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The past quarter-century has SCCMN modest of interest In the SO-Calle: “high-
places” (hereinafter ‘“bamoth”) mentioned in the Hebrew and ın the COINMECINO-
ratıve inser1ıption of the Moabite kıng es (KAI 181) When egan IM Y disserta-
t1on research the topıc In 1971, the only substantıal treatment Was Albrıght’s
idiosyncratic but influential study of Hıgh ace ın Ancıent Palestine” 1957).'
The 1S vVC dıfferent Ooday, wıth monographs Dy Vaughan 1974)* and
e1Is (1997),* Important treatments Dy LaRocca-Pitts 2001)* and akha!ı

1999, 2001),> and number of majJor encyclopedia artıcles and ocused artı-
cles (some by me).® No Ne  S CONSCNSUS has emerged, however, and Emerton’s

Albright, “The Hıgh ace Ancıent Palestine,” UD (1957) ct. Cr1-
1que “The Funerary Character of 1g Places’ In Ancient alestine Reassessment, ”
z_ (1975) For the prevaılıng CONSCNSUS at that time SCC, C de Vaux, Ancient
Israel: Its Life an Institutions 'ans by C  u New ork McGraw-Hlıill, 284—8;

Davıes, “Hıgh Place, Sanctuary, ” IDB (1962) Engnell, “Höjd, Höjyder,” SBU
(1962) Noth, The Od Testament World (trans Dy Vı Gruhn Phıladelphia: FOr-
tress, 177—8; Rınggren, Israelite Religion (trans by Green: Phıladelphia: For-
tress, 15J

Vaughan, The Meaning of „b am  A In the Old Testament (SOTSM D Cambridge: Cam-
bridge Universıity, the crıt1iques by Skehan, In CBO (1975)
Fenton, (1976) and Fowler, Israelıte ama Question of
Interpretation,” W 94 (1982) 208—9

e1s, Die Bamah W 291° Berlin/New ork de ruyter, cf. critique In
JBL 118 (1999)

LaRocca-Pitts, Wood and Stone  P, The Significance of Israelite Cultic ems IN the
Bihle an IES Early Interpreters (HSM 6l; Wınona Lake Eisenbrauns, ch (especılally

127-30).
Nakhaı, “What’s am HOow Sacred pace Functioned Ancıent Israel,” eV

20/3 (1994) 19—29, 7T7—8; cf. NO idem, sraelıte Relıgion beyond the Temple,” World of the
Bihle (1999) 38—43, and idem, Archaeology an the Religions of Canaan and Israel
Books T Boston ASOR, ch Nakhaıi, lıke au  an, draws heavıly data known
from the archaeological record. the brief by her dıssertation mentor,
Dever, Sılence of the ext An Archaeological Commentary Kıngs 23;7 Scripture
and Other Artifacts: ESSays the Bible and Archaeology In Honor of Philip King (ed by

o0gan el al.; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 148 less optimiıstic
praisal of the intersection of archaeological and 1DI1Ca data 15 presented In the excellent
study by Fried, Hıgh Places (Bamöt) and the Reforms of Hezekıjah and Josıah An
Archaeological Investigation,” 'A0S 179 (2002) 437465

Barrıck, “Wha! Do We Really KNOW about ‘Hıgh Places’?” SEÄ (1980) 50—7, and
“Hıgh Place,” ABD (1992) 196—200 ther sıgnıfıcant nclude Schunck, In
IDOT (revised, 2.139—45; Whıtney, ** Bamoth’ the Old J estament, ” IynBul
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revVIeW of 1DIl1Ca Hıgh ace in the 1g of Recent Study” (1997) concludes
pessimistically:’
The Old estamen! tells much about bümäd, but prec1ıse definıition eludes We do not
KNOW whether the ord could be used of local Ssanctuary, whether there SOINC-

thıng that dıfferentiated hamöot from er sanctuarıes.

Very popular oday 15 the VIEW (as old as Jerome)® that °“bamah” (sensug'stricto)
Was man-made "hıgh place,” 1.e., altar-lıke cultic platform of SOMIMEC sort (cE
Mod Heb bamd, “"stage, platform; forum’”).? Emerton eviIews thıs hypothesıs, but 1S
in the end noncommittal.1%9 have argued that the 1Ca evidence, such d ıt S, does
nNnOt easıly support thıs ıdea, and that the cultıc platforms known from the archaeo-
ogıical record of the Bronze and Iron Ages iın the Levant (very influential for most
proponents of the “platform hypothesis’””)!' probably have nothing do wıth the bıb-
1cal “bamah.” Part of IM Y has been ase‘ the erb Preposıtion 1ıdıoms
used describe the UuUsc of ama Emerton takes task for insısting that the
20 1DI1Ca. of babbamd/babhamiäöt must Incan ...  iın  29 the amah/bamoth,
and that interpret the phrase otherwise WOU be “"completely Contrary attested
Hebrew usage”: 12
hIs be dıfficult sustaın. When sacrıfiıces offered altar,
it 15 possıble Sa y either ‘'al-hammizbeah Kıngs I ZZ LE Kings

(1979) Fowler, “Israelıte Aamd: uestion of Interpretation,” atron,
‘“Temple and hbamah Oome Consıderations,” The Pitcher 18 Broken: Memorial ‚SSAVS for
OSIa Ahlström (ed by Holloway and Handy; JSOTSup 190; Sheffield Shef-
fıeld Academıc., Omanson, ‘I ranslatıng Bamoth,” 7T’46 (1995)

Emerton, “The Bıblical Hıgh ace In the Light of Recent Study,” PEO 129 (1997) 17  ?\
(quotation from 129—30). Dever rather cavalıeriy dismisses thıs uarter-cen! of

work much needless spilt SInNCEe “ Was already clear that hbamäöt WEIC sımply raısed
platforms outdoor shrinesW. Boyd Barrick  review of “The Biblical High Place in the Light of Recent Study” (1997) concludes  pessimistically:7  The Old Testament tells us much about bämäd, but a precise definition eludes us. We do not  know whether the word could be used of any local sanctuary, or whether there was some-  thing that differentiated bamöt from other sanctuaries.  Very popular today is the view (as old as Jerome)® that a “bamah” (sensug'stricto)  was a man-made “high place,” i.e., an altar-like cultic platform of some sort (cf.  Mod. Heb. bamä, “stage, platform; forum””’).? Emerton reviews this hypothesis, but is  in the end noncommittal.!® I have argued that the biblical evidence, such as it is, does  not easily support this idea, and that the cultic platforms known from the archaeo-  logical record of the Bronze and Iron Ages in the Levant (very influential for most  proponents of the “platform hypothesis”)!! probably have nothing to do with the bib-  lical “bamah.” Part of my argument has been based on the Verb + Preposition idioms  used to describe the use of a bamah. Emerton takes me to task for insisting that the  20 biblical occurrences of babbamä/babbamöt must mean “in” the bamah/bamoth,  and that to interpret the phrase otherwise would be “completely contrary to attested  Hebrew usage”:!2  This argument seems to me to be difficult to sustain. When sacrifices are offered on an altar,  it is possible to say either ‘al-hammizbeah (X Kings 12:23; 13:1; 2 Kings 16.12) or  (1979) 125—47; Fowler, “Israelite bämdä: A Question of Interpretation,” 203—13; J.E. Catron,  “Temple and bamäh: Some Considerations,” The Pitcher is Broken: Memorial Essays for  Gösta W. Ahlström (ed. by S.W. Holloway and L.K. Handy; JSOTSup 190; Sheffield: Shef-  field Academic, 1995) 150-65; R.L. Omanson, “Translating Bamoth,” BT 46 (1995) 309-20.  J.A. Emerton, “The Biblical High Place in the Light of Recent Study,” PEQ 129 (1997) 116-  32 (quotation from pp. 129-30). Dever rather cavalierly dismisses this quarter-century of  work as so much needless spilt ink, since “it was already clear that bamoöt were simply raised  platforms or outdoor shrines ... ” (Silence of the Text,” 148).  Commentary on Jeremiah, at Jer. 32:35 (quoted by J.P. Brown, “The Sacrificial Cult and its  Critique in Greek and Hebrew [11],” JSS 25 [1980] 2): “It should be noted, for the benefit of  those who are uncertain what the word bamört means in the book of Samuel and Kings, that  ‘altars’ /arae] and ‘high places’ /excelsa] in Hebrew are called bamöt.”  A. Zilkha, Modern Hebrew-English Dictionary (New Haven/London: Yale University, 1989)  24. The modern word reflects the semantic intermingling of Gr. bema, “podium, pulpit,” and  Hebr. bämä in Rabbinic Hebrew and cannot be automatically retrojected further into antiq-  uity. Nonetheless E. Klein derives both the biblical sense “high place” and the modern sense  “stage, pulpit” “apparently from base BWM” (A Comprehensive Etymological Dictionary of  the Hebrew Language for Readers of English [New York/London: Macmillan/Collier Mac-  millan, 1987] 76). On V*BWM see n. 18 below. Against V*BWM is Mod. Hebr. bamma V,  “stage director” (a mid-20"-century coinage) which “is based on the supposition that the n.  bamä derives from base BMH” (ibid.).  10  Emerton, “Biblical High Place in the Light of Recent Study,” 123—.  11  12  Vaughan’s argument rests almost entirely on the archaeological material.  Ibid., 122, quoting my assertion in “What Do We Really Know about ‘High Places’?” 54.  12ılence Text;” 148)
Commentary Jeremiah, at Jer. 12:38 (quoted Dy Brown, “The Sacrıific1ial ult and ıts
Critique in Tee! and Hebrew [11] A 25 11980] 2) “ It should be note: for the benefit of
Ose who AdIec uncertaın hat the word bamäöt In the book of Samuel and Kıngs, that
altars /arae/ and ‘'hıgh places’ /[excelsa/ Hebrew called bam:  Ot.  »”

Ziılkha, Modern Hebrew-English Dictionary (New Haven/London: ale Universıity,
The modern word eflects the semantıc intermingling of Gr. bema, ‘“pDodium, pulpıt, ” and

ebr Aamd Rabbinıc Hebrew and Canno' be automatıcally retrojected further into antıq-
ulty Nonetheless Kleın derıves both the bıblıcal “hıgh place” and the modern
"stage, pulpıt” “apparently irom ase BWM Comprehensive Etymological Dictionary of
the Hebhrew Language for Readers of English |New ork/London: Macmillan/Colher Mac-
miıllan, 76) On \*BWM K below. Agaınst \ *BWM 15 Mod ebr bamma I
..  stage dırector” (a mid-20”-century coinage) 1C 66  15 ase: the supposıtion that the
hbam.  a derives irom ase BMH > (Ibid.)

10 Emerton.  y “Bıblıica Hıgh ace In the 1g ofRecent Study, ” F7

12
Vaughan’s argumen) rests almost entirely the archaeological mater1al.
Ibid., I2 quoting assertion In “What Do We Really Know OUu ‘Hıgh Places’?”
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Preposıtional mbigur and the Semantıcs of amah sage Response Emerton

bammizbeah (Gen 5.20; Num 282 4, 1 5 3101), and the latter does not [NCAanN “within the
altar.  27 It 1S not clear why the SaIillc should NOT be frue of babhaämdäüt.

Thıs sweeping efense of the “conventional wısdom ” DYy such emımnent sen10r
cholar 1S dauntıing, but nNnOoTt damnıng, and Ca for
Methodologically, the semantıc Iımıtations of given syntactical construction, 4S
established from those where the of the construction 15 NnOT ın Oou
define the semantıc potentıial of the LNOTIC problematıc examples and Iımıt the CXC-

etical options avaılable to the decoder:; “where the 15 el known and the text
establıshe': ıt 1S possible discover fundamental rules, 1C MaYy PaVc the WaY for
11C  S ınterpretation when applıed 1111CU 0)4 poetic texts.”15 ese Iımıtatıons have
valıdıty because they deriıve from known ın the language sSystem aAs ole
and nOoTt from the cContent and immediate COontitext of the ispute passage(s) alone.
The cıted Dy Emerton whereın bammizbeah 1S laımed be semantıcally
equıvalent to al-hammizbeah dIc clearly the exception the rule.

