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1. The meaning of the root dbr. 

Though a precise d iscuss ion of the essence of daßär is no-
where to be found, never theless , one ge t s the opinion f rom 
scient i f ic works tha t the concept ion is quite clear [e. g. G r e -
t h e r (Name und W o r t Gottes im a l ten Tes tament , BZAW 64, 
Giessen 1934, p. 59) s a y s : "Jede Sache ha t eine dabar , aber keine 
Sache is t eine dabar" ; bu t t ha t too is not quite r igh t , because 
the fo rmula yahar hadddßärim hü'elle — af ter these occurrences — 
is not taken notice ofj . The word of Yahvveh (ddßür iahiie) is the 
word or the sen tence which God has revealed to the prophets . 
Many sc ient i s t s d i f f e r in the explanat ion of the revela t ion . But 
the only way to u n d e r s t a n d a prophet ' s soul, even a li t t le, is lo 
u n d e r s t a n d the expression ddßar iahue, because it is the very 
essence of the ma t t e r for a prophet . 

Recent ly G r e t h e r has t r ied to explain the word bu t 
wi thout any new resul t , for he only c lass i f ies i ts m e a n i n g s accord-
ing to outer cr i ter ia , e. g. däßar as a word of the Law, or 
daßär as the word of a prophet , or daßär as a fac tor in h i s to ry 
as opposed to the s imilar use in re la t ion to na tu re . Such a 
c lass i f ica t ion is as useless as a c lass i f ica t ion of t rees accord ing 
to t h i n g s tha t are made of wood. Still less s a t i s fy ing are some 
of the fo rmer a t t empt s , where , f i rs t , t he f ac t s of the h i s to ry of 
religion were not taken into account , and, secondly, t he classi-
f icat ion was u n d e r t a k e n on the bas is of logical categories . It 
is comprehensible t ha t by d iv id ing a concept ion we cannot come 
neare r to i ts mean ing . Therefore , the inne r d i f f e r ence is to be 
noticed in every debate on a concept ion. If a word is t r ans la ted 
into a modern l anguage by several o ther words wrhich have no 
associat ions for us (e. g. daßar is "w rord" and " t h i n g " too), one 
has to f i nd out how these m e a n i n g s could be a s s o c i a t e d b y 
t h o s e who used the l iving word. W e cannot a s sume tha t the 
speakers were aware of these d i f f e r e n t mean ings when they used 
the word. If they were, they would have expressed the d i f fer -
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enee by corresponding words. As it is not so, every philologist 
must know the primitive mentality, or the mentality of the time 
spoken of, otherwise he would interpret the old in the light of 
the new. There are two mistakes to be avoided: first, we must 
not suppose that the translation of a word by us gives the com-
plete sense of the original, and, secondly, it must not be sup-
posed that the associations and emotions awakened by a certain 
word are quite like those felt by us when we are listening to 
its substitute. 

In order to understand ddßar iahue it is neces sa ry in the 
f i r s t place to def ine the m e a n i n g of the root dbr, which occurs 
in all the Semit ic l anguages . A g rea t m a n y a t t e m p t s have been 
made , bu t it is jus t the n u m b e r of these t ha t shows tha t no t 
one of t hem is sa t i s fac tory . 

M i c h a e l i s (Supp lemen t s ad Lexica Hebraica, Gott ingae 
1792, p. 387 ss.) t h inks t ha t the or ig inal m e a n i n g of the root dbr 
is preserved in Arabic dabara "pone f u i t " ( f rom which the hebraic 
ddßlr is derived) and "insequi, i n sec ta r i " (cf. 2 Chr. 22, 10). 
P rom tha t last m e a n i n g is derived "ducere g r egem, pascere" , 
because the shepherd wen t behind his f lock, and f rom tha t aga in 
miôbar. A f t e r w a r d s the concept ion was widened and "regere , 
g u b e r n a r e " was ar r ived at. M i c h a e l i s says t ha t the quest ion 
he will let o thers decide is, why the root denotes "to speak" too, 
bu t says tha t there were two poss ibi l i t ies : to p resuppose e i ther 
"persequi o ra t ione" or "ducere vocem". ddßorä is "a persequendo 
dic ta" , and deßer "ab insequendo" , and dißrä in Ps. 110, 4 he 
th inks m e a n s the same as ddßlr, and, therefore , he t r ans la tes 
"sacerdos super a d y t u m Melchisedeci" . 

G e s e n i u s (Thesaurus phi logicus cr i t icus l inguae Hebraeae 
et Chaldaeae Veter is Tes tament i I, l2 , Lipsiae 1829, p. 313) sup-
poses the fol lowing semasiological deve lopment : the p r i m a r y 
m e a n i n g was "serui t , ord inavi t" , f r o m which there are two deri-

vat ive lines, as fo l lows: 
I. 1. ordine duxi t ( f rom which are derived the hebr . sub-

s tan t ives doßer, doßrä, miôbar). 
2. dux fu i t populi, rexit , admin is t rav i t , coegit, subieci t 

( f rom this s tage are der ived hebr. hiôblr, ar. dibrati " examen a p i u m " 
duc tum a r eg ina t a n q u a m pastore, hebr . ddßorä as nomen uni ta t is ) . 

3. sequutus est, pone fu i t , for the shepherds go behind 
the f locks (from th is is der ived the hebr . subs tan t ive ddßlr). 
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4. pone secutus est, insidiatus est (from which dibber in 
2 Chr. 22, 10 and deßer= ar. dabran). 

II. A serendi o rd inandique s ign i f ica t ione prof ic i sc i tu r . . 
l o q u e n d i , i ta ut proprie sit v e r b a s e r e r e. 

This seems to be acceptable, bu t the fac t tha t G e s e n i u s 
f inds two l ines of der ivat ion necessary , shows tha t the m e a n i n g 
"to s p e a k " is not easi ly expla ined. A n d the ac t of the move-
m e n t of the m o u t h becomes more impor tan t t h a n the words . 

G e r b e r (Die hebrä ischen Verba denominat iva , insbesondere 
im theologischen Sprachgebrauch des AT, Leipzig 1896, p. 230) 
supposes t h a t there were two roots , one of t h e m r e t a i n e d in 
Arabic and Syr ian and the other "to h u m , buzz" ( summen) f r o m 
which ddßorä and däßär a re der ived and, f r o m däßär as a ver-
b u m denomina t ivum, the verb dibber, which he divides accord-
ing to i ts c o n t e n t s : "1. Reden im Sinne von o f fenbaren , seiner 
W i l l e n s m e i n u n g Ausd ruck ve r le ihen ; 2. Gebieten, b e f e h l e n ; 
3. V o r a u s s a g e n ; 4. Verhe i s sen ; 5. D r o h e n ; 6. Mahnend r e d e n ; 
7. Als Richter sp rechen ." The subject in these cases m a y be 

God or more rare ly some of His o rgans which rep resen t s Him. 
In the l a s tnamed case there occur the m e a n i n g s : "1. Reden als 
Vermi t t l e r des Wil lens Gottes an die Menschen ; 2. B e f e h l e n ; 
3. Verhe i s sen ; 4. Zu J ahwe reden (only in a few passages) . " 
Still more se ldom is a m a n the subject in re l ig ious texts . The 
m e a n i n g s are t h e n : "1. Reden, me i s tens im s ü n d h a f t e n Sinne, 
sel ten vom sit t l ich gu ten R e d e n ; 2. Lobpreisend, be tend oder 
k l agend r e d e n ; 3. Trös tend r e d e n ; 4. Be lehrend r eden . " In 
p ro fane u s e : "1. R e d e n ; 2. Zureden ; 3. W e r b e n ; 4. Forens i scher 
Te rminus . " 

K o e n i g (Hebräisches u n d a ramäi sches Wör t e rbuch zum 
Al ten Tes t amen t 2· 3, Leipzig 1922, p. 65) a s sumes tha t the ori-
g inal m e a n i n g was "to push fo r th" (hervorstossen) , f rom which 
of course däßär is easily derived, bu t not so easily the other 
words. 

Accord ing to the opinion o f G e s e n i u s - B u h l (Handwörter -
buch 17, Leipzig 1921, p. 153 a) the p r i m a r y m e a n i n g is re ta ined 
in Arabic and Aramaic , i. e. "h in te r se in" and "vorwär ts trei-
ben, füh ren , le i ten" , f r o m which, of course, the other words can 
be derived. He does not give his opinion about daßär, and accord-
ing to his own def in i t ion also the e tymology of deßer is not 
clear. 
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P r o c k s c h (according to Gr e t h e r p. 61) supposes: "Da-
bar bedeutet zunächst den H in t e rg rund , den Nerv, den Logos 
eines Dinges (this is t rue, bu t therefore it m e a n s also the th ing 
itself). Das Verbum dibber he i ss t d a n n : sich mi t dem dabar 
einer Sache beschäf t igen , e inen dabar en twicke ln . Aus der 
gleichen Wurze l (consequent ly aga in a second line of the sema-
siological evolution as by G e s e n i u s ) dbr "h in ten se in" ist auch 
Hin te r r aum sowie Tr i f t und Steppe (cf. das deutsche "Tr i f t " von 
"treiben, von h in t en vorwär ts t re iben") u n d endl ich Biene u n d 
Flösse (eigentl ich das, was seinen Stachel bzw. sein Steuer h in ten 
hat) abzulei ten." This last a t t empt to def ine the m e a n i n g of 
the root is not qui te impossible, but it is ha rd ly credible tha t 
a h u m a n be ing would th ink impor tan t wha t the r a f t and the bee 
have behind them. The f i r s t line of the seinasiological evolution 
is a concrete one, and pr imit ive m a n m a y have though t so, bu t 

it is impossible to imagine such an abs t r ac t origin of the word 
as the second line supposes. The abs t rac t concept ion of "h in ten 
se in" without any emotional contents is cer tainly a very recent one. 
Original ly a word with such a m e a n i n g m a y have depic ted the 
fear of a m a n who had an impress ion tha t somebody was walk-
i n g beh ind h im with evil in ten t ions . Later on the word m u s t 
have been ra t ional i sed and secular ized. 

As nobody had any success in der iv ing all the concept ions 
f rom one original m e a n i n g ( P r o c k s c h also), several homonyms 
have been sugges ted . M a n d e l k e r n (Veteris Tes tament i con-
cordant iae hebraicae a tque chaldaicae, Lipsiae 1896, p. 277. 288) 
sugges t s two: daßär 1 ° : "(al)loqui, pronuntiare", from which 
are derived: daßär, dabbdrä (Dt. 38, 3), dißrä, dibber (Jer. 5, 13), 
miôbar 1 ° ; and däßar 2 ° : "ducere, trahere, Pi. exitium parare, 
Hi. subicere, in potestatem redigere", from which are derived : 
deßer, doßer, doßrä, ddßorä, ddßlr, miôbar 2°. 

B e n J e h u d a (Thesaurus totius hebraitatis II, Berolini 
s. a., p. 873 ss.) nearly agrees but he has three homonyms : däßar 
1°, f rom which are derived all words meaning "word, sen-
tence, etc,," ; däßar 2°, which is assumed for the explanation of 
deßer and deßrl; and däßar 3°, from which are derived doßer, 
miôbar 2°, dabbär and hiôbïr. But it is hard ly possible tha t the 
pr imit ive language had so m a n y homonyms as the dict ionaries 
assume. The fact tha t a root has several mean ings does not 
point to d i f fe ren t homonymie roots, but means tha t the folk 
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experienced something which they named by one word; but we 
cannot have the same experience and must use many words for 
this one experience. 

In order to attain new results there is nothing else to do 
but to expound shortly what derivatives this root has in all the 
Semitic languages. In A c c a d i a n there occur the following 
words (according to B e z o l d p. 109): "dap/barn 1 2 : sich fern-
halten, II 1 : sich wegwenden (Dämon\ w e g n e h m e n (Gründungs -
urkunde) , wegtre iben, ver t re iben (Feind, Dämon, Tier), dabru pl. 
dabrati : gewal t ig (Sturm), fem. Gewal t ta t . " B e z o l d supposes tha t 
the original m e a n i n g of the root in Accadian was "zurt ickstossen (?)". 
Besides these, there occur as W e s t e r n loan-words (?) dibiru = 
deßer and mudaberu, majudbaru = miôbar. Probably dafupränu 
"Wacholder" too belongs here. If dbr means " w a s mighty, 
contained mana", we may conclude that the juniper w a s taken 
for a tree which had mana. The A r a b i a n meanings let them-
selves be reduced to the meaning "pone fui t , successi t > mode. 
ratus fuit , disposuit", but there are some exceptions less com-
prehensible. Namely, dbr may s i g n i f y "ulceratus f u i t in dorso" 
(dabira, nom. act. daba'iran, madbHrun), and almost the same 
words m a y mean also "opibus abundavi t " (dabira, Jadbara, mad-
barun). The last perhaps w a s indirectly derived f rom the mean-
ing "disposuit", so that he who leads is also rich, but the 
connection with the ulceration of the back remains unexplained. 
The nearest explanation is that the verb original ly had the 
meaning "went behind the spoils of w a r " (cf. hebr. hiôbir). 
The fac t tha t the m e a n i n g " fou lness" is genera l i sed a m o n g the 
dialects of vernacular Arabic, is impor tan t , so e. g. in Malta 
(cf. C a r u a n i : Vocabolario della l ingua mal tese , La Vale t ta 1903, 
p. 127 : dabbar : "piagare , u lcera re" , and all the der ivat ives f r o m 
this have the same meaning) . So we seem to have found the 
explanat ion for hebr . deßer and ar. dabara " m o r t u u s f u i t " . But 
even th is m e a n i n g is not p r imary enough, because the Maltese 
poin ts in ano the r direct ion and 5adbara m e a n s "perverse s e h a b u i t " , 
dabran " examen apium (cf. G e s e n i u s 1, 2), te r rae pars dura 
insulae s imil is in mar i sita (cf. eth. dabr), mul tae opes, mors 
(cf. G e s e n i u s 1, 4), a rvum, u t i l i t as" , and hidaibirun "species 
serpent i s" , so that , it seems, the go ing behind the spoils of w a r 
is not especial ly emphas i sed f rom the conqueror ' s point of view, 
but the s i tua t ion and the fee l ings of a conquered pr i soner 
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are emphasised. As to dabmn (cf. miôbar), such a place possibly 
awakened an a lmost s imilar fee l ing. 

The S y r i a n words are der ivable f rom the presupposed 
original m e a n i n g "egit , duxi t " (cf. G e s e n i u s I, 2), bu t there 
are aga in some d i f f icu l t ies with debbõra5 " v e s p a " and deßö-
rlïïtf "apis", daßrä' "ager , c a m p u s " (cf. hebr. doßer, ar. dabmn, e th. 
dabr and hebr. miôbar) and dsßar " v a g a t u s es t " are also dubious. 
In E t h i o p i a n the root is a lmost obsolete; f r o m the derivatives 
there are l e f t only dabr "mons, f inis , t e rminus , m o n a s t e r i u m " 
and dabr " te r r i tor ium, villa, pagus" , w hich were connected prob-
ably f rom the f ac t tha t mos t of the s e t t l emen t s were s i tua ted 
on the moun ta ins . But i t is a quest ion why dbr got such a 
mean ing at all. Perhaps they did not t h i n k of the i r fee l ings in 
such places (cf. above p. 7 to ar . dabmn) but t h o u g h t tha t the 
backbone of the ea r th was a m o u n t a i n or a moun ta inous dis t r ic t . 
There m a y also have been other reasons. 

It is clear tha t , a s s u m i n g some p r imary m e a n i n g or other, 
we are able to reduce all the derivat ives to it. The only ques t ion 
is, which of t hem is the s imples t and mos t n a t u r a l ? No doubt , 
the or iginal m e a n i n g of dbr "wras m i g h t y " , or as an his tor ian 
of rel igion would say "conta ined m a n a " is suf f ic ien t ly s imple, 
and f rom it all the der ivat ives are easi ly explained, at any ra te 
more easi ly t h a n f r o m all the former supposi t ions here d iscussed. 
The l inguis ts have made but a choice a m o n g the m e a n i n g s in 
use and have proclaimed wha t seems to be the mos t p r i m a r y 
of t hem to be the absolutely f i r s t one. Bu t they did not t h i n k 
tha t the p r i m a r y m e a n i n g m u s t contain some th ing of the p r im-
itive way of see ing th ings . In the pr imi t ive l anguage the re 
were ce r ta in ly more synonyms , because the purpose of a word 
was to give a name for a migh ty and dangerous th ing , the migh t 
of which should be subdued by n a m i n g it. Probably every 
word had a pecul iar m e a n i n g d e p e n d i n g upon the condi t ions in 
which it was used, or upon the way th ings appeared at cer ta in 
t imes, or upon the speaker himself . E. g., we m a y suppose t ha t 
especially with dbr the ac t iv i ty of m a n a and i ts assaul t on man-
k ind was t h o u g h t of, whi le wi th 4m they par t icu lar ly t h o u g h t 
of i ts resul ts . But these are only guesses which we canno t prove 
by any means . 
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2. The meanings of the Hebrew derivatives. 

Some examples are necessary. We know that the mean-
ings of katl and katal are very often the same. Therefore 
*dabr^> deßer and *dabar^> daßär ought to have nea r ly the same 
mean ing . But deßer is "pest , ep idemic d isease" and däßar "word, 
thing, e tc ." A pest or an epidemic disease conta ins d r e a d f u l 
mana , more than a n y o ther o c c u r r e n c e ; it is the expression of 
a power par excellence. The connect ion of both m a y be g iven 
so : someth ing goes out of a h u m a n be ing and becomes a word i 
someth ing goes out of a supposed demon or Yahweh and be-
comes a pest . As to the form, the two occur rences are the same, 
the d i f f e rence is bu t in the degree of power t ha t each 
of t hem possesses, and therefore one expresses himself more 
forcefu l ly than the o ther because he has more m a n a . 
As a proof two facts may serve. Firs t , the word of a 
m a n can e f fec t a t h ing s imi lar ly to deßer when he sees the t h i n g 
or touches i t : Num. 22, 6 23, 13 s. 27 s. 24, 1. Secondly, the 
L X X confounds the two words in Is. 9, 8 (7) pu t t i ng deßer ins tead 
of däßär (fîàvavov [λογον Χ* Γ oi λοιποί λογον α' ρημα Qm·9] 

άπέαναλεν κύριος επί Ιακώβ), or däßär ins tead of deßer (Hab. 3, 5). 

ddßlr is the room in which there was dbr\ t h e r e was the 
a rk of the Covenant , ful l of dbr\ it ki l led when one touched i t 
or gazed at it too in t en t ly (1 Sam. 6, 19). 

miöbär "dese r t " or " h e a t h " ( there is only one word for 
the two, consequent ly no clear d is t inc t ion has been made) 
d id not mean the "space where the cat t le were d r iven" 
b u t the locali ty where the evil d e m o n s dwelt , those who h a d 
especial ly m u c h dbr (Lev. 16, 8. 26 17, 7 Dt . 32, 17 2 K. 23, 8 
Is. 13, 21 34, 14 Jer . 2, 6 Ps. 106, 37). Yahweh was or ig ina l ly 
the g rea t e s t of t hem and the i r ru ler . Therefore , the sen tences 
of V o l z (Das Dämonische in Jahve , Tüb ingen 1924, p. 26) are 
comprehens ib l e : "Der vormosaische Gott wa r also ein W ü s t e n -
got t u n d das Grauen, das der f r o m m e Mensch in der Ersche i -
n u n g der W ü s t e erlebte, bleibt a n i h m h a f t e n . " 

Tha t ddßorä, the bee, is a demonic be ing is also com-
prehensible . One compares enemies wi th bees (Dt. 1, 44 Ps. 
118, 12), and the bes t demons t r a t ion is Is. 7, 18, where Yahweh 
whistles, ca l l ing the bee yâser bd'eres 'aššür. G e s e n i u s - B u h l 
864 a g ives the fo l lowing explanation: "Jem. pfe i fen, ihn durch 
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Pfeifen herbeirufen, ζ. b. Bienen (wie der B i e n e n wä r t e r ) . " It is 

i nc red ib le t h a t bees shou ld a n s w e r a whis t l e l ike dogs, a n d 

B e n z i n g e r (Hebrä i sche Archäo log ie 2, T ü b i n g e n 1907, p. 68) 

says : "B ienenzuch t wi rd i m AT n ich t e r w ä h n t " , hence it fol lows 

t ha t t he re could no t be a n y hivers . How the p a s s a g e is to be 

explained, becomes c lear f r o m the s e n t e n c e s of D e s p a r m e t 

(Contes popu la i res su r les og re s recuei l l is à Bl ida I, Pa r i s 1909, 

p. 118), w h e r e he s ays t h a t w h e n a Ghoul whis t l e s the o thers 

assemble a r o u n d h im . A n d in a no te : "Il es t r a r e d ' e n t e n d r e 

un ind igène s i f f l e r . Quand on s i f f le on appel le les gén ies , 

d i sen t - i l s et encore : S i f f l e r et sonne r les c loches a t t r o u p e n t les 

démons . Ils d i s e n t a u s s i : Les c i t a d i n s ont pr i s t ro is choses au 

d é m o n : l ' hab i tude de s i f f l e r avec les doigts , e tc . " Now we can 

expla in Is. 7, 18: Yah\veh cal ls the d e m o n s over Israel . Near ly 

the s a m e idea is m e t e v e r y w h e r e in connec t ion wi th w h i s t l i n g . 

