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This is called o. T .. Pro~blems, and the jdea is that we :a·pend one hour 

t .ogether ~ and you s-pend three po.ui'a by P,ourselves, or e.lse you s~d r·ou:r 

ho'ln'-B by yourselves studying problems that w-e discuss togethe·r ,. 

Mr .. AbernathY:~ could you briefly mention ideas that you have- for what 

would be most useful for us to do this year, or what you wou~d be most inter

ested i n. 

Mr. Ab. Well., one was the use ot the wa'Vr donsecut i ve in the Reorew, and 

the e\Tidenae for the trad1tional view as compared to . • •• 1 3/4, .. .. Dr . Young. 

And the otheJ? wne was a textual comparison of the Dead Sea Isaiah with the 

Ma.soret ic ·Text. . .• , •. 2 • ••••• 

AAM: Yes, now this second wne w-e did so·me wot>k on thAt, Mr. Meznar and 

Mrs. Wilson and I last spring~ · tie d i dn t t get very far in it 1 I think we 
; 

I 

opened up something of tnethod, and we touched a few interesting passages. ,, 
•• t 

But it i-s a tremendous field.t and you either take a little area and you go 
\ 

I -l-: • 

into it., and you learn quite a bi t about the method, or you take some selected ... , :, 

ones Zl'J1i of Ot!le type or another, or you .could make a survey o.f things that 
... 

have · been written on it, and take theiP conclusions, and try to check their 

evidenc-es and ; see what _you thoue;ht of their eoncl.suions, whether they wel'e 

JUs.tified Ol" mot, eJ~;amining key evidences· • . Those would be three ways that 
I 

could be done~ Mr. P'J;yes, what occcirs to you of' ' particular interest? 

Mr .. H. I don 1 t knc>v1,. 1 haven't thought of anythi.ng. 

AAM: Wetl, now, just in general what is yow int-erest now, even in 

connection wl.th you thesis? Juet so it is beyond the hours of your thesi:a .. 

You are. part:lci:.ularly interested i n the LXX I be l teve. You are particularly 
I 

interested 1n i the LXX but now also i~ the Hebrew, I bel i eve. Hehre·w/ grammar,. 

Hebrew vocabular, Hebrew r eading, and _so on? Are you not? But more in the 

LXX. Oh, I see, you mean you would put the two on a part:' •. l • •• 3::£·· :• .• .•• 

Nr~ Meznar, you are vtsiting us today_. you don't have an idea. that 

particularly occurs to you, of sometqi.ng that you would be particularly 

i nterested in, or something that you think wouUi be in·teresteng for them 
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to work in? 

LM: Well, I am interested in learning how to interpret passages, es

pecially in finding out how to use etymology and usage. t 

AAM: Yes, that's very good, how to use etymology and usage. Well, now, 

of course, that would be very interesting in taking any passage and working 

through it. It would be very interesting in that connection, or also it 

could come in if ~ou were to take up a grammatical point, like there are 

two grammatical poirtts that occur to me. This matter that Mr~ A. mentioned, 

of the waw consecutive. The matter of interpretation of the Waw cons. with 

the perfect would be an interesting problem. These theories he speaks of 

pretty well make an effort to account for the development of the waw conv. 

with the imperfect, but they don't have much to say about with the perfect. 

Mr. A: I talked to Dr. Harris about that, and he says that is the 

crucial point, because if , the imperfect is an old past tense, archaism, held 

over, why then you have also the perfect X.X. tense with the waw, not only 

with the waw cons., but also with the waw conjunctive. That is old, becuase 

.. . . s ..... compound forms together, but he says the critical thing is if 

you can prove that the waw, not the waw cons., but tle plain conjunctive, 

the regular waw with the perfect, is an old usage, and that it ~ doesn't 

change· the meaning, and then you have side by side, according to their theory, 

two past tenses, both held over from ancient times. So the waw with the 

perfect is the critical point •••.• s 3/4 .... 

AAM: BUt the waw conj. rather than the waw conv. 

Mr. A. He says the waw conj •.... 6 •••••• that would mean that if the 

imperfect is an old past tense, ~ why you have two past tenses side by 

side, and perhaps there is a difference in meaning. The waw conj with the 

perfect isn't a simple conjunctive, and maybe we could X8XJ study and see 

whether that .•...• 6t ..... . 
AAM: Yes, well, now that wouldn't be so easy to XBi study, because the 

waw conv. would be very easy to study because you have grammars that give 

you discussion, and you could probably find most of the passages listed . 

I 
1 
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Now to find passages where you had the waw conjunctive with the perfect ±a 
there 

proba~ly would be, unless there happened to be one somwkhere,/would be no 

specific discussion of it. Now, there may be though, because it would be 

rather rare, wouldn't it? Waw conj. with the imperfect is not common. Waw 

conj with the perfect m$Kkg might be very rare, so that mightn't be so hard 

to find. But what I had in mind is two possibilities in the ~ field of 

gramatical studies, and onet is the waw cons with the perfect, to study that 

and to see the different usages of it, and see what light you could get on its 

meaning. Now, it is much less common than the waw cons. with the imperfect, 

so there is less material to cover, ~and in doing that you have to interpret 

each passage and see what light the passage would throw upon it, and to do 

that you would have to see how to interpret these passages in mags matters 

of etymology and usage would enter in, very definitely. They would be examples 

of how to do this constantly, as you were studying those problems. But that 

would be the study of the waw with the perfect, and it might be that you could 

take all wawa with the perfect, I don't know. But that would be an interest

ing shudy that I should think we could make considerable progress in, in the 

course of the semesteri. Now, the second study that is possible goes out 

or the study I did two or three years agot with a class in grad. Hebrew. We 

sutdied the hithpael. As you know the common statement in the grammars is 

that the hithpael is reciprocal and reflective., and most grammars, some will 

not say anything more, others will say it is reciprocal and reflexive, it is 

occasionally, it is raeely ~age passive. Well, we looked at all the 

hithpaels in the O.T. and we found that out of them all there were not over 

one third you could call reciprocal, and we could call reflexive, and we only 

found two verbs that could properly be called reciprocal. And so that the 

reciprocal really doesn't belong in the grammar at all. Reflexive we found 

about a third, and that's a very re~pectable usage, but not enought to say 

that that is what it is, it is only a third. Now we found that nearly a 

third were definitely passive. And that's very important on the poomise to 
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Abraham, where they say that they will bless themselves in his name, because 

the niphal is usually reflexive, and the fact that in three cases it is 

hithpael rabher than niphal proves it must be reflexive. When actually 

the hithpael is reflexive in a quarter of its usages, nearly a third, very 

definitely passive . So that that statement is said in nearly all the grammars 

that it is rarely passive, and it just is not true. Well, now, we looked at 

them, and then we found that there are a great many usages of which grammars 

will say there are cases where the hithpael is indistinguishable from a 

qal or a piel. Well, actually, why should it be indistinguishable~ What it 

means is, you haven't seen what the distinction i s. It. means you don't 

distinguish it. There must be a distinction. Well, one of those isi Enoch 

walked with God, and they say that that is reflexive . Well, what does that 

aean? He walked himself, with God. And that Satan came to Job, and he said 

that he was walking up and down in the earth. And they say that's reflexive. 

What's reflexive about that? Well, now, actually about a third of the cases 

of the use of hithpaels in the light of the context, differi from qal or 

piel only in this, and very dffinitely in this sense, that they are fre

quentative. Enoch walked with God means he frequently, he habitually walked 

with God. And Satan came back, not that he made a trip through the earth, 

but that he went back and forth here and there, he walked in the earth, and 

we found probably a third of the usages are definitely this, and it i s not 

mentioned in the older grammars at all. Not mentioned in any grammar I know, 

and yet here is the use which is as common as any of the hithpaels. Well, 

now, the next problem in that line would seem to be zw•ww reasonable to look 

into would be to say what is the n i phal? Well, now that is a bigger problem, 

I mean a more difficult one, because there are more usages of it tlan the 

»tiBtJ••t hithpael • • It is much commoner than the hithpael. But~ is it 

.... ll •...• passave, is it reflexive? What is the n i phal actually? And in 

one hour we couldn't do a great deal, but we could take some grammars, and 

find some proof of passages, and study them, and intepret them, and see what 

light etymology, and usage, and context would throw on the reason why the 
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niphal is used. Now, that's just another poassibility. Those are two pos

sibilities in the study of forms, the study of grammar, either of which I 

would think would be quite interesting. Then there is this textual comparis

on of the deaQ sea Isaiah which opens a big field which would be of interest, 

and of course, if we went into that, Mr. Hayes would be interested in noting 

the relationship of variants to the LXX. And then of course there is the 

possibility of taking a passage anywhere in the Bible, a passage, and studying 

it and comparing it with the LXX, and dealing with the textual points we find, 

and the points of interpretation, where the grammatical points as they come 

up, we come upon a great deal of interest in just about any passage in the 

B!ble, to study and go into it. And that would be a possibility. But I 

think of these ivarious possibilities it is well that we concentrate on one. 

Now, have you thought of anything further by this time, Mr. Hayes . 

Mr. H. Well, I found a very interesting Hithpael in Ezekiel. Nobody 

seems to know what it means in the Hebrew of ch.l. It is the hith. of •.• 12t •. 

of all things, and it d~n't seem to make any sense. 

AAM: ~~x In Ezekiel 1, what verse? •.• • • Exod. 9:24, what does 

it mean there? 

SH: Well, it is translated mingle, ~ lightning mingling with ~ail. 

AAM: Mingling, yes. And here? 

SH: I think it is translated in the KJ as enfolding (?13) t*••t itself, 

or something like that. 

AAM: Oh, yes, well the two are very similar, aren't they? You are 

sure it is lakak (?)? It would think that the idea that the frequantative 

idea would be ~ all right in either one of them. If you get to th~ questior 

of the root, I don't know, but the idea here, the fire is enfolding, it is 

doing this, and doing· it, and doing it. It is not just ~e lightning, but a 

repetition of lightnings. 

SH: Well, that would ~it very well with halak, but it is not halak. 

AAM: BDB makes it a~g combi nation of reflex i ve idea, and 

the frequentative. Fire taking hold of itself. 
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SH: Taking hold, is that an established meaning in the qal? 

AAM: The q~al is to take or to buy .• .•. 14~ •... He says of lightening, 

exacti significance dubious, in close succession ..•.•. l4~ •.• • taking, taking, 

taking, firet takigg this lightening from there~ down . .•.• l4 3/4 .•. 

it's~ not such a terrible jumpt from lakak. It is interesting, very inter

esting ..•. end of 0 1 
0 2 

SRi: I king of like that idea of the ~ hithpael . I don't know 

what Mr. Abernathy thinks. 

AAM: Oh, well, I think we have solved the problem of the hith. pretty 

well. Of course, there are further details that ~ld be gone into in the 

hith, and if you wanted, for instancei to go over the hith, Mr. Crozier wrote 

a thesis on it, and in that thesis he listed the ones which were clearly .•• • 
him 

I had xz go through every one, and list under each one, is it clearly a fre-

quentative? Is it clearly a ~awxxg passive? Is it clearly a frequentative? 

Does it not rit in any one of these three categories? And then we ~·txx had 

the list of the ones wh~ he didn't seem to fit in any categories, and there 

were very few of them, but then there are those/ which could fit in any one 

of two categories. There aren't so many of them. Usually it is just one. 

But there are the ones he listed as problem cases. If you wanted to take the 

hithpael, we could take this list, and we could look at a few eBamples of 

each type, and then we could take his problem cases and study them. That 

would be one thing, for one hour a semester that •ight be very much worth

while, and of course in connection with that, we would very well use the 

LXX too on some of the cases, for the light it would throw on it. Now the 

other possibility was i to go forward in the same type or work, but taking 

up the niphal. Well, .now, let's not take much time, because we will gain 

much value from any of these, and it is simply a matter of taking something 

and going forward in it. What was it I asked you to read today, Mr. A.?' 

WA: You asked me to read the Hebrew of .. . ...... 2~ ..... ; Joel ....• 

AAM: Yes, Joel. Yes, I asked you to read some Hebrew in Joel to check 

on the theory (of the waws?). Well, now would you like to tell us a little 
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about the theory? I think that would be valuable. Of course, these theortes 

as I understand it, are not so much a matter of a theory, as to how it is 

to be interpreted, as they are a theory as to how it came into existence . 

And at that point, ~ I personally am not quiee so certain as alot of people 

are that we can be sure that aloti of things came into existence. We find 

things, and very often we can see how one thing developed out of something 

else, but when you come to, I have heard Dr. Speiser spend hours telling how 

the hiphil began, and how the piel began, and he works up theories, and they 

are very interesting, and they may be true, but nobody everf has any evidence 

that cases like that ever developed. So that it is theorizing more or less 

in a vacuum . And his theories are very excellent, but to me what I am most 

interested in iw what do we have, rathter than how does somebody guess it may 

have come, because it may have come an entirely different way, or God may 

simply have created it that way. But f of course the interesting thing in 

this waw conversive basiness here is that i~ is a Mwxwtm~aw development which 

is pretty much confined to Hebrew . There aremany things in Hebrew which you 

will find in all the semitic languages, and there are somet~ things in Hebrew 

you f i nd in Babylonian, and some things you find in Hebrew you find in Arabic. 

But here is something which is not found to any extent at least in any of the 

other Semitic languages, and that makes it seem to be unique to Hebrew, as if 

there probably is a special source from which it came, some historical 

development, or some influence of some other nation, or something like that, 

but if it is a common source, and easily explained source from which it came, 

not the result of relationships with foreign nations, one might wonder why 

is it in Hebrew, and not in Aramaic~ and not in Arabic? 

WA: Arabic has a waw, doesn't it? At least that's • ..•••. 4 3/4 •.. , but 

this article lists the arabic waw as a sentence adverb, and gives •••• s ... 
circumstantial clauses •••• s ..... 

AAM: But what I mean is, the what used to be called the waw conversive. 

Dr. Robert Dick Wilson was very insistent on keeping the conversive, tho most 

scholars had changed it IS to •ww•••*x consecutive, but a waw which has the 
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quality of changing perfect into imperfect, or imperfect into perfect. Now 

some today say it doesn't change, but ~ the factor the matter is that the 

waw with the imperfect is translated pretty much the same as the perfect 

would be without. And a waw with the perfect is translated pretty much the 

same, so if you don't say exactly, at least it is ~AI enough in that 

direction to constitute a pJhenomenon for which I know of no extensive paral

lel in any one of the other three .. . . 5 3/4 ..• 

WA: These where the waw is used as a sentence adverv changes the 

sense of the verb and the sense of the sentence .... 6 ... they consider that 

as a paeallel, but it is prefixed to the verb, as a sentence adverb, and 

changes the sense, not necessarily the time, modifies the khole x~ 

sentence in other words. The sentence without the waw would have a different 

meaning, than if you put the waw on that. 

AAM: Is that common in Arabic? 

WA: Well, he lists these five ways as used, and gives an example of 

each one. 

AAM: In Arabac. Well, now, that would be very interesting to check 

into how common they are •..... 6~ ... but of course, Arabic syntax is one of the 

most involved and extensive things in the world. You can find most ~thing 

in ~IX it somewhere. But I believe I have Wright's Arabic Grammar, two big 

volumes, which is quite extensive. One could get a pretty good idea on a 

problem. 

WA: I would like to take up the waw conjunctive or the waw cons., or 

I would like to study the niphal, either one. 

AAM: Yes, I see, you feel you would rather do that than take a 

passage, and take everything as we come to it? 

WA: That would be all right. 

AAM: I see, in other words, you don't care which it i s. 

WA: Why no, I'll learn more Hebrew that way. 

SHt: MRK¥XMB What do you mean, to take a passage? These subjects 

you have mentioned here? 
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AAM; No, I meant just to take a passage, and just read it and 

study whatever we come across. T~e might be a textual problem, or there 

might be a question of syntax. I mean, we would find something we would 

get interested in, and we would look into it a little ways, and see, and 

then we would come across a waw with the perfect, and we would look in 

Gesenius Graamar, and see what he says about it, and maybe look at a few 

parallels, and take a l i ttle time, but not go exgensively into one problem. 

And we take the matters of use of participles when we come to par-ticiples 

when we come across them and so on, and see what we would gather about them 

from the one pas'sage. Now, those are the possibilities, and of the three 

I don't care a bit. Mr. A. thinks all three sa sound interesting to him. 

You mean if you had thirty votes to cast as among the three, you would cast 

ten on each one of them? 

WA: I would cast 11 on the waw with the perfect. And neKt I would 

prefer a passage, and then the niphal ~ 

AAM: Well, let's drop the niphal then. Now, as between the obher 

two then. Mri Hay,s? 

SH: Well, I like the passage a little bit better than the other. 

AAM: Well, what passage would you think of~ 

* * * * * * * * * 
AAM: What would you think of Joel. 

WA: I would think it is very good. It istn•t such easy Hebrew 

that I could breeze right through it. It would take aome work. And it is 

very important as to the references in the N.T. 

AAM: Well, let's look at Joel then. It would be good if we would 

compare, first get the passage in Joel, and see what you find that is a 
4.. problem in interpretatioli, or any textual problem you noticed in the pasS~Ee 

itself, and then look into the LXX, and compare the LXX, and if anybody wants 

to compare the Aramaic or Syriae, it is a11 right, and then note grarmnatical 

points that we might look for comparison. Take the ~irst verse, then now. 

Mr. A, .am how far have you gone? 
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WA: Well, I have worked on the first two chapters. 

AAM: W Oh, I meant to say too, look at the American Standard, and 

the RSV, and see what light they throw on it, or wbt we thing of their render

ing. Now, let's take then the first verse. Mr. M. would you read that? 

AAM: •.• the Lord, which was to •.. , what does that mean in English, 

which was to'Z Do you ever .say that in English? 

LM: Well, it came to Joel in some past time. 

AAM : Came. In other words, you don't think this is a copula, then? 

I think there we have a very important point right in this first verse. We 

have here this word hayah. What does hayah mean? Now is it ever a copula, 

or is it a copula just in late Hebrew? Is it a copula in Genesis 1, when 

the world was without form and void? Does it ever mean that, or does it 

always mean b~came? Does it mean become here? The wortd of the .Lord which 

became to Joel, came into to being to Joel. There is a change, it is a dynamic 

word. It is an active word. It shows action. It doesnt Kkm show .•. , now I 

think it is very interesting that in Gen. l:l ••.• end of 0 2 
0 3 

••. ~In Gen. 1 you can go through the chapter and you find the English 

word wa_s occurs, maybe, I don't know, off Uri hanq, let me say, forty times. 