The Use ofBM\|: ıth the Prepositions D an

The 1DI1Ca writers regularly employ the preposıtion when deseribing ama
We read repeatedly ın the ings History that “otil] the people (were) sacrıfic-

ng and burning incense!« babbamöaot” Kgs 22:44:; Kgs 12:4; 14:4; 15:4; 33: also
e Kgs ME Kgs PÄMLE TOoN Ahaz 15 saıd to have “sacrıfıced and
burned incense babhbamädat” (2 Kgs ToOnNn d dıd olomon Kgs
375} The Ings of arec saı1d have installed priests “t0 burn incense babhbäamörf”
(2Z Kgs 23:5). P Samuel 1S expected preside al sacrıfıce “bhabhaäm:  a  A Sam

[3 |Goshen-|Gottstein, “Afterthoughts and the ‚yntax of Relative Clauses In 1DI1Ca He-
brew,” JBL (1949) 35

|4
15

ese conventional translatıons ofZBH and OIR aiec sed for convenilence.
The MI’s wayeqaltter babbamiäöüt 18 probably defective because ıt 18 mentioned incongruously

the recounting of Josjiah’s reform actıvıtles. Vırtually all COmMMentators follow eıther
and Targ, 1C pomint wayegqgatterü (8:@;; Burney, Oles the Hebrew ext of the
0OO0Ks of Ings |Oxford: Clarendon, 358; Stade and chwally, The 0O0kKs of
Ings (trans by Brünnow and aupt; SBOT 9’ Baltımore/Leıipzıig: Johns Hopkıns
University, 293; Cogan and ‚OT, HI Ings 11; en City Doubleday,

279 Pesh. and Vulg, 1C suggest lEgatter (e.g., Montgomery, Critical
and Exegetical Commentary the '0DO0KSs of Kings led. Dy ehman; G: Edıinburgh:
Clark, 529, 539 G’Gray, B Ings. Commentary [2nd edn.; I: Philadelphia:
Westmuinster, 730 d) Allen SOM the readıng another example of INar-

ginal annotatıon (cf. Kgs 16:4) subsequently mistaken for crıbal correction and dısplac-
ıng original legatter in the text (*“More Cuckoos In the est At ings XX111.5;
Jeremiah XV11.3, 4; Micah 111.3; v1.16 Chronicles 0S XX] ’„ JTS 11973 ] 69—
70) ote Was  urn ’'s defense of the the grounds that 5Saß 15 parenthetical
explanatıon that 5c[a komer-priest] burned offerings at the bamoth” (“Perspective and Purpose:
Understanding the Josıah StOrYy,  92 I rinity Journal [1991] 69); cf. Iso ‚OWEeTY, The

13
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9:12) The Chronicler reports that the Tabernacle and Moses’s altar of burnt offerıngs
WOIC “babbamd  29 at Giubeon durıng Daviıd’s reign Tron. 16395 In Ps
78:58 Israel 1S sa1d tOo have angered Yahweh “hehamotam. ” The preposıtıon
DPICSSCSH the basıc dea of posıtion “within SOTTIC definıte region. !© The
MOST natura|l conclusion to be drawn from these IS that theır authors cons1ıd-
ered ama be installatıon ulldıng OT precinct (C1. Solomon’s Temple)
within 1C ONEC performed cultic acCts and placed cultic objects.!”
On ıts face, thıs preposıtional unıformıty WOU SCECI1N 118 rule Out of consideration the
conjecture induce by the presumed etymological connection wıth high-ness)!® that
bamoth WETITC natural OT artıfıcıal elevatıons (hılls, mounds, platforms, altars) UDON
1 cultic aCTSs WeTeC performed f these do, In fact. refer such installa-
t10NS, MmMust be assıgned the dea of superimposition normally iındicated Dy SE
Accordingly, Vaughan claıms that the phrase babhbamiöt ...  15 amb1ıgu0us, and INaYy
incan eıther UDON the bamoth (platforms), OT al the bamoth (sanctuaries).””!? Thıs
suppose “ambigulty” 15 V much in evidence In the RSV/NRSV I© vacıllates
IN ...  29  1n, ..  at.  27 and 450n'”20 The SN 18 IMNOTE consıistent wıth ıts rendering EV, but

Reforming Ings. Cults anı Society In IFS. Temple Judah up 120; 1e JSÖ1l1,
207

16 GKC (1910) 379 Iso Brockelmann, Grundriss der vergleichenden Grammatik der
semitischen Sprachen (Berlin: Reuther eıchard, 2363 and idem, Hebräische SYN-

(Neukirchen: Erziehungsvere1ns, 96; Joüon, GGrammaire de ’Hebreu Biblique
(2nd edn.: Rome: Pontifical 1DIl1CcCa Instıtute, 403; (196’7) 100 (= Rıchardson,
Hebrew and Aramalc Lexicon, and cl. olladay, Lexicon, 32:; ardee, “The
Preposıtion in Ugarıtic |Part 2],„ (1976) 312 Jenn1, Die hebräischen Präpositionen

Die Präposition 'eth (Stuttgart/Berlin/Köln: Kohlhammer, 1D _ A: Clines (ed.).
17

Dictionary of Classical Hebrew Vvols 1—5; 1e Sheffield Academıc, 2 8
Only the Ps TE allows for the instrumental .6,  wıt recognized by MOSstT
translations (see below).

18 The modern era of bıblıcal scholarshıp inherited understandıng of BMIi sıgnıfyıng phy-
sıical elevatıon (cf. LXX), particularly In topographical N:  ' together ıth etymological
explanatıon for ıt BMH has known verbal rooft Hebrew, but the basıs of the irreduc1-
ble bama/bamöt the rooft V*BWM (cf. OWM qamäd) had een hypothesized (e.2.;

Gesen1us, Thesaurus Philologicus Criticus Linguae Hebraeae el Chaldaeae Veteris Tes-
‘ament1ı [Leıipzıig: ogel, 1.187, and SUCCESSIVE edıtıons of hıs Handwörterbuch),; ıt 1S
Jaımed that thıs non-exıstent erb “to be hlgh,” thereby accounting for the presumed
meanıng of the OUIl. Albright posıts proto-Semitic ancestor *bhahmatu, the mediıal havıng
quisced produce S: In the Irs syllable of bamä/bamiöt; thıs should have become ®] He-
TEW phonetics (cf. *gahlu *qgal qol), and few suffixed Orms of BMH ıth inıtial -
vowel AiIc attested in the Qumran 1QlIsa” 14:14:; 53:9: alongside the INOTEC fa-
miılhıar inıtijal a-Vowel 1QlIsa” ID:Z: 16:12; 36:6) Albright, “Hıgh ace in Ancıent Palestine,”
256; cf. Emerton, “Bıblıical Hıgh ace the Light of Recent Study,” 117—8, 1301

19 Vaughan, Meaning,
20 In Kgs 233 Jer. 4835 (NRSV has 6,  at hıgh place’”); hron 16:39; 21:29 At Kgs

3  'g 3, hron. AT On Sam. ir (NRSV has ..  at the shriıne”); Kgs 22:44; Kgs
12:4; 14:4; 15:4, 3 $ 16:4:; 17IE: hron. 28  S The phrase Ps TEr 1S rendered 66.  ıth
theır high places.” sımılar varıatıon OCCUTS In the Coverdale Bıble (1535) The (GJeneva Ma
ble (1560) 15 consıstent ıth INn (but Ith In Ps the KJV (161 Iso has IN, but Uun-

14
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occaslonally EL 1S used Kgs 302 ron 28:4 65 3 [all rendering BMi DYy
vwWNAG]; Ps 78:58 Irendering BM) by BOovvOc]; cf. also Kgs ese nNSs-
atıons reveal the ack of system1zatıon wıth 1C the BMi combiınatıon has
been treated, for there 1s nothing in these (save for Ps 78:58 where 1IN-
strumental “Wlth” |SO RSV/NRSV, el al.| 15 suggested by the context)
prompt dıfferent renderings of the preposıtion. This 1S the exegetical tradıtion 1C
Emerton seeks Justify
Discussions of prepositional ambiıgulty OTr interchangeabilıty have centered the
apparen semantıc funldıty of B, E 6 and In Hebrew 15 laimed that because
these preposıitions ..  are nNnOLT clearly distinguishable in meanıng,” al] Can INCcan

66fi. :om .”2 1 Given thıs SO-Calle: “principle of interchangeabiılity,” ıt IS reasonable
SUDDOSC that COU. be the semantıc equıvalent of e under certaın cCircumstances.
Hebrew lexica do admıt thıs possibility: Koehler-Baumgartner states that when
“connected wıth hıgh objects 9 00  ‘upon  ’ cıting beEhoreb Kgs 8:9) and
hassüsım (Isa ASs examples;+“ Brown-Driver-Briggs observes that bahar 1S
used “even in where COU hardly avOo1d sayıng ON  29 (e&2. Kgs IL
[ 9614 cf. Ex D4 7 and Ps and 4as further examples of used where 7B
WOU be expected cıtes besawwa rim udg S21 hberO SNi

\ (Isa bemotnayw
Kgs 2293 and bammizbeah (Gen 8 2() and Num 2322 [WO of the cıted

DYy Emerton).“> The interchangeabilı of and E IS laimed for Ugarıtic dSs wel1.24
The prospect of virtually unlımıted prepositional interchange has not SN unchal-
lenged. Barr rightly questions “the communiticatıve effic1ıency of language ın

accountably (influence from Coverdale?) resorts In Kgs 14°4 and 15  D Luther has auf
throughout.

Chomsky, “The Ambigulty of the TreTIXe| Preposıitions and the Bıble,” JOR
61 (1970—-1971) See further Sarna, Interchange of the Preposıitions eth and
Mın In 1DI1Ca: Hebrew,” JBL (1959) 31 and Whıtley, “Some Functions of the
Hebrew Particles FEIH and LAMEDH,” JOR (1971—1972) 199206 TIhe scholar who
has exploılted preposıtional “ambigulty” axımum advantage 15 Dahood of hıs Man
discussions of the 1Ssue SCC, C “Hebrew-Ugarıtic Lexicography: I Biıb (1963) 299{f£.,
and “C'an One Plow wıthout ()xen? mos 6:12) Study of ha- and Aal’7’ The Bibhle World:
‚SSAVYS IN Honor of Cyrus Gordon (ed. by endsburg et al., New ork: KTAV/Institute
of Hebrew Culture and Educatıon of New ork Universıity, 1 hıs claım 1s made
ıth eater force for Ugarıtic 1C| evıdently aCcC specıal preposıtion for “from  ” SCC

(1965) On the OCCUITITEIICE of 1015.11 SCC Pardee, Preposıtion
In Ugarıtıc |Part M (1975) AF and idem, “Preposıtion in garıtıc |Part Z 270 and
especlally 1 5—6 For critique of Dahood’s approach, and endorsement of the emphasıs

erb Preposıtion idioms followed elow, SCC D1OW Althann, Studies INn Northwest

22
Semitic (Bıblıca et Orıijentalıa 45; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Instıtute, ch

(1967) 100 (= Richardson, Hebrew and Aramalc Lexicon, and cf. Holladay, Lexi-
CON,

23 BDBRB (1907) SR— oth and U Cal the hostile NUance “agalnst”; cf. Joüon, (ıram-
maıre, 403—4

9 E ıth examples.
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1C the word for and the word for from Arc apparently identical.”’2> Thıs
observatıon Can be extended to the other of suppose interchange ASs ell In
terms of methodology, ASs alternatıve the ad hoc minglıng of preposiıtional
meanıngs in exegesI1s, several er1itics have stressed the importance of assessing
prepositional the basıs of complete erb Preposition idıoms, ıng nto
aCCOUNT the conceptual background, “perspective” the verbal actıon, underlyıng
these syntactical combinations.?® One must be attentive as ell the misleadıng
translatıional interchanges arısıng from the incongruence of “perspectives” between
dıfferent language sSystems GiE.; Fr “boiıre 'ans  S and Eng “drink from’”).#'
The [WO erb Preposıtion 1idıoms regularly used wıth BMi Alc ZBH and OR

f the preposition does InNcan 6,  27  upon when these eXpress10ons AIc used of
amo thıs meanıng should be applıcable, al least occasıonally, when these CXPICS-
SIONS AaIic used of other locatıons objects. f the dea of superimposıition 1S confined

the ama references alone, however. such interpretation in these
Must be consıdered oubtful, OT rejected outrıght, the grounds that it WOU CON-

tradıct known Hebrew IV! ofZBH and OTR wıth both and ‘ and theır
attested preposıtional objects 1n the latter be the case:28
/BH (1n Qal) Ohel. CO  tent  27 (PS 2RO) eres, “land” (Ex S21 bamüöt, “bamaoth”

(2 ron ZUan, “garden” (Isa 65:35); har, “mountaın” (Gen
midbar, “wiılderness” (EX 8:24); mAqOm, “place„ eu 16:2);

Sa ’ar, “gate” Cu! 1250 2° 16:5)
ZBH (n Qal) B har, “mountaın” (Ezek mizbeah, “altar (Bx 20:24; Josh

631 Kgs 1 30Z! Kgs 23:20:; Chron paNnım, “face” (Lev
123)

ZBH (in 1e bamöt, “bamoth” Kgs 372 3: 22:44:; Kgs 12:4; 14:4; 15:4,
338 16:4:; ron 28:4)

O Barr, Comparative Philology anı the Text of the Old Testament (2nd edn.; Wınona Lake
Eiısenbrauns, 175 (: the rejoınder by Dahood, “Comparatıve Phılology Yesterday
and Today,” Bib (1969) 70

26 Sutclıffe, 7 ote al, le, and from,” (1955) 436—9; Barr, Comparatıive
Philology, Wr Brekelmans, Preposıtion "ROM in the Psalms accordıng
Dahood,” (1969) 5—1 Schmuttermayr, “ Ambivalenz und Aspekdifferenz: Be-
merkungen den hebrälischen Präpositionen B, und (1971) 29—51; ardee,
“Preposition In Ugarıtic |Part 2];7 280{ft. f DASSIM; Zevl The ‚O-!  alle: Interchange-
abılıty of the Preposıtions and In Northwest Semitic,” (1975)

altke and UO’Connor, An Introduction Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Wınona Lake
Eısenbrauns, 190f£., 22318 Jenni, Die hehräischen Präpositionen f PAassım.

27 Many instances of suppose preposıtional interchangeabilıty In the Hebrew Ugarıtic lan-
sSystems due the necessıties of iıdıomatic translatıon in modern kuropean

language system and nOTt actually part of idiıomatic Hebrew Ugarıtıc: SCC, C Barr,
Comparative Philology, 1E Brekelmans, “Preposıtion FROM,” 5—14:; Labuschagne,
In (1971) 374; Pardee, “Preposıtion In Ugarıtic 11, 336 et passım) Jenn1, Die
hebräischen Präpositionen f 12—36 el DAaSSIM; Althann, Studies INn Northwest Semitic, ch.

