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Summary

The Chronicler emphasized and underemphasized specific traditions. He also did
selective redaction from the source documents. These practices highlight the
theology and ideology that the Chronicler wanted to promote. In 1 Chronicles 21 the
Chronicler portrayed Yahweh, Satan/satan, and (the ideal) Israel in such a way that
both the theology and ideology of the Jerusalem Temple stood out. The Jerusalem
Temple represented the Chronicler’s theology and his image of God — which was
that Yahweh is only to be worshipped in the Jerusalem Temple and that He has
chosen the site as the place for worship and dwelling. The Temple also represented
the ideology of the Chronicler, because by emphasizing the temple, he succeeded in
securing the temple elite’s position as the ruling officials. This study aimed to see
how these images were portrayed by the Chronicler. The images of God,
Satan/satan, and Israel was portrayed in such a way by the Chronicler that God was
only in the Jerusalem temple, the true Israel was only the ones who worshipped at
the Jerusalem temple and the portrayal of the image of Satan/satan is quite striking
in its mundane and rather flat character. He is only a pawn in the Chronicler's
narrative, to promote the Chronicler’s theology and to create the Chronicler’s image
of Yahweh. The flat image which the Chronicler has created of Satan/satan links with
his belief that God is almighty and that no other creature or symbol can be mightier
than God. It became clear that the images of these characters in Chronicles are not
only theologically driven but also ideologically loaded to suit the Chronicler’s
purpose, theology and ideology. To understand the theology and ideology behind the
text, it is important to consider the traditions and redactions in the texts. The findings
of this research caution against reading and understanding a text outside its unique
historical context because the Old Testament does not have a central theme or one
theology. Also, in the understanding of a text, we should not focus on the culture or
the controversy, rather on the relationship between God and man. That is the core of
all Old Testament texts and is still significant. By making use of responsible
hermeneutics it is possible to interpret these ideologically loaded images into our

contexts and make it relevant for us, today.
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Chapter 1

1.1. Introduction

This study is a new attempt towards the interpretation and understanding of the
Hebrew narrative of 1 Chronicles 21, by the method of biblical exegesis. The overall
predisposition on the narrative was focused on David’s unfaithfulness to the
covenant between God and the nation of Israel. The narrative also brings to light,
the so much debated character of Satan or satan, introduced in the first verse, which
has puzzled scholars for decades. The narrative chronicled this event from a
religious concern, giving particular attention to an incident that happened during the

reign of King David and its significance to the location of the Judean Temple.!

This study is a fresh attempt to understand the reason for and characters of the
narrative of 1 Chronicles 21. This text and the portrayal of the characters in the text
will be studied against the theology and ideology of 1 and 2 Chronicles. This study
will attempt to explain the images of the characters that we find in 1 Chronicles 21 as
well as why the author has changed the source text to include the image of
Satan/satan. To study this text against the book’s theology and ideology, it will be

necessary to scrutinize the book of Chronicles with its background first.

This study shall attempt to add to years of examination of the characters in the
narrative of 1 Chronicles 21. The narrative will be examined in five phases. First, is a
study of the context (socio-historical study) to understand the background of the
book. Second, is also a historical study, which includes the Chronicler and has an
influence on the ideology and theology that the author emphasizes in the book
(whether it is by emphasizing or underemphasizing). When the contexts, ideology,
and theology which are portrayed in the book of Chronicles are known it will be
possible to have (thirdly) a close reading of the specific chapter (1 Chronicles 21).
This chapter will then be read against this background. The fourth step will be an
attempt to explain the images of the characters that we find in 1 Chronicles 21 as

well as why the author has changed the source text to include the image of

Litis important to note that the word temple is only implied, the word is not explicity mentioned in 1

Chronicles 21, rather references were made in the chapter to the ‘alter’ and ‘tabernacle’.
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Satan/satan. The last phase will be a discussion of the contemporary relevance and
hermeneutical options of these images.

1.2. Relevance/ Motivation

So many studies have been conducted over the years by scholars towards the
understanding of the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21. However, not much has been
done towards the reason for and characters of the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21.
Harmonization of the two passages of 1 Chronicles 21 and 2 Samuel 24 was done
by Crockett (1951:138), in the nineteenth century.? Crockett suggests an emendation
of the original story by the Chronicler, possibly to suit his theological purpose and the
traditions of his day.

Japhet (1993:23-25) in her commentary on | and Il Chronicles, presented the study,
which seems to sustain the idea that 1 Chronicles 21 was copied from 2 Samuel 24.
This is as a result of her general view of the chronology of the biblical literature, as
well as her view that the book of Chronicles was a post-exilic genre. Japhet suggests
that even though the book of Chronicles displays a peculiar diction of its own, the
language places it no earlier than the post-exilic period and most probably into the
period, for the reason that the language has common features with late biblical works
such as Ezra-Nehemiah, Esther, Daniel, as well as non-biblical works of the Dead

Sea Scrolls and the Samaritan Pentateuch.

Much attention has also been given by scholars to the study of two burning issues in
the book of Chronicles, according to Japhet (1993:3-5). The first issue, questions the
extent of the Chronicler's work, does it cover only the Chronicles, or does it include
the books of Ezra and Nehemiah? The second is whether the book of Chronicles
was composed by one writer, or whether it contains both primary and secondary

elements that should be distinguished and defined.

According to Thompson (1994:22-23), most of the past studies focused on the
portions of Chronicles that are paralleled by sections in Samuel, Kings, and the
Septuagint. Where Chronicles differ from these passages, it was always assumed

that the Chronicler modified these texts, to suit his theological viewpoint.

2 Reprinted in 1951
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Braun (1994:63) investigates Noth’s dealings with the character of Chronicler’s work
and asserts that it stands out as an independent narration to enliven and develop the
details of history. This he supposed contrasts with the Deuteronomistic work that is a

systematic presentation of history.

In another study, Japhet (2009:296) investigates the traditions presented in the book
of Chronicles and notes that the Exodus tradition was not mentioned in the narrative
of 1 Chronicles 21. In her view, the narrative does not discuss the exodus from Egypt
or the subsequent revelation at Mount Sinai. Japhet (2009:297) states that not only
was the historical event omitted from the narrative, but references to it have also
been deleted in parallel text. The exodus from Egypt was only in the Deuteronomistic

sections of the books of Samuel and Kings.

Knoppers and MacConville (2000:1) conducted a study of the Deuteronomistic
history, which covers much of Israel’s history from the time before they entered the
land to the exiles of the Northern and Southern Kingdoms. This study, however, only
presented a comparative study for 1 Chronicles 21, since its source text of 2 Samuel

24 is part of the literary unit of the Deuteronomistic history.

Jonker (2013:136-138) in his commentary on | and Il Chronicles, observes that 1
Chronicles 21:1 shows an interesting departure from the source text in 2 Samuel
24:1, which he attributes to theological difficulty. Also, Jonker states that the
Chronicler omitted some text from the source text, which shows a reflection of the
Chronicler's Southern perspective. Akin to Jonker’s interpretation, the Chronicler
could be said to have alluded to the Davidic covenant, and the Zion tradition which
has the three elements of the city (Jerusalem), the Yahwistic religion (represented by
the altar), and the monarchy (represented by David). The concept of building an altar
is also a strong reference to cultic practices, which are in the Chronicler’s

perspective centered at the Jerusalem temple.

Jonker (2013:139) points out an allusion to another Israeli tradition by the Chronicler
to reflect his theological intentions. Jonker notes that the Chronicler reworked the
source text of 2 Samuel 24:25, in 1 Chronicles 21:26-27. This addition by the
Chronicler could be said to be an allusion to the Mosaic tradition and the Sinai
tradition. David became in this process a Moses redivivus and the Chronicler

attempted to overwrite Moses with David. This overwriting entailed an overwriting of

3
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the Northern tradition with the Southern Tradition, an overwriting of Tabernacle
tradition with Jerusalem temple tradition, an overwriting of the Sinai tradition with the
Zion tradition, and an overwriting of the exodus tradition with the monarchical

tradition.

Jonker (2013:140) also, observes that 1 Chronicles 21:29-30 are without parallel in
the source text. Jonker believes that the Chronicler used this addition to achieve a
contrast between the sanctuary that was at Gibeon and the newly established altar

on the Jebusite threshing floor.

This study shall attempt to add to years of examination of the narrative of 1
Chronicles 21. However, the focus here will be on the characters in the narrative.
The portrayal of the characters in the text will be studied against the theology and
ideology of 1 and 2 Chronicles. Past studies have helped in the understanding that
different traditions existed in Ancient Israel, and the Chronicler attempted to
overwrite some older traditions with new ones. Thus, the reason for the redaction of
the source text, to suit his theology and ideology. In this study, therefore, it is
necessary to study the portrayal of the characters in the narrative, because the
characters in the narrative do not seem to reflect exactly how they were portrayed
elsewhere in the source texts. The study considers the background of the author and

his audience as well as their socio-historical context.

1.3. Problem statement

1.3.1. Introduction

1 Chronicles 21 has been a much-debated text, primarily because of the presence of
Satan/satan, and the fact that this text seems to be an amended version of 2 Samuel
24. The Chronicler in 1 Chronicles 21 redacted the text of 2 Samuel 24. He utilized
his sources selectively to retell the story with his emphasis. In some cases, he
omitted some information, other times he added some information. He also reversed
some information. 2 Samuel 24 states that it was Yahweh who incited David to
number the people, which brought calamity upon the people of Israel, but the
Chronicler in 1 Chronicles 21 changed the figure to an unknown Satan/ satan. The
Chronicler reversed the direction of the census in 2 Samuel 24, which read from

North to South (From Dan to Beersheba) to read from South to North (from

4
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Beersheba to Dan). He also added some information not found in the source text
that seemed to explain the choice of the siting of the Temple in Jerusalem over the
old Temple at Gibeon. All these possible redactions of the source text by the
Chronicler cautions against reading and understanding of the text of 1 Chronicles 21
outside its unique historical context. The setting of the narrative was in Jerusalem,
under the restoring Israelite state of Yehud, a Persian province. It was a multicultural
society with so many religious ideas. The text seems to be written in the post-exilic
era when the Jews that returned from exile were trying to rebuild their city. The book
of Chronicles seems to have been written with the purpose to convey a certain
ideology and theology. The omission, addition, and reversal of some information
from the source text could have been purposely done by the Chronicler, to overwrite
some traditions with other traditions (Southern tradition over North, Zion tradition
over Moses, and Sinai traditions). To discern all the possible images of God,
Satan/satan, and Israel in 1 Chronicles 21, it is, therefore, necessary to search for

answers, against the theological and ideological context of the book of Chronicles.
1.3.2. Existing/ previous research

Many studies have been conducted on 1 Chronicles 21, however, most of the
previous research focused on the following: A harmonization with the source text;
tracing of the source text, studies of the language, the extent of the Chronicler's
work, does it cover only the Chronicles, or does it include the books of Ezra and
Nehemiah? Also, whether the book of Chronicles was composed by one writer, or
not. Some of the past studies focused on the portions of Chronicles that are
paralleled by sections in Samuel, Kings, and the Septuagint. Further, we have the
study of the character of the Chronicler's work, and the investigation of the traditions
presented in Chronicles, as well as the comparative study with the Deuteronomistic
history. There is also, the investigation of the possible redactions found in Chronicles
compared to the source text. However, none of these works seemed to have
examined the portrayal of the characters in the text against the theology and

ideology of 1 and 2 Chronicles.
1.3.3. Lacunae that this study will address

This study, therefore, will address the need to understand how the Chronicler

portrayed the characters in the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21. The characters will be

5
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examined within the unique historical context of the passage. This study will also
help to create awareness for exegetes to understand, as they endeavor to interpret
and apply the varying principles of any Old Testament texts, that they do not have a

central theme or one theology.3
1.3.4. Research problem

Can the portrayal of the images of the characters in 1 Chronicles 21 be explicated
when studied against the theology and ideology of 1 & 2 Chronicles? Can these
images still have contemporary relevance, when studied from a responsible

hermeneutical lens?