"And he saw what he made and it was good. '"'And the Lord said, Let there be 

. l~t, .and there was light.""And it was evening and it was morning. 11 You 

find the word "was" occurs maybe forty time. One of them is this one in v.2, 

which is the one under consideration. Leave that out of considerat&on, and 

take all the rest, and look up in the Hebrew, and you will find that in 

hal£ od them it is expressed in Hebrew, and the other half it isn't, and xt 

in the :ta lf where it is"was" in the English, the form of"to be" in English , 

but not in Hebrew, what you have is a simple copula. "He xz saw that it was 

good." He looked, what did he see? Why, it is good. It is a copula. There 

is no hayah. But when it is used, it is dynamic . Let there be light. That 

isn't like saying the book is red. It means, let it become light, or let 
I 

light come into Dg:tJax being. "And it was light" means light aame into being. ; 
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The word in BDB he gives as the meaning of the word, "To become, to happen, 

to come to be." They don't not give "be". It is not "be . " It is a 

dynamic word which shows action, shows change~ It does not show merely •.• 2 .. 

And so the word "was" to him, like the book was to me, that is my book. No. 

It means it came to be. Now, of course, I should make zX••z clear that I don't 

think by any means that that proves the reconstruction theory, because I 

think either way you take, it is to come. God created the world, and it came 

into being, there became a world without form and void, or God created the 

world, and it fell into sin and terrible cataclysm, and as a result of this 

change it came to be. But in •*t~wz either case, it is dynamic. It is not 

.... 2! ... Now, I think this hayah here is very interesting. I coasider that 

it is important here • . Well, now, Mr. A. read us the nezt verse. 

Yes, now there is an interesting th!ng, the elders. We wouldn't 

say that in English. Here it is the elders. I notice the KJ says, "Hear 

this, ye old men." Now, it is very interesting that in Kings they come to 

the king and they say hammelek , it seams to be a rather definite term of 

address in Hebrew to use an article. Here this, thee, Oh, Ki ng. Oh, the king. 

We wouldn't say that. We xmwtaax would say, Oh, king. The article seems 

to be pointing out the one to whom youi are speaking. After all, that is 

the purpose of the article, pointing, pointing out the one to whom you are 

speaking. How EBmKB common is this vocative • ••. 3i .... that must be here sort 

of a vocative use. All right, continue, Mr. A . 

. . . . . 
AAM: Yes, now, give ear, or listen. The "give ear," of course, is 

a very literal rendering, isn't it? It is the Hiphil, cause to ear, literally, 

give ear, or listen, all the ~ inhabitants of the land . You of course, 

all realize that it is the inhabitants of, becuase land has the article. So 

the the is with the in~abitants. the dwelling ones of the land. It is 

interesting there to note the kind of a genetive. They dwell in the land, 

they inhabit the land. So they are dwellers of the land. In English that 

means awellers in the land, ~ that would be better than dwellers 
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of the land •• The 1nhav1tants of the land, you have already got the~~· in 

inhabit, dwellers in the land, I think, or inhabitants of the land . Yes. 

Mr . Hay·es, continue •••.• 

Now, how do you get shalll out of that? Yes. Has this become? 
I 

Now that's a good point. It is dynamic. It doesn't say, Was there a con-

dition like this. It is did things like this happen. Did it come into this 

conditbn. Did it happen thus? Has it been, in the sanse of has it happened? 

Has it become? Has this become~ Has such a thing come to pass, continuing 

Mr . JJayes? .• . .. 

AAM: Yes, in your days, talking to the old men. They have got a 

lot~ more days than the young men~ have. In all the aays you have had has 

such a thing happened. Continuing .•.• . . 

AAM: ~es, now that is very interesting. we-1m. Im usually means 

"if'', doesn't it? Even if you think of the days of your fathers. Or if in 

the days of your fathers. Is it just an ordinary "or, "f d or is there a 

definite "if" meaning ,{involved in it? It would be interestirlg to look at 

parallels and see what BDB says about it, and see what the meaning ~ht 

be in this im here. It doesn't seem to me to be just "or". You could just 

use a waw for that, couldn't you? Has this been in your days, and in the 

days of your fathers? 

Mr. A •••••••• 6t ..... 
AAM: That's ·an interesting ~uestion. You say, usually used with 

an interrogative, but how is it used with an interoggative? To continue • • .. 

WA: The two go §ogether •.... 7 .... 

AAM: Yes, now that's very interesting add we could look into that. 

It would be good to look into Gesenius, or into BRB BDB, and see what they 

say about that. Very interesting, and next verse. Mr. Meznar. 

LM; I don't think I can do that one. 

AAM: Why not? Well, start in and see how far you can get on it. 

Your children, and your children tell to their children, and their 

children to another generation. In other words, this situation is such a 

' .I 

., 
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tremendous thing that you won't forge~ it. Now, here's a man, and he crosses 

the ocean. He leaves his home in Europe, and he comes over to Amer4ca, and 

that's a tremendous thing, isn't i t? And ween his children are 3XKaim 

growing up here, he tells them all about how he left home and he came over 

here. And he remembers it, and they thrill to it. Maybe they tell their 

children about it, maybe they don't. And do their children tell their child

ren about it? Well, we &ama can be sure the man who came in the first place 

was so impressed by it that he told lots of people about it, and he told his 

children. But have they passed it on? Every one of us who are here has an 

ancestor somewhere, pDobably alot of them, who picked up and left their home 

in Egm Europe, and made the difficult trip over here, and settled in a new 

land. But how many of us have ever heard any deta i l about the coming of our 

ancestors over here. It was a great event which was told to your children 

in each case, but Xk did they tell it to their children. Now, this is so 

great an event that it won't stop with one generation. This is such a tre

mendous thing that you are going to tell it to your children, and they are 

going to tell it to their chi ldren, and they are going to tell it to another 

generation . It is going to make an impressioni and an impac t on the race, 

~ like the story of the flood ~id. And so we have the Babylonians writ ing 

it down with many details correctly remembered, like the Bibliical one. 

Well, the next verse. 

WA: These four words for locusts, I can't find what they all mean. 

AAM: Yes, well now, of course, that gets us into a very interesting 

field. Dr. R. D. Wilson said once to me that if you take the twelve stones 

of the mrwatx breastplate of thei high preist, and you take the various an

cient translations you will fidd that every one of them is translated four 

or five different ways in different transaltio~s. How are we to know just 

what they mean? Unless we have t he wrwati breastplate? Or unless they are 

common enoughi things that the word will be used, will be continued. ~ 

Dr. Wilson told am me that ~ when he was in Germany studying Arabic, he 

said they would find an Arabic text which discussed the care of the ra~sing 



14 

of horses, and in these Arabic text s about the ~orse you would read, there 

would be a word he would find in Arabic, and the only dictionary he had was 

a d i ctionary from Arabic into French . So he would look it up, and find xxx 

they French for the meaning of this Arabic word, and then he said he used 

his French-Engl i sh Dictionary to find the English word, and then he would 

use his English-German dictionary to find what the German word was, and he 

would go into class and translate it into German, but he couldn't have found 

it on the horse. He didn't know where it was on the horse, and where it 

came to describing the harness, and all these details of the horse, hef 

didn't know what they meant. It was words, and of course words are supposed 

to repesent things, but when the things are not kept in our consciousness, or 

kept near us, it is very easy to forget what th~ words are, and I am sure i f 

you folfts are a b i t like me, you use a good many English words without having 

much idea exactly, precisely what they mean. And, of course, I have found 

that anybody today who knows anything about the navv knows the difference 

between a boat and a ship. The ordinary pereon in their mind use boat and 

ship correctly, but they couldn't define them. They have the idea there, 

but it is sort of vague. And when you come to mention four kinds of locusts 

if you were to put the four locusts in front of me down here, I coul dn't tell 

you which, I just have no experience in that particular field. This is all 

the Hebrew we have, t .he Bible. And consequently we do not have a amk book 

preserved from ancient times wi th a discussion of ·the xx~tHxx various types 

of insects, Bam&• naming them all,and telling abut them, and describing them, 

and we can't be sure of the details about all the different kinds of locusts . 

But we have here four kinds, and we can tell something Xk from etymology 

about them, but not a great deal, and it shows you something about how great 

the attack was, there were so many different kinds there, and you may f i nd 

something that throws light on any one of them, or you may come across a 

cognate word in Arabic or somewhere in some story where there is much detail 

on them. And then again you may not. 

LM; When BOB lists cognate words, can we put much wtight on that? 

I 
I 

I 
I 

l 
I 
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AAM: They were pretty good scholars, of course fifty years ago . 

And I wouldn't rest upon it, implicitly, but I would say that it is at least 

worthy of consideration, and of ~curse a person really ought to learn the 

letters of the other language enoughi that he could look it up if he wanted 

to in a dictionary, the Arabic or the Syraic, and see whether they give it 
' 

' 

helpful. 

That would be 
I 
' 

as a common word, or whether they give it as a rare word. 

Well suppose you start in from here next time, and don't worry 

about trying to remember unusual word~, but work on trying to understand all 

you can, and see JUbc what· there is of interest, and what there is of problems, 

and of course if a word is used a few times, it is good to memorize it. If a 

word is a rare word, I don't see any value in spending alot of time just %J 

trying to remember it. That is necessary in the early phaee of a language, 

you have to get your fundamentals, get the vocabulary. Well, then we continue 

there J!li1X next time ••... end of 0 3 
0 3a 

••••• figure out the anatomical differences in these different kingds of 

grasshoppers, you could get into matter of biology, and etymolog~, and the 

background of the words, and the various ways they are used in other lang-

uages, and it could be a very interesting study, but I doubt if it would be 

par ticularly valuable, at least anless one was specializing in insect life, 

or in geography. Even from the viewpoini of linguistics, I doubt if it would 

be very valuable, because names of that type are so often prett,y much acci
limWti 
dental in languages. If youstudied them thoroughly in Arabic and the cognates; 

you wouldn't be apt to ••• lt ••....... view which you often find stated by 

people that the word, it is even in the American Scientific Affiliation, 

the book, Modern Science and the Christhn xxx~B Faith, in the sect ion on 
/ ·. 

geology there, as originally statedl there .j}mtxthe man who wcote it didn't 

know much about Hebrew. He had done a good bit of study in geology, and he / 

wrote the. statement that Genesis 1:1 and 1 :2 there could not mean become. 

Because that would be a different word, well I pointed out that it did, and 

this is the word, so then .he changed it to a different expression, by which 
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he meant hayah le rather than hayah, but actually my personal ~opinion is that 

the word hayah means to become, and a study of Genesis 1 seems to me to prove 

that, but that the le with it is like the in, when you say he walked in the 

~oom, or he entered, yes. Noi, •.••• 2! .... . he walked in the room, he walked 

into the room . Or you might even ~ make it somewhat like the eth, the 

atgxlx sign of the accusative. It is not. necessary. It makes it more pre

cise, but you aan have exactly the same meaning without it. That is, I looked 

~ into it fairly thoroughly, but it was fifteen pears ag&, maybe twenty 

yeabs ago, I don't have it right at my fingertips, everything I looked at, 

but my very definite impression was,xmax my ~ impression now of what I found 

then was very definite that I found instances where the meaning become with-

out a le was absolutely certain, I mean, instances which were absoltuely 

identical to the casew with the le. And so I feel that it is something which 

can naturally be put in, it is involving the idea, but i t is not necessary . .. 

Well, now, that is a recollection without the evidences right be~ore .me, and 

on further suudy of it somebody might possibl~ lead to change it. But I don't 

think so, because I believe I looked into 4t a fair amount at that time. 

WA : •••••• • • f . .It • •• • •. ·• 

AAM: No, I think you can definitely say it is not ••• 4 ... , because if you 

take Genesisi 1 . Did I mention this time/ 1 ...•. 4 .. . .. Well, you noted that 

every one of those where the hayah is used in Gen . 1 leaving v.2 out of con

sideration, which is the subject of discussion, every one of them is ingres

sive. I don't remember a single one that was stative, and there are just 

about as many more cases where the copula is used in English where it i s 

stative n•YexXta•Y•xDI, but in no one of them in Gen. 1 is the JnZ word hayah 

used. Now, I don't say that hayah cannot be used statively occasionally, but 

I would say that it is a later development somwnere, it is a derived meaning, 

the stative, that it is originally always ingressive. That is my very strong i 

f 'eelling on it, as a result of the evidence . 

WA : . . . . . . . • . . I didn't see •• . • 5 •.. ingressive. 

AAM: Well, it depends on what you mean by ingressive. I wouldn't have 

I 
I 
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used that word. I would have used dynamic, rather than ingressive. 

~ WA: Well, dynamic. I can see that •••• s .... something as your result 

of a process •. . •. but not describe the ~BZE process. 

AAM: You mean they don't all describe the porcess. Certainly some of 

them do. 

WA: Well, I would say they describe the result rather than the process. 

AAM: When God says Let there be light, you mean He is desc~ibing the 
~ 

result of a process, and implying a process, rather than to describethe pro-

cess~ 

WA: Well, he is saying, Let there KK be light. 

AAM: Yes, that means, let ~ light come' int~ being, doesn't it? Well 

that's ingressive, definitely therei, isn't. Let this area which is without 

light be~ ~n area in which there is light. 

WA: I don't quite see the idea¢ of ingressive. It is a change. It has 

to be a change. 

~ AAM: Well, does~/t ingressive mean anything more than change? 

WA: Well, I gues not .••... 

AAM: •.• any case wheee there is a perfect, in Genesis, at least, that 

I would say~ is stative. It is used, I believe, in Abraham had become an 

old man. Now that's ingressive. Some will translate it, And Abraham was 

an old man. But what it is doing is showing that a change has taken place 

between the previous chapter and this chapter. Abraham has now become an 
\ 

old man, and certain things happen. It is always showing a change from one 

phase to another phase. It is never simply describing the existence of a 

thing. Now, in late Hebrew, like in Chronicles, that may be a derived mean

ing, to come to mean so just a state, having been used to show a process of 

change into a state, it may then come to be used simply to show the result 
~ 

o,t a process. But it is my impression that in the overwhelming majority of 

cases where it is used, in fact I would say in practically all of them, ex

cept for very late Hebrew, that it shows a process rather than a statement, 

or it shows a process •.•• the result, but there is always a process involved 



18 

at least. He said, Let there be light, let light come into being. Light 

came into being, and then he looked upon what He had made~ and it was good. 

You don't say it had become good. Now, you have described the process, light 

came into being. He had made it. Now you look at what is there, and you 

see it is good, and we don't keed any hayah anymore. You just see something 

stated. 

WA: But hayah ~ is used as a copula in these noun clauses, a few times -

anyway . 

AAM: Well, let's leave Chronicles and the very latest books out of 

consideration. Would you still make the statement? 

WA: .•.• 8 ... Gesenius, he gives a couple reference. 

AAM: I wonder where they would be? What references? Do you remember 

what heading it was under? .••• page 453, the noun clause, he says "the syn-
. ~ ~ 

tactical relation between subject and predicate of ~ noun clause isAa rule 

expressed by simple .•.•.• S! .... without a copula of any kindi. What period 

of time the statement implies must be inferred from the context." -.x Then 
v 

he says, "N"'~t infrequently, however, a connection is established between 

subject and predicate, a. by adding the separate pronouni of the third person, 

singtular,~l••zx or plural. Or b, especially for the sake of a more exact 

specification of time, by the help of the verb hayah.,t'" Then he says, examplef 

of a . Then we say b. 11 Naturally this does not apply to the examples dlf Jdm 

which hayah in the sense of to become, to fare, to exist, still retains its 

full force as a verb." You eee, retains its full force. His idea is that 

origitnally it is the verp showing beoome, and then it may lose its force and 

become a copula. "And where according the sentence is verbal and not a noun 

clause, especially whl(en the predicate precedes the subject." And then he 

speaks about Gen. 1:2 where he ga takes the view that itis me.rely a copula 

there, which I think *s without any justification. Then he says, ••• • • g •••• 

might also appear zax in the form of a pure noun clause, cf. Gen. 3:1. Well, 

what is Gen. 3:1, and the ·serpent was more subtle than any beast of the field? 

I believe that's it, isn't it? And there, I don't think you have any copula. 
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.••• . • 10 ••.•. of a process which had occurred. The serpent, wha~ s the ser

pent, it is just BBXK one of the animals. But the serpent let ~a Satan come in 

and take control of it, the serpent had become more subtle than any beast of 

the field. It would show a change in the serpent to make it different from 

the rest of the animals .••.• lQt •.•• could talk to her, and could mislead her, 

and so on. I would feel that that is at least a possible interpretation ••. 

"somwhat numerous instances in which it occurs in the connecting word between 

the subject and the participial predicate, and it gives two instances of that. 

And then he says the imprefect of xam hayah announces what is future, in Num. 

14:33, etc., cf. 1xli 116r. However, especially in the latter case, hayah is 

not wholly without verbal ~ force. But comes very near to being a mere 

copula, and ikx%x its use is more frequent in the later book than in the 

earlier. Well, I mean I hadn't seen any specific instance he's given, here. 

The imperfect of hayah announces what is future, in Numbers 14:33. But might 

that not be, and it will come to pass, it will become? If it is future. I 

mean, if there is no change, it would be present. If it is the same future, 

present, and past, then you don't need to say it is future. The book will be 
,)#.£ 

black in the future, well, if the book isn't black now, you might as well say 

it will become black. If the book is black, you m~ht as well just say it is 

black. Tiae wouldn't affect it. A child will be born, and the child will be 

blueblooded, well, the child will be~ born is an action, comes into ex~ence. 

And then, is bluel-blooded, you don't need a participle. You won't need a 

hayah there, would you. I would hardly expect it there. But if you did have 

one, I would think that it probably would mean that after this child was born, 

it had a crisis in which its circulation mm .••• 12.H, and it became blue

blooded. If it was really used as a copula, in early books you would think 

there would be loads of instances, as there are loads of instances of the 

dynamic use. I 

WA: But I don't think Gesenius means it was- simply a copula, and I don't J 

mean it was simply a copula either ••.• but expresses the state rather than the J 

act1v1ty •••• the idea he sets forth, that 1t expresses the state rather than l 
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the activity •..• , but I can see very well what you mean by it. 

AAM: You see, now BDB ve~ definitely take it as dynamic. The meanings 

which they give for it are all three of them dynamic. Here, he says verb, 

fall out, come to pass, become, oh, and then he says be. Then he gives the 

meanin) under that, 1. fall out, happen, 2. come into be i ng, become, and 3. 

be, often with the subordinate idea of become, exist,be in existence. That is, 

originally have come into exitence. So he takes it, origtanally he puts 

dynamic, but loses its dynamic force as time goes on, and I thtnk there is 

no doubt it does that, chronically. The question might be, how soon does 

it begin? 