28 Occurrences of the empora. uUsec of omıiıtted thıs UuUsc 15 regular Hebrew (and garıt1ıc
and implıes only conceptual dıfference in time-reckoning from that underlyıng the Eng
1dıom ...  on that day  27

16
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ZBH (1n 1e Ü gib >. (2 Kgs 16:4; TOoON 28:4):; ro 7 “t0p  27 (Hos 4:13)
OTR (1n 1€ eres, “land” (Jer 44:8); bamäöt, “bamoth” Kgs 22:44; Kgs

12:4; 14:4; 15:4; 3D 16:4; y F<1 1’ 2305 ron 28:4); hüs, "“stree (Jer
mAäqÖöm, “place” (Jer 19:4); LF', Clty” (Jer

OIR (n 16 A gZib . (2 Kgs 16:4; Tron 28:4 Hos 4:13); 2U2, ...  roof”
(Jer 1O:413: har, “mountaın” (Isa O3 LEDEnd, “brick 73 (Isa
65:3)

OTR (in Hıphıl) bamöt bamoth” Kgs 33 2a0 , “valley” (2 Tron. 28:3);
gödeS, holy-place” (2 Chron 29%)

OTR (n Hıphıl) E isseh, ‘“fire-offering” (Leyv 4:35 MI2 lebönäd, frankın-
cense” (Lev 2:106); mizbeah, “altar” (EX 30: /: 40:27; Lev 4:10 9:13,
W Kgs K3:Z: Kgs 6:13: 15: ron 6:34 ron 26:16:

möqgeddä “altar-hearth” (Lev O3 A, “burnt-offering” (Lev
309 8:28; 9:14); eSIM, “(fıre)wood” (Lev 1

The 1S clear. When the verbal actıon 1S envısıoned as ıng place top of
the preposıtional object, thıs superimposıtıion 15 indıcated Dy the preposition 6 The
objects in question mountaıns, ılls. mountain-tops, roofs, bricks, altars, altar-
ea (1.e the top altar ıtself OT pecıal fixture placed upDOonNn 1t), the wood and
other offerings already placed uDON the altar aArc al] capable of havıng sacrıficıa]l
acts conducted UDON them, ırectly as In the Case of altar where the offerings Alc

placed, OTr indırectly a4as ın the Casc of mountaın-top where the worshipper IS ocated
when makıng the offering.*? In those where the preposıtion 1S used, how-
CVCI, superimposition 15 precluded both by the context and by the nature of the ob-
Jects In question cıtles., tent, gardens, treefts (lıt “the arca outs1ıde”), the wılder-
NCSS, valley, S ere used figuratively for settlements), place ere Sanctiu-
ary), holy-place ere part of the Temple), partıcular and ere Egypt) 15
impossı1ıble to imagıne sacrıfıcıal acts eing conducted UDON tent OTr valley OT
settlement. But all of these objects arec capable of eıng entered, eıther ASs reg10ns,
enclosedd OT buildings, and the preposıtion used indıcates that the verbal actıon
IS envisıoned ASs ıng place within them
Exception mI1g be taken al Gen 4154 wayyizbah ya ‘äqgöb ze. bahar. The RSV
reads ..  on the mountaın” (NRSV ..  on the height”) makıng bahar SYNONYMOUS wıth
al-hahar But such interpretation misrepresents the for it 1S clear from
2187 that the meeting wıth an and the culmınatıng sacrıfıce dIC SCCH take place
within mountaınous region “the hıll-country of (nlea: and not the summıt
( £) of partiıcular mountain.>% The examples, cıted above, of conveyıng the dea

When ONe 15 saıd sacrıfice ..  on the ace of the Held” (Lev. 1F the INaYy be that the
sacrıfıcıal act es place dırectly ..  on the ground” that the worshiıpper 1S 66. the field”
when he sacrıfıces. In Swedish these WOUuU be ..  pä marken” (So the Swedish Bıble) and 06  pa
landet,” respectively. Pa mOS! closely equıvalent to Eng upon) Cannot be consıdered “inter-
changeable” ıth (= Eng. In), ven though Englısh translatıon of the Swediısh phrases
would suggest it.

3() Sımilarly, and E S dIic not 5SyNOoNyIMOUS. When sed wıth har the of ;
15 “to into” mountaiınous regi1on (8;2:; FEx 19412 13 eut > Josh 16:1; 18:12:;

Ps 24:3) Many examples of the P B and / -H constructions SCCIN ave thıs Samnlec

1/
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of superimposıItion when used wıth har dIC explicable ın thıs ashıon well, and
thus AIC NOT exceptions to the rule.>!
On the basıs of Hebrew therefore, ıt 15 imposs1ible maıntaın that *“sacrıfic-
7  Ing and ...  ncense burning” WEeIC conducted UDON °“hbamah.” Such interpretation
of the preposıtion when used wıth AB and OTR WOU be wıthout precedent in
the Hebrew the nature of the preposıitional objects and the context demand the

of position within In Casec In NONC Call be saı1d be “interchangeable”
wıth {A When the together, theır meanıngs dIiIc clearly dıfferentiated TIhus
Isa 65:3 speaks of “sacrificing ın gardens and burning incense uDON bricks” wıthout
anı y possı1bılıty of preposıtional ambiguity.>“ I hıs texti should be compared wıth
Kgs 16(2 Ton. 28):4 IC states that haz “sacrıflıced and burned incense
habbamöt and al the and under CVEIY leafy tree.” The burden of proo surely
MUuUSt ıe wıth an yONC wıshıng equate and here but not in Isa
ese Cannot be used support the claım that “hbamah” Was Lype of
altar 1DI1Ca Hebrew regularly employs the preposıtion A when descr1ibing UsSsc of

“altar” (mizbeah). Relevant 1ıd1oms, a]] wıth e arece (Neh GLH (Ex
ZBH (Ex 20:24:; Josh 8:31:; Kgs L3:28 Kgs 2207 ron ZRO

(Bx 24:6 29:16. 20:; Lev 1:3 eic E Occurrences |); H D (Ex YOD
(Lev 6:6); (Ex. 24:306, SIN NGS (Mal Y (Ex NZH (Lev 39
6:219); NSK (2 Kgs NSB mOS D:1x (Lev el A 22228 Kgs

(Ex 20:26; Deut 2Z126: Josh BT Z Judg 6:28 eic 119 UrTr-

rences|); N Kgs BStE)E SH (Ex: 22 29:38; Deut ID Kgs 281 Ezek

iıdea In mınd (see below) and CasSuTe of semantıc overlap ıth I 1S not impossi1ible.
When the mountaın 1S viewed CcConcrete topographical feature 1C Caln be STOO! uUDON,
however, { j 1S sed (Isa 40:9).
The mountaın 1S SCCTH reg10n In Kgs 8  9 IL and 19:1 C when carryıng out the
instructions “stand hahar before ahweh” 1] stands al the entrance hıs CaVe and not

the mountaıin-top (19:1 1) Ps 7216 parallels ba’ares and hberö Wı< harım aIcas .6.  27
1C grain 11 DTOW. In Exw 24 :17 the imagery 15 of great fıre fıllıng (B) the TCca of the

M
mountain-top uDON (D 1c the glory ofYahweh had settled (v. 16)
For Isa. 6517 S the commentarıes and especlally Ackerman, U nder Every Green TIree:
Popular Religion IN Sixth-Century Judah (HSM 4 Atlanta Scholars, 65—94 The
meanıng of Iehenim 1S uncertaın: “bricks” 15 IMNOTE less conventional (cf. Conrad,
A Jes 65 3b,” |1968] but Ackerman makes ase for “incense
altars” (pp 169—85). Whichever optıon ONEC adopts, the semantıc dıfferentiation of and i} 1s
clear.

43 Emerton sımply asserts that ” 15 generally recognized that SOMIMEC VersSscs the translatıon |of
the as| 'even’ 1S poss1ible” (“Bıblıcal Hıgh Place the Light of Recent Study, ” 122) Whıiıle

1S semantically versatıle partıcle, be SUTC, 15 it Emerton’s posıtıon that dIiC free
call uUuDON that versatılıty whenever ıt Ssullts OUTr exegetical pleasure? Cal fınd contextual
indicators that such “poetic” S  1st1c 15 intended eıther test pPassagc. Fven S! Emerton’s
readıngs do not ser10usly damage posıtıon SsInce they might indıicate only that the [WO
clauses refer dıfferent but elated locı of worshıip: Isa 65:3 speaks of “sacrıficing
dens, Ven burning incense bricks |which located in the gardens|”; Kgs 16(2 hron
28):4 reports that haz “sacrıfiıced and burned incense babbämöt, ‚VCmn al the and under
CVETY leafy tree |where the bamoth WeTiIC located]|.”

18
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an Kgs PRS (Num IS I5 OLIR (Ex 50:% 40:27; Lev 4:10
9a3 I Kgs 13 Kgs 16:13; ES Ton 6:34 Chron 26:16; SYM
(Gen Z269: Qeut. SRP Kgs L3lZ: Kgs 237116 20:; ron 34:5); SHT
(Lev SPK eu 1S obvious that altarı unlıke “bamah, ” 1S
object UDON 1C ONC offers sacrıfıces and performs other rıtual acts
ere are few»however., in 1C mizbeah OCCUFTS wıth the preposition
YOD (Lev O22 5 (Ex LH + (Gen 8 2() and Num D DA 4,
14, 30, Emerton’s prooftexts). The rarıty and the extremely dıstrıbution of
these anomalıes dılute theır value precedents for the interchange of S and PTFO-
pose: »pothesi for the BM)| reviewed above. Indeed, they MAaYy NOLT be
anomalıes al all In LeVv 6:1 the “hearth” (mögedd) and ıts physıca relatıonshıp IO
the “a]tar” (mizbeah) probably acCcount for the seemimngly interchangeable UsSscC of
YOD (vvV 2 and YOD R (v and ıt INaYy be that the former actually refers

the “hearth.’’4 The UuUsc of wıth and other verbs of strıkıng and graspiıng 1S
quıte regular,*> due to the WdYy In 1C the verbal actıon WAas viewed (CGE: Swed
..  grıpa tag 199) The fıve OCCUTTENCES of wıth mizbeah dIiC INOTEC problematic
for IM Y Case trictly speakıng, mizbeah designates ...  place of sacrıfiıce” 1C need
not always be plece of cultic furnıture, least of al] when syntactical OT contextual
indicators suggest otherwise: surveyıng the 1DIl1Ca attestations, Dohmen CONMN-
cludes that “mizbeah Can refer the slaughter sıte, the place of zebah, and the
sacrıfıcıal sıte in enera|l sense,” consistent wıth the semantıc of Wıth
the 1ve F examples it 15 perfectly reasonable tOo Imagıne oah and ala PIC-
parıng SOINEC So of sacrıficıal dIica “wıthin” 1c theır offerings WEIC consumed.
Emerton allows that babbamädl'babhbamöt mI1g be construed In this WdYy “wıthin
the arca of the hamd where sacrıfıce WAas offered”>7 but olng precludes usıng
these SaInc 1ve d evidence that ama m1g have been altar.
That ama m1g have been altar-lıke platform podıum 1S Iıkewise hıghly
improbable. Note should be taken of the 1ıdıom A . used wıth mizbeah Kgs
3 and also wıth KLyyOr (2 Ton 6:13) and 6  ammüd (2 Kgs 11:14; 2303 Tron
233 34:31 |lemended|); both words refer platform sStructures of SUOTTIC SO wıthın
the precincts of the Jerusalem Temple and thus comparable, al least In terms of OCAa-
tıon, Man Yy of the archaeologically known platforms ommonly iıdentified aSs
bamoth >3

Wıth Miılgrom, Leviticus f (AB 33 New ork: Doubleday, 378—9, 383—4, cıtıng
Mıdr. Lev. Rab the fırst recognition of thıs dıstinction: c1. Levıne, Leviticus
(JPSTC; New ork Jewısh Publıcatıon Soclety, 35

35 ( GKC (1910) 279
36 Dohmen, in DOT (1997) 8.210; SEn Iso idem, “ "L-H)MZBH Zur Bedeutung und Ver-

wendung Von hebr. L,” (1981) 710 For ZBHT SCcCC Bergman, Rınggren, and

3°
Lang, In ITDOT (1980) 4.8—29
Emerton, *Bıblica Hıgh ace In the Light of Recent Study,” FA

38 For discussion of ‘ammüd conJunction ıth archaeological data SCC Kusche and
etzger, “Kumudı und die Ausgrabungen auf ell Kamıiıd el-Loz,” VISup (1972) 165—6
CC Von Rad, OYal Rıtual inal The Problem of the Hexateuch and Other ‚SSAYS
(trans by Dıcken; New ork McGraw-Hlıiıll, AL
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If FEmerton’s prooftexts fall short mark, there are 1C aDpCar o
g1ve evidence that amo OTr at least SOTTIC bamoth WeTC installatıions UDON 1C
cultic aCTts WeTC conducted. oug ıt 1S hard Imagıne that the testimonYy of these
[WO CX should outweıgh the unanımous testimony of the evidence presented
above.,*? these manıfestly the exceptions the rule requıre specıal
attention.
Isa 6:12 (M1TI) reads: wEhayd ki-nir ’d kT nıl  LE ab al-habbamäd, hba’ '’el-
miqdaso lEhitpallel We  76 yükda The of the PaSSasc IS clear enough: oab’s
suppliıcations for divine intervention its behalf arec in vaın. Assuming ama
be elevatıon of SOMEC SOTT, TOrs have had to take ‘al-habbamäd
aSs anythıng other than "upon the bamahı. 40 But thıs assumption 1S contradıcted by
the syntactical indıcators of BMi d ole m1g be suppose that the
reference 1S to entirely dıfferent type ofama installatıon, but thıs 1S unlıkely (Of.
15:2)*) and the supposıtion tself. ın the absence of an Yy other supporting documenta-
tıon, amounts pecıal pleadıng. If ama WAas SOINEC SO  p 4 ofuulldıng
wıthiıin OT In front of1C worship ormally Wäas conducted (CE. Solomon’s Temple),
the personifie: oab COU. be imagıned have lımbed ONTO the roof of the ama
In hıs desperation; althoug culturally and contextually plausıble (ef: 15:3);7 this
explanatıon 1S INOTC than exegetical harmoniı1zatıon.
The er 15 perhaps best resolved by supposing that e In Isa 6:172 somewhat d
proximates in meanıng: thus Ble  Insopp’s rendering “presenting imself at the
hill-shrine.” 4 Thıs WOUuU be unusual, but nOot wıthout precedent in 1DI1Ca

30 ccording Fenton (ın 11976| 434) term ama the Deuteronomic
hıstor10graphy of ings sıgnıfles buıldıng and NOTt merely platform but| ıt would

that ama 15 indeed virtually SYNONYM for altar at Isa. XVI,; S and zek XVI; IS
Vaughan maımntaıns WOUuU add Jer. XIVUL, 35 hıs MaYy ave een ıts orıgınal denotatıon In
cultic contexts.” Vaughan cıtes but o€Ss not discuss sa13 and zek 16:16 (Meaning, 31)
Fenton’s cıtatiıon of Jer. 48:35 probably eTflects COTMNIMMNON emendatıon of the which has
the effect of addıng the preposıtion CR SCC Barrıck, Bamoth of Moab,” MAARAV

4()
(1991) K  ©O

See the cCommentarıes. Jones lately evades the problem by cıtıng OCCUITENCES of the
“secular” BMH sShow that the Hebrew Bıble ‘“frequently S5C5 E ıth BMI when referring

mountaın (often mythıc) hıgh places” (Howling Vver Moab Irony and Rhetoric IN Isaiah
71516 1D3 Atlanta Scholars, 1996 205 2), but these ırrelevant for
determminıng whether the “cultic” BMH refers installatıon UDON 1cC cultıc CIs WeiC

performed.
See the discussion of the relevant extual and archaeological mater1ı1al arrıck, “Bamoth of
Moab,” 67—89

472 For rooftop worshıp SCC, C Zeph 1:5 (complainıng of “those who bOow down
the roofs the ost of Heaven'”), Kgs 28°102 Josjah’s agents destroy “the altars the
roof of the upper-chamber of Ahaz IC the kıngs of Judah had made’”’), Jer. 19:13 and
37229 (the houses of Jerusalem, includıng “the houses of the kings of udah,” upon the roofs
ofwhich they “burned incense” the ost of eaven/Baal and poured Ouft drınk offerings

43
other gods  97 all be destroyed).