1.4. Preliminary literature review

Currently, the book of Chronicles as it is in the Old Testament canon consists of two
books, but according to Japhet (1993:2), the book was originally one book. The book
was first divided into two parts (1 & 2 Chronicles) by the Septuagint (the Greek
translation of the Old Testament) and has been maintained from then onward by
other translations. Japhet (1993:2) observes that “the traditional Masoretic remarks
regarding the count of its verses and its middle point are found only at the end of Il
Chronicles.” For this reason, an exegete should contextually, endeavor to treat the
two books as one. Chronicles are one of the books of the Old Testament and are
among the few Old Testament books that the name defines a genre. The genre, in
this case, equals the events of the day, which is a historical narrative. Nonetheless,

there is no clear evidence of its title from within the book itself (Japhet 1993:1).

Jonker (2007:21) presents the different viewpoints that were expressed in past
studies about the nature of the book of Chronicles. He writes that “some regard the
Chronicler to be an exegete, others see the Chronicler as a theologian, and still
others see the Chronicler as a historian.” He is of the understanding that the

Chronicler could be characterized as a reforming historian. This characterization, he

3 The lacunae that this study will address seems to only consider the question of “how”. There is
need to couple the question of how with the question of “why”. However, the question of why will be

considered later in the thesis.
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does not mean in the sense of depicting the Chronicler’s work as a genre, but rather
an attempt to describe the purpose of the work. The purpose he then describes as
the reformulation and sanitizing “of the older traditions about the past, as well as an
attempt to reformulate the identity of God’s people in the changed socio-historical

circumstances of the late Persian era” (Jonker 2007:25).

Geyser (2006:5) in her doctoral thesis in Chronicles compares the books of 1 and 2
Chronicles with the source documents the writer(s) used. She showed “that the
Chronicler worked extremely selectively when using the source documents and that
he retells the history of Israel and Judah through omissions and additions with his

particular emphasis.”

Japhet (1993:3) states that much attention has been given by scholars to the study
of two burning issues in the book of Chronicles. The first, questions the extent of the
Chronicler’s work, does it cover only the Chronicles, or does it include the books of
Ezra and Nehemiah? The second is the many attempts to reconstruct the various
literary stages of the books’ composition. This is the question of “whether the book of
Chronicles was composed by one writer, or whether it contains both ‘primary’ and
‘secondary’ elements which should be distinguished and defined” (Japhet 1993:5).
The understanding of these two burning issues is critically important in establishing
the precise frame of reference and unity of terminology, which in turn, will inform the
interpretation and understanding of the message of the book of Chronicles (Japhet
1993:3).

According to Knoppers (2004:72), most commentators in the past assumed that the
extent of the Chronicler’s work includes the books of Ezra and Nehemiah. He was of
the view that this reigning scholarly consensus in the distant past was forcefully
challenged between the 1960s and 1980s (Knoppers 2004:73). Following Knoppers'
discussion of selected areas of contention, between those who advocate separate
authorship and those who assert common authorship, his synopsis led to
inconclusive results (2004:89). However, he believes that it is quite unlikely that one
author was responsible for the writing of the books of Chronicles, Ezra, and
Nehemiah. Nonetheless, he sees points of connection between Chronicles, Ezra,
and Nehemiah, based on the cumulative weight of the considerations of matters of
style, characteristic language, the doublet in 2 Chronicles 36:22-23, and Ezra 1:1-3a,

ideology, and compositional technique (Knoppers 2004:89).

7
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Even though Knoppers (2004:99) acknowledges that there are different views
concerning the composition of Chronicles, all the same, he is of the view that each
hypothesis will have a similar effect on interpretation. Besides, he understands that
every one of the approaches endeavors to distance Chronicles from Ezra and

Nehemiah.

Another issue that has posed many problems for scholars over the years is the
remarkable similarity and the number of significant differences between the narrative
of 1 Chronicles 21 and 2 Samuel 24:1-25. In agreement with the similarity of the two
narratives, Knoppers (1994:743) is of the view that 1 Chronicles 21:1-27 “is largely
taken from the Chronicler's Vorlage of 2 Samuel 24:1-25, while 1 Chr 21:28-22:1 is
unique to Chronicles.” Knoppers (1994:751) also notes many differences between
the two narratives, among which is the difference in the context of the narrative of 1
Chronicles 21 and the context of 2 Samuel 24:1-25. In Samuel, the census and
plague were induced by Yahweh, whereas in Chronicles, the idea for the census was

incited by an adversary.

Jonker (2008:653) underscores the importance of interpreting the book of
Chronicles, against the background of the international arena of the time. This is a
result of the acknowledgment of a wider sphere of influence during the time of writing
of the book of Chronicles. He points out that the traditional scholarship of the book of
Chronicles tended to interpret the book exclusively within the cultic-religious
conditions of the late-Persian or early Hellenistic period, sometime in the fourth-
century B.C.E or later. By so doing the influence of the surrounding cultures was
neglected. However, he says a few scholarly voices have started emphasizing the

possible influence of Greek historiography.

On the subject of the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21, the first verse according to Japhet
“is the most discussed and interpreted verses in Chronicles, due to the appearance
of Satan” (1993:373). Japhet (1993:375) states that the verse depicts a significant
theological development in the concept of evil. However, she did not find any further
allusions to Satan or even the slightest implication of the independent existence of
evil. For which reason, she interpreted that the general attitude of the Chronicler's

view of the origin of evil, like good, is from God.
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Stokes (2009:93) responds to some of the noteworthy and more recent arguments
regarding the nature and the identity of the ‘Satan or satan’ character in Chronicles.
In his response, he attempted to set forth this character’s identity and his presence in
the narrative. An explanation he believes has been overlooked previously by
scholars. According to Stokes (2009:106), this character, whether Satan or the satan
is a superhuman figure, and is not the archenemy of God, referred to in later
traditions as the devil. Rather this character is an emissary of God, carrying out

God’s punishment on the nation of Israel.

If evil is viewed by the Chronicler to originate from God as Japhet interpreted above,
and echoed by Stokes, the question that arises then is, why and for what reason did
God punish evil and evil perpetrators in the many narratives in 1 and 2 Chronicles?
In search of answers to these questions, one may need to take note of the reminder
made by McKenzie (2004:17), in which he points out that “... the history of the
academic study of Chronicles cautions against overconfidence in one’s conclusions
at any stage, it also illustrates the capacity of biblical scholarship to correct itself and
to grow in appreciation of and possibly understanding of its object of study.” Fee and
Stuart (2003:99) also explain the importance of how much one can learn from
reading between the lines in the study of narratives; to learn not only what is
communicated explicitly, but also what is implicity communicated. The application of
this advice in a new attempt to the study of the book of Chronicles may provide
supplementary answers to the question of the origin of evil and good, as per the

Chronicler’'s worldview.

1.5. Methodology

This is both literature and exegetical study. It combines several methods to facilitate
a better understanding of the images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel as portrayed in
1 Chronicles 21. This will be studied against the theology and ideology of the book of

Chronicles.

The literature study will entail a literature review and the exegesis will be based on

Gorman’s (2008:8-9) theory on exegesis:

The careful historical, literary and theological analysis of a text ... [and]

deliberate, word-by-word and phrase-by-phrase consideration of all the parts
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of a text in order to understand it as a whole ... Exegesis is therefore an

investigation ... of the many dimensions, or textures, of a particular text.

| shall use a combination of diachronic and synchronic methodologies of biblical

exegesis.

To study this text against the book’s theology and ideology, it will be necessary to
scrutinize the book of Chronicles with its background first. This will entail a socio-
historical study. The socio-historical study will focus on the context wherein and
wherefore the book of Chronicles was written. A socio-historical approach is a study
that involves or relates to society and its organization. It is the study of the origins,
historical developments, structure, and functioning of human society, including their
social problems. This historical study is usually focused on the aggregate of people
living together in a more or less ordered community (Concise Oxford American
dictionary 2006:859). In light of this definition, this study will investigate the
combination of both social and historical factors, with regards to the book of

Chronicles.

The main philosophies of Chronicles were forged and hammered out in a post-exilic
background (Mangan 1982:2). The emphasis upon the function of Chronicles’ text in
establishing Israel’s identity, involves, first of all, understanding the text within a
certain context. In this picture, the text of the book of Chronicles serves as one part
of an unabridged social symbolic system for interpreting the existence of the people
of Israel at the time (Childs 2011:23).

After the socio-historical study, a diachronic study will be done. This will comprise a
tradition critical study, text-critical study, literary-critical study, and a redaction-critical
study. These critical studies will focus (where possible) firstly on the book of

Chronicles and then more synchronically on the text (1 Chronicles 21).

This study will be followed by a synchronic study that will be focussed on the text
and translation, involving the rhetorical and discourse/structural analysis. Finally, the
significance of the findings, regarding the theological, ideological, and practical

significance, will be scrutinized.
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1.6. Aims/objectives of the study

1.6.1. Aim

This study aims to understand what 1 Chronicles 21 communicate concerning the
images of God, Satan/satan, and the nation of Israel. These images will be studied
against the ideology and theology of 1 & 2 Chronicles. To determine the portrayal of
these three characters, | hope to find answers to the explanation of the images of the
characters that we find in 1 Chronicles 21 as well as why the author has changed the

source text to include the image of Satan/satan.

1.6.2. Objectives of the study

This research will focus specifically on 1 Chronicles 21 and the images of God,
Satan/satan, and Israel in this text; read against the theology and ideology of 1 & 2
Chronicles. It will therefore be necessary to address the following objectives:

e Discuss the socio-historical background of 1 & 2 Chronicles, including the
ideology and theology of the book;

e Present a diachronic study of 1 & 2 Chronicles as well as of 1 Chronicles 21;

e Present a synchronic study of 1 Chronicles 21,

e Discuss the findings of the study of the images portrayed in Chronicles 21;
read against the theology and ideology of 1 & 2 Chronicles;

e Discuss the contemporary relevance and hermeneutical options of these

images.

