis (New York: Ktav, 1982)
p. 9.

3persuasive arguments are summarized in Le Déaut,

Introduction, pp. 85-7. See also McNamara, NT and PTg, PppP-
60, 130-1, 256, 258; and Vermes, Scripture, pp. 181-2.

4There is a profuse massorah noting differences
between Nehardea and Sura forms of the version, and
Nehardea was destroyed by the Palmyran prince Odenatus in
259 A.D. See Diez-Macho, "TArgum," pp. 869, 871; Le Déaut,
Introduction, pp. 86-7.
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still being made in the ninth century A.D.).l!

Due to the official character of this targum, both
its manuscripts? and printed editions3 are legion. I have
here followed Sperber's edition, paying attention to the
variants recorded in its apparatus.

This Targum, 1long considered to be the literal
translation of the Pentateuch par excellence, has been
shown to contain substantial doses of midrash, paraphrase
and haggadah.4 N. Adler asserted that ongelos incorporates

homiletical Tannaitic exegesis.> That Ongelos includes

lie Déaut, Introduction, pp. 87-8. For evidence
that the penetration of Ongelos in Palestine occurred

before the 9th century A.D., see Diez Macho, "Un Manuscrito
de Ongelos de Transicidn del Sistema Palestinense al Pro-

tiberiense,” Estudios Eclesidsticos 34 (1960): 462 ff.
2A. Dlez Macho, Enciclopedia de la Biblia (Bar-

celona: Garriga, 1963) art. "Tdrgqum," vol. 6, col. 871.

Jprinted editions start as early as 1482 (Bologna),
and Polyglot as well as Rabbinic Bibles include its text
(R. Le Deéaut, i 3 . ittéras y i .
Rome: Institut Biblique Pontifical, 1966 p. 88; and iden,

. PP. 20 ff). A. Sperber prepared in 1959 a text
based on Yemenite manuscripts, The Bible inp Aramaic
({Leiden: Brill, 1959). It has not been available to us the
edition that A. Diez-Macho supervised for the Madrid
Polyglotta (A. Diez Macho, "TArgum,™ pp. 870-1), still in
preparation (L. Diez Merino, "El Profesor Alejandro Diez

Macho y los Estudios Aramaico-Targamicos" Estudios Biblicos
43 (198S5): 31).

dvrast alle Abweichungen von der w8rtlichen Lesart
des hebriischen Textes sind in Tg Onk bedeutungsvoll und
nicht zuf#llig. Tg Onk, das mit Recht als das wBrtlichste
aller Tgg gilt, hat Tausende spitzfindiger Abweichungen vom
MT." Angerstorfer, BN 15: S8.

sug;ini_jgggz, (Wilna: n.p., 1886), introd., pp.
10-20, in P. Doron, "The Methodology of Targum Onkelos,"

Estudios Biblicos 43 (1985): 175.
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many Palestinian haggadot was stressed in the 19th century
by A. Berliner, and in the 20th by G. Vermes, followed by
Bowker and others.l According to Aberbach and Grossfeld,
most Ongelos halakhah and haggadah represent the views of
Rabbi Akibah.2 But it stays true to its literal appearance
even then: it introduces haggadot through subtle

alterations in the Aramaic equivalents of the Hebrew.3

Relevant passage

This is here presented in the English translation
of Aberbach and Grossfeld.$ These authors offer at several
points, in addition to their idiomatic main translation, an
alternative literal rendering enciosed in parenthesis. 1In
those cases the latter was followed.> For the analysis we
utilize their comments as well as those of a former

translator, Etheridge.®

16. vVermes, "Haggadah in the Onqelos Targum,"
Journal of Semitic Studies 8 (1963): 159-69; J. W. Bowker,
"Haggadah in the Targum Ongelos,™ JSS 12 (1967): 51-65;
Diez Macho, _ Neophyti I: Targum Palestinense, Ms. de la

, 5 vols. (Madrid and Barcelona, Consejo
Superior de Investigaciones cCientificas, 1968-1978), 1:
99#-106*; M. L. Xlein, "Converse Translation: A Targumic
Technique," Biblica 57 (1976): 515-37.

2Tarqum Onkelos, pp. 10ff.
3plez Macho, "Le Targum," p. 15.

4The underlining of deviations from the Hebrew is
ours.

STarqum Onkelos, pp. 90ff. The alternative
translation appears with square brackets.

63. W. Etheridge, The Tarqums of oOnkelos and
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1. After these things the word of the Lord came to

Abram in prophecy, saying, "Fear not, Abram: My Memra
shall be your strength, your reward shall be very

great."

2. But Abram said, "O Lord God, what will you give me,
seeing that I go childless, and this papager who is in
my house is Eliezer of Damascus?™

3. And Abram said (further), "Behold, to me you have

not given a child, and behold, a member of my household

(is to inherit me].

4. And, behold, the word of the Lord came ¢to him,

saying, "That one [shall not inherit you)], but rather a
w --he [shall inherit you]."

S. He then brought him outside and said, "Look now

toward heaven, and count the stars, if you are able to
count them." And He said to him, "Just so shall be

your descendants."

6. And he believed in the Memra of the Lord, and he
accounted it to him (as merjt].

Came to Abram. Sperber gives in the main text “m 'brm,
which would yield, as in vs. 4, "the word of the Lord was
with Abram." This is how Etheridge renders vs. 4,1 but
Aberbach and Grossfeld give "came to" in both places.

In prophecy. Already in the past century Etheridge

observed, in a footnote, that the Samaritan Targum is

(New York: Ktav,
1968) . The work of B. Grossfeld, The Targum oOngelos to
Genesis (Wilmington: M. Glazier, 1988), appeared too late
for inclusion in the text of the present work.

lThe Waltonian Polyglotta that he was following has
a different reading at vs. 1. See apparatus in Grossfeld,

ongelos, p. 70.
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identical.l Aberbach and Grossfeld point out that
"prophecy" is "the nearest non-anthropomorphic equivalent"
to vision. Besides the considerations there entertained,
one needs to remember that no visual content of Abraham's
experience is described in the Genesis text, making
"prophecy" less difficult to harmonize with its context
than "vision."

My Memra. Etheridge stresses the contrast between the
term for "word" at the beginning of the verse (he translit-
erates it as pithgama) and here (Memra). This circumlocu-
tion to express the person and action of God (not just His
speech) is customary in the Targums. The most complete
work on the Memra is probably that of Munoz-Leén. 2

Your strength. Aram. tqwp (also translatable "protec-
tion"). This is another striking coincidence with the
Samaritan Targum (also in Jubilees, Genesis Apocryphon and
all ancient versions).3 For Aberbach and Grossfeld, "I am
a shield to you" is "a strong anthropomorphism" that "had
to be avoided by TO." The translation would thus replace

the concrete by the abstract. We have already commented on

lwe comment below on this Targum.

2p. Munoz Leén. - : iv
" k

"Memra de YY" en los Targumim del Pentateuco y gu Relacién
con el lLogos de Juan (Rome: Instituto Biblico Pontifical,
1968).

3This time Etheridge fails to note it.
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this idea.l

Your reward. Etheridge gives "and thy . . . reward."
Available printed editions, including the apparatus in
Sperber, mention no such conjunction "and" as Etheridge
reads here. "Reward" is the expected 'gr in Aramaic,
plainly translated and without enlargements.

childless. Aram. d/bl‘' wld.?2 This simple rendering ("I
go without a child") of the Hebrew 'anoki holék “*riri does
not attempt to reproduce the grammatical structure of the
original (an adjective, ¢®riri, modifying the verb hlk) as
does the English of Aberbach and Grossfeld, 3 perhaps
unconsciously influenced by the Hebrew, but chooses a
circumlocution instead.% The Pesh rendering is similar
(d1l' bnyn).

Manager. Aram. br prns', not br prgm as Etheridge

prints (he translates it "son of business”).5 The word

lsee above on Jubilees, ad loc.

2The d or b depends on the MS followed: there is no
difference in meaning.

3Grossfeld, ongelos, p.- 69, gives more literally
"without child."

4jewish Aramaic had ¢rry at its disposal, but
apparently it was less common than the equivalent phrase.