In s u c h cases as 1 K. 9, 8 t he w h i s t l i n g m a y be a n announce -

m e n t to the d e m o n s t h a t t he re is a p lace fo r t h e m , or if 
t he t ravel ler wh i s t l e s the d e m o n s can t a k e h im as one of t h e m -

selves. In Zee. 10, 8 p e r h a p s dead pe r sons are m e a n t (cf. G r e s s -

in a η η, Der Messias, Göt t ingen 1929, p. 382, no te 1, IV Ezr 13, 39 ss.). 

As t he bees are wh i s t l ed to, t h e y are or c a n r e p r e s e n t d e m o n s . 

If no t d i rec t ly , however , the s a m e t h i n g is s h o w n in the s tory 

of Y a h w e h ' s app l i ance of h o r n e t s {sir'ä) w h e n He expelled the 

people of C a n a a n before t he I s rae l i tes (Ex. 23, 28 Dt . 7, 20 

Jos . 24, 12 c t r . N u m . 21, 24). The s a m e t h i n g , i t is said, ac tu-

al ly h a p p e n e d in T h e m i s k y r a i of P o n t o s ( Α ρ p i a n u s, Bell. 

Mithr. 78), and a s imi lar s tory is told of W e s t A f r i c a ( F r o b e -

n i u s , At lant i s IV, p. 286 (Togo): "The people of E m m e f i l l their 

ca labashes wi th bees and h a n g them out as beehives on the 

trees. W h e n they have a battle with the people of Kani they 

cast the ca labashes upon their enemies and then kill them 

with kn ives and stones."). If a s imilar story w e r e not told of 

the Santa l s (cf. Folklore of the Santal P a r g a n a s t rans la ted b y 

C. H. B o m ρ a s , London 1909, p. 81), it m i g h t be possible that this 

one were r e a l l y a J e w i s h one, as the Jew rs had g r e a t i n f l u e n c e 

upon Northern A f r i c a and m a n y A f r i c a n fo lkta les s t a n d so near 

the ОТ that it is impossible to assume either a prehistoric 
connection or a common human foundation

1

). Many tales natu-

1) Cf. F r o b e η i u s, Atlantis II, 16. 74 (Samson) ; VI, 61 (Jacob and Esau); 
F г о b e η i u ε, Die Zeitalter des Sonnengottes, Berlin 1904, p. 126 (L'nusa ben 
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ral ly come f r o m an Arabian source, bu t not all. Therefore , the 
folk-tale which G u n k e l , Das Märchen im AT, Tüb ingen 1921, 
p. 107, takes to be a paral lel to the s tory of Ex. 14 m i g h t 
have been in f luenced by the ОТ. — According to the Aeneid, 
VII, 64 s., the appearance of a s w a r m of bees is a s ign of the 
approach of enemies or s t rangers . Generally it w a s for the 
Romans and Greeks a bad omen (cf. P a u l y - W i s s o w a , Real-
Encyklopädie V, 1897, p. 448). They were though t to be holy 
beings (Georgica IV, 219), and therefore they could not bear 
a n y t h i n g impure such as ro t ten mea t ( A r t e m i d o r o s , Onei-
rocrit , 112), beans ( P o r p h y r i o s , De an tr. n y m p h . 19) or m e n 
who come f rom sexual in te rcourse ( P l u t a r c h o s , Coniug. 
p raecep ta 44), a l though the genera l opinion was tha t they were 
born of dead and decay ing an imals ( O v i d , P a s t i l , 377 s. 
P o r p h y r i o s , De an t r . n y m p h . 1 5 , 1 8 ; P l i n y NH XI, 70). 

Possibly also doßrä " r a f t " was taken for s o m e t h i n g fan-
tast ic , bu t it may be tha t the word was connec ted wi th the 
m e a n i n g "to lead", comp, wi th Arabian paral le ls fo r r a f t : 
bulastatun (basata, "s t rew"), ramaïïun (ramala "tied (?)"). There-
fore, we possibly cannot in fe r tha t there was someth ing fan-
tas t ic in these th ings . Probably the Semites m a d e acquaint -
ance with the r a f t so late tha t dbr h a d a l ready lost i t s p r i m a r y 
mean ing , or the word m a y be derived f rom some other s tage 
of the semasiological evolution of the root dbr. 

3. däßar in the ОТ, in the other Semitic languages 
and in the LXX. 

Is the most general derivative : daßär "word, th ing , event , 
occu r rence" connec ted in any way with the p r imary m e a n i n g 
we a s s u m e d ? Pi rs t , it is necessa ry to r emember t h a t duo si 
dicunt idem, non est idem. Who speaks of ta lk ing , m a y t h i n k 
especially of the movemen t s of the mouth, t he voice, etc. W e 
def ine a word as a complex of sounds which has a cer ta in 
mean ing , bu t i t is obvious tha t a J ew m i g h t have had a qui te 
d i f f e ren t view. No doubt , a view which requi red tha t däßär 

Mata); Afrikanische Märchen herausg. von C a r l M e i n h of , Jena 1921, p. 223 
[(Jacob and Esau), according to H о 11 i s, The Masai, Oxford 1905, p. 327]. And 
finally cf. the possibly non-historical stories in L o b a g o la, An African 
Savage's Own Story (Tauchnitz Ed. No. 4960, p. 44 ss.). 
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must mean "thing, event" (of course these words too are used 
otherwise than we can imagine). On the other hand, this fact 
shows that daßär never was used in the m e a n i n g of "word" 
as we u n d e r s t a n d it. If we t r y to inves t iga te the connect ions 
be tween " w o r d " and " th ing" , we f ind t h e m in the sphere of 
mana. As e v e r y t h i n g con ta ined mana , we m a y cali them all 
mana , — at least theoretically. In the f i r s t place the influence 
a word had on the person who l istened to it, and the magical 
power the word implied (cf. J e r e m i a s , Handbuch der altorien-
talischen Geisteskultur 2, Leipzig 1929, p. 33 s.), and the inten-
tion put in the power w a s considered. Every thing and every 
occurrence was a centre of some myster ious will, and therefore 
the most adequate translation for däßär m a y be " in ten t ion 
d i rec ted to act ivi ty , the p roduc t of ac t iv i ty : word, event , t h ing" . 
The possibi l i ty of such a t rans la t ion is also s t r e n g t h e n e d by 
the development of Syr. sdßä\ saßtlftä denotes "will" , bu t also 
" th ing , occur rence" (Gen. 18, 14 Dt. 24, 1, u sed also in the 
same m e a n i n g as hebr . cal ddßar). seßiänä3 and seßiänümftä^ 
s ign i fy only "wi l l" . 

Tha t the Israeli tes in anc ien t t imes t hough t so is seen 
also in the fol lowing fac t s . cal ddßar m e a n s "for the sake of". 
cal would have been suf f ic ien t , and there were words enough 
to use, bu t seeming ly they wan ted to poin t out by such an 
expression t h a t the reason for some act was not s imple or 
common, but g r e a t and u n l i m i t e d — the mana, e. g., Sarah's 
mana in the stories of A b r a h a m (Gen. 12, 17 20, 11), or the mana 
of the money found by the brethren of Joseph in their b a g s (Gen. 
43, 18), or that of the f r o g s which tortured the E g y p t i a n s 
(Ex. 8,8), or Peor's mana (Num. 25, 18 31, 16). c al ddßar ^aser m e a n s 
"because of" (Dt. 22, 24 23, 5 2 Sam. 13, 22), in which cases t h e 
best t rans la t ion of daßär would be " t h i n g " ; therefore , l i t e r a l l y : 
"for the th ing , which was as f o l l o w s . . . " In these cases " tha t 
every th ing conta ins m a n a to some ex t en t " cer ta in ly is mean t , 
bu t the deeds here spoken of are fu l l of evil m a n a l ike the 
t r ansgress ions of ce r t a in taboos: e. g., the v io la t ing of women 
(Dt. 22, 24 2 Sam. 13, 22), the fac t the A m m o n i t e s and the 
Moabites had not received their own bre thren , the Is rae l i tes , 
wi th bread and water (Dt. 23, 5). All such t h i n g s caused a 
d i smal ha te to be born into the world . (al dißri (Dt. 4, 21 2 K. 
22, 13 Jer . 7, 22 14, l ) m a y be t r ans l a t ed "in th ings" , which 
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in the primitive language meant: "single expressions of power", 
not only in the possession of single persons but also in books, 
in the burnt sacrifices or in drought. They, as the centres of 
a power, have not only one region and one purpose. Every 
thing, no matter whether it is very important, may have a 
great effect according to the primitive mystical view. But this 
discussion has no intention of arguing that everyone who used 
such a term, knew its previous meaning, although he might 
have been conscious that he could not use all the three 
expressions in every case. They fitted only into certain 
peculiar phrases. 

Secondly, it is seen from the part that a written or spoken 
word had to play. This was so great that a few examples must 
suffice E. g., the blessings and the damnations had power in 
themselves also after the death of the person who uttered them 
because he had emitted them together with his mana; therefore 
they were living beings too (cf. F a h l g r e e n , Sddaka, nahe-
stehende und entgegengesetzte Begrif fe im AT, Uppsala 1982, 
p. 190 ss.). The words might influence God (Num. 10, 35 s. ; 
comp, also the term berax iahiie) but also Nature (Jos. 10, 12 s.), 
and the whole world was created by the word (Gen. 1 ; cf. Dt. 
8, 3). In these cases the word meant the shaping of the mana 
of man or God. It was the stabilisation of mana and the giving 
of a single direction to it — the shape through which mana 
became comprehensible and ef f icacious. Without the word, mana 
existed, but formless ly and chaotically. In fact, at the creation 
of the world we have to do with the transformation of two 
chaotic things — the mana of God and the elemental s t u f f . 
W h e n God's mana became a clear shape He created the world 
and also ruled it a f t e r w a r d s . G r e t h e r is of the opinion that 
"Inbeziehungsetzung des dabar zur Natur die letzte Konsequenz 
typisch israelit ischer Vorstel lungen is t" . Certainly, he may argue 
so, bas ing himself on Gen. 2, where God acts and does not 
create by a command, and because Gen. I is a later text. But 
that g ives no reason to argue that there did not exist any other 
opinions of old besides Gen. 2 ; it is psychologically much more 
credible that God's daßär was connec ted wi th n a t u r e long before 
it was connec ted wi th his tory. As the Israel i tes had no such 
concept ions as na tu re and his tory , we canno t speak of these 
th ings in relat ion to the ОТ. There was hardly any difference 
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between na,ture and h i s t o r y ; all the world was a region where 
God or fore ign gods were active. 

Obviously, the "reci ta t ions of m a n a " (the b less ings and the 
damnat ions ) were accompanied by cer ta in movements . These 
m i g h t have been unconsc ious bu t also teleological, for instance, 
to separate the power of a word as a l iving being f rom the 
reci ter and to send it somewhere , the task of the movement in 
th is case be ing to give the r i gh t direct ion to m a n a . As far as 
they were not spontaneous and unconscious , they had to lead 
the mana , to teach it. They themse lves did not a lways imply 
tha t impor tance (a cer ta in power) which only daßär possessed. 

däßär was a power, which eve ry th ing original ly contained 
ei ther openly or la tent ly . W h e n it is spoken of as a h u m a n 
property it is the expression of every effect , every fee l ing or 
want , every outbreak, th rough which a h u m a n be ing becomes 
the object of a t ten t ion and begins to exist for others . The most 
usual expression of the e f fec t in the Eas t is speech, not a deed. 
If men have no däßar expressed in words, they do not exist at 
all. Their fe l lowmen would not pay any a t ten t ion to them. It 
is near ly the same in re la t ion to God. But the speech wras not 
the only expression of ef fec ts , and therefore daßär also m a y mean 
"event, occurrence" , i. e. a deed, when it depended on h u m a n 
beings. But a th ing too migh t have had däßär, and tha t is 
w h y several concept ions were combined in th is variat ion of i ts 
meaning . 

In the other Semit ic l anguages däßär does not occur, but 
we can safely assume that it was used in each dialect of Canaan. 
In Phoenicia it was known, but not in the m e a n i n g of "word" . 
In the inscr ip t ion of Tabni th ( C o o k e , A Text Book of North-
Semit ic Inscript ions, Oxford 1903, No. 26, 1. 6) quite surely hdbr 
К means "this occupation", i. e. the opening of the sarcophagus 
and the disturbing of the dead king's peace, while Astarte de-
clared the corpse to be taboo (Vbt, which even may be (?) the same 
word as 4ambjpu(hil) >> tapu). Hence dbr is not simply an 
act, but an act which has something to do with an object con-
taining mana. In the inscription of Eshmunazar (Cooke , No. 30, 
1. 2. 7) it is used as a verb in connection with Vmr as in Heb-
rew, and in 1. 6 Co o k e translates: "if men speak to thee 
(idbrnky, but it would be better to translate; "if men try to 
persuade thee (do not listen to them)". In one inscription from 
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Malta (Coo k e , No. 103) kl dbri probably is to be compared with 

Dt. 5, 25 Dan. 10, 9. 
In the LXX there are a great many expressions corres-

ponding to daßär, the c o m m o n e s t of w h i c h a re λόγος and ρήμα. 

There occur as paral lels (ό) λόγος (νου) κυρίου and (τό) ρήμα 

(τον) κυρίου and of course also the corresponding plural forms. 

On the one hand, these t w o words seem to have a certain dif-

ference, as the L X X t rans la tes }ahar hadddßärlm hiïelle (cf. p. 3) 

only b y μετά δε τά ρήματα ταύτα (Gen. 15, 1 22, 1. 20 39, 7 40, L 

48, 1 1 К. 17, 17 21, 1 Esth. 2,1 3, 1 Ezr. 7, 1 2 Chr. 32,1), but, on 
the other hand, the difference appears to be illusive, as both words 
can be joined with κύριος and thus g i v e : εγενήΰη (εγένετο) ρήμα 

κυρίου (Gen. 15, 1 1 Sam. 15, 10 2 Sam. 7, 4,1 К. 17, 2 (var. λόγοςί) 

17, 8 18, 1 20 (21), 28 (-\-εν χειρί) 2 К. 20, 4 Jer. 1, 1) or εγένετο λόγος 

κυρίου (2 Sam. 24, 11 1 К. О, 11 12, 22 16, 1 (-f- εν χειρί) 17, 2 (var. 

ρήμα!) 1 Chr. 22, 8 1 Chr. 17, 3 2 Chr. 11, 2 12, 7 Hos. 1, 1 Mi. 1, 1 

Jo. 1, 1 Jon. 1 ,1 3, 1 Zeph. 1, 1 Hag. 1, 1. 3 (-{-εν χειρί) 2, 11(10). 

21 (20) Zee. 1, 1.7 4, 8 6, 9 7, 1. 8 8, 1 Is. 38, 4 Jer. 1, 2. 4. 11. 13 

13, 3. 8 14, 1 18, 5 24, 4). In both cases there genera l ly fo l lows such 

a construction as πρός с. acc. (rarely anything else). One may as well 
say κατά τον λόγον κυρίου (1 Chr. 10, 13 11, 3. 10 12, 23 2 Chr. 35, 6) 

as κατά το ρήμα κυρίου (1 Κ. 12, 24 ζ 14,18 15,29 16,34 17,5 .16 22,38 

2 Κ. 1,17 4 , 4 4 7 ,16 9 ,26 10,17 1 4 , 2 5 23,16 24, 13), or λόγον 

ημέρας εν ημέρα (2 Ezr. 3, 4) and ρήμα ημέρας εν ήμερα (1 Κ. 8, 59). 

In part icular it is shown b y a comparison be tween the transla-

tions of the L X X and of Theodotion in the book of Daniel, 

where four f a c t s are to be observed : f i r s t , the L X X and Θ both 

have ρήμα in 7,28, secondly : they both have λόγος in 4 , 2 8 

6, 12 (13) 7, 11. 16. 28. But j u s t those p a s s a g e s where (thirdly) 

the L X X uses λόγος but Θ: ρήμα are i m p o r t a n t : 

1 , 2 0 : L X X : εν παντϊ λόγω και 2, 9 : L X X : σννείπασϋε γάρ 

or on the contrary ( fourthly) L X X : ρήμα and Θ : λόγος : 

θ : εν παντί ρήματι 

αυνέοει 

αοφίας 

λόγους ψευδείς 

Θ : ρήμα ιρενδες . . . 

σννέΌεσϋε ειπείν 

7, 2 5 : L X X : ρήματα εις τον 

νψιστον λαλήαει 

θ : λόγους προς τον 

νψιστον λ. 

10, 12 : L X X : εϊσηκούσΰη το ρήμα 

σον 

Θ : ηκούσθησαν οι 

λόγοι σον 
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10, 12: LXX: είσήλ&ον τώ ρήματί σου 

Θ: εγώ ήλθον èi> τοις λόγοις σου 

As no principle is found, we may infer that there is no 

essential d i f fe rence between these two words, and the same is 

confirmed by other facts : Θ uses both, λόγος as well as ρήμα, 

more f requent ly than the L X X , e. g . 

2, lõ :LXX: τότε το πρόσταγμα εσήμανεν Θ: εγνώρισεν δε το ρήμα 

2 , 1 7 : L X X : υπέδειξε πάντα Θ : εγνώρισεν το ρήμα 

3, 1G : L X X : επί τή επιταγή ταύτη Θ: περί του ρήματος τούτου 

5, 26 *. L X X : σύγκριμα της γραφής Θ : σύγκριμα τον ρήματος 

9, 23 (cf. 9, 2): L X X : εξήλθε πρόσταγμα Θ: εξήλΰεν λόγος 

Πρόσταγμα in the L X X thus corresponds io λόγος and ρήμα 

in θ, πρόσταγμα being a word with a more or less certain mean-

i n g ; consequently, if there is a d i f ference between the two 

words corresponding to daßär, it m u s t be a very l i t t le one. 
A n d f inal ly , by a comparison of the f r e q u e n c y of their use 

it appears t ha t ρήμα is more f requent in the f i r s t books of the 

Canon, λόγος in the later books. Λόγος occurs percentually sel-

dom in the fol lowing books: Gen. 5,08% ; Ex. 21,3% ; Lev. 16,6%; 

Num. 18,7% ; Dt. 46,9% (thus in the whole Pentateuch only 20,7%); 

Jos. 28,5%; 1 Sam. 30,6%; 2 Sam. 35,7%; 2 Ezr. 36,8%; Job 

27,1%; La,m. 0,00%. (ρήμα too but once). On the contrary, 

ρήμα is very seldom used in the books of the prophets and is 

quite absent in A m . Mi. Jon. Hab. Zeph. Hag. Mal. (Ct. 2. 3. 4 

Масс.), bus λόγος occurs in Hos. 71,4%; Zee. 95%; Is. 72,8% 

(Protois. 79,5%; Deuterois. 53,3%); Jer. 93,4% ; Bar. 71,4%; Ezk. 
96,3%; Dan. L X X 75%; Dan. 0 63,8%; Jdg . 58,3%; 1 K. 

56,8% ; 2 K, 76,1% ; 1 Chr. 89,2% ; 2 Chr. 95,4% ; 1 Ezr. 60% ; Neh. 

85,6% ; Tobit 76,2% ; Judith 52,5%; Esth. 89,2% : Ps. 91,8% ; Ec. 

86,9%; W i s d . 88,2%; Sir. 88,8%; 1 Масс. 95/2%. How this is to 
be explained is another question. Perhaps in the older trans-
lations, for the Pentateuch certainly was translated first, they 
used almost only ρήμα, but a f t e r w a r d s λόγος became more 

common, ρήμα being dropped f inal ly. But evidently such an 

argument cannot be absolutely correct, especially on account of 

2 Ezr. Job. Lam. Probably there were many translators at work, 

and e. g. the minor prophets perhaps were translated by one 

person, who almost never used ρήμα at all. In any case these 

great di f ferences cannot be explained by inner causes, as Gen. 
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and 1 2 Chr. are both works in a profane style ; nevertheless, a 
difference exists. 

In addition, it is important that both, ρήμα as wel l as λόγος 

are u s e d as w o r d s corresponding to the same Hebraic words , 

such as : 'enter, Чтга, me mar, dibber, miila, pë, piêgam. 'amar, 

ma'amar, dabbdra, dißrä, daßär, ta" am, ndßu'a, secper, kõl, sayä, 

seßet, tdßana, torà co r re spond only to ρήμα·, 'omer, 'emm, massa' 

correspond only to λόγος. A n d dcCay i s Jer. 49 (42), 16 t r a n s l a t e d 

b y λόγον εχειν, mdllsä Prov . 1 , 6 by σκοτεινός λόγος, άθ'αγα Prov. 

12, 25 b y φοβερός λόγος and dibbä N u m . 14, 36 by ρήματα πονηρά. 

But the most common word corresponding to both of them is daßär. 

However t h e r e a re m a n y o the r t r a n s l a t i o n s for th i s w o r d t o o , l i k e : 

άγγελία (Prov. 12,25), άδικος (Gen. 19,8), άναγγέλλειν (heslß däßär'. Gen. 

37,14,Sir . u s e s f o r i t άποκρίνειν),άντιλογία(ΕίΧ. 18,6), άπόκρΐ6ΐς(Όί.Ι,22 

J o b 32,4), βασιλικός {ddßar rnalxWd". Ezr . 1,9) βασιλική βιβλιοθήκη (dißrä 

haiiämlm : Ezr. 2, 23) βιβλίον (Dan. 0 12, 4), γραμματεύς (Job 37, 20), 

γράμμα (Ezr. 4, 3 ( =   πρόσταγμα) 9, 1), διαθήκη (Dt. 9, 5), δίκη (Hos. 