1.7. Hypothesis

The images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel as portrayed in 1 Chronicle 21, might be

explicable when studied against the theology and ideology of 1 & 2 Chronicles.

1.8. Provisional outline of chapters

This study consists of the following chapters:
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Chapter 1:  Introduction

e Introduction of the focus of this study, given detailed background; the
research problems; the relevance of the research; and the preliminary
literature review

e Stating the problem statement; the aim and objectives; the methodology used
in the research; the research hypothesis and the orthography and terminology

Chapter 2:  Socio-historical
The study of the socio-historical aspects of Chronicles, the experiences of the
ordinary Judean people during the period of the writing of the book of Chronicles.
This will require the study of the following objectives:

e a study of the shaping of the of Israel after the exile.

e a study of the concept of dualism, which is connected to Zoroastrianism.

e a study of the concept of monolatrism;

e and a study of the development of the images of Satan within Israel.

Chapter 3:  Historical Criticism of the Book of Chronicles

e Tradition criticism
This is to examine the different traditions in Israel, understand the traditions
that were emphasized, underemphasized, and completely omitted;

e Text criticism
This is to critically study the different texts that exist;

e Literary form criticism
This study will help to understand the type of literature 1 Chronicles 21 is, and
to know the various tools to employ in its interpretation.

e Redaction criticism
This study will allow for the discovery of which materials were omitted, added,

and/ or reversed by the Chronicler from the source text.

Chapter 4. Text and translation
¢ Rhetorical

e Discourse/Structural

12
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This study will help to translate and analyze the different words contained in

the passage, to understand their original intended meaning.

Chapter 5:  Hermeneutical Study

1.9.

Context of 1 & 2 Chronicles, including the traditions and redactions in the text,
which highlights the ideology and theology of the book;

Which of the elements in the book of Chronicles are also in 1 Chronicles 21
and which are not?

What does the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21 communicate concerning the
images of God, Satan/satan, and the nation of Israel in light of the theology
and ideology of 1 & 2 Chronicles?

The contemporary significance of the Chronicler’s portrayal of these images in
the narrative of | Chronicles 21.

Remarks regarding the findings of the research; relevance of those findings;

and critical issues that may require further study.

Orthography and terminology

1.7.1. Orthography

The following methodology of writing will be applied:

e The adjusted Harvard system of referencing will be used in this study.

1.7.2. Terminology

The following terminologies will apply to the research:

e Chronicles refer to the books of 1 and 2 Chronicles of the Old Testament
that this study focuses on.
e Chronicler is the author(s) of the book of Chronicles;

e Exegesis is the historical/literary study of biblical text or group of texts.
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Ideology is a system of ideas and ideals, which normally forms the basis
of economic or political theory and policy.

Theology is the study of religious belief and the nature of God.
Hermeneutics is the methodology and theory of interpretation of biblical

texts.
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Chapter 2: Diachronic reading: Socio-Historical

2.1. Introduction

To discern all the possible images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel in 1 Chronicles
21, it is necessary to search for answers, against the theological and ideological
context of the book of Chronicles. However, | believe this cannot be done without the
basic understanding of the socio-historical background and historical criticism, of the
text of Chronicles. A socio-historical study will be conducted in this chapter, while

historical criticism will be the subject matter in the next chapter.

The socio-historical approach has been perceived as effectively undermining the
traditional interest in the enterprise of biblical theology. However, the characteristic of
the socio-historical approach, in general, is in pain to demonstrate its positive
theological contributions to the study of the Old Testament (Childs 2011:22).

A socio-historical approach is a study that involves or relates to society and its
organization. It is the study of the origins, historical developments, structure, and
functioning of human society, including their social problems. This historical study is
usually focused on the aggregate of people living together in a more or less ordered
community (Concise Oxford American dictionary 2006:859). In light of this definition,
this study will investigate the combination of both social and historical factors, with

regards to the book of Chronicles.

The emphasis upon the function of Chronicles’ text in establishing Israel's identity,
involves, first of all, understanding the text within a certain context. In this picture, the
text of the book of Chronicles serves as one part of an unabridged social symbolic
system for interpreting the existence of the people of Israel at the time (Childs
2011:23).

In the year 587 B.C., Jerusalem fell to Babylon and the people of Israel were taken
off into exile. With the conquest of Babylon, by Cyrus the Persian king, in 539 B.C.,
some of the descendants of the people of Israel started to return home to Jerusalem.
Even though some Israelites returned home, nevertheless Israel was Yehud — only a
province of Persia and not an independent state. They set about to rebuild the
temple in the year 520 B.C. In this period, the tiny state was in constant threat of

extinction from hostile neighbors, and from within by the diminution of its religious
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ideals. The multi-cultural environment that was existent at this period brought about
the incursion of new, appealing, pious ideas and practices. The main philosophies of
Chronicles were supposedly forged and hammered out in such a background
(Mangan 1982:2).

It is, therefore, necessary to investigate some of these ideas, since many of them
might portray ways of thinking, which are different from the thinking patterns of our
day and age. This will require the study of the following objectives: a study of the
identity finding of Israel after the exile, a study of the whole concept of dualism,
which is connected to Zoroastrianism, a study of the concept of monolatrism, and a
study of the development of the images of Satan within Israel. The purpose of
studying all these aspects is to build together with the historical criticism in chapter 3,
the understanding of the Chronicler’s theology and ideology. Subsequently, these
studies might aid in discerning all the possible images of God, Satan/satan, and
Israel in the book of Chronicles. These images might be explicable against

Chronicler’s theology and ideology.

2.2. The identity formation of Israel after the exile

From the perspective of the Old Testament and the protestant Bible, the history of
Israel is viewed as a theocracy (the kingdom of God) and consists of three periods.
The first period, from Moses to Samuel, was under the guidance of the prophets.
The second period from King Saul to the Babylonian captivity was under the
guidance of the kings. The last period, from Ezra to the birth of Jesus Christ was
under the reign of the high priests. The focus of this section, however, is on the

transitional period between the second and the third (Edersheim 1975: iv-v).

There has always been a strong belief in the organic unity of Israel, in so much so
that the past and the present were always seen to form a unity, which is virtually
natural. This can easily be seen in the observation of the twelve tribes historically.
The names vary, from text to text in the Old Testament, but the number always
remains a constant, as a symbol of completeness. In this light, the Chronicler uses
the twelve as a symbol for the unity of the people of Israel. Even though, only the

tribe of Judah was effectually operative, during the transition between the second
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and the third period, possibly the time of writing of the book of Chronicles (Mangan
1982:2-3).

Yahweh’s word spoken in one period, therefore, becomes valid for the next period.
Thus, the Chronicler’s point, in helping his contemporaries understand Yahweh, by
confronting Yahweh’s word with the new situation and interpreting the word in that
light (Mangan 1982:3).

The Israelites that returned from exile were faced with many challenges. They
struggled to rebuild Jerusalem, which they believed Yahweh had given to them. The
city was in ruin, from the Babylonian destruction. It was at this time ruled by the
Persians and partially dwelt by a multi-cultural population. After rebuilding the city
and the temple, the Judean community struggled to understand what their
relationship to God would be in this new situation. The book of Chronicles was most

probably, written for this troubled restoring community (Barry, et. al. 2014:1).

The book of Chronicles, in this regard, can then be viewed as historiography (history
writing). It presents Israel’s past that to a certain extent, does not line up with the
history of Israel in the books of Samuel and Kings. Its various literary features
demonstrate its historiographical concern. Yet its historicity is often debated. The
Chronicler, in selecting and arranging his source material displays considerable
freedom. This is quite like any historical writing, which anyone who had ever
borrowed from a written source may perhaps attest to. History writing generally
involves creativity, the selection, omission, and interpretation of historical sources.
The Chronicler’s selectivity can, therefore, easily be seen in his omission of any
narrative that emphasizes or positively portrays the northern kingdom of Israel. He
omits most narratives that tell the story of David’s sins, like his adultery with
Bathsheba and subsequent murder of Uriah, and Solomon’s many wives, and his

consequent syncretic practices (Barry, et. al. 2014:1).
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2.2.1. Earlier studies

Before the nineteenth century, scholars* used Chronicles confidently and accepted
its testimony about the pre-exilic period of Israel’s history. It was understood to

supplement the books of Samuel and Kings (Graham 1990:2-3).

By the beginning of the nineteenth century, a segment of the German Old Testament
scholarship® issued the first challenge, which resulted in a rejection of the book of
Chronicles for a historical reconstruction of the pre-exilic period of Israel’s history.
These scholars supposedly saw the enormous conflict between Chronicles and the
books of Samuel and Kings. In support of their arguments against the historical
trustworthiness of the book of Chronicles, questions were raised, based on the
critical study of the language and contents of the book itself. Attempts to answer
these questions resulted in conclusions about the general purpose of the work. Their
ideas were formulated in the frameworks of date, authorship, and sources (Graham
1990:42).

The response to vindicate the book of Chronicles’ historical testimony arose from
Protestant and Catholic circles alike.® They used nine arguments’ in an attempt to
justify the book of Chronicles’ historical trustworthiness. Two of the arguments were
debated more often and extensively than others. These are the source argument and
the harmonization argument. Nonetheless, at a later time, a second challenge was
issued, which spun around the history of Israel’s religion, and the connections
between the book of Chronicles and the Priestly Code (P).2 In search of answers to
these issues, the external support argument; assumed monumental importance
(Graham 1990:55).

4 Josephus, Antiquitatas Judaisae VIII 246, 292, Humphrey Prideaux (1715), Johann J. John (1829),
J. G. Eichhorn (1803).

5 De Wette (1806), W. Gesenius (1815), C. P. W. Gramberg (1823).

6 Bertholdt (1813), Dahler (1819), Herbst (1831), Keil (1833), Hivernick (1839).

7 These arguments were issued in defence of Chronicles’ historical trustworthiness: 1) The divine
inspiration argument. 2) The moral argument. 3) The source argument. 4) The supplementary
argument. 5) The textual corruption argument. 6) The modernization argument. 7) The harmonization
argument. 8) The external support argument. 9) The general credibility argument (Graham 1990:43-
54).

8 The Priestly Code, found in Exod. 25—Lev 16, is a large collection of laws (approximately 1/3 of the
total) focused primarily on the priests and worship. Major topics covered include: circumcision, the
Passover meal, keeping of the Sabbath, inappropriate behaviour for priests, clean and unclean
animals, purification and atonement, redeeming property, oaths, cleansing lepers, keeping Yom
Kippur and Sukkot, Nazirite vows, consecration of priests, and ritual of the Red Heifer (Johnson
2015).
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In the latter half of the nineteenth century, a new period was initiated in the study of
the Pentateuch.® This period witnessed the movement in scholarship to re-date the
Priestly code. The scholars,’® who accepted a post-exilic date for P, adopted an
extremely skeptical approach, towards the book of Chronicles as a reliable historical
source (Graham 1990:150).

