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Introduction
In Sam R7 Eshbaal! confronts ner concerning Abner’s rendez-vous wıth Rız-
pah, the dead kıng Saul’s wiıfe. Presumabily, thıs actıon by ner Was polıtıcal in
tu: clear statement that he aspıred the ıngshıp of Israel, 118 2 statıon he
had only recently elevated Eshbaal.% Stone determiıines the polıtical of AB-
er’'s iryst wıth Rızpah be anthropologıical statement, namely, that by faılıng
safeguar sexual ACCC5SS the deceased kıng"s concubiıne, Eshbaal had PIOVCNO hım-
seltf be ineffective AaSs socletally potent ...  29  man, and therefore d king.* Whether OT

not thıs anthropological explanatıon true, the effect emaılns the SaImnec Eshbaal
felt that h1is ıngshıp Was threatened by Abner’s actions.+4 ıle the ubject of WdYV-
yo(*’)mer iın has been lost hrough textual corruption, Context dıctates that the
pneaker be Eshbaal, who asks ner, Why have YOU SOoNC ınto IMNY father’s CUu-
bıne?” Thıs demand constıitutes dırect assault uDON the D of Abner’s W
wıthın the exıled roya. house of Israel Abner’s In 1s en1gmatıc al best

Thıs 18 refinement of en 2001 wısh John Huehnergard for hıs
COMMEeENTS and erıticı1ısms of the earher AIl mistakes aAIC, of9 OW!]

For UsSCcC of Eshbaal, SCC 6:33. 9:39 But cf. E Hamaıuılton, New FEvidence Jor the
Authenticity of bsSı In 'ebrew Personal Names and for Its Use Divine Epithet INn Biblical exftS,
CBQ 6 9 1998, 228-250, especlally 241, who alg UCS that b$St WdaSs productive lement west
Semitıic derıved irom 1an Oanword bastu, meanıng ““protective spirıt.  93
Huehnergar for pomting thıs reference Out {O
See, C cCarter, I Samuel. New Translation ı Introduction, 'otes, and
Commentary, 93 New ork 1984, 143: enschel, Samuel, 34, Würtzburg 1994, 13

one, Sexual Power and Political Prestige, 1ıRe 10/4, 1994, 53 C 9 however, Anderson,
Samuel, 11, 1989, 56, who alg UCS that although possıble, thıs polıtıcal aspect 1S far

from certaın, SINCEe “the kingshıp Wi practically, Abner’s for the takıng.” Thıs interpretation aıls
take into aCCOunNT the soc10-polıtical ramıfications of SsSalom s assumption of the Israelıte throne

(Z Sam 16:20-23) and, 0S Contemporaneous wıth the ıtuatıon hand, Davıd’s OWN attempits
marryıng into the udahıte and Israelıte roya: amılıes See Levenson and Halpern, The
Paolitical Import of David Marriages, 99, 1980, A0 7 3518

Bergen, I/2 Samuel, New Amerıcan Commentary 7’ Nashville, Tenn 1996, 307, points Out
that ıt 15 tully corroborated by the ex{i that ner had had sexual relatıons wıth Rızpah, only
that Eshbaal accused of such indıscretion. contend, however, that by nolL NOl  ıng the
reader otherwıse, the narrator does such actıon the parti ofner.
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“Am 0og’Ss head 4C 15 Judah’s oday aCT oyally towards the house of
Saul VOUT father, towards hıs brothers, and towards hıs frıends, and ave nOot

yOU OVeCT avı yel oday yOu assaıl concerning the IN1Qu1t0us
affaır of the woman‘?”

ıle MOST of thıs 15 easıly read, ıts openıing rhetorical question has caused
much CONLTOVEISY and 15 usually glossed OVECTI DYy COmMMEenNntators who do nOot explaın
what socı1al nction “dog head” rö(”)S keleb) m1g have had in early first
miıllennı1um BAl (or, for that ma  r7 late fırst miıllennı1ıum B.€: al
durıng the per10d of canonization).> few suggest10ns for metaphorıical (or CVCN

completely dıfferent) meanıng of Hebrew ele should be examıned here.

Previous Scholarship
IThomas has Ollowe: the ecarly work of Margolı0ut by asserting that the

phrase rö( J)s,' ele. refers iın fact ONC of spec1es ind1genous Punt, the Cyno-
cephalus amadryas and the Dbabuinus, suggested Dy Margolıi0ut be the Og-
headed, dog-face: baboon.” According Thomas, “there 15 1Cason why the
Hebrews should nOT have been acquainted wıth the hamadryas.”® 1ıle thıs
historıical contingency May be irue (and IMaYy be CiIrcumvented ıT not), the relatıve
paucıty of materıals pertaınıng aDCS and aboons in 1D11Ca and extra-bıblıca

does nOL end ıtself support such intrıguing interpretatıon. 15 much INOTC

probable that the aNSWECTI 15 not be OUnN:! far afıeld. but rather In Context in
Cele: sımply og  R
Another argumen 15 put forth Dy Margalıth, who asserts that the predominant

of Hebrew ele: in the . ,  was nNOT metaphorıcal self-abasıng usc of the
quadruped’s Namcde, but sımply EN SYNONYIN of °slave)’.” Thıs conclusıon 15
eached by cComparıson wıth the in the Amarna etters of self-deprecatory
phrasıng usıng the paırs ardu-kalbu and amelu-kalbu, d ell AdSs the Lachısh letters
in 1C fınd the palr and keleh.! 1ıle Margalıth allows that there did
ex1ist Semitic TOOTL k-[-h for 1C7 15 approprıiate translatıon, he
separatıon into r  [0) preferring to call them homophones, ONC meanıng 7
and the other “slave”. According thıs Og1C, ner asks Eshbaal ıf he 1s the head
s/ave of galn, thıs solution the phrase ro(7)S ele: contrıved. Not
only should eXpect rö( J)S hakkelabim for “head S1Iave: but the problem 1S COIN-

sıderably greater when take into account that the phrase aser IIhüdd in Wdas

not rendered In the LAX., suggesting that ıt m1g not ave been part of the orıgınal
t{exXxTt Wıthout the reference a thıs rhetorical question makes lıttle Aas

kven cCarter, Samuel, 113, be 10SS, cıtıng Freedman’s suggestion that thıs W d>

‚uphemuistic substitution for orıgınal ..  Tear end of dog  .7 which WAas “obvıo0usly Wworse, ” 4S ell
the interpretation of Margolı0uth, expanded Dy Ihomas, C1te' el10W,

Thomas Kelebh Dog  “ Its 12in and Some Usages of it In the Old Testament, 10, 1960,
420