13, 14), δό?.ος (2 S. 14, 20), είπεϊν-ερεϊν (Gen. 45, 27 Ex. 8, 13 (9). 

31 (27) 1 К. 2, 30 Prov. 15, 23 25, 11: däßär', 1 К. 20 (21), 17: 
häiä öäßär), εκθεσις (Dan. L X X 1, 5), εντέλλεσθαι (1 К. 13, 17), εντολή 

(Dt. 28,14 (Α: των λόγων) Ps. 118 (119), 57 ( S R : τον νόμον)), επερώτησις 

(Gen. 43, 7), έργον (1 Κ. 18, 36 Sir. 47, 22), το καθήκον (Ex. 

5, 13.19), κρίμα (Ex. 18, 22), κρίσις (Ex. 22, 9 (8)), λαλεϊν (Ex. 32, 28 

1 S. 15, 13 2 S. 7, 7 1 Κ. IO, 7 21 (20), 4 22, 13 2 Chr. 18, 12 24, 5 

Ps. 16(17), 3 144 (145), 5 Ее. 1,10 8,4 Jon. 3,3 Ezr. 1,13.21 Job 
4,2 15,11: däßär; l K. 16,7 18 ,31 H a g . 2 , 2 ( 1 ) : häiä öäßär), 

λαλία (Job 33, 1 Dan. L X X 10,6.9), μηδείς (Gen. 19, 8 Α), νόμος (Dt. 

32, 45 Ps. 118 (119), 57.105 129 (130), 5 ( A X b R: λόγον) Jer.8,9 34(27),18), 

ορισμός (Ex. 8, 12 (8)), ουδείς ( f requent ly däßär wi th a nega t ive) , οντω 

(kadddßärlm ha* elle), πράγμα (very common for däßär: 34 t imes , 
the o ther c o r r e s p o n d e n c e s Ηεφς^, miila, macâlal, macase, *aßlöä\ 

sdßü only 10 t imes) , πραγματεία (1 К. 10, 22), πρόσταγμα (compar-

at ive ly f requent, πρόσταγμα κυρίου occurs too : Jos. 8, 27 1 Chr. 

26, 32 2 Chr. 29, 15 Dan. L X X 9, 23), g e n e r a l l y c o r r e s p o n d i n g 

to hok and hukkä, b u t in p a r t i c u l a r D a n . L X X l ikes it as co r re s -

p o n d i n g to däßär (in D a n . L X X 13 t i m e s , e l s e w h e r e i n the ОТ 
10 times), ρήσις (Prov. 1, 6 4, 20), ρητός (Ex. 9, 4 22, 9 (8)), то 
εξελθόν εκ του στόματος (1 S. 1, 23), συντάσσειν (Ex 12, 35), τις (Jer. 

39 (32), 27), τρόπος (Num. 18, 7 Jos. 5, 4 Dan. L X X 1, 14), φωνή-

(Gen. 11,1 15, 4), χρήμα (Neh. 11, 24, K b : ρήμα). These t r a n s l a t i o n s 

2 
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were made with regard to the meaning of däßar in the 
g iven ins t ances . Bu t two fac t s are r emarkab le , namely , 
häiä öäßär can be expressed by ειπείν and λαλεΐν, and, though 

such passages occur surpr i s ing ly seldom, they nevertheless indicate 

that it was real ly supposed by some translator (1 K. Hag.) that 

God spoke l ike a man. It is s t range to us too that the L X X 

uses πράγμα in such cases where it seems to be unsuitable, e. g. 

Num. 22, 8". άποκριθήσομαι ϋμϊν πράγματα. 

Through such a translation one still can recognise the old 

magical meaning of däßär. But not every m a n u s c r i p t of the 
L X X has it, fo r f r equen t ly the re have been subs t i t u t ed ρήμα or 

πρόσταγμα for πράγμα (while πράγμα can be taken for an abbre-

viation of πρόσταγμα). 

Finally, a remarkable p a s s a g e may be mentioned, namely 

Is. 45, 23 : iäsä' mippl sdöäkä däßär udlo} iäsuß where däßär m a y 
m e a n "a t h i n g " ; but possibly it is iden t ica l wi th sdöäkä 
(cf. 55, 11). W h a t the L X X has done w i t h it, shows clear ly 
how li t t le some t imes the MT was under s tood , εξελεύσεται εκ τον 

στόματος μου δικαιοσύνη (-}- και Κ*) οί λόγοι μου (sic!) ουκ άπο-

στραφήσονται. 

4. Parallels to däßär in Polynesia and Babylonia. 

Consequent ly däßär has nea r ly the same m e a n i n g as the 
Polynesian-Melanesian mana. As В. S. Cr a i g h i l l H a n d y (Poly-
nesian Religion, Bernice P. Bishop Museum Bulletin 34. Honolulu, 
1927, p. 26. 34) says : "Mana was exhibited in persons, in power, 
strength, prestige, reputation, skill, dynamic personality, intellig-
ence ; in things, in efficacy, in "luck"; that is, in accomplishment. 
These qualities were not mana ; they were the evidences of mana, 
which was itself but the focussing and transmission of the 
potency of nature." The question is, whether mana is an abstract 
power eo ipso to be found in everything like electricity, or do 
human beings and things receive it only by the transmission 
of gods and ghosts, or do tbey possess it because demons, centres 
of mana, dwell in them? It seems that in the opinion of the 
Polynesians "mana is all round in the world" (H. B e a t t i e in 
the Journal of the Polynesian Society XXX, p. 16), the gods 
direct it in order to create and preserve the world. "It may 
be fairly assumed that one main purpose of the prayer, sacrifice 



В XXXIX. 4 The Word of Yahweh 19 

and other elements of the Polynesian rites was to increase the 
mana of the gods worshipped, that while they sought on the one 
hand to approach and draw on the strength embodied in their 
gods, these people were capable of, indeed requisite for, empowering 
the very gods on whom they believed themselves tobe dependent"; 
consequently, a word contains mana as it was in Israel (cf. 
M o w i n c k e l , Psalmenstudien V, 27 ss. and bera% iahuB). The 
most famous incantations might be quite simply called "mana". 

This fact indicates a point in the change of the meaning 
of the word, but the Polynesians did not try to go further ; they 
did not change "mana" to mean every spoken word or everything 
as the Israelites did. The transformation in Israel shows a 
certain profanisation. But the profanisation, to be sure, is not, 
so profound, as it is presumed to be nowadays. The profani-
sation exists; the Polynesians have mana everywhere, the Israel-
ites had it more in words though not exclusively; there is, 
however, a certain disproportion in such a use, only some pre-
positions as

 c

alddßar i nd ica t e t h a t they once t h o u g h t l ike the 
Polynes ians . On the other hand , pe rhaps , or ig ina l ly däßar was 
m a n a in a m u c h more l imi ted sense? In other words , t h e only 
d i f fe rence between ihe Israel i tes and the Maoris lies in the 
g r ea t e r devou tness of the Maoris, as they see a n d fee l m a n a 
everywhere . 

Tha t concept ion is known not only to the Po lynes i ans 
bu t also to the Amer i can Indians , t hough a l i t t le o therwise , 
d i f f e r i n g in n a m e and fo rm (comp, wakonda of t he Sioux, manitii 
of the Fox Indians) . But the impersona l power s eems he re to 
be more personi f ied t han in Polynesia . The Sioux call the i r 
taku wakan ( the g r e a t spiri t) also wakonda as t h e impersona l 
power, and for the Fox Ind ians (cf. T. Mic h e i s o n , Cont r ibu t ions 
to Fox Ethnology, Smi thson ian Ins t i tu t ion , Bureau of A m e r i c a n 
Ethnology, Bul le t in 85 (1927), No. 1), " the g rea t manitu" is very 
s imi lar to a p e r s o n ; they even m a k e sacr i f ices to the manitu or 
the manitus (ib. No. 3. 4). It s eems t h a t the impersona l power 
a l ready is d iv id ing i tself into demons or the concept ion is con-
nec ted with the idea of supe rna tu ra l be ings more insepa rab ly 
t han in Polynes ia . 

In the Sumer i an l i t an ies the re f r equen t ly occurs a word 
enem, which L a n g d o n der ives f r o m the root nim " u t t e r a 
decis ion"; in the Accad ian in t e r l i nea r versions it is t r ans l a t ed 

2* 
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by amata, which is said to mean "word". But this meaning 
is as impossible as it would be for the Polynesian mana, 
as it is impossible that a word as a complex of sounds 
could make the grass grow or could create truth and right-
eousness (cf. P e r r y , Hymnen an Sin, Leipzig, 1906, p. 3 J e r e m i a s , 
Das Alte Testamentim Lichte des Alten Orients, Leipzig, 1930, p. 306 
E b e l i n g , Altorientalische Texte und Bilder, p. *241 s. ·— IV R 9 
Obv. 57-Rev. 10 and L a n g d o n, Sumerian and Babylonian Psalms, 
Paris, 1909, passim). In that case one scarcely could translate 
otherwise than by "power" . The fact that enem often stands 
parallel to ud(de), which may denote " s t o r m demon, stormy 
d a y " (originally "divi-ne spirit or breath"), and especially that in 
the Sumerian Li turg ies and Psalms (The University Museum 
of Pennsylvania, Public, of Bab. Section X, 4, Philadelphia, 1919, 
No. 11) ad occurs instead of the common enem (cf. L a n g d o n 
ERE XII, p. 751) is very remarkable . "Storm = power" is quite 
comprehensible because storm was most dangerous to such an 
alluvial land as South Babylonia, for it caused deluges. But 
perhaps they thought that the ut ter ing of a word by a deity and 
a tempest were so connected that the breathing of the deity w a s 
thought to be a tempest (cf. B e r t h o l e t , Das Dynamist ische 
im AT, Tübingen , 1926, p. 17). 

Usual ly the evil i n f luences of enem a re poin ted to more 
t han the good ones, bu t sti l l it is no t m e a n t to be "an agen t 
of god 's wra th" , and the def in i t ion "a fo rmal ly spoken word of 
a g rea t god as semi-persona l i ty" ( L a n g d o n ERE XII, p. 749) 
is also too na r row. Pe rhaps enem m e a n t "word" , b u t we canno t 
t r ans la te i t t hus , as we have a qui te d i f f e r en t conception of 
"word" . At any rate , it was not t aken for an hypostasis , because 
there is no de i ty whose n a m e beg ins with Enem- (on the con t ra ry 
comp, the h y p o s t a t e d se rvants of Samas) . It is also ques t ionable 
whether Acc. amata m e a n s "word" , for i ts der ivat ion is very 
dubious («m': L a n g d o n, 'mh\ D e l i t z s e h , hah\ B e ζ o l d ) . To 

me, the connection with Hebr. 'atom and 'ema seems possible 
too (um >> 'im), which denote the fear which is inspired by 

tabooed things . But there is nothing certain here except i ts 

being used quite l ike the Hebr. daßar: amat limutti "Böses" , la 
amatu " n i c h t s " (accord ing to D e l i t z s c h ) . 

If there is a d i f f e r ence be tween the concept ion of " w o r d " 
in the ОТ and in Babylonia, nevertheless it is not so great a 
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one as G r e t h e r , p. 144 thinks. "Dort (in the ОТ) dient es 
(the word) dazu, Gott in seiner Über legenhe i t übe r die W e l t zu 
verherr l ichen u n d se inen He r r s cha f t s ansp ruch über die Na tu r zu 
s ichern . Hier (in Babylonia) wird das W o r t als eine m a g i s c h e 
oder n a t u r h a f t e Größe oder als eine E m a n a t i o n de r Got thei t 
angesehen , so daß die Gottheit an die Na tu r g e b u n d e n oder mi t 
ih r ident i f iz ier t w i r d " (cf. S z e r u d a , Das W o r t Jahves , Lodz, 
1921, p. 40s ) . These sen tences are cons t ruc t ions , bu t G r e t h e r , 
p. 136. 151s. a s sumes tha t before the Dt. only "nebenbe i h ie r 
u n d da e inmal ein Beispiel davon erzähl t wird , daß Gott auch 
der Na tu r u n d den N a t u r w e s e n be f i eh l t " . All t h a t is mos t 
p r i m a r y m u s t thus be the la tes t resu l t in evolution. 

The d i f fe rences are m u c h more ind is t inc t . L a n g d o n p. 752 
says a lmost wi th r igh t tha t the Is rae l i tes used daßär a n d mah 
in near ly the same m e a n i n g as the Accadians the i r mummu, a n d 
we have have f o u n d tha t daßär = amätu. The d i f f e r e n c e does 
not lie in the fac t t h a t the Babylonians had no p rophe t s who 
could give such specif ic m e a n i n g s to the word as the prophe ts 
of t he ОТ. There were also in Babylonia several kinds of prophets 
and prophetic priests in the temples, and G r e s s m a n n (The 
Tower of Babel, NewYork, 1928, p. 51) presumes also the presence 
of the same kind of prophets as in the ОТ (cf. J e r e m i a s , 
Handbuch der altorientalischen Geisteskultur, Leipzig, 1929, p. 43 ss.). 
There were prophets in Byblos and in Egypt and all the deities 
spoke to their worshippers, Kamosh as well as Yahweh (Mesha 
inscription, 1. 14. 32). It is of no importance whether the speech 
(as a revelation of the power) came through oracles, omens (in 
the ОТ named also däßär a n d o f t en ddßar iahue), or t h rough 
prophets . 

It s eems tha t in Babylonia amätu became a hypos t a s i s in 
the same way as daßär in the ОТ after a long evolution returned 
to its starting point, and if the assumption of G r i m m e (Orienta-
lische Studien Th. Nöldeke g e w i d m e t , p. 453 ss. cf. G l a s e r 
OLZ 1906, p. 240) is r igh t , namely , t h a t in South Arab i a 'mr 
m e a n s λόγος, the d i f ferences are doubtful . 

In the very beg inning of the evolution, " w o r d " seems to have 

been an impersonal power which all the gods or the one God had 

and could direct. Therefore it was something l ike an hypostas is , 

but, so to say, only in the f i r s t d e g r e e ; it got a new l i fe a f te r 

the birth of Christ owing to the rel igious a w a k e n i n g in His 
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times, so that in the second degree it appears more distinctly 
separated from the point of emanation (cf. Ph i l o ) . On the same 
tendency of course also depends the peculiarity of the Babylonian 
religion to consider one deity as the "word" of another. Poly-
theism was the form of the religion but through the act of uniting 
the gods the Babylonians were tending to become monotheists. 
The Israelites were monotheists. This is the principal cause 
for requiring a peculiar meaning for däßar in the ОТ. In Babylonia 
all the gods had enem but therefore really not one had i t ; in 
Israel, on the contrary, finally it became the possession of Yahweh 
only. Therefore the conception grew more and more homogeneous, 
distinct, and clear: in the second place, it was just that 
change that diminished the radius of its activity. In Babylonia 
the evolution in older times went along the way of separation, 
the priests having the intention clearly to declare what pecu-
liarities the enem of Nergal had; in later times they could say 
that Nergal was the enem of Enlil. 

Using this as a basis one should be able to compile the 
whole history of mana. Originally impersonal, during the period 
of polydemonism it was divided among numberless deities ; then 
these bits of mana were ascribed anew to a single deity which 
became through evolution more and more transcendent, an unknown 
power behind all things. And from this point the circle started 
again and will start till the end of the world. 

5. Dibber and the name. 
The dictionaries have many words corresponding to the 

expression dibber ; all these are connected with speaking, and it 
seems that no doubt exists about the meaning, although G e r b e r , 
p. 218 adds to "reden" — " i m Sinne von of fenbaren, seiner 
Wil lensmeinung A u s d r u c k verleihen", and J u n k e r (Prophet und 
Seher in Israel, Trier, 1927, p. 71 ss.) s a y s that the word dibber 
" i s t nicht etwas was man mit " r e d e n " wiedergeben kann" . He 
also quotes some examples : 1. S. 24, 1 ss. " l i eg t das Sprechen 
Gottes in der g ü n s t i g e n Gelegenhei t , die er f ü r David zur T ö t u n g 
Sauls gescha f f en ha t , J d c . 2, 20 is t der provident ie l le Sinn des 
wirk l ichen Geschich tsver laufes als ein W o r t Jahves darges te l l t , 
Gen. 24, õO ist die beabsichtigte Wi l lensentschl ießung El iesers 
bzw. A b r a h a m s auch mi t ddßar iahue bezeichnet" . The re are very 
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many similar examples, where the word dibber is not "he spoke" 
in our sense, although the subject may be a man or Yahweh. 

2 Chr. 22, 10 (where tdòabber sure ly is no t a ve rbum deno-
m i n a t i v u m f r o m deßer and is scarce ly to be c o u n t e d a m i s t a k e 
in s t ead of td'abbeò, t hough the m e a n i n g is the same " to put out , 
to des t roy") , and Ps. 18, 48, 47, 4 whe re hidblr m e a n s "he sub-
dued" , are still especia l ly impor t an t . The d i f f e rence be tween 
2 Chr. 22, 10 and the gene ra l dibber is bu t a g r a d u a l one a n d if 
we had only these passages , dibber гай

 c

at (l K. 22, 23 Jer. 11, 17 
19, 15 26, 19 35, 17), dibber tößöü (2 К. 25, 28 Jer. 12, 6 52, 32) 
and dibber

 c

al leß (Gen. 34, 3 50, 21 2 S. 19, 8 Is. 40, 2 Hos. 2, 16) 
then nobody would have the idea tha t the verb m e a n s " to speak" 
but would probably t r ans l a t e " in f luenced , did s o m e t h i n g good 
or evil to somebody else". Or, if we t ake 1 K. 13, 3: ze hammôfpeïï 

'äšer dibber iahue, then "produces" is the only w a y to translate. 
But really "to s p e a k " denotes the same and, therefore, one m a y 
s a y that the Israel i tes whi le speaking did not think of the 
contents or sense of the word, but of the inf luence it had upon 
the listener. It is an absolutely d i f fe rent w a y of thinking, which, 
according to their opinion, proceeded from the idea of mana 
which man possessed. G e r b e r ' s c lass i f icat ions show that 
" s p e a k i n g " in general is by no means the most pr imary variation 
of the meaning; on the contrary, the parallel expression which 
he puts besides "reden", is much more entitled to be considered 
so, because, for instance, between " to promise" and "to s p e a k " 
there is no connection but both of them are expressed in words ; 
on the contrary, "seiner Wi l lensmeinung A u s d r u c k ver le ihen" 
m a y mean everything, both "be feh len" as well as " v e r h e i ßen" 
etc. Obviously on this occasion, the concept ions d i f f e r i n g wi th 
us are connected wi th dibber not because they are g iven words , 
bu t because t h e y all are ce r t a in ac ts of will. 

The only fac ts which m i g h t make us doub t fu l of th is 
conclusion are those occasions wrhere m e n " s p e a k " to God. But , 
f i r s t , it is dubious whe the r in Ex. 34, 34 Num. 7, 89 the subjec t 
is not Yahweh. In Gen. 18, 27. 30. 31, A b r a h a m excuses h imsel f 
when he "speaks" , for he real ly is not s t r o n g enough for tha t , 
be ing but dus t and ear th ; in Ex. 6, 12 Moses " s p e a k s " b u t not 
to Yahweh (not Idiahue but Шрэпё iahue stands in the text); in 
Dt. 3, 26 God says that Moses has "spoken" to Him ('elai). In 
Jer. 18, 20 the direct "speaking" to Yahweh is probably not 



24 HUGO MASING В XXXIX. 4 

meant and Jer. 12, 1 is not quite certain. What remains is but 
Num. 27, 15 (Moses), but this is not a suff ic ient proof. The 
conclusion i s : men "spoke" (dibber) to Yahweh very seldom and 
only in ancient times because they are too weak to do so. 

It is an interesting· f a c t t h a t when a h u m a n b e i n g is t h e 

sub j ec t to dibber a n d the objec t is also a m a n , t h e n t h e y " s a y " 

s o m e t h i n g s t u p i d or a r r o g a n t and in so len t as mirma (Jer. 9, 7 

Ps . 34 ,14) or šeker (Is. 59, 3 Jer. 9, 4 Mi. 6, 12), but seldom 
seòek (Ps. 52, 5). The c a u s e m a y be the op in ion t h a t t he däßar 

or t h e m a n a of m e n exp re s sed i tself m o r e in evil t h i n g s t h a n 

in goodness , fo r w h e n a m a n does s o m e t h i n g evil, h i s n a t u r e is 

k n o w n more easi ly . In an ac t of c h a r i t y he is i m p e r s o n a l , b u t 
n o t in a n act of an evil c h a r a c t e r . 

The s y n o n y m s such as 'amar a n d i t s d e r i v a t i v e s show t h a t 

t h e m e a n i n g of dibber is r ea l ly such . The p r i m a r y m e a n i n g 

of ' ä m a r i s : " w a s opulent, had m a n y sheep" . The opulence 
s h o w s that a human b e i n g had mana (cf. M о w i n с к e 1, Psalmen-
studien VI, 63). But this word is connected with speaking in 
a quite dif ferent way from daßär. 