This movement, as mentioned above led to the conclusion that just as P was a
rewritten history of Israel’s pre-exilic period, the book of Chronicles also revised the
account in the books of Samuel and Kings. This conclusion they supposed, was to
make the book of Chronicles more congruent, with the practices and ideals of the
post-exilic period. Consequently, those who accepted a late dating for P took an
indistinct view of the book of Chronicles’ historical reliability (Graham 1990:150-151).

There were many other scholars,'* who favored the pre-exilic date for P. These
scholars, generally accepted information from the book of Chronicles for the
reconstruction of Israel’s pre-exilic history. The crucial element for this group of
scholars, regarding the second challenge to the book of Chronicles’ historical
reliability, was that if the credibility of P was eroded, then the credibility of Chronicles

concerning the pre-exilic history of Israel was eroded as well (Graham: 189-191).

The nineteenth-century also witnessed great archaeological discoveries in the
Ancient Near East. Among the discoveries, the epigraphical finds and their
translations, made the greatest impact, as they were used by many scholars'? in
defense of the book of Chronicles’ historical reliability. Critical responses were
issued to the apologetic use of archaeology. Smith (1889), Driver (1895), and Brown
(1889),'3 all saw value in the use of archaeological research to illuminate Israel’'s
pre-exilic history. However, they were not as confident as others, in the vindication of
the book of Chronicles’ reliability for Israel's pre-exilic history. The consensus,

among these later scholars, is that archaeology had only succeeded in providing a

9 Pentateuch consists of the first five books of the Old Testament: Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus,
Numbers and Deuteronomy.

10 | ate dating of P was inaugurated by Graf (1866), approved by Kuenen (1886), Wellhausen (1870),
Colenso (1871), Meyer (1884), Stade (1889), Piepinbring (1886), Guther (1899), and Budde (1906).

11 Scholars who favoured pre-exilc date for P: Klostermann (1898), Ndldeke (1868), Kittel (1895),
Neteler (1899), Kohler (1875), Zéchler (1877), and Oettli (1889; 1905).

12 Scholars who used archaeology to defend the historical reliability of Chronicles: Rawlinson
(1959:113-123), Schrader (1885), Sayce (1894), Smith (1894), McCurdy (1901).

13 Brown’s understanding of the book of Chronicles appeared in the Hastings Dictionary of the Bible
(1889).
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possible set of circumstances for the narratives in the book of Chronicles, not a proof
of the story’s truthfulness (Graham 1990:222-223).

The debates, over the usefulness of Chronicles in the reconstruction of Israel’s pre-
exilic history, continued into the twentieth century. It has largely involved the same
issues. Many scholars!* according to Graham (1990:248) refer to the Chronicler’s
theological ideology to account for the historical depiction in the book of Chronicles.

2.2.2. Recent studies

The emphasis of this study, however, is not on the reconstruction of Israel’s pre-
exilic history, rather it is to understand the images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel in
1 Chronicles 21, against the theological and ideological background of the book of

Chronicles.

The numerous narratives found in the book of Chronicles are indicative of the
theology and ideology the Chronicler sought to depict. The writer of Chronicles gave
many details which the writers of Samuel and Kings do not record, in particular,
Israel’s religious organizations during the monarchy. Special interest was given to
the Levites by the Chronicler, by repeatedly mentioning them, to show the special
part they played in the nation's affairs. The writers of Samuel and Kings on the other

hand scarcely mentioned the Levites (Fleming 2014:150).

Contrariwise, there are many things that the Chronicler did not record, that are found
in the books of Samuel and Kings, such as the failures of King David, Solomon, and
some of the Davidic Kings (Fleming 2014:150).

Based on the omission and addition of details from the sources, the Chronicler chose
and arranged his materials to impress on the returned captives, the importance of
rebuilding the nation by emphasizing the importance of the temple. Thus, he
portrayed the northern kingdom negatively, because they were not associated with
Jerusalem, but with places like Bet-El and Sichem. Simultaneously, he focused
mostly on the Davidic line of kings, who reigned in Jerusalem. The deduction then is
that according to Fleming, he regarded David’'s dynasty as the only legitimate

dynasty, “Jerusalem the only legitimate capital, the temple the only legitimate

14 According to Graham (1990:248), these scholars in the twentieth century used the Chronicler's
purpose to account for elements in his historical presentation: Thomas Willi (1972), Rudolf Moses
(1973), Peter Welten (1973), Peter Ackroyd (1973, 1977), H. G. M. Williamson (1982), Roddy Braun
(1979)
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sanctuary, and the Levitical priesthood the only legitimate religious order” (Fleming
2014:64).

Geyser-Fouché (2016:2) explains the term exclusive language by looking at the
development of thought on language as an instrument. In her view, exclusive
language is used in certain circumstances to strengthen a certain group's identity
and to empower the group. Geyser-Fouché notes that exclusive language is not
always of an emphatic nature but can also lie in what has not been emphatically
expressed. She says that it can be seen in what is underplayed or what is left out in

the narration.

According to Geyser-Fouché (2016:2), several studies have been conducted
concerning the identity finding of Israel that is focused on the post-exilic era, also
known as the Second Temple period. She affirms that texts are not simple reflections
of well-defined identities but are rather part of ongoing identity negotiation
processes. This affirmation she says applies to texts originating in the contexts of
transition in Yehud, under the Persian rule in the post-exilic period (Geyser-Fouché
2016:3).

Geyser-Fouché (2016:3), points out that the recent studies in the identity finding of
Israel in post-exilic times demonstrate the nation was seeking an identity at a time it
has diverse ideologies. Some sought it using exclusive language, while others
attempted it using inclusive language. In Geyser-Fouché’s (2016:5) view, 1
Chronicles 21 is a discourse of power, which emphasizes the temple, the cult, the
sacrifice, and the monarchy. In her view, the new history the Chronicler created is
the legitimation of a new ideology, which was achieved by using exclusive language

and by selective narration.

Jarick (2007:6) believes that the book of Chronicles is not the work of one author,
rather the initiative of a community of analysts. Nonetheless, his view on the
message agrees with Fleming’s. He sees the traditions the writers gathered,
selected, and refined as sacrosanct and part of God’s cosmic plan. The cosmic plan
was then set up by David, who he regarded as the absolute monarch and only a
commitment to a system instituted by the monarch, which can bring about a flawless

society.
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Zvi (2010:10) understands Chronicles, as a book that presents itself as a secondary
and interpretive composition. It is a book that informs and reconfigures the meaning
of primary authoritative books like Samuel, Kings, and the prophets. The book of
Chronicles separates itself in many ways, from these primary authoritative books,

and does not aim to emulate these primary sources.

Jonker (2010:283) explores the different viewpoints regarding the Chronicler's
presentation of King Saul's narrative, as it differs significantly from the version in 1
Samuel. Jonker contends that the Chronicler made some changes, by omitting some
information in some areas and adding some information in other areas. Jonker
however, emphasizes in agreement with Knoppers (2004: 52-56; 1 Chronicles 1-9),
that the differences between the book of Chronicles and Samuel or Kings should not
always be attributed to the Chronicler’s theological intention. Rather, that it could be,
the Chronicler’s text was from a different version, than the Masoretic Text (MT) of the
book of Samuel. The minuses from the Chronicler’s text, compared to Samuel, most

probably indicate he used a shorter version than the MT Samuel.

On the question of the function of the Saul narrative in Chronicles, Jonker (2010:
292), in agreement with Knoppers (2004:526-531; | Chronicles 10-29), posits four
scholarly viewpoints: The first position understands that the Chronicler wanted to
contrast Saul and David. The second position sees a unique contribution of the Saul
narrative in the Chronicler's theology, and that the Chronicler’s version operates
independently from Samuel’s. The third position emphasized the continuity between
Saul and David’s reign. While at the same time, downplays the contrast between
Saul and David, and also the unique theological contribution of the Saul narrative in
Chronicles. The fourth position also argues about the contrast between Saul and
David, but this time, from a different angle, based on the text version the Chronicler

used.

Knoppers (2004:528-531; 1 Chronicles, 10-29) offers two significant considerations
that should be considered when pursuing an understanding of the character and
purpose of the Saul narrative in Chronicles. The first has to do with the unique style
of the Chronicler’s historiography, while the second has to do with the context of the
Persian period, in which the Chronicler wrote. The first consideration indicates a
unique feature of the Chronicler’s treatment of Saul. He shifted focus from the

kingship to the conduct of the individual king. The Chronicler's emphasis on Saul’s
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death ignores his positives, thereby casting a negative light on Saul's legacy and at
the same time, not implicating the tribe of Benjamin, but rather Saul himself. The
Chronicler’s strategy also results in seeing that David became a king, not by lineage,
inheritance, or any other means, but by divine choice and human acclamation. By
shifting focus from the kingship to the conduct of the individual king, the Chronicler,
seem to urge his readers, who include the Benjaminites, to consider David a king for

all Israel.

Fleming (2014:391) refers to the Chronicler's characterization of Saul's reign as
marked by weakness and conflict, while David’s by strength and prosperity. The
difference between these two kings is attributed not to the monarchy as an

institution, but to David’s submission to God and his desire to carry out God’s will.

Knoppers (1999:50) interprets what the Chronicler presents, as a stunning
alternative to the messages of the books of Samuel and Kings. The alternative
results from differing contexts. The Chronicler gives an elaborated picture of David’s
plans, speeches, and appointments. The books of Samuel and Kings, on the other
hand, present David as a man, who in his latter days was made to flee by his son,
until his army restored him to power (2 Samuel 15:1-20:22). He was presented as a
weak and feeble man in 1 Kgs 1:1-4. Furthermore, 1 Kgs 2:1-10 presents his speech
to Solomon, where, instead of a farewell of encouragement to his son, he summons

him to use his wisdom to deal with his enemies.

Knoppers (1999:50-54) argues that it is inevitable that the reconstruction of the
Chronicler’s position, will affect how one construes the pre-exilic, as well as post-
exilic periods of the Israelite history. This is because the events that were chronicled

in the book were pre-exilic, written in the post-exilic period.

Concerning the loftier debate over the history of the priesthood in Israel, Knoppers
(1999:51) believes that the Chronicler was defending the position found in
Deuteronomy. He affirms that in principle, any Levite can become a priest. There are
two opposing views, with regards to the priests and the Levites. Nonetheless, both
views, uphold Chronicles as an important document in outlining the history of the
Priesthood in Jerusalem. One of the views affirms Aaron and his lineage as priests

while portraying the Levites only as servants and janitors in charge of the physical
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equipment of the temple. The other view regards the duties of the priests and the

Levites equally.

Knoppers (1999:51-52) correspondingly presents differing views among scholars,*®
concerning redaction activities in the book of Chronicles. One of the views contends
that there is evidence of two redactions in the book. The original Chronicler is
regarded as pro-Levitical, he promoted the equality of the Levites and the Aaronic
priesthood. While a later redactor, separates the duties of the Levites and the
Aaronic priesthood, placing the duties of the Levites as subservient to that of the

Aaronic priesthood. The later redactor in this view is then regarded as pro-priestly.