S5Jastrow records no prgm, but prgmt would indeed
mean "business." However, since wWalton, whom Etheridge
follows (1: viii), has parnasa' very clearly spelled out,
bar phargama probably is a typesetting mistake under the
influence of pithgama, five lines above.
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prns' is "manaqement,"l and "son of management" is
idiomatic for "manager." onqelcs, therefore, interprets
mBq in a way similar to the other Targumim.?

Qf Damascus. Aram. dmsq'h, vocalized damasga'ah in
Sperber. Etheridge transcribed "Damasekah," which looks
like a proper noun in English, instead of the gentilic
“Damascene" or "Damascan" that properly corresponded.3

ongelos makes sense of the received Hebrew text for
this passage by transforming the toponimic dammeseq into a
gentilic adjective. It also introduces a demonstrative
adjective, "this."4

A child. Aram. wld. As the Samaritan Targum and Pesh,

ongelos does not give the literal rendering "seed."3

lthis and all following mentions of Jastrow are
references to his Dictionary., sub voce.

2According to Grossfeld, Qngelos, p. 69 n. 3, this
rendering arose from understanding m8q as a form of n%q.
This, in the sense "going to war" is a synonim of zwn,
which in turn may mean "provide."

3Jastrow asserts that it means "of Damascus" and
gives as evidence this very passage.

4pAberbach and Grossfeld observe that "this manager
who is in my house" is a "somewhat contemptuous treatment
of Eljezer"™ since it implies that he is not the manager.
Thaoy alsce i.ow that this demotion can be correlated with
midrashic statements to the effect that Eliezer was
deceitful and "accursed." We would like to point out,
however, that once mBq was understood as a common noun
(instead of the LXX proper noun Masek, see above on Philo,
ad loc.), the translation "the manager" was not possible,
grammatically, since there is no article in bn-mBg-byty.

5This is regular for TgO. See Grossfeld, QOngelos,
p. 47 n. 8.
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Unlike the former, it does not substitute one metaphor for
another but replaces the metaphor =zera® by its non-
figurative content.

A son whom thou shalt beget. Aram. br dtwlyd. The MT
idiom, that could be literally translated "he who shall
come out from your bowels," was felt inappropriate for a
lay audience, not used to the Biblical Hebrew idiom.
Besides sounding coarse, it was misleading, since one
speaks usually of a son coming out of his mother's rather
than his father's entrails.l But, just as it was the case
with a _child, instead of substituting another metaphor as,
e.g. "from your loins," Ongelos gives the simplified
expression "that you shall beget," i.e., the final meaning.

Your descendants. The Aram. bnk is singular, but can
be understood collectively (Jastrow: "offspring"): it |is,
as a matter of fact, the consistent translation of zera® as
the seed promised to Abraham in Gen 12:7, 13:15, 17:7 and
24:7. The same considerations apply as to a child above.

In the Memra. Here the circumlocution can hardly be
explained as avoiding an anthropomorphism, since even the
most demanding anti-anthropomorphist could not object to
believing in the Lord Himself. Therefore, Aberbach and
Grossfeld interpret that it is "to avoid a possible

misconception that Abraham had not previously believed in

lcf. vg qui egredietur de utero tuo and comments in
Aberbach and Grossfeld, ad loc.
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the Lord" that Memra is here inserted, "where no such
objection would be appropriate."”

Their suggestion cannot be lightly dismissed, but I
prefer to account for this mention of the Memra in another
way.l Since the opening revelation of God to Abraham at
vs. 1 emphasized the "strength" or protection offered by
the Memra, it amounted to an invitation to trust or rely
('‘mn) in It;2 the present verse records the fact that
Abraham did. The grasp of this connection with vs. 1 by
the meturgeman, and the use of Memra there, made the same
mention unavoidable here.

AS merit. Aram lzkw. The Aramaic ncun is in principle
synonymous with s®*daqah. Indeed, in the Ongelos version of
Genesis, the root zkh translates all forms of the sdq group
of Hebrew roots in all instances except one.3 The
translation of Aberbach and Grossfeld, however, is fully

justified by the predominant contemporary usage in Jewish

1No temporal reference (e.g., "then Abram believed
God") occurs in the text translated. Thus there was little
chance for the misconception these authors see prevented
here.

2In Aramaic, as in Hebrew, the root suggests, in
Qal, "to be strong." The sense "believe" of the Hip./Hap.
derives from the idea of considering something strong, i.e.
trustworthy (Jastrow, Dictionary s.v. ®"'mn").

3The excentinr ig sdgt' in Gen 12:12, as the object
of the verb "to do" and in conjunction with dyn', "judg-
ment"” as a hendiadys. The STg also makes an exception in
its usual rendering for this context.
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Aramaic.?!

From a linguistic viewpoint, both Abram and the
Lord can be either the recipient or the creditor of zkw.
And the suffix on hib cannot be taken as anticipating an
object zkw, since this latter noun is in Ongelos preceded
by the preposition 1-,2 translated by Etheridge "unto" in
"unto justification."
The Exegesis of Gen
15:1-6 in Ongelos

Recent studies on the translational techniques of
Ongelos include those of Doron3 and Klein.4 The results

are clear-cut® :znd show the predominance of midrashic

lMore on this below, under "theological ideas."

2Not a marker of the direct object here; with verbs
as hib which imply a double reference (i.e., one thing
considered or accounted as another), the idea of
equivalence is inescapable.

3poron, Estudios Biblicos 43: 173-87.
4Klein, Biblica 57: 515-37.

STheir conclusions can be systematized in the
following categories:

a. In passages much exegeted by Rabbis: TgO often,
but not always, subtly reflects such exegesis (see above on
midrashic character). Apparent criteria for inclusion are
the appeal by the Rabbis to the specific verse under
consideration to derive a significant law or doctrine, the
appeal by dissident sects to the verse for support, or the
popular neglect of a halakhic rule that can be supported by
the verse.

b. In anthropomorphic passages: TgO often
substitutes a circumlocution for the anthropomorphism or
the anthropopathy. Similar circumlocutions are utilized in
honor of 1Israel or its leaders. However, no circum-
locutions are employed for expressions that, though
physical, are exalting and awe~-inspiring.
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techniques. These techniques can be subsumed under its
popular character:

All the deviations from the language of the text
were necessitated by the princip(al] objective in
making the translation, namely to make the Torah
intellig(i)ble to the passes of the people. Onkelos
was therefore determined to leave them no loop-holes
for misunderstanding the Torah.

As far as Gen 15:1-6 is concerned, Ongelos 1is
indeed literal. The few existing deviations come under the
categories of T"comparative hermeneutics" and ‘“circum-
locutions."?

"Comparative hermeneutics" (i.e., harmonizations)

appear in 15:1, bnbw'h (cf. Gen 20:7, Num 24:4,16).3 The

c. In passages with reiterative vocabulary: TgO may
sometimes substitute another word with related meaning for
some of the occurrences, either for considerations of
nuance, or for stylistic variation.

. i : TgO
tends to harmonize all references to a given subject
in the Scripture so as to make them to read alike ("compar-
ative hermeneutics").

e. Extreme divergenceg: TgO may, in difficult
passages, e.g. poetry, deliberately insert paraphrastic
additions, or even a negative adverb that turns the meaning
around ("converse translation"). Howaver, in other cases
the rendering was literal, but the Vorlage differed from
our MT.

f. Extreme literalness: Some technical expressions
that would take a long explanation in Aramaic or that were
generally known by the people are merely transliterated,
not translated.

ls. D. Luzzato, Philoxenus (Qhev Ger) (Vienna:
n.p., 1830), pp. 1-24, in P. Doron, EgtBibl 43: 174.

25ee footnote on translational techniques.

3In Num 24:4,16 (the only other occurrences of
mhzh in the Pentateuch) the word is not translated
"prophecy” in Ongelos, "presumably because nbw'h could not
be associated with the heathen Balaam" (Aberbach and
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word of the Lord being "with" Abram, rather than addressed
directly "to" him, tends to protect the mystery of the
Divine Presence and the transcendence of God (15:4,
possibly also 15:1). The reverential character of the
Memra circumlocution is well known.l 1In at least one case,
however, the mention of the Memra also showed a fine
understanding of the coherence of the text (see above on
*in the Memra"). Metaphoric terms that were felt to be
even slightly inappropriate in a literal translation, as
"gseed" or "bowels," were replaced by plain equivalents,
thus protecting the honor of the descendants of Abrahanm.