I don't see any harm in translating the four words etymologically that 

way, four kinds of locusts, the only XkB thing is that the four words are not 

mutually exclusive. If it was the red, then what ·the red ones have left the 

blue ones will eat, and what the blue ones have left the green ones will eat, . 

and what the green ones have left, the white ones will eat, they will tell us 

alot. But, if it is what the tall ones have left, the live (?) ones will 

eat, and what the live ones have left the devourers will eat, and what 

the devourers have left the springing ones will eat, why, they are not 

mutually exclusive, and so they would seem simply t•B••xm to be a designation 

of different kinds, types, rather than a division •.•. • end of 0 3a 
0 4 

Yes, I think t .ha t it is possible for the perfect here to represent the 

future, KH what one leaves, the rest will have devoured. Entirely possible, 

but I just incline to think in the context that he is describ i ng the terrible 

situation facing them, and each wave has come, and has seemed to take every

thing that was left, and yet there was something left, because there was 

something for another wave (raid?) to come. Each of them took alot, and it 

impresses me that Xk he is describing the situation as taken after several j 
waves, rather then predicting, so really, I think that it was wrong to pu: ! 
it in the future there . In mak~ngt it cl situation in which they had dist~ed 

God already •.• li •..•. That's my impression. All right, then Mr . A. 

' 
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AAM: Now, this is very interesting. Watp ye drunkArds, and xa howl 

ye drinkers of wine, because ~Bi you have lost your minds, you are no longer 

intelligent, your aK money's all gone, you are wastefult. These terrible 

things have come on~ you because of your drink. That's not what this 

says, because it is cut off •. . 2 ••• , and so I would personally incline to 

feel it is at least possible that what is said here is not actually a denun

ciation in any sense at all, but a description of people who are losing that 

which they are accuatomed to ..• 2~ . • . , and of course, daunkards, it doesn't 

seem •.• 2! ••• . Weep drunkards, because you can't get anymore liquor. Well, 

.of course, you could say that, but it •KZKB certainly out of place in our 

c ire lea, but this .. word sheqorim may be not drunkards, but drinkers of •"•• 

sheqer .•.• 2 3/4. ~ ... , and Dr. Harris has advancedt the theory that she~qor 

which I believe is - transJate~ _ strong drink, actually means beer, in which 

case it is neally not a strong drink. I quess beer is a lighter drink, •.• 3 .. 

and strong drink is probably not really a good translation. Well, I mean, 

what does it mean, strong drink? We know that wine is fermented grape juice·, 

and beer is fermented barley, and fermented cereal/, and they are simply two 

di~~erent types of drunk. And the mild beer, and the mildly fermented wine 

have been common objecrs of drinking in all lands, and it is only when they 

are allowed to ferment too much that they become harmful, and I would incline 

to think that in many places in the Scripture they are not used to indicate 

harmfulness, but with the meaning of the normal drink •••. 3 3/4 ... that would 

seem to be involved here, and if that is so, then this drunkards is not a 

ver.y good translation. 

SH •...• Dr. Harris thinks that yayin is the strong form of wine ••. and 

the Old Testament teaches that it was wrong to drink yayin. 

AAM: I am not sure that you could make a sh~rp distinction between 

them. I would incline to think that tirosh is the absolutely fresh drink, 

and that without refrigeration it would very soon become a very mild yayin, 

which would be quite harmless, but that after the ~ yayin ferments further 

it kaEm becomes very dangerous, and very harmful, and that is what is spden 
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about very strongly, but it isn't speaking against any touching of it, but 

against the use of it to extent, or the use of it after it has become more 

fermented. 

sHt: In other words, there arei all stages of yayin from •.•. ~ .•••. • 

AAM: I would think so, yes. Now, inri Germany when I was there the averag1 

person in Germany drank loads and loads of beer, and it probably had very 

little more effect on them than drinking milk was, the main affect be i ng that 

you wouldn't get your vitamins you get in milk. The harm would be in filling 

you up without the food value, but along in the spring they had the bock beer 

festival, in which they drink the heavy beer, and. then the drunkeness was 

terrific. And the~ bock beer is the real heavy harmful beer which certain

ly did terrific damage. But the ordinary beer was quite a harmless drink. 

And to my notion the reason for a total abstentiJon from liquor, my objection 

is not that there is anything harmful in drinking light alchohol per~ se} 

that it is sinful F•x•• per se, but that in our eivilisation, for one thing, 
I 

we have so much rapid communication, rapid transportation, that it constitutes~ 

a menace to so many, and secondly that in our civilisation there has been this 

so~histicated artificial means or making it so tremendous, and so prominently 

available that it does so much harm to the drunkards and uu alcoholics, 

that it is a good thing to _set the example ot totAl abstinence, but not that 

there is an7 sin in a mild use. I see no Scripture tor that. 

WA: •••••••• 

AAM: Whic·h word is this? ••••••• 7 •••••• yes, tor ••••••••••• BDB say 

sweet wine, properly pressed out - jaiee from assas (?) to pres or .a crush 

by treading down, pn••ll'k pressed out juice. They give references, Amos 

9:1~, Joel 1:5, and 4:18, and similarly Is. 49:26, and the contruct in 

Cant. 8:2., so it is not a very common word, but deriving it t'rom the word, 

press, or ~ crush by treading, they take it as .,. ... pressed out juice, 

sweet wine. Jfow, it is very easy in anything like tbat that it is used much 

tor various types or terms to developj which may not be mutually exclusive, 

but may overlap a good bit. All right then, Mr. Banes: 
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AAM: •••.• on account of context, but I think the form is bettwr .•. , that 

is, went up would ordinatily be the waw conv. with the imp~rfect, and .• • st ... 

and it has happened. The perfect is more apt to be used to show a condition 
C-t ,. , ('.:t ( ..,,_·t . 

that has come into existence as the result of a change, ora4~y. For it 

has come up, shows that he means the result of it having happened, rather 

than a narrative of things that occur. So I incline to think that that is 

the better rendering here. Yes. 

SH: For a nation has come up upon my land, mighty ••.•.• 8i .. . ... . 
AAM: It is hard to prove a thing like that. You find it in the Scrip-

ture, and if you have suffieient indication ••• , there are two kinds of •.. g .•. 

but is the difference one of sex, or it it one of particular quality, or 

just what is it. 

SH: Is there any difference at all? Wht is the difference between •• • • g .. 

AAM: Yes ••• parallelism, and I don't think that you often find two words 

that are identical, but the two words may be so similar that in a particular 

sentence there is no distinction between their meaning. ~ But there woudd 

be somewhere some~ difference between the two words, probably, or they wouldn't 

have two different words . They $ight fall together to be almost identical. 

They might even eventually become identical, but usually there will be some 

difference in their start. or course, not~ always, you-til~ 

take in English we have the fiddle and the violpin, and as far as I know 

they are dientical, and we have the frying pan and the skillet, aren't they 

identical? As far as I know they are. We do have identical words, but as 

a rule there is a differencel between words, but ~ there are many contexts 

in which there would be no difference in meaning between them. It is only 

that ~he use there referis to the same thing, but it is only a part of the 

meaning of the word, and there may be an overlapping in two directions of 

the meaning of the word. All right, Mr. A. 

WA: •.•.•. 10! .••.• 

AAMt: How do you mean? pointed up the book •••.• ll •••.• 

SH: ...•. ll •.. , and doubtless there are other books in the Hebrew Bible 
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that were written about the same time ••••• ll ••• seems funny that they didn't 

use some of these words, or use the ..z root of a related word, or something. 

AAM: Yes , but after all, it is a comparatively small amount of Hebrew 

we have, to compare with Arabic where we have tremendous numbers of volumes 

of material. Doubtless the people talked a great deal about things which 

never happened to get into the Bible, or that is that there wasn ' t particular 

occasion to refer to them in the Bible, and they may have been words that were 

used in a great frequency that we never have anywhere. You subject matter is 

a little bit different from others •• •• • lli .•• 

WA : Would you say that Joel is poeery? 

AAM: Par*s of it at least. 

WA : ...• ~reason for the rare words. Use a common word in a parallel, 

and then you want to use a different word. 

AAM: That's wight, so it gives you a reason to search for them, and too, 

in poetry rare words give a little quaintness, sort of an antique flavor with 

it. We are apt to use phrases in poetry, even aside from parallelism that we 

wouldn't use in ordinary language, so that would be one reason. Well, then • • . 

•••. 12 •• . ••••. There is the possibfiity that this means her young husband, 

the .husband of her youth. Yes , that is we do find instances where a word is 

modified by a modifying word , and the pronoun which really goes with the whole 

phrase is put on the second one, the ••«71 modifying word. There are such 

instances, and I think iKa "her youn husband"is quite a possible rendering 

here . ... . ... . 12! .. .. . .... . 

AAM : The *hing that seems a little peculiar like a virgin, for a husband, 

but it may mean the one betrothed to be her husband. It may mean her • • • , like 

the man I knew in New York twenty years ago and he was tengaged, and they 

were going to be married on a certain day, and the day before his bride took 

sick and died. And there was no time to get word to anybody. They had to 

go ~ to the church to meet the people, to the wedding and tell them 

that she had died, and those things Gon't happen often, but they do happen 

occasionally in all •Sx--s* .. civilisations, and this would be an example of 
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poignant grief, to grieve when they are just in the midst of joy, and suddenly 

it has turned to grief. A virgin who was betrothed to be married. Well, I 

knew a girl here in Philadelphia, ten years ago who was engaged to a fellow, a~ 

he became sick one week before the wedding, and he had leukemia and died 

within four days, three days before the wedding. It does happen, and it is 

an example that he gives here to show their condition with the suddenness 

of this locust invasion, and this terrific loss. How about the next one? 

•••• end of 0 4 
0 5 

Yes, I don't think there is any particular ~ question there, is there? 

Is this moarn, or have mourned? They have fallen into mourning, they are 

mourning, going on .••• l ••• v.lO! ••.•• l ••• • • 

AAM: Yes, it is ••• 2 •• • . , it is imperfect. X.. The oil fails. It is 

not that this has happened, but that it is happening. 

SH: That's a funny verb, isn't it? It is from amal (?) and BDB •••• 2t · ·· · 
. . . . . . . . . 

AAM : There's a reduplication of the final radical, sometimes occurs. 
like 

And more apt to occur in weak verbs, like an ayiin waw, a.4 the redu~lication 

of an •ratw ayin ayin. Here we do have a few cases of it, rather rare though. 

One XkaX would almost suspect seeing a word like this, whether it might be a 

...... 3 ...... rather than a reduplication, but the form •••••• part of the aleph 

in the first radical, of that reudplication is probably the best. 
( 

The farme~ are ashamed. That cerWdnly is possible isn't it? •••• • 3! ... 
Or the way the KJ takes it is aa an imperative. I guess it could be either 

way equally well, couldn't it? .•.•••• 3 3/4 ..• Yes, how do we translate~ it 

there? ...••• 4 .•••.. The pe waw and the ayin waw sometimes fall together. And 

certain to dry up would fit here, •••• 4! .... , and the two such similar words 

do have a good many times attract (?) one another. It certainly should be 

yabash as far as ~ form is concerned. But the meaning would seem to 

require both. So the idea of a mutual atbraction is something which we do 

find. Especiany with the words which have some similarity of meaning that 
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that these do. Let's see, you didn't finish the verse yet ••• • • s ...... . 
As to the farmers drying up (?) to explain how they put the two togehter. 

Dry~ up, 0 farmers, be ashamed, dry up. They are not really ashamed, any way. 

SH: Unless ..... - somebody copied the wrong word here, on account of 

all these other ~ drying ups. 

AAM: Yes, I am just trying to think how could they? xa.m Would the 

change of pointing make it be ashamed? It would ~ have to be hiphil, a 

change of pointing would make it hiphil, to be ashamed, but would that be a 

common usage? •.. 5 3/4 ••• it is more apt to be qal than hiphil1. We hit 

so much vocalbulary along here that I rather imagine that we paw•~ perhaps 

slide over some of the *ncommon words, unless you want to take time to go into 

them fully, that you will get some more of the forms for some interesting 

developments ••••••• 6i .......... . 
Well, of course, words like that used for men, they are more or less 

figuaative anyway, am and it varies from culture to culture, group to group. 

You say, Oh, dry up! ••••• 7 ••••• little different sense, little different 

times, and cultures, but it could very well have the sense of their drying 

up, and losing out ••••• 7i ..... an ayin lamedh, it seems to me to be used more 

or less interchangeably. There are good many times where they use aleph 

lamedh, where the sense requires ••• 7i· · ·· I don't think they keep those 

apart very much. I mean in Hebrew in general ••••• end of class. 

0 6 

•.••• Oh, Joel is by Smith, and it is possible that you will find that 

it is somewhat like Moffat's translation. I don't know whether you will or 

not~, but in Moffat's translation, I mean in this~ regard. In Moffat's 

translation, I find every now and then some very I struggle over, I know 

what the meaning is, but how to get it in twtK~W English, and then I find 

that Moffat has got the meaning, and expressed~ it, and just hit on the 

English word, and get that thing exactly, and then in the next verse he 

throws the Hebrew aside and pays no attention ~ and puts any old 

thing in. So, that, you can't just look at it and say that is noneense. 
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It may be wonderful. Youp can't loopk at it and say it is wonderful , it may 

be nonsense. You have to study .X it, but the few nugge8s you get out of it 

are worth its use, but they are not worth its recommending it to anybody that 

can't thoroughly chekk everything in the Hebrew. 

WA: • ••• •• 

AAM: Yes , well, now, would ~ou like to look at some particular one or 

two like that? WA: ••.•• AAM: All right, you see, in our reading it is just 

a question of just how fast, or how slowly you think it is wise to go, because 

I want to get whathever will be of most value to you fellows, and we could 

spend, if we study all the grammatical features, and everything could be 

learned about the words, we could take one chapter and spend a year on it, 

but ••• • 2i •. • • v.17, yes, what does he say on that? •••••••••• 2 3/4 .•.••••• . 

AAM : Instead of the seed is rotten under their clods, which after all sounds 

a bit strange. He says, the mules stand at their stalls. Now, do you know 

Latin at all? You don't? Well, now there is a phrase in Latin, • • •.• 3! . .... . 
well, those words, •••• • •••••••••• ,mea, can mean eithr my, or ••• 3! .... . 

mater means mother, sus means pig, est can be either is or eats, and mala 

can be either bad or apples. So it could be either my mother, the pig is 

bad, or run mother, the pig is eathing the apples. And the same words exactly 

could mean both. And of course, I image there are cases in English too 

the same way, only we are so used to words, we haar •.••• • 4 . ... , but does it 

mean this or that, and we don't realize how utterly different they are. 

Now, let's see, what was one I saw in a headline once? It was something like 

this. To produce potatoes, must produce potatoes in court, something like 

that. ~ell, now, I thought, goodness, what are they go~ng to do, are they 

going to~ grow potatoes in court, produce potatoes in court. And then 

I realized that it meant to bring them present, and of course, the word 

court has so many meaings in it. It can be a court for justice, or a court 

of a king, or a courtyard of a house, there are so many sense~, with so many 

of our English words that it is not suange that occasionally Hebrew ZBis words 

have a multiplicity of possibilities. 
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WA: .•.•• the heifers have started thier ••••• st ...... . 
AAM: Oh, I see, well now, that is very interesting. Thank you. Well, 

that is fine because that probably means that the •.. started, you say? Well, 

now that started and stomped would be the same, wouldn't It? Yes, that would 

be identical. But the mu~s or the seeds, under their clods. Clods is not 

a common idea, is it? Well, now, do you have any notes in your Kittel on it? 

••• Weare here in the situation we are often in when we have a word that we 

have little light on. WA: •.•.•.•.••• AAM: Oh, yes, now, a word about the 

method of it. Here we have a group of rather unfamiliar words. Rather un

common IUIX words. Our KJ version for this end of 2:8, "when they fall upon 

the sword they shall not be wounded." Smith says, "when they fall into a 

stream they shall not sink. 11 Well, your word here isn't really sword. UJI 

BDB suggest weapon, or missne. Is there another possibility of making it 

stream, or is there some word similar to it to make stream? Or do they just 

throw it aside and get stream. Well, the last part, it isn't actually be 

wounded, it is ••.• 7 ... cut off, accouding to BDB. Bet cut off? Now you 

see, it is active, isn't it? yisau, cut off, cut off, cut in pieces, break 

off, and it is peculiar, it is a very unusual way of saying be xm•'• wounded. 

It sounds as if it should have an object, {doesn't it? Well, now that would 

suggests that maybe he finds a word, to sin~, that is womewhat similar, 

rather than it is identical. He isn't following the LXX, I wouldn't think. 

Probably they would show it. 
not 

WA: ..•.••• if they fall on their weapons they shall/be wounded . 

AAM: ••• Their weapons. They fall on their weapons, ••••• ~ ••• of course 

it is the question to see how much evidence there is for that breat off, or 

cut off. Is it a common word, or is it quite uncommon . •.••• 8t .. .. . does it 

say sink at a 11? .••.•.•.• 8i .......... . 
I haven't heard anything about him for a long time. My guess is if he 

is still living he is pretty old, but Dr. Allis wrote a review of that book, 

and he tore it to pieces, and showed alot of cases where he thought it was 

very inaccurate, and alot of cases where he felt there was real modernism 
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entered into it. He didn't like it at all. He wrote the review, and I 

think the Moody Monthly ran it, and the next month ..• , I guess maybe the 

Action reviewed it, I don't know, and then they got a letter, they got an 

article sent to them by Goodspeed, either Goodspeed, or Paulus (?) Smith. 

I think it was Goodspeed, and in this letter he said that they had seen 

the article that you had in the last issue about this, and they wanted to 

object ~it, and they went ahead to etll what wonderful Christians Goodspeed 

and Smith were, and how each of them was the son of a Baptist deacon, and 

their two fathers as deacons had taken up the collections side by side, and 

they were brought up in this very find religious atmosphere, and they were 

such splendid men, and now they were both professors in the U. of Chicago, 

the Bai hardshell baptist institution, you know, (I headd Millikin, the great 

physicist call it that) and after he got through, Goodspeed, he wouldn't 

dignify Allis by calling him by name, or b~ referring to him as a scholar, 

he would say your correspondent .••.. lot ••..•.• • what wonderful godly people 

this goodspeed and Smith are, and how terrible it is for people to try to 

crit.icize them •• • lOf .• . , but that was about 1930, 32, so my guess is he's not 

living at this time. But I haven't heard. 