Margalıth, ele: Homonym Metaphor?, 3 1983, 491-494 Brunet, L1L’Hebreu
Keleb, 33 1985, 485-488, who systematıcally dıssembles Margalıth s argumen(ts.
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protestation of Abner’s loyalty, and amounts nothıng INOTC than OVCI
rank: head slave‘”?”” Thıs solution ultımately a1ıls encapsulate the irue

of the argumen between ner and Eshbaal namely, whether the edgling
kıng Can hope O profit irom — much less SUrvVIive WAar wıth wıthout the
explicit loyalty ofMer Indeed, thıs conflıct 15 the SOUTCC of ension throughout the
remaınder of Sam 3! ın IC ner eventually 0es change hıs loyalty solu-
tıon Must therefore be OUuUnN! In C the phrase härö( ))s,' ele: »  Aanoktı INa Yy be read
independently of the possıble addıtion aser [ihüdd, 1ıle al the SAaIllc tiıme
accepting 29 das authentic, albeıt metaphorıcal, renderiıng of the Hebrew NO
ele
It 1s clear that thıs dıfficult answWeTr gıven Dy ner 15 SOTINC SOTT of repILY 1M-
plıcıt invective made by Eshbaal Whatever shbaal accusatıon Was must have
mplıed that ner Was tantamount a rl ))s ele: whatever that sıgn1ıf1es. In (u:
Abner’s A0 S5WCCI be sarcastıc self-abasement, mean turn the accusatıon

its head, rather than incere attempt al grovelıng. From the CONTieEXT of Sam 3
it 1S possıble 18 make few inıtial statements CIarı the of thıs phrase
wıthın the text

ner has commıtted aCT 30 has made Eshbaal fearful for his O111cC1a
posıtıon ofW shbaal repriımand In appCAaIs fOo be attempt delıne-
ate the boundarıes of acceptable behavıor V17-A-VI1IZ ner and the roya. house-
hold There{fore, Abner’s protestation must be read ASs proclamatıon of loyalty
wıthın the setting of the roya) household.
0Ug ner proclaıms loyalty, he does in such WdYy d>s negate ımplıc-
ıtly the prec1se terms of hıs rhetorical question. By askıng, “AIII rö( J)S kele.
ner 15 in fact asserting that he 15 nNOT ro(7)S ele:
The foregomg that it 15 somehow nOoTt desirable be d rö(7)S ele. al
least nOTL under Abner’s CIrcumstances.

Perhaps appeal the vocabulary and Sstructure of self-abasement and invective
formulas in the ancıent Near ast m1g be instructive towards INOTC credıble
interpretation of thıs PAassSagcC. hope hereby demonstrate that rö(7)S ele. 15
improperly understood “ Construct chaın, and that OUT understandıing of the phrase
MaYy be eepene hrough commparıson wıth the Amarna wriıtten ell before the
solıdıfıcatıon of the Israelıte BC-E)) and ser1es 9E etters wrıtten
Ostraca 1Ccal Lachısh shortly before the fall of the Babylonıan empıre (early
6th B.C.E:) also hope 18 Show that Hebrew ele should be read as metaphorI1-
cal of the anımal’s NamMce, rather than ASs Margalıth’s SYNODYIN IOr .  slave  29

Invectives using * k-[-bh
The metaphorıcal USC of the Semuitic word o  39 15 ell known from selTt-
deprecatory and invective materıal throughout the ate Bronze and Iron Age Levant.
An examınatıon of the iIructure of the OCCUITENCES of the word al Amarna, as
ell ASs those iInstances of the word 1ın the Lachısh letters, 111 provıde us wıth
ultural background for the study of the UsScC ofele: In Sam 3:8 cshould be noted
that SINCE the following examples aTic only those instances of self-abasement OT
invective utiılızıng the word u’ thıs exerc1ıse 15 nOTt necessarıly complete wıth
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respect to all poss1ıble Lypes of invective OT self-abasement al Amarna. Ihe of
thıs study does not permıt such broadenıng of the topıc.
3.1 The Amarna Letters

ere aATrc basıc usSagc>S of the word kalhbu al Amarna (generally designated Dy
the Sumerogram DKG SOTINC exceptions but dAIiC not addressed ere
kalbu used in reference LO the speaker (Or wrıter) CONN! loyalty and humıilıty;

sed in reference 1r party CONN dısloyalty and presumptuous act1on.
The word and ıts derıvatıves aATrc sed 34 tımes., accordıng the glossary-
concordance of Knudtzon.® 35th GGHMTENCE has been ' presumably miıstak-
enly eft out of the concordance (EA Of these, three OCCUITENCECS aAaDPCAI In
broken CONTLEXTS (EA O26 168 IC  < 13) and cCannot be used definıtıively for
cComment 1wo OCCUITENCCS aDPCAaI in A lıst of g11ts, and SCCIMHN desıgnate golden
and siılver statuettes of dogs, hence, WOU nNOT be metaphorıcal 1ın (EA
The remainıng 3() OCCUITENCCS Ad1IC metaphorıc In n  T' and all In etters 1n
IC d} infer10rT kıng addresses h1s Super10T. The CCGUHITENGESES in IC the
speaker/wrıter des1ıgnates himself A dIiC f1ve ın number. Of these, three
CCUITENCES aD PCaI ın the form of question:

(U) MLya-mi anaku UR.GI,;) isten /a illaku
and who L mere? dog, that WOU nNOT 07 (EA 201:14-16; 202 2-1

mMi|ya-mi a|ndaku kallbu UR.GI;) ISteN| IA [i$me 10 UNG ASarri| beliya.
and wh{o am f |mere diog that WOUu not obey the de]man of the ıng

OI! (EA 4-185
ese three OCCUITENCCS of appCal iın etters wrıtten from Artamanya of SIrı-
baSanı., Amawase, and probably Biridya,'' respectively, {O the kıng of 2yp ese
polıtıcal eaders AIiC not IM the most prolıfıc wrıters ın the Amarna COILDUS, and
ll noTt be ear‘ irom agaın In thıs discussıon. The form in 1CcC these sentenCces

ADPCAT, however, 111 be discussed al length. In order facılıtate d1iscuss1ıon, ave
designated thıs eneral form ASs Self-Abasement Question (SAQ)
Ihe remamınıng instances 1ın 1C 18 used by the speaker refer hım-
self in Statement form:

UMUF anaku arad (IR) Sarrı UR.GI,;) vn BitISu Kurgmurri gabbasu UANYA

Sarrı beliya ANASSArSU
See. the slave of the kıng and dog of hıs house., and protecting all
Amurru for the kıng INLY ord (EA 60:6-9
um |Ma Labdi-asirte ard|uka (IR) u | tid Sepeka (UR:GE) SIa hıt Sarrı
beliya
ulSs Abdu-Ashırta slave |and the mud of yOUI fect. the do[g o|f the
house of the kıng my lord... (EA 2-4

Knudtzon, Die El-Amarna-Tafeln: Mit kinleitung und Erlaäuterungen, alen 1964, AA
For /-en "Mere:.. SCC Moran, The Amarna Letters, altımore 1992, 201, z 278