As sSeen before, the translation tqwp probably
involves a Vorlage, or traditional reading thereof, that
differed slightly from the MT we know.2 No change in the
consonantal text needs to be posited, only in the vocaliza-
tion (see also under Jubilees, ad loc.).

Thus, deviations from the MT for exegetical

purposes are minimal in this passage and concern (1) the

Grossfeld, on vs. 1, n. 1). But if the mhzh is given by
God to a mere "soothsayer" (Josh 13:22), a fortiori must
characterize a true nby' as was Abraham (Gen 20:7).
However, the choice may also reflect doctrinal concerns (in
view of the absence of visual content) or even divulgation-
al efforts (through the explanation of technical revelatory
terms).

lsee references for Memra under "Theclogical
Ideas."

21¢ may also be reverential (avoiding the
identification of God with a material object such as a
"gshield") but, as judged from previously studied documents,
the explanation offered in the text seems more likely.
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maximum possible clarity, *"closing 1loopholes" to the
understanding of the text by the masses, (2) propriety,
avoiding all objectionable terms, and (3) coherence,

relating a statement to its antecedent in the same context.

Theological ideas

Ongelos does not reveal any particular interest in
the chronology of the vision, the reason for the fear of
Abraham, the nature of his reward or the accreditation of
righteousness. Some of these topics are amply discussed in
other midrashic works. If, as scholars believe,! Ongelos
was brought as close as possible to the MT text, the
revisers did their work thoroughly in the passage under
investigation. Some theological concepts, however, did
leave their imprint in the translation. They are
considered separately here.

Memra. The Ongelos substitution of "My Memra" for
MT "I" (vs. 1) and "the Lord" (vs. 6) has been intensively
studied in the past. However, according to Munoz-Leén,
many of these works fought the "phantom" of hypostatization
in an apologetical fashion rather than studying the problem
dispassionately.?

Against some of those studies,? Munoz-ledn's

lsee the beginning of this section, "The Document."
2pjos-palabra, pp. 18-9, 78-96.

3In them Gen 15:1-6 is prime evidence that Memra
does not mean "Word," since it is carefully distinguished
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concluded that Memra and ptgm' stand to each other in the
same relationship as Rede to Wort or Verbe to parole.
Memra would designate the pronouncing word, the faculty or
attribute of speech; ptgm® the pronounced word, the content
of speech.1 He has also shown that Ongelos uses Menmra
abundantly in covenantal passages.2

The statement in this document that the Memra was
to be Abraham's tqwp points in the same direction. Divine
"strength" and "protection'" are inseparable from the Lord's
powerful redeeming activity in OT terms (e.g. Exod 13:9).

Merit. The use of zkw to translate sdgh is not so
much a deviation as a feature of the Jewish Aramaic for
which the meturgeman himself is not responsible. The noun
s®daqgqah evolved rapidly, from the times when the LXX was
translated, towards the specialized sense "almsgiving,
benevolence. "3

In a parallel development, zkwt, from the root zky

from the word (ptgm') that came or "was with" Abraham. See
Moore, as quoted in Mufioz, Dios-Palabra, pp. 644-5. In
other studies, the Tg0 Memra "n'est pas présenté comme
créateur . . . ni comme révelateur ni comme sauveur."
Diez Macho, "Le Targum," pp. 51-52. Such role would, in
contrast, be reserved to the Memra in the PTg.

lThus in the Jewish Targums of Gen 15:1,4, the
meturgeman has understcod MT dbr YHWH as "a concrete
revelatory message" and reserved Memra for "'Word' as a
substitute term for God." Ibid., pp. 644-5.

2pios-Palabra, p. 616, n. 26.
3G. schrenk, "dikaiosyne," in TDNT 2: 196; F.

Rosenthal, "Sedaka, Charity," Hebrew Union College Annual
23 (1950-1): 411-30.
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"be pure, clear," which is capable of expressing in Jewish
Aramaic "be acquitted, be right," and secondarily "be found
worthy, acquire," took over gradually the meanings formerly
expressed by g‘géqéh.l The senses of zkwt quoted by
Jastrow for the Rabbinic literature are (1) acquittal,
defense plea, (2) doing good, (3) merit, and (4) privilege.
The order he gives 1is logical and no doubt reproduces
approximately the evolution of the lexical content.

The sense "merit" is predominant in the Rabbinic
literature,2 Later developments took it also in the
direction of "charity."3 It is clear, however, that the
meturgeman did not intend it in this latter sense.4

It is less clear at what point, in this fluid line
of development, we should situate the sense of zkwt in

anelos.s We do not even know whether the term meant the

1lg. schrenk, "dikaiosyné," p. 197; A. Negoita and
H. Ringgren, "“zakhah" in TDOT 4: 62-4; Jastrow, Dictionary,
s.v. "zky"™ and "zkwt"™; Rosenthal, HUCA 23: 411-30.

2Marmorstein, Merits, pp. 6-9. However, E. P.
Sanders nuances many of those instances as meaning
something akin to "virtue," Paul and Palestinian Judaism
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977), pp. 90 ff. This would fall
between senses 2 and 3 of Jastrow.

3Marmorstein, Merits, p. 6; Rosenthal, HUcA 23:
411-30.

4see analysis above for TgO Gen 15:6.

SThe uncertainty is especially acute in view of the
possibility of a very early origin for this Targum. The
understanding of the Pentateuch occurrences of s®daqah by
the meturgeman may have been influenced by the later senses
acquired by this term, or he may have grasped its original
sense and expressed it through the earlier acceptations of
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same for the original translator as for the later revisers
who were responsible for the present form of this Targum.

The most we can do, in this respect, is to ask what
conception of zkwt would a reader obtain, were he to derive
it solely from Ongelos. Since zkwt is uniformly employed
for highly moral, bilateral, and time-extensive relation-
ships,1 he would tend to conceive of its meaning in the
"nersonal integrity" area.

In contrast, forensic and legal contexts (sense 1
in Jastrow) characterize, not s®daqgqah = zkwt, but sedeq =
gswt' in this Targum.2 This latter rendering is the one
that has connotations of "straightness'" as well as "truth"
(FJastrow). Thus "justice" (a concept closer to "truth" and
"straightness'"--as in a fair judgment--than to "personal
integrity") or "justification" would probably not be in his
mind when reading zkwt,3 but "righteousness" and "virtue"
could, and such would also be acceptable translations of

Ongelos at Gen 15:6. Therefore we lack information for a

zkwt.

1In the framework of divine covenants, not only
with Abraham (as in the present context) but also with
Israel (Deut 6:25; 33:21), and of ethical dealings in the
commercial (Gen 30:33), social (Deut 24:13) and
international (Deut 9:4-6) realms.

2Lev 19:15,36; Deut 1:16; 16:18,20; 25:15.

3As opposed to other traditional versions of Gen
15:6, as e.g., the Vulgate (ad iustitiam). We saw above,
in the analysis of OTg Gen 15:6, Etheridge's rendering
"justification."
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precise analysis of the concept of zkwt ("merit") in this
Targunm.

Revelation and Protection. The only doctrinal
interests still manifest in the remaining deviations from
the MT concern the character of Abraham's vision and God's
self-predication. This interest in revelation (nbw'h) and
divine protection (tqwp)l breathes the same theological
atmosphere of Jubilees, Genesis Apocryphon and the
Samaritan Targum. We have shown above coincidences with
those sources in many details. This agrees well with the
hypothesis that Ongelos is an adaptation of a very ancient

Palestinian targum represented today by 4QTgLev.?2

Summary

In sum, we have in Ongelos a sober translation,
manifesting a reluctance to convey special theological
concerns. It shields, as customary, divine transcendence
from too intimate contacts with man's existence; but the
very circumlocution employed (Memra) associates this with
other covenants and occasions where the strength and
protection of God was manifest in behalf of man. This is
its contribution to an otherwise conservative exegetical

tradition faithfully represented.

linterest in the concept must have existed, whether
i a midrashic interpretation or a different
e for the reading of the teut,
2piez-Macho, *Targum," p. 868; Le Deéaut,
Introduction, pp. 81-2, 84 ff.
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As most documents comprised in this study, it does
not emphasize the idea of Yfaith." It does, however,
clarify the ccatent of Abraham's faith in the context by
pointing to the revelatory Memra which opened the oracle
promising divine protection. It may also have followed
lexical developments of s®dagah in the direction of

personal accomplishments (zkwt).