I think we are ready to start chapter 2, all right, Mr. Hayes, have 

you anything interesting in the ftrst verse, suppose you read it to us. 

SH: Well, how about in v.9 in the last chapter. 

AAM: Wall, what about that? 

SRi: Well, the hophal of qarab(?) masc. sing., and the fir~t word 

following it is femining sing., •••• . ll •.••• and .•.• llt ••• is masc. sing., 

but usually the verb agrees with the ..••• 

AAM: I think that here in Joel 1:9 that minta (?) is taken as masc. in 

the usuage, that is, Heb. doesn't use rem. a great deal. And they, it is 

often hard to tell what a word is, but of course that ending ah should be 

feminine. And he says fem., the way he would tell it is fem. is that it ts 

treated as rem., but here if it has a masc. verb with it, why then it would 

seem in this case to be treated as masc. BOB has mincha, see minucha, under 
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nuach. Huh! Does he take mincha from nuach? That seems striange, doesn't 

it? To rest. I wouldn't ·think it would go under that. 

SH: Under manach .••• 

AAM: under manach? Oh, yes, what's the matter with me. Here it is. 

Right on the same page, manach, root of the following. Gift, tribute, offer

ing, mincha, noun fem. It doesn't say anything about any masc. ~, ••.• 12 3/4 

••. ,and there are lots of usages, that's a very interesting point • 

. .. • • . 13 •.••• 

••• that the disaster was terrific already, but with this great number 

of locusts right on them it will be three times as bad as •••• 13~ .••.• 

SH: Well, that retlects back on these perfects, if they are perfect, 

according to the pointing, in v.4, because they are all past. And according 

to this tdea, some of those -pasts are true pasts, and the others would be 

futures. 

AAM Yes, well that could very well be. You see, the perfect doesn't 

express necessarily time, but a situation. It is eaten by these. This is 

eaten by this. What's left can be has been eaten, can be is being eaten, 

can be will be eaten, but it shows it as a completed event. You are not 

looking now in that verse at the worm eating, but at the stuff ataa disap

pearing because of the worm eating. So that what you are looking at is the 

result of the eating, rather than the activity of it, and that's why thei 

i perfect. 

WA: •••••• 14 ••..• 

AAM: Yes, if everytying was eaten, there wouldn't be much gain in 

having •••• 14t ••• I would say a tremendous amount is eaten, but there will 

be three times as much more •••• l4t .•. You can't begin to get rid of it, 

and then the Lord just drives them off, and that~ the end of it.end ~0 6 

0 7 

•...• the locust is such a terrible thing that you don't pay so much attent

ion to the drought, but yet it is there in the heart of it, maybe not enough 

of a doought to be such a terrible disaster in itself, but a fair disaster. 
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sHt: or course things would sort of dry up •• • •• gt ...... AAM: Yes, 

that's right •.•.•.•• g! ••••• 

AAM : Yes, that's a very good point, the drought and the locust going 

together, the locust being the thing that is most comspicuous, but the 

~ drought being also a factor, as suggested by the fact that later 

on he promises the rains, particularly •.•• lg •••• I imagine the pastures 

of the wilderness here means the common land •.. . .. lO •... Yes 1 land that 1 

grazing land that is available to everybody, like out in the West they 

put out their cattle and their sheep •••.•.••• ttlxxxxxx lQt • • • •• .• •.••.• 

11 •••.••• (double reco~ding here) •• . •. it is really building for these 

two kinds of people, that he does it for, and he comes back to them in order 

to at& satisfp their longings and aspirations. 

WA : You don't think that •••• 11 ••. refers to little tabernacle. You 

think that refers to the kingdom of David, not to the literal tabernacle. 

AAM: Oh, no, you think of David's kingdom is fallen apart into northern 

and a.. southern kingdoms, divided up •••• lli •.• . • , and it is nothing compared 

to what David's kingdom was. Well, David's son is going to come back and 

reesaablish the kingdom like it was before, the two parts *ill bexaa united, 

and of course, it will be more than that. It will cover the whole earth. 

He's not going into that now, he is just referring to it in passiing to 

introduce the fact that when this happens there will be ~ kinds of people, 

not just one. 

SH: .• . ••• 11 3/4 .. . •. before the second comtng? They wee saved before 

the second coming ••. they are still on earth. 

AAM: No, this doesn't say this happens after he comes. He is going to 

return and set dt up, and the reason he returns and sets dt up is in order 

to staisfy their aspirations, of these two kinds of people. And of course 

He satisfies them biy associating themselves with Him in the doing of it. 

It is not a picture of step by step fulfillment. But a summary of it • 

•••••• 12 3/4 ....... I don't see in any other view how it has anything in 

the world to do with circumcision. 
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SH: .•.••. 12 3/4 .•.•• 

AAM: Yes, so you see they are just quoting something wibh no relation. 

For it does have a definite relation, and it seems to me from this viewpoint 

it does, and the fact that he introduced with the phrase,~to take out a 

people for his name," and then he goes on and leads up to show u where in 

the divine plan to show where the people for his name is still in existence. 

But he says from the Gentiles, not just to get the people to become Jews, 

and become Christians, ••sx-.~ but to establish what wMill be •••.• l3t .•. . • 

which will still have an exiitence as a people who are not used, but •••. 13! 

••. •• when He eeturns. 

WA: It seems to me to be the only way to take it. I couldn't see how ••. 

AAM: But of .course, we don't want to say it makes sense this way, unless 

it does. I don't see how it makes any other way. I believe it does this 

way, but we want to be sure it does, of course, and these questions ...• l4 ... 

SH: •.•.. . ..•. • , and he was confirming Peter's experience, and Paul's 

experience •••••.• l4 •.••• Gentiles were KaZB saved, and ju~as long as they 

were saved, then the obvious .•..• end of 0 7 
0 8 

•. • ••••.•. AAM: Well, I think that is part of it all, but~ it is not 

only.Xk they don't •••.• 1 ••. anymore, they shouldn't •••• anymore. Becuase 

later experience .X shows they can be saved. But the Scripture shows that 

they will, even though they are saved, there will be those who are saved, 

but who haven't become Jews •••• 1 •.• , so that they are saved now as Gentiles, 

but they don't become Jews .•. . . l •. . ••. a people for His name. 

SH: ~ ••. - ... wx based on the experience that taey are saved, 

and therefore they don•t •...• l! .... 

AAM: Well, of course, how can you tell? How can you tell they are saved? 

It looks as if they are saved. 

SH: Well, Peter was pretty sure, I think. As a matter of fact ••••• l! .••• 

AAM: That they will possess the remnant of Edom. That would mean that 

the Gentiles are saved. 

SH: Oh, noi, I waan't arguing that •••. 2 ••••••• 
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AAM: It seams James talke, and then they come to an agreement on it. 

Then pleads with the apostles and the elders as a whole church to do ...X 

something after he spoke, and his suggestion was they do this, the ground 

of it was, well, Peter has told us *omething from experience. Well, he 

doesn't say anything about Paul's argument ••.• 2i ... He mentiones Peter, there 

!Is experience, but then he says, D•txt:Wtx "Unto this agree the words of the 

prophets," and that's what he puts his whole time on. He tllks at consider

able length. Therefore, known unto God are all His wo~s from the beginning 

of the world. Therefore •••••• 2 3/4 •... 

SH: .••••.•• 3 · · · · · · · · · 

AAM: It seems when Acts bothers to give~ quotation of much lenith, as 

introducing the conclusion of this it means, that this was the argument 

that convinced the people. His personality and his popularity might have a 

good bit to do with it, but his argument would seem to be • • •• 4 ... , and of 

course we find it all through the N.T. that the vital thing is what does 

the Scripture teach? And it seem to me as if he says, Well, now, here's 

something/ I ~ hadn't thought or before. We find them having an experience 

which seems very strange. That God is, what is god doing? Why, He is 

visiting the Gentiles to take out of them a people for His name, He is not 

just maktng individuals Christians, but He is taking out a people for His 

name. Well, how *re they going to be a people for His name if they all 

become Jews? So then, the strange thing we see happen is actually God 

working, whose works are known to Him from the beginning, and this is the 

way He is doing it, and the way %S He is doing it is actually clearly 

suggested in Amos, though Kax he hadn't realized it before, and it shows 

the we should Just let it go on the way He is doing it, and not try to • •. 5 ... 

It is a very interestiac passage, with axswmjxmw•~ some very interesting 

problems from a good many different regards. 

WA : ••••••••• • •• 5! • · • · • · · · · · · · · · · 
AAM: You see, the thing he is trying to bring out 1* there will be 

Gentiles upon whom the Lord •••• ~ ••• Whether you take it •••• 6! ... . ... . 
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Yes, the important one supports his particular argument •••••• • t 6! ...... . . . 
•.•• • • ~if you take •• • •• as meaning convereed, that would be true . 

WA: You will actually have three classes. That's the reason you get 

three classes out of here . You have the kingdom established, which ••• • 7 . . . 

you will have the Gentiles who are unsaved, you will have Gentiles whom I 

think are born during the millennium who will come ••••. 7 ... let us go with 

you to worship your God, and then you have the Gentile church coming back 

with the Lord. 

AAM : Yes, Oh, and they would be the Gentiles upon whom my name is. That 

would be the Gentile portion of the church. Well, let's think about that 

some more. 

WA: That treatment was the same thing that made me wonder about that 

••• 7 3/4 • •• the tabernacle, the millennial kinjom, the promise fulfilled to 

the Jews, and then Gentiles who are in the millennium who ~ say, Come, 

and let us seek to the House of the Lord ••••• • 8 ..•... 

AAM: Yes, but the ones here seeking are the church, here, not un~ievers 

.•.• 8 • • . • they are people atready converted. 

SH: Well, the idea thatthe church is going tobe caught up in the az air, 

and then it is going to~ come back and return with Christ, and ruli during 

the millennium • • •••• • . 8! ....... what that word darash means, seek, or enquire 

of, that would be a little easier to enquire of • • • ••• a; . .. . . 
••••• feel that in Joel p 1 the locusts have definitely come, they are 

continuing to come ••• • 

SH: The tenses there, the imperfect, would that mean that they have 

almost come, but not quite, but also the phrase, the day of the Lord is 

near. Unless ,X. you say that the Day of the Lord is not the • • •• • 9 ..•. 

all these four waves of locusts come, but to gather a part of that general 

•• . . 9t . .. , and I should think •.• • •• Day of the Lord is this whole period, 

when the four groups of locusts come in •.••. 9t ..... and the rain is withhead, 

and it all happens during a period of days or months • 
. !l} :J\ ~~ 

AAM: You mean if ~ Je!!e at hand, then? 
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SH: qarob, that's one thing, and also the tenses in ch.2 ••.•.• 9! .. . 
AAM: •• • Where the k±Rg KJ translates it as the Day of the Lord is at 

hand. The Greek is actually is present, now present. It is a pommon word 

used in the papyri for the present day. It is the very word which is 

there translated as at hand. It means that it is here. But of course that 

doesn't affect qarob. Tht is, as to whether to day the day of the Lord is 

at hand, would necessary mean we are not yet in the day of the Lord, but it 

is coming, or whether it should mean, well you are already in a situation 

khere there is nothing you can do, it is in God's hands entirely . See if 

BDB has anything of interestit there. He translatets qareb approaching, 

I notice. Qarob he translates near , imminent, recently, light is near 

to darkness, • •• 10 3/4 ••• from nearby ••••• ll • • •• . I don't think it •.• . • 11 • •. 

the nex) relationship, I XktBk don't think he throws ••ttt•ww sufficient 

light, a t a glance. Your question now, here were first, the day of the Lord 

is at hand , and the destruction from the Almighty is come. I would incline 

to think the Day of the Lord in this general sense is the time when there 

is absoltuely nothing you~n do about it. Well, when exactly is that time 

here? You might say when you see there is nothing in the world you can do, 

it is here, but it is already here before you see it evefn. Here we are , 

and the locusts have covered 2/3 of our territory, they are spreading into 

the next. Well, we think we can clear them out, we can stop them, let's 

get busy and fight them hard, we can stop them. But aomebody says, No , you 

~n't stop ~hem. You will soon become convinced you can't stop them at all, 

you will soon become convinced that you are absoltutely at God's mercy, the 

Day arthe Lord is at akix hand. Well, actually you ought to recognize the 

fact right now1 that you will soon come BXxk to the place where have to 

recognize it. The Day txX of the Lord is ~t ~hand, is near, or 

is already present. Would it make a big difference in the thought there be

cause it is a progress ive thing? It is getting worse , there is nothing you 

can do about it, because you -·••x become more and more submissive. 

WA : 2:11 seems to view the day of the Lord as present • ••• l2! • •• 
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AAM: v.ll, yes, the Lord shall utter his voice because of his army, he 

is ~rong that executes his word, for the day of the Lord is great and very 

terrible, and who can abide it. I would think that would fit in withthat. 

Theret is nothing we can do, but it becomes more manifest though as time 

epes on. And so we realize more and more that it is the day of the Lord, 

but it already is. Yes? 

WA: If it continues the w~ it is, it will mean absolute destruction. 

~ . . . ..... 13t . ..... . 

AAM: Yes, that is very definite, it is only the Lord who can do it. 

But then, the other quest&on Mr. H. asked about the x•ww•• tenses I think 

it is important that we ~ think of the nature of the Hebrew imperfect 

and perfect. They are not ·*'~· simply a future and a past, ~ the 

perfect is a condition, usually as a result of a past s1tuation •••• l3 3/4 •.• 

already there, but there is no necessary activity • • •• 14 ••• so it comes to 

be used •.•• l4 ••• as well as when there isn't, and the imperfect shows an 

action occurred, it happens, and ordinarily ~ it means it is going to 

happen, though it may be it is something that customarily happens, is regular 

•••• 14 •••• you can be stating a general principle, that's what this man 

ordinarily does when he goes there, he •••••• 14! ••.•••.••• So he can be 

describing the events, you see what he does, • • •• • •. • . 14! ••.• Now, we very 

commonly translate it in the KJ in the future, but I don't think it really 

is a future, ••••• 14! •••• , and we~ have to tell from context well, even, 

whether the action took place in the past. But an action occurs, and the 

other is a condition which has come into exittence. One is static, and the 

other is dynamic. I think that is the essential difference, although in the 

bulk of cases, you could tell, in the bulk of cases, that the simple past , 

or present, or future, will pepresent the idea, you have got an exact trans

lation •••.•• end of 0 8 
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Oh, which one was that, &Wxtxl! in 2:1? .• • •.•••••• 

SH: •.•.•••... 

AAM: 2:1, I see, KkKB well, of course, right before it you have an 

imperative. Blow the trumpet, and sound an alarm • • • l i ....... Those are 

just imperatives. Oh, yes, welli, now, yes, I would ka incline bo think 

that after that command, Blow the trumpets, soun4 an alarm, you could say, 

Why do you sound an alarm? Because all the ~ inhabitants of the land 

are trembling. In that case, I would sort of expect an imperative, a 

participle describing the condition, or because they have demanded it. 

All the inhabitants of the land have qemanded it. That is the prfect. 

Something that has aa already happened, and the reason for doing. Now, 

the KKZ future, they will tremble. Blow the trumpets, they are all going 

to tremble. That doesn't make sense. 

WA : •••••• • •• • •• 

AAM: The are trembling, they do tremble. It seamsi as if the jussive 

is perhaps fits in with the context a little better, though I don't think 

the imperfect •.• 3t ...... The imperfect? Blow the trumpet, sound the alarm, 

all the inhabitants of the land will tremble, because the day of the Lord 

is coming. txxx •... 3j ..... Well, it coul4 be a frequentative, and my feeling 

sort of it this, under the circumstances, that if you say blow the srumpets 

because of this, well all the people begin to tremble, should be in spmpathy 

(?4) •••••• All the people begin xaax to tremble, therefore blow the 

~ trumpets. That would fit perfectly. Expept the frequentative, I sort 

of felt that the participle would be more natural XkaXa than the frequenta

tive. In such a case, in this particular context. I may be wrong. It 

would be hard to prove. Well, that was themly problem 1n the verse, would 

be your •••• 4t ..... wasn•t. To get the exact sense of it in the person, I 

think there is this to real~ e that forms, verb forms like words, are to 

some extent areas of meaning, rather than precise points. And I think that 

is true of our English language. ~ We will, in an English sentence, or 

an English ~ paragraph, use a phrase which can be interpreted in either of 
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two ways, and they both fit the context perfectly, and it doesn't make any 

difference which way you take it, so we don't bother to.make it fit, and 

there are other cases where we feel it is ~ perfectly bbvious which way 

to take it, but if we feel that something hangs upon it there, then we try 

to use a form which is •••• 5 . . ....... I think that is true in the Hebrew . 

There are areas, rather than points, and the areas, the adjoining areas, 

you try to fit together so that •.•• 5t ... . •. 

Well, now, you are speaking of the sax. tenses in general, the chapter, 

the 1st ..a chapter begins with describing what has happened, this is 

perfect, this is tbe situation which has occurred, and then you go on, and 

you describe what is right here, and they are called upon to weep and lament, 

etc. In view of that which isbefore them, which they have seen, and what is 

happening, and is continuing to happen, and probably will continue to happen, 

and that is the last part of one, and the first part of two. Then in ch.l2 

(2?~ we have the Lordt calling on them to seek His will, and turn to Him, 

and then we have in 15 and 16, and 17 we have the exhortation to call a 

solemn feast, and it seems to me there is an implication that they did call 

it. And then in v.l8 we have the statement ~ in the perfect what the 

result of the call was, that thet Lord was jealouu for His people, and pitied 

the people, and answered them. 

SH: •••••••••• • • 

AAM: Oh, I would think it was oral. 

SH: From 1:1 to 2:17 you say would be, would you say that would be an 

unbroken discourse? 

AAM: Well, I would think maybe to 14. I would think likely that 1:1 to 

2:14 is an unbroken discourse, and then that 2:15 he calls on them to 

actually do something about it, and he has called them previously to groan 

and rend their hearts , and all these thi~which are rather general, za. and 

now he calls on them to do something specific, call a xam solemn assembly, 

and let the priests and the ministers of the Lord weep between ~ the 

porch and the X&% altar, and do a specific action, and I think the implica-
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tion is that they did it, because v.l8 uses the narrative tense which seems 

to show something which follows, which occurs following what was just before. 

SH : Yes, then 18 is narrative ••• 8 ••.• 

AAM: No, no, 18 I would say then is narrative, telling what happened. 

The Lord was jealous for his land and pitied his people, and He ~answered 

and said to his people, so andi so. And then we have the Lord's promises. 