Secondly , w h e r e t h e y be l ieve in m a n a t h e y also bel ieve 

t h a t a n a m e c o n t a i n s m a n a . The P o l y n e s i a n s ve ry o f t e n c h a n g e d 

the i r n a m e s w h e n s o m e t h i n g i m p o r t a n t h a d occu r r ed , i. e. w h e n 

t h e y h a d go t m a n a or m a n a of a n o t h e r f o r m ( L e h m a n n , Die 

p o l y n e s i s c h e n T a b u s i t t e n , Le ipz ig , 1930, p. 124. 205 ss.) . T h e 

Ä r a n d a s have bes ides their common n a m e s also par t icu lar ones 
which are used only when no evil person can hear, f o r they 
think that the n a m e contains the qu intes sence of a m a n and 
acquaintance w i t h it g i v e s to others power over h im (S t r e h 1 о w 
& L e o n h a r d i , Mythen, Sagen und Märchen des Lo r i t j a -S t am-
m e s , P r a n k f u r t a. M., 1908, p. 75; S p e n c e r & G i l l e n , The 

N o r t h e r n Tr ibes of Cen t r a l Aus t ra l i a , London , 1899, p. 139). The re 
is no d o u b t t h a t t h e J e w i s h s y n a g o g u e n a m e s have t he s a m e 

m e a n i n g . The g n o s t i c s be l i eved t h a t the t r a v e l l i n g soul h a d to 
k n o w the n a m e s of all t h e a r c h o n s and t he E t h i o p i a n s s t i l l 

n o w a d a y s e n w r a p t h e i r corpses in so cal led Ldfafa sddk, w h i c h 
c o n t a i n s the n a m e s of d e m o n s , who m u s t s u b m i t to a h u m a n 

b e i n g if t he l a t e r k n o w s the i r n a m e s . 
T h u s in the ОТ too*). Adam's task is to g ive a name to each 

1) And in Babylonia "according to Sumero-Babylonian philosophy the 
reality of anything consisted in its "form" (har\ Semitic usurtu), i. e. the divine 
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creature ; that which does not possess a name, does not exist at 
all (so B e r t h o l e t , Das Djnamistische im AT, Tübingen , 1926, 
p. 19, but , t h o u g h he is in the r igh t , the a r g u m e n t goes too 
far , for the an ima l s exis ted before A d a m gave n a m e s to them) . 
The absence of a name m e a n s the absence of the con ten ts , 
of' m a n a . God's n a m e as a well of power is especial ly 
s i gn i f i c an t . How* g rea t i ts i m p o r t a n c e is appears a l ready f r o m 
the f a c t t ha t the expression sem iahue is a cons t an t quant i ty , 
nea r ly an hypostas is . It is qui te impossible to f i n d a para l le l 
to th is use of it anywhere in the whole world. The n a m e of the 
dei ty is so s i gn i f i c an t tha t a cco rd ing to Ρ a new name w a s 

g iven to the deity in each new historical period, till at las t 

God revealed His secret name to Moses. For the purpose of 

comparison wre may take from A n d r i a n (Correspondenzblatt der 

deutschen Gesellschaft f ü r Anthropologie , E thnologie und Urge-
schich te XXVII (1896), p. 119s.) two examples : The Nor th 
Amer ican Indians , especial ly the i r leaders , never told their rea l 
n a m e s to whi t e men . The Hindoos give two n a m e s to the i r 
ch i ldren , the common one is k n o w n by everybody, bu t the other 
n a m e only by the pa ren t s and the person h imsel f . In order to 
avoid be ing bewitched he never uses it. Likewise, w h e n anyone 
u t t e r s the n a m e of God such a quan t i t y of l a t en t ene rgy is 
loosened t h a t mi rac les can occur ; even the wr i t t en n a m e is 
unusua l l y powerfu l . By analogy, if the n a m e con ta ins all the 
m a n a of a person then every word this person u t t e r s m u s t also 
conta in i t . A n d however m i g h t y the m a n a of o thers m a y be, we can 
in f luence i t in some degree, the ex ten t of the in f luence not d e p e n d i n g 
so m u c h on the words used as on the m a n a of t he speaker . 

6. ddßar iahuë and its parallels. 
After t h a t i t is quite clear, t ha t the p r imary m e a n i n g of the 

expression ddßar iahue does not mean "word of Y a h w e h " in our 
sense . It was not a complex of sounds which God h a t p u t in to 

mental concept which was revealed to mankind by its name" ( L a n g d o n ERE 
XII, p. 752). The name cannot disappear before existence has ceased ( J e r e m i a s 
HAOG2, p. 34; K e e s , Totenglauben und Jenseitsvorstellungen der alten Ägypter, 
Leipzig, 1926, p. 81). The perishing of the name is the perishing of existence 
(Ex. 17, 14 Dt. 9, 14 29,19 Ps. 9, 6), to change the name (Gen. 17,5 35, 18 Jdg. 
18, 29) is also to give a new direction and a new sense and, of course, better 
contents to existence. The Sumerians tried to do the same with the years, 
giving them good names on the first day of every New Year (mu-an-na). 
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the mouth of a prophet or revealed to him ; it was the power which 
went out of Yahweh and when it reached a man, it subdued 
him and made him express the burden (masso

1

) he had to bear. 
Words were not necessary to express i t ; sometimes a symbolic 
action could show it and the meaning of this action was ddßar 

iahue. Of i t se l f t he re w a s n o t h i n g imposs ib le in t he f a c t t h a t 

the p r o p h e t s h e a r d Y a h w e h speak ing , but even t h e r e t h e complex 

of the s o u n d s was n o t i m p o r t a n t to t h e m , b u t the m a n a i t 

c o n t a i n e d ; t he m e a n i n g of t he words a l so w a s s i g n i f i c a n t , bu t 

only so f a r as i t w a s ac t ive (comp. p. 28). 

The ana log ica l c o n s t r u c t i o n s , especia l ly raah iahue a n d iaò 

iahue show to w h i c h sphe re ddßar iahue be longs . T h e s e a re 

howeve r such c o g n a t e c o n c e p t i o n s t h a t (e. g . T o r g e , See len-
g l a u b e u n d U n s t e r b l i c h k e i t s h o f f n u n g im AT, Leipzig, 1909, p. 6) t h e y 

a re f r e q u e n t l y d e c l a r e d to have t he s a m e m e a n i n g . A c c o r d i n g to t he 

o r thodox t h e o r y (Ко e n i g TAT з. 4 p. 121, cf. H a e n el , p. 63) 
"die Hand Gottes" means "seine Wirksamkei t oder sein Eingreifen 
in die Geschichte". But, on the other hand, K o e n i g believes 
God to have really spoken, and if God has a tongue and 
a larynx, why should He not have hands? Or if iaò he re does 

no t deno t e " h a n d " , w h y shou ld daßär deno te " w o r d " ? 

It s e e m s (comp, especia l ly Ezk . 3 , 2 2 3 7 , 1 40,1) t h a t a t f i r s t 
Y a h weh ' s h a n d comes upon a m a n , t h e n His word (bu t cf. Ezk . 1 , 3 ) ; 

t hus , e. g., J а с о b i : Die Ekstase der alttestamentlichen Propheten, 
München u. W i e s b a d e n , 1928, p. 114 s a y s : "Die H a n d J a h v e s 

k a m übe r m i c h — so nennen diese Propheten se lbs t ihren 
e k s t a t i s c h e n Zustand ein von Gott E r g r i f f e n s e i n " , and in the 
e c s t a s y t h e y hear Y a h w e h s p e a k i n g 1 ) . Nevertheless it remains 
dubious whether these two acts d i f f e r at all. The at t i tude is 
especial ly quest ionable on account of the v e r b s which are u s e d 
to descr ibe their arr ival . They s a y \ häid&ä iaò iahue eal (2 K. 3 , 1 5 

1) As to the question of ecstasy, the more orthodox like H a e n e 1, 
p. 149 s. S e l l i n , Theologie des alten Testamentes, Leipzig, 1933, p. 48 s. deny 
its existence ; they argue that "Gott den Propheten den alltäglichen Gedanken 
entnimmt, ihn in seine Welt zieht und ihm die Offenbarung schickt". However 
to deal with this question is to struggle with words in vain, for the prophets 
of the ОТ must have been ecstatics, all prophets were, when they felt ίαδ 
iahuë upon themselves or got d9ßar iahuë. But certainly the ecstasy of the 
Semites differs from the ecstasy of Europeans, and vice versa (cf. E i c h r o d t , 
Theologie des Alten Testaments I, Leipzig, 1933, p. 164, n. 4). 
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Ezk. 1,3 (3,14) 3,22 (8,1) 37,1 40,1), or: häid&ä iaò iahue 'el 

1 К. 18, 46 Ezk. 13, 9 33, 22), or : häidftä iaò iahuë bd (Ex. 9, 3 

Dt. 2, 15 J d g . 2, 15 l S . 5 , 9 7, 13 12, 15 (Is. 25, 10) Ruth 1, 13). 
The mos t clear and obvious is the cons t ruc t ion with Ьэ, e. g. 
Ex. 9, 3 equals iaò iahue with a pest i lence, which des t roys the 
an imals of the Egyp t i ans , in Dt. 2 , 1 5 : iaò iahue is upon the 
Israel i te t r e spas se r s to des t roy t h e m ; in J d g . 2,15 jaô iahue is 
upon the Israel i tes who worship fo re ign gods brä'ä... uaiieser 

lähem md'oò ; in 1 S. 5, 9 iaò iahuë is over the Ph i l i s t ines as 
mdhumä ydöõlä md'oò, and the whole people of the town are 
therefore i l l ; in 1 S. 5 ,6 it is said t h a t " t h e h a n d of Y a h w e h " 
was heavy on ('el) the people of Ashdod and s t ruck t h e m wi th 
s i ckness ; in 1 S. 7 ,13 it is wr i t t en t h a t " the hand of Y a h w e h " 
was upon the Phi l i s t ines all d u r i n g the life of S a m u e l ; 1. S. 
12,15 says if Yahweh ' s c o m m a n d s are not observed, t hen as a 
p u n i s h m e n t " the hand of Y a h w e h " shall be upon t h e m (bäxem)\ 
in Ruth l , 13 Naomi laments : iäsd'ä ßl iaò iahue, i. e. her 
h u s b a n d is dead and so are her sons too wi thou t any chi ldren . 
Is. 25, 10 is no t qu i te clear, as " th i s m o u n t a i n " upon which 
" t h e h a n d of Yahweh r e s t s (tänaäh)" m a y be Zion as wel l as 
some part of Moab. 

With reference to these p a s s a g e s it is clear that Yahweh ' s 
hand denotes an evil and des t roying power, which acts amidst 
mankind or other creatures, and that bd can be used as well 
as 'el (or "al). But it is not a lways thus : the construc-
tions with 'el or 'al with respect to the prophets expose no 
p a r a l y s i n g or ext i rpat ing e f fec t ; in 1 K. 18, 46, it was jus t the 
coming of " the hand of Y a h w e h " that enabled Eli jah to run 
before A h a b from Carmel to Jezreel ; in 2 K. 3, 15, it came upon 
Elisha when he heard a s t r inged instrument, and then he spoke. 
It is jus t the same state in which a shaman f i n d s himself on 
hear ing the magic drum, i. e. ecstasy. A Polynesian would speak 
here perhaps of matakite, perhaps of mana. In Ezk. 1 , 3 8, 13 

" the hand of Y a h w e h " g a v e a vision to the prophet; in Ezk. 
3, 22, it is said that a f t e r " the hand of Y a h w e h " had come the 
prophet heard something that w a s said to h im; in Ezk. 33,22 
it opened the mouth of the dumb prophet. Ezk. 37, 1 probably 
is a corrupt text because there is no subject for uaiwstenl 
bdruah iahuë; perhaps there was iaò iahue. The subjec t of 4 0 , 1 
(,uaiiäße' 'οϋ'ι sämmä), who m a y be Yahweh himself who carr ies 
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the prophet to Jerusalem, likewise is uncertain, but it tempts 
one to treat iaò iahue as t he subject . 

Considering· all the above, the fol lowing conclusion may-
be m a d e : iaò iahue was a power, which des t royed those who could 
not bear i t ; e i ther , they were His enemies or apos ta tes (cf. Ezk. 
13 ,9 : the pseudoprophets) , to o thers it added energy and 
knowledge (in Ezr. 7, 23 iaò iahue was a help to those who came 
f rom Babylonia). It was like l i gh tn ing to some, sha t t e r i ng the non-
conductors of electr ici ty, and to o thers it gave a m a g n e t i c power 
and fil led t h e m wi th i tself . This is the same way in which 
the in f luence of the m a n a of a Polynes ian chief upon another 
person is descr ibed. It can kill a person d i f f e r i ng very m u c h 
f rom the possessor of the mana , but i t m a y be t r a n s m i t t e d to 
a person s t a n d i n g nea re r to h im. 

The concept ion of ruah iahue (cf. H o e l s c h e r , Die Pro-
feten, U n t e r s u c h u n g e n zur Rel ig ionsgeschich te Israels, Leipzig, 
1914, p. 25 ; H a e n e 1, Das E r k e n n e n Gottes bei den Schr i f tp rophe-
ten, BZ WAT NF 4 (1923), p. 161 ss . ; J a c o b i , p. 41) is a lmos t 
the same, especial ly if we compare Ezk. 1 1 , 5 : tippol calai ruâh 

iahue uaiio'mer 'elai, and Ezk. 3, 22 : uattdhl calai šäm iaò iahue 

uaiiô'mer 'elai; the most i m p o r t a n t r e fe rence is 2 S. 23, 2, w h e r e 
" the spirit of Y a h w e h " " speaks" {dibber). 

As to däßar, the re is no passage where it is compared with 
ruah or iaò iahue, b u t i t appears f rom the speeches of the 
prophets , t h a t daßär was a power , which fo rced one to do 
someth ing , and even if a prophet did not w a n t to, he had to 
" speak" (Am. 3, 8 Je r . 20, 9). Reference may especially be m a d e 
to Jer . 23, 29 : halo' χο ödßärl χα'eš, пэ'ит iahue, ΰχθψattlš ρφο-

ses säläc; comp. Jer . 5, 14 6, 11 (cf. H a e n e l , p. 186) Is. 55, l i 1 ) . 

1) Although scientists assert that in these passages däßär is an hypos-
tasis, dealing with ddßar iahuë they try to give only classifications of its use. 
According to S z e r u d a , one may distinguish three : the word of the revelation, 
which later on turns into the commands of the Law; the word as a cosmo-
physical power; and the word as an hypostasis. G r e t h e r supposes that 
already before the time of Dt. däßär denoted the word of God, which repre-
sented not only a command, but also revelations to the prophets. Later on 
it was connected with history and nature and at last it was assimilated with 
the canon or hypostatized. 

Beginning with the last opinion, H e i n i s c h (Das "Wort" im Alten 
Testament und im alten Orient, Münster i. W., 1922, p. 16) denies the hypos-
tatizing of Yahweh's word in the ОТ: "es werde nur dichterisch personifiziert". 
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Only the fact that häiä with al, 'el a n d bd is u s e d both fo r iaò 

as well as for däßär, is i m p o r t a n t , so t hey m u s t have something-

ana logous . 

The ОТ itself does not separate the "word of Yahweh" got 
by a prophet from that which the prophet speaks ; it also is 
ddßar iahue. The speeches of the p rophe t s h a d the s ame 
power , which Je r . 23, 29 a s s i g n e d to the " w o r d " of Yahw reh. 
An o rd ina ry mor ta l would have been a n n i h i l a t e d by " t h e w o r d 
of Y a h w e h " , bu t the p rophe t cou ld t r a n s m i t i t s power . One 
m a y ask , w h y such a t r a n s m i s s i o n was n e e d f u l a t all . P robab ly 

i t was because the m a n a of Y a h w e h should not be too h igh , too 
d a n g e r o u s , a n d i n c o m p r e h e n s i b l e to the people . 

One could s a y : uaidhl ddßar iahue ßdiaö (Hag. 1, 1. 3 2 ,1 . 
10) o r : bdiaò pdlonl ödßar iahue häiä (1 К. 16, 7) (besides these: 
ddßar iahue ßdiaö (Mal. 1, 1), ddßar iahuë 'âser dibber bdiaò (1 К. 
8, 56 12, 15 14, 18 15, 29 16, 12. 34 17, 16 2 К. 14, 25 24, 2 Jer. 
37, 2 2 Chr. 10,15, generally kiödßar iahue), kiddßar iahuë ßdiaö 

What the essential difference may be between these two ways of thinking is 
incomprehensible. Others suppose that the hypostatizing is represented in the 
later texts of the ОТ ; at any rate, one can perceive its beginnings. Really it 
is seen first in Wisd. 18, 4 ss. L a n g d o n ERE XII, p. 751 thinks it was brought 
forth by the influence of the Babylonian conceptions of enem — amätu. G r e t h e r 
157 s. opposes this with a theory that sounds fantastic. But though Babylonian 
thought undoubtedly had much influence over Israel, here nevertheless it is 
not necessary to make such an assumption. Because those passages too, 
where we might speak of an hypostasis, lose their peculiarity if we explain 
däßär as above ; then they are natural and comprehensible, and so the Baby-
lonian conceptions too. With other words: one must not speak so much of the 
Babylonian influence as of common Oriental mentality. 

But then it seems strange how däßär got the meaning "the word of 
the Law" (decalogue or the precepts of the cult). It is significant that däßär 
never is used for a civil law, but only for such laws which are directly con-
nected with God ; thus it is clear how this metaphorical use came to pass. 
When these single "words", the expressions of daßar iahuë, were written down, 
the text of the Bible quite naturally got this name, not only because it 
contained things from Yahweh, but also because the book itself was a source 
of power and all power had its origins in God. Thus there is no necessity 
for classifying daßar iahuë on such principles as S z e r u d a and G r e t h e r 
have given. 

But to conclude : it is quite irrevelant if daßar iahuë in the passages 
mentioned is an hypostasis or not, as one can say that ruah iahuë and iaó 
iahuë are hypostases too. 
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(1 Chr. 1 1 , 3 2 Chr. 35, 6), dibber iahue ßdiaö (Ex. 9, 35 Num. 17, 5 
27, 23 1 К. 8, 53 2 К. 17, 23 Is. 20, 2)). 

In all these cases the common translation for bdiaò i s : "by , 
th rough" , suppos ing that the use of th is t e r m itself is a la ter one 
( S z e r u d a , p. 22, V о 1 ζ, Der Prophet Jeremia' 2, Leipzig, 1928,p. 423). 

As it is impossible to fancy that jaô here s ign i f ies "hand" , 
therefore it probably has the same m e a n i n g as in the connect ion 
iaò iahue, i. e. the power which a s ingle person possesses (a 
s imilar use for " h a n d " exists in Es ton ian , one can s a y : "päikse 
käes" = " in the hand of the sun, in sunshine", etc.). The best 
example is 1 K. 16, 7 : bdiaò leha... ddßar iahue häiä 'el ba'sä\ 
J e h u is bu t a med ium which is not at all necessary . Hence i t 
appears also t ha t in such an expression bdiaò never could denote 
a speaker who was a n y b o d y else except the chronic ler who 
looked back on an event ; the only except ions seem to be Is. 20, 2 
and 1 S. 28, 17, but in the f i r s t passage the text is co r rup t 
(cf. H a e n e l , p. 184), a n d the second passage (uaiia'as iahue lõ 
ka'âser dibbej bdiäõl) is certainly a very late one. W e 
have no other p a s s a g e in the ОТ where a prophet says bdiaòi 
but a lways 'e la i ; bdiäöõ too is not used in such a connection. 
As this expression occurs especial ly in Haggai, it is a s u f f i c i e n t 
mark that Haggai did not wri te his speeches dow7n himself but 
a later chronicler who put himself in the position of the people. 
This chronicler was not a pupil of Haggai ' s as no pupil would have 
said of his master bdiaò but only 'el. Ρ l ikes to use bdiaò of 
the a r r a n g e m e n t s of Yahweh through Moses (cf. 1 К. 8, 53 2 Chr. 
35, 6), afterwards it was used in regard to Samuel (1 Chr. 
11, 3), etc. 

haiß ödßar iahue ßdiaö is not a per fec t paral le l to haidda iaò 
iahuë bd, but bdiaò and bd have nea r ly the same m e a n i n g , as 
iäö s t ands for "person" . 

The mos t genera l cons t ruc t ion is häiä ödßar iahue 'el, which 
in most cases is followed by the n a m e of the prophet , or 'elai 
(this occurs only in Je remiah , Zekariah and especial ly in Ezekiel , 
on which occasions the t rad i t ion m u s t be a very correct one 
compared to the t rad i t ions in other books), häiä 'el occurs with 
iaò iahue, but pe rhaps cal would be more correct . 

Besides these cases it is quest ionable if häiä 'el was used 
at all. Such passages as 1 K. 8, 59 : udiihm ödßärai ... kdroßim 'el 
iahuë cannot be t aken into account , fo r 'el t he re s t a n d s because 
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of kdroßim. Really only the fol lowing are l e f t to be cons ide red : 
2 S. 10, 9: A n d Joab saw, t ha t " the ' faces ' of the war were 
aga ins t h i m " (hâidêâ 'eläu рэпё hammilhämä) f r o m before and 
behind. P robab ly i t m e a n t the troops of the A m m o n i t e s m o v i n g 
on Joab f r o m the one side, and the jo ined fo rces of the A r a m a e a n s 
f r o m the other . 

Ezk. 7, 16 cer ta in ly is cor rupt and we have to read cal, 
a n d so p robab ly also in Ezk. 7, 26, bu t if sdmuä 'el sdmuä tihie 

is correct , it denotes t ha t the evil t i d ings of an app roach ing 
mi s fo r tune are immedia te ly fol lowed by other news . Ezk. 45 ,16 
also pe rhaps is a mis take , whi le in 45,17 'al appears in the 
s ame m e a n i n g . 