Blenkinsopp, Isaiah T 1  5 New York/London/Toronto/Sydney/Auckland: Double-
day, 3 $ 293: sımılarly mothers, “Isaıah 15—16,” Forming Prophetic Literature.

()
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C.8., *they ıJl be gathere together prisoners in |L| pıt; they l be imprisoned
in 1D prison” (Isa 24:22; cf. Gen 37:20. Z} Considering the parallelısm iın K2.
al-habbamd and el-miqgdasö  EW N COU be SCCMN as vırtually SYNONYMOUS., semantıc
overlap of . and . 15 ell documented in 1DI1Ca Hebrew:+4 “thıs shall YOU
SaY, each INan D hıs ne1ghbor and each InNnan WD his brother” (Jer
..  and the [WO of them topped al KL} the Jordan” (2 Kgs 227) Thıs overlappıng

most prevalent in exılıc and post-exıilıc wriıtings where it MaYy reflect Aramaıiıc
influence;*> hıs explanatıon WOU tend support those cCOomMMentators who regard
thıs dSs ate gloss ase: 1S possıible, of COUTSC, that 7 1S sımply
crıbal CITOT for YL‚ ess elaborate solution for IC there 1S SOIMINC manuscrıptal
evidence. */
The 1Ssue 1S complıcated by the oublet ki-nir ’a ki nıl  z 0Ug ıts authenticity
has been defended,*® ıt 15 INOTE lıkely conflatıon of readıngs. 1QlIsa“ has '’H49
1C ın Nıphal 1S techniıcal term for “appearıng” before ( 0)8 BFE deıty (6.8;,
Isa Z The usua|l 1ıdıom for “appearıng” al partıcular place 1S y (n Nıphal)
B. , and vVC rarely 730 z the of the [WO verbs and virtually

‚SSAYS Isaiah and the Twelve INn Honor of John Watltts (ed. by Watts and
House: JSO ISup 239° Sheffield 150O1.

44 See the large collection of examples amassed by Sperber, Historical Tammar of Bibli-
cal Hebhrew (Leiden: T1 59{ff., 288 63 117. Hıs conclusıon that M and , Aaic sed
“promiscuously” (p 633) 1s extreme, however. BDR (1907) F3 O; Waltke-O’Connor,
SYNtaxX,

45 (T uonNn, (Grammaire, 403; egal, Tammar of Mishnaic Hebhrew (Oxford: Claren-
don, IFZ Gerleman, Synoptic Studies INn the Old Testament (LUÄ 44 Lund
Gleerup Brockelmann, Hebräische SyYntax, 103

46 See arrıck, amoth of Moab,” 8 D and accompanyıng notfes
47 Kennicott cıtes 18 manuscrı1pts readıng 03 (Vetus Testamentum Hebraicum CUM Variis

Lectionibus |Oxford: Clarendon, 2.243 XS ETL TOLC BOLOLC and arg’s ‘al bamata’
AaIc inconclusive. For the exchange of and e 1QIsa” SCEC NO Pulıkottil, Iransmission
of Biblical exts IN Oumran: The (’ase of the Large Isaiah Scroll 1OIsd“ (JSPSup 34; ShefTf-

48
fiıeld Sheffield Academiuic, LKA
Eig., Delıtzsch consıders ıt ... pıcturesque 45S0ONancCce such Isaıah elıghts (Biblical
Commentary the Prophecies of Isaiah |trans by Martın: Clark's Foreign Theological

49
ıbrary 1  ‘9 Edinburgh: ar 337)
1QlIsa* reads nrÜÖM and replaces nl n ıth The er May be delıberate sımplıfıcatıon

ITOT (5 the phrase immediately following); ıf authentic, however, COUuU.

5()
easıly be equıvalent (O£:; Ex 18:23 where the Sam. Pent. reads place of &)

the other CCUrTENCE of (n Nıphal) ’ the ıdea of superimposition 1S [C-

quıired only In Sam PE (but cf. Ps 18:1 1), Lev.16:2 (although the neutral Ba WOU
ylıeld satısfactory sense), and poss1ıbly Ezek 10:1 (where the imagery 15 mystifyıng; S the
commentarles). The ontext of Ex 8470 and Zech Y:14 (ıf “them” refers the enemies) Sus-

that v INaYy ave the hostıle NUance “agalnst.” In Ps 90:16 F} and F Arc 5  uS;
cTl. Iso Isa. 602 where the phrase 1s In paralle]l ıth ZRH E the regular 1dıom for the

of the at ıts rsıng (Ex. Z Kgs 5 ct. Isa. 60:1), 1C May aCCOount for
the overlap
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example ın erb Preposıtion idioms.,>! has the support of the 16 X and the Tar-
SUumn and 1S avored DY MOST commentators.>*
The second exception OCCUT'S in Ezekıel 16, elaborate allegory FCDIC-
senting the rel1g10us hıstory of Jerusalem (and, by extension, srael) the shockıng
behavıor of ungrateful ward and wanton bride.>* According Vaughan, 1601525
15 “the MOST etaıled aCCOUNT ın the ole of what appene at cıty
bamah””:>4

the prophet describes hOow C  she madeW. Boyd Barrick  exampled in Verb + Preposition idioms,5! has the support of the LXX and the Tar-  gum and is favored by most commentators.?  The second apparent exception occurs in Ezekiel 16, an elaborate allegory repre-  senting the religious history of Jerusalem (and, by extension, Israel) as the shocking  behavior of an ungrateful ward and wanton bride.°® According to Vaughan, 16:15—25  is “the most detailed account in the whole Bible of what happened at a city  bamah”:54  the prophet describes how “she made ... gaily decked bamoth” on which she played the har-  lot (verse 16). Subsequently he mentions (verses 23-25) where these bamoth were situated,  and indicates that they were specially built structures within a city: “You built yourself a  mound (gab) and made yourself a lofty place (rämd) in every square, at the head of every  street you built your lofty place and prostituted your beauty.” The gab and rämä will be  words describing the appearance of a city bamah.  The matter is not as simple and straightforward as Vaughan would have it.  V. 16a reads: wattight mibbegädayik watta ‘äsi-lak baämöt telu’öt wattizeni ‘älehem.  Vaughan assumes that the referent of ‘“äalchem is bamöt,° but he fails to explain, or  even mention, the incongruity of having a masc. pronominal suffix refer to a fem.  noun. Notwithstanding the precedents in the Ezekiel corpus (e.g., 37:2, 4), using one  anomaly to explain another anomaly inspires little confidence; it is preferable, there-  fore, to take the referent of ‘alehem as begädayik,>® presumably the raiment (riqmä,  Se$, me$i) given the woman in vv. 10, 13a. This does not really resolve the matter,  however, because the analogy of Prov. 7:16—-17 suggests that the “garments” would  have covered a piece of furniture (a bed or couch). M. Greenberg’s translation —  “You took some of your clothes and made gaily-colored shrines and harloted on  51  Gen. 19:11; Ex. 7:18; Isa. 47:13; Prov. 26:15. None are grammatically comparable.  52  See Barrick, “Bamoth of Moab,” 84-5 and accompanying note.  53  In addition to the commentaries, special studies include: O. Eissfeldt, “Hesekiel Kap. 16 als  Geschichtsquelle,” K/eine Schriften (Tübingen: Mohr, 1963) 1016 (= JPOS 16 [1939] 286—  92); M. Greenberg, “Ezekiel 16: A Panorama of Passions,” Love and Death in the Ancient  Near East: Essays in Honor of Marvin H. Pope (ed. by J.H. Marks and R.M. Good; Winona  Lake: Four Quarters/Eisenbrauns, 1987) 143-50; M.H. Pope, “Mixed Marriage Metaphor in  Ezekiel 16,” Fortunate the Eyes that See: Essays in Honor of David Noel Freedman in Cele-  bration of His Seventieth Birthday (ed. by A. B. Beck etf al.; Biblical Interpretation Series 18;  Grand Rapids/Cambridge, UK; Eerdmans, 1995) 384-99; R. P. Carroll, “Whorusalamin: A  Tale of Three Cities as Three Sisters.” On Reading Prophetic Texts: Gender-Specific and  Related Studies in Memory of Fokkelien van Dijk-Hemmes (ed. by B. Becking and M.  Dijkstra; Leiden: Brill, 1996) 67-82; J. Stiebert, “The Woman Metaphor of Ezekiel 16 and  23: A Victim of Violence, or a Symbol of Subversion?” OTE 15/1 (2002) 200-8.  54  Vaughan, Meaning, 30.  35  Similarly, e.g., G. A. Cooke, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Ezekiel  (ICC; New York/Edinburgh: Scribners/Clark, 1937) 1.172; K. W. Carley, ZThe Book of the  Prophet Ezekiel (CBC; Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1974) 99-100. Cf. W.H. Brown-  lee, Ezekiel 1-19 (WBC 28; Waco: Word, 1986) 229.  56  So, e.g., W. Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1 (trans. by R. E. Clements; ed. by F. M. Cross ef al.; Her-  meneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979) 326.  22gally decked bamoth” which she played the har-
lot (verse 16) Subsequently he mentions (verses where these bamoth WOIC sıtuated,
and indicates that they WEIC specılally built Stiructures wıthin cıty “ built ourself
mound ab) and made yourself lofty place (ramd) in CVETIY U:  » at the head of CVEIY

YOU built yOUr lofty place and prostituted YOUr eauty  7 The gab and aAMa ll be
words describing the f cıty bamah

The matter 15 nOTt 4S sımple and stra1ghtforward d Vaughan WOU have it
16a reads: wattighi mibbegädayik watta ‘Ası-Iak hamot telu P  ot walttizen!ı P A  lehem

Vaughan aSSUMMes that the referent of alehem 1S bamöt,>°> but he alıls explaın,
even mention. the incongrulty of havıng MAasScC pronominal suffix refer fem
NOUN Notwithstandıng the precedents In the Ezekiel (E:B.; ST 4 usiıng ONMNC

nomaly explaın another nomaly inspires confidence: ıt 1S preferable, there-
fore, take the referent of Aalehem ASs begädayik,>® presumably the alment (riqmd,
SEeS, meST) g1ven the in Io. 13a Thıs does not really resolve the
however,. because the analogy of TOV that the “garments” WOU
have covered plIece of furnıture (a bed OT couch). Greenberg’s translatıon
“ Y Oou took SOINC of yOUr lothes and made gaily-colored shrines and arlote':

Gen 19:1 1’ E T1 Isa.AProv. 15 None AIic grammatıcally comparable.
52 See Barrıck, “Bamoth ofMoab,” 84—5 and accompanyıng notfe
53 In 1t10N the commentarıes, specıal tudıes nclude Eissfeldt, “Hesekı1el Kap 16 als

Geschichtsquelle,” Kleine Schriften übıngen: Mohr, 101—6 '!POS 11939] 28  ?\
92); Greenberg, “E7zekı1e] Panorama of Passıons,” Love and Death IN the Ancient
Near Aast. ‚SSAYS IN Honor of Marvin Pope (ed Dy Marks and Good; Wınona
Lake Four Quarters/Eısenbrauns, - Pope, “Miıxed arrıage etaphor in
Ezekıel 16“ Fortunate the Lyes that See ‚SSAVYS INn Honor of David Noel Freedman In ele-
hration of His Seventieth Birthday (ed Dy eck el alı; Bıblıcal Interpretation Ser1es y
Grand Rapıds/Cambridge, Eerdmans, Carroll, “Whorusalamın:
ale of hree Cities hree Sisters.” On Reading Prophetic exfts. Gender-Specific and
Related Studies IN emory of Fokkelien Va Dijk-Hemmes (ed by Becking and
Dıjkstra; Leiden: Brull, 67—82; Stiebert, Woman etaphor of Ezekı1el and

Vıctıiım of Vıolence, ymbo of Subversion?” OTE 5/1 (2002) 200—8
54 Vaughan, Meaning,
55 Sımilarly, C ooke, Critical and Exegetical ommentary the D0k of kzekiel

ICS New Yor! ınburgh: Scribners/Clark, LE arley, The ook of the
Prophet Erekiel (CBE; Cambrıdge: Cambrıdge Universıity, k Brown-
lee, Ezekiel T (WBC 2 9 Waco: Word, 229