The Samaritan Targqum

The Document

Very 1little is known about the history of the
Samaritan Targum. According to a traditional source
(Chronicle II), the Samaritan Targum is the work of Margah
(IV A.D.).1 Scholars generally consider this information
as valid for the J form, which agrees closely in vocabulary
and style with the Memar Margah ("Teaching of Margah").
More study is needed to determine whether the other form,
A, has the same or (as McDonald suggests) greater age.2

Le Déaut observes that the interest of the
Samaritan Targum, far from being purely 1linguistic,
includes the presence of haggadic traditions that can be

compared to those transmitted by the PTg. He points to a

l1McDonald, Theoloqgy, pp. 41-2.

2Tbid. For the need of additional studies, see Le
Déaut, review of A. Tal, The Samaritan Tarqum of the
Pentateuch, Texts and Studies in the Hebrew Langquage and
Related Subjects, edited by A. Dotan (Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv
University, 1980), in Biblica 63 (1982): 581-2.
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score of passages in which this relationship |is
incontestable.l Thus, though obviously 1less rich in
midrash, the Samaritan Targum should not be ignored in a
study 1like this, and the fact of an independent
transmission is certainly helpful to arrive at some
conclusions.?

Though available to scholars for a long time,3 it
is only recently that an acceptable critical edition has
been available (A. Tal, 1980).%

Since I have not found printed translations of this
text of the Samaritan Targum in English, I have attempted
an English rendition of STg A as reproduced in Tal. STg A
is slightly more interpretive than J, and therefore carries

more information about typical Samaritan exegesis.

lReview of Tal, pp. 581-2.
2Including dating, ibid.

3since the Paris Polyglot (1645). See J. R. Dlaz,
"Targum Samaritano," in A. Diez Macho, ed., Enciclopedia de
la Biblia (Barcelona: Garriga, 1963); idem, "Ediciones del
Targum Samaritano" Estudios Biblicos 15 (1956): 104-8, 18
(1959): 183-97: R. Le Déaut, review, Biblica 63: 579-82;
and McDonald, Theology, p. 41.

4p. Tal, Targum Shomroni®al ha-Torah. Tel Aviv:
University Press, 1980. It confronts in every page the
divergent texts J, A, and annotates the variants for J.
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The present translation of the text of STg A Gen

15:1-6 has been facilitated by the latter's similarities to

ongelos and by specialized linguistic tools.l

The deviations from Genesis (underlined below)

discussed next,

are

but reference is made also to the more

literal forms of J for the same points.

Aramaic text

1. btr mmllyh ‘l1lyn
b*dnywn hwh mmll YHWH
1'brm bnbw'h 1lmymr 1°
tdhal ‘brm 'nh tqwp lk
w'grk 'sgy Sryr.

2. w'mr 'brm rby YHWH
mh thb 1y w'nh hlk
gym'y wbr mdbr byty hw
dmé&q 'ly°©zr.

3. w'mr 'brm 'n ly 1°
yhbt nwp wh' br byty
yyrt yty.

4. wh' mll YHWH 1lh

lmymr lyt yrtnk dn hl'
'n dnpq mn hlsk hw'
yyrtnk.

5. w'pq yth 1lbrh ww'mr
hstkl %$wy 1%wmyh wmny

kwkbyh 'n trSy lmmny
ytwn w'mr 1lh hkh yhy
hlypnyk.

6. whymn bYHWH wh¥bh lh
gSyth.

Translation

1. After these things, in due
season, there was a word of
Yahweh for Abram in prophecy in
these terms: Be not afraid,
Abram, I am your protection, and

your reward I will exceedingly
increase.

2. And Abram said: Lord Yahweh,

what will you give me, for I go
stooped and the leader of ny

house is Damascus Eliezer.

3. And Abram said: Lo, you didn't
give me a branch, and lo, a son
of my house will inherit me.

4. And behold (there was) a word
of Yahweh for him, in these
terms: This will not inherit you,
but he who comes forth from your
loins will inherit you.

5. And He <caused him to go
outside and said: Observe now the
heavens, and count the stars, if
you have the power to count them.
And He told him: So will be your
SUCCesSsors.

6. And he trusted in Yahweh and
(he) reckoned it to him as
truthfulness.

las tools for the elucidation of peculiar Samaritan

forms I have employed F. Rosenthal, "Glossary: Samaritan,"
in An_ Aramaic Handbook (Wiesbaden: Harrasowitz, 1967); L.
H. Vilsker, Manue d'Aramée amaritain (Paris, Centre

National de la Recherche Scientifique,

1981).
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In due season. Aram. b°dnywn. This could mean:

(1) At the appropriate time (with a calendrical
specification).l According to the Asatir,2 Abraham
received a revelation (presumably that of Gen 13:14-8) in
Nisan, and another (the vision of Gen 15:1-6) "in the
fourth month."

(2) Some time afterwards, to dispel the impression
that after these things establishes an immediate connec-
tion with the events at the close of the war with the
kings.

The latter option seems more probable in view of

the 1literal character of the Samaritan Targum.3 Other

lye have also considered the possibility of
relating b°dnywn to €dn in the sense of "rejuvenate,

invigorate, renew" (Jastrow, Dictionary, s.v. €dn), hence
"in the [feast of the] renewal [(of the covenant]," 1i.e.,
Shebuot (cf. Jub 6: 17=-22; 14: 1). But I could find no
instances of an ¢°dnywn = ‘renewal" in the Aramaic
literature. In contrast, the cognate Syriac expression
b*dnhwn (J. Payne Smith, Dictionary, s.v. fedan) = "in

their season, in due season" coupled with the fact that
Samaritan Aramaic has -ywn for other Aramaics' -hwn ending
(Vilsker, Manuel, pp. 52-53), appears as the right
explanation.

2ap1s0 called Chronicle I, of unknown date (Mc
Donald, Theology, p. 44).

3Its reluctance in providing the reader with
traditional information is abandoned mostly in the interest
of the intelligibility of the context at hand. The
difficulty that a reader may sense in the notion of God
telling the victorious Abram "don't be afraid" could
probably Jjustify, in the eyes of the Samaritans, the
interpretive insertion easier than the satisfaction of a
chronological query.
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translational possibilities seem less likely.l This
insertion does not occur in the more literal Ms J.

In prophecy. Aram. bnbw'h. "Vision" {(MT mah®zeh) is
apparently taken as a Hebrew terminus technicus of prophe-
tic revelation. While hzh "is the usual word for 'see' in
the various dialects of Aramaic,"2 in the Hebrew Bible it
is frequently "associated with nabhi'" but it does not
occur in contexts with visual images.3 Thus, this devia-
tion can be credited to linguistic adaptation. MS J gives,
literally, hzb (= hzw in C, Jewish Aram. and Syriac hzw'),
and other manuscripts and marginal readings contain
adaptations of the Hebrew mah® zeh.

Your protection. Aram. tqwp 1lk. As i- Jubilees, it
probably expresses a different way to read mgn rather than
a deliberate replacement of a metaphor by its referent. MS
J renders literally mgn, while the related MS C gives also,
in a marginal variant, the reading twrs (= Gr. thyreos,

shield) .4

1o third option, to relate the term to the root °dn
= "to enjoy," hence "when enjoying [the ¢triumph]," is
improbable. Not only we lack instances of the employment
of such an hypothetical noun, as for "in the renewal," but
also the insertion would compound, rather than alleviate,
the difficulty for the reader.

2a. Jepsen, "chazah," in G. J. Botterweck and H.
Ringgren, eds., Theological Dictionary of the 01d Testament
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), 4: 281-2.

3Ibid., pp. 282-3.

4ct. Targumic Aramaic trys and the verb trs, "to
lift a shield, fight" (G. Dalman, Aramdisch-neuhebr8isches
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And vyour reward. The conjunctive waw is encountered
again (see above under Jubilees). The Aramaic 'gr is the

expected translation of #akar (see above under 1lQapGen).