B u t i n Ezk. 31, 7 (kl haiä šöršõ 3el maiim rabblm)'el s eems 
to be correct, for cal never would have given such an idea, 
unless the expression had denoted that " the roots are over 
water" , but " their g r o w i n g towards the waters till they reach 
them and suck the needfu l power" is meant. 

Ex. 36, 2 9 : udiahdäu iihia, dammlm 'el го'šõ 'el hattabba'aïï 

haehä& is not eas i ly comprehens ib le , bu t so m u c h is clear, t h a t 
here two l ines which meet at one point were t h o u g h t of. Th is 
" to be d i rec ted to" probably is t he mos t adequa te t rans la t ion 
for häiä 'el in all those cases where 'el seems to be cor rec t . 

In near ly the same way we have to t r ans l a t e häiä ödßar 
iahue 'el, as also the whole fo rmula a b o u t : "The will f i l led up 
to the abundance of Yahweh ' s power was d i rec ted to NN and 
a r r ived" , or, expressed in common l a n g u a g e : "NN fel l in ec s t a sy" . 
The f r e q u e n t le'mor m e a n s " in order to c o m m a n d " , häijfiä iaò iahue 

'al has also qui te the s ame m e a n i n g . 
As we can say häiddä iaò iahue 'al so too we m a y say häiä 

ödßar iahue 'al. At a n y rate , the va r i an t s of the L X X conf i rm 
such a conclusion : 1 Chr. 22, 8 has A = MT : εγένετο επ εμέ λόγος 

κυρίου [Β :μοι=^επ' εμε\, and Zeph. 2 , 5 : Β = ΜΤ: λόγος κυρίου 

εφ' (Α: προς) υμάς. dibber too occurs comparatively often w7ith 'al 

(cf. G e r b e r ' s list), and f inal ly there is massä5 ddßar iahuë'al, 
which can be explained s imilar ly . 

Once in the ОТ uaidhl ödßar seems to be u n i t e d writh Id', 
th is is the case in 1 S. 4 , 1 (for Je r . 6, 10 15, 16 20 ,8 are 
unde r s t andab le wi th the genera l m e a n i n g of häiä Id). In the f i r s t 
case the words a r e : uaidhl ödßar šdmuel Idxgl iisrael... uaäese' 
iisrael (the L X X has a d i f f e r e n t text). W h a t it means is not clear ; w e 
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might assume that ίθχοί is liödßarkol, i. e. t ha t Samuel ' s will became 
the will of the whole of Israel. But the connect ion is absent 
between 4, 1 and 3, 21, where it m u s t be spoken of, and the 
connect ion probably is all t ha t the f i r s t par t of the sentence 
i n t ends to a t t a in ; t he re fo re it is a gloss. Nevertheless , we have 
to explain it , bu t we have too m a n y probabil i t ies . If we in ter-
polate some th ing l ike nõõa\ we may translate ddßar šdmuel 
either "what happened to Samuel" or "prominence, might, mana 
of Samuel", etc. Nothing certain can be said, but the glossator 
surely thought of "word" . 

7. The Verbs which have ddßar iahuë for their 
subject. 

btf is r ep re sen ted as verb for the subjec t ddßar iahuê in 
Dt. 30,1 , Jos. 21 ,43 Jer . 17,15 28 ,9 and iaßt with the object 
deßar iahuë in Jos . 23, 15. In Jos. 21, 43 (cf. 23, 15) it is said 
t h a t no t a s ing le good " w o r d " was lost to Israel , b u t "al l c a m e " 
(hakkol ba'). In Je r . 17, 15 (cf. Is. 5, 19) the enemies of the 
prophet ask : 'aiie ddßar iahue ? iaßo' na' / F rom Jer . 28, 9 it fol lows 
tha t the p rophe t ' s word "of peace" (Idšalõm) has "come" (ba') 
when it is fu l f i l led. In Dt. 30,1 it is sa id that the benedictions 
and the maledictions can "come upon thee" (iaßo'n "aleja). Also 
Ps. 105,19 may be long here ( there it is said of Joseph : caò V# 
bo' öeßaro Hmraïï iahue sdracpaêhu), if wi th ddßarö is t h o u g h t of 
ddßar iahuë. But more f i t l y here 'eê bo' ôdßarö m i g h t m e a n 
" the t ime when his impor t ance came, when his m a n a appeared" . 
In Jos. 23, 15 it is said t h a t if the covenant is b r o k e n : iaßf 
iahuë calê%em 'ed kòl haddaßar ham . 

Of course, " t h e coming of the word" m a y be some phrase 
as we f ind m a n y of them. But, or iginal ly, it m u s t have had 
an ac tua l mean ing . The word in our sense could not come but 
only the t h i n g s i t expressed. On the other hand, i t is clear t ha t 
they did not t h ink so abs t r ac t ly and therefore f anc ied daßar 
(and also tdcpilla) to come f r o m anywhere like a person. But 
when it came upon anybody, it could not be a d i s t inc t l iv ing 
crea ture but s o m e t h i n g like a m a s s of gas , which by i ts we igh t 
or by its inhala t ion could exercise an e leva t ing in f luence or a 
pernic ious one upon a m a n . Bu t it is also possible to th ink of 
" the w o r d " in such cases as of a l iv ing c rea ture . — Jeremiah 
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said that somewhere there was a cruel "word of Yahweh", and 
his contemporaries ask him why it did not come upon them, 
but on the contrary they were quite well. — "The w o r d " wras 
a l w a y s ready to go where it was dispatched by Yahweh, only 
somet imes Yahweh Himself went out and " the word goes before 
Him and the l i g h t n i n g comes out from under His f e e t " (Idyänäu 
ielex daßär (LXX:Aôyoç) udiesé reseφ Idrayläu: Hab. 3,5). 

Bu t " the word" not only walked , it r a n (Ps. 147, 15 : *αδ 

mdherä iärus ddßärö). S z e r u d a , p. 44 t r a n s l a t e s here " se in 
Gebot" u n d G r e t h e r , p. 136 speaks about " e i n e m die N a t u r 
d u r c h w a l t e n d e n Pr inz ip" . It s eems to be very nea r to an hypo-
stasis , bu t no t more than on previous occasions, for if " t h e 
w o r d " could walk why could i t not r u n too? It m i g h t lo i ter on 
the way a n d therefore come p a n t i n g a n d hu r r i ed ly (Hab. 2, 3 : 
iä(peäh. . ii&mahmah) to the m a r k . It m a y be nea r (Ezk. 12, 23 : 

kärdßü ... ddßar koi häzõn). 
A n d as " the w o r d " was a l i v ing b e i n g it might fa l l (näcpal) 

on the way, for to fa l l was not the pr iv i lege of th ings in the 
ОТ. It was represented as a traveller who stumbled and could 
not arise again having lost his strength, or it was like a magic 
arrow, which did not reach the mark because it hit something 
else or fell. It is the most general phrase used in cases when 
some prediction was not fulf i l led — it had not e n e r g y enough. 
Nevertheless, the unful f i l led predictions too used to come from 
Y a h w e h (cf. Jos. 21, 43), because they did not d i s t ingui sh so 
radical ly in olden t imes as in Jer. 28, 9 or Dt. 18, 22 where a 
conclusion w a s made f rom bä\ that " the w o r d " came from 
Yahweh, but when it w a s ηαφαΐ, then it did not come from Y a h w e h . 

1 S. 3, 19 (lo' hippll (sc. Yahweh) mikkol ddßäräu 1arsä) 

obviously shows how they t h o u g h t in older t imes . Probably 
they supposed in the case of un fu l f i l l ed prophec ies t h a t Y a h w e h 
Himself had let t h e m "fa l l d o w n " . Bu t two k i n d s of ηαφαΐ are 

to be d i s t inguished. First, Jos. 21, 43 23, 14 1 K. 8, 56 (which 

seeming ly depends on Jos. 23, 14) — Jos. 21, 4 3 : Ιο' ηαφal däßär 
mikkol haddäßär hattöß ; Jos . 23, 14: lo' näy al däßär 'ehäö mikkol 
hadddßärlm hattößlm or ddßärö hattoß (cf. 1 S. 3, 19). Secondly , 
if the tex t is correct , i t is r ep re sen t ed by 2 K. 10, 10: 
lo' iippol midddßar [ahiie 'arsä (probably lo'iippol däßär midddßar 
iahuë). In the f i r s t case m a n y " w o r d s " of wh ich not one had " f a l -
len d o w n " were spoken of, 2 K. 10, 10 one s ing le one, w h i c h had 

3 
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not lost any part of its power, is referred to. But probably 
when in such cases daßär was used it m u s t be unders tood as a 
collective, as the mani fo ld express ions of Y a h w e h ' s power are 
bu t one power . 

"The word" m e t a h u m a n b e i n g like ano ther person (kara, 

iikre: N a m . 11, 23), it s u rp r i s ed h im like g r e a t good f o r t u n e or a 
g rea t ca lami ty (Gen. 42, 38 Job 4, 14). If the text of Zek. l , 6 is 
correct, it could over take pe r sons on the w a y w h e n they were 
l inger ing (as in m o s t cases) while " the wTord" came swi f t ly like a 
demon iac war r io r and a t t acked everyone who could not escape. 
S z e r u d a speaks here of an hypostas is , bu t wi thou t any reason 
for do ing so. 

The Israel i tes said t ha t Y a h w e h ' s " w o r d " w e n t out (iasa'), 
and f r equen t ly it is sa id t ha t it came f r o m the m o u t h of Y a h w e h 
(.mippl iahue: Is. 45, 23 55, 11 Jer . 23, 16 2 Ch. 36, 12). But th is 
does not at all show tha t i t was a word in our s e n s e ; it 
m i g h t have been a breath , and th is is power, fo r it is compared 
wi th a s tock (Is. 11 ,4 , cf. H a e n e l , p. 32). In Jos. 6 ,10 " the 
word" ev ident ly is a source of power . The I s rae l i t e s had to 
concen t r a t e th is power t h rough si lent process ions a round Je r icho 
d u r i n g six days in order to possess it on the seventh process ion 
on the seven th day. Though in Is. 2, 3 i t is paral lel to torà, i t 
con ta ins m a n a too like all the precepts of taboo. In Gen. 24, 50 
(miiiahue iasa' haddaßar), there is no possibi l i ty of exp la in ing 
haddaßar in the usua l way. "The w o r d " here is the secret idea 
of a complex of acc iden ts ; in par t i cu la r , " t h e w o r d " ce r ta in ly 
denotes the u n k n o w n power which m a d e Rebecca act as El iezer 
had though t . The best t r ans la t ion m a y be : " the power h a s come 
f r o m Yahweh (which m a d e Rebecca act so)". Dan. 9, 23, wh ich 
L u t h e r t r ans l a t e s as "Befeh l" , is not at all clear, bu t i t m a y 
be a power a n s w e r i n g Danie l ' s p rayer . 

It may be ques t ioned if iasa' mippl iahue r ea l ly was cor-
rec t ly explained. Tha t it was is shown by Is. 55,. 11 (cf. Is. 
45, 23), where it is said, t ha t " the w o r d " r e t u r n s (süß) to Y a h w e h 
a f t e r p e r f o r m i n g its miss ion . How can a real w7ord r e t u r n ? As 
it is impossible we mus t conclude tha t ddßarl 'ašer lese' mippl: 
Is. 55, 11) does not denote a real wrord. Only the power which 
went out f rom the mouth can return through inhalation. A s God 
calls back His " s p i r i t " (ruah) (Ps. 90, 3 104, 29 Job 34, 14 s.), so 
He also calls back His " w o r d " . If for Deutero-Isaiah daßar is an 



В XXXIX. 4 The Word of Yahweh 35 

hypostasis, then as early as Jeremiah it was so, while bo' and 
§aß are d e p e n d e n t on each other. 

Ps. 119 ,89: ddßärdxä nissäß baššamäiim, i s a little s trange. 
The Bible may possibly be meant here, but the psa lmis t had 
other words enough for it. At any rate it sounds very s imilar 
to the usual exaltations to the Accadian gods that their " w o r d " 
or " c o m m a n d " had power in Heaven. Something l ike that w a s 
thought with regard to the angels , or that Y a h w e h ' s wi l l w a s 
f u l f i l l e d in Heaven despite i ts uncertain state on earth (cf. 
kärn, p. 40 s.). 

Por 'asä cf. p. 48. 

F ina l ly ne'eman is to be m e n t i o n e d as used in the 
s ame sense as nissaß. In 1 K. 8, 26 Solomon prays , t h a t 
" t h e w o r d " g iven to David m a y fu l f i l itself (iéamen nä\ 2 Chr. 
1 , 9 6, 17). The pe t i t ion impl ies the e t e rn i ty of the d y n a s t y 
and neëmân is a predic t ion on ly when it happens thus . Here 
" the w o r d " is the power of God incorpora ted in a promise a n d 
Solomon prays t h a t the power should r e m a i n in his d y n a s t y for 
ever, tha t i t should be jus t as obedient as a s e rvan t (1 S. 
22, 14), as a wi tness before the cour t (Is. 8, 2), or a w i fe (Is. 1, 21) 
on w h o m one m a y lean, and not like Egyp t , no t l ike a reed 
u n f i t to be l eaned on (2 K. 18, 21 Ezk. 29, 6). W h e n the power 
d i m i n i s h e s the p romise is no t ne'emän, but if not i t is l ike g r o u n d 
on which one m a y walk w i t h conf idence 1 ) . 

In 1 Sam . 3, 1 one f inds : uödßar iahue häiä iäkär... 'ên 

häzõn niyräs. It is not clear w rhat this means ; at any rate 
häzõn and ddßar iahue are paral le l t e r m s and iäkar m e a n s " w a s 
r a r e " and, therefore , of course, " e s t i m a t e d " . Here there exis ts 
no coordinat ion between audi t ions and visions, bu t t h e y are the 
s a m e th ing , the di rect percept ion of Yahweh ' s power and will . 
It m e a n s tha t Yahweh was very fa r off f r o m His people so t ha t 
His power was f e l t very se ldom. 

F r o m all t hese cases one canno t in fe r t h a t ddßar iahue 
means " t h e word, speech of Yahweh" . It is the pe r son i f i ed power 
which comes f r o m Yahweh a n d reveals itself (cf. niylä p. 36). 

1) Ps. 106, 24 there is written: lo he'ëmlnu liödßärö', here däßär may 
mean not only the promise that Israel would easily get the country, but also 
Yahweh's power promised for help, but not believed by the Israelites. They 
did "not trust His power". 

3* 
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8. ddßar iahue as an object for Yahweh. 

The verbs which have Yahweh for the sub jec t and ddßar 
iahue or ddßärö etc. fo r the object denote the same th ing . One 
m a y expect the use of verbs which are common for " speak ing" , 
but one does not f i nd i t so, and here too däßär does not appear 
to be s imply a word, n o t even fo r Yahweh Himsel f . 

There are the fo l lowing words to be found deno t ing the 
act of the expression of däßär: šälah: Jer. 42, 5 Is. 55, 11 Ps. 
107,20 147, 18, i. e. jus t in those passages where one may speak 
of the hypostasis . But in Is. 55, 11 it is also imposs ib le ; there 
däßär is spoken of as h a v i n g e m e r g e d f r o m Yahweh ' s " m o u t h " 
a n d "wel l accompl i shed all I s en t it fo r " (hislläh 'ašer šdlahtlu). 
The idea in. Ps. 147, 18 is a lmost exactly the same, a s s u m i n g 
that the expressions ruho and ddßärö have more or less the 
same m e a n i n g . The " s p i r i t " a n d the " w o r d " are ordered to 
m e l t the ice. Ps. 107, 20 : iislah ddßärö udiirpo'em by no 
m e a n s g ives one an oppor tun i ty to t h i n k of t he word in our 
sense, f o r i t c anno t heal, bu t the re some p rophecy or a word 
which has a m a g i c power m a y be m e a n t . Acco rd ing to t h a t 
idea , the word is l ike an emis sa ry sen t to do s o m e t h i n g . W i t h 
r e f e r e n c e to the ambassado r himself one, therefore , m a y say ba\ 

higgld is u sed with r e f e rence to the m e d i a t o r and to God 
Himself . In Dt. 5, 5 Moses says , t h a t he had been a med ia to r 
be tween God a n d the people — Idhagglô laxem 'её ddßar iahue •— 
in which case the best t ranslat ion for ddßar iahue is " t h e wil l 
of Yahweh" . L ikewise in Ps . 147, 19 where Yahweh is s ty led 
tnagglô ddßärö (or ddßäräu) Idia'äkoß. Though all th i s occurs 
t h r o u g h the spoken a r r a n g e m e n t s , ddßar iahue he re is no t 
" w o r d " , for God can reveal His i n t en t ions also by d r e a m s (higglô : 

Gen. 41, 25). 
If ηίγία is taken as a ref lexive, it does not belong here, 

but poss ib ly it m u s t be taken in all these cases as a pass ive 

which has Y a h w e h for the subject . In 1 S. 8, 7 terem ίαδαc 'её· 
iahue and terem iiggäle 'elo,и ddßar iahue s t a n d para l le l ; con-
sequent ly , e i ther Yahweh is ident ica l w i th ddßar iahue or t he 
reve la t ion of ddßar iahue is the reve la t ion of Yahweh . Dan. 10, 1 
says : daßär ηίγία Idöäniiiel ; bu t there däßär is s i m p l y a t e r m 
for the fol lowing revela t ion or " t h i n g " . As r e g a r d s 1 S. 3, 7, 
t he express ion in 1 S. 3, 21 — ηίγία iahue 'el šdtnuel... 



В XXXIX. 4 The Word of Yahweh 37 

biödßar iahuë — is a parallel, but probably it is but the addition 
of an editor, be ing preceded by iosecp iahuë bheriïô. At a n y 

ra te , Y a h w e h reveals (Idhertfõ) Himself through or by His " w o r d " . 
But it is v e r y dubious whether only " s p e a k i n g " is meant here, 
i. e. whether niyla ödßäro 'el m e a n s t h a t Yahweh has spoken. I t 
m a y s i g n i f y also the appea rance of the mos t comprehens ib le 
par t of Y a h w e h . Otherwise , Y a h w e h is no t quite act ive d u r i n g 
the ac t of r eve la t ion ; He only comes to Samue l and p u t s His 
cover ing aside. One m a y the re fo re even t r a n s l a t e däßär as 
" e s s e n c e " , bu t Y a h w e h ' s essence is His will. 

dibber connec ted wi th ddßar iahuë occurs only in the Book 
of Kings a n d probably is a lways redac t iona l . It occurs in 1 K. 
14, 18 15, 29 16, 12. 34 17, 16 2 K. 14, 25 24, 2 in the f o r m of 
kiödßar iahue'äšer dibber bdiaò ; in 1 K. 22, 38 : kiödßar iahue'äšer 
dibber (the subject m a y be Yahweh, but not in 2 K. 1,17 w h e r e 
to this f o r m u l a i s added 5eliiiahu); in 2 K. 10, 17 15, 12: kiödßar 
or hW ödßar iahue 'äšer dibber*el, certainly Yahweh is the sub ject 
(in 2 K. 15, 12 perhaps 'al should be read) ; in 1 K. 2,27 : ddßar iahue 
'äšer dibber 'al; in 2 K. 9, 36: ddßar iahuë 5äšer dibber baiaô. 
2 К. 10, 10 is very complicated: midddßar iahue 5äšer dibber 
'al. . . 'её"äšer dibber bdiaò. These are the a f f i r m a t i v e fo rmu la s 
of the compi la tors for the cor rec tness of his tor ical even t s w h i c h 
were not good ; they would even say tha t those events c a m e 
f r o m Y a h w e h a n d sough t ev idence for t hem in the pred ic t ions 
of the prophets . The mos t cur ious is 2 K. 15, 12 d e p e n d i n g on 
the s imi lar 2 K. 10, 30, though ce r t a in ly J e h u is no t an adequa te 
object for Yahweh , l ike El i jah , w i t h re fe rence to whom also 
the re s t a n d s "el, as Yahweh h a d never spoken d i rec t ly to J ehu . 
These pa s sages all be ing redac t iona l , t he i r ideas do not se t t le 
t he quest ion. Poss ib ly they indeed m e a n t " s p e a k i n g " in the 
cases men t ioned , bu t i t is too doub t fu l . P robably i t is b u t a 
so lemn pa ronymous fo rmula , wh ich m e a n t only " s u c h was the 
express ion of Y a h w e h ' s wi l l " and w7hat we t h i n k of it is a 
m a t t e r of i nd i f f e rence to Him. 

Besides these pas sages the re is sti l l t he l a te r one 2 K. 
20, 19 = Is. 39, 8: töß ddßar iahuë 5äšer dibbarta, which probably 
is post-exilic and derived f rom the conception of пйёап bd<pl, 
as even 1 K. 22, 38 seems to be older, for on that occasion 
Yahweh Himself is the subject. At all events Is. 39, 8 seems to 
be a most phrase-like and empty connection, kl pi iahue dibber 
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(Is. 1,20 40,5 58,14 Mi. 4,4 (Ob. 18); pi iahuë : Is. 30, 2 
34, 16 45 ,23 48, 3 55, 11 62, 2 Je r . 9, 11 19 23, 16 Ezk. 3, 17 
33, 7 Hos. 6, 5 etc., of which H a e n e i , p. 31 s. too does not th ink 
tha t it real ly deno tes " speak ing" ) is m u c h fu l le r of m e a n i n g . 
Al though dibber is joined to mouth , the re is as l i t t le oppor tun i ty 
to t h i n k d i rec t ly of speak ing here as in the case of iasa' mippl. 
Perhaps there the power which emerges f rom Yahweh ' s mou th 
is also mean t . But for all tha t , the ear th also has a mou th 
(Gen. 4, 11 N u m . 16, 30 Dt . 11, 6) and so has the swrord (Gen. 
34, 26 Dt. 13, 16 e tc . ) ; t he re fo re Yahweh ' s m o u t h cannot be a 
rea l one. 