56 S50, C Zımmerl1, Ezekiel (trans. by ements; ed by Cross et al.: Her-
menela; Phıladelphia: Fortress, 3726
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them  99 1S nonsensical>/ unless ON imagınes ımprobable tent-lıke sStructure, the
roof of 1C WAas strong enough to support couple’s rambunctious lovemakıng.
The semantıc overlap of E and SE allows for the poss1bıilıty that the noncommuiıttal
al the intended sense.>8

The terminology also 15 problematıc. telu  AL  Öf, SparseIy attested, describes the WOTTI-

Out andals of the (nbeonites 0S 0:5 customarıly “patched” €.g.,
althoug “dıscolored” OT “fade 99 COUuU be considered) and the varıecd coloratiıon OTr

markıngs of Laban’s sheep and (Gen 32 33 3D 39 customarıly “spotted”
SOINC such: ıt 15 Juxtaposed wıth NOD and also desceriptive terms

but equaliy obscure), and neıther 1S partıcularly helpful. 1S INOTES eadıly explicable
ASs semantıcally comparable rigmd in 16:10, 13 18, well-attested in the descriptive

of “multi-colored” (or “colorful”) OT “embro1dered” (or “intricately deco-
rated’””);>? ıf 5  ® the fact that form ofRO IS nNnot used ın 16 1S noteworthy. FAMAda
plaınly refers raised structure of SOINEC sort,°0 ıle the meanıng of gab Can only
be approximated from its USCcC In other 1 themselves are NOot altogether
clear us Zimmerli’s “swellıng, hump, boss, pedestal’””);®! makıng due allow-
AaNcCce for rhetorical yperbole, both refer to constructions utilızed for sexual] actıvıty
(C£. the Versions)®? assoc1ated ın SOINC ashion wıth cultıic prax1s In Jerusalem in the
ate monarchic per10d wıth 1C the author Wäas familiar.©* Both AdIc “built”/“made”

5 / Greenberg, Ezekiel 7 (AB 2 , Garden Cıity Doubleday, DA (o£ 280) .00|
understands hamöüt telu 7 A  Ot variegated curtaıins of the set the hıgh places”
(Ezekiel, 168), but faıls reconcıle thıs ıth äalehem

58 CT the discussion of thıs by Fowler, “Israelıite hbamd 209 Among the commentators,
ofe Brownlee’s paraphrase (Lzekiel F |WBC 2 $ Waco: Word, 216, cf.
229) “Y’ou took SOTIIC of YOUTr garments and made yourself gaudy tent shrıines mountaın-
LODS al 1C YOUu performed prostitute. Zıiımmerl 1 translates ‘alehem ..  on them  99 (Eze-
kıel I’ 326), but In hıs exeges1s he speaks of structures A  iın which the cts of adultery took
place  ‚29 (p 343)

59 especılally ExX 3039 38:18; Judg. 3730 zek V3 26:16; Z 16, 24: Ps For
discussion SCC, C Zımmerl1i, Ezekiel F 340, 361

6() ere 1S absolutely text-crıtical evidence support Whiıtney’s suggestion that Famd 15
1TOT for ham: in 2 9 2 $ 31 (**Bamoth’ in the Old JTestament, ” 134; aughan’s crıt1-
1sSm (Meaning, 64) 1S the poimnt.
Zimmerli, FErzekiel I‚ 3472 recently Wolfers, “Wha! Is gb"” JBO (1991) VT D3

62 C E C Eıchrodt, FErzekiel: Commentary (trans by Quin; OTE: Phıladelphia: West-
minster, 200 a ““ I’hey WEIC hıgh couches constructe: of bricks, 1ıke the ase of

altar, uUuDON 1C| the temple harlots who served the goddess of love SaVC themselves
rıtual prostitution.” hıs specıificıty 1S ase: Assyrıan models, the relevance of 1C has
not een demonstrated.

63 Eıchrodt (see the preceding note exemplıfıes the CUuStOMarYy understanding of thıs prax1s
“cultıic prostitution” the servıice of fertilıty deity, hallmark of debauched “Canaanıtısh”
rel1g10uUs culture hıs prejudıicıal notion of “cultic prostitution” hoary exegetical tradıtion
ıth virtually substantıation; Tigay summarızes (Deuteronomy |JPSTC; 1ladel-
phiıa/Jerusalem: Jewısh Publication Soclety, 1996 481) M 1S ase of conjectures that ave
een repeate: often, wıthout examınatıon of the evıdence, that they have turned into
‘facts There 1S, fact, evidence avaılable sShOow that rıtual intercourse Was Ver DCTI-
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in urban setting (vV 24—25, recapıtulated ın V. and theır destruction 1S explic-
ıtly predicted (v 39a) The “bamoth” of 16a arec conspicuously missing irom thıs
neatly symmetrical ınventorYy. 0Ug thıs Om1ss1ıon COU indıcate that “bamoth”
WETIC cultıic installatıons of dıfferent type (8.2.; natıve, “Canaanıtısh” installatıons In
the countryside, A dıstinct Irom urban installatıons devoted to deities mported irom
abroad),®* when coupled wıth the USC of the un-Ezekıielian telu ot In 16 ıt suggests
that the MaYy be ate gloss reconcılıng zekıel  s ramd and gab wıth analogous
vocabulary used in historiographical Iıterature (cE ings 23 In 12 bamdlbamödöt
apparently identifies varlety of dıfferent urban cultıc installatıons). If the latter 0
tiıon 1S adopted,®> the contaıins lıttle ıf anı y independent informatıon about what

*bamah” actually Wa  N

JIhe Use of Hebrew BMi ıth the er ofpproac
That “bamah” Was nNnOL installatıon uDON 1C ON performe: cultıc rıtes OTr

made offerings, iıke altar 0)8 cultıic platform, 1S further indicated Dy the verbs used
when ONeC 1S saı1d approac it

2a9a The Use ofBM:| ıth the erbh

The word BMi AdSs “cultic” des1gnatıon 1S twıce used wıth the verb wayyabo”
abhbamäd Sam and MA habhbamäd 'Aser- alttem abbh.  IR Sam Ze

usually rendered “he Came the hıgh place/shrıne,’  ? and 6,  what 1S the hıgh
place 1C YOUu gof)” (RSV/NRS V). ese translatıons dAIC OPpCH to question.
trictly speakıng, the verbal actıon expressed by 15 nto destinatiıon
(Le% “t0 COM into, enter”), and only secondarıly and under certaın syntactic CIr-
Cumstances 15 MOovemen! toward destinatiıon (LE;; “t0 COMEC LO, fo approach’ poss1-

formed by laymen anywhere In the ancıent Near EKast, NOT that sacred marrlage, ven ıf it In-
volved real female partıcıpant, WAas practiced In Calr Israel urıng the 1D11Ca: per10d.”
Recent nclude EJ Fısher, a6 Prostr  10N In the Ancıent Near as Re-
assessment, ” BIB (1976)e Oden, 3r “Relıg10us Identity and the Sacred Pros-
1tution Accusatıon, ” The Bibhle wıthout Theology: The Theological Tradıition and Alternatives

It (New Voices Bıblıcal Studıies 4: San Francı1ısco: Harper ROW, 187—
WI excellent reviIeWw of the history of thıs tradıtıon); Bırd, Cn Play the Harlot’:
NquIiry into Old estamen: Metaphor, ” (Gender an Difference In Ancient Israel (ed

by Day; Minneapolıs: Fortress, 75—94; Van der 1 0oorn, *“Female Prostitution In
Payment of VOows in Ancıent Israel,” JBL 108 (1989) 193—205, and idem, in ABD (1992)

I0— the moderate posıtion taken by Dever, “Sıilence of the Text,” 15322
Skıinner, The ook of Ezekiel (Exposıitor’s Bıble 1324 Cincinnati/New ork: Jennings

raham/Eaton Maıns, n.d.) 133524
65 C£: C Eıchrodt, Ezekiel, 199 S, Zımmerl1, Ezekiel I; 347 343—4; Brownlee, Ezekiel 1—-I19,

229
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ble.©6 The Sam construction in Ezek 20:29 ells us nothing, ıts semantıc CON-
tent eing dependent upOon the nature of the destination to IC Sam refers, in thıs
Casc the unknown habbamd In Sam 0:13 the traveler’s destination, habbamä, 15
subordinated the verb by of the “accusatıve” (or “verbal complement””)®”
and not hrough preposıtıon (or “prepositional complement’”). According to
Wa “the ordınary accusatıve forms the PTODCI completion and extension of the
verb.’’68 The comprehensıve of Hebrew motion-verbs by Auste]l CI-
ally confırms Ewald’s opınıon; he concludes that the “basıc dea  29 in thıs type of sub-
ordination 15 “the carryıng out of the actıon indicated In the verb.”69 In the Case of the

(“accusatıve”) construction, therefore, ıt 1S pDri0r1 probable that the writer
intended to CONVCY the dea of entry rather than approach.
Thıs surmıse Can be hecked agaılnst actua|l of the (in Qal) uC-
tiıon where the destination of the verbal actıon 1S COINIMON NOUN dSs In Sam 13
ere AdIicC 63 such passages. /° FEach of the destinations in these 15 capable of
eing entered’! and, for the most part, ıt 1S clear from the context that entry 15 aCTtu-

66 S BDBRB (1907) OT: (1967) 08ff. (= Rıchardson, Hebhrew an Aramaılc Lexicon of the
Old Testament, 12—), and cf. olladay, 'Oncise Hebrew an Aramailc Lexicon, 3411.;

Preuss, TDOT revıse 2.20—49; Clines (ed.) Dictionary of C(C'lassical Hebrew
21011027

67/ “Accusatıve” 15 the conventijonal des1ignation: C Waltke-O’Connor, Syntax, 169{f. (“aCCU-
satıve” of place) “Verbal complement” 15 the INOTE strictly descriptive designation preferre:
by Austel, Prepositional and Non-Prepositional Complements ith Verbs of Motion INn
Biblical Hebrew (unpubliıshed dıssertatiıon, Universıity of Calıfornıa at Los Angeles,
especılally 30-—1; cf. uraoka, On erb Complementatıon 1DI1Ca Hebrew,”
(1979)

68 ‚Wa. yyntaxX of the Hebrew Language of the Old Testament (trans Dy Kennedy; dın-
burgh Clark, As whether the “accusatıve” 1s locatıve termıinatıve SCC,
GKC (1910) 373 Meek “The Hebrew Accusatıve of Tiıme and Place,” IA0OS (1940)
especlally 228; Oüon, Grammaire, 3FZ; Brockelmann, Hebräische SYNtaxX,

69
70

Austel, Preposıtional and Non-Preposıitional Complements, 323—9 (quotation firom 323}
( Ibid., 812 ÖsSar, “treasury” 0S 8:19); bayit, “house” 0S Z 6:22 Judg. 9:27
18:18; Sam >  9 eic 37 Occurrences |); bam  A, “bamah” Sam. barzel, 66.  1Iron | fet-
ers|]  29 (Ps 105:18); goren, “threshing-floor (Ruth 3:14); heder, “chamber” Kgs 20:30;
E: 2 hron häser, “court” (Ps /  esa  D  köt, “chambers” (Ezek 4212 on
beEbö’aäm SCC Bewer, extual and Exegetical otfes the ook of Ezekıi1el,” JBL
|11953] 168, and Zimmerl1, Ezekı1el ans by Clements:; ed by Cross et al.;
Hermenela; Phıladelphia: Fortress, 1983 mal STd” (2 Kgs 19:23; cf. Isa
37:24b); miqdas "sanctuary” (Lam 1:10); ‘5  Ir m:  cr  ty” Sam 9:13° O3 210l Sam 10:14;
eic [11 Occurrences|); petah, “ door‘  7 (Isa 13:2); $a ’ar, “gate” (Gen. 23:10, 1 11 |[Qere]
Ps
The destination mAaröm, ‘he1l g‚ht‚” In Isa. appCAars be exception. The Kgs 19:23
version reads mälön; gıven the of MAarom earlıer in the o the Isa1anıc version
IMNaYy be textually 5 C Martı, Das uch Jesaja 1  9 Tübıingen: Mohr,

256:; Duhm, Das uch Jesaja (3td edn.; KHAT SE Göttingen: Vandenhoeck Ru-
precht, 244; E.J Kissane, The O0k of Isaiah (Dublın: Browne olan, 1.41
It it 18 retained, marom Can be SCCH the mountaınous alca which the traveler enters (cf. the
discussion of bahar above).
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ally achıeve C Josh 6:19 OSar: the valuables ıll be deposited ın the treasury
of Yahweh):; Sam D E ayi those who the House of agon do not step
the threshold): Kgs 14:4 ayıi Ahıjah hears the 4S che enters hıs house
lcf. 61) Kgs 0:21 (bayit the Baal worshippers enter the House of Baal, fıllıng
ıt capacı  » Kgs 1:19 ayi eho1ada and the assembly the roya palace
and the kıng SIts upOonN the throne); Jer 36:5 ayi Jeremiah Baruch that he 1S
ftorbidden to the House of Yahweh):; Amos 5:19 (bayit: ONC does not eXpect
be bıtten Dy snake after entering house); Ps (barzel Joseph’s neck WAas ın
fetters); Sam (0):14 A  ır the Ammonıites flee back nto the cıty from theır attlelı-
NesSs In front of the gate cf. 8|) Kgs A un  ır the epers al the gate discuss
whether they should en the cıty) ven the construction iın Jer. 3224 hassolelöt
ha D hßa Ir Clokdah conforms thıs pattern: the image 15 of esiege: CIty whose
wa have been reache: that the urampsn used in the deployment of the enemy’s
batterıng-rams 110 ead nto the cCıty itself. /2
Thıs INay be compared the subordinatıon of COMMON NOUN Dy of
the preposıtiıon P 16 1S ...  properly expression of motion at least of direction
toward something.””> ere Alic 142 such (1n Qal) R passages./* In Man y of