I _will...increase. Aram. 'sgy. It is nct really a
deviation from the Samaritan Hebrew text (which has ‘'rbh),
but a well-known deviation of the latter from the Masoretic
form.1

I _go stooped. Aram. “qym'y. J has °rtl'y, "stripped,"
as 1lQapGen. Heidenheim gave ¢rym'y as the text of the
Samaritan Targum, explaining the first form as a confusion
between Samaritan quf (equivalent to Hebrew gop) and ry$%
(;gg).z If so, the term would mean "heaped" (essentially
the same as "stooped") but it could also be related to °rm
in the sense of "stripping." Hence, °rtl'y could be a
later substitution of one Aramaic synonym for another.3
However, as explained when dealing with 1QapGen, €rtl'y can

also derive directly from the Hebrew text.

The leader of my house. Aram. mdbr byty.4 This may

Handw8rterbuch 2zu Tarqum, Talmud und Midrasch [G8ttingen:
Pfeiffer], 1938, s.v. trs).

lsee apparatus in any of the two Bibliae Hebraicae.

2M. Heidenheim, Bibliotheca Samaritana (Amsterdam:
Philo Press, 1971), 1l: 85.

3The root is highly polysemic. Jastrow identifies

an “rm II, "to peel off, strip."

4cf. m®dabb®ra' in Targumic Aramaic (Jastrow,
Dictionary, s.v.).
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derive from an equation of the Hebrew mo%él to meseq,!
which can be explained by the association of mo%el with
bayit in Gen 24:2: "the chief servant in his household, the
one in charge of all that he had."

It may also derive from an attempt at translation
of me¥beq itself. As it is well known, me¥eq is a hapax in
the 0ld Testament and still unexplained.? J interprets
me%eq as mprns, "manager, provider,"3 and, instead of "this
is Damascus Eliezer," it renders "he belongs to Eliezer the
manager/provider" (taking, apparently, the 4 in damme#eq in
the Hebrew as equivalent to the Aramaic dy).% These
readings, both in A and J, may represent an interpretation
of me%eq through the root %¥gh, "to provide water."5

A__branch. Aram. nwp. This form of the Samaritan

Targum, Jjust as Ongelos, avoids the literal translation of

lattributed by Kittel's Hebraica apparatus to the
Vorlage of Ongelos. Instead of a textual variant, however,
it might have been a mere interpretation.

2see Koehler and Baumgartner, Lexikon, s.v. mekeq.
3see above on ongelos.

4Thus, in J, Abram says: "I depart naked, and the
son who manages my house belongs to Eliezer the manager."
He would then be complaining, not that it is Eliezer who is
inheriting him, but that the only important son born in his
house belongs, in fact, to his manager. This is reminis-
cent of the Vg: "et filius procuratoris domus meae," though
Jerome has seen bn m%q as a construct chain, while the Sam
Targums take m$%q as a noun in apposition or an adjectival
participle. It is also reminiscent of the Greek version of
Aquila (see next note).

S5cf. the Greek version of Aquila, tou potizontos.
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zera® as "seed." It differs, however, from Ongelos 1in
substituting one metaphor (a shoot or branch) for another.
But J feels that zr® is quite appropriate.
The term selected by A, just like its original, is
a singular that can be understood collectively. It
translates zera® here and at 13:15, but not at vs. 5 (see
below), 12:7 (bnyk), 17:7 (bnyk), or 24:7 (zrck). Thus
this Targum, when translating the term for Abraham's
offspring at all (24:7 is a mere transcription), wavers
between singulars (nwp, 13:15, 15:3)1 and plurals (bnyn,
hlypnyn) .2
rom your loins. Aram. mn hlsk. This is perhaps
euphemistic and is certainly more usual in Biblical style,
for mm®yk (the consonants found in the Hebrew text and J).

Again, the points at which the targum departs from MT are

1Curiously, when Gal 3:16 argues that the "seed"
promised to Abraham is Christ because the term for "seed"
is singular, it does not quote the first occurrence of the
promise (Gen 12:7), but either Gen 13:15 or 17:7 (the only
places with the conjunction, represented in Greek by kai).
Did Paul avoid quoting 12:7 because he knew some form of
the Aramaic Bible with a plural instead of the singular
required for his interpretation?

2This could be further explored from a messianic
perspective. The metaphor of a branch to represent the
offspring is not particularly remarkable in the context of
Samaritan tradition. However, if it were found that
Samaritans did not translate their Targum a novo, but based
it on pre-existing Jewish translations, then the term
"phranch" could be important as the background of certain
messianic understandings (see previous note) through its
prophetic associations in Isa 4:2 and 11:1. This is all
the more so when zr® is associated with the Messiah in PTg
Gen 3:15.
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common to Ongelos and the Samaritan Targum, while the text
for the alterations is not. This rendering is also found in
the Pesh (mn hsk).l

Your successors. Aram. t_xlypnyk,2 in J 2zrck. A and J
retain their respective tendencies as expressed in 15:3.
Since the root hlp expresses in Aramaic, not only the idea
"succeed, transfer,“3 but also "to drive young shoots, grow
again, "4 hlypnyk can be taken, in fact, as a close synonym
of nwp, but in plural.

He trusted. . . truthfulness. Aram. whymn bYHWH
wh&bh 1h qsygh.s Though g%yth may mean "straightness" in
Aramaic,® in Samaritan tradition it is an important

theological concept that stands in opposition to ¥%qrh,

lThis rendering, however, is too isolated among
ancient versions to be considered a reflection of a
different Vorlage.

2. Br#ill, Das Samaritanische Targum zum Pentateuch
(Hildesheim: G. Olms, 1971), p. 15, gives hlypnyp.

Etheridge, The Tarqums of Onkelos and Jonathan ben Uzziel
on_the Pentateuch (New York: Ktav, 1968 = 1862) p. 63 n. 9
writes: "Sam. Vers., chalipik, 'thy successors.'" No such
variants hlypnyp, hlypyk are recorded in Tal's edition,
however.

3As e.g. in the passive and reflexive conjugations,
see Jastrow s.v. for the Niphal, Hithpael, and Nithpael,
sense (3).

41pbid., Hiphil:; see also under hilep and hlypyn.

SThe translation of STg A Gen 15:6 offered here
assumes that the 3d person femenine suffix on h%b was
intended to mean the same as in the Hebrew text. Otherwise
one could understand it as anticipating the object: "and
reckoned it, namely, truthfulness, to Him."

6Jastrow, Dictionary, s.v. "qsyth."
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"falsehood."l Thus, it could refer to propositional truth
or to personal integrity.

In the first case, since in the passage it is God
who is making all important statements or rational proposi-
tions, this form of the Samaritan Targum might interpret
Gen 15:6 as meaning that Abram attributed to Him
truthfulness, rather than being credited by God with any
quality. This would imply a bold reinterpretation of the
passage, which would be remarkable, for such
reinterpretation is absent from the other the Samaritan
Targum (J) form.

Then again, it could refer to the "truth" (i.e.,
veracity, genuineness) of Abraham's act of believing. This
seems to us more likely, since it would not comport a sharp
divergence in Samaritan intarpretatica. But we cannot be
sure, because Samaritan expositors do not dwell on this
passage.?2

The other form, J, has zkw here, "acquittal, good
action, merit,"3 showing a more common understanding. The

A form of the Samaritan Targum is the first document, to

1See, e.g., Hymn of Margah II.8: "Let the great
prophet Moses come in peace, revealer of truth (gshtah) and
destroyer of falsehood (shqrah)." J. McDonald, ed., Memar
Margah (Berlin, 1963) in S. J. 1Isser, The Dositheans
(Leiden: Brill, 1976), p. 148, n. 77.

2Lowy, Principles, p. 170 n. 446.

3This is a summary of the senses given by Jastrow,
Dictionary, s.v. "zkw."
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our knowledge, that might consider Abram as the subject of
hsb and God as the referent of s®dagah in Gen 15:6.1
Exegesis of Gen 15:1-6
in the Samaritan Targum

As other midrashic productions,? STg A is concerned
with making the text immediately intelligible to the reader
and with preempting his possible questions. Thus, it adds
specifications to the Genesis account, as e.g., when it
directs the reader to think that the vision came to Abraham
"in due season" after the victory, or when it notes that
the vision was a prophetic one.