10 (In analogy wıth the yagtulu form sed the above example, ıt miıght be possıble that |LSMU |
should be supplıe ere
For thıs identification, S e Moran, Amarna Letters, 24 7, 1, 301
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Both of these OCCUITENCECS AIC OUnN! in etters the kıng of Z2yp sent by bdu-
Ashırta proclaımıng hıs loyalty Z2Yp S1ince these sentences aPPCAaI In the form of

declaratıve statement, have designated thıs subset ASs Self-Abasemen Statement
(SAs)
The bulk of the remalınıng D metaphorıc usecs of Can be classıfıed as INVveC-
tive. As wıth the self-abasement formulas, these uUusecs IMaYy be 1vıded ınto Invec-
tive Question 1I9) and Invective Statement Is) form. ere Can be OUnN! several
examples of the 19 Lype, few ofC presented here‘:

MINU Labdi-asirta ardu (IR) (UR.GI,;) 1V |Ilqu mat Sarrı UANG S  S  Y
Who 15 Abdu-Ashırta, the slave, the dog, that |he| takes the and of the kıng for
hımself? (EA 71:16-19).
MINU Sult ‘al bd]i-a$[ir]ta kalbu UR.GI;) yuba’”’u |lalga kali Aalanı Sarrı
(!LUGAL-ru)
Who 15 he, Alb  u-Ashlır|ta the dog, that he seeks talke all the cıtles of the
ing (EA 7611215

The SAaillec form of question OUN! in these [WO examples 1 1S OUuUnNn: in nıne other
examples: 79:45-47; 84:16-18; 85:63-66: 9-11; 104:17-24; 108:25-28; 5
Sl 25:40-45; T Each of these OGCUHENCES asks the question Who is/are As the
dog(s) that he/they do(es) yr‚” In each of these questi10ons, the assumption of the
peaker 15 that ıt 18 undesıirable be called kalbu because 15 ON who 15
1sloya! and aCTSs presumptuously agamnst the kıng
ere 1S ONC revıated form of thıs iructure 1C does NnOT nclude verbal
clause after the nomınal clause. Thıs subset 11l be eferred d

MIya SUMNUÜU kalbu (UR.MES-ka-bu12)
Who AICc they, the 0gs (EA 129613

15 probably NOTL insıgnıfıcant that all the etters usıng kalbu In iructure 1Q WEIC
wrıtten by Rıb-Haddu; the Uusc of thıs question-style invective have been
ımportant element In hıs rhetorical style
Furthermore, ıt 15 sıgnıficant that in both subsets of LQ either Narine OT 1T PCI-
SOM PIONOUN aDPCAaTs In the inıtial question clause. The iInvectıve ca into question
the TeSUMPLUOUS attıtude of the thırd-person referent. Thıs dıstınguıishes the SITUC-
ture irom dıfferent Lype of question, hypothetical question (H) In C there 1S
OUnN! PIONOUN.

U} man|n|u-mi U kall-<bu> Sa Ia yiSM| U} ANda awatemes Sarrı helisu  n
And| w{h o 1S the 10<g> who doesn’t obey the words of the kıng h1is master. ..°
(EA 9-2

ere ex1ist INOTEC uUscs of In thıs Lype of STITrTUCLUre Z TE and
Z IO As wıth set 19; ıt 15 probably nOTt unımportant that al] three of these uscsS

In letters wriıtten by ONC ruler, In thıs Casc 1dya of elon Furthermore,
the quest1ons AIiIC NOTL belıttle anı y specıfic PCISON. Rather, the uUusec of

appIiy merely Al yONC who does NOTt tollow the commands of the kıng OT

12 For -ka-bu 4S possıble phonetic complıment, S Moran, Amarna Letters, 129, 4, 210
ote Iso the unexpected uUSc of instead of UR.Gl-.
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hıs SO VCIHNOI (implyıng, of COUTSC, that ıdya 18 noT ONC of these 22  "dogs Sınce he
assıduously ollows CVOTIY command of the ıng! SCC, 8-2
aralle the SAs deser1ibed above, there exX1sts invective style IC takes the
form of sımple declaratıve sentence (Isı)

INANNGA Sult k|ıma SA _ GAZ.ZA MES kalbu (UK.:GE) alqu
Now he 15 mıssıng dog ıke the pıru (EA 67:16-17).

Such statements wıth sımılar declaratıve tructure nclude 75:41-42; 854:31-35;:
08:52-56; 109:9-11; 29:76-77; 130:33-35; 37° 75726
Fınally, the term 1S used Aas invective, wıth specıfic referent, in the form of

cCiırcumstantıal clause Jomed question wıth the insults appende ırectly the
NaTiılec OT the PTONOUN desıgnatıng the object of the speaker’s 1sdaın Since thıs Ltype
15 LNOTC closely elated formally o Isı, rather than relatıng ıt fo eıther of the 19 Setfs
1Cc. requıre interrogatıve partıcle, have gı1ven it the des1gnatıon Is7

an|a m|ini| as$bäta 4] qgall]alt|a VILGQU ‚ aläaänık|a U G]AZ.MES kalhbhu UKR.GE)
ıW /h[y| have YOUu sat and belen] neglect|fu l TIG the DIru, the dog, takes
yo[ur cıtıes |”? (EA 91:3-5

Thıs sımple addıtive iructure 1S also exemplıfıed Dy 6-1 He thıs subset
of invective does retaın the implıcatıon of dısloyalty and TesUumptu0OUSNESS, ıt Oobvı-
ously does nOot bear the SaJIine weıght of ndıgnıty the part of the speaker that the
1Q form does.
The preceding discussion has outlıned fıve maJor Lypes of invective/self-abase-
ment SAQ, SAs, 19; Is, su  1vıdıng 1Q and Is each into [WO subsets: 191; 192;
Is1, I7 (T these, only SAQ,; 19 and INaYy properly be consıdered formulaic, SInCe
there 15 unıform structure for all the examples of each seli. In the Statement sSetfs
(SAs and Is), the invective OT self-deprecatory elements ATIC used attrıbutively wıth
respect to the object of der1s10n, and INaYy be used in everal varyıng„ from
introductory formulas (EA 61:2-4, above) o rhetorical questi1ons (EA 84:6-10).
ese Lypes of structure, then, d1IiC not formulaıc In themselves, and amount catch-
al] categorıes. They 111 therefore be dısregarde throughout the remaınder of thıs
study

Coats has establıshe': schema for dıssecting self-abasement and invective
formulas In the The schema, ASs Coats has noted, INnay be applıed wıth equaliy
valı: results the Amarna d ell The formulas generally wıth
fundamental clauses:
a) nomiınaln introduced by interrogatıve partıcle, regularly eıther OT

ı7 and ollowe: by personal PIONOUN, PTODCI Name OT noun...Nouns SCIVC

basıcally 4S Circumlocutions for personal PTODCI
verbal entence, connected the introductory question by OT INOTEC rarely

Dy xx (T WW cConsecutive wıth ıiımperfect verb _ !3
Ihe iructure of the examples cıted above, then, INay be described in TmMSs of these
clause Lypes and According thıs schema, INY Lypes delıneated above MaYy be