The Lord answerjs and gives some promises, and then looks forward to the 

last days, and gives them some ••.•. st ..... 
SH: •••••..• that if 1:1 to 2:19 was one unbroken discourse, •• • • that would 

mean that the imperfect here would be something that would surely come to 

pass, but not come to pass yet •••••.. 8 3/4 •.•.•• 

AAM: Yes, I would think so. I would think that in view of the t{s~s 

you were justified in that, but that makes the best sense out of it, as a 

whole. Well, then, does that cover that? All right, what would you say 

next, Mr. A., then? •.••• 

AAM: A very good suggestion, the ~outcry of the people for ••.•• 9 ~ ••• 

and then in v.8 •.•.•.••••• 9l-lo ••.•.•. 

Generation after generation won't be like this 2:2 here, I think that is 

better than many generations. We don't know how long. We go on and an 

forever, or we go on and on for a while ~ and then eventually some

thing like that •••• , we are just loo~king way ahead. We don't say bow long. 

Many eort of implies that there will be after many. I don't think this 

implies there will, but I don't think it says it is internal. Well, it 

means a ~ long time, but it doesn't say whether it is forever. 

Yes? •••••••• lO! •••• 

Olam is a long stretch. 
I 

WA : ~1t can be used to refer t~past time, or to future 

time, when it refers~ past time it is ancient days. 

AAM: WayJ back, so far that it ~ sort of disappears into obscurity. 

The parallel lines seem to meet 

WA: I know the partdciple is very clear, but would it be possible to take 
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this •.• llt .•. people as the subject of the participle? •.•••••.• ll! •••• • .. 

AAM: No, I am not sure it would be? ~ I am not sure that that wouldn't 

be Jut as possible as the other . Read me the whole sentencei as you sa id it 

now. You said, A day of darkness and gloom 

SH: A day of darness and gloom, and day of clouds and cloudiness • • . 

AAM : Like as the dawn spread out upon the mountains is a people great 

and mighty l i ke him there has not come, there has not happened, from way way 

back and after him there will not be another until the years of generation 

after generation. I would think that would be just as godd, maybe better. 

WA: ••••.•••••• l2! • • ••• it.refers to the dawn being spread upon the mount

ains, and the • • .••..••• 13 •.• • spread like the dawn upon the mountains. 

AAM : Yes, now you notice that Kittel puts that in one linei, doesn't he? 

He says, like the dawn spread upon the mountains is a people great and mighty. 

Well, now, if that is a line like the dawn spread upon the mountains, is a 

people strong and mighty. Oh, anyway, like the dawn spread upon the mountains, 

what is like the dawn spread upon the mountains •••• l3i • • .. I see, so there is 

an "is " anyway. Yes, then our English punctuation isn't very good, is it? 

In the KJ, A day of darness and gloominess, a day of clouds and thick darkness, 

as the moaning spread upon the mountains. What is like the morning spread 

ppon the mountains? ••••. l4 •••. I don't see how it could be, thile the great 

army of locusts is spread out like the dawn upon the mountains. Yes, I don ' t 

think it is any question, and if you think of this as the line, .z Oh, I see 

it isn •t • • . •• 14t .• . • in the middle of the verse. Yes, as the dawn spread out 

upon the mountains is the people mi ghty . Oh, the peo~le is like a day of 

darkness. It isn•t • • •• l4! ••.• It seems to me the metheg must be wrong there. 

What does the RSV do with that? It would be interesting to see that . 

It seems to me that there we have the Masoretes th~ught it was like the 

dawn, while the word occurs much more frequently • •• 15 •• extreme dawn and 

extreme blackness, and that would natural to take it that way , and it seems 
L..~ 

to me it makes good sense, like the dawn. Ib "ftl8:k2s. blackness spread upon 

the mountains. What does that mean? • ••• • • • ls .. . . the dawn coming up begins 
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to spread over. It is black alt right, but I would think that probably the 

figure ••. end of 0 9 
0 10 

Well, then, what is your next problem. That's interesting . Mr. A. , v.3. 

WA: Before him the fire devours, and after him the flames burn ••• l ••• the 

land is like the Garden of Eden, but after him ••••• lt .•. k& neither is there 

deliverance •••..•• 1! •••••• 

AAM: Is not, that's perfect, has not been. Deliverance has come. 

WA: •••••• 

AAM: Yes, I would think that would probably be better here. It could 

be its a perfect that certainly there can't be any deliverance, there won't 

be any deli,verance, but they seem to ~ just imaiine that they have not 

deliverance. Any question Mr. H. or do you wat to read 4? 

SH: No, there's an imperfect here ••.••.••• 2; ••••• why do you have an im-

~ect there, and what would be the best way to translate it? •••. 2 3/4 ••• 

AAM: It is a frequentative there, it is what occurs. 

SH: •••. either a participle or •.•.•• 

AAM: Well, what ~kind of a participle would it be? 

SH: •••• • .•• 3 •.•.• • •.••••••• that's a strange thing to have a perfect here, 

and then to have an imperfect, and to have them both mean the same thing. 

AAM: Well, before him a fire has burned, and after him a flame keeps on 

burning. Peculiar phrase. Before him and after him. On all sid~ of him. 

Before him a fire has burned, after him a flame keeps o n burning. May before 

these there have been the previous ones like a fire, the waves, before them 

a fire has burned, and after him andther fire will keep on burning. A series 

of waves. It is a possibility ~t~east. Like the Garden of Eden was the land 

before him. And after him a desolate wilderness, and there is no escape, 

there has been no esc.pe in relation to him. Wherever they have gone, where

ever the various waves have come, one after another, there has just been no 

escape. Well, let's look ~t the next verse then. 

SH: As the occurrence of forces is disappearing, and .••• 6 •••••••. 
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AAM: Yes, I would think frequentative makes it better, because it is 

not, it is something that is already here, something they have seen happen. 

v.5 Mr. A. ? 

WA: As the sound of chariots and the 111 ... 7 ..... fire devours the stubble 

as a powerful people ma.x •••. 7~ .••• 

AAM: So you have two verbs here, don't you? No, ~you only have .. one. 

They leap, I would think that would be frequentative. Mr. H? 
gap gather 

SH: Before him a people rise, all/something or other, aut I don't know 

what the something or other is. 

AAM: Gather, how do you get gather? 

SH: Well •••• s: ...... in a later verse it means gather •••••• • •• St .... . 
I don't know the meaning of qarur (?), and it is used only twice I guess, in 

2:11 and 2:6, and I dortt know what it is. 

AAM: Yes, I notice the KJ translates it blackness. But I think particu

larly the tense there, isn't that perfect? You said future, I believe. 

Before him the people! rise. All the faces have gahtered plackness. It is 

showing vividly a thing that happened, and it describes some things that 

have already occurred, some things that are occurring, the things that have 

already occurredi are keeping on occurring, and the things that are going ~ 

occur KZB have already occurred, describing a process that is continual. 

It is not striculy past and future. Everything in it is both past and future. 

Just because it is happening right now, and he is describing it as it goes 

on, and it gives variety and beauty to the poetry to •••• 10 •••• especially 

when either one of them would be actually true. They have done that and they 

do do this. 

WA: There are alot or parallelism, aren't there? 

AAM: Mr. A, the next 

WA: As heroes, might warriors •.•. lO •.•• men of war, they Xzlx throw up 

a wall, and each in its way shall run, and those in his way •••• • lQt .•.• . 

AAM: You X&kB talk with anybody that you don t know very well, and you 

come along,and I have the •x~zw experience every day, I mean somebody may 
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say a few words, and I wonder what they mean. You understand the words, but 

you don't know wnough of the context. There are two or three possibilities. 

You walk along the street and you see somebody, and you say, they make some 

remakk, of course, I asked a fellow last night. He told me he only comes into 

New York three days a week, he comes in and it is an hour and a half on the 

subway. He says he's at the Jewish Theological Seminary from 10 to 1, and then 

he goes home. Three days in the way, he says, I am never in the city except 

then. And I •&J•J said, Oh, you have all your books at home to study. He 

says, Oh, yes. He's done alot of work on the LXX, and I said, Oh, you have 
Homes(?) 

your own •••• ll ••. Parsons (?) is suppose. Oh, yes, we bought mmax our home 

last year, he says . We had an apartment before that. (laughter) . No use 

trying to explain. I just let it go. But I meet somebody amd make some 

remark •..•.• lli •••.• well, I think just today, or yesterday someone I was 

speaking to on the street said something, and I thought, now I wonder exactly 

what they meant. You had the~ whole context, and you enquired into this 

word and that and say •.••• 12 •• • . very intereSing idea there. You just don't 

have it, you dont have a chance. And language is a peculiar form. You take 

and you specialize language for specific purposes of giving exact sense, and 

but ordinary usagei isn't that. e~taw~ Ordinary usage is you are dealing 

with emot~ions, you are dealing with Whole situations, you are making illusions 

the way we do everything is that wa¥, and even when they write a constitu

tion they try to be very very precise, specifically, and then along come some 

new issues nobody thought of before, and they start in trying to reinterpret 

the constitution to fit with it, and then the supreme court tells us eKactly 

what it does mean. And then the Supreme Court fifty years later decides it 

meant something else. And of course the thing 1s that the man who wrote it 

knew very well what they wee trying to say, the thing that was in their minds, 

but they didn't think of various other inferences which could be drawn, and we 

mean b~ verbal inspiration that we cannot legitimately draw inferences that 

are false, that we study it and try to find out exactly what these words 

really mean, and it is true, but it doesn't mean that it is absolutely obvious 
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at first sight, everything that it means . Well, next verse? 

••.• Yes, I think it would be a very good idea. You could take the ba'ad 

and it wouldn't be hard in BDB, I mean in Youngs, I doubt if there are a 

great many, and get an idea. In fact you could take •••. 13~ •••. if you feel 

like it. Here is Englishman's , pg. 261, ba'ad, it says, "particle, look out 

at a window." Separation fits perfectly there. Gen. 26:8, made an atonement 

for your sins. Made an atonement in as far as your sin. Made an atonement, 

in separation from your sin. You might say either would fit there •••. 14 •• 

through the window ••••.• 14t •.. not as far as the window there. Separation 

fits there better. The fat closed upon the blade. I don't see any separation 

there. The fat closed away from the blare would be separation, but I certainly 
womb. 

don't see separation there. The Lord had ~ shut up the ~. Had 

shut from her womb? Or as far as? Either would be possible there, I should 

think. Then by the side of the gate. That has no context to tell. I sam. 

4:18. II Sam. 20:21, threw to thee over the wall, as far as the wall? or 

from the wall? Separation there isn't it?/.~~ And, about his house, 

and about all. That's Job 1:10. Oh, thou hast thrown a prote&tion about him, 

and about his house, and about all that 1s his. Now, that's not separation, 

unless is 1t a protection making a separation •• . • • end of 0 10 
0 11 

Yes, that is very peculiar. Then, Prov. 6:26, for by means of a whorish 

woman. No separation at all Uere, and so on and so on, he says, and then 

with the prefix min, Oh, oh. It occurs also with pronominal suffixes. Oh, 

look, with the prefix mibba'ad, Songs 4:1, •.•••.• 1! ••.•• no separation 

there, pomegranlte withing thy locks, thy temples within thy locks. Also 

occurs with pron. suff., etc, etc. Gen. ~ 20:7 He xxiix shall pray for 

you. That's not separation. Ex. 8, intreat for me~, that's not separation. 

Lev. 16, make an atonement for himself, that could be either, but it is not 

likely. He shut the door upon him, he shut the door separating him ...• • . 2 .•. • 

there is no separation in that is there, neither 11ft up cry nob prayer for 

them. That's not separation. I pray the Lord for us. Well, it certainly 
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doesn't look to me as if that interpretation of BDB there is at all required, 

at least . It doesn't seem to fit alot of the cases ••••.•.• 2~ ...•.•..••.• . 

You've heard the story about the foreigner who came over here and was 

learning his English . He was standing in the hallway, xm and somebody hollered 

Look out. And he looks out the window and get hit. (laughter . ) We have got 

alot of • • • 3 .. . English •.•.• , and I guess you have in just about any language. 

Yes? Oh, •••.••. 3i······ · · 
Well, this ba'ad now, XkRx it seems to me the thing is if possible to try 

to find one meaning to fit the use of the word. As far as you can, see what 

is the root of the meaning which is used, andt then if you cannot find one, 

then consider the possibility that you have two separate roots. Now, in this 

case that possibility seems to be not at all unnatural, since you have a word 

ba'ad, which means separation, of which this could be a construct, and you 

also have got a prepostion be, and a prosition 'ad, and you do have compound 

prepositions, so that under those circumstances it would seem to me that 

both would g be natural etymological possibilitiesxl, and to have both occur 

. .. . . 4·t .... Some people assume that both won ' t occur. The RSV assumes 

that when it translates pit, instead of corruption. But they recognize 

it occuring in many other~ cases . It does occur • . . 4i .... . ..... . and so 

there are such cases, but we ord i narily we don't just assume it Co solve a 

problem, we ~ look for the meaning. %1 I was talking to a fel~ow in 

NY yesterday, who has evidently done a good bit of ~ study in Chinese, and 

some in other languages too. I forget his name •••.• st ... . ... but het 

remarked for meanin&s of words trying to use a method of checking, what did 

he say? . . •.• • si .... . .. over an area ..•••• Well, I suggested tohim the pos-

sibility ot spot checking, the possibility that you take a word and it can 

be used a great many times in a certain context, and you will find in a 

certain age, in a certain group of people, in a certain situation that the 

word is ·used over and over and over, used hundreds of times, and then you 

will find many other offshoots, you might say, from that, and there are 

groups of people who don't have that particular situation • •. . 6 .. .. , but 
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they don't have that situation, but the word is retained, and the result is, 

you will have a word or an expression which is used in fouror five different 

senses, one in one group of people, and another in another group of people, 

in different ..x places, or at different times . And they seem unrelated, and 

yet if you know the use in the place where it is used a great deal, and get 

the real root meaning from that, they could all just ••.•• 6~ ........ , and with 

words that way you just can't ...xXk know the whole situation. We have got 

so many expressions that people use all the time, and they have completely 

forgotten the source. The men were at loggerheads. You know exactly what it 

means, but how many of us have ever seen a loggerhead. I suppose the logger

heads ware when they were cutting timb~r, and bringing down the water •••• 7 ... 

and the expression becomes a oommon expression, and you can see how that is, 

and we forget the origin • • • 7 .. . And there are so many other things. But this 

to have a ba'ad, and to have also ba'ad ••.••. 7~···· But I don't see so far 

that either one of the ideas fits all of the cases. That would be just sort 

of interesting to take the RSV and take all the cases where ba'ad is ~d, 

and see if there is any uniformity to the way they deal with it. I am a bit 

surprised though at BDB •••• 1! .... , they have done a very good job. 

WA : ••••• • 

AAM : It seems as if there were a great many words this doesn't fit at 

all . Well, what was our next verse? ••.• 8 .... the g German word fertig I 

think almost any German dictionary will teel you that fertig means ready. 

At least that's what I understood fertig meant, was ready. And then I got 

over there mkxlx to Germany, and I found they constantly would say, Are you 

ready with the hammer? We would say, Are you through~ with the hammer? Now, 

what does our word through mean? Ready is more sense than through, ~ 

isn't it? Are you through with the hammer? What do you mean, are you through 

with the hammer? That's as bad as ba'ad. I never thought of it before. Now, 

we say, Are you ready? We are thinking of the future.~ Are you ready 

to go? But they say, are you ready, maa meaning, have you finished the 

thing you are doing? That is they say, fertig, now maybe fertig isn't really 
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ready, but I understood that. Of course theyhave another word, bereit (?9) 

means prepared for something. Fertig is pretty close to our English through. 

Dr. Speiser says that th~new German Dictionary Koehler's (?)he says it has 

got some new things in it, but on the whole it is not particularly good., 

German7-Hebrew dictionary. But he says the worst of it is that they have got 

German and English. That is they give you the meaning of everything in 
who didn't know an awful lot 

German and English, and evidenbly a German prepared it/so that XkKJ it looked 

as if he took his German meanings that he gave for the words, and he may have 

put alot of study on it, to give a good translation, and then he looked up in 

his English dictionary and gives you an English meaning for his German word, 

and often it doesn't fit the Hebrew at all. He says some of them are terrible . 

SH: That's Koehler and Baumgartner? 

AAM: Yes, Baumgartner did the Aramaic, Keohler the Hebrew. And I wouldn't 

think that would be true of Baumgartner, who is a very fine scholar. I 

don't know anything about Koehler. But Dr. Speiser was speaking about 

Koehler. It is interesting to take some 1aazt foreigner who has written 

something .in English, and just look at it, and you would be amazed often with 

the difficulty of understanding what he means, and even where it is perfectly 

understandable it sounds so queer, and you stop and ask, why is it queer? 

Why is it right to do Xk it this other way instead of that way. It often 

is hard to think •••.. loi •••• Yes, it is a matter of custom. Language is a 

social activity. But it is an activity carried on by a grat multitu~e of 

people, and there~e little changes come in all the time, and gradually the 

whole ••••• 10 3/4 ••.• And so as an inttrument for precision ••.• ll •• , and 

the Bible did not take, make a new perfect language. It uses the language 

of people, ~ but uses the language in such a way that you can safely 

study it, carefully and say that whatever you find ·~ eefinitely there is 

true, but not such that we can expect to find in it a preciSion beyond what 

human words mean. We can find a greater precision in what Hebrew words 

would have, becau~they fit together better, but you can find many places 

where it carries it thus far, and •••. lli ••.•• sometimes you can tell from 
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k& context, sometimes it doesn't matter, they are both equally true, and 

sometimes we •.•• lli ••••• AAM : Well, it is written for all ages, not just 

for one time, and it would be very easy perhaps to use the idiom of one 

particular period, as wowld~ be clear to that particular period, but that 

would be far more obscure to people in obher ~ periods, and itis writ~en 

to be most usable to people in all ages. There would be many things, and 

we can see how they would be better for ou» times, but if they were they 

might be just impossible for people 1n some other times • • • . •. • l2! ••.• • •• 

No, he meant his own people to understand ••• •• • l2t •• •..• •• endof class ••• 

Well, maybe it would be a good way, methodologically, then, since each 

of you has done some study on this, to have each of you Bax8 give us a brief 

summary of the results you have reached , just ot get an tdea of what you have 

come to, and where the difference is. And then we will see what partkular 

points we need to stress in our consideration. Mr. A, suppose you give us 

a summary. 