It includes euphemistic language, as when
"entrails" are replaced by "loins." But it is not clear
whether the substitution of "branch, successors" instead of
"seed" obeys to the same or different principles, as e.q.
the resolution of metaphors into prosaic language (again a
popular feature).

Though popular in style, it also reflects tradi-

1as for what justification the author of A could
find for translating sdqgh as qg%yth, I can only offer the
suggestion that in contexts as Gen 30:33 the translation
"truthfulness" would also fit (though A translates it as
zkwt in the latter passage). This way of arriving at the
equivalent would confirm the ‘ikelihood that it is meant in
the sense of '"personal integrity." Since g%t is the
preferred translation of sdq in this Targum, the option
gsyth = sdqh suggested itself (see below under "theological
ideas").

2piez Macho, "Le Targum," p. 20.
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tional 1learning. It boldly attempts the translation of
obscure terms (me%eq is translated mdbr). The Samaritan
Targum devotes special attention to a doctrinally
controvertable passage, offering a unique translation for
s*daqgah in 15:6.

The fact that similar concerns appear in Jewish
midrash poses the question of the relationship between the
respective traditions. Lowy studies the problem at great
length, and concludes that as a whole Samaritan tradition
is remarkably independent, homogeneous, and stable through
the centuries, though "social intercoursa may also have
occasionally introduced foreign exegetical elements from
non-Samaritan sources."l The point must, therefore, remain
moot, and surprising coincidences as, e.g., nbw'h for
mah® zeh in 15:1, should be evaluated only after we know

more about these possible influences.

Theological ideas

This targum stresses the prophetic character of the
vision. This is interesting coming from a tradition with a
rather short prophetic succession (ranging from the
patriarchs to Moses and his contemporaries, and thence to

the future Taheb only) .2

lrowy, Principles, pp. 503-4.

2McDonald, Theoloqgy, pp. 204-11, concludes that the
Samaritan concept of prophethood is almost completely
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The opening self-predication of Yahweh is plainly
translated. No special concerns are here detectable around
the concept of "reward," in spite of a well-developed
doctrine of rewards and punishments in Samaritanism.l

We have seen that STg ., on one possible construc-
tion, tones down the importance of the believing attitude
of Abraham. Rather than being the grounds on which
righteousness is imputed to him, it would be merely the
equivalent of assuming that God's words are true. No firm
evidence for or against this way of reading STg A was found
in the course of this research.

Whatever construction be given to the translation,
it is clear that STg A had to depart from its usual
distinction between s®dagah = zkw(t).2 on one hand, and
sedeq = g&t on the other.3 Either the meturgeman could not

make sense of zkw in that context, the way STg J does, or

concentrated in Moses. Were it not for Moses, "my voice
would not have been heard, not as long as the world should
last" says God in Memar Margah I.9 (ibid.). However,

Margah recognizes in the same passage that God spoke to
"former good men," but through an angel and not face to
face.

lMcDonald, Theology, pp. 380-415; Lowy, Principles,
PP. 171-3.

2Gen 30:33; Deut 6:25; 9:4,5,6; 24:13; 33:21. 1In
Gen 18:19, under the influence of the hendiadys sdqgqh
wmSpt it Jjustifiably renders gzrh wdyn, '"sentence and
judgment."

3Lev 19: 15,36; Deut 1: 16; 16: 18,20; 25: 15; 23:
19. The exception, Deut 33: 21 (zkwt) , concerns
sacrifices.
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he was concerned with protecting the reader from
conclusions that, in his theological viewpoint, could be
misleading.
Though Samaritanism did not ignore the importance
of faith,l it never elaborated much on the concept. Margah
mentions events from Gen 15:1-6 in passing,? but the

implications of those ideas are taken for granted.

Summary

In conclusion, the theological atmosphere of the
STg A for this passage is reminiscent of Jubilees and the
Genesis Apocryphon, emphasizing much the same points3 and
showing indifference towards "reward" or "“faith." It
sharply contrasts with the exegesis reflected in Josephus.
The grammatical construction of Gen 15:6, however, |is

highly peculiar.

The Palestinian Targums
General considerations
The scholarly literature uniformly recognizes four
forms of the Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch: (1)
Pseudo-Jonathan (formerly known as the Jerusalem Targum, or

Targum Yerushalmi, to which the ordinal "I" was sometimes

liowy, Principles, pp. 170 ff.
2Ibid., p. 170, n. 446.

3As, e.g., the time and character of the vision or
the meaning of mgn.
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added, siglum TJ I), (2) Fragmentary Targum, also Known as
Jerusalem or Yerushalmi II (TJ II), (3) the Cairo Genizah
fragments (TC), and (4) Neophyti or Neofiti (N) .1

The origin of each form, and its documentary
sources, need to be studied separately. However, since for
this passage all forms exhibit very similar texts, they are
considered here together for analysis, taking note of the

differences between the various forms. 2

The documents

The complex results of the study of the origin,
history, manuscripts and editions of the Palestinian Targum
can only be summarized here.

Pseudo-Jonathan is an old Palestinian form of the
Targum with more recent modifications. It has numerous
agreements with and divergences from Ongelos. The precise
relationship between these two Targums 1s not yet
completely clear, beyond the fact that Pseudo-Jonathan

exhibits a mixture of Ongelos and Palestinian Targum

lThe information in this section was culled from Le
Déaut, Introduction, pp. 101-2; Diez Macho, "Le Targum," 21
ff.; and E. G. Clarke et al., eds., Targqum Pseudo-Jonathan

of the Pentateuch: Text and_ Concordance (Hoboken, N. J.:
Ktav, 1984) pp. vii-xviii.

2This may not be true for the Palestinian Targum as
a whole. M. Doubles, "Towards the Publication of the
Extant Texts of the Palestinian Targums," Vetus Testamentum
15 (1965): 16-26, has argued that the right task is to
prepare critical editions of each form of the Palestinian
Targum as a whole. For this passage, however, the common
interpretive tradition has produced a homogeneous text.
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traditions.l

The Fragmentary Targum is formed by bits and pieces
of some 850 verses, copied one after another, including
many exegetical expansions.2 It was apparently destined to
supplement Ongelos. Scholars disagree about the date for
the basic text, but the present recension is from the end
of antiquity or lower Middle Ages.

One Cairo Genizah fragment (HUC 1134) contains a
text of the Palestinian Targum Gen 15:1-4.3 The fragment
was copied sometime during the higher Middle Ages, but the
recension therein contained may date from the first
centuries of our era or even earlier.

Neofiti is the only manuscript of the entire
Palestinian Targum for the Pentateuch without the 1late

features of PsJ. There is much controversy about the date

lsee also the editions of M. Ginsburger, ed.,
Pseudo~-Jonathan (Thargqum Jonathan ben Usiel zum Pentateuch,
Hildesheim & New York: G. Olms, 1971 =1503; D. Rieder, ed.,
Pseudo-Jonathan: Targum Jonathan ben Uziel on__the
Pentateuch copied from the london Ms. BM add. 27031,
Jerusalem: Solomon's Press, 1972; Diez Macho, A. ed.,
Biblia Polyglotta Matritensia. Madrid: CSIC, 1980--(Gen.
still in preparation); E. G. Clarke et al., eds., Tarqum
Pseudo-Jonathan.

2gditions include M. Ginsburger, Das
Fragmententharqum, Berlin, 1899; and M. L. Klein, The
Fragment-Tarqums of the Pentateuch. Rome: Biblical
Institute Press, 1980. The latter is a critical edition,
utilized in this investigation.

3M. L. Klein, "A Genizah Fragment of Palestinian

Targum to Genesis 15: 1-4," Hebrew Union College Annual 49
(1978): 73-85.
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of its recension.l

Whatever the date of the particular Palestinian
Targum forms, the text of the tradition contained in this
passage must be dated by means of a comparison with other
ancient sources.?