The second view holds that the Chronicler specifically advanced a pro-priestly
position. This view, however, is held by two groups of scholars. One group?® argues
that the Chronicler’s history extensively promotes priestly position, whereby there is
a clear distinction between the functions and status of the Levites and the priests.
The second group,’ defend the pro-priestly position of Chronicles differently. Unlike
the pro-Levitical scholarly view, which holds that a later redactor promoted the
priestly position of Chronicles, this second group speaks of a pro-Levitical redaction
or pro-Levitical additions. We, therefore, have two points of view, on the question of
the duties of the Levites and the priests. These two positions result in two
incongruent constructions of the Chronicler's work. One was influenced by the book

of Deuteronomy, while the other by the priestly works (Knoppers 1999:52-54).

The narratives in Chronicles are mostly compared against that of Samuel and Kings.
Lasor et. al. (1996:548), refer to the book of Kings, as a historical narrative, with an
editor’s prophetic comments, resulting in a history book written with a religious and a
practical aim. It is the history of a tragic period worth recording as a lesson of God’s

discipline of his people.

The book of Samuel relates the history of Israel from the perspective of obedience to
God, rather than from the perspective of the system of government. The purpose of

the book of Samuel was not just a recording of historical events, but rather, to show

15 The scholars that subscribe to this view are: Welch (1935:172-184), Williamson (1882:28-31), and
De Vries (1989:191-196).
16 The scholars who hold to this view are: Curtis & Madsen (1910: 8-10).

17 Rothstein & Hanel (1927: xliv); Von Rad (1965:88-115); Noth (1957 110-23); Rudolph (1955:1-5);
Mosis (1973 44-45); and Throntveit (1987:6-7).
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how God was working in the lives of his people. The purpose of the book of
Chronicles, on the other hand, was to show the returning migrants, that they were a
continuation of the pre-captivity nation, whose lives were based on the Davidic

dynasty and religious lives on the Levitical priesthood (Fleming 2014:64, 391).

The Chronicler takes a leaf out of Ezekiel’'s book, where the choice of life or death
confronts its generation, by constantly invoking the theme of individual responsibility

and the consequences of one’s actions (Lasor et. al. 1996:548).

The book of 2 Kings, particularly chapter 17:7-18, underscores idolatry as one of the
main causes of the exile. On the contrary, the book of Chronicles looks past this
surface cursor, to the root of the problem, which is the forsaking of Yahweh. This
fundamental problem is demonstrated in many narratives in the book of Chronicles.
The Chronicler shows Israel’s neglect of their relationship with Yahweh, through their
forsaking of proper worship. He then calls their attention to seek Yahweh, and to
have a complete response and subsequent transformation in him, through the

examples of lives of many of their kings (Barry et. al. 2014:1).

2.2.3. Summary

The focus of this section was on the transitional period in Israel’s history. It was a
time when the people of Judah that returned from exile were struggling to rebuild
their city, inhabited by a multi-cultural population. After rebuilding the city and the
temple, the Judean community struggled to understand what their relationship to
God would be in the new situation. The book of Chronicles was most probably,
written for this troubled restoring community. The Chronicler be a historiographer,
who rewrote history, not so much in line with the history of Israel in Samuel and
Kings, and his other sources. Relatively, he displayed considerable freedom, in

selecting and rearranging narratives from his source materials.

Also, the Chronicler did not write to reconstruct the pre-exilic period of Israel’s
history. Rather, he sought to portray the theology and ideology, which was
necessary to encourage the post-exilic community, who had recently left the other
areas of the Persian Empire to return to Jerusalem. This he did, through retelling

their history in a new way.

1 Chronicles 21 is a discourse of power, which emphasizes the temple, the cult, the

sacrifice, and the monarchy. The new history the Chronicler created is the
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legitimation of a new ideology, which was achieved by using exclusive language and
also by selective narration.

While the exilic audience of the books of Samuel and Kings needed to hear about
Israel’s past sins, to understand their current situation; the post-exilic audience of the
book of Chronicles needed to be assured that Yahweh was still interested in them.
They also needed to look up to David, as a model. The Chronicler looked past the
sins of the past, to the root of the problem, which as he portrayed, was the forsaking
of proper worship of Yahweh. He then used his writing to call their attention to seek
Yahweh and to have a complete response and subsequent transformation in his
worship. Therefore, what the Chronicler sought to achieve in his writing, was to
encourage the restoring community, his post-exilic audience to find their identity in a
multi-cultural environment, as God’s people and heirs of the promises of David and
to legitimize the temple as the only place of true Yahweh-worship, safeguarding the
position of the temple elite.

2.3. The concept of dualism, which is connected to

Zoroastrianism

Not only did the post-exilic community experience a multi-cultural environment in the
other areas of the Persian Empire where they recently returned from to Jerusalem;
they were also at this transitional period, cohabiting with a multi-cultural population in
Jerusalem. This multi-cultural population presented different ideas, which posed a lot
of challenges to the Judean community. Thus, they struggled to understand what
their relationship with God would be in their new situation. It is, therefore, necessary
in this section, to examine some of these ideas, which motivated the Chronicler to
present the history of Israel from a new perspective. It is presumed that the book of
Chronicles was written, to help the Judean community to find their identity in a

confusing, difficult, and multi-cultural environment (Moreau et. al. 2000:293).

2.3.1. Dualism

The concept of dualism was one of the prevalent ideas in the post-exilic community.
Dualism according to Cairns (2002:140) is the “philosophic system which proposes
two original and independent principles in the universe, one good, and the other

evil.”
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Two substances or powers need to exist to have dualism. This can be distinguished
from monism, in which there is only one substance of power (Ferguson et. al.
1998:211).

In general, there are distinct senses in which dualism can be understood. In
theology, God is set against some spiritual principle of evil or the material world. In
Philosophy, the spirit is set over against matter. In psychology, the soul is set against
the body (Wood 1996:283).

Possibly, dualism can be affirmed or denied in at least four different contexts. The
first context denies dualism, by contrasting God and creation. In this context, God is
not identified with his creation. Rather, God is distinct from his creation. He is the
ground of his creation, and its sustaining cause. God is understood as both
transcendent beyond his creation, and immanent within it (Ferguson et. al.
1998:211).

The second context seems to affirm dualism, by contrasting the mind and the body.
This milieu separates the body from the mind or soul. Some form of dualism exists in
the face of biblical teaching. According to 2 Corinthians 5:1-10, humans survive the
death of the body. However, what survives is non-physical (Ferguson et. al.
1998:211).

Moral and physical evil represents the third context of dualism. The two principles of
good and evil allow the account for moral and physical evil, which are locked
together in conflict. Biblical theology, however, denies such a dualism, which is
characteristic of Zoroastrianism. In biblical theology, evil occurs either by God’s
permission or by God’s messenger. An example of God’s permission of evil can be
found in the narrative of Job, God gave free rein to Satan, who successively
unleashed evil on Job. Similarly, an example of God’s messenger of evil is in the
narrative of the punishment of the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah (Ferguson et. al.
1998:211).

The dualism of revelation and reason is the fourth context of dualism. For example,

the knowledge of Jesus Christ as being the Saviour,'® owns its source to divine

18 The knowledge of Jesus Christ as being the Saviour, | presume is the understanding by Christians
that Jesus Christ came to seek and save sinners from the bondage of sin and lead them to spend
eternity with God, rather than been eternally separated from God (Gal. 4:4-5; 1 Peter 3:18; 1 Timothy
2:4).
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revelation, while the knowledge of the existence of the nation of Israel, is not from
revelation but reason (Ferguson et. al. 1998:211).

Dualism finds more philosophical expression, in the making of an absolute distinction
between spirit and matter. This is coupled with a great propensity to regard spirit as
good and matter as certainly evil. The moral depreciation of matter as contrasted to
spirit is contrary to the biblical understanding. According to the Old Testament, the
matter is not inherently evil. God saw all that he had made as good (Gn. 1:31). Also,
the evil consequences of rebellion against God affect not only the material but also
the spirit (Wood 1996:283).

The Persian world pictured God or gods as imposing order on a formless but pre-
existent matter. In this view, the matter self is not created by God. This view imposes
a limit on the divine operation. In the biblical concept of creation, the Israelites
regarded the world as owing not only its form but also its very being to God (Wood
1996:283).

At some point in the Persian religion, there existed a belief in a being evil by his
nature, this being does not owe its origin to the creator of good but exists
independently. The Israelites certainly came in contact with these influences but did
not accept this belief, based on the biblical writings. The biblical writers view Satan
and all the powers of evil as subordinate to God, in their present activities, and in

their very being as fallen creatures (Wood 1996:283).

2.3.2. Zoroastrianism

Zoroastrianism is a Persian religion, which has evolved through many stages. The
modern adherents are found in Bombay, India. Zoroastrianism arguably influenced
the Israelites in the post-exilic period, in the area of demonology and eschatology
(Ferguson et. al. 1998:735).

Zoroastrianism is a religion, which is arguably dualistic. Its good god is Ahura
Mazda, who is opposed by the evil god, Angra Mainyu. The religion teaches the idea
that Ahura Mazda created the world as a combat zone, in which it will overcome
Angra Mainyu, and subsequently overcome evil. Human beings are at the center of
this struggle and have to choose Ahura Mazda who is on the side of truth, instead of
Angra Mainyu, who is on the side of the lie. The people must choose sides, and their

destinies depended on the side they have chosen. Human beings making the right
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choice will result in the eventual triumph of Ahura Mazda (Ferguson et. al.
1998:735).

The focus of the Zoroastrian universe is on three major events, the creation, the
revelation, and the final transfiguration. The salvation of the world is their ultimate
aim. The last days will be marked by suffering, which will usher in the savior. The
savior will come in glory. The later Zoroastrian traditions claim that the savior will be
born of a virgin, impregnated by Zoroaster's sperm, which is deposited in the lake
and preserved miraculously. The final battle will be a great one between good and
evil, ending in victory for the good. The last judgment will then take place, after the
resurrection of the dead, whose bodies will be united with the spirit. Thereafter, the
kingdom of Ahura Mazda will be ushered in on earth (Moreau 2000:1046).

There are certainly some aspects of these dualistic ideas that could be embraced.
However, from the Chronicler’s perspective, the post-exilic Judean community must
challenge any form of dualism that compromises the understanding of Yahweh as
the supreme power and authority over everything that exists (Moreau et. at.
2000:293).

2.3.3. Summary

The post-exilic Judeans experienced a multicultural environment both in the exile
communities and in their restoring communities. They were influenced by many
cultures and religions, which presented so many ideas that challenged the way
Yahweh should be worshipped. Amidst their confused and difficult condition
seemingly, the Chronicler wrote to help them understand Yahweh and how to

worship him.