WA : Well, I don't have quite as many feff as Mr. H. has, I had only 

about thirty or so, because I wasn't here at school long enough to get them 

••••. 14 •••. but I thought the ones I had, the overall picture, the idea of 

the compound preposition, the idea is as far as, I thought I could seem to 

see that meaning in the cases. Now, maybe I am reading into it. Mr. H. 

says No. The trouble is the cases that are trouble for me, arethe ones 

that are translated through, and I checked them in the Hebrew, and I checked 

those in the LXX, and it uses dia in all of the cases that I had, where it 

is translated through, uses ~ dia in the LXX, and the idea is very ct•rx 

clearly through. ~How to get that idea from ba'ad, I couldn't do it. 

Mr . H. has more serious objections than that ••• • • • end of 0 11 
0 12 

AAM: Mr. H. what did you find? 

SH: Well, I followed BDB along, and he breaks it down very nicely into 

three different categories, ••.• . 1 •.•.• 

AAM: First, do you take it is two prepositions, or as one word? 
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SH: As one word .•.•. l •• • . It might come from three different roots, 

as far as I can see. Because in the first case he gave about 10 instances 
whether 

where it is more or less an idea or separation,/looking through a window, 

I suppose you could say away from a windo•, or whether some of these 

instances *brown over a wall, that is over, and away from, and at least, 

whether you would translate that through, or away from, the idea seems to be 

separation, andit seems to be a unified idea in it. And the second category 

given by BDB is the same word usedi with •••• 1! •• . •• . like some people went 

into a town and they shut it ba'ad them. Does that mean around them? 

AAM: There is certainly no separation there. 

SH: Behind them? Well, there is an idea of separation all right, but 

the idea of se~ration seems to be in the verb, andnot in the preposition, 

because what evert they touch separates them from something else. But as I 

say, it seems to be in the verb, and I don't suppose you could apply it to the 

~ .... 2t ... . 
AAM: All right, they shut it separating them. 

SH: Now, that's a translation I would consider, the participle separating 

them ••• 2! ••• , but I don't know if you could translate this by a participle. 

As a matter of fact, that would fit most of the cases, and it would fit much 

better than about, 

AAM : About, where did you get about? 

&H: Well, that's one or the translations BOB gives. 

AAM: Is that the 3rd one? 
, 

SH: No, that's in the second paragraph •• • •••• 3 •.... In Lam. is says 

he hedged me ba'ad me, and I shall not go out. But in some cases the same 

idea ~nvolves not a circle round about a person, but rather only a door which 

cuts a person off from the outside, around him . And you can't say that he 

put a door about him, because a door dowsn't circle a person. 

AAM: But the result is the same. 

- - - - - -
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If there was only the door there, and nothing on the other side, the 

door would have no efficacy. The door makes the circle complete, and other

wise the circle is of no importance. You put a horse in a corral, but you 

don't have to~ build the whole corral when you put the horse. When you 

close the entrance to the corral you corral the horse. 

SH: ••••• to shut the door, and closigg the door would complete the circle. 

I don't see pow you can say to shut the door about him, when you mean the 

house, because the door is the subject ••.•.• 4i . .... 
AAM: Yes, well now, what's yourt third category~ 

SH: Well, in the 2nd category there is one here that Mr. A takes as 

the two prepositions. There's one here that I saw that could be taken that 

way. The fat closed ba'ad the blade of the sword, and the question there is, 

does that mean came around up till the sword? Or whether it is about the 

sword? Or whether it separated the sword from the air, ••• • s ... . 
SH: 
xa : Could you translate that, the fat closed up until the blad9?, or the 

fat close round about the blade? Or the fat closed separating the blade from 

~the air? And then the third category is translated on behal6 of. 

WA: The idea is something that concerns you, something that is related 

to you, it seems to me that that would be she same idea, I'd say that would 

be a specialized meaning, carrying the same idea. This is something that is 

related to you, use it in reference to •••• 6 .... as far as. You don't use 

it in reference, you might say, a specialized meaning, ~ the typical 
'\~ 

meaning is something that is related to,something that is close to you.~ 

Maybe I leaned over backwards, there, but I thought this could be that basic 

idea. And it would fit certainly better than the idea of separation. He 

made atonement on your behalf, he interceded on your behalf, as touching you, 

is the link that I made between the idea of ••• 6 3/4 ••. 

AAM: I notice BDB says substantive properly separation with the genitive, 

in separat&on from, in usage of preposition away from, behind, about, on 

~ on behalf of. Well, toget away from and on behAlf of in one 

category is pretty difficult. Away from and on behalf of. That is pretty 
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hard to say as one. It does xamR seem • as if a good many of them the idea 

of separation seems to be involved, but it seems as if in others the idea of 

as far as, which might be on behalf of, seems to be 1BxzB involved. Doesn't 

it? Now, that of course is Mr. Ha7es's third category which he thought 

couldn't fall together with the others. He felt ib must be separate. On 

behalf of, on account of, for the sake of. Wouldn't you think on behalf of 

could quite easily be derived from the idea? I can't hel~ just about feeling 

we have two different roots here. And one of the roots the idea of separation 

is not so bad in. The other one the idea of as far as seems rather close, 

on behalf or, as far as? Can you get that from separation, Mn H? 

ttXxxxb, 
SH : No, I don't think it has anything to do with separation, and I doubt 

whether it has anything to do with in until . 

AAM: Well, we'll say this then, they suggest the root ba'ad meaning, 

which is not otherwised evidenced, but the compare the Arabic ba'ada (?) to 

be remote, or distant. Now that doesn'tprove there is such a root in Hebrew, 

but it suggests the possibility, and it being idetntical with an Arabic 

wrd in form, which means be remote, or distant, ~ it would suggest the 

possibility that a Hebrew preposi~n of separation could have that idea 

derived from a similar root, be remote, separation. An idea of something 

that closes you off from, and makes it impossible for the one to get at the 

other. 

SH: •.•.• 9 3/4 ••. fit with the idea of wway from •••••• yes, would fit 

with the idea of about • • •.•• • 10 ••••• 

AAM: Yes, so that that would seem to be a good possibility for aa •.• 10 .• 

Well, now, that doesn't seem to fit on behalf of at all, that seems to be 

a separate category • • • 1ott. .. . It is pretty hard to see how to g.et on behalf 

of out of separate. Well, what are we goin5 to get it out of? We seem to 

have on behalf of very definitely here. If we have on behllf of here, very 

definitely, what is it from? Well, can~ it be from a word meaning se,arate? 

Pretty hard to think it can. It must be from some other word . Well, another 



52 

word that occurs to us BB is the possibility of two prepositions, in unto. 

Well, now, we might look up be, and look up 'ad, and see if there is any 
which 

combination of meanings/would seem to fit with on beaalf of ••. ll ••• Now, 

if there is , if we think that that will make it, we say it is derived from 

that. If we don't think that will make it, well then we have to~ posit 

another root that is unknown to us • • .• • ll •• ••• There could be a root of 

which we have not cognate evidence entirely possible, and if you have nothing 

else to do you have to posit it. 

WA : That only Lexicon I have is the one that Gesenius and • • . 11! •• he 

takes it as from the preposition be and 'ad. I didn ' t bring it with me, 

but he takes it. 

AAM : Which Gesenius is that? Tregelles? 

WA: Yes. Not Robinson. I'll bring it next time. 

AAM: And this, of course, is an edition of Gesenius, but this is a 

later edition of Ges. , and they have attempted to abandon that, having found 

this Aaabic root ba'ada, they thought that was more like . 

WA: Could it be a generalized preposition with the idea of with reference 

to ••••• 12 •• •• 

AAM: Certainly 

WA$: • • • • from the oontext, that would be the broadest idea that you 

could fit all these ideas into. 

AAM: Oh, but can you fit all the ideas into that? With reference to? 

•••• • 121 •.••• I wonder what Koehler does with it. I wonder where my Gesenius 

Buhl is. Here is Ges. Tregelles. That's tae one you have? I have Ges. Buhl 

somewhere. It has a yellow cover •••• . l3! ••• Tregelles does have it from 

ba'ad, not from two prepositions, but he says to be without, to be near, 

it seamsi quite the opposite. 

SH: The English~ preposition over and under •.•. l3! •.•. 

AAM: It would all depend on the verb. You could say he superimposed 

it witb reference to this, or you could say he super~posed it above it, 

and you could say he supposed, or what is the oppositt of superimposed? 
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He did that with reference to it, but what I mean to say is if your place 

position is dncluded inthe verb, directly, or by implication, then a general 

word is quite suffieient , but if it isn't , then you seem to require more 

narrowing down. At least it is not instrumentality. It is not that, it is 

noti by means of, and it is not in front of, or in back of .••.. end of 0 12 

0 13 

••••• an idea, he~ gets the behalf of into the separate. He says the 

persons and things which protecting the XJX way to something which comes as 

a protection, protecting the way to something, therefore, %kK to pray for 

one. Oh, oh, but not here. Skin for akini will a man give for his soul • 

••.•. l~ •.• . ••• . ia that separation? Skin for skin ••• . • l 3/4 ... Wilaon (?) 

used to say the last thing you get in any language is prepositions, they 

are so idiomatic. You take our English "by." What on earth does our English 

"byl" mean,{? The houee by the road. He was shot by a man. He was destroyed 

by fire. You wouldn't say he shot him by a revolvee, he shot him with a 

revolver. The variat i on of meanings in our English prepositions is tremend

ous, and in the German . •.•. 2t .... doesn't correspond in the slightest bit . 

I was born to Calumet, instead of in Calumet. The German is zu. It is 

different . Our different meadngs fall xam together. But this one, skin for 

skin. Oh, skin on ••wtf behalf of. That isn't the idea. The idea of sub

stitution ••.•• 3 .... Well, we don't seem to find anybody doing it •.• 3 ..... 

It must have been suggested some time, it is such a ax natural idea. But 

if they all feel that you have this ba'ada, and that that's a more aatural 

thing, but it doesn't necessarily prove it is. You do have two prepositions 

together, I believe, otherwise. You certably do in some Semitic languages. 

It seems to me you do in Hebrew. I don't think •. . 3~···· 

SH: This really isn't a preposition, is it? 

AAM : Yea, but a great many prepositions are derived from substantives. 

WA : • ••••• • • • 4 . .. . ... . ... . 

AAM: . .. .• I am inclined to take it that with the locusts there, and the 

food going, and the condition being reduced to a time of utter poverty here 
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in Joel 2:26, that if that w••Wcs•stwx~ had continued the people would be 

embarassed forever . As long as they existed as a nation they would be em

barrassed and in.misery if they are a source ammounting to anything in the 

world •••. 4! ... cut off by these locust deseructions. And so they won't be 

embarrassed forever. That is , I would incline to put it with the embarrassed 

rather than with the not. Are we going to be embarrassed for ever? No, we 

won't be embarrassed forever. On the otherhand you see ) you can take it 

I won't be embarrassed now, I won't be embarrassed any time tin the future. 

I don't think that's what this says. Won't be embarrassed in the future. 

I don't think it means that. I think it meaas we won't be embarrasses right 

along for a long while • 

•.••• this particular thing is not going to be a perpetual state of ..a 

misery ••.• 5~ ...•• 

SH: In other words, this ~ust relates to maybe the next fifty or a 

hundred years. 

AAM: No, it stops it altogether. That is, the ma embarrassment from the 

locusts which is allowed to continue might be a matter for ten thous~and 

years. 

SH: So they will never be plagued with locusts again. 

WA: • • • • • si .... plagues will have an end ) in other words . This plague 

is not etenral. This plaguei will have an end. This plaguei is not to be 

an eternal plague. This attack you have. 

SH: But I thought the thing was already over, as far •• • . 6 .... 

AAM: Yes, it is, he is assuring them of it •..•• 6 • • •• promise for perman

enceSXX. You willi eat in plenty, and be satisfied , and praise the name of 

the Lord your God, who has dealt wonderously with you. How has He dealt 

wonderiously with you? Well, he has brought to an end and seemed to insure 

perpetual .••• 6t . .... You ~ loose everything you have. There 

is no way you can poesibily regain it. You are in a state of perpetual 

poverty. I bring your F•zX••t perpetual poverty to an end. That doesn't 

mean that you might not make another mistake and get yourself in the same 
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boat again. But it does say that this condition which was a condition of 

perpetual poverty is ended, and conswquently that the Lord has worked won

rously with ~you in bringing it to an end. That would seem to insure 

perpetual •.•• 6 3/4 •.• Now, of course, the other meaning woudd be a possibili

ty here . He SfYS except that, yes, it would be ap possibility, but that it 

would be something that would be new that we haven't yet kKaax had . Ve have 

had no promises for the distant future as JBZ yet. We have been talking 

about the end of this situation, the Lord is going to restore that which a 
has now been lost, ahe Lord is going to take an interest in His people, He 

is going to remedy their presenti situation, they will eat in plenty and 

be satisfied, and praise the name of the Lord who has dealt wondrously with 

them. Andi that would be a brand new idea •••• 7i .... , and the prosperity that 

you are now entering is going to last forever. Well, I thhk the same idea 

is that I am giving you this wonderful prosperity, and bringing to an end 

that which seems to make permanent~ poverty certain .. • •• 8 . . .. shall never 

be ashamed is going beyond anything that is here stated. It would be way 

of translating, or interpreting the verse, but I don't think it is necessary. 

I think this is equally possible. How does the Greek do with this, JBBX do 

you know? •.••• st ..... And what does the RSV dol with it? •.•. • . st ..... . 
It doesn't say it will or won't here. Now, you might say that he saved a 

man from drowning, and the man didn't lose his life. Now that's not to say 

he may not fall in the water tomorrow. We will expect that he won't, but he 

doesn't s~it. Here, this boy's not going to drown, he was rescued. So, if 

tomorDoW he goes out and fal~ in again, .•••.. 8 3/4 ••.. . , 1m of course, God 

could~ ••• g .. . if He chose, but I don't think He would choose it. Well, 

next Mr . A? • 

AAM: God says I am giving you a material a.& deliverance. You are not 

to have xa etennal poverty, you are rescued from it, and God is interested 

in people, in rescuing them from material things, but He is even more inter

ested in the purpose for which He brought them into existence, to be His 

spiritual messengers. And while He is giving you this step forward materially 
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you a great step forward spiritually. 

SH: And what reference does that have to them? 

AAM: To them? Simply they know that God's favor continues with them. 

SH: Well, can they take this verse and say this may not happen for five 

thousandi yeaus, but nevertheless it embodies a principle by which God can 

also deal with us in a lesser way? For instance, they might not have dreams, 

but in the ~ providence of God they m~t have guidance. And they might 
ed 

be enlightenta! their souls and yet not have ~ such an out¢-

pouring of the Spirit as here. It seems tbat it would have tobe something 

else, than that this is going to happen XkRR ten thousand years from now. 

•--•••x Because they would ask if they had any suspician that it might be 

such a long time, well , so what . What does this mean to me? What do I 

care about this? ~ 

AAM: It means that the nationi which seemsto be done for is not done 

for, but God has a glorious future for them. 

WA: Could it be the idea even beyond this? •.•••• lo! ••••.• 

AAM: Yes, very good question, and I think we ought to look at the 

Englishman's and see if it throws any~ light on it. Of course, literally, 

the acher can be beyond in time, or in space. 

SH: Could it be in meaisure? 

AAM: That's what I don't know . But I think we ought to see if there are 

any instances. Are there aza a great many instances of the use of the word 

acher? If there are it might take a while looking to find if there are any, 

and on the other hand lf there only are a few it might not be enough to prove 

that there weren't some like this • 

•••.• perhaps suggests the possibility of it meadng in addition to this, 

beyond this sort of thing. Beyond such things, and in addition to such things, 

to these material blessings, there is wonderful spiritual blessing ahead for 

us. That is rather then cen (?11 3/4.) indicating a place, or time, indica

ting a type, or a condition, that which we have just given. That's just a 
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ahcher (?) 

thought that occurs to me. Of course, ·~•z is to remain behind, delay, or 

tarry, and ahher i~ the hinder or following parts, of course, the idea here 

is acherith . He says, latter part, end, but I don't think so. I think it is 

that which follows . I think he is wrong on that . Now here, me-achere, from 

behind, after, it is position, very often. After than, now here is of time, 

of place behind, he says, and of time behind. Oh, acherey cen asher, after

wards when, cr. II Chron. Acherey ~, afterward~, Gen. 6:4. Oh. There 

are alot of them in Gen. Could you hand me the Englishman's? I think we 

could get those qui ckly there. Good, in Gen. 6:4, after that, doesn't mean 

time. After the naphalim were in the earth, it doesn't mean space, behind 

where they were, surely it means, after such things. Another sort of thing. 

In addition to that would be perfect there , for Gen. 6 : 4 • •• .•• tl3! •••. 

seems to fit here, fairly well, doesn't it. 

SH: But you wouldn't aay it was fulfilled in that day, would you? 

AAM: No, no, he continues his mercy with them in material ways, and even 

more than that in spiritual ways there is a great future. 

you then next week? •.•. end of 0 13 

Well, we'll see 

0 14 

I hoped today in Minor Prophets that we'd spend a greater part of our 

time on v.4ff •..• ! . .. , and then questions came up I thought were quite worth

while, but we didn't get to where I thought we would start .•.••. l . • • • ...••. • 

Yes, I know, that is based on that idea, that it has got to be a •.. , oh, 

you mean the LXX? Oh, that's good. that could be, Xk but that wouldn't 

prove as to which is correct. It would prove that the manuscript of the 

LXX had it so. It might have been. You see among the nations fits, doesn't 

it? .. • • .. l! • ...• . . No , I thi nk it means look among the nations. Y e s, I would 

think that, because they weren't yet scattered. They were still in Jerusalem . 

SH : What I meant was, is it addressed to heathen, or it is addressed 

to Gentiles~ ••••• 2 ••• • • 

AAM:I think it was addressed to Jews . Of course, Paul was talking to 

Jews ••• 2 .•. , of course the same principle would apply to everyone, but it 

specifically applies to the Jews ••• . •.••. 2t .. • • • •••••••.• and consequently 
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it is altogether possible that XW. it is possible the LXX saw ga bagad, in-

staed of .•.• 2! ..... it could be •.•• • •••.. 21 ...... . .... . ... . 
Oh, ye,, the treacherous dealing ones. Act treacherously, and despise. 

We would have to get the exact shade of meaning. Those two could approach 

very closely, and they could be quite distinct •••••• 3 • . •.. , but that ' s what 

the LXX says, you des~pisers? Yes. Well, that would look like a change in 

the Hebrew, rather than in the ~ Greek. But it doesn't affect the thought 

of the passage. It fits perfectly, and is a good summary of what is in the 

previous three verses. 