Since all forms of the Palestinian Targum for the
passage are similar to each other, they can be collated.
The collation made by M. Klein for the Cairo Genizah MS
1134 (henceforward G) is here followed. This includes
Neofiti, Neofiti glosses (henceforward M), and the FT forms
Paris 110 (henceforward P), Nuremberg 1, Vatican 440 and
Leipzig 1 (the latter three subsumed here under the
abbreviation F). To this I have added Pseudo-Jonathan
(henceforward J). Though the results show the superiority

of the G form, other variant readings have also been taken

1Both parties in this debate warn us that the mere
fact of the occurrence of a given expression in some
Palestinian Targum form is no guarantee of its antiquity.
Both parties, too, recognize the antiquity of the
Palestinian Targum exegetical traditions. Thus the
disagreement really concerns the ratio of ancient to modern
material in the extant forms of the Palestinian Targum.
This is an important question, but since the present study
concerns, hot the bulk of the text, but only a short
passage in it, little would be gained even if the matter
were settled. Therefore, no attempt is done here to take
sides in this controversy.

2Angerstorfer, Riblische Notizen 15: 73-4, points
out that: "Datierungvorschliige fur die Texter-weiterungen
{as opposed to 'Ubersetzungspassagen'] sind weiterhin nur
Uber das Vergleichsmaterial (Qumran, Neues Testament,
apokryphe Literatur, Mischnah, Kirchenv#ter, die beiden
Talmudim and Qur'an) m#glich."
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into consideration.l

Text and translatjion

The following translation is based on the text of

G. It is reproduced in the left column below, divided
according to the manuscript lines. When G is lacking,
Neofiti (N) 1is followed. The renderings of Klein and

McNamara are employed,2 the most important variants noted,

and the words underlined that relate to Genesis.S3

Aramaic text English translation
(1)

a btr ptgmyy' h'ylyyn After these_things,
mn d'tknsw kl mlky after all the kings of the
b ol earth had gathered together

b [1.sdr' sdry] qrb' to arrange [the lines of
‘m ‘brm sdyqyy' wnplw the]4 battle against Abram
qdmwhy the just and had fallen

before him,

¢ wqgtl mnhwn 'rbh and he had killed four
mlkyn whzr t%° kings and surrounded nine
mSryyn hsb encampments, Abram thought

lgen 15:3-6, however, is not represented in the FT,
and therefore for this section the documentary basis is
limited to J, G (for v 4 only), and N (both main text and
marginal glosses).

2M. McNamara translated the text for the editio
princeps. His translation is followed as far as the
readings of N coincide with G.

3Where the reading is peculiar to G, I enclose it
in slashes: \ /. The most important readings with =z
divided attestation are given within square brackets.

4alternative reading: "and arranged the battle."



'brm blybyh w'mr
w'yy k°n €ly dlm'
dgblyt ‘gr

mswty b°lm' hdyn

wlyt ly hwlqg b®1lm'
d'ty 'w dlm'

dy y'yzlwn 'hyhwn

wqrybyhwn dqtylyy'
h'ylyyn dnplw gdmy

\wytnwn/ bkrkyhwn
wbmdynthwn wystrpwn

“mhwn lygywnyn

sgyn w'tyyn “lyy 'w
dlm' dhww' byydyn
mswwn qlyln

bzmn' qdmyy' dnplw

qdmy w'tqyymyn ©€ly
'w dlm' 1°

ystkh byydy
bzmn'tnyyn' wythll
by $m $myy' bgyn

kdyn hwwh ptgm
qdm YY ¢1 'brm

lmymr 1' tdhwl
€1 gb dmtknsyn

'brm
¢1lyk

lgywnyn sqyn w'tyyn
€1lk mymry trys 1k
b¢1m' hdyn wmgn

138

dnbw mn
sdyqy"

'p

heart and said:
me now! Perhaps
received the reward

in his
Woe is
I have

sf my commandment-keeping
in this world and there is

no part for me in the world
to come; or perhaps

the brothers or relatives
of those killed, who fell
before me, may go

in their
in their
legions

and [relate it)?
fortresses and
cities and many
join with thenm

and they may come against
me, or perhaps there were a
few meritorious deeds in my
hand

the first time they fell
before me and they may
prevail against me, or
perhaps none

will be found in my hand
the second time and the
Name of the Heavens will
be profaned in me.

For this reason

there was a word of pro-
phecy from before the Lord
upon Abram the just,

saying: Do not fear, Abram,
although many legions (be

gathered]2 and come against

you my Memra will be a
shield (trys) for you in

IMost manuscripts: "and be in their fortresses."

2plternative reading: "join to each other."
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©lyk \1°1m* d'ty/ w'p
€1 gb d{y] msryt
b®1ly dbb(y]lk

byydyk b¢im' hdyn ‘gr

this world and a mgnl

upon _you [for the next],?
for although I delivered up
your enemies

before you in this world,

the reward[s]3 of your good
works are prepared for you

for the world to come.

¢bdyk tbyy' mtgnyn lk

p 1¢1m"' d'ty.

(2)
a wimr 'brm bbw
brhmyn mn qdmk

And Abram said: I beseech
by the mercies that are
before you

b 'dny sgyn yhbt ly
wsgyn gdmk lmtn ly
[wm*' hnyyh ly]

O Lord, many things have

you given me, and many are
(still) before you to give

me, but what good are they
to me

since I am going from this

world [empty]2 without sons

and Eliezer the son of my

house,

d d®°1l ydwy ['t°bd] 1y by whose hand wonders were
nsyn bdrm&g yryt yty worked® for me in Damascus
whnh will be my heir. And behold

c w'nh npyq mn gw “1m'

\rygqn/ dl' bnyn
w'ly® zr br byty

1Usua11y understood as a synonym of trys, shield.
In Gen. R. the same word in identical context is understood
as "gift."

2some manuscripts read: "every day"; one reads
"every day for the world to come" and one "for this world."®

3Most manuscripts read: "the reward of your good
works prepared {plural] for before me."

4This reading is supported by some manuscripts
belonging to different text types.

S5This is the reading of only one manuscript.

6Aanother group of manuscripts reads "you have

worked."



(3)

(5)

(6)

w'mr 'brm h' ly 1°
yhbt bnyn wh' br
byty ytr yty

wh' ptgm dnbw mn gdm
'dny €1 'brm sdyq’
Imymr

1' yyrt ytk dn '‘rwnm
'yl'hn dnpyq mn
m®yk hw' yyrt

w'pq ytyh lbrh
w'mr 'stkl kn

1%¥my' wmny kwkby' 'n
tykl 1lmmny ythwn

w'mr lh kdyn yhwn
(zr°yyt] bnk

whyymn [ 'brm] b%m
mnr' 4dYYy

w'thkbt 1h lzkw

Analysis of PTg Gen 15:1

interpretive

As in former cases,

expansion for

text.
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and Abram said: Behold you
did not give me sons, and
behold a son of my house
will be my heir.

And behold a word of pro-
phecy from before the Lord
was_ upon Abram _the just
saying:

This one will not be your
heir, but only he who
comes from your own bowels
will be your heir.

And he brought him outside
and said: Look now at the

heavens, and count the

stars if you are able to
count them.

And he said to _him: Thus
shall be the descendantsi

of your_ son.

And Abram? believed in the
name of the Memra of the
Loxrd

and it was reckoned to him
as righteousness.

due to the extension of the

15:1, a

special section is

lomitted by one of the few surviving forms of the

20mitted in one form of the textual tradition.
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devoted to it.1 In order to facilitate the grasp of the

offered. The divisions of the outline are determined by
repeated references to the same Hebrew word of Gen 15:1 in

the interpretive expansion.?2

1. The import of after these things (a-c)
a) Translation of Gen 15: 1la (a)

b) The accomplishments of Gen
14 summarized (b=-c)

2. Reasons for the fear of Abrahanm (d=3j)

a) lest he already received his
reward in this world (d-e)

b) lest the defeated enemies
retaliate (£-h)
c) lest his merit had been
exhausted in victory and
a second confrontation
brings disrepute to God (i-3)

3. The import of ghield and reward (k-p)

lThe study of theological ideas in former documents
has presented them whenever possible against the backdrop
of a "wider background," going beyond the 1limits of the
passage. In this case the wider background of the
theological ideas of 15:1 is reserved for the discussion of
the passage as a whole.