Similar ly, the connect ion wi th siuua s eems to be a very 
late one ; Num. 30, 2 s igni f ies ze haddaßar 'äšer siuua iahuë — 
a precept of the cult, which of itself has the nature of a taboo; 
perhaps 36, 6 also is thought to be such, for it w a s certainly 
not a provision of the civil law to preserve the property of a 
certain clan by the endogamy of the women. The law of ban 
(herem) from which an exception is made in Jos. 8, 27, kiödßar 
iahue^, was cer ta in ly a re l ig ious one. siuua öaßär m i g h t m e a n 
" la id down a rule owing to the re la t ion b e t w e e n Yahweh a n d 

the people" but , t hough not probably , daßär in th i s connect ion 
m a y also mean "conduc t " . 

H a e n e l a l ready has w r i t t e n upon the f o r m u l a of in t ro-
duc t ion — uaiiö'mer iahue — s ta t ing that it does not mean 
s p e a k i n g of God, as it is sometimes fol lowed by the speech of 
the prophet or is used frequently dur ing the speech, and, there-
fore, the most exact translation would be : "mit te i len", "beschlies-
seu" , or " d e n k e n " . He s a y s that it does not denote "d ie A r t 
und W e i s e der Übe rmi t t e lung der O f f e n b a r u n g " (p. 25). It 
m a y be t h a t the p rophe t s used i t as a r e m i n d e r to their 
l i s teners . 

In Jer . 42, 3 ss. the J e w s beg J e r emiah to p ray to God to ge t 
the ecs tasy and abi l i ty to indicate to t h e m " t h e way we have to go 
a long and the daßär we have to do". J e r e m i a h promises to do 
so and to let them knowr "every däßär Yahweh answer s (mane) 
you" . Here the p rophe t a l r eady is the subs t i t u t e of the oracle 
and the p r ay ing is l ike c a s t i n g lots. The best t r ans la t ion of 
däßar m a y be "express ion of will", for in both cases " t h e w o r d " 
does not r ende r the idea exact ly enough. 
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naêan bd(pï r e fe r s to the prophet , who, a cco rd ing to the 

usual theory, u t t e r s the words d ic t a t ed to h im by Yahweh, w7ho 
has c o m m a n d e d h im to r epea t t h e m and has pu t t h e m into his 
mou th . Though it occurs compara t ive ly of ten , i t s eems to be 
a late f o r m u l a ; never the less , the usua l conclusion canno t be 
m a d e wi th r e g a r d to the pas sages where i t happens , in spi te of 
daßär be ing here a lways in the p lura l . In Dt. 18, 18 we f ind : 
" I shal l awake them a prophet a m o n g s t the i r b re th ren l ike you — 
иэпадаШ ddßärai bdg)iu, and he ' speaks ' to t h e m all I have com-
m a n d e d h i m " ; in Je r . 1, 9 : Yahweh has touched the m o u t h of 
the p rophe t wi th His h a n d and says : hinne naïïattl ddßärai bdyiyß ; 
in Jer . 5, 14 there i s : ЫпэШ nôïïen ddßärai bdcpl%ä Id"es udhaärn 
hazze cesim ua"äzaläüäm. It is ques t ionable whe the r the p lura l 
is correct in these passages , and if it were, no one could t h i n k 
of the t rans la t ion "words" , because in Je r . 1, 9 no words are 
t r a n s m i t t e d , bu t only the power, wi th which Jer . 1, 10 deals . 
F i r s t Ezekiel went so fa r as ac tua l ly to eat up the book of 
Yahweh ' s p red ic t ions and so eo facto con ta ined them, bu t they 
were not in his mou th a n d the whole s tory (2, 8 ss.) m u s t be an 
a l legory. In Je r . 5, 14, too, " w o r d s " is ha rd ly m e a n t or ig inal ly , 
b u t the power pu t in to the prophet ' s m o u t h becomes a f i re 
which blazes out of it (in the shape of p o w e r f u l words) a n d 
c o n s u m e s the people. And f ina l ly , if in Dt. 18, 18 " the p u t t i n g 
of words in to m o u t h " were m e a n t , the end of the sen tence 
would have been useless as u n d e r s t a n d a b l e by i tself . Bu t 
the premise in Dt. 18, 18 is t ha t a l though Yahweh ' s power is in 
the " m o u t h " of a prophet , he can never the less s a y wha t Yahweh 
has not ordered. He m a y mi suse the power g iven h i m by Yah-
weh, as some of the prophe ts did. The cha rac te r i s t i c of the 
f u t u r e prophet is tha t he ac ts o therwise . Tak ing all the above 
in to cons idera t ion we have to r ead ddßärl in all these pas-
sages . 

A very nea r paral le l to this idea is säm bd^)l, which occurs 
sti l l more f r e q u e n t l y . This expression m e a n s t ha t the p rophe t 
does not exist a n y more . He says wha t Y a h w e h wan t s . In Ex. 
4, 15 Moses says that , h a v i n g a heavy tongue and an a w k w a r d 
mouth , he canno t speak before the g rea t m e n and publ ic , bu t 
to Aaron he could speak ! A n d a f t e r w a r d s he a lways speaks 
h i m s e l f ! The idea i s : Moses m a y let Aaron k n o w the g is t , the 
sense of the speech which he has to del iver (cf. 2 S. 14, 3), 
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but it cannot be meant that he dictated the words to him 
because he was not "a man of words" (4s ddßürlm). If Moses 
could d ic ta te to Aaron the whole speech, Aaron would not be 
necessa ry at all. A n d th i s gis t , th is sense of a speech, is daßär. 
In Num. 22, 38 Ba laam excuses himself : haddaßar 5äšer iasïm 
5ëlohlm 09ψΐ "oëô äõabber. He cannot do what he wants, but m u s t 
be the canal of Yahweh ' s wil l . Is. 51, 16: ua'asim ddßärai Ьд<р1%а 
(parallel with: ußdsel iaôi kissiëixa) m u s t be unders tood s imilar ly . 
In Is. 59, 21 "This is m y covenan t w i th them, m y spir i t is upon 
you — uödßarai5äšer samtl ββφίχα — will not be quenched out 
of your "mouth" , nor out of the "mouth" of your children or 
children's chi ldren", " m o u t h " certainly i s not an organ, and on 
the bas i s of rühi 'äšer cαΐΒχα, which has the same m e a n i n g as 

" m y words that I put in your mouth", we m a y draw the con-

clusion that the words were not meant, but rather the wil l or 

the power g iven to man b y the existence of " the spir i t" . In 

m y opinion, Num. 22, 38 shows that one has a l w a y s to read 

ddßarl. The p u n c t u a t o r s a n d the L X X t h o u g h t the p lura l more 
correct t han the s i n g u l a r ; t hey d id not t h ink daßar m e a n t here 
"power , wi l l" . 

If ηαφαΐ meant the non-ful f i lment of a prediction, heklm 

" a r o s e " or " ra i sed u p " in the opposite sense must be used. 

Num. 23, 19 points out that a prophecy or a promise (already 

e x p r e s s e d or not) at f i r s t lies on the earth, with its force latent 

till Yahweh makes it active, ra i s ing it up and g i v i n g it s t rength 

and permission to go. 1 K. 8, 20 is the clearest proof: Y a h w e h 

has promised something to David with regard to the later k ings . 

A s long as there w a s no successor the promise remained unful-

f i l led. But when Solomon celebrated his accession to the throne, 

the promise got the opportunity of f u l f i l m e n t . The meaning of 

1 S. 1, 23 : 5αχ iakem iahtâ 'её ddßärö, is not qui te ev iden t ; 
however ddßärö canno t be Yahweh ' s own word here , bu t s o m e t h i n g 
in connec t ion with Samuel , and , therefore , m a y deno te "h i s 
task , h is d e s t i n y " ; bu t in view of Jer . 28,6, in spite of the 
p lu ra l fo rm there , i t may m e a n also "h i s speech, h is opinion" . 
In Is. 44, 26 Y a h w e h is mekim ddßar eaßdö ; t he para l le l 
ua'äsad· maVaxaa iašlim shows that *esa=daßar, Je r . 29, 10 : 
hakimoël ЪЫхет "её ddßarl hattoß is qui te pecul iar , for in such 
cons t ruc t ion cal does not commonly occur. This preposi t ion 
shows t h a t daßar m u s t be "purpose , wash". Bes ides these pas-
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sages there occurs also a construction with the plural in 1 S. 
15, 11 where Yahweh says oi Saul: 'её ddßärai ίο' heklm, i. е. 
did not obey, and Jer. 28, 6, the words of Jeremiah to Hananiah : 
iäkem iahue 'её ddßäreyä. It is a lmos t ques t ionable if the p lu ra l 
is co r rec t here. 

The re are also three uses to be d i s t i n g u i s h e d : Y a h w e h 
" r a i s e s u p " His own, bu t also his p rophe t ' s "word" , a n d m a n 
" ra i ses up the word of Y a h w e h " . The second seems to be t h e 
oldest usage , the t h i r d probably is the la tes t one. The tertiam 
comparationis con jec tura l ly is in Y a h w e h ' s g iv ing His power to 
the " w o r d " which is vivif ied b y the p rophe t so t h a t it can s t a n d 
s t ead i ly wi thou t w i t h e r i n g or f a d i n g . Only the idea of heklm 
eal is d i f f i cu l t to u n d e r s t a n d (pe rhaps it is a t h r e a t t ha t " t h e 
w o r d " s t a n d s l ike a sword over m e n , r e a d y to fa l l on them) , 
a n d also the idea t h a t Yahweh "ra ises u p " His own " w o r d " . 
The sense is, p robably , t ha t the word is f a t i gued f r o m be ing on 
the w a y for a long t ime and is a lmos t fa l l ing, b u t Y a h w e h 
gives n e w s t r e n g t h to it in order to m a k e i t go f u r t h e r (1 S. 
15, 11; cf . ' mä'as and bäzä). But the use of heklm pe rhaps is 
not p redeu te ronomic a t all. 

The picel(on\j Ezk. 13, 6 : iihäla ldkaiiem däßär, i. e. the pro-
phe t s , cf. 1 S. 15,11) of course has the s a m e m e a n i n g as t he hiy'il. 

The kal (Is. 40, 8 Jer . 44, 28) ce r ta in ly shows the f i r m n e s s and 
s t ead iness of " the w rord" ; it lives like th i s t l es and neve r d i e s ; 
it is l ike the air wh ich never vanishes , bu t exis ts forever and 
acts in tens ive ly , for, if not , t he re would be no exis tence for i t 
a t all. 

Bu t somet imes Yahweh does not let it go s t r a igh t b u t 
m a k e s it, or t hem, swrerve and sends t hem, or it, somewhere 
else, cf. Is. 3 1 , 2 : аэ'её ddßäräu lo' heslr. This na tu r a l l y is not 
a good act, pa r t i cu la r ly if the daßär is a good one (cf. hippll, p. 33). 

A paral le l to heklm is kala (Ezr. 1, 1 2 Chr. 36, 22): Yah-
weh a w a k e n s Cyrus in order " to f u l f i l the word of Y a h w e h 
f rom the m o u t h of J e r e m i a h " (lixdloë ddßar iahue mippl iirmdia), 
to m a k e His " w o r d " comple te and pe r fec t . For th i s late text 
the t h ink ing , never the less , is very pr imi t ive . All t he t ime " t h e 
w o r d " was s t a n d i n g and the re was b u t a fo rebod ing of i t s 
complet ion which should have appeared a t once ; i t was like a t i ny 
round cac tu s wh ich slowly b e g a n to g row g r e a t . A n d t hen i t 
f i r s t was seen by m e n , b u t the p rophe t s knewr w h a t " w o r d " 
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Yahweh was going to plant or to send on the way before the 
others could perceive it. 

A second parallel is mille''. 1 К. 2., 27, Solomon " fu l f i l l ed" 
the curse on Eli's family by expelling Abiathar; in 1 K. 8,24 
Yahweh "has spoken" from His mouth and "has fulfil led with His 
hand" (tdòabber 03φϊχά üßdiaöd/ß mille'dû)\m 2 Chr. 36, 21 J e r u s a l e m 
was des t royed — ЬтаИо'оё ddßar iahue^ bd(pl iirmsiahu... 

hmallo'oë siß'lm sana, i. e. the word had i ts f u l f i lmen t l ike the 
years , and it cont inua l ly app roached f u l f i l m e n t . Before tha t 
m o m e n t the word was an e m p t y shell s lowly inc reas ing l ike a 
thunderc loud which pours out a shower wi th l i g h t n i n g s and 
t h u n d e r w h e n it r eaches i ts fu l l size. The f u l f i l m e n t occurs in 
f a c t when some act r equ i red takes p lace or when they th ink i t 
has happened. 

A th i rd para l le l is in I Sam. 2 ,17 : iahue . . . bissa: 'emraïïô 
5äšer siuua mlmê keòem, i. e. He has done w h a t He i n t e n d e d to 
do. Yahweh ' s " w o r d " g rows and r i pens like a g rape and then 
i t is cut off. mille'' is fu l f i l l ed by itself bu t not a l w a y s ; bissac 

needs a pe r fo rmer . The i n h a b i t a n t s of J e r u s a l e m themse lves 
have helped to f in i sh Чтга, like weaving a web or building a 
house, and then Yahweh lets it fall over them, and the stroke 
is hard. 

Finally it is necessary to mention here also the construction 
dibber bd (cf. dibber bdiaò pdlonl) wThich, except in Je r . 
31, 19, is used only on the occasion of Yahweh ' s reve la t ion to 
the prophets (2 S. 23 ,2 Hos. 1 , 2 Hab. 2, 1). It s eems t h a t 
we have to d r aw a paral lel be tween 'amar bdleß and dibber bd. 
The d i f f e rence lies in the f a c t tha t in the f i r s t case the h u m a n 
be ing is the subject , and in the second God is the subjec t , but 
the p rocedure a n d the r e su l t of the event is the same, so tha t 
we m a y t r ans l a t e " Y a h w e h reveals His power in the prophe t , 
i. e. to the p rophe t h imse l f " . In other words, the p rophe t spi r i tu-
ally at once, or a f t e r a slow process, feels h imself able to under -
s t and the power of Yahweh . Tha t is a f ee l ing of i l lumina t ion 
l a s t ing somet imes bu t a f rac t ion of a second, d u r i n g wh ich the 
h u m a n be ing u n d e r s t a n d s s o m e t h i n g so clear ly and thoroughly , 
t ha t he knows it and does not bel ieve in the poss ibi l i ty of any 
other way of u n d e r s t a n d i n g it . W h e n such a m o m e n t r e tu rns , 
it usual ly has the same ef fec t if the person h imse l f ha s no t 
changed . Somet imes the i l lumina t ion m a y come f r o m outs ide , 
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in particular if the person intuitively catches the idea of some 
event or object. From the dogmatic point of view one firmly 
must deny such an interpretation of the prophecy, which is 
held to be much higher than something common like the inner 
illumination or vision (but cf. Jer. 1, 11. 18 18, 15 ss. Am. 8, 1 ss.). 
But this dogma is the product of pride and unbelief. The 
Israelites held that a similar intimation too came from God, 
whether it came as a subduing tempest or as a mild breeze. 
As it came from God it was a much greater affair than we 
suppose. We have profaned i t ; we call ourselves creators too, 
and the inspiration we take for a philosophical or psychological 
problem. In ancient times it had a connection with God, but 
not now in "modern times". 

All these occasions on which däßär is p re sen ted as a sub-
ject to a verb or a d i rec t object seem to show tha t ddßar iahuë 
never m e a n s " w o r d " in our sense. The same f a c t appears when 
we go over to " the word of Y a h w e h " in i ts re la t ion to man . 
The Israel i tes bel ieved tha t a prophet " h a s " (ieš) the " w o r d " . 
This expression is ordinari ly explained so : the prophet has some 
revelation in reserve which he has not uttered yet, especial ly if 
we take into consideration Zedekiah's question to Jeremiah 
(Jer. 87, 17): haieš däßär те'её iahue. But Jer. 27, 18 contains 
two parallel conditions: Чт ndßi'lm hem, a n d : Чт ieš ddßar 
iahue 4ttäm\ a n d in 2 K. 3, 12, Josapha t says about E l i s h a : ieš 

ddßar iahm 'ôëô (1. 4ttõ). Although ieš does not indicate time, 
nevertheless it is impossible to translate " u s u a l l y i s " , on account 
of Jer. 37, 17. There is but one explanation l e f t : when ddßar 

iahue possesses a n y b o d y it m e a n s t h a t the person is a p rophe t . 
There is no possibi l i ty of t r a n s l a t i n g it as " w o r d " ; more t ru ly , 
i t m e a n s the abi l i ty for ecs tasy . Zedekiah did not ask, w h e t h e r 
J e r emiah had got a revela t ion but w h e t h e r he was able to 
prophesy at t h a t very m o m e n t . The t e r m in such cases s ign i f i e s 
nea r ly the s ame as iaò iahue, for not only is w h a t a p rophe t 
has to say "a word of Yahweh" , but also the f ac t tha t he can 
say a n y t h i n g f rom Yahweh at all. The s tory of El isha also 
proves tha t they did not t h ink a prophet could have ddßar iahue 
a l w a y s writh h i m (2 K. 3, 12). He was only inc l ined to t ha t 
and, at least , was able to prophesy now and then (cf. Je r . 42, 7); 
ieš therefore denotes the continuity, but only the continuity of 
the inclination. And däßär me'eë iahue m e a n s the s ame as 
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ddßar iahuë 'e&. One could also t r ans la te Je r . 37, 17: "a re you a 

prophet y e t ? " . 
That th is explanat ion is the correct one, is shown by 1 K. 

17, 24, where the widow of Zareptah says to El i jah tha t she 
now k n o w s a n d believes tha t 'lš 'elohlm 'atta aödßar iahuë 

bdïpi%a 'emeß. ' етф cannot be used as a substantive here, and, 
therefore, it is not a quality of "the word"; it has but an adverbial 
function meaning "real ly" (cf. Jer. 10, 10). How does the woman 
know that Yahweh's "word" actually is in the "mouth" of 
Elijah? Not because some prophecy of Elijah has been fulfilled, 
but because he revived her dead son. Perhaps Elijah not only 
cast himself down upon the boy thrice, but also blew his 
breath into the child's mouth, and this was "the word of Yah-
weh" given him by Yahweh, as the woman thought. "The word" 
here also is only the viv i fy ing power as in the last case it was 
the power to prophesy. 

9. ddßar iahuë as an object for the people. 

W e canno t a lways m a k e a sharp d i s t inc t ion be tween the 
prophet as a med ia to r of " t h e w o r d " and his a t t e n d a n t s , because 
there were ce r ta in ly s t ages of t r ans i t ion be tween a prophet and 
a common mor ta l . The f i r s t one could t r e a t " t h e word of 
Y a h w e h " as everyone could t r ea t his " w o r d s " . He could accept 
them, or it , not only formal ly , bu t w i th an ecs ta t ic joy a n d 
s u b m i t himself ; bu t he could also res is t . L ikewise his a t t e n d a n t s . 
Therefore , the verbs w h i c h are used of the people in re la t ion 
to " the w o r d " are pa r t ly the same as those used of the p rophe t 
in re la t ion to it. There is, too, the possibi l i ty tha t in th i s g roup 
of verbs, at least somet imes , daßar is not a spoken b u t a l r e a d y 
a wr i t t en text , but t h rough it one can see the or ig inal m e a n i n g , 

" w h i c h conta ins m a n a " . 
This f ac t is proved more d i rec t ly b y the ve rb pahaô (Ps. 

119, 161) deno t ing not only " w a s a f r a id" , bu t also "was de l igh ted" . 
The p r imary s ign i f icance of the ve rb was but a cer ta in degree 
of emot ion and in t enseness , n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g the con t en t s ; the 
mot ion of the soul, n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g i t s purpose . If a poet says : 
midddßardxa pahaô libbl, he shows how pr imi t ive is his re la t ion 
to God as a power , bu t he does not show f r o m wha t source he 
k n o w s God's "word" . If the s ame m a n says : liödßardxa iihalti 
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(Ps. 119, 74. 81. 114. 147), he might possibly mean the promises 
given by Yahweh not only to the single person but also to the 
whole people; but a promise too is a power. In Ps. 130,5: 
udliödßärö hõhaltl (parallel with kiuulêl Idiahue) the tex t is dubious , 
bu t the para l le l i sm is evident and daßar m a y be "he lp" or 
" p r o m i s e " or "power" , a l though it. all can be w r i t t e n down in 
a holy book. Probably Ps. 119, 43 shows it, as there Y a h w e h ' s 
mišpat is the object for iahal and f requent ly for Y a h w e h Himself, 
so that daßar and mišpat (which may mean a wri t ten law or 
the just ice of God) both were but usual moods of the revelation 
of Y a h w e h ' s power. 

batahtl biödßarexa (Ps. 119,42) has the same m e a n i n g , and 
genera l ly the object of th is verb is Y a h w e h Himself (Ps. 25, 2 
26, 1 28, 7 56, 4) or His heseô (Ps. 13, 6 52, 10). 

iare\ the s y n o n y m of pahaô, occurs only in Ex. 9, 20, 
deno t ing there the t r e a t m e n t of " the w o r d " by the s e r v a n t s of 
Pharaoh . It is obvious tha t the word itself is not f e a r ed , bu t 
Y a h w e h ' s power behind it, as to be a f r a id m e a n s to reckon wi th 
rea l i ty a n d to come to a conclusion f rom it. Y a h w e h ' s m i g h t 
appeared in the p lague He swore would be sen t over them, in 
the f r i g h t f u l n e s s and extent of t ha t th rea t , for t hey believed 
t h a t God did not t h rea ten un l e s s He could ca r ry out e v e r y t h i n g 
He th rea t ened . It was possible to t h i n k of a w r i t t e n word in 
the pas sages of Ps . 119, bu t here nobody can t h i n k of " w o r d " 
in our sense. 