13 Coats, Self-Abasement an Insult Formulas, 89, 1970, 14-15
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qualıified usıng the followıng description of elements. Clause Lype consısts of the
elements:

interrogatıve artıcle miya-(mi (the Amarna ('anaanıte cognate 18} 1DI11Ca.
Hebrew ML and epıgraphıic Hebrew my), and.
ONC of 2a, 2b, 7Cc
2a) the DIONOUM anaku ype SAQ)
2b) PITODCI Naine of Sag pDarty OT 1r PCTSON PFONOUN SU(T) SUMNUÜU

1Q)
2C) type an

Ser1€es of metaphorically attrıbutive such 4S ardu IThe Content
of thıs element 11l be dıscussed eI0W in section

If the second clause type (5) 15 present, ıt consısts of:
conjJunctive purposıve (a of Akkadıan known only in the Amarna

where orth-Wes Semitic substrate cognate - served thıs DUT-
pose),!* and.
ONC of 2a, ZB OT 2Cc
2a) predicate, the verb of 1C 1S negated fırst-person imperfective (pre-

{1X-con]jugatıon) verb, here A-affıx yaqgtulu form. !> The verb 1S invarıa-
bly something 1C 15 understood be favorable the kıng, 3C
makes its negatıve uniavorable O the kıng (type SAQ).

2b) predicate, the verb of IC 15 negated thırd-person imperfect1ıve (pre-
{1X-Con]jugatıon) verb, here y-prefix yaqgtulu form .16 As ıIn 2a, the verb
negated 15 invarıably somethıng 16 15 understood be favorable
the Kıng, 1C makes 1ts negatıon uniavorable the kıng (type

26) predicate, the verb of 1C; 15 thırd-person verb whose ubject 1S USUu-

ally the referent of clause a‚} usually prefixe yagtulu form (EA 16-
19; 64130 79:45-47; 85:63-66; 1/:35-37; 25:40-45: and poss1bly
5-28), but also potentially yagtul form (EA 9-11:; poss1ıbly
5-28), thırd-person suff1x form (EA 84:16-18; probably
ese forms al] SCCINMN play the Sarne role, wıthout much varıatıon 1n
meanıng. The verb 15 invarıably understood be disrespect OT down-
ng insultıng and isloya: towards the kıng (type 191)

If there 15 clause in the invective, then the formula 1$ of Ltype Thıs 15 hardly
problematıc, SINCE, 4S (Coats has noted, the UuUsSsc of only clause that ..
Carrıes the full ımpact of abasement...because of 1ts mplıed answer Generally that

14 oats 15 COrTeECL when he states that thıs 66  woul parallel the  eDrTreEW conjunction by Wa COMN-

secutıve iımperfect...” 16)
15 Whıle it 1S possıble that the form COU. ave een yaqtul yagtula well, only the yagtulu form 15

16
atteste SCC 01:14-16: 202:12-14
Agaın, it 18 poss1ıble that the form COU| ave een yagtul yagtula dSs well but only the yagtulu
form 1$ atteste: S66 all the examples of Lype H, g1ven above.

F The only eXxception thıs mıght be 85:63-66, where Knudtzon, 411, interprets
unspecıfied fourth-party (Le neıther the speaker Rıb-Haddu, NOT the kıng of ‚ZYpt, NO bdu-
Ashırta) the subject. WOU. AargUuC, however, that the passagc 1S equalliy meanıngful ıf the refe-
rent of clause 6, Abdu-Ashırta) 1S, fact, the subject of 11 ]qgabbu.
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anıswWeI 1S left unexpressed, althoug it 15 antıcıpated in those that refer the
object as servant, dog.”18
Before proceeding, TIeE schematıc OVeEerVIeW of the Lypes of self-abasement and
invective formulas presented far 15 warranted. My designations A be elated

the preceding qualification of elements as ollows
SAQ al -a2a-a3-h -h2a

al-a2b-a3-b1-bh2c
alE

A d26543-B1b2
ına feature of Amarna self-abasement and invective ormulas 15 that they need

nOTt consıst only of and clauses. (Coats that the formulas Can be COM-

pounded wıth parenthetical clause inserted between and b, yıeldıng form
a-c-b

mM1ya-mi MAare Lahdi-asirta ardı (IR) (BR.Gb) Sar KUT /  7 Sar Kurmmitanni
SUMNMU tilqgüna mat SaFrı UNdad SUSUNY
Who dIC the SONS of Abdu-Ashırta, the slave. the dog dIC they the kıng(s) of
Ka  SS1  E OT the ıng(s) of Mıtanı? that they take the and of the kıng for them-
selves? (EA -2

32 The Lachish Letters
The Lachısh etters provıde another set of (OCCUITENCES of self-abasement ormulas
ese letters, dıscovered al Tell ed-Duweır, WCIC OUuUnN! in the destruction ayer of
586 B  „ above the destruction ayer of 597 Thıs archaeologıcal cConftfext
dates the Ostraca ırmly al the beginnıng of the 6th Century, nearly 700 after
the Amarna WEIC wrıtten, and 400 after when avl and ner WOU
have 1Vel
By tracıng the usc of the word kIh used throughout the Lachısh ıt 15 poss1ıble
LO fınd everal examples of self-abasement. As wıth the Amarna COIDUS, thıs CAXACI-
CIse does not necessarıly yıe. all the poss1ible Instances of 1terary self-abasement.,
but rather only those a contaın the word KIh TVO CCUITENCECS of KIh INaYy be
Oun ın Lachısh Letters (L) 2’ 5‚ 6, IZ. and CH these, Letter D 15 fOO fragmen-
Lary be of much uUusc In d1ScCuss10n, althoug the OCCUITENCEC of kIh In In

|kLb "dny |) 18 clearly nOT of the Samnec form dAs those SCCH in Letters Z 3S and
6, and probably should fall under INLY rubric SAs (see above). Lıkewiı1se, the ‚UT-

of kLIh in Letter 21 AapPCAaIs 1n declaratıve
"dny f “bdk KIh VWS

To IMY lord: YOUT ervant, (mere) dog, he (?) 111 rıng forth. 21:1-4).20

IX Coats,
19 For INOIC detaıled discussıon of the archaeologica) Ontext and bıblıography, SCE ardee,

Handbook of Ancient Hebrew Letters, Chı1co, Calıf. 1982, 6/-78
20 For Lachısh Z SCC ogel, rammar of Epigraphic ebrew, SBL. Resources for 1D11CA|

word An
Study 23  9 Atlanta 1998, 421 JIhe broken Ontext 0€s not OW for clear understandıng of the
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Thıs OCCUITECHNC ell under IMY rubric S As, SInNCEe ıt OCCUTI'S 4S metaphorıcal
descer1ıption of the referent (“Ddk)
{Ihe three remaınıng OCCUITENCCS, however, appCal in self-abasıng quest10ons, COMN-

noting humuilıty and loyalty the Super10T:
“hdk kIb zkr ’°dny a “1bdh

Who 15 YOUL Servant, (mere) dog, that IN Y ord has remembered h1s ser|vant?
7205

“hbdk KIh SIIhth bdk rm kiz”[f]
Who 15 YOUI servant, (mere) dog, that yOou have sient t]hes{e]| let|ters yOUTr
servant? 5:3-6)

bdk kLIb STA "°dny J[t SpÄr hmlk SDYYV Sr|
Who 15 YOUI sServan(t, (mere) dog, that mMY ord has sent the ing’'s Jettjer |and
the| letters of the officıalis... 6:2-4)