ı (3F- Sam. 20:15; Kgs 19:32; Isa 3135 Jer. 6 33:4:; zek HRE 227 26:8
Dan. 1 1}  n On thıs technique of siege wartfare SCC adın, The Art of Warfare INn Biblical
Lands (New ork McGraw-Hlıill, S TAXN and illustrations. The remaınder of the
supports thıs interpretation:W. Boyd Barrick  ally achieved: e.g., Josh. 6:19 (’6sär: the valuables will be deposited in the treasury  of Yahweh); 1 Sam. 5:5 (bayit: those who enter the House of Dagon do not step on  the threshold); 1 Kgs. 14:4 (bayit: Ahijah hears the woman as she enters his house  [cf. v. 6]); 2 Kgs. 10:21 (bayit: the Baal worshippers enter the House of Baal, filling  it to capacity); 2 Kgs. 11:19 (bayit: Jehoiada and the assembly enter the royal palace  and the king sits upon the throne); Jer. 36:5 (bayit: Jeremiah tells Baruch that he is  forbidden to enter the House of Yahweh); Amos 5:19 (bayit: one does not expect to  be bitten by a snake after entering a house); Ps. 105:18 (barzel: Joseph’s neck was in  fetters); 2 Sam. 10:14 ( ir: the Ammonites flee back into the city from their battleli-  nes in front of the gate [cf. v. 8]); 2 Kgs. 7:4 (ir: the lepers at the gate discuss  whether they should enter the city). Even the construction in Jer. 32:24 — hassölelöt  ba’ü hä ir lelokdäh — conforms to this pattern: the image is of a besieged city whose  walls have been breached so that the “ramps” used in the deployment of the enemy’s  battering-rams now lead into the city itself.7?  This may be compared to the subordination of a common noun to BW’ by means of  the preposition ’Z which is “properly an expression of motion or at least of direction  toward something.”73 There are 142 such BW’ (in Qal) + ’L passages.’* In many of  72 Of: 24Sam:\20:15; 2 Kgs:‘ 19:32;) Isa: 37:335; Jer. 6:6; 33:4; Ezek: 2:2; 17:17;21:27;26:8;  Dan.11:15. On this technique of siege warfare see Y. Yadin, The Art of Warfare in Biblical  Lands (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1963) 3145 and illustrations. The remainder of the verse  supports this interpretation: “ ... because of sword and famine and disease the city has been  given into the hand of the Chaldeans fighting against it; what you said (would happen) has  happened, and behold you are seeing (it).”  73  GKC (1910) 378. See also BDB (1907) 39; Joüon, Grammaire, 403; Brockelmann, Syntax,  103—4; KB (1967) 48-9 (= Richardson, Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon, 1.50—1), and cf. Hol-  laday, Lexicon, 16. G.J. Thierry derives it from *’ilai-u, “direction” (“Notes on Hebrew  Grammar and Etymology,” OTS 9 [1951] 2-3). Cf. also Brockelmann, Grundriss, 2.385ff.; H.  Bauer and P. Leander, Historische Grammatik der hebraischen Sprache des Alten Testaments  (Hildescheim: Olms, 1962 [originally 1922]) 640; Waltke-O’Connor, Syntax, 193—4.  74  Cf. Austel, Prepositional and Non-Prepositional Complements, 46f£.: ’öhel, “tent” (Ex.  28:43; 29:30; 30:20; 40:32; 35; Lev. 9:23; etc. [14 occurrences]); ’ösär, “treasury” (Job  38:22); ’armön, “residences” (1 Kgs. 16:18: see E.A. Speiser, “The Etymology of ’armön,”  JOR 14 [1923-1924] 329, and cf. H. L. Ginsberg, “The Ugaritic Texts and Textual Criti-  cism,” JBL 62 [1943] 114 n. 9; on the verse see the commentaries); ’eres, “land” (Ex. 12:25;  16:35; Lev. 19:23; 23:10; 25:2; etc. [20 occurrences]); bayif, “house” (Gen. 19:3; 39:16; Ex.  7:23; 12:23; Lev. 14:46; Deut. 24:10; etc. [32 occurrences]); gidröt hassö’n, “sheepfold” (1  Sam. 24:4); hekal, “temple” (Mal. 3:1; Neh. 6:11; 2 Chron. 26:16; 27:2); har, “mountain”  (Ex. 3:1); hänüt, “cell (?)” (Jer. 37:16); häser, “court” (Ezek. 44:21, 27); ya ‘ar, “honeycomb”  (1 Sam. 14:26: cf. S.R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel [2nd edn.;  Oxford: Clarendon, 1913] 113—, and Barr, Comparative Philology, 144); yeqeb, “winevat”  (Hag. 2:16); /ehem, “food [feast]” (1 Sam. 20:27); mäbö’, “entrance” (2 Chron. 23:15);  mizbeah, “altar” (Ps. 43:4); mälön, “campground” (Gen. 43:21); menühä, “rest” (Deut. 12:9;  Ps. 95:11); me‘arä, “cave” (1 Kgs. 19:9); miqdas, “sanctuary” (Lev. 12:4; Isa. 16:12; Ezek.  23:39; 44:9; 16‘ Ps. 73:17); mäqöm, “place” (Gen: : 22:9; Deut:12:26; 29:6; 1' Sam: 20:19;  26:5; 2 Sam. 2:23); mi$teh, “banquet” (Est. 5:45, 8, 14); nahalä, “inheritance” (Deut. 12:9);  Ca 66  ‘ayin, “spring” (Gen. 24:42);  W,  city” (Josh. 9:17; 10:19, 20; 20:6; 1 Sam. 30:3; etc. [13 oc-  currences]); ‘öpel, “hill” or “citadel” (2 Kgs. 5:24: because the scene is not localized, both  26because of sword and 'amıne and disease the CIty has een
gıven into the hand of the Chaldeans fıghting agalnst ıt: hat YOUu saı1d (would happen) has
happened, and behold yOUu aArc seeing

73 GKC (1910) 378 See Iso BDB (1907) 39; Joüon, Grammaire, 403: Brockelmann, yNLaX,
103—4; (1967) 48— (= iıchardson, Hebrew and Aramalc Lexicon, and cf. Hol-
laday, Lexicon, G.J Thierry derives ıt irom 'ilai-u, *“dırection” otes Hebrew
(ırammar and Etymology,” OTN 2-3) Iso Brockelmann, G'Grundriss,;
Bauer and Leander, Historische Grammatik der hebraischen Sprache des Alten Testaments
(Hıldescheim: Olms, 19672 [orıginally 1922 640; Waltke-O’ Connor, yALaX, 193—4

74 Austel, Prepositional anı Non-Prepositional Complements, 46{ft. öhel, “tent  9 (Ex
28:43; 29:30; 30:20; 40:32, 3 ' Lev 9:23 eic 114 occurrences |); 'OSAF, “treasury” (Job

armOn, “residences” Kgs 16:18 SCC Speılser, mology of 'armön,”
JOR |1923—1924| 329, and cfT. Gıinsberg, “The garıtıc exXTis and Textual rIit1-
cısm,” JBL |1943| 114 9’ the SCC the commentarIles); eres, “land” (ExX. VZS:
KO135: Lev. 19223 23310° 2502 eic 120 occurrences|); bayit, “house” (Gen 19:3: 39:16; EX.
Zr 1228 LeVvV. 14:46:; eut. 24:10; eic ER occurrences |); gidröt hassön, “sheepfold”
Sam. 24:4); hekal, “temple” (Mal 30 Neh. O: 11 hron. 26:16; ZEZX har, “mountaın”
(Ex SI hänüt, cell ‚29 (Jer. häser, *“court” (Ezek 44:21, Z7); ya ’ar, “honeycomb’”

Sam. 14:26 cTl. Drıver, Notes the Hebhrew ext of the 0o0OkKs of Samuel [2 nd edn.;
Oxford: Clarendon, 1 153—4, and Barr, Comparative Philology, 144); yeqgeb, “winevat”
(Hag, Z lehem, “food |feast|” Sam. mäbö’, “entrance” (2 hron.
mizbeah, .6  altar‘  7 (Ps 43:4); mälön, “campground” (Gen menühäd ...  rest” eu 129
Ps me  ard, “Cave” Kgs 19:9); miqgdas “sanctuary” (Lev 12:4; Isa 16:12; E7zek
23:39: 44 1 Ps MAqOM, “place” (Gen. 2219 eut 1L2:26; 29:6 Sam. 20:19;
26:5 Sam 272333 mi$tenh, anque (Est 5:45, S, 14); nahaläd, “iınheritance” (Deut 12:9);
ayın, “spring” (Gen U Clty” OS! 9:17 10:19, 20; 20:6; Sam 30:3; etic [ 13 OC-

currences |); Oöpel, o “cıtadel” (2 Kgs NR  S because the 15 NOT localızed, both
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these g CAPTCSSCS entry and nOot approac (e.g., Chron 23°
WI ayit|) and 1S thus SYNONYMOUS wıth In s1ignificant number of
I9however, actua|l entry 15 (8101 OT clearly iımpossı1ıble because of the

nature of the destination, the larger context of the PasSsSasc, both; for example:
Judg 1:34 ayi ep  a has COMC to, but has not yel entered, his house when he

OSE
J

SCCS hıs aughter “comıng Out lof the house |” meetl hım lcf. 3119); >
Judg X-< 45 (bayit the spies COINC 5W Micah’’s house ın 15 and
1LBW" D] it in 18;76 |sımılarly in Sam Sam 7:18 ayıi Jonathan
and Ahımaaz (0)801° the house of [Nan al Bahurim and hıde in the ell in the
courtyard); /® Ezek ayi the destination 15 bet-yisra’’el, the people whom the
prophet 1S told come); ”” x (har Moses approaches “the mountaın of
ıle moving hıis OC hrough the wiılderness); Sam 4°26 (vya’ar: the people
approac the honeycomb, and Jonathan eats from It): Hag 2706 ege ONC

approaches the wıinevat to draw from 1t); Sam 20:27 (lehem: Saul asks why avı
has not COM to the feast); Ps 43 :4 (mizbeah: the peaker SOCS the altar praise
God):; Gen 272:9 (magöm: the 0o.  place  29 1S the mountaın-top (v 1Cc Abraham
and Isaac have COMINMNEC IL HLK A In 31) Sam 20:19 (mAaqöm: the reference IS
LO the “place” the e 1C aVı IS told SO 1de): Sam 26:5 (maqöm:

meanıngs of the word dIC possible:; the second 1S perhaps preferable if Elıjah Was attached
the royal establishment at Samarıa Icf. urney, otes, 282-3; Gray, BIngs, arema
27  “heap (Hag. Z2:16); paröket, “Veil” (Lev petah, “d00r” (Num. 20:6; Kgs
Seriah, “Chamber, ıtadel 29 (Judg. 9:26 all that Cal be saıd ıth certainty 15 that the word
refers SOMMEC part of the “house” of -Berıth; SCC the commentarIles); geber, “grave” Kgs
LSTZE: 14:13; Job 5:26); qödeS, “holy place  9 (EX 28:29, 39 Lev KO.Z; 3, 2 9 zek
saden, “Hield Sam 6:14); sederd, “lıne |Oof men| 2 Kgs FT Sulhän, “table” Sam

$Sa’ar, “gate” (Ezek. 40:6; 44:17; Est. 4:2); tebd, “a.rk” (Gen 6:18 Tn 7’ 9, 13)
75 The plan of Palestinian domestic archıtecture (on 1C SCC Stager, Archaeology

of the Famıly In Ancıent Israel,” 260 |1985| 11—23; Netzer, “Domestic chıtec-
ture In the Iron Age,  27 The Archüitecture of Ancient Israel from the Prehistoric the ersian
Periods led. by empinskı and Reich: Jerusalem: Israel Exploratiıon Soclety, 1992
193—201) and the cConcomıtant semantıc flex1bilıty of bayit complıcate the interpretation of
those where the destination 15 “house”: ONC INaYy enter the CO  ar of dwellıng
compound (bayıit) wiıthout entering the actua dwellıng nıt (bayit) In Judg. 11:34, however,
the of f 1s viıdent from SWB sed prefiguratiıvely In

76 18a repeats the verbal actıon described 1/a (Da $ammäh) 1C usually 1S regarde
ater g10SS: cf. C Moore, Critical anı Exegetical Commentary Judges (ECT.;

New York/Edınburgh: Scribners/Clark, 396; Burney, The D0kK of Judges (2nd
edn.; London: Rivingtons, 413—4; Soggın, Judges: Commentary ans by
Bowden: OFL: Phıladelphia: Westmuinster, Tn Bolıng retaıns both, see1ing
18a intentional repetition g1ving chronological setting for the question 18b
(Judges 6.  9 Garden Cıty Doubleday, 264)

7} The house 15 not ntered untiıl (whıch anticipates O and probably 1s cTl. the
restoration propose Dy Wellhausen, Der ext der Bücher Samuelis Öttingen: Vanden-
hoeck Ruprecht,

78 The CO  arı 1S entered but the dwelling unıt 1S not; SCC 75 above.
79 I 15 the expected construction when the destination 15 DCTISON, c1i. Austel, Preposi-

tional anı Non-Prepositional Complements, 98—9
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the “place” 1S Saul’s encampmen 1C aVl approaches and subsequently [vV
61f.| enters); Sam PE (mAaqgöm: the reference 15 the “place” where Asahel lay
dead: Davıd’s arı arrıves and waıiıts there untıl Joab’s to TCINOVC the body
[VV 301.1) Est 5 S, Z (miSteh: the kıng and Haman COME Esther’s ban-
quet): Gen 24:°:47) ayıin raham s servant reports that he met Rebekah when he
had COM the spring lcf. V. 1)) Kgs 5:24 opel the reference 1S the place
where Elyah’s house Was located., either hıll OTr buildıng-complex of SOINC Sort

havıng obtained Naaman’s o1ifts, azlı returns EW the ophe and deposıts
them ..  iın the house” |babbayit|, and then "goes ın  29 EW wıthout stated destination|
and wıth the prophet M 251) Hag 2:16 arema ON tOo heap of grain

take firom It); Lev (paröket: blemished Aaronıite 1S permitted approac)
5W the veıil OT approac ING: the altar); Kgs Teid Elıjah
has COMEC only the gate of Zarephath when he the w1iıdow gathering sticks);&0