Amongst the prevalent ideas is the concept of dualism, of which Zoroastrianism is an
archetypal example. Dualism was a system that proposes two original and
independent principles in the universe, one good, and the other evil. This is similar to
the Judean religion, which upholds God as the supreme creator and the created
Satan. The Chronicler probably wrote to the post-exilic Judean community, to
challenge any form of dualism that compromises the understanding of Yahweh as
the supreme power and authority over everything that exists. It is assumed that
Chronicles was written to help the restoring Judaic community understand Yahweh

and know their identity in such a confusing, difficult, and multi-cultural environment.
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2.4. The concept of Monolatrism

The examination of the concept of monolatrism might provide the dynamics of
idolatry that plagued the Judean nation throughout its history. The current debate,
however, gives the impression that Yahweh and monotheism merely resulted from
the evolution of religious thought within the culture of Israel. Without question, the
worship of other gods existed alongside the worship of Yahweh throughout the Old
Testament, reaching its peak in many eras. One cannot also do justice to the
examination of the early traditions of Israel if one denies the ancient monotheistic
tendencies (Day 2001:46-47).

It is important to express the terminologies used in the discussions that involve the
terms monotheism, monolatrism, and polytheism. Monotheism is the belief that there
is only one God, and all worship should be accorded to him only. Monolatrism, on
the other hand, is the worship of but one god, with the recognition of the existence of
many gods. Polytheism tolerated the worship of many gods since no single god was
thought to be in control of all the occurrences that are vital for human life (Tigay
1996:433).

To take a sensible approach to the understanding of ancient Israel's religious
development, one may need to recognize that there were many simultaneous strains
of religious thought in ancient Israel. The religious thought repeatedly swayed,
running the gamut from monolatrous, to monotheistic, and to polytheistic. For
example, Yahweh in many eras had Asherah as his consort (Zorn 1999:96).

During the monarchies, specifically in the course of the reign of King Rehoboam,
Israel and Judah were separated, the religion of both nations did not differ much
from the religious conceptions of their neighbors. Some of their kings may have tried
to establish some kind of monolatrism, sometimes with success, and other times
without much success. In cases where Assyrian cultic symbols were abolished in the
Jerusalem temple, ROmer (2013:1) argues that it may simply reflect the
demonstration of loss of power by the Assyrians on Palestine. He added that “the
idea of centralization may simply reflect the situation of a quite truncated state of
Judah in which Jerusalem remained the only important city and its temple the only

remaining sanctuary.”
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In agreement with Zorn (1999:96), Romer (2013:1-2) sees clear biblical and extra-
biblical evidence before Josianic reform, that Yahweh was associated with a
goddess, Asherah. Rémer further supposed that the title of the goddess may have
been the Queen of Heaven. He, however, admitted that other goddesses like; Ishtar
in Mesopotamia, Astarte, Anat, and Hera in Greek mythology, could also use the
same title. To sustain his argument, Rémer refers to the book of Jeremiah 44:18,
where parts of the population of Judah, attributed the collapse of their city to the
neglect by the Judeans, of the cult of the Queen of Heaven. According to Jeremiah
44:18, the Judeans that have fled to Egypt were complaining that they have lacked
everything and were perishing by the sword and by famine because they were no
longer pouring out libations to the Queen of heaven and performing incense offerings

to her.

The reconstruction of popular religion in ancient Israel starts with a working
definition. These include veneration of Asherah, as the mother goddess and/or
consort of Yahweh, rituals connected with fertility, the making, and use of images,
mostly female images, rites of passage, offerings for the dead, as part of funerary
practices, security of the family patrimony, private prayer, bonding with others,
especially among women, various feasts and festivals, veneration of popular saints,
occasional child sacrifice and so on. These aspects of commonly accepted ancient
Israelite religion were originally a legitimate part of Yahwism. However, these
practices became anathema, at later stages of the Israelite religious development,
under the prophets, the Deuteronomistic, and the Priestly reform movements. Thus,
they have all disappeared in the literary tradition of the Old Testament in its present
form (Dever 1995:53). Dever suggests that they may have been deliberately
suppressed, except in few passages where redactors feared tampering too much
with the scriptures.

Nonetheless, the ever-increasing body of archaeological data has helped to
illuminate the Old Testament texts. Also by reading between the lines in the Old
Testament, all these vital dimensions of ancient Israelite religion can be recovered
(Dever 1995:53).

Archaeology, according to Dever, can supposedly contribute immensely to the
discussion of ancient Israelite religion. It is the only source that yields data that are

new, external, and seemingly unbiased. It allows us to get back there. Whereas
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analysis of texts inevitably, falls back to historical explanations, which usually are
attempts at chronological ordering, and most of the time unobtainable. Archaeology
is more truly explanatory than the analysis of texts because it comes closer as it is
genetic, evolutionary, and social in its orientation. Additionally, archaeology can help
to restore a better balanced, proper emphasis on popular religion and the cult (Dever
1995:52-53).

Dever suggested that among critical biblical scholars, there is currently the
consensus that ancient Israel was polytheists or at least monolatrous during the
monarchy. There is also the consensus that monotheism was a product of the exile.
Additionally, scholars agree that the radical reconstruction of Israelite religion was
necessitated by the experience, under the Deuteronomistic, Priestly, and other
established traditions. However, polytheism, or at best monolatrism is the view that

prevails as normative in the canonical literature (Dever 1995:49-50).

The only exception to the consensus is by Tigay (1986:41). Tigay adopted an
archaeological approach in his study. He studied many Hebrew names of the ninth to
the sixth century B.C., on graffiti, Hebrew Bible, and seals. He discovered that only
5.9 percent employ theophoric elements other than Yahweh. This led him to
conclude that basically, only this little proportion of the Israelite population was
polytheistic. The result, in other words, is that after the monarchy, or perhaps even
earlier, many Israelites did not worship gods other than Yahweh. Tigay’s
interpretation according to Dever (1995:49-50), can be thought to have ignored the
popular view by many scholars, which points out that Yahwism in Israel most

probably included other deities.

Dever (1995:50) argues that nearly all the works he reviewed challenged older
conceptions of Yahwistic monotheism. The argument is based on the
acknowledgment of the fact that the recent ‘Yahweh and his a/Asherah’ inscription
from Khirbet el-Qém and Kuntillet Ajrid are Israelite-Judean shrines of about the
eighth century B.C. Tigay’s view is that these sites are too far out into the Sinai
desert to be tagged Israelite sites. He also contended that Ajrad was frequented by
other nations in addition to Israelites. However, these arguments do not allow one to
avoid the clear implications of the inscriptions. Scientists have used neutron
activation analysis to show that some of the pottery comes from both the Samaria

district and the South, precisely Israel, and Judah. The clear implications of the
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extra-biblical inscriptions, where Yahweh and Asherah are mentioned in the same
phrase, therefore, attest that the ancient Israelite religion was anything but

monotheistic.

Monotheism presumably, arose in Israel as one aspect of its religious development.
The two extremes in the study of Israel’s religious development are the view that
ancient Israel’'s worship of other gods was rare, and on the other hand, the view that
absolute monotheism was only achieved during the middle ages. Day (2001:46),
however, argues “instead of that there was a monolatrous party already in the pre-
exilic period and that absolute monotheism was first expressed by Deutero-Isaiah in
the exile and became fully operative in the post-exilic period.” This does not mean,
according to Day that the influence of Canaanite deities was extinguished since the

effect can still be discerned in the imagery of apocalyptic material (Day 2001:46).

Dever attributes the creation of the Hebrew Bible and monotheism as direct results
of the theological crises of the exile and the chauvinistic subjugation of the Asherah
cult. Dever argues that only archaeology can redress the bias created by the
suppression of folk religion by the book religion. Dever notes that whereas the book
religion is biased towards male-dominated authorship and subsequent study, the folk
religion, through archaeological discoveries reveals the long-lost goddess, which
could give women, back their distinctive long-lost voice. However, Dever seems to
have created an unseemly contrast between folk religion and book religion. He
attributed all cult-related archaeological data as evidence of normative folk religion,
but all ancient texts as revisionists book religion (Baker 2008:71).

The implications are that archaeological and textual data are classified only based
on type, without analyzing their reliability and their range of interpretive possibilities.
This approach assumes that textual evidence is revisionist propaganda, whereas
archaeological evidence and its subsequent interpretations are complete and
unbiased. It does seem, therefore, that Dever degrades the importance of primary
textual sources, but exaggeratedly emphasized the importance of archaeological
evidence (Baker 2008:71-72).

Despite the fact, that archaeology does affirm that at different eras in its history,
ancient Israel largely failed to be monolatrous or monotheistic, this is, however, in

line with the biblical text. Therefore, Israel had a polytheistic history, but not in the
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sense of it embracing polytheism at one stage in its religious evolution. The history of
Israel’s failures should then not be confused with the history of monotheism (Baker
2008:71-72).

Yahweh does appear in a class of his own in the Pentateuch, yet the texts do not
deny the existence of other gods. It can be argued that exclusive Judean
monotheism did not develop during the late monarchical period. Rather, in the Old
Testament, the Judean religion consistently contrasts Yahweh and other gods
(Hardin 2010:449).

In the Second Temple period, the literature of the period reveals the frequent use of
the phrase ‘the most high God'. This phrase denoted an acknowledgment of
monolatrism, which is the belief that Yahweh was supreme and transcendent over all
other gods. It does not mean that Yahweh was simply the chief of many other gods
(Hardin 2010:449).

In Deuteronomy 4:35-39, the Israelites were reminded of the reason that Yahweh
was shown to them, and nations were driven out for them. This is so that they will
know that Yahweh is God and there is no other God. It appears the lIsraelites
understood this reminder simply as a theological statement that denies the existence
of other gods. For the Israelites practically, it is more of a behavioral command ruling
out relationships with any other beings and objects that can be seen as gods. This
prohibition of the worship of all but one deity was unique in the religious history of
Israel. Polytheism tolerated the worship of many gods since no single god was
thought to be in control of all the occurrences that are vital for human life. From the
perspective of polytheism, the gods themselves were thought to be tolerant of this
pluralism and several gods could be worshiped in one sanctuary. The Old Testament
demand for monolatrism was unswervingly based on the argument that the worship
of other gods would be unjustified and pointless. This is because Yahweh alone set

Israel free and only he provides all her needs (Tigay 1996:64).

Furthermore, the ‘have’ in the phrase you shall have no other gods, means to be in a
relationship with. This can be understood as the same idiom that is used for
establishing marriage relationships. In the Old Testament, it is a fundamental idiom
for the establishment of the relationship between Yahweh and Israel. As in Exod 6:7

(NKJV): “I will take you as My people, and | will be your God.” Also in Leviticus 26:12

34

© University of Pretoria



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

(02’&

“I will walk among you and be your God, and you shall be My people.” In practical
terms, the commandment means that Israel may not have any relationship with other
gods; including building altars, sanctuaries, making offerings, consult, take oaths in
their names, or even mention their names. The transliterations for the Hebrew term
for other gods (el and Elohim) can be used for angels, spirits, idols, pagan deities,
and Yahweh himself. However, all but the worship of Yahweh is prohibited (Tigay
1996:64).