Clearly, these formulaıc quest1ons belong the class of Self-Abasement Questions
descr1ibed above. Sr assumed attıtude 1s ONC of humaulıty, the implıcatıon eing
that the pneaker 15 of such low stature that he 15 surprised that hıis super10r WOU
ook upDON hım favorabily. The Structure of these formulas, however, 1ffers
slıghtly from that of the Amarna Self-Abasement Questions. Whıle they contaın
interrogatıve clause (a) and predicatıve clause (b) the arrangement of the ndıvıd-
ual elements of the does nOT conform exactly to an Y iructure previ0ously known
{rom marna. klements in COTITMNINOIN AIiC interrogatıve partıcle, here al) the
metaphorıcally attrıbutive LOUN kIh (a3); and conjunctive purposive takıng the
place of the CONversive / waw SCCH In Amarna bl) But INOTC poss1ıble elements
MuSt be the above schematıc In order aCcCCcount IOr the iIructure of the
Lachısh Self-Abasemen

a2d) the uUusec of LOUIN ere the term “hdk ...  your servant/slave”) es1g-
nate the speaker, rather than DIONOUN OT PIrODCI Naine The
speaker refers imself throughout the ormula iın the third-person.*'

b2d) predicate, the verb of 1C 1S eıther second- thırd-person DCI-
fect form In each CasSC, the ubject of the verb 15 the super10r whom
the speaker 15 addressıing, eferred in the second OT 1T DECISON,
correspondıing the approprlate verbal torm

Lachısh, there{fore, had its OW peculıar formulaıc question of self-abasement, 1C
15 schematızed as

SAQU al-a2d-a?3-b1-b2d

The term Yrdu 0€s above the Amarna Self-Abasement Statement sel (EA 60:6-9 and
_4 9 but sed attrıbutively, parallel kalbu Thıs> whnıle sımılar that found Lachısh
esCr1DE:| here, CannoTt be consıdered parallel because the Amarna Self-Abasement Statements
include DTONOUN (andäku; 6-9 proper NO! (Abdu-Ashırta; 61:2-4) esıgnate the
speaker, 1C| the Lachısh describes the speaker only wıth the {e'] “Bi
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The
The itself presen us wıth few examples of self-abasement formulas.
comprehensive discussıon of all 1DI1Ca examples of the ormula 15 beyond the

of thıs paper,44 but those instances in IC the term ele 15 used metaphorı1-
cally 1{8 designate 1sloya: enemıI1es OT exireme humıilıty the part of the speaker
111 be examıned here. S1 irom the PIGCGUHTORHGCES of ele: in sentenCces of Lypes Isı
(Is 56:10, 11; Ps ZEZIL 21) and Is7 Sam 24:14; Sam 16:9), the word 1S sed four
times In varıat1ons the self-abasement OT invective ormulas already discussed.

self-derogatıon ase‘ the basıc template of type SAÄQL aAaDDCAaIS in Sam 9:8,
when ephıbose speaks avl sayıng

N MD 555 5R F5 1D v{
Who 15 yOUT Servant that yOUu have looked upDON dead dog such as myself?

The iructure of thıs question dıffers slıghtly from the iructure delineated above d

SÄQL; insofar dSs element a3 (the metaphorıc NOUN used dASs debasemen has been
subsumed into the predicatıve clause Thıs exchange of posıtıon 15 relatıvely m1-
NOT. and 11l be consıdered only MINOrTr varıatıon of the basıc type The other ‚UT-

of A question ase the Salllc archetype appCars iın Kı x:13 when Hazael
asks Elıyah:

1717 5917 d Jal 179 55sm 13 ı7
For who 1S yOUT servantX, the dog, that he should do thıs thıng”?

In thıs CasC, the iructure nıcely ollows that of the Lachısh Letters (SÄQL) untiıl the
clause, ala pomt the speaker refers hımself AaSs the object of the metaphor1-

cal abasement usıng 1r PCISON verb muc. ıke in element h2c used al Amarna),
wıth the dıfference that in Amarna, the ubject of h2c W das only used in reference to
1T! party in invect1ives, not the speaker. The schematızed tIructure of thıs | 97
Sapc WOU aAapPCAar as al-a2d-a3-b1-b2c, slıght and insıgnıfıcant varıatıon
SÄQL: ogether wıth the instances OUnN! in the Lachısh Letters; above, these
OCCUITENCES uggest that in the per10d before the Babylonıan destruction, Hebrew
used ormula for self-abasement 16 had several possıble varıatl1ons. {t 15
tırely probable that the STITUCIUTES of al] possıble varlıations have not urvıived ıIn the
extant lıterature.
One 1na rhetorical iIructure must be analyzed. { hıs iructure aAaDDCAaISs twıce in the

usıng the word ele {It 1S neıther invective 11OT self-derogatıon. Rather, ıt 18
form 1 @ responds explıcıtly ıIn iructure {to perce1ved invective delıvered Dy the
addressee of the remark. 15 outrıght refusal of self-abasement. and implıcıtly
self-aggrandizement. e’ HTrSsS of these OCCUITENCECS 15 faırly straı1ıghtforward. When
avı before Golıath In Sam F7 ıghtly armed — implıicıtly insulting the
heavıly-armed WAarTrIi0r's capabılıties Golath SayYS tOo hım In 473

m1202 bn TNS IN 27 1 JN 55
Am dog that YOUu COIhC wıth sticks‘?

Ihıs sStructure shares everal elements wıth that of the Amarna invective and self-
abasement questions, d ell d wıth that of the Lachısh Letters. (Clause contaıns

27 Ihe reader 15 eferred {O (oats artıcle fOor comprehensıve discussıon of the 1D11Ca. OCCUITENCECS
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interrogatıve (albeıt non-pronominal) partıicle hd- al) metaphorıically attrıbu-
tıve NOUN a3) the fırst-person sıngular PIONOUD and the conjunctive PUT-
pOosıve kti of the Lachısh letters (D1) The sıgnıfıcant dıfference from anı y prevıously
tudıed tiructure 15 the predicate:

b2e) predicate, the verb of IC 1S second-person form. The verb 1s
understood be somehow insulting LO the speaker, and INaYy
either a4as second-person PFrONOUN Oll0owe: by partıcıple (as 15 the
Casc ere), OT As converted imperfect (see below) parallel 8} the use
of yagtulu in the MmMarna etters.