2Thus in section (1) the Hebrew 'hr is rendered
first as btr and next with mn; in section (3) mgn 1lk is
first trys ©lyk and next mgn ¢lyk. Section (2) anticipates
the mention of "fear" by providing a context in which fear
is understandable. The anticipatory character of that
section is indicated by the word which introduces the next:
kdyn, "for this reason," and by the reappearance of the
"legions" of line (g) in line (m). Instead of multiple
renderings, in section (2) we have multiple reasons. Each
separate reason for fear is introduced by the word dlm',
"perhaps."
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a) Translation of 15:1b-c (k-1)

b) The Memra, trys in this world

and mgn in the next (1-m)
c) Protection in this world and
reward in the next (n-p) .
After these things. Just as in Jubilees and the

Samaritan Targum, this phrase is immediately elaborated
with an insertion. But while the Samaritan Targum tries to
disengage the oracle from Gen 14, the Palestinian Targum
makes the connection explicit.

All the kings of the earth. Not a universal confronta-
tion, but a reflection of Gen 14:3, which reads according
to N "all these kings gathered together in the valley of
the gardens, that is, the sea of salt."l The insertion in
MPF "and all the governors of the provinces" (wkl %ltny
mdynt') 2 seems to compensate for the omission of the
"fortresses and cities" (bkrkyhwn wbmdynthwn) in line (g).
The point of the latter statement was difficult to see in
the corrupt textual state in which it was known to those

recensions (see below under "may go and relate it"). The

1According to later midrashim, the aim of "all the
kings" was indeed to slay Abraham. See G. Friedlander,
ed., Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer (New York: B. Blom, 1916) ch.
27, p. 193.

2Etheridge translates "and the sultans of the provinces."
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word mdynh means both a district and its capital city.!l
Thus the redactor of the common trunk from which the MSS
MPF branch out probakly thought he was merely transposing a
few words for the sake of clarity; in fact, he was creating
a different text.

To arrange the 1lines o the battle (or "combat
formations," Le Déaut).?2 The sentence is lacking in J,
while N and F give the shorter form "to arrange battle."
N, however, gives the longer phrase at 14:8, and the
sequel, found in all the Palestinian Targum forms, "and had
fallen before him" seems to require some previous mention
of combat. Besides, on documentary evidence, it is
difficult to explain an agreement of P and G except through
the original Palestinian Targum.

Against Abram the just. The Palestinian Targum seems
to assume that the captured armies of the "five kings" were
forced to enter in combat next to those of the "four kings"
with the attacking patriarch (see below on the '"nine
encampments") . "The just" is here, but not at 1 (k),
omitted by N. Comments on the point are reserved for the
discussion of 1 (k).

Killed four kings. So in N Gen 14:15,17 exaggerating

lThus already in Biblical Aramaic. See also
Holladay, Concise Lexicon, s.v. ®"mdynh."

2’I’arggm du Pentateuque, N Gen 14:8.
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the Hebrew nkh,l and, consequently, the military prowess of

Abraham.
Surrounded nine_encampments. Usually translated

"turned back" or "recovered nine encampments.“2 However,
the nine encampments are obviously made up of the four
foreign attacking (which he did not "bring back") plus the
five local defeated armies (which he did). Thus, it seems
preferable to see hzr as a Pefal: "herumgehen, umkreisen. "3
According to Gen 14:15 Abraham "divided" his army, obvious-
ly for an encircling maneuver. 4

Woe is me now!. The ominous implications of "receiving
one's reward in this world" may not be immediately clear to
all readers. Why is Abraham worried about experiencing
enjoyable properity as a reward for his good works? All
readers of the OT are acquainted with the deceptive nature

of this-worldly prosperity, but what relation has this

1"Strike, hit," but also secondarily "kill,"
Holladay Concise lexicon s.v. "nkh."

250 McNamara, trans., in Diez-Macho, ed., Neophyti:
Le Déaut, Tarqum du Pentateuque; M. L. Klein, HUCA 49: 79;
all ad loc.

3so Dalman, Handw8rterbuch:; Jastrow similarly "go

around." "Recover" is a derivative sense, mainly Aphel.
In PTg Gen 14:16, hzr is probably to e understood as a
factitive of the normal Pael sense  "go back"), i.e.,
"bring back."

4N does not give evidence in 14:15 of knowing the
later tradition (J Gen 14:5 and Pirké de Rabbi Eliezer
chap. 27, attributed to Samuel the Younger) according to
which Abraham divided the night, reserving one part for the
slaying of the firstborn at the exodus.
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deception with the reward for good works? The answer lies
in the conviction, widespread in ancient Judaism, that
prosperity in this life may be God's reward to the wicked
for good works they have to their credit. Thus what
Abraham fears is the implication that he belongs to the
wicked. For the relevant parallels, see below on the
theological ideas for this verse.

But prosperity in this world can also derive from
complete or perfect righteousness. The point of the oracle
in PTg Gen 15:1 is precisely to report to Abraham that he
is included in the latter category.l

My commandment-keeping. Literally, "my commandments,"
but mswh is used in Targumic Aramaic in the sense
"religious act, meritorious deed. "2

Ma o_and relate it. The second reason for the fear
of Abraham, the fear of retaliation, is very different in
nature. The former is religious, this is purely natural.
The first presents us a godly hero, the second a very human
character. Thus they seem to have arisen independently.

Since Abraham is represented in the Palestinian
Targum as having killed the foreign attackers, it is their
relatives who must organize the feared retaliation. The
first step is to raise sympathy for the killed and muster

solidarity. No national awareness is presupposed here,

lMore on this later.

27astrow, Dictionary, s.v. "mswh. "
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only blood vengeance. Thus we have in this reason either
an artful recreation of the patriarchal atmosphere of the
Genesis narrative or (more 1likely) a genuinely ancient
explanation.

Instead of wytnwn, F and N have wyhwwn: "and they
be in their fortresses and in their cities.” This
obviously corruptl text has resulted in a pointless
sentence that 1is omitted by P and J. The superior
character of the G witness (the only one with such a
reading) and the common origin of the Palestinian Targum
forms for the passage is thus substantiated.

A few meritorious_deeds. The lack of harmony between
the present and former reasons for the fear of Abraham was
perceived by the redactor of the original form of the
Palestinian Targum. Since God has granted Abraham such a
great victory recently, why fear a second confrontation as
the envisioned retaliation would provide?

To alleviate this problem, he inserts another
quandary related to the first: the merits derived from his
commandment-keeping, quite apart from his standing before
God, were sufficient for the first victory, but perhaps not

for a second one.

lNote that tn and hw are both sequences formed by a
broad, rectangular sign that is open below followed by a
narrow, vertical straight sign; the traits that
discriminate between tau and he, on the one hand, and nun
and waw, on the other, are both short strokes at the same
level in the line and thus open to accidental obliteration
by the same factor.
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This sequence of ideas was not perceived by the
redactor of the recension preserved in N. He takes "or
perhaps" as the beginning of a separate and independent
possibility contemplated by Abraham. In consequence,
seeing the previous sentence as incomplete, he supplies
"and they will kill me." This unique N reading is clearly
inferior.

Merits are here considered insufficient for a
second victory because they were conceived of as a store
that diminishes with each fortunate turn of events in
life.l They should be "saved" or stored up,2 as other
passages show, both within and outside the Targums, early

and later in our era.3

lMarmorstein, Merits, p. 20 ff.

2Thus R. Jannai argues in bShabb. 32a that a man
should never deliberately expose himself to dangers,
because even "if a miracle is wrought for him, it |is
deducted from his merits." This is, the Soncino editorial
footnote explains, because "the miracle is a reward for
some of his merits, and so he has now less to his credit."

3Thus, according to J Exod 15:22, the Israelites,
immediately after the astounding miracle at the Red Sea
shores, "walked three days in the desert, empty of
commandments, and did not find water." The Madrid
Polvglotta, in a footnote, explains that the water is a
symbol of the commandments of the Law and, therefcore, where
"there is no Law there is no water." This is the meta-
phorical explanation (doreshe reshumoth) found in bBaba
Qamma' 82a, Mekhilta' de Rabbi Simeon, etc., but Etan
Levine (Neofiti 3: 445) also calls the attention of the
reader to yYom Tob 2, 6la, bShabb. 118b, etc., which would
explain Marah events in terms of deficient commandment-
keeping. The metaphorical explanation does not fit well
the character of the Palestinian Targum. The expression
"empty of commandments" is also found in both J and N at
Deut 16:16 (using the noun mswh). The underlying idea of