The question is, why then are these beings referred to as gods? Several Old
Testament passages, like Deuteronomy 4:35, 39, have stated that there is no other
god but Yahweh. It could be suggested that the passages that refer to them as gods,
merely adopted the terminology of those who worshiped them to be understood by
them. Moreover, it can also be noted that traditional language is slow to change even
after it had become theologically obsolete. For example, Exodus 15:11 asks the
guestion, “who is like You, O Lord, among the gods?” which seems to remain one of
the Judean liturgies to this day (Tigay 1996:64).

According to Tigay, many critical scholars believe that the Pentateuch only taught
monolatrism and not monotheism. Also since historical books such as Judges,
Kings, and Chronicles state that the Israelites continued to worship other gods
throughout their history. It was simple for scholars to conclude that the requirement
of monotheism was not widely accepted in Israel, until after the exile. Therefore, the
widely accepted view is that the concept of monotheism originated long after Moses
when it was emphasized by the Pentateuch and the prophets (Tigay 1996:433).

The narratives in the book of Exodus accounted for the exit of the Israelites out of
Egypt, led by Moses. Soon they settled down in peaceful relationships with their
neighbors. They began to have commercial and diplomatic relationships with their
neighbors. The mass of the Israelites was attracted by the Baal worship, Ashtoreth,
and the cults of these neighboring tribes (Judges 2:13, 3:7, 8:33, 10:10, 1 Samuel
8:8, 12:10, Hosea 2:17).

It was inevitable that the Israelites should render some degree of reverence and
worship to the gods of their neighbors. King Ahab was the first king, who tried to set
up the worship of Baal, alongside the worship of Yahweh. Elijah’s stance gave a

death blow to the worship of Baal and vindicated the sole worship of Yahweh. The
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context between the Baal prophets and Elijah (1 Kings 18), transformed what had
been a natural monolatry, into a conscious and moral adherence to Yahweh alone by
the Israelites (Rees 1915:1255).

This widely accepted view was challenged by the Israeli biblical scholar Yehezkel
Kaufmann and the American archaeologist W.F. Albright. These scholars argued
respectively, from the Bible and archaeological evidence, that most Israelites were
monotheistic ever since the time of Moses. Most of the Israelites accused of
worshipping other gods seemed to have worshipped only images, as they did not
believe in living powers behind the images as authentic pagans did. In other words,
they did not view the images as possessing divine powers, and that the gods were
the images and nothing more. They viewed other gods, other than Yahweh as
nonentities. This seems clear from the actions of some of their reforming kings. They
only purged the land of the images and did not argue against any beings that the
images could have represented. Some that worshipped other supernatural beings
thought, that Yahweh himself required them to honor his subordinates (Tigay
1996:433).

The number of Israelites who worshipped statues and supernatural beings does not
appear to be large from biblical evidence. However, these incidents were regarded to
have disastrous consequences for Israel. This is not due to the prevalence of the sin,
but the gravity of the sin and the biblical doctrine of collective responsibility, which
holds the entire nation responsible for the sin of a small number of its population.
Archaeological evidence of polytheism is also scant. No representations of male
deities have been found in Israel and most of the female figurines, found in Israeli
sites, only represent humans, not goddesses. The Israelite inscriptions with religious
content, rarely mention other gods. Most Israelites ignored the gods of other nations,
and gods of natural phenomena, which goes to show that they do not consider them
to be divine or independently effective. Therefore, so far as evidence goes, most
Israelites from the time of Moses seem to have regarded Yahweh as the only

independently effective divine power (Tigay 1996:433).

The belief in Yahweh as the only independent divine power is monotheistic. Also, the
continued use of the word for gods (Elim and Elohim), by biblical Hebrew to refer to
other supernatural beings, reduces all other supernatural beings to the level of

angels, spirits, and the like. Since their existence was not denied, monotheism
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cannot be used in the etymological sense, but in the practical sense, just described.
The Israelite monotheism was, therefore, practical and implicit, rather than
intellectual and explicit. They thought, felt, and acted like monotheists (Tigay
1996:433).

Many biblical passages indicate that monotheistic belief made the use of the same
generic term for both Yahweh and other lesser beings inappropriate. Some texts
which used these terms for idols pointed out that they were not gods, but objects.
King Hezekiah in 2 Kings 19:17-18, refers to them as man’s handiwork of wood and
stone and not gods. The gods of the peoples were called mere idols in Psalm 96:4-5.
Some early Israelite poems, as well as Deuteronomy 4:35 and 39, deem it
inappropriate to use words meaning gods for beings other than Yahweh. However,
the usage was not abandoned, based on the weight of linguistic tradition, not even
by the Old Testament. The passages that deny that there are no other gods but
Yahweh, simply deny the divinity of lesser supernatural beings. These passages
began to multiply in the sixth century B.C. The need for the emphasis on
monotheism in this period was due to the increased exposure of the Israelites to the
Assyrians and Babylonians. The Israelites were conquered by these nations, who
attributed the victories to their gods. Therefore, the formulation of the monotheistic
idea in this period received more emphasis on what had been implicit in Israel since
the time of Moses (Tigay 1996:434-435).

In polytheistic religions, found around the Persian Empire, different divine figures
assume different aspects of life and functions. The exclusivity claim given to Yahweh
in Israel during this period gives rise to the question of how the roles that were
traditionally attributed to the different goddesses were managed. The solution can be
found in Isaiah 40-45, where there is a tendency to transfer all of these aspects and
functions to Yahweh alone. Also, the different groups that edited the Pentateuch and
the prophetic books during the Persian era were inimical to the idea of a divine
couple (Rémer 2013:2-3).

Concerning the question of the existence of misfortune and evil, polytheistic
systems, do not have a problem, as there are always malevolent gods that are
responsible for bad things that affect human beings. The problem is how to explain
these misfortunes in a monotheistic system. In the biblical version of the flood story,

Yahweh had to play both parts, He is the one that decides to destroy the world, and
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at the same time, he is the one who alerts Noah, so that mankind and animals will
survive. Isaiah 45:7-8, also affirms Yahweh as the only God, and no other, he is the
one that forms a light, as well as darkness, he makes peace and creates evil, he
does all things (Rémer 2013:3-4).

According to Romer (2013:4-5), “a strategy to maintain chaos or evil outside of
Yahweh, is the invention of the figure of Satan.” Romer believes the figure of Satan
was inserted in the prologue of the book of Job, and not part of the original story.° In
this view, the encounter between Yahweh and Satan is considered an insertion into
the original context, by a later redactor. Romer further explains that Job 1:16
provides the idea that the calamities that befell Job, were sent by God and not
Satan. Also, Job’s answer that one must accept both good and evil from God,
affirms the idea that everything comes from Yahweh. The same idea holds for

David’s narrative in 2 Samuel 24, rewritten in 1 Chronicles 21.

Romer (2013:4-5) in agreement with Knoppers (2004:751) emphasizes that the
Chronicler sees the story presented in Samuel as untenable, for which reason, he
changed his version of the story, by introducing Satan as the one who replaces
Yahweh in manipulating David to undertake census. Therefore, for the Chronicler,
Satan is the one responsible for the evil that happened to David, and not Yahweh.
This notion can be directly linked to the theology of the book of Chronicles, which |

will elaborate on later when | address the theology in the book.

19 Scholars seem to take three basic approaches in accounting for this major issue concerning the
literary unity of the book of Job. The book’s complexity and diversity give rise to these different
approaches. Rémer’s view as mentioned above, is that the prologue was the work of a later redactor.
According to Hartley (1988:20), Irwin (Peake's Commentary on the Bible, Black, M. & Rowley, H.,
1962, p. 391. 3., Nelson, Lon.) is of the opinion that the book is a collection of independent sections,
written by different authors. Also, that other scholars like Fohrer (1963:29), is of the opinion that the
prologue in the book of Job is a later addition to the book of Job.

Dell (1991:197) is of the opinion that neither the prologue nor the epilogue can be assigned to the
main author of Job.

On the other hand, Snaith (1968:8) and Gordis (1978:100-103) opinion is that the book is primarily the
product of a single author, who continued to work on his masterpiece over a lifetime. Pinker (No
date:27) is of the opinion that the author of the book of Job appropriated the core story, by making
changes in the core story to fit his theological dialogue.

Gray (2010:60) view the book of Job as the product of a poet with original genius and one that is well
versed in the Israeli native literature and probably also in the Ancient Near East literature. In addition,
he was a philosopher who did not just present preconceived conclusion but experimental and creative
thought. Based on these reasons, Gray suggests that one must seriously modify any view of such
passages as emanating from a secondary author.
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2.4.1. Summary

The investigation of the concept of monolatrism reveals the dynamics of idolatry
which seemed to have plagued the nation of Israel over her history. Within the early
traditions of Israel, there existed monotheistic tendencies. However, based on the
canonical literature of the Old Testament and archaeological discoveries, the nation

of Israel has been mostly polytheistic.

Over her history, the religious thought of Israel swayed from monolatrism to
monotheism and polytheism. The promotion of monotheism happened under the
Deuteronomistic, and Priestly schools of thought. However, the prevalent view in the
Old Testament canonical literature is polytheism. Many of the Jews worshipped
Yahweh, as well as other gods. Many other Jews worshipped only Yahweh, while at
the same time acknowledged the existence of other gods. The experience of the
exilic period necessitated radical reconstruction towards monotheism. The increased
exposure of the Israelites to the Assyrians and Babylonians provided the need for

the emphasis on monotheism in this period.

2.5. The development of the images of Satan within Israel

The concept of Satan is understood to have transformed across the different epochs
in Israel. According to Woods (1996:1064), the Hebrew term Satan is assumed to be
the prince of evil. It means adversary, so portrayed in Numbers 22:22. The Hebrew
Bible does not seem to have a fully, developed doctrine of Satan, but references to

his activities. Satan was seen presenting himself before God, among the sons of

God (271981 *33) in the first two chapters of Job.

The search in this section, for the development of the images of Satan within Israel,
will be conducted according to the different known epochs in the history of Israel,

Namely: The pre-exilic, the post-exilic, and New Testament periods.

2.5.1 The Pre-Exilic Period

Hartley (1988:29), suggests that in the prologue to the book of Job, which is
considered a pre-exilic book, the term Satan functions as a title, rather than a proper
name. The name seems to have supposedly become proper in the post-exilic

writings, like the books of Chronicles and Zechariah.
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According to Pagels (1991:105-106), the figure of Satan is barely present in the pre-
exilic Judean sources and traditional Judaism to this day. These allusions by Pagels,
are seemingly in direct contrast to how modern Christianity knew Satan, as the
leader of an army of hostile spirits that take pleasure in opposing God and destroying

human beings.

Pagels (1991:106) argues that the existence of malevolent supernatural beings was
taken for granted by many strands of earlier Hebrew sources. Instead, they depicted
the gods or the gods of other nations as hostile to God and his people. These gods
and the gods of other nations were later identified in certain rabbinic and Christian
sources as belonging to the kingdom of Satan and his fallen angels.