Thıs 1C  S iIructure 15 not self-abasement, in that the pneaker does not belıeve the
addressee’s insult be applıcable. Neıther 18 thıs form invective, insofar as ıt
does NOLT attack the addressee, NOT does it attack 1Tr' party Rather, thıs iIructure
functions as implıcıt explıcıt insult delıvered by the addressee.
As have SCCH, the formulaıc nature of the invective question Can be sımply
ressed a 9 “Who 15 Ar that he cshould do yr)„ Ihıs structure, in {u:  $ ırectly ad-
dresses CVEIY aspect of that invective question, explicıtly questionıng the pplıca-
111 of the speaker, and therefore iımplıcıtly questionıng the propriety of the
invective question that the addressee as In the fırst place The reply IO “Who 15 x’
that he c<hould do yr)„ the part of the besmirched, then, 15 nOot merely atter of
denı1al “I not ‚29 OT “I dıd not do but rather 1s attack the applıcabılı
of both and “Am Äy that yYOUu ACCUSC of y?” In the present instance, MaAaY
present the sıtuatıon in of the already discussed materı1al. In 26i 111e alk-
ıng wıth hıs brothers who dIC standıng In Israel’s battle-formatıon, aVl hıs
dısdaın of Gohath In form that ollows the invective described above: “Who 18
Golıath, thıs uncırcumc1ısed that he should the battle-Ihınes of the lıving
G0od?” avı approaches the m1g WAarrı10r Golhath meagerly armed. The double-
pronged insınuatıon of such actıon 15 “Who 1S Golhath but dog (1:8.; non-human
and base creature), that he COu 1g CVCN when have Just stick?””23 Golıath,
insulted, cannot Counter wıth statement, ‘LI dog, o 9 “DO yOUu in can’t
1g YOU when yOUu have Just stick‘?”” because ANYVONC famılıar wıth the matrıx of
Levantıne insult formulas known SINCE al least the 4th BAL.E}) 111 have inter-
preted Davıd’s actıons ımplıicıtly double-edged attack. Countering wıth ONC of
these Statements, Golıath WOUuU leave hımselt OPCDH the other flank Instead, he

27 For aVl| the fact that Goliath 15 unciırcumcısed 1S pomt of dısgust, probably rendering (joliath
worthless aAs dog the Israelıte worldview. eEe| ıle talkıng 18 Saul 34-35, aVl cCıtes
his past actıons shepher' qualification enough for acıng Gohath “ Y our SETV.: er! sheep
for hıs ather; whenever ı10n bear WOU:! COM and off sheep ifrom the flock, | would

Out after ıt, and strıke |the anımal| and SAaVC |the sheep] irom ıts mouth, and if ıt LOSC up agaınst
[Le.; ttacked me], ] would se17e it by the beard, and strıke ıt, and kıll ıt Just yOour SErvVanı: has

struck the ı10n and the bear, t0OO 111 thıs uncircumcısed Philıstine be lıke ONE of them
Davıd’s qualifications, then, nclude the abılıty kıl] ıld easts, presumably usıng only those
WCaDONS that Jay hanı sticks TOM the ground and STIONES thrown from the slıng fter avl has
incapacıtated Golıath, the author of the exi akes Cal {O plaınly that aVl cid not ave
sword Sam

12
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mMust UuUsSscC formal Iructure of rhetorıic 16 ırectly addresses both facets of the
insult: “Am dog, that YOU OImINC fıght| wıth sticks‘?”

siımılar problem confronts ner In the passagc wıth which thıs study egan
Eshbaal asks nerT Why have yOUu SOoNC into IN Y father’s concubine?” ner takes
thıs question as insult, applyıng ıt the standard iructure of Levantıne InvecC-
t1ve. He understands shbaal’s insult 4as havıng [WO edges the first insınuatıon made
15 that ner 15 base creature (Be. dog), the second 15 that because of hıs relatıve
posıtıon ofW kıng, Eshbaal belıieves that he has the ng 1{8 command ner
when in fact ıt 15 ner who 18 becomıng ong wıthın the house of Saul (2 Sam
3:6) 10 COunter thıs double-attack, ner responds:

IN 55 H aa (1)
bbba al N (2)

e SN N SN T9N SYNU 770}9 mi®}  DURN D17 (3)
T 1 SM w 5i

0 FD 172 51 175 (4)
Am dog’s head (rJ)s‚' keleb) 1C 15 Judah’s oday aCT oyally towards
the house of Saul YOUT father, towards his brothers, and towards hıs irıends,
and have not handed yYOUu OVCT o avl yeL oday YOU assaıl concernıng
the IN1quitous affaır of the woman’?

The iructure of thıs rhetorical question 18 ONC of a-cC-D, ds has been SCCMN above in
104 1/-24, in IC clause (3) of Abner’s speech should be consıdered CNH-

thetical, and IMaYy be dısregarde in the followıng dıscussıon. ( In the basıs of the
absence of phrase (2) In L ıt has been suggested that D:  Aaser Iihüdd Was g10Ss
inserted because scr1be OT edıitor mıstook rö( J)s: ele for the graphıcally identica]l
OS kaleh and wanted clarıfy the trıbe 1e belonged.“* Compara-
tıvely peakıng, the supposıtion that the phrase 15 later g10ss makes much INOTEC

than assumıng otherwise. In the hırty-sum other OCCUITENCES of the rOOTt BB
in posıtıve NIieEXTIS desceribed far, NONC sStates whom the metaphorical dog
m1ig have elonged. In an Y CaASC, the authenticıty of phrase (2) does not 1gn111-
cantly shape the men here ONC WaY the other For NO the nCe ıll be
consıdered under the assumption that (2) 1s g10SS T hıs leaves only (1) and (4)

T 1 1D 559 1PDM) 19n 255 N
Am dog’s head rö( J)S keleb) that oday YOU assaıl concerm ng the
IN1quitous affaır of the woman?

Ihe Iructure of thıs closely matches that of ohath’s avl
Only slıght varıatıon OCCUTIS in clause OVe, h ] sed the conjunctive purpos1iıve
ki (_ of the Lachısh letters), coupled wıth second PCISON PTONOUN ollowe. DYy
partıcıple In D2. 1ıle here consısts of the converted imperfect yagtul(u) forms
recogn1ızable from the Amarna letters.
The sımılarıty in STructure tTeveals the sımılarıty in sıtuation: Abner’s fo
Eshbaal’s question aNnSWEeTIS shbaal mplıed invective W! 18 neT., the dog,

24 inckler, Geschichte Israels, Z C1ıte: Thomas, Kelebhh ‘Dog'’, 10, 1960, 414
McCarter, 4A7 Samuel, ollows the basıc assertion of thıs interpretation, but Ihomas O€Ss nNnOoL

13
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that he MaYy have In1quıtous affaır wıth the woman’?” ner simultaneously
plıcıtly denıes that he 1$ base creature, and that Eshbaal had al y ng whatsoever

question h1s loyalty Whether ner understood hıs words ımply that he Was

1a(0)! havıng sexual relatıons wıth Rızpah 11l be known wıth certaınty. An
understandıng of the sıtuatiıon Cal only be supphe: hrough conjectural COomparıson
wıth other of the take-over of the past ing’s harem However, the present
study seeks fınd INOTC adequate solutiıon the problem of the phrase rö( ))s.’
ele

Nouns used in invective formulas

Any cons1ıderatıon of the phrase rö( ))3; ele. must take into aCCOUunNT the other ‚U1-