Sam 20:29 (Sulhän: Jonathan explains why avl! has not COMEC the kıng
for the feast). Thıs contrasts sharply wıth the construction in 1C entry
always 1S achieved. f the text of Sam 0:13 read *wayyabo‘ ’"el-habhbamad ONC

WOU be Justifıed in translatıng ..  and he Came the amah.” But render the MI’s
wayyabo’ habbamd in thıs ashıon (SO, C WOU be wıthout syntact1-
cal precedent in 1DI1Ca

The Use ofBM): wıth the erb “r

BMH 15 used wıth the verb . (in Qal) in SIX 1DI1Ca Aleh habbamatah
Ssam O Ia Aalot abbamäd Ssam 9:14); D  en leDanNay abbamäd Sam

9:19); Eeleh ‘'al-bmty- ab (Isa al habbayit wedibon habbamiöäöt (Isa 13:2);
MAdQ  C  Ieh häüämäd ümag lr LE& ’LOohayw (Jer 48:35b). The fırst three refer the sıte of
cultic actıvıty (a sacrıfıce and mea in 1C Samuel and Saul partıcıpate. Isa 1547
1s extremely problematic, but the reference clearly 15 fto ON OT 99(0)8°* cultıic installa-
t10ns, d 15 the reference in Jer BMi 1S “cecular” term ın Isa 4°:14 where
ıt figures in the OastIiu imagery applıed the kıng ofBabylon
The verb g sıgnıfies upward motion. It Can be used CXPICSS upward MOvem!
toward destinatiıon spatially higher than the traveler’s startıng place (LE “t0 O up
0 0)4 upward MOvemen! iec concludes wıth the traveler ocated uDOoN hıs dest1i-
natıon (LE;. “t0 SO 318 1tO posıition| upon’”).®) If the latter 1S the Case in those DaS-

where the traveler’s destination 15 ama installatıon, those bamoth MUuUSt be

S0 hat the WIdow Was the first resident of arephat! whom he met, and that thıs Ooccurred ‚ven

before he had actually ntered the cıty adds emphasıs the fulfillment of the prophecy gıven

( BDR (1907) 74811.; (1967) 705—6 (= Rıchardson, Hebrew and Aramalc Lexicon,
2.828—30), and cf. olladay, Lexicon, 213 Brongers, “ )as Zeıtwort und seine
Derıivate,” Travels INn the World of the Old Testament. Studies Presented eek (ed. by
M.SHG Heerma Van VOoss el al.; Studıia Semitica Neerlandıica s Assen: Van GOrCum,

30—4
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SCCH dSs elevatıons uDON 1e cultıic actıvıty COU take place number of syntact1-
cal factors uggest however, that the fırst poss1bılıty 15 the intended here.
In Sam 9:14, 19, and (apparently) Isa 1502 the nouns-of-destination abhamäd and
habhamöot aArc subordinated the verb Dy of the “accusatıve” 1Cc sıgnals
completion of the verbal action.®2 The 6 (n Qal) construction OCCUFTS in
wıth the followıng COININON d the destination of the verbal action:®> armenot,
“residences” (Isa bayit, “house” udg 14:19; Kgs 19:14; 20:5 Ö: 2802
Isa 152 31344 eic W4 Occurrences|); bamd/bamöt, ..  ama  amot Sam 9:14,
19; Isa IN ere. “hıghway” (Isa 35:9);& har. *mountaın” (Hag 1:8: Ps
04:88>); hömd, e6,  wall” o0e Z Vasua , “bed” (Gen 49:4): midbar, “wılderness”
udg. 1:16); mizbeah, *“altar” (Isa 60:7); MAroM, “he1ight” (2 Kgs K9:23; Isa

mIiSkab, Sbed” (Gen 49:4 Isa 57:86): LA  1r Sam 9:14 TOV 1  I
“t0p  27 (Ex. 110 Deut SiZE) SAamayım, “heaven” Sam S12 Kgs ZA1 Isa
14:13: Jer YE:dD: Amos Y Ps TOV 30:4); Sa ’ar, “gate” 4:1) In
NONNC of these does the ON ..  golng 29  up demonstrably conclude his Journey
uUDON his destinatıion. In INanı y superimposıtıon 1S obvıiously ımpossıble: Kgs
Ya (bayit “the kıng went up 1tO| the House ofYahwe |sımılarly in Judg 14:19;
Kgs 19:14; Z0:3 Isa 107 3/:14; 38:22: Jer 26:10; ron 29220: 34:301)
Judg 1:16 (midbar: the people “went up from the City of alms 1tO| the wıilderness
of south of d’): Sam 0:14 Lr “they went up |to| the Clty” |SO also In
Prov. 2 s unless carrıes the ostıle Uance of “attack” |regularly . .
O up against””]);$/ Ps (Samayim: they went up to| the heavens: they went
down 1tO| the depths” |sımılarly ın Sam D: Kgs 3: Isa 142130 Jer. 5193
Amos Z TOV uth (Sa’ar: *Roa7 went UD 1tO| the gate’”).$8 When the
nature Öf. the destination ll permit superimposition, the DasSsSasc makes 4S g00d OTr
better wıthout introducıng thıs dea Isa 35:9 (derek: ...  NO beast ıll
COINC UD 1tO| C Joel D7 (hömd: *lıke warrl1ors they charge; lıke men-of-war they
COMEC up 1tO| the wall”);*? Isa. 60:7 (mizbeah: the anımals 111 COMEC upß 1tO|
altar’”);?% Kgs sa 2A74 (märöm: “I have SONC up 1t0| the he1ights of the

82 See 68—69 above.
83 Austel, Prepositional and Non-Prepositional Complements, 205—6
X4
85

Orrey, The Second Isaiah: New Interpretation (New ork Scribners, 299
ng “the waters” the subject wıth, C Briggs and Briggs, Critical and
Lxegetical C ommentary the Dok of Psalms (ICC: New York/Edinburgh: Scribners/Clark,

86
2338; and Dahood, Psalms IIl 17A; Garden Cıity Doubleday, 36—

For full discussıon SCC Barrıck, amoth ofMoab,” 78—86
87 Van der Weıiden, Le Livre des Proverbes: Notes Philologiques ıblıca ei Orijentalıa

88
AB Rome: Pontifical 1DI1Ca. Instıtute, 134
It 1s clear firom the ontext that Boaz o€es not sıt UDON the gate Ccontras: Sam 18:24:; 19:1;
ci. Josh 2:8 and Judg 9:51)

89 Thıs sults the Onftfext of the DPassagc perfectly: JoelB depicts attackıng Jeru-
salem, 7—8a descrıbing the ına ITrTreSISiL onslaught; In the cıty 1S ntered
through, not OVCLI, ha$$Selah and ıt 18 ransacked.

U() The.sense of the construction WOUuU be unchange ıf ya ‘älü 15 ken Hıphıl (on R [ın
Hıphıil] SCC below). It 1S lıkely, however, that the construction here 1S CR (cf.
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mountaıns, (to) the of Lebanon,” cCut there Icf. also Kx FA IO: Deut
S: Hag.1:81|) Only ın Gen 49:4 and Isa 57:8 wıth miskab) mig mounting
SCCIH preferable approaching, althoug here OO ıt 1S nOot imperative.?!
An identical sıtuation obtaıns In those comparable Sam 9:13 where
subordinatıon 1S Dy of the H suffix Ihe H suff1ıx Was ONCC considered
emnant of the old accCcusatıve Casc ending, the eing vowel-letter,??2 but ıts D'  ‚-
CH6G6 In Ugarıtıc where MAaltrı lectionis are Tare SUu: that the stands for CON-

sonant In Its OW! right;?° the formatıon 1S 1O thought be independent adver-
bıal suffix.%4 Its primary semantıc function 1S mark the o0oal OTr direction of NO

ment, 1LE, ıt 1S basıcally terminatıve and not locative.°> The E (in Qal) H CONMN-

struction conforms thıs enera|l rule:26 bamd, “bamah” Sam 9:13); har. .o,  MOuUuUnN-
taın” (Ex 24:12: Deut 1:24., 41, 43; 9:9:; I0 3 ya’ar, “forest” 0S ır

1QIsa* and the Versions). f 5! the anımals would “come uUuDON altar  7 (ın Qal) be
“brought uponNn altar‘  7 “offered upOoN altar‘  .9 (n Hıphıl). For the problems In
thıs SCC the commentarıes.
On Isa. 34:13 and Ps 04:8 SCcCC 20—1 eI0W.

92 Brockelmann, Grundriss der vergleichenden Grammatik der semitischen Sprachen
(Berlin: Reuther Reichard, 1.464:; GKC (1910) 249{ff; Bauer-Leander, Historische
Grammaltik, 52718 G’ray, Introduction Semitic Comparative Linguistics (New ork
Columbıa Universıity, 5 x Joüon, Grammaire, 222418 S Sarauw advocates ad-
verbıal or1g1n unrelated the accusatıve AsScC endıng (*“Der hebräische Lokatıv,”

03
11907]
W lau and Loewenstamm, *Zur rage der Scr1ipto Plene Ugarıtischen und Ver-
wandtes,” (1970) especlally Da

04 E Meek, “Hebrew Accusatıve, ” 2281.; Spelser, “The Terminative-Adverbial In Ca-
naanıte-Ugarıitic and Akkadıan, ” Oriental anı Biblical Studies (ed by Fiınkelstein and
Greenberg; Phıladelphia: Universıity of Pennsylvanıa, 494, 4978 [1954] 108,
109—10); Cazelles, “Quelques Publications recentes de Linguistique Semitique, ”
(1954—-195”7) ö  P Moscatı, “On Semuitic Case Endıings,” INES 17 (1958) 143; ahood,
Ugaritic-Hebrew Philology 1blıca et Orıientalıa Rome: Pontifical 1DI1Ca NSUNH  ©,

33: Rabın, Structure of the Semitic System of Case Endıings,  77 Proceedings of
the International Conference Semitic Studies (Jerusalem: Israel Academy of Sclences and
Humanities, 190 It 1S consıdered adverbıal accusatıve” by Margaın, L e

de Dırection’ Hebreu,” (1969—-1970) 1—-17; ci. Waltke-O’ Connor, SYNtaX,
185

05 hıs 1S clearly the asec In the great majJorıty of CCUrTrTENCE Meek claıms that ıt 1S terminatıve
only (“Hebrew Accusatıve, ” 23 whiıle Speiser admıts locatıve secondary SC-

mantıc development (“ Terminative-Adverbial,” 496 [= (1954) cf. Margaın,
..de Direction’,” bl Hoftijzer ıdentifıes four types of semantıc functions: Ocal-ter-
miıinatıve (“direction/movement certaın place, leaving asıde whether thıs place 1S
reached, whether ıt 1S termıinal pomt”); local-final (“movement certaın place, the
place being indıcated termıinal pomnt”); local-separatıve (“direction/movement irom
certaın ace  5 and locatıve (“the U: at certaın place the ıdea of 1rec-
t10n/ MOvemen! from eing absent”) Search for Method: Study In the Syntactic (/se
of the H-Locale INn ('lassical Hebhrew (Studies Semuitic anguages and Linguistics 1  y Le1l-
den TL 23 4 7: SCC Iso 157/ 494 et passım.

96 Ür Austel, Prepositional and Non-Prepositional Complements, 204—5
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“Clty’ 0S 6:20); Samayım, “heaven” eu 30:127 Josh 8:20; Judg k3:20:
Sa ar, “gate” Cu! 25479 In each Casc the traveler ”goes 27  up tOo (LE) in the direction
of) noOot uUDON, his destination. ere to be ıttle if anı y semantıc dıstinetion
between B and M -H, aV perhaps for emphasis.?”
When upward mMoveme resulting in superimposition 1S the intended ubordi-
natıon 1S by of the preposıtion Tf Attested nouns-of-destination In the E (1n
Qal) e construction are:98 Aap1q, °“channe!l” (Isa 6:/):; bmty-‘ab, “bamoth of
cloud” (Isa 24A42 ...  roof” OS 2 Judg 251 har, “mountaın ” (Isa 40:9);
mizbeah, “a]tar” (E® 20:26: Sam 2:28 Kgs 7A0 Itwıce] Kgs L6:12: Hos
10:8: Ps Ü  Ma d  Öt, “Steps” (Neh mesüdı  A, “stronghold” Sam
24:23);?? 'alıyyd, ...  upper hamber 29 (2 Sam 19:1);100 CreEs, “bed” (Ps
SAaWWA T, ...  neck” (Lam 1:14); , RE  OS “head” udg LD 16117 Sam KULE) {IkOnN,
“mi1ddle[-story|” Kgs 6:8).191 When the texti 1S secure, 102 the nature of the destina-
tion and the CONTEXT of the PasSsasc leave Ou as {tOo the meanıng of the CONSIrUuC-
t10n: C Judg 0:51 (g4g: they went (to posıtıon) upDON the roof of the tower”
|sımılarly in Josh 2:81) Ex 20:28 mizbeah: ...  you shall not SO u (to posıtıon)
UuDON IN Y altar by steps” |sımılarly In Sam 2:28 Kgs D [twice];!% Kgs
16012 Ps Judg 1A8 (r0’$ ll not O up [to posıtion] uUuDON hıs
head’”’; 1094 also In Judg 6:17 and Sam RE
The semantıc ntras between 6 A and the other [WO constructions 1S clear. In
Isa 87 Assyrıa 1S pıctured as rıver 1C has risen OVver (LE ıts embank-

E the waters NO flow top (HLK L) of what had formerly contaıned
them and 111 flow unımpeded intoa thıs CONTrasts Ps 04 :8 where the waters

9’7 E.B:, “the people went cıty-ward |and captured lt]” 0S 6:20 cT. Sam 9:14); “the
smoke of the cıty went heaven-ward” 0S 8:20; cf. Sam S42 the 66,  111
gate-ward the elders” eu! 28° ® cfl. uth 1)) ...  Z0 forest-ward [and clear and for set-
ement|” 0S HLA cf. Kgs 024 and Isa. In eut 1:24 the destination 1s the
“hill-country” ar 1C the spies WEIC gO1Ng; sımılarly 41 and On Ex 24172
and eut SCC 106 eI0W.