Only in Ex. 9, 21 is iaré "φ ddßar iahuë placed in opposi-
tion to the person who " h a s g iven no a t t en t ion to the word of 
Y a h w e h " (lo' sam libbõ 'el ddßar iahue), whence it fol lows t h a t sam 
'el leß a n d lare' are s y n o n y m s ; therefore , we have to explain it 
a lmos t as in the prev ious case. 

The verbs bikkeš and daraš are connected with the seek ing 
of an oracle, in order to ask Y a h w e h ' s intention on some occasion. 
In A m . 8, 12 it is said that men were s trol l ing through the 
whole country Idßak^s 'φ ddßar iahue, bu t d id no t f i n d one 
(8, 11 is an addi t ion) . Here the iden t i t y of Yahweh a n d daßar 
is qui te obvious, because m e n of course will no t hea r f r o m an 
oracle w h a t Yahweh says, b u t wha t He i n t e n d s to do. More 
usual ly Yahweh Himself is the object of bikkeš, only here His 
daßar is the object . But t he sen tence is no t to be unde r s tood 
as a metaphor ica l one, as " Y a h w e h ' s w o r d " does no t s t a n d for 
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Yahweh but they are identical. Certainly, one may argue, that 
if däßar were power , there would be no necess i ty to seek it, as 
the s ta rved and the th i r s ty feel i t a l ready. But daßar is a power 
hav ing a telos, which pa r t ly m a y be unders tood by h u m a n 
beings , but t hey are anxious to know all t ha t God plans, bu t 
Yahweh is s i lent . Only once does there occur ša'al with the 
same meaning, namely in 2 Sam. 1 6 , 2 3 : ua'âsaïï 'àhlïïogiel... 

ka'aser its'al ('is) biödßar iahue. It is u n u s u a l i n s t ead of štfal 
bdiahue (Jdg. 20, 23. 27 1 S. 10, 22 23, 2 28, 6 30, 8 etc.) or 
sa'al *ф pi iahue (Jos. 9, 14 Is. 30, 2). Hence there follows the 
same conclusion as from the previous case : daßar is Yahweh , 
a n d we may t r ans l a t e it as "wil l" , pi iahue in such a connec t ion 
c lear ly shows tha t we mus t not explain the concept ion pure ly 
organical ly , because here it m a y denote e i ther the oracle-priest , 

or the oracle i tself , which was the m e a n s Yahweh used to 
express Himself . 

The object of daraš usual ly (e. g . Gen. 25, 22 1 S. 9, 9) 
is Y a h w e h Himself. But in 1 K. 14, 5 22, 5 it is daßar or ddßar 
iahue*). In the f i r s t case, cer ta inly , J e roboam ' s wife comes to 
ask the fa te of her son, and this inqu i ry is ddroš daßar. daßar here 
is e i ther " the case" or an abbrevia t ion for ddßar iahue. S imi lar ly 
in the second case. Josapha t says to Ahab : ddros nti kaiiom 

'φ ddßar iahue. daßar here cannot denote "word" , bu t "will , 
i n t en t ion" . The oracle is never asked for any poetical speech 
or any explanat ion of a dubious dogma, but p la in ly for the f u t u r e 
course of events . If the a n s w e r of the oracle was ddßar iahue, 
we have no reason to compare t h a t expression w i t h a n y t h i n g 
of ours, because the oracle was not a "p rophe t i sche W o r t o f f e n b a -
r u n g " but the de te rmina t ion of the ac t ing power, i. e. " the word 
of Y a h w e h " and i ts in ten t ions . 

The verb šama' very frequently occurs, especially as an 
imperative, as a summons to the Israelites to l isten to the words 
of the prophets (Jos. 3, 9 1 K. 12, 24 22, 19 (2 Chr. 18, 18) 
2 К. 7, 1 21, 16 (Is. 39, 5) Is. 1, 10 28, 14 66, 5 Jer. 2, 4 7, 2 9, 19 
17,20 19,3 20,11 22, 2. 29 29,20 31,9 34,4 42, 15 44, 24. 26 Ezk. 
6, 3 13, 2 16, 35 21, 3 34, 7. 9 36, 1. 4 37, 4 Hos. 4, 1 Am. 7, 16 
8, 11; most passages in Jer. may be redactional). But in most 

l) We may compare e. g. Neh. 5, 13, where LXX 
τόν Κνριον, but τον λόγον Κυρίου. 

=ΜΤ, translates fjveaav 
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cases the prophets do not call the people to listen to themselves 
but to "the word of Yahweh". Nevertheless, there is no need to 
explain that people were called to hear the words, as with more 
right we may think they were summoned to attend to Yahweh's 
will, which was revealed and became comprehensible by the 
paraphrasing of a prophet. Not seldom we may translate : 
' 'Listen! Yahweh's däßar...". As r e g a r d s l i s t en ing i tself , t he 
p rophe t s very of ten complain t h a t the people do not l is ten (Is. 
6, 9 Je r . 7,13. 24 11, 8 17, 23 44, 5 Hos. 9, 17 Zee. 1, 4). It is pos-
sible t ha t the people f r equen t ly paid no heed to them, as is at all 
t imes the case. But another explanat ion is possible too, name ly , 
tha t šäma is a synonym for säm cal leß (to hear and to ac t are 
in these cases not synonymous , for very of ten the p r o p h e t s ask 
for no actions). The prophets d e m a n d e d tha t the people m u s t 
cons ider and not ignore the i r s u m m o n s . The prophet to w h o m 
ddßar iahuë was an overwhe lming exper ience n a t u r a l l y des i red 
t h a t i t should be exper ienced also by others , and t h a t is w h y 
he spoke. One m a y say t h a t by such a reques t a p rophe t exis ted 
for the people ins t ead of God, bu t we m a y as well compare the 
speech of the prophet to an expedient (for i n s t ance wi th the 
p lay ing of the ha rp to El isha) to give the people the oppor tun i ty 
to u n d e r s t a n d wha t Yahweh ' s däßär was, wha t He w a n t e d . 
Therefore not only šäma' w a s used. For one may use ra'a, as 
in Jer. 2, 31 with regard to the people: haddõr 5attem гэ'а ddßar 
iahue, i n t r o d u c i n g the fo l lowing compla in t : - hâmiôbâr häilOi 
Idiisrä'el. It is doub t fu l owing to the composi t ion of the sentence , 
whe the r the text is correct . A n d if it were correct , t he re would 
be no oppor tun i ty of s p e a k i n g s imply of " see ing" , bu t of an 
in tu i t ive comprehens ion of the r ebuke fol lowing. The bes t 
t r ans l a t ion of ddßar iahuë in th is case would be : " the ind igna t ion 
of God" or s o m e t h i n g like t ha t , the Tightness of which a m a n 
m u s t u n d e r s t a n d but does not . H a e n e l , p. 107 t a k e s it for a 
word spoken by Yahweh to the Is rae l i tes by h is tor ica l events . 
Many scholars change the text but the re is scarcely a reason 
for this , because in Jer . 3 3 , 2 4 Yahweh s a y s : halo1 râ'lêâ mä 
hä'äm hazzë dibbdrû, and in Gen. 42, 1 we f i n d : uaiiar ia'äkoß 
kl ieš š^er bdmisräiim. In both cases we cannot speak of actual 
seeing, but only of knowing. Jer. 38, 21 is not to be taken into 
account, for the " w o r d " " s h o w n " to Zedekiah by Y a h w e h w a s 
a real event (cf. H a e n el, p. 53. 99), but one cannot explain 
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Ezk. l i , 25 so. Of course, it is not necessary to argue that in 
Jer. 38, 21 it must be explained thus, for Zedekiah might have 
imagined at the time how all the women were led captive. 
But it is important that daßar in Jer . 38, 21 m e a n s "event" , a n d 
all passages wi th hir'a m a y be explained accord ing to that . 

iaòcC with ddßar iahue as the object occurs only in Zee. 
11, 11 : uaiieòd'u xdnaaniiiê hassö'n . . . kl ddßar iahue hu. Here 
it is qui te impossible to th ink otherwise t han t h a t ddßar iahue 
denotes some th ing like p u n i s h m e n t ; of course , it m a y be also 
"wi l l" . But i t is as possible tha t ddßar iahue appears in the 
b reak ing of s t icks , as this act ion was the only way to m a k e the 
sel lers of sheep and goats perceive any th ing . The idea is so 
rude tha t there is no possibil i ty of exp la in ing it so tha t i t m i g h t 
be u n d e r s t o o d ; at any ra te , the symbol ic act ion is ddßar iahue, 
bu t one d i scerns i t only by the r e su l t s of the act ion n a m e d 
above, and k n o w s tha t i t loosened a power . Seemingly , in anc ien t 
t imes they supposed, enough would be done if they " l i s t e n e d " 
to " Y a h w e h ' s word" , because the connect ion wi th casa was a 
la ter one t han the cons t ruc t ion w i t h šäma', which m i g h t have 
been prophetic. In 1 K. 17, 5 it is said of E l i j a h : uaiia'as kiödßar 

iahue; in 2 K. 10 ,10 J ehu s a y s : udiahue 'asa*eïï 'äšer dibber 
bdiaò 'aßdö 'eliiiahu to Ahab ' s race ; (2 Chr. 34, 21, the compla in t 
of Jo s i ah : /о' šamdrü . . . 'её ddßar iahue la'àsôê kdxql hakka&üß 
belongs to šamar) ; in 2 Chr. 35, 6 the Passover is held "to make 
according to the word of Y a h w e h " ( l a ' àsôé kiödßar iahue bdiaò 

moše) ; in Ps. 148, 8 it is said : mah sd'ara 'osa ddßärö (cf. ud=enem, 
p. 20); in Ps. 103, 20 the ange l s are " t h e m a k e r s of His word" , 
0osé ödßarö, lišdmoä' bdkõl ddßärö ; in Jo. 2, 11 s t a n d s : kl 'asum 
'ose ödßarö (probably the passage is a gloss, as casum is the 
explanat ion of raß md'oô a n d this depends in tu rn on na&an 
kölö); in 1 K. 18, 36 E l i j ah p rays before sac r i f i c ing on C a r m e l : 
üßiödßardxa (or -rexa) 'asi&i 'её köl hadddßärlm ho'elle·, but in 
Is. 55, 11 daßar acts ('asa) i tself . The oldest of these pa s sages 
probably is Ps. 148, 8, for the m a n n e r of t h i n k i n g is the mos t 
pr imi t ive one, a l though " w o r d " here also m a y m e a n "will , com-
m a n d " , as e lsewhere . All the other passages are la ter as Is. 
55, 11; only 1 K. 18, 36, where we m a y pe rhaps explain biödßa-
rdxa as "by the help of thy power" (comp. p. 37), m a y be older . 
To d i f fe ren t i a te a m o n g power, will, and c o m m a n d was ve ry dif-
f icul t for an Israeli te ; he fe l t t h e m to be the same or d i rec t ly 
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connected with one anomer; the powder, of course, had a purpose 
owing to which it changed into will requiring absolute obedience 
because the power was great and its extension unlimited. As will 
is absolute it had to be known and fulfilled everywhere. As regards 
later passages with 'asa, daßar may be already a wr i t t en 
c o m m a n d . 

samar also seems to be compara t ive ly late, see Ps. 119 ,17 : 

aaešmdra ddßareyß; Ps. 119, 101: h inde r m y feet f rom g o i n g 
alo ig a wicked wray to hold Thy "word" (bma'an Jesmor 

ddßareyß)·, the r e fe rences to 2 Chr. 3 4 , 2 1 ment ioned , and 1 Chr. 
10, 13: uaiißmöd ša'ul bamaälö 'äšer ma'al bdiahue 'al ddßar 

iahue 'ašer lo' šamar. According to this passage, which is not 
quite clear (possibly there are two variants) because of 'al, 
ddßar iahue is near ly the same as Yahweh Himself or more 
exactly, it is the fo rm of the covenant be tween Yahweh and 
man. The l a t t e r mus t do w h a t he is c o m m a n d e d to. The com-
m a n d m e n t s then m i g h t be unwr i t t en , as in the case of Saul 
(but the Chronicler cer ta in ly though t tha t they had a l ready been 
wr i t ten down, as the person who had composed Ps. 119 too). 
Perhaps the d i f f e r ence f rom casa depends on w h e t h e r šamar 
does not require any activity. W h e n one s a y s 'asa he means 
that there are th ings to be done, when he s a y s šamar he thinks 
only of things not to be done. 

Ps. 56, 5 : be'lohim 'ähallel ddßärö, 6 : koi haiiöm ddßarai 

id'asseßü, 11: be'lohim 5ähallel daßar, take a pecul iar posit ion. 
The exeget ics say tha t the text is co r rup t but the L X X t rans -
l a t e s : 5: εν τω &εφ επαινέαω τους λόγους μου (ddßärai), 6 : ολην 

την ήμεραν τους λόγους μου εβόελνσσοντο, 11: επί τω $εω(=? 'al 

'élohlm) αΐνέαω ρήμα (par. λόγον). 

W e may without any doubt translate ddßärai a s : " m y 
a f f a i r s " . But daßar here m a y also be a h u m a n quali ty a n d m a y 
mean "power" , the idea be ing tha t the poet a rgues his power 
belongs to God, so tha t in p ra i s ing God, he pra ises his own 
power. But it is i n t e r e s t i n g to note wha t the exeget ics make 
of this text . G u n k e l con jec tura l ly r e a d s : 5, 11 bdiahue 'äyalkel 
(or 'äyalle) ddßarl, 6 : koi haiiöm iiddaßdm iiuua'äsu (or dibbdra 
'eseß; dibbaïïl iõsfu) and translates daßar "Sache" . Кое n i g 
533 translates 5: bei Gott darf ich sein Wort rühmen (11 : das 
Wort), 6: allezeit beschweren sie meine Wege (ddrayai). But 
beyond a r e f e rence to Ps. 105, 12 (bdrlê), he gives no explana t ion . 

4 
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W u t z translates 5: mit Gott rühme ich mich meiner Worte 

(ddßärai, 11: des Wortes); 6 : allezeit verabscheuen sie meine 
Worte. B a e t h g e n explains tha t in 56, 5.11 a p romise is 
m e a n t (cf. Ps . 130, 5) and in v. 6 ddßärai are " m e i n e Angele-
g e n h e i t e n , In t e re s sen" . B r i g g s : 5 = 11: of Yahweh I boast 

with a word of song, 6: all day long with words (ddßärlm) they 

vex me. Probably the explana t ion g iven above is s impler than 
t he se : at any ra te , it is possible, a l t hough one can t rans la te 
"of Yahweh I especial ly pra ise His power" . 

Bes ides the posi t ive re la t ion to " Y a h w e h ' s word" , the 
negat ive m a y occur also. It could be expressed by s e t t i ng lo' 
bbfore every verb m e n t i o n e d , bu t the re are also special verbs . 
The la test of these probably is šäxah (Ps. 119, 16) where the 
author s a y s that he does not forget " Y a h w e h ' s word" . One may 
also f o r g e t God (Dt. 8, 14 Is. 17,10), but nevertheless däßär he re 
probably is a c o m m a n d wr i t t en or l ea rn t by hear t as t he m a n n e r 
of the poet makes it possible to a s sume th i s . 

mtfas bd and bäzä seem to be older. They occur in 1 S. 
1 5 , 2 3 : ia'an mä'asta 'eé ddßar iahue uaiiim'üsdxa mimmelex (or 
mihdiõft melex); in Is. 30, 12: ia'an mq'qsxem baddäßär hazzë\ 

in Je r . 8, 9 : häxßmlm ... hinne biödßar iahue mä'äsa udhqxmaft 
me laxem. 1 S. 15, 23. 26 ddßar iahue ce r t a in ly denotes the 
law of ban, in Je r . 8, 9 any of Yahw reh's c o m m a n d m e n t s or all, 
bu t Is. 30, 12 is dubious , because " th i s w o r d " m a y be a sen tence 
like Is. 7, 9, or the word of the seers in Is. 30,10. The law in 
1 S. 16, 23 is a k ind of taboo ; because Saul has b roken t h e 
taboo God d i s r e g a r d s the taboo of ano in t ing . In the b a c k g r o u n d 
s t ands the idea "wi l l = power" , baza occurs in Num. 15, 31 : who 
s ins " w i t h a r a i sed h a n d " (bdiaò rämä) m u s t be executed, for 
he has ignored the "word of Yahweh" (kl ödßar iahue^ bäzä) \ in 
2 S. 12, 9 : N a t h a n asks David a f t e r the la t te r ha s let Ur i ah be 
kil led and has t aken his w i f e ; madduâc bäzlftä ' φ ddßar iahuë 
(but in 2 S. 12, 10 Yahweh says, t h a t the p u n i s h m e n t shal l come 
upon him for he " h a s d i s r e g a r d e d " Him (kl ßdzifiänl), also ddßar 
iahue = iahue). In both cases the c o m m a n d s of taboo are 
disobeyed, wha tever they are, and somet imes they m a y c h a n g e 
places with Yahweh Himself . Not the word is i gnored , no t the 
c o m m a n d , but the taboo, i. e. God's will fo rmed anyhow, and 
Yahweh ' s omnipo ten t power is no t t aken ser iously enough. 

In the r e s t of the world s imi l a r occurrences are f o u n d 
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where taboos are attributed to the gods as their arrangements. 
All is taboo that has contact with a deity, but the fact that 
some things contain mana is not further discussed. A thing has 
mana but not because some god has arranged it thus. The 
Israelites later on attributed all events to Yahweh and so they 
merged several deities, demons, and spirits into one. Hence it 
was directly inferred that nothing had mana, that nothing was 
taboo, unless Yahweh had given it, or more exactly: there was 
no mana but one, which Yahweh had proclaimed to be mana. 
Aud finally, there was no mana but Yahweh's, and there was 
nothing taboo but what Yahweh had indicated. All precepts, 
moral, civil, or religious, have been commands of taboo (for 
Polynesia cf. L e h m a n n , p. 91s . 146 ss.). And only by the 
profaning of all things and events have they lost their primitive 
character. 

10. daßar iahuë and the prophet. 

The verbs are pa r t ly the same as in the f o r m e r case, for 
ins tance sama, rä'a a n d iaòa (for ies see p. 43 s.). Very o f t en 
no one is spoken of especial ly, only š йта is more frequent. 
But no prophet says that he has listened (sama ) to the "word 
of Yahweh", although it is not impossible that some prophets 
usually could see ddßar iahuë, t hough the o thers h e a r d it. 

The passages where the p rophe ts speak of the i r šämac are the 
fo l lowing : Is. 21, 10 : 'äšer šäma4l me'eft iahuë ... higgaòtl laxem ; 
Is. 28, 22 : kala udneherasa šama4i me'eft iahue; Jer. 2 3 , 1 8 : 
ml camaô bdsõõ iahue udiere5 udiišmac 'eft ddßärö, ml hikšiiß ddßärö 
uaiiišmäc (cf. 2 3 , 2 2 ) ; Jer. 4 9 , 1 4 = Ob. l : šdmacä šama4l (-nu) 
me'eft' iahue \ Ezk. 2, 8 : šdmac 'eft 'äšer 5änl mdòabber 'elexa (Yah-
weh speaks) ; Ezk. 3 , 1 7 : udšamata mippl daßar udhizharta 5õftam 
( = 33, 7); Ezk. 40, 4 : rd'e bd'ênexa üßd'öznexa šdma\ . . Idxol 
'äšer "änl mare 'öftax\ Hab. 3 , 2 : iahue šama4l šim^äxä. The 
p a s s a g e s where the prophets speak of their e a r s : Is. 5, 9 22, 14 
48, 8 50, 4.5 Ezk. 3, 10 9, 1.5 40, 4 44, 5 (cf. Кое n i g , Offen-
barungsbegriff II, p. 158 Ha en e l , p. 33s.) belong here also, but 
not so much those where they speak of köl iahue, fo r the 
express ion may mean also the r u m b l i n g of t h u n d e r (which 
n a t u r a l l y m i g h t have g iven reve la t ions to the p rophe ts , as the 
t h u n d e r s t o r m was a " w o r d of Y a h w e h " too). 