SH: •••• coald be a mistake •• • •• • • and yet Paul doesn't base any 

x argument on it? 

AAM: Paul bases not argument on it. If it is a mistake, it stlll 

presents the idea in the previous two verses, so that it is not a mistake 

which introduces error. It could be that. But it doesn't introduce any 

erroneous idea, and consequently there is not need of correcting it here. 

It is simply brining out .•.• 3! .. . . 
AAM: No, that's not my recollect . Now, let's see that. ~hat's Acts 13. 

That's not my recollection. Oh, Beware, therefore, lest that come upon you, 

which is spoken of in the prophet. You see? 

SH: Oh, well that's only part of the verse. 

AAM: Lest that come upon you which is spoken of in the prophets. %kat 

The prophets said to the people of Judah, you are wicked despising ~ people, 

and God is going to bring the Chaldeans upon you. He says, beware lest 

that come upon you which came upon them. 

SH: Well, does that indicate that Paul knew the LXX better than he 

knew the Hebrew? If so it would have been quite eaay for • . •• • . 4 3/4 • . . 

AAM: No, I don't think so, I think he was speaking to the people that were 

familiar with the LXX. And he didn't bother to change. I~ think he 

knew the Hebrew well en~. I think that he~ figured ••• s ....... Of/ ccu~se, 

it is not impossible that Luke m~t have been giving in Greek a talk that 

was given in Aramaic, might instead of translating the Aramaic word for word 



59 

have simply given the corresponding verse in the Greek translation they were 

familiar with, being the verse that Paul gave, and the aariation not affect

ing the idea, it ~ being impossible to give exactly the idea, to trans

late the Aramaic exactly into Greek anyway. The Aramaic might be slightly 

different from the Hebrew in a little different direction, and Luke might 

have simply quoted the verse that the readers of the Greek would be familiar 

with, in the place, the variation not affecting the thought at all that was 

present, but if anything, bringing out the thought better, because it summar

ized the thought of the previous three verses. That might be. I mean, we 

don't know. 

SH: How come they XZ& were more conversant with the LXX than they were 

with the Aramaic Scriptures~ 

AAM: I don't know whether they were or not, but Luke was written •••• 6 ••• 

••.••••••• Well, now, what does the LXX say there? .•.•••.•. 6! ... .. .. .. .. . 
and iperish and perish 

Oh, well how about the~ where does he get the wm~rt3xt~ •.. 6 3/4 .. 

the N.T., does the LXX say, Behold ye despisers and wonder and perish? What 

does it say? In Acts 13:41 there that word, and perish, seems to be simply 

an addition, not in the LXX at all. I mean, not in the Hebrew at all. It 

is in the LXX, aamx . .... 7 .... , but what is your Greek N.T. word? 

WA : Same word 

AAM: Oh, the same word, banish, or perish. But that word is taken 

direc~ from the LXX, and it fits in with what's going to happen . He says, 

I am going to send the Chaldeans, you are going to perish. It is an intaro

duction to what follows, aut it is just not in the Hebrew. That's interesting, 

it is an addition, but I don't know how the LXX comes to get that addition. 

That would be an interesting ~problem regar~ng the LXX. I don't know 

whether in this particular class now you want toxa take time on it. Mr. H. 

and I are working on similar passages at another time ••• • . 8 .. . . youmean that 

that's a pretty good exp~lanation of how perish get's into the LXX? Tha~ ~~u 

have this verb damah, ceases, cause to cease, cut off, or destroy? And~ it 

seems to me that it is a very good gurees that the LXX perhaps somebody 
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translated the LXX and took it for a, took the te for a de, maybe it was 

dictated, or by memory, so that you get the te and the de in sound confused, 

they don't look alike, but they sound alike, and so you get in mind the two 

ideas, •onder and perish, and then somebody else going over it notices that 

in the Hebrew it is wonder or wonderfing, and so ~ he inserts the word, 

a wondering, without n&ticing that you have already got that »~ word mt••rx 

misread. He just notices that it is wonder and, and in the Hebrew is isn't 

wonder and, in the Hebrew itis wonder a wondering, so he just stioc s in the 
think 

word wonder, and that way you have got them both. I would XkaX that a very 

possiblei way in which that might have come into the LXX, from the confusion 

of the tamah, and the damah. 

What veree are we in Joel? 3:2. Oh, that's interesting. Now you are 

getting into very interesting passages. All right, Mr. A, would you like 

to read us a bit there. 

WA: And also . •••.• g! ... 
AAM: Also here you say has a sense of •.• 9 3/4 .. , also upon menservants 

and maidservants. Evan upon menservants. I would think so, yes. I think 

the German word also conveys that sense even pretty well. In English we 

don't usually use also in that sense. But, It there doesn't seem to be •.. 

it isn't just and. There's something more. They wouldn't say wegan, and also, 

it doesn't mean another one, because they haven't told us, so that it's ah .•• 

WA: •.• • , the context shows the great extent •••••• loi ••..•• 

AAM: Yes, I think that ~ probably the gan, or the German auch, would 

bring it out perfectly, but that in English our word also doesn't quite, and 

so perhaps even in English would gette idea across, that it is actually in 

the Hebrew, better than also. Very interesting point. Mr. Hayes next? 

SH : The8e are all Jews, aren't they? 

AAM: Which are Jews? 

SH: All these people mentioned in v.l and 2. upon whom the spirit has 

poured ••.• ll •• • , 

AAM: I think that the Jews are included in it, at least, but I don't 
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think it is necessarily •... 11 . . ... I don't think you could say it excludes 

the Jews, but whetheri you have to say it includes only Jews, I would question. 

WA : Menservant, maidservants, andall flesh •. •• ll! . • •• likely, he is showing 

hte Jews that it is more than that, .....• to the Jews he is speaking, but he 

is showing this outpouring idea upon all 

SH: You mean the men servants and maidservants are not likely to be Jew? 

AAM: Could be, I don't think you could be dogmatic about it. But you can 

say it includes Jews. I don't think you can say it only includes Jews. I 
·\-

don ' t think from this verse you can prove it doei, but I think perha~s it 

suggests it doesn't. All right, next .•. 12 •.•. 

This particular ~ verse I wouldn't be sure whether you would have to 

interpret it as an actual turning , or as an apparent turning, whether it means 

that the sun loses its light, and the moon appears like blood, or whether it 

actually means a change in those great heavenly bodies . I would incline to 

think of the one being the effect upon this earth would be just as likely %B 

as to mean an actual physical change in the sun and the moon. 

WA: What I meant was a physical change from the viewpoint of the earth 

..•• 12! •... 

AAM: Yes, but it would seem to be, as I say, a definite physical change . 

That would certainly seem to me to be reasonable • •.• 13 .•.• 

I am not sure here where malat, BDB saya slip away, I am not sure that that 

is the basic meaning. The only thing that I can see that thatis built upon 

is let me slip away to see my brethren, slip through or past tnto the house. 

I Sam. 20:29, II Sam. 4 :6, but those are the only cases out of maybe 50 or 

100 cases that seem to have that meaning . Of course, there is ~e that seems 

to be like that hiphil, to give birth to a maile child, Is. 66:7, that's 

possible, but deliver, or be rescued, let escape,that is used in doaens of 

cases, but this slipping idea is comparatively infrequent. So whether you 

are justified in making it basic when it is so comparatively infrequent. At 

least, the other is so much more common, and would seem to me to be the one to 

be tried first, to be delivered, and to be rescued .•• l4 ••• Every one that 
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shall call upon the name of the Lord shall ve saved , that seems to me a bad 

rendering here, ••x••tl actually. I don't think you have to •aa say slip 

~way . Because that is only used two or three times, and when there is only 

2 or 3 I think we have a right to regard them with question. When we have 

50 or 60 together •• • •••. l4i • .• • •.. it could very well be that you see this 
~ ~ 

vasarivim; suppose you took it as levasarim, havtng a mem before it, instead 

of a dalth after it, you would have the regular piel participle, the preachers 

of the time • . .. l4! .•• , but if you took it, let's see, without the piel before 

without the mem before, the form would have to have different vowels, but 

pour daleth here makes it very definitely not tiis, as the Hebrew stands, but 

just the omitting the daleth, and you see the rivim, m•txw daleth and resh 

are so often confused anyway, very interesting •••. • end of 0 14 
0 15 

• •. . . ~easily see how the LXX gets that •.• ! ... . , but which is correct, 

the thing is, that as the rendered it there~ I think they rendered the beth 

twice, you see, among those to xmm whom the tidings are preached, so the 

among wm•dt would seem to be remdered twice . That would suggest that the 

LXX there is a misunderstanding, a very easy misunderstanding to come •.• l •. . 

But I would incline to think that the Hebrew is probably correct • . •. 

In Jerus~alem there will be a group of delivered people, as the Lord has 

said. 

WA: ••.. l! . • . survivors, would be those whom the Lord has called •. . . . 

AAM : Yes, in the remnant, yes, now in the English translation it doesn't 

IKmK seem to make alot of sense, does it . And it shwll come to pass that 

whos~er shall call~ upon the name of the Lord shall be delivered, that's 

fi~ so far, for in Zion, Mt. Zion, i n Jerusalem shall be deliverance, ac

cording to the suggestion Keil makes which seems excellent there, shall be 

a delivered group, as the Lord has said, but then, and in the remnant, whom 

the Lord shall call. And in the remnant whom the Lord shall call . What does 

ZEa it mean? 
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WA: He puts the verbl there, and in this group ••• 

AAM: Yes, there shall be those whom the Lord will call. Yes, that seems 

quite sensible, doesn't it? Yes, and among this group, and in the remnant 

will be those whom the Lord will call. 

~ Oh, in Mt. Zion will be deliverance, and in the remanb, will be 

whom the Lord shall call. That's quite reasonable. But I don't think any 

reader of the English Bible ever gets that idea. I wonder what . • . 2t . .. . 
That's very interesting, isn't it? And among those left will be those 

whom the Lord is calling. 

WA: ••. in other words, you have physical deliverance in order to salvation 

.... 3 ... . • 

AAM: Yes, it would seem ~o, wouldn't it? Before the •• •• • 3t·· · ·· ····· 
In modern EnglUb we just say among the survivors, those whom the Lord will 

call, but perhaps in Old English whom along would X&X stand all right. ~ 

~Like who was it, they say, who steals my purse steals trash . •.. . • 3t . .... 
somebody says that, who steals my purse steals trash. We wouldn't say 

that in Modern English . We would say, anyone who steals my purse steals trash . 

But that don't feel the need of an antecedent quite as much as we do . They 

are like the Hebrew, they can make the who saand for an antecedent. We can 

do that with whoever. XaB Whoever steals my purse .•• And among the remnant, 

whoever the Lord shall call ...X would be perfectly all right in English . 

But, among the remnant whom the Lad shall call, it just doesn't quite convey 

it in ••• . 4 . . .. And they have got it correctly given there, that's good. 

They have got alot of things correctly given in there, it is just a shame they 

had to spoi m it with alot of things that are incorrectly given. That's 

ve~interesting, isn't it, those who call on the name of the Lord shall be 

saved, and among the ones surviving will be those whom the Lordi will call. 

It is calling both directions. That's very interesting. Yes. Those that 

love the Lord, who are the called, according to His puEpose,and all they that 

are the called according to His purpose do call upon Him. It works both ways. 

That's excellent. 
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BDB here, pelata, seems to be used of escape, or deliverance, in two 

cases. Gen. 45:7 and Jer. 25:35. Elsewhere he says probably always escaped 

" remnant, those who have ax escaped. But that's pelata, this is pelita . Now 

pelit, is an escaped one, or a fu&ittve. Oh, this is pelata which is here, 

yes. Well, then, there are two instances where it is an escape, but in the 

most of the cases it is an escaped remnant. Well, that's an interesting 

passage • 

.•.•..• brining again the captivity of Judap is absolutely certain, there 

is going to be a day and a time when it will happen, and those days, in that 

time it doesn't mean, the days and times necessarily just spoken of. Now I 

am basing that on the use of the phrase elsewhere, but I thi nk there are many 

cases where it does not mean the one just spoken of. In some cases it may, 

but it looks to the future, rather than to the past, that is, it looks to what 

is about to be said, rather than to what has been said. 

SH: .•.• 6 .•.. reason from the context above, the pouring out of the spirit,. , 

AAM: ••. the question is, to take the asher, in the days when I do this, 

that I will do so and so, the only question is whether in that case you would 

have the those, and that quite asp positive as this. It doesn't seem quite 

t~ fit the feeling •..•.•. . 6! .. .. .. .. yes, behold that, and then agai~, I must 

~ say there is something for that . Oh, now that's the way the KJ has 

it, the way you have it, .•. 6! ... In those days, and in that time when I shall 

bring again the captivity of Judah and Jerusalem I will also gather. And I 

think there is alot to be said for it in that our English,will come to pass 

that, is an entirely different that from asher. Is asher ever used in that 

sense of that? Isn't asher definitely relative, when you say it will come 

to pass that, it is not a relative. So that looks very much like what you 

suggested just now. Ve~much like it . This is introductory to the next verse 

And that is the way the KJV takes it. It will come to pass in the days, in 

those days and in that time xkaKx which I bring again the captivity, it looks 

a little against it to have those and that quite as prominent, but after all, 

I think that is what asher ardinatily means. I don't think it ordinarily 
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result, like it has come to pass that. Behold that I will return, I don't 

think .. • .. -7! ...... . 
WA: Asher is .. aw2Ward if you don't take it as a relative pronoun. 

AAM: It is a most natural way to take it, as going with the days, intro

ducint the next verse. Well, Mr. Hayes, have ~ you a further question on 

this verse? ....•. Oh, you mean you would like to go on a little now . All right 

give us the next line. 

SH: And I will gather all the nations ...• 

AAM: I don•tthink there is any proof from the context whether this day 

of judgment is ~ when the sun turns to darkness, and the moon to blood, 

or not. That is one thing predicted, this is another thin~ predicted, they 

might be the same time, they might be different. Well are those other things 

predicted, they might be the same time, they might be different. 

SH: Well, are those BkR other things, the turning of the moon and so forth 

are they signs of judgments, or signs of something else? Do they have to be 

signs of the judgment? 

AAM: I don't think necessarily signs of a judgment. They could be sigas 

6f God's power, or God's great mysterious acts. Perhaps judgment is the most 

natural thing, in connection with it, but not aecessarily the only thing. 

SH: It could be parallel\ to the pouring of the spirit, or something 

like that. ~-

AAM: Yes, I would think so. Now, it is xaz true that in, I was so sur

prised when I was in Germany, over herein America, we have a thanksgiving day 

in the fall when we all eat ourselves sick, but in Germany I found that 

instead of a 'hanksgiving day they had a repentance day, and in Germany when 

it came repentance day, why the sun ~ got so dark, and everything got so 

gloomy they had to turn on the street lights to see at noon, and the next 

spring the same way, everything was so dark and gloomy you could hardly see 

the sun, they had to have the street 1gR lights on, and then Easter every~h~~~ 

was bright and shining beautiful. It really fit, but it just strukk me there, 

the darkness you speak of, the darkness didn'it suggest judgment so much as 
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perh~ps penitence, •~wzx or perhaps a sense of bhe holiness of God. It could 

be used very well as darkness, but I am not sure it is neeessary as that . 

That ..•. 10 •• .. for a pillar is certainly interesting there, isn't it? A palm

like calamn. That's very interesting. Yes, a column of smoke ••• endof class • . 

the thing that in Hebrewi that occasionally the 

adverbs have a special ending, but in most cases they are indistinguishable 

from the adjective or nouns . In English, &a of course, we have separate 

words as a rule for adverbs, adjectives, and then we have an ending -ly that 

can be added to just about any adjective to . aake an adverb. But it is a 

distinction we have a job teaching children, to distinguish adverbis from 

adjectives, not one of the best recognized things in common parlance. I 

think we all recognize it pretty well, but I don't think it is one of the first 

things they learn ..•• l2! . . .. 

This use of gamul (?) as recompense is sort of, doesn't fit our present 

idea of it, at least here •.•.•• l2 3/4 ..•. Ps. 94:2 there certainly would be 

retribution rather than reward. Reward then in the Old English maybe means 

simply a giving what is deserved . Well, it wouldn't mean that here. You 

Tyre and Sidon, do you think you will give God xakt what is deserved. He 

wtll return you what's deserved on your own head. 

SH: Well, of course, if you take it as an action upon God's part first, 

and a reaction upon their part ••••• looking for a sign, rather than explicitty 

stated. 

AAM: Yes, but you mean in that case it would be definitely returning 

his deeds in this way. 

SH: An action and a reaction more ••.• in order to make it recompense . .. 

AAM: Yes, but how about in Psalms, forget not all his benefits. It 

isn't forget not all His rewards, all His recompenses •..•.. l3 3/4 ...• 

yes, foriget not all his benefits. Recompense is very frequently used in a 

bad sense, like what the brothers did to Joesph, and while it is in a good 

sense like his benefits , yet it is used even more in a bad sense, and that 
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certainly would fit here. Do you think you are going to treat me this way? 

You are going to return all of my goodness to me? In this kind of action ••. 

end of 0 15 • .•.•. 
0 16 

Asher is maiRg mainly what they have done which ~ he is going to 

re~tfn on his own head, so asher doesn't have to be considered an unusual 

use, bec~se in is simply a relative to describe what the recompense is, or 

the recompenses . The retribution, the mistreatment of him, after all his 

good to them. 

SH: It is still hard to say the asher in English •• . ... l . ••.... 

AAM: Yes, it would seem to me it was a true relative. The difficulty 

in English is that our relatives usually come rather close to the antecedent . 

•....•• in English that makes it awkward, and we find that in a good many 

other languages, but in English is normally comes rather close to its anteced

ent. Or else the antecedent xxa is repeated. In other languages I think you 

do find it more ... l! •.• further aW¥Y 1 like here. Very good. Next line? 

••.•. 1 3/4 ... Misrayim is a true dual, Egypt, the two Egypts, upper and lower 

Egypts. But there is no two Jerusalems. Y~rushalaim •••• 2 •.. , but actually 

it is •ritten ayim, the dual . There are no twa Jerusalems I know of. It 

would seem it is probaov the way it was sounded originally. It is interesting 

you do have the two Jerusalems now, at least. All right then, the ne~t? 

.... 2i . ... in ceder that they might be far away from their territory in v.6, 

or so as to bring them far awpy. Is it result of ~ purpose? 

SH: Result. 

AAM: Yes, so that. So that they are ~ng taken far away from their 

territory. I think it is result, rather than necessarily speciric purpose. 

All right, Mr. A? 