TEeENCCS of the metaphorıc of ele: in 1DI1Ca. Hebrew, kIh in extra-bıblical
Hebrew, and in Amarna Akkadıan Not only should the study examıne the
specıfic usSsc of the term, but also the elements of sStructure and sımılar vocabulary.
Section studied the varıatıons ın iructure of the matrıx of self-abasement, INVeEC-
tıve, and {O \ ımplıed invective prevalent in the ate Bronze and Iron Age
Levant. Section therefore, must examıne sımılar vocabulary In the paralle ele-
men and clauses of the other OCCUITENCCS Since rl ))S’ ele. OCCUTS in clause of
the invective Ooun In Sam 3: specıfically In the element contamıng
the metaphorıcally attrıbuted called az above thıs portion of the study 111
fOocus the chaıns of metaphorically attrıbuted (element a3) in other ‚UI-

IeENCCS of the self-abasement formula, R ell aAs those used in element a2
1C AaIic neıther 1OT PIODCI names.25
At Amarna, the word 1S sed metaphorıically refer humans, eıther INveC-
tıvely OT a4s personal expression of humilıty, 3() times in meanıngful Context Of
these, the term 15 used alone ASs metaphor total of 17 times Of these
OCCUITENCCS, three aAappCarl 1ın CONTEXTS of Lype (EA 19:19-22; 20:22-25; fa
93 fıve iın CONTtEXTIS of type Is (EA 6-10, 31-35; 08:52-56; 30:33-35; D
26), S1X In Lype 19 (EA 76:11-13; 79:45-4 7; 108:25-28; 125:40-45; 129070 81), and the
remaınıng three in ConNn! of type SAQ (BA 01:14-16; 02 12-14:; AA 14-18
Sınce in these 1/ CCUITENCECS 1S the only NOUN metaphorıically mMO  1  ıng the
referent of the abasement invective, need not consıder them anı y further.
ere dIiC OCCUITENCECS in 1Cc the referent of the invective 15 compared eıther
Dy metaphor OT by sımıle the Dıru (FA 67/ 16-17; 3-5 Since there 15 d yel

scholarly CONSCHSUS the prec1ise meanıng of the gentilıc Dıru, must be
cContfent that in these invectives, the desıgnatıon 18 clearly dSs

insult towards the referent of the COmparıson. It Was by favorable ıng
18 be consıdered ONC of: the pıru
In OC instance of Ltype 19, the neaker uscs ıIn element a3

mi|ya-mi SU L  f üsarru20 kalbu (UR.Gl;) 1U d\an

25 thıs study, thıs SI0UD cComprises only the 110 °hı d sed in lement Aa2; It 15 not inconcelvable
that speaker COU.: UsScC another self-abasıng 11O! Jlement a2d {O esıgnate hıs perceıved
posıtıon relatıve the addressee.

26 KOTr the readıng of ÜL: LUT: SUrrTÜ, MS Moran, Amarna Letters, 84, 4, 185
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Wh{o 15 hie, the traıtor and dog, he 15 st]rong” (EA 16-1
Thıs combinatıon of wıth ın element az as springboard into
problem of larger The remamınıng ten CCUITENCCS of in self-abasıng and
invectıive iructures al Amarna Juxtapose the 1N1OUN wıth the 1OUDN Ardu. In the
contexti of ONC of these palrs (EA I5 41-42), broken SpOL in the texti obscures the
o0gogram IR But the remainıng nıne GT ERHGEES of the paır ardu-kalbu Cal be read
wıth lıttle dıfficulty. In the paır OCCUIS in invectives of the Lype Is (EA
109:9-11; 6-7 [t appCars twıce agaln in self-abasıng statements (EA 60:6-9;
2-4), the remaıinder appearıng In invective questions (EA /1:16-19; 35:63-66;
9-11; 04:17-24; 5-3 SIince the word-pailr 15 usually wrıtten logographi-
cally, ıt 1s dıfficult el] ın Man Yy whether the cshould be read a4as

absolute in apposıtıon (the slave, the dog”), OT A4s CONSITUC chaın (“th
slave of ”) In 60:6-7, the phrase arad SArı 15 Juxtaposed wıth Sa
DISu, both hrough cCOontexti and hrough the USC of conjunctive Likewıse, in
61:2-4, the phrases AI separated Dy intermediate phrase tid slepleka. Not
only thıs, but enough LOOIMM appCars al the end of In for udtzon have supplıe:
ard|uKa and enough 1OOIN at the beginnıng of In for 1u| Clearly these ‚UI-

TeNCCSs of ardu and do nOTL form CONSTIIU: chaın, but In the rest of the UT-

TIEeENCECS of the word pair ardu-kalbu, conjunction appCAars, and the [WO aATC wrıtten
ONC after the other IRUK GL Only In X4:16-18 ATC the logograms LU _ BEH. and
URKGE separated by conjunctıve u7 negatıng an Y chance of CONstruct chaın.

comparıson of clauses In the Lachısh etters reveals <simılar trend towards
semantically identical word palr bd-kIb In each of the three self-abasıng quest1ons
OUN! ıIn the Lachısh clause reads “hdk kLh 20330 5:3-6; 6:2-4)
Furthermore, the declaratıve sentien! in Letter uUscs kIh mo  i metaphorıcally
the ubject “hdk of the verb 21:1-4).27 In each ONC of these ıt 18 quıte clear
that both OUun stand In apposıtıon, SINCE the first of the (*Dd) always has the B
SULI1XE! DOSSESSIVE PIONOUN denoting non-bound form. Assumıing that these -
sults ImMaYy be retrojected ONTtO the language of the Amarna thıs SU: that
ardu and WEEIC indeed read Aas absolute in apposition ONC

other .25
The COTIDUS irom Lachısh 1S suggestive of the frequent Juxtaposition ın colloquıal
ancıent Hebrew of the term “ ‘“cervant/slave” wıth kIh when ONC 1S speakıng in
self-abasıng anneTr superI10T. Unfortunately, thıs end 15 only ONCEC attested In
the 1D11Ca. eX{IS, In PAassSaygc already cıted above:

KT 591 YYn 37° 556 179 '
For who 1S YOUI Servan(t, the dog, that he should do thıs thıng?
(2 Kı 8:13)

Here O00 the word “abdeka 15 Juxtaposed wıth ele in the clause. As in the
Lachısh letters, each of these forms 18 clearly NON-CONSITTUCT, “abdeka because of ıts

2 The fifth of kLH the Lachısh etters 15 precede by Jacuna, and therefore NnOT usefu:
the present INqUITYy

28 Ihe legıtımacy of equatıng rdu wıth the West Semuitic term °hıi 1s supported by exıcal
1C) abdu 15 gıven poss1ıble meanıng of Yrdu See CAD, ardu,

15
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SUT1I1XE: DIONOUN and ele because of 1ts definıte artıcle. Thıs CONSISteNCY ın
structure and vocabulary Su. that reappraisal of the Hebrew phrase rö(7)S
ele: in Sam 3: 15 warranted.
{Ihe fırst question be as 18 whether the words should be consıdered
CONsSiIruCcCT chaın, ds 1S the normal eadıng (hence, T head’”) OT ASs absolute