4* 
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Ali these p a s s a g e s and the story of Micah (1 K. 22) are 

the main proofs for the theory that the prophets heard Yahweh 

speik, and, therefore, ddßar iahue m u s t be a word, spoken and 
heard . Al though it m i g h t b e so ( H a e n e l , p. 30 ss. denies it 
for this verb), it is by f a r not proved t h a t " t h e w o r d " m e a n t to 
the Is rae l i tes exact ly w h a t i t does to us , i. e. a complex of 
sounds. The f a c t of sama: never be ing connec ted with ddßar 
iahue except in Jer . 23, 18 shows also tha t this theory is not the r i g h t 
one. Even Ezekiel genera l ly says : haia 5elai ddßar iahue, and in Jer . 
23, i s ra'a s t a n d s before. Therefore , "Yahweh ' s word" is a t h i n g 
seen and heard at the same t ime ! Probably the re fo re these two 
words were set s ide by side (in the L X X even udiišma is wanting, 
for καΙ ήκονσβ have only 41 88 !) in order to show that ddßar iahue 
is ne i the r seen nor heard , bu t never the less perceived by the 
senses . The prophets ce r ta in ly had audi t ions (cf. H a e n e l , p. 
67 ss.) bu t in the cases men t ioned they used šamac instead of 
sensual perception in general, jus t as in some cases for this 
purpose they used rO'a (cf. Ezk. 11, 25 : ua!aòabber\l haggõla 'eft 
koi dißrä iahuë 1äšer hefa.nl ; Hab. 2, 1 : ua'äsappe lird'ôft ma-

il.,dòabber iahiw ßi), or on the occas ions where the p rophe t sud-
den ly saw the p r o f o u n d idea of a common th ing . On the 
con t r a ry , in Jer . 18, 1 ss., Yahweh says to J e r e m i a h : ' a š m f ä x a 
'eft ddßärai, and J e r e m i a h himself says (18, 5) : uaidhl ddßar iahue. 

But i t is obvious t h a t J e r e m i a h on observ ing the po t t e r sudden ly 
g ra sped what conclusion one could d raw f r o m such an occupat ion, 
and tha t was the "word of Y a h w e h " . But J e r emiah did not 
hear i t . 

This is shown also by hazä, which (accord ing to K o e n i g , 
Of fenbarungsbegr i f f II, p. 29 ss. 7 2 s . ; c t r . H a e n e l , p. 7 ss. 
G r e t h e r , p. 102, note 4) is used only with r e fe rence to the 
pseudo-prophe ts ! The der ivat ive hazon is f r e q u e n t l y used as the 
t i t le when no vision follows but speeches only (Is. 1 , 1 2,1 Ob. 
1 Nah. 1, 1 Hab. 1, 1 1 Chr. 17, 15), and in Lam. 2, 14, e. g., i t is 
sa id : tidßVaiix hazu Ιαχ šau\ where perhaps only their predictions 
are meant, as in Is. 30,10 (cf. Ezk. 13, 16): lo' ftehezü lanü 
ridxohõft ! dabbdrü lana hälakõft ! Therefore H a e n e l , p. 11 s a y s 
with right, that haza means the action of see ing as well as hearing. 
If one could use haza with reference to ddßar iahue for haddaßar'. 
Is. 2, I ; massa' baßel : Is. 13, 1 ; dißrS camõs... 'äšer haza : Am. 1,1 ; 
kammassa" : Hab. 1, 1 (cf. Mi. 1, 1: ddßar iahue 'äšer haia 'el 
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ml%a or 1äšer haza c al . . . ) ] , then Y a h w e h ' s word must be something 
else than a word in our sense. It may mean only the power 
h a v i n g a purpose which is perceived by the prophet, be ing either 
" h e a r d " or " seen", but in each case understood through the 
senses. 

The prophet too may know (idèae) t ha t the s o m e t h i n g tha t 
occur red to h im was " Y a h w e h ' s word" , a l though there is bu t a 
s ing le passage , Jer . 32, 8. It is doub t fu l whe the r the sen tences 
in the previous verses are ddßar iahue, and it is also doub t fu l 
how Je remiah could know it, or was Hanamel ' s c o m i n g to sell 
h is f i e ld to J e r e m i a h at such a t ime of depress ion a " w o r d of 
Y a h w e h " ? In any case, J e r e m i a h fel t t h a t Yahweh ' s hand p layed 
a pa r t there. For, looked at ser iously , such a deed was only 
m o c k i n g a person who was impr i soned . Poss ib ly ddßar iahue 

is here the speech of Yahweh , for, acco rd ing to 3 2 , 1 or 32, 6, 
i t s eems that J e r emiah ac ted accord ing to Dt. 18, 18; s o m e t h i n g 
was " t h e word of Y a h w e h " but a f t e r his a ccompl i shmen t . But the 
speech cons is t s na tu ra l ly of J e r e m i a h ' s own though t s , and, there-
fore, in the ac t of h is c o u n t r y m a n he sees s o m e t h i n g profound, 
a proof of his own theor ies (cf. Gen. 24, 50, p. 22. 34). 

The re la t ion of the p rophe t to the • l i s teners is in most 
cases marked by kära\ In Je r . 11 ,6 Y a h w e h s a y s : kdrff 'eft 

köl hadddßärlm htfelle (what these are is not clear) ; in Je r . 
3, 12: Udkara'êa 'e§ hadddßärlm ha'elie (i. e. the fo l lowing call 
to Is rae l ) ; in 2 K. 23, 16: kiödßar iahue 'äšer kartf 'iš ha'elohlm 
(conjecturally a very recent text). It is important that Y a h w e h 
does not "preach" (kara') to the prophets, for instance, as Jeremiah 
to his secretary (Jer. 36, 18). Then such instances as Jer. 11, 16 
20, 3 or Zee. 7, 7.13 (kara" ßdiaö hannaßfim) do not account . 
The only ins t ance would be Ezk. 9, 1 : uaiiikrfî bd'öznai kõl 
gaöõl, but it is dubious if the revelation of ddßar iahue is m e a n t 
there . But as said, if the prophet hea rd Yahweh , it is no proof 
of the theory tha t ddßar iahue is His spoken word . 

Final ly , Job 4 , 1 2 : ud'elai daßar idyunnaß uattikkah 5özni 
šemes menha may be included here, though daßar m a y possibly 
mean "a t h ing" . But it was no o rd ina ry t h i n g ; it was s o m e t h i n g 
spectral , t e r r i f y i n g , so t ha t El iphaz b e g a n to t r emble . And this 
daßar speaks , for kõl 5ešmac (4, 16) is not daßar, but semes 
menha. W h y El iphaz does not say ddßar iahue we canno t tell ; 
probably he i n t ends to be more mys te r ious . 
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W h a t ddßar ißhue s ign i f i ed to the prophet we may gues s 
by Je remiah ' s l amenta t ions to God (20, 7 ss. 15, 10 ss.). It was poison 
to them. And the words spoken by the prophet while unde r the 
in f luence of ddßar iahuë were not words got f r o m Yahweh bu t 
only the symbol ic expression of the seizure. Yahweh perhaps 
spoke d u r i n g the con tac t ; never the less the prophet genera l ly 

did not repea t these words, bu t explained the i r in f luence upon 
him. He was like a d u m b person to whom an order to speak 
is g iven and who t r ies to do so with the purpose of r e l eas ing 
himself f rom the weight of tha t p re s s ing power. Amos (3, 8) 
explains co r r ec t l y : Yahweh ' s " s p e a k i n g " is like the roa r ing of 
a lion which s t r ikes a m a n wi th ter ror . Men express their fear 
by e x c l a m a t i o n s ; they t ry to escape, etc. Yahweh ' s " r o a r i n g " 
t u rns a h u m a n be ing into a prophet , The i n t e rna l connect ion of 
dibber and nibba is the same t h a t exists be tween a l ion's roar 
and a m a n ' s f ea r . The a n n o u n c e m e n t s of the p rophe t s con-
ceptual ly are comparab le to one's fea r of a l ion ; to prophesy is 
really to express one's fear, to f l ee and to rescue oneself f r o m 
the des t ruc t ion which God sends upon a mor ta l . But t h rough 
express ion the fear is t r a n s m i t t e d to o thers too, and the prophet 
himself is not so heavi ly we ighed down any more, for all m e n 
su f f e r with h im, all are aghas t with horror. 

But to be poisoned is honourable as Jer . 5, 18 clearly shows. 
The adversa r i e s of J e r e m i a h boast tha t they have ruah " sp i r i t " , 
but J e r emiah a rgues t h a t they have rilàh " w i n d " and there is 
no däßär in them. Here we have the mos t clear consequence : 
for J e r e m i a h too the possess ion of daßar and ruah are synony-
mous ; he himself f i r s t d i s t ingu i shes t h e m ; daßär is weighty 
and s ign i f ican t , the mäh of the pseudo-prophets is l i gh t and 
e m p t y ; däßär gives a cer ta in mental d i rec t ion , mah but a 
c o n f u s e d speech, f r o m which everyone can f ind s o m e t h i n g 
agreeab le for h imse l f . 

Prom the fac t tha t J e r e m i a h was accused of d r a w i n g the 
evil day neare r by his speeches (Jer, 17, 16), we may in fe r w h a t 
the people t hough t of the p rophe t ' s words. But also the prophets 
themselves ascr ibe to ddßar iahuë ( t h i n k i n g e i ther of tha t which 
was exper ienced by themse lves and u t t e red , or of tha t which 
r e m a i n e d formless and t h r ea t en ing ) a very extens ive i n f luence 
and a demonic power, as in Zeph. 2, 5 : hõi iösdßi heßel haiiäm 
gõi kdreihm, ddßar iahuë 'αίάχβπι kdna 'an 5eres pdlištim, iidha-
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Ίιβαδί'ιχβ me'è п. iöseß, or Zee, 9, 1 : massa' ödßar iahue b d'ere s 

haöräx iidòammejek тэ/iühäüõ, or Zee. 12, 1 : massit ddßar iahue 

'al iisrcVel (cf. Mal. 1, 1, the d i f f e rence is bu t "el for 'al), or 
Is. 9, 7 : däßar šälah "aÖoiiäi bdijiakoj иэпещal bdiJsrcì'el, or the 

passages with massa": Is. 13, 1 15, 1 17, 1 19, 1 21, 1.11.13 
22, 1 23, 1 30, 6 Лег.'28, 33 s. 86. 38 Nah. 1, 1 Hab. 1, 1 (2 К. 9, 25 
Is. 14, 28 22, 25) and particularly massa" ddßar iahue (Zee. 9, 1 
12, L Mal. 1, 1), a l t hough the m e a n i n g of these p a s s a g e s is not 
qui te clear, for ddßar lahm m a y be an or thodox correct ion 

for massa\ 
> ) 

And it is only because ddßar iahue is a c rea t ive power 
which can form the f u t u r e also tha t t he words of the p rophe t s 
will be complete ly fu l f i l led . They are the exponents of ddßar 
iahue. 

11. kiödßar iahuê aud biödßar iahue\ 

kiödßar iahue s t a n d s a f t e r the na r ra t ion of some act ion 
or event , r ep re sen t ing a fo rmula s t a t i n g tha t all t ha t had occur-
r ed was Yahweh ' s in ten t ion (dos. 8, 8.27 1 К. 12, 24 13, 26 
14, 18 15, 29 16, 12.34 17, 5.16 22, 38 2 К. 1, 17 4, 44 7, 16 9, 26 
10, 17 14, 25 23, 16 24, 2 Jer. 13, 2 32, 8 Jon. 3, 3 1 Chr. И, 3. 
lo 2 Chr. 35, 6). It is the favourite expression in the deute-
ronomio redaction; it seems to be the result of Am. 3, 7, viz. 
that Yahweh does not do or intend anything without revealing 
it to His prophets. In still later times (Ps. 119, 25.28.107.169) 
däßär, almost in the s ame connect ion , is a l r eady a wr i t t en word 
of promise to those who keep the c o m m a n d m e n t s of the Law. 
Ba t in these passages one can t r ans l a t e "enl iven me in the same 
m a n n e r as Thy word" etc. 

G r e t h e r , p. 127 s a y s : " J a h w e s daba r gil t als der Nerv 
der Geschichte , auf den die e inze lnen Ere ign i s se z u r ü c k g e f ü h r t 
werden" . The Israel i tes had no word for " h i s t o r y " bu t , never-
theless, G r e t h e r ' s de f in i t ion is correct , if we pu t "wi l l " i n s t ead 
of däßär. Then the sentence is u n d e r s t a n d a b l e and a common-
place to us. But it was not a commonplace to the people who 
saw s o m e t h i n g mys te r ious , u n k n o w n and dange rous in every 
event . They did not know w rhence it came, as m e n were but toys 
to the s t r ange powers. The deu te ronomic redact ion , a l though the 
idea itself wras older, ce r t a in ly gave a r e p l y : "Al l tha t occurs 
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Yahweh desires ; all is the expression of His power, but His 
intentions are only known to the prophets". Therefore, this 
redaction is the last result of prophecy. 

biödßar iahuë also seems to be comparatively recent. It 
occurs particularly in the story found in 1 K. 13, which surely 
belongs to the time of Josiah and is not an invention of the 
deuteronomio redaction, cf. 2 К. 23, 15 ss. Elsewhere it occurs 
in 1 S. 3, 21 1 K. 18, 36 20, 35 Ps. 33, 6 (cf. 17, 4) and 2 Chr. 
30, 12. Considering the profane use, we may translate bd as 
"through, after, according", but then arises the question why did 
they not always use kd as it means the same? Sometimes we 
may hesitate to read kiödßar (as in 2 Chr. 30, 12). The differ-
ence between these two expressions seems to be that in kiödßar 
we have to distinguish between ddßar and its fulfilment 
— they are only compared — while in biödßar the daßar is just 
the power which acts. In 1 S. 3, 2 Yahweh appears to Samuel 
biödßar iahuë, i. e. Yahweh is the same as His "word" (cf. p. 37), or 
it means "in ecstasy"; in Ps. 33, 6 the heavens are made biödßar 
iahuë, i. e. not by the word spoken by Him, although this way 
to explain it is possible, daßar here is the creator himself. On 
I K. 18, 36 see p. 48. 1 K. 20, 35 is· psychologically interesting. 
A prophet orders another prophet "by the word of Yahweh 
beat me" (biödßar iahuë hakkenl) and as the other does not 
obey, he says : As you have not heard the voice of Yahweh, a 
lion shall come and tear you into pieces. Perhaps this formula 
was generally used by the prophets in their own private con-
versation and the request following it was fulfilled without 
hesitation, as it was Yahweh's own request. Perhaps it may be 
translated as "it is in Yahweh's will or power" (ze biödßar 
iahuë), i. e. I require it as Yahweh. kõl iahue here must mean 
hakkenl\ It is totally impossible to speak here of "word", but 
the conception is not clear to me, for it may also mean "in 
e c s t a s y " (biödßar iahue), etc. 

Finally, there is 1 K. 13, a text which we cannot quite 
understand. The man of God from Judah comes to Bethel "in the 
power of Yahweh", i. e. "in ecstasy", as His representative (13, 1 : 
biödßar iahuë), predicts there to the altar its destiny "in the power 
of Yahweh" (13, 2), and for proof, he promises a miracle, which 
happens as he has foretold "in the power of Yahweh" (13, 5). 
The king wants to take him into his house, but the prophet says : 
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ken siuua (the subject probably is Yahweh, but the λ erb may be 
impersonal too) 'odi ßiödßar iahuë (13, 9, i. e. in the revelation, 
in the power which came over him, in the ecstasy) meaning 
that he has to go back straight away. In the same manner he 
says to the prophet who comes to allure h im: daßar (1.? dibber, 
i. e. Yahweh, but probably impersonal) 'elai biödßar iahuë (13, 17). 
But the other argues that an angel has said to him "in the 
vision" (biödßar iahue), that it was not true (13, 18). The prophet 
of Israel commands his sons to bury him in the grave of the 
prophet of Judah, for he knows that everything will happen as 
the man from Judah has prophesied "in ecstasy" (13, 32). This 
story, based on the biography of Amos, was invented to justify 
the horrible and despicable action of Josiah; therefore, Yahweh's 
will is emphasized dur ing the whole story. It was the reason, 
but not the deuteronomic intention for demonstrat ing how the 
whole- of the prophet's life depended on ddßar iahue. When 
Josiah did something, it was according to the will of Yahweh 
(kiödßar iahuë) through a man whose actions all happened in 
ecstasy (biödßar iahuë). Thus noone could say tha t he had not 
acted justly with the priests and Yahweh in Bethel. 

12. Conclusion. 

And so it follows from the use of the verbs also, which 
more or less should be all taken into account ]) , that our theory 
of the primary meaning of daßär was the right one. But, on 
the other hand, the conception did not retain its meaning 
through the centuries, daßar was mana par excellence and 

1) The passages wi th a verb and (had)daßärim (hiVelle) etc. have been 
mentioned only occasionally, likewise the verbs with (had)däßär (hazzë) etc., 
as in these cases commonly the following speech is the object. Somet imes it 
is impossible to say if "word" in the Israeli t ic sense or "even t" etc. is thought 
of. One cannot dis t inguish between those two because "word" and "even t " 
penet ra te one another . But the verbs used in such connect ions are the same 
as discussed in § 7—10. So far as I see only the following passages are not 
e x a m i n e d : daßar iahue i s t h e s u b j e c t i n E z k . 12, 2 8 (nimša-χ) J e r . 15, 16 ( n i m s f f ) 

Mi. 2, 7 (hetiß) P s . 33 , 4 (iäšar) 119, 1 3 0 (hé>ìr)\ a n o b j e c t f o r Y a h w e h : J e r . 1, 12 

(šäkaö '•ali P s . 105, 4 2 N e h . 1, 8 (zäyar 5 e 9 j ' , a n o b j e c t f o r t h e p r o p h e t s : J d g . 3 , 2 0 (Id) 

Jer . 23, 18 (hiksiß) 23,28 Ceil·)', an object for the people: Is. 66 ,2 .5 Ezr. 9 ,4 
(hareô '•al, V/, Ьэ) J e r . 6 , 1 9 (hikSiß) 1 1 , 9 1 3 , 1 0 (me'en Ušamoä') P s . 5 0 , 1 7 
(hišliyj 105,28 (mära Vi/,). 
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dabr> däßar only a subsidiary form. Perhaps already at Ihe 
time the conception was engendered dabr had become an aimless 
and formidable might, while dabar had its telos, däßär, deter-
mined by a telos, became synonymous for "will" (although the 
telos might appear only in the person who intended to do 
something). As däßär appeared anyhow and men felt able to 
interpret "the power", it could denote will, because the revealed 
power which has intentions can only be will. With the help 
of monotheism this evolution became still easier and simpler. 
Hence the conception was split, but later on the two branches 
met again. On the one hand, däßär got the meaning of a cultic 
rule, which determined God's relation to a thing or occurrence 
fill e 1 with mana. So the name däßär was transferred from the 
object which contained it to the commandment of the law which 
spoke of that object. On the other hand, däßär or ddßar iahuë 
came to denote the prophetic word, as the prophets experienced 
the power of God, the force of His will and called their expres-
sion of it as well as the power itself ddßar iahuë. Later both 
expressions were written down and therefore ddßar iahuë became 
the meaning of the written word until finally, as it is for us, 
it became a synonym for the Bible and not a living "word" 
any more, because the "living word" for the Greeks was λόγος 
and not Aoyoç Θεοϋ. 

But we must not suppose that the expression lost anything 
of its emotional contents during the long period of evolution. 
It might, perhaps, have lost something for the rationalists, but 
pious men understood the last form of ddßar iahuë in the same 
way as their ancestors understood the original oneJ). The most 
suitable name for this ambivalent relation may be the word 
pähaö. 

1) Wo have some examples of the cult of books in Ethiopia to damonstrate 
that this was so. L i t t m a n n iZar'a-Jacob, ein einsamer Denker in Abessinien, 
Berlin, 1916, p. 41, note 39) says : "Der Psalter wird bei den Abessiniern ge-
wissermassen als Zauberbuch be t rachte t und sein Besitz br ingt Glück und 
Segen ins Haus. Daher haben auch viele Leute, die weder lesen noch schrei-
ben können, ein solches Buch". Books about holy men are venerated in Ethiopia 
like their pictures because they contain the essence and the power of the 
saint. Comp. A n d r i a n p. 113 (according J.Bois, Satanisme, p. 382): "Die 
Psalmen und die Evangelien schützen gegen Fieber, Pest, gegen Würmer . . . 
Mit Hülfe der Apokalypse hat man das Wetter in der Gewalt, lenkt Blitze ab, 
vertheilt die Wolken, vertreibt Regen und Hagel." 
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Likewise we must not suppose that the previous signific-
ation in the evolution of the conception had fully disappeared 
before the following emerged. They existed contemporarily for 
a long time, and if one had asked the prophet which was the 
ddßar iahue, what he spoke or what he experienced, he probably 
would not have understood the question. He certainly took them 
for the same like the mystics in the Middle Ages describing their 
ecstasy, i. e. daßar iahue. But in fact every human being feels 
incapable of uttering anything ecstatic. Not only everything 
connected with ecstasy was said to be ddßar iahue but all the 
mediums too which afforded ecstasy, e. g. the harp which played 
for Elisha and the actions of the potter for Jeremiah. 

The prophet was the mouth of God and the announcer of 
His mana, but he was not only the canal of God's effluence. 
Every prophet transformed his experience in a peculiar way, 
although the objective ground and the origin was the same. 
Therefore there was actually no revelation of God in spite of 
the existence of the term "prophetische Wortoffenbarung". Only 
the relation between God and man was made visible and known, 
the dependence was understood more profoundly, and this was 
the revelation which was ddßar iahue. 

To give such a content to man and to live in such wise is 
something which seems ridiculous. One may smile at that, but it 
is a smile at things we cannot understand. It is obvious that men 
have caught more deeply the essence of the world, God, and them-
selves by the belief in mana than by the "laws of nature", whether 
they are represented in ritual codices or in some modern compen-
dium of natural sciences. All modern theories of physics may 
exactly correspond to facts, nevertheless, they correspond much 
less to life and the world. 

I am very much indebted to Mr. H. С. C. Harris, Β. Α., for 
correcting the English text, and to Prof. Dr. W. Anderson for 
reading the proofs. 
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