0® CIE Austel, Prepositional and Non-Prepositional Complements, 219ff. The hostile of
““to agalnst” OCCUTS Kgs RS (twıce), Isa 361 and (twıice), Ezek 38° ] l’

99
and Joel
BHK cıtes 33 manuscrIipts readıng I Iso suggested by the 1U  >< eis and the argum 6X
1C INaYy ell be preferable MI’s B: SCcCC above.

100 See Stager, “Archaeology of the Famıly,” 16—/7, and CcE Moore, Judges, Kgs 4:10
furnıshed rooftop hamber. If such 15 the ‚ASC here, perhaps MI’s (the has

215 and the Targum’s 15 inconclusive) 15 In 1107 for 79 (see Kgs 14120 and ci. Iso

101
Kgs 1)9 SCC above.
BHK cıtes number of manuscrI1pts, and the has e1S; SCC above. ÜE 15 adopted
by Gray, Ba Ings, 162 C, ote that In zf 1s sed reference the “thiırd[-story].”102 See the preceding three notes As alternatıve emendation ıt COU. be argue that In these

E semantıcally approx1imates g poss1bilıty consıdered connection ıth Isa
6:12 (p and 44) above.

103 al ın Kgs 12:33 could be taken in Hıphıl, it almost certamly should be In
104 In the act of shavıng the [AZOT 18 lıterally uup on” the head; but SCC Iso below
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Arc saı1d rMmse UD (L D) the mountaıns but do not them.19> In Isa 40:9
the MECSSCHSCI 1S old clım atop (L mountaın ın order to be ear by the
cıtles of Thıs contrasts Ex Jal where Moses 1S rdered SO up mountaın-
ward (B -H) Yahweh: he obeys Dy gomng up (in)to (L the mountaınous
region (vV E: 15 1893), Journey 1C results ın his eing In be) nNnOoTt top of
( ‘al) the mountaın for forty days and nıghts (v 8b) 106 The between Hos
0:8a and Isa 1S not immediately ap Both refer unwanted
plan orowt as symbo of desolatıon and abandonment., but slıghtly dıfferent 1mM-

1S employed: the plan in Isa 1S Spiny thorn bush commonly used for
hedges, !0 the pıcture eing of 1ıld shrubbery encroaching uDON ( L7 D) the aban-
OoNne! tately homes: the plants mentioned In Hos 10:8b, the other hand, AdIicC

weeds!0S 1C ıll STOW top of 6 the ruined altars (GE. the uUusc of e
In Isa 34:13a0.).

In Hos 0:8b the ‘ 8 ıdıom CXPTICSSCS upward MOovemen! IC OCCUTS ıle
the traveler (the plant) 1S positioned uDON something else (the altars). Thıs dea FTECUTS

in Neh F where the procession SCS up the Water (Gjate by treadıng upDOoN the
of partıcular sta1ırway (‘alu ‘al-ma Alot ‘ad $a ‘ar hammayim), and perhaps

also In Judg [3 6:1 / and Sam 141 where the act of havıng m1g be under-
stood ASs the moving gomlng up”) ıle uDON the head The only other UrTr-

IC ıll permit thıs interpretation 1S Isa ’e’Eleh 'al-bmty-‘ab): “I
111 SO up 1to posıtion] upDOonNn bmty- b,” “I ll SO up whıle| upOonNn bmty- 29
BMi 1S used wıth ‘1 (1ın Hiıphıl) in Jer ma ‘äaleh bamd umagtır e Löhayw.
The . (n Hıphıl) construction, althoug TaIc, 1S attested wıth the followıng
nouns-of-destination: bayit, “house” Kgs 105 TonNn 9:4); bamd, °hbamah”
(Jer. b  S “Clty ? (2 Ssam 6:12%% Samayım, “heaven“” (2 Kgs ZE) In addıtion,
the construction OCCUT'S wıth the place-names “Hor the mountaın” (Num
“ Jerusalem” (2 Ton. 2139: “the Valley of or  29 0S 7:24), and “Ramoth-B  29
(Num The Hıphıl of JCan s1gn1fy eıther “t0 ring |someone something|
29  up 0)48 “t0 er up (a sacrifice).” The fırst 1S the intended in al] but ON of these
9 and ıIn NOMNC of these does the aCct of “bringing 77  up result ın super1mpos!1-
tıon: C “when Yahweh (was ready tO) rıng Elıjah up (to) heaven” (2 Kgs 2 cf.

11).19% The construction ImMpIY, AS wıth this verb in Qal, eneral upward
toward elevated destinatıion. The exception 1S Kgs 10  Un the Queen

of Was impressed Dy Man y thıngs che Sa W al Solomon’s COUTIT, including Olato

105 The inıtıal posıition of the primordıal walers 1S ‘al-harim, LO covering the earth (v 6 E ct.
9b); Yahweh CaUuUscs them recede theır PTODCI place in orderly COSIMNOS (v 8b)

106 The ineu! 15 identical (cf. EX If.
107 (: Zohary, “Flora,” IDB (1962) 2298
108 Ibid., 296
109 ote that when the instructions AIc gıven In Num 20:25 (ha al p}  oOtam hoör hahär) Al carrıed

out, the three INCN “went Hor the mountaın” (v 27b) and Aaron 1es ‘“there, hero ’S
hahär,” 6, the upper-reg10ns of the mountaın” (v 2 ‚ cf. Iso 23)
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d w V
ASse ya ’äleh het yhwh, °“h1ıs burnt-offering 1C he offered up ın) the House of
Yahwe (cf. ron 24:14b). 1190

Summary
The materı1al examıned above indıcates that aft least SOTITIC bamoth WEIC sıtuated d

require the worshipper ..  20 UD tOo  27 ıt and “come down flom” (YRD
used ın Sam 9:25 and 105) it.11! The syntactical constructions employe: in the

iın question requıre the conclusıon that these bamoth WeTC not installatıons
1C ONC Iımbed, but installatıons 1IC ONC approached by cliımbing somethıing
else, such hıll OT buıllt-up platform uDON 1 the stood The d[l-

chaeologica. record contaıns the emaıns of cultic installatıons of both types.' 12 One

110 The paralle] text in hron. reads 'alıyyato ser ya ‘äleh het yhw. The Irs word 1S
probably crıbal 11OT. the DpOlötayw 'Olato6 (cf. Allen, The Greek
Chronicles [ VTSup 2 $ Leiden: Brill, 47) The endency has een emend both VeTI-

S1IONS read ‘alötö, reference archıtectural feature (cf. 7zek 40:26; S C
yers, Chronicles | AB l 9 Garden Cıty Doubleday, I2, and ichaell, Les Livres
des Chroniques, d’Esdras el Nehemie ICAT 1  9 Neuchatel Delachaux eft Nıestle, 165)

the royal procession the Temple (SO, C Montgomery-Gehman, IngsS, 228; GrTay,
El Ings, 258 N HG Wıllıiamson, i Chronicles INCBC; Grand Rapıds/London:
Eerdmans/Marshall, Morgan Scott, 234; and ct. Japhet, D Chronicles: (Oom-
mentary I3B Loulsvılle Westminster/John KNOX, 1993 636) The second er
sulted the context, but the only [CasSOIl for abandoning 'Olötayw/ Olato 1S the questionable
assumption that dısplay of Solomon’s “burnt-offerings” would ave een less appropriate
than dısplay of roya. panoply impress the visiting dıgnıtary OI BurneYy, otes,
144; Jones, B IngsS, B
The of thıs 1idıom 1s self-evident and consIistent ıth the semantıc ımplıcatıons of the
Varlıous SE constructions discussed above.

12 The “Rulll Sıte” the entral hıll-country WOU. be example of the fırst type (ıf it really 1S
cultic installatıon): for the archaeological data and theır interpretation SCC Mazar,

ull Sıte An Iron Age Open ult Sıte,” 247 (1982) 27—1, and idem, Archaeology
of the Land of the Bibhle BCE (ABRL; New ork Doubleday, 350-—1;
Nakhatıl, Archaeology an the Religions of (’anaan and Israel, Y The second Ltype mMay
be exemplıfıed by the arge stone platform In the sacred precınct al Dan (Area T) 1C In1-
tially Was thought by Vaughan and others (followıng the prelımınary reports Dy Bıran, the
princıpa. excavator of the Sıte be ama! qU U platform but mMay instead ave supporte:
cult buildıng of SOMMC SO  - for the archaeological data SCcCC O Bıran, Bıiblical Dan (Jeru-
salem: Israel Exploratıon Soclety, ch 10, ıth earlıer lıterature The er function (cf.
the udahıte palace at achıs 1S avored by growıng number of scholars (e.g., Shıiloh,
“Iron Age Sanctuarıes and ult ements In Palestine,” yymposia Celebrating the Seventy-
Fifth Anniversary of the Founding of the American Schools ofOriental Research jed by
CTOSS; Cambridge: ASOR, 152—3; Stager and o “Production and Com-

Temple Courtyards: Olıve Press In the Sacred Precinct at Tel Dan,” 243
[1981] 98—9; Holladay, “Relıgıon in Israel and under the Monarchy: Explicıtly
Archaeological Approach,” Ancient Israelite Religion: ESSays INn Honor of Frank Moore
C’ro0ss led Dy Miıller el al.; Phiıladelphıia: Fortress, 284 2 9 Mazar, Archaeology
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“enters” at least SOINC bamoth and performs cultic aCTSs “wiıthin” them, as ONe does
the Temple of Solomon, indicating that these bamoth MAaYy have been comparable dIi-

chıtectural complexes, but nNnOot altars OT cultic platformsi ONC clımbs and upDON
1C ONC performs cultic aCts Fınally, thıs materı1al demonstrates that bOmos,
“altar‚” has nothing In COIMNITMNON wıth Heb BMi eXcept interesting but irrelevant
phonological sımılarıty.

Abstract

Very popular oday IS the VIEW that “bamah” (SENSUS stricto) WAas man-made
1g place,” altar-lıke cultic platform of SOMINC SO  < have argued in several
Papers that the 1DI1Ca evidence. such as it 1S, does not easıly support thıs dea Part
of [ Y has been A4aSse. the Varıous erb Preposıtion iıdıoms used
describe the usec of ama especlally the 20 1DI1Ca locatıng cultic acCts
babbaüamä/babhbaämöäöt 1Cc must I[NCAan that those aCTSs took place ..  1n  29 the ama|
bamoth (as buıldıngs OT precincts). Emerton (in his IVof 1DI1Ca. Hıgh
aCEe in the 1g of Recent Study, ” PEO 129 11997| 116—32) objects o thıs CI -
tion by invokıng the princıple of preposıtional ambıguılty, cıtıng where
bammizbeah aDPCAaLIS be SYNONYINOUS wiıth al-hammizbeah In ONSC, thıs
systematıcally examınes al] of the relevant erb Preposıition iıdiıoms in the Hebrew

The preponderance of thıs evidence indıicates that the bamoth in question WeTC
nNOT installatıons 1C ONEeC lımbed, but installatıions ıc ONC approached by
cliımbing something else, such d hıll OT buılt-up platform uDOoN 1C the ama\|

of the Land of the Bible, 492-—4, and idem, ‘T emples of the Middle and Late Bronze Ages and
the Iron Age  27 The Architecture of Ancient Israel from the Prehistoric the ersian Periods
led. by empinskı and EI1C| Jerusalem: Israel Exploratiıon Socıety, 184-6);
Mazar reports that Bıran 1S 1NOW of thıs OpıInı0n, but thıs 1s not readıly apparent In hıs latest
discussions (n ABD [1991] 2.12-7, Biblical Dan, Dassım, and “Tel Dan 1DI1Ca: exXTIs and
Archaeological Da! Scripture and Other Artifacts: EsSSays the Bibhle and Archaeology INn
Honor of Philip King (ed by o0gan el al.; Louisville: Westminster John KNOX,

1—17; note, however, fıg 113 of the ast-mentioned ID 141 1isometric drawıng of
the 8"'-century sanctuary 1C| depicts the walls of “broad-room” buildıng atop the plat-
form and the Wa of four-chambered ulldıng abutting its rear) akha1ı wriıtes that the
platform ...  may or1ginally ave supporte: sanctuary, ” but the captıon the photograph of
the iIructiure states that it “exemplıfies the tradıtiona) understandıng of bamah raısed
platform where rel1g10us rıtes WEIC performed” (“What’s Bamah?” 2 9 18; cf. Iso idem,
Archaeology and the Religions of Canaan and Israel, 184—5, 199 40) Dever allows
for both possıbılities (Recent Archaeological Discoveries an Biblical Research |Seattle/
London: Universıity of Washington, but subsequently speaks of ıt ...  NO OuU!

large outdoor altar‘  9 (“Sılence of the Text;” 148) Fınally, Barkay that the platform
supported building, but thinks that ıt Wäas secular ature (probably palace) because of Its
locatıon Calr the edge of the mound (lıke the Megı1ddo palaces and because bamoth WerTEe not
building-centered cult places (“Th Iron Age 11—111,” The Archaeology of Ancient Israel jed
Dy Ben-Tor: tran:  7 by Greenberg; New Have:  Ondon ale Universiıty/Open
University of Israel, 12)
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stood;: ONC “enters” these bamoth and performs cultıc acts “wıthin” them, as ONe does
the Temple of Solomon, indicating that these bamoth INaYy have been comparable
architectural complexes, but not altars OTr cultic platforms 1C ONC clımbs and uUuDON
1IC ON performs cultic acts Fınally, thıs materı1al demonstrates that bOömos,
“altar,” has nothing in COINIMNON wıth Heb BM eXCcept interesting but iırrelevant
phonologıcal sımılarıty.
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