In apposıtıon. Ihe latter optiıon 18 supporte: by the clearly apposıtional natu:
of the word palr in the preceding 1D11Ca. DAaSSaRcC, 4S ell Aa in four of the Lachısh
Letters. Addıtionally, thıs apposıtional natur: be the best eadıng of the
instances of the word paır 1n the Amarna etters (sınce ‘“clave of dog  27 hardly makes
sense). TIhe obstacle interpreting rö( ))S{ ele a4as [WO apposıtional 15 the ack
of d clear meanıng. Whıiıle it 18 quıte Cas Y determıine what “the slave, the dog  29

ıt 1$ quıte dıfficult understand what the apposıitional phrase “the head, the
dog  27 TIhe word ro()S in 1D11Ca. Hebrew fo connote only favorable
OPIN10NS of the ıng discussed: "chıek front, choicest” dAdICc few of the definıtions
given for the word in But clearly, ıf aATic read the word apposıtionally
in Abner’s dıatrıbe, then rö( J)s.’ MUStT take LNOTC negatıve connotatıon iın thıs
Cırcumstance.
In Akkadıan, the cognate term Fresu CAalic INCAan nNOTt only “head,” but also “slave.”
Thıs of Fesu for ‘“clave” Can be OUuUnN! throughout Old Akkadıan and Old Ba-
ylonıan, 4S ell d in CX datıng from the time of Merodachbaladen, Assurbanı-
pal, and Esarhaddon.*% Is ıt poss1ible that Hebrew ONCEC admıtted thıs meanıng {or
OS only for ıt be subsequently forgotten”? An analysıs of everal exıcal E

that at SOTIINC poımt, the language of (’anaan had the opportunıty acquıre
xpossıble semantıc value fOr - \ servant/slave, ” paralle the SaIiInc meanıng in

Akkadıan In ONC of the abdu  ardu mentioned above, 1T' SYNONYIN aAapDPCAIS.
resu.3)1 In another, FeSu 15 g1ven ASs equıvalent for T 1 IR 32 Furthermore, ardu Was

gıven 4S possıble value of SAG, normally the logogram used for reSu, and often
both ardu and FeSu ATiC g1ven together values of Conversely, re|Sum| 1s
o1ven das equıvalent of |ni-I|n(?)-ta IR 34 Thıs complex of equations and g-
nızed provıdes the background fOor the recogniıtıion of rarely used
mantıc value ‘“servant/slave” for Canaanıte (Or perhaps only Hebrew) --
Since the Massoretic tradıtion has preserved the pronuncı1atıon /rl ")S/ (derıve: from
*y W< hrough the (C'anaanıte aliter quiescence of the aleph), there exı1ist three
possıbıilıties explaın how Hebrew gaıned the meanıng “cervant/slave” for ıts
lexeme rö(7)S the semantıc value Was present already al the Proto-Semutic StTra-
u  5 and W das inherıted Dy Hebrew hrough Northwest Semitic; the semantıc value
Wäas nNOTL inherıted hrough Northwest Semitic, but rather the orthographıc realızatıon
z actually represents pronuncı1atiıon /res/, 1C pronuncı1atiıon Hebrew borrowed

29
3()

BDB, MN
VeSu Z 280-281

CAD, ardu,
3° Ibıd
37 Ibıd., 243 abdu also appCars close proxXximıty 18} the equatiıon SACGT Fesu SCC CAD, reSu,

B7
34 CAD, reSu, 278



“A  1-ASırta, the ave, the Dog  2

from Akkadıan denote its semantıc value “servant/slave”; OT the Massoretic
cadıng /rö( IS 1$ COrrecT, ın 1C CS Hebrew borrowed the semantıc value of
Akkadıan reSu, and applıed ıt the already extant word rö( J)ä (: these three pOSSI-
bılıtıes, both and SCCIN hıghly unlıkely. The meanıng “servant/slave” 15 nNnOT
OUnN! for the word rö()S in Aramaic,>> and 15 otherwıse unknown 1n Classıcal
Hebrew T hat Proto-Semiutic had developed semantıc value “servant/slave” for ıts
lexeme *y 3 A 15 doubtful The second solution presented ere 1$ unlıkely, because
aleph Was sed d Maler lectionis for i-Class vowel such Aas WOU. ave
been taken into Hebrew from the Akkadıan loan resu .30 The 1T! solution 11-

t1c borrowing — 15 by far the MOST favorable option. Such borrowing of semantıc
values irom Akkadıan into Hebrew 15 nOot nheard of. ankowskı has traced
certaın meanıngs of the Hebrew words derör, fta°am and mäne(h) back sımılar.
but nOot identical Akkadıan words.>/

Conclusion
15 UNNECCCSSATY Z the engths of proposing that OMOphONOUS

ONC k-I-b meanıng og  27 and the other k-[I-h meanıng *colave” have developed in
Hebrew .58 suggesli, rather, that Sam 3:8 contaıns evidence fOor yel another 1N-
stance of semantıc borrowıng from Akkadıan into Hebrew On the basıs of COIMM-

paratıve evidence from the Amarna Letters and the Lachısh Letters, should
longer translate Abner’s vitriolic tO Eshbaal As has often been done ın
the past, wıth rö( ))S ele interpreted Aas COoNnstruct chaın. Rather, Abner’s
15 be read In 1g of the invectives and self-abasement formulas prevalent
throughout the Amarna etters: “Am slave, dog, that oday VYOU assaıl
concernıng the IN1qu1tOuUS affaır of the (even though) oday act oyally
towards the house of Saul YOUI father, towards hıs brothers, and towards hıs frıends,
and have not handed yOUu OVeTr Davıd"?”

35
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DıctTalm,
Note, for instance, the Casc of Hebrew Sarıs, loan from Akkadıan Sa Ves: See Mankowskı1,
Akkadıian Loanwords INn Biblical ebrew, arvard Semitıc Studıies 41, Wınona Lake, 2000,
12

37 Mankowskı, Akkadıan Loanwords, PF
31 Contra the work of Margalıth, ahbove.
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An appeal the vocabulary and Ssiructure of self-abasemen and invective formulas in the ancıent
Near Kast eal towards INOTC credıible interpretatiıon of the passagc Sam 3:8 than those hat ave
een previously suggested. rö()S ele: 15 improperly understood CONSITUC chaın, and OUT

understandıng of that phrase 15 deepened through Comparıson ıth the Amarna Letters and the
Lachısh Letters, ell ıth ther from the Hebrew ele.: hould be read 4S

metaphorical of the anımal s Namce, rather han 4S SYNONYIN for “olave” (as SOMIMNEC ave DTO-
posed) Furthermore, rö()S mMay be read d Hebrew borrowıing TOM ıts Akkadıan cCognale Fesu of
the semantıc fıeld ‘“clave”. Ihe phrase harö(”)S ele. D  nOki in Sam 3 therefore, should be
translated “Am dog, slave. S
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