••• the same situation as we have before. I think the previous explanation 

~ld fit this one, woudln't it? •••• 3 ••. , the sons of Jerusalme is quiee 

unusual . I don't reqa11 •.. • 3 •.. , but the sons of Judah as you say, is quite 

common. But I think it is the Jerusalemites, the Judeans,and the Jerusalem

ites •••.••. 3i- ... different peoples, ~X11f'twn •. . 3l .. . . . there were so many 
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peoples. Of course, we are gettimg more light all the time. There may be some 

..XX we'll never get light on, and otler times, it is sometimes hard to put them 

together, because you have a word represented differently in different languages, 

and it is hard to be~ sure it is the same one you are speaking of. It is 

interesting hcwwe have the word Georgian for people fnM kx our state of Georgia, 

and the Georgian, Stalin was a Ge~gian. And it is the same term exactly. And 

there are many such. And then terms, sometimes the same term will change, as it 

is pronouneed by people of different ma languages. They give it ~KX«t1 in 

different ways, maybe the nearest they can get in their language. There are 

alot of studies made on ~ these various things, but of course there is new 

l ight coming on~ it, to overthrow alot of the things ..• 4t . .. , and on the other 

hand it proves alot of them true. But this Sheba here, what it is, it is exact

ly the same word as Sheba, of the queen of Shema, except it has a Gentilic 

ending . Well, it could be the people from Sheba, or the people from that area, 

the desert •.. 4t ... I have the impression it was used in Job. What is the 

word there, BBxJBB do you remember? • . • .• 4! . .. it is the same word here exactly 

Sebians, as Sheba. Strange we render itsaa sone times with an "s" and sometimes 

with a "shin" in English, isn't it? Sheba, and the Sebians? Of course, we 

do the same thing ifi our rendering of the Assyrian kings, we have Essar-haddon, 

Ashur-banipal, two ways of rendering the same God, Ashur. Well, we have it in 

the N.T., we have Elijah, and we have Elias, both in the NT. Such vatiations 

spring up fairly easi)y. I have a friend who was rather disgusted because when 

I made a trip through Germaruand Czechoslovakia, to Budapest, one time with 

Dr . McCartney who was then pastor of the Arch St. church kza; here, and later 

became pastor of the First Church of Pittsburg, he came back, and he XZK wrote 

an article in the Presbyterian what he called, Crashing the Gates of Europe. 

And he was amused at the fact that the Germans could seem to figure my name, 

beca.1 se ithas a "ci" followed by an "r." In German the "c" !s altays followed 

by a "k" at the end of a syllable, and I would always wtite MacRae, and they 

would wtite MacRal, or something, I mean, MacKal. Well, he didn't catbh the 

"1" part, and he called me McKay, and in the beginning of his article he says 



MacKay, as MacRae was called by all the Germans in Czecho •.. , andx~XxatrKwk 

then it struck him as so cute, the way they would all call me MacKay instead 

of MacRae, that all the rest of long article he must have referred to me 

40 times, and every time I was MacKay, instead of MacRae. And this friend of 

mine was quite put out about it, and people won't realize it is you at all. 

!X But he explained it at the beginning of the article. But that's the way 

names can chang& .•.. .• . 6! . . . . ... Yes, that's very easy to happen, dissimilatbn . 

• .• . • three or four instances where qadash in the piel, and I only looked 

at mx the piel imperative, you notice, oh, yes, here we are in the preterite, 

Micah 3 :5, they even prepare war against him . Cursed are they that say peace, 

peace, but he that~ putteth not into their mouths, they even prepare against 

him, and it is qadash asain. Now, how can that mean sanctified. 

WA: Well, it is tasy to see how they got it from sanctified and ... 7i ... 
because you can have all kinds of religious ceremonies to go through in order 

to prepare their armies for war. 

AAM: It must be a word meaning to sanctift or consecrate in most cases, 

and that is its nearly almost invariable meaning, but in connecti~ with war 

it has derived the meaning of ~pare from the fact of the amount of religious 

~•z••twt•• ceremonies with XktKklx which it was connected, in preparetion 

for war . That's very interestiag. 

SH: Do you prefer that view to taking the view that it originally meant 

just to set apart, period, and then it became a rather techni cal term? 

AAM: I don't think it ever means to set apart to anything except to God. 

I don't think that »aYitx»xtx David would set apart taxes that people gave him. 

SH: 0~, you mean even in these references that pe ~ read here, it 

still means prepare for God. 

AAM: No, I think that in the cases with war it would seem to me that i t 

means that ordinarily there were religious functions connected with war. And 

that consequently theycame to say, prepare war, ZEd they came to say sanctify 

war, because that was the way they did it. I would incline to think that it is 

a derived meaning ..• 8~ ... in which the original meaning is actually forgotten. 
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you might say like in our last war, the everbody who was making ~ munitions 

to killi the enemy, or who was making planes to drop bombs on the enemy, that 

he was in defense work. Not one of them ~ said they were in war work, they 

were %xK in defense work. But on the other hand, the people who were making 

bandages to help those who were injure9, none of them were in defense work, 

they were in war work. That's the way that defense and war have gotten exactly 

opposite meanings haven't they there, to what they are. And yet it was common 

to use, and so commoni that most people thought nothing of it/. I doubt if 

many people thought how ludicrous it was to say if they made ~ bandages 

they were doing war work, if they mat. made bombs they were doing defense work. 

And here qadash, it is easy to see how it coald derive from it. I have heard, 

I don't know whether it is true, but I have heard that tie word candidate means 

dressed in white. I have heard that in the Boman forum the people that were 

running for office would put on a special white clothes, ao they would call 

them dressed in white, and therefore they would call them candiGates. I wonder . 

I don ' t know . I have never looked it up, but I have heard that statement, that 

candidates meant dressed in white. But it is the way we get terms. They get 

a meaning. The original meaning is lost, often, as it develope directly into 

something to~ which it came to be used. And that must be what this is, because 

these particular wars here they are preparing for, there is nothing holy about 

them . They are unholy wars. Very definitely ••• lO~ ••. , that's thef very 

interesting thing about them. 

SH: ••••.. teUing them to carry out their religious functions •.. lO 3/4 •. . 

AAM: No, it is just the term used . Well, for that matter!, in the O.T. 

you know, you have the term flesh used to mean cursed? They say, bless God 

and die? And he says he blessed me, by killing these people It is very 

definitely an ironic term . They didn't like to say curse, thought they meant 

curse, so they said bless. And there are quite a few caSB like that where a 

word comes to mean the opposite, by a derived meaniug, but it gets to be known. 

Ii think the English, the modern use of terrific is that way. I was shocked 

a ~ couple of years ago when I suggested a subject I would speak on, at a 
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metting, and the fillow xa said, that would be terrific. I thought me meant 

that would be frightful. It has nothing in the world to do with ~errify. 

End of class •. . . . ll .• . . end of 0 16 
0 17 

.•... you mean aaactify in an actual sense here, but that it has come .... Oh, 

yes, it could be a real sanctifying, but it is the derived sense , and it is 

very easy to see how a word could get derived. Of course, that's one thing 

that makes exegesis of anything complicated, are these derived senses that ofeen 

we don't have proof of. And we find that in reading Eng~h that we know •. l • . 

And here as you say it is in opposition to the Lord, and it must either be a 

heathen deity, or just a general term • . . lt· · · I notice here in the version 

of the KJ I have here it says prepare war~, and there is a marginal note that 

suggests santtified . It doesn't add anything to clarify it, does it? One 

really would need a note on that, wouldn't you think, in the Bible? .•. l~ • . . . 

of course, *t would probably just be derived fromt the ceremony. It would be 

a little hard to see how the separation I guess could be in here, but that 

would be in the original. It is certainly not a holy word. Well, of course, 

an Israelite today ~ might say to the Arabs proclaim a holy war. Go ahead 

and proclaim a holy war. If it wasn't for the tanks, and plain directions we 

are giving you, you wouldn't get any place. Well, shall we go on ..• 

That's kind of ironic, isn't it, for the weak one to saw! am a hero? 

WA : It isn't so much ironic, as it is the idea of everpbody being stirred 

up for the war .... 2! ... . .. every one, even the weak ones of the army aaz are 

going out and acting like a hero . •• 2t •.• 

AAM: Build up your morale to the point where everybody is full of con

fidence. Next verse? 

WA: •.•. • 3 ...•. a11 the surrounding nations rise up and come in, and~ 

gather together there, and let your mighty ones come down • . • . • 3t . . . .. That's 

a very difficult verse, in alot of ways • . •. 3! .. . .. and this last phrase was a 

puzzle to me for a long time, and that's the only way I know to make good sense 

~out of it,let thy mighty ones come down . .• 
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AAM: Yes, it seems ..... 4 ....... of course, in Hebrew yarad is the ordinary 

word to come down. But in Aramaic nacha? is the ordinary word, to come down . 

And this is doubtless a related roott, used occasionally, just like in Ps. 2 

you have got bar used ~ for son, which is the Aramaic word, instead of ben, 

the Hebrew word/, but the two ~·~mx•p•~ people are so near they would easily 

take over lone wrds 1Bzxax from one another, particularly when the two languages 

are so closely related anyway. So that you would expect the common roots, even 

if the language specializes on either one, the other one might eccasionally 

fit ••.•... s .. . . ... Yes, and your hiphil here, you have the pathah on account 

of the gatteral, don't ~ you? Yes, the more usualt would be hanchith, 

wouldn't it? • ••.• s . ... ... Of course, cause to descend, you said in Hebrew 

bow down .•.• more common . • ••. yes, prostrate here might even fit . It doesn't 

seem as if it is ready to call on the Lord to destroy them, overthrow them. 

It doesn't seem in place, because that would be jumping ahead in thought more. 

Of course, the word seems sort of place here . If it was nations bringing down 

the mighty ones. That would be quite natural, but we have just been told for 

them so go up, and yet that doesn't matter, go up and go down. Being ready and 

starting out, it could be either one . Both can be possible • . .. .•. 6 . . ... .. . . . . 

%kzBK bring down the mighty ones, Oh, Lord, that's a very strange thing. I 

really don ' t know what suggestions have been made upon it. But of course, it 

could be that he is recognizing the Lord's working in all this, causing the 

wrath of men to ~ praise Him . But there is not much i ntroduction to it, to 

indicate &t . Weel, ~shall kK we go on then? • .• . . 6! .. . . 
•.•• judge in the sense of making a decision, or judge in the sense of 

pouring out of punishment. 

WA: It looks back to v.2, •.••• going to do justice with them, because 

.. .. . 1 .... , the punishment upon them because of them •••. 7 . .. his people . 

AAM: Yes , it :lJ more bring justice or punishment here, than it i s actually 

solvet the case. I thi nk that is morethe meaning of. shaphat, X1a anyway , as a 

rule, the common one. Next •.•.•.. 7! ... . note how o~ten shaphat means to decide 

a case, and how often it means punish •• • ••• to take that in this v.l3 as perfect 
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or as imperative. The vats overflow, or make the vats overflow . It is just 

a matter of context, thought, isn't it? And he says, do this because the pastur1 

is full, because the vats overflow, seems the logic&thing there, doestn•t it, 

because their work in this is great. It all seems to fit together . And yet, 

get you down where the press is full. Make the vats overflow, where the wicked-

ness is great . 

WA: It depends on which you want to make parallel to which. If ~you 

want to maakx make the two parallel statements as imperative, or if you want 

to make it the vats are full •••••••• . and the vats o(verflow, if you want to make 

that parallel. 

AAM: Yes, that would make a much more~ symmetrical verse. Put in 

the sycle, for the harvest is ripe, come get you down for the press is full. 

Make the vats overflow, for the wickedness is great 

WA: . • ••.•.. g ••••.• . do something because •...•. 

AAM: Yes, that would seem much more reasonable to, if all three were 

reason for it, to have four just with the first, and not with any of them, or 

to have it with the first, second, and third, or with the first and third, and 

not with the second, doesn't seem at all natural, so that it does make it 

strange • ••.•. g! . ... .. well, it should be there in any case. But maybe there 

should be another one . They didn't put any here . And of course, the fact that 

they pointed it with the perfect, they couldn't make it anywhere else . Pointing 

it with the perfect, the ~irst half of the verse •... gi .. . there, and the last 

half here . But if you took it as the other way it would have to be three paral

lels instead of two. I don't see why you should~t have three parallels . 

Well, anyway they pointed it perfect, either way is possible. It doesn't make 

an awful lot of difference to sense . Of course, for him to ma~e the vats 

overflow, that would be a new figure which we haven't had before. The vats 

are over«lowing is quite a natural conclusion to the press i! full. But, he 

should go down, he should put in the cycle , he should make the vats overflow 

is not at all impossible, but I just don't see a clear parallel to it. 

Yes, send forth the cycle, make the vats overflow ••••. lOi •....• of course, 
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make the vats overflow, for their wickedness is great. That's taking the 

figure and combining it with the literal, isn't it? It would be a little 

more natural to say, Get you down for their widkedness is great, make the vats 

overflow for the press is full. You are sort of combindng the two literal 

and the two figurative. I mean, one of each together. Yes, that's an interest

ing problem. I doubt if we can get much light on it though. You say the 

LXX takes it though as this way, well that doesn't prove a great deal .. At 

least i t shows that it X.XX looked natural to that translator, it would seem 

to show that, yes, well, then, then eext? 

WA: Multitude ••. ll! •.• multitudes in the valaey of decision •. • •• ll! ... 

AAM: Confused multitudeij confused multitudes, confused multitudes, not 

a well organized maz army, but confused multitudes •.• ll 3/4 . .. valley ofjudg

ment, and valley of decision because the d~of the Lord is near. Now, what is 

this word, decision? • . •.• 12 •••• had above with shapaat, I was wondering 

whether it was deciding a case, or punishment, of the guilty. It is the 

punishing here, not the deciding •••.• l2! •.• valley of deeision, then decision 

doesn't seem like a very good translation if it is •••• oh, here, this edition 

of the KJ that I have here, not a very common edition of it, yet the translation 

it standard, but it has notes, and the note says ( or concision, or thresbing 

Well, threshing is clear, but I don't think coneision means anything today. 

W.e have in the N.T., "Beware of the coneision" for circumcision there. Here, 

or concision, or threshing. But at least it doesn't mean deciding. It is 

deciding in the sense of making clear the verdict, not of making the verdict. 

So decision isn't a very good translation here •. • .•• l3 • ••• this word carath 

that they give here in Young's both are making judgment. No~, I shouldn't 

say that. It gives these two instances that we have here, but it giyes them 

as , it says, decision, determination, which suggests that it is making a de

cision, but not necessarily. But then, the one right above it, to decide, 

carath, is I K 20 :40, So shall thy ~udgment be, thyself hast decided it, .••. 

•.• 13 3/4 .• that's the case where the man says to the king, the prophet tells 

the king that somebody escaped out of his hands, and the king syas, he says, 
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You must pay a taient of silver, or your life .•.• l4 .•• , and the king says, 

that's the judgment you've decided on. And we usually think it means, you have 

weighed it out, but maybe in the light of this it means, you have shown what 

the punishment should be. I wonder. I'll see kow carath is done elsewhere. 

Carath, Young says bestir self, 1, decide 1, decree 1, determine 1, name 1, 

move 1 . Niphal particip!l, determine 5. Determine here, to be determined, 

niph. part, Isa. 10:23, shall make a consumption, even determined, upon the 

whole earth. Dan.9, the end of the war desolations are determined. It is 

decreed, it is not weighed out, decided •. ..• •• end of 0 17 
0 18 

It would seem as if valley of judgment is the more correct idea here, and 

of course, decision can be judgment. That's where the decision~ will 

be made, meaning that's where we are going to win the victory, the valley of 

decision, but if we think of valley of decision, we are more apt to think 

valley of careful consideration. I ga3 guess in the context the other is 

certainly the right idea. This is the place where God shows His victory, 

the valley of decision. That's very interesting • .• • 

It certably is strange in v.l6 to take those two as verbs because they 

both have the mem before, unless you take them as ~xx a particple, 

yes, that might be •• • • ~ lk ..... Yes, the first could be a particple, 

couldn't it? If you think of it as hiphil, it would be a me.? ..••• l 3/4 •.• 
~ . 

I don't know any ~t~r stems it could be. This would seem to be a case where 

the LXX ~Kat does not seem to be a good translation of the Hebrew, as it 

stands, and it is rather hard to think that had a Hebrew fiefore~th the 

mem missing, doesn't it? Rather strange. The difficulty with~~) is 

this, that partdcular verse is a real problem verse, and the reason for it is 

that it is evidently a little corrupt, and when you, and we have found in 

Assyrian literature, the phrase which fits so excellently, and of course this 

is talking about Assyrians, the «wzwtr destruction of Ninevah, the putting 

that idea, that Assyrian phrase in, that gives you a perfect sense in the verse 

which otherwise is just about impossible to interpret. Well, mow, I have no 

knowlegge of other similar things in ~~} but if there are, it would 
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take a study of Assyriology to find it. Yes, well~ that's the reason I 

wouldn't think that was necessarily a proof. The rest of Nahum is somewhat 

like Xk•Xtat the latter part of Joel, just about destruction •-mBt going out 

• • . etc., there are not a great many particularly interesting things as far 

as I recall. It might be that when one would get into it a ways they would 

find it very interesting. But that one verse is extremely interesting. We 

well touch on that •.•. end of class 
~ 16 

The most common type of noun that has a mem preface, is the noun of place 

or tnstrument, but many scholars assume that it always must be place or 

instrument, and I think they are wrong in that. I think that some cases 

don't fit it. But those are the most common, place and instrument, these 

are very common. All right, Mr. Haryes? 

•.•. 13 •••.. you can't really translate exactly into Enlish. I think, 

"shall not continue to," is perhaps as good an idiom ••••• 13t .... , shall not 

continue to enter, pass over in~ it. And this doesn't certainly here mean 

pass away, that's very clear here. This would fit with the translation of 

•••• 13! ••. • that it will go ghrough, rather thaN the idea that the nation will 

pass away ••.•.. 

That's the interesting thing about these genetives isn't is? Because of 

the violence (?) of the sons of Judah who have poured out blood in their land • 

••••..• Huh! There wouldn't seem to be any reason for making Egypt and Edom 

desolate, that Judah had been violent, anless God was going to let these 

violent people go ahead and conquer Egppt • . •• l4 ••.•• But it seems more likely 

that it is the violence shown towardt them, rather than the violence exerted 

by them. You know, you can have a subjective genitive, an objective genetive, 

or a possessive genttive. There is quite a viariety among those, pretty much 

left to context to decide that particular question, what kind of a genitive 

•... 14j •.•..•• end of class .... • .. end oft 0 16 
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