The Hebrew name jvw, (transliterated as Satan) bears its root ‘to obstruct or to

oppose.” Some of the biblical passages that describe the activities of Satan
characterizes him as acting as an adversary on one hand, and on the other hand,
inciting people or even God himself to harmful actions (Pagels 1991:106).

Ferguson, et, al (1998:196), also agree that Satan has its origins in the Hebrew
notion of an adversary. He further explains that the adversary could be understood in
three different ways. Firstly, the notion as in people opposing each other. This can
be understood in the example of David’s speech, in 2 Samuel 19:22. The speech
was as a result of the encounter David had in the narrative of 2 Samuel 16:5-14. In
the narrative, a man, who came out of the family of the house of Saul, whose name
was Shimei the son of Gera, cursed David while he was running away from
Jerusalem because David’s son Absalom revolted against him. Thereafter, in
chapter 19, when King David returned to Jerusalem, Shimei asked for his
forgiveness, and he decided to show mercy to him. But, Abishai the son of Zeruiah
requested that Shimei be put to death for cursing David. Therefore, David in his
response to Abishai’s request portrayed Abishai as an adversary, for inciting him to

put another to death on a day that he returned to Jerusalem, as king over Israel.

Secondly, is the notion as can be seen in God using someone to oppose another. An
example can be found in 1 Kings 11:14, where God stirred up Hadad the Edomite,
as an adversary against King Solomon. Lastly, is the notion as can be seen in

Numbers 22:22, where God sent a supernatural agent in his anger against Balaam.
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In the narrative, the angel of the Lord stood in the way for an adversary against
Balaam (Ferguson, et, al. 1998:196).

In the Hebrew language, the term Satan is used as a verb or noun. When used as a
verb, it means to act as an adversary, accuser, or to act in a hostile manner (Gen
27:41, 49:23, 50:15). A person may act in such a manner towards Yahweh or other
humans, as in 1 Samuel 29:4, 1 Kings 5:4, 11:14,23,25, Psalm 71:13, 109:4, 6, 20
(Cathey 2003:419).

Cathey (2003:419), understands Satan as a finite being, who opposes Yahweh and
seeks to lead humans into rebellion. His purpose is to frustrate Yahweh's plans.
Seldom, is the name mentioned in the Hebrew Bible, particularly in the pre-exilic
books. The most extensive discussion about Satan is found in Job 1:1, where he
appears as an agent of God. However, his purpose in that context seems to be the
testing of human beings. In Job’s story, he comes with the sons of God, as a
member of the heavenly council. He questions the faith of the righteous Job. In the
narrative, God grants Satan certain powers; in other words, he attacked Job with

God’s permission.

Most Judean writers imagined such a supernatural emissary as a messenger of God.
Job himself pictures Satan as an angelic member of God’s council, to whom God
assigned the task of afflicting him, to test the limit of his faithfulness to God. In other
words, Job pictured Satan as a sort of divine prosecuting attorney. Hence, in the pre-
exilic Hebrew sources, Satan never acts independently, but remains one of God'’s

angels, acting as God’s agent and serving God’s purposes (Pagels 1991:106-107).

Page (2007:449-451) is of the view, that there is abundant evidence that the pre-
exilic biblical authors understood that Satan was subject to God and used by God to
accomplish His purposes. This is in contrast to the understanding that Satan is
simply the archenemy of God, who opposes the will of God and seeks to lead people
into sin. Page recognizes that while the pre-exilic biblical authors characterize Satan
as God’s adversary, they also represent him as God’s servant. Using passages of
Job (1:6-12; and 2:1-6) as an example, Page demonstrates how Satan is
unequivocally in subordination to Yahweh. He is much more than an adversary in
these passages, in that he presented himself to Yahweh and made his request, after

God, Himself initiated the conversation concerning Job. In Job 1:10, Satan concedes
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that Yahweh put a fence around Job and his possessions, and he is unable to
breach the protective wall. The implication is that Satan is not able to act
independently against Job. It is obvious in these passages that the power Satan
exercises is given to him by Yahweh, and Satan was bound to respect the limitations
imposed on him by Yahweh. The disasters that befall Job were attributed to both
Yahweh and Satan. Job himself believes that his misfortunes proceeded from
Yahweh. Thus, in Job 2:5, he speaks of receiving both good and bad from the hand
of God.

Nonetheless, there is a clear difference between Yahweh’s motive in the narrative
and that of Satan concerning their participation in Job’s suffering. Yahweh affirms
confidence in Job’s integrity (Job 1:8; 2:3) and seemingly wants Job to pass the test
he undergoes. One would not have expected Yahweh to desire that Job curse Him in
the face. Contrariwise, Satan vies that Yahweh'’s confidence in Job is misplaced and
wants Job to fail the tests he subjects him. If Yahweh did not place any limitations on
the way Satan can afflict Job, he might go to any lengths to get Job to curse God.
Satan’s motive can be called into question here. Yahweh insists that Satan incited
Him against Job for no reason, not only did he bring accusations against Job, he
slandered Job intending to cause him harm (Page 2007:452).

2.5.2. The Post-Exilic Period

It was not until the post-exilic period that the Satanic being is pictured as an evil
figure. Satan appears as a tempter in 1 Chronicles 21:1. The story of 1 Chronicles
21:1 seems to reiterate the story of 2 Samuel 24:1. However, in 2 Samuel 24:1,
Yahweh was the one that moved David against Israel, while in 1 Chronicles 21:1,
Satan moved David against Israel. The name was then used for the first time as a
proper name. There is no clear developed doctrine of Satan in the Hebrew Bible, but
the origin of the later developments of the concept(s) can be traced back to the
Hebrew Bible (Elwell & Beitzel 1988:1907).

Romer (2013:4-5) and Knoppers (2004:751) emphasize that in the post-exilic book of
Chronicles and Zachariah, the concept of Satan suddenly changed. The Chronicler
changed his version of the story, by introducing Satan as the one who replaces
Yahweh in manipulating David to undertake census. As a result, Satan is the one

responsible for the evil that happened to David and not Yahweh. In Zechariah, Satan
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stands at the right hand of the high priest to accuse him. However, there is nothing in
the context to indicate that this being was evil, rather, he is called Satan or the

accuser.

Pagels notes two dissimilar arguments concerning the development of the concept of
Satan. First, by the German scholar Knut Schéferdiek, who believes that it was the
followers of Jesus who suddenly turned this rather unpleasant angel into a far
grander and far more malevolent figure. On the other hand, are scholars who in
Pagels’s view are more familiar than Schaferdiek with Judean literature. Pagels’s
understanding is that the view of Satan as a malevolent figure, did not suddenly
develop with Christians, rather the writings on angelology and demonologies began
to proliferate among the various Judean groups during the middle of the second
century B.C., though such imagery did not appear in all Judean literature, but
specifically in what the Judeans regarded as apocryphal or sectarian literature
(Pagels 1991:106-107).

Donnelly (2017:325) describes the apocryphal literature as Judean literature that
was of cynical genuineness but widely circulated as being factual. The works of
Apocrypha were usually of doubtful origin. These texts are included in the Latin
Vulgate and Septuagint, but not in the canon of the Hebrew Bible. The Apocryphal
literature not only expresses the popular religiousness of the time in which they were
written but also shaped and predisposed the religiousness of later epochs. This is
particularly so, with the characterization of Satan, whose appearance is limited in the
Hebrew Bible. He makes every effort to tempt human beings so that they end up in
Hell. Satan is believed to have possessed all humans, before Christ. But after Christ
frees the just, he holds right only to the sinners and infidels (Donnelly 2017:325,
329).

Contrary to Donnely’s understanding of the apocryphal literature, Lim (2013:13)
writes that the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls at Qumran provided a better
understanding of the formation of the Hebrew Canon. The Qumran library was
diverse in content. These scrolls belonged to the sectarian communities and they are
linked by most scholars with the Essenes. One-quarter of the scrolls were biblical
texts, while the remaining consists of apocryphal, pseudepigraphic, and other

unknown works.
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These so called-biblical texts are then what is regarded as the Old Testament
canon.?® Lim cites Jerome’s notes, which states that the books that are not included
in this canon are placed among the apocryphal writings (e.g. the Wisdom of
Solomon, Wisdom of Ben-Sira, Judith, Tobit, Shepherd, and 1 and 2 Maccabees).
This does not imply that the Qumran community considered the apocryphal and
other non-canonical books in their library as extra-biblical. These are only labels

used as formal descriptors for these books (Lim 2013:41, 121).%%

According to Pagels (1991:108), the image of Satan developed at the time it did
among a specific group of Jews, who were involved in struggling not only among
other nations but also against other Jews, who were the dominant majority.
However, she is not in any way suggesting any uniformity among these groups of
Jews; rather in her view, they were fractious and diverse, ranging from various

groups of Essenes, the apocalyptic groups,?? and Hellenistic Jews. The common

20 The Old Testament canon are the canonical books accepted as authoritative for religious practice
and whose authority is binding upon the Jewish people for all generations (Lim 2013;5).

21 The long list to Jewish literatures is provided in the appendices of the standard critical edition of the
New Testament. This list differentiates between those books belonging to the Hebrew Bible or Old
Testament and the Old Testament apocryphal or pseudepigraphic texts (Lim 2013:168).

22 According to Collins (1997:1), apocalypse is a noun, and the related adjective is apocalyptic, which
suggest a cataclysm of extra-terrestrial proportions. The core Greek word apocalypses mean
uncovering or revelation.

The apocalyptic imagination is usually mistakenly limited by modern scholars to the marginalised
groups of Jewish nationalists and Christian triumphalist, who were resident in Israel during the 2nd
and 3rd centuries. The imagination actually operates continuously within the broader religious
framework within the wider Ancient near East. Historically, the era is identified as marking the
transition between late antiquities to early medieval era. During the 7th century and beyond, many of
the so-called dissidents: Jewish, Christians and dualist purposefully scripted a series of
interconnected things pertaining to “natural disasters, military campaigns, historical crises, and
oracular utterances”. Their writings are narratives linked together in a series, and the contents display
episodes and characters allegedly signalling the triumph of their respective religious and political
interests, amidst the final days of the present earthly order. The apocalyptic mode of thought has its
grounding and authority beyond the natural world. The notion promotes the unveiling of something
that is previously unknown, to the mind of the percipient, that which cannot be generated by normal
means of research. Therefore, the verbal expression of such thought is based on revelation. Their
communicated knowledge is esoteric. Gnosis is arguably viewed as a category of Near Eastern
apocalyptic writing, as it reveals information pertaining to cosmology, uranography, angelology, and
eschatology. The critical criterion is the knowledge that permits the evaluation of larger forces at work
within the contemporary social order. Therefore, apocalyptic cannot simply be equated to the
knowledge of the last days, or the eschaton (Reeves 2005:1-3).

Collins (1997:1) attributes the catastrophic connotation of the word as coming from its use in the last
book of the New Testament, the Apocalypse, or Revelation of St John.

It is widely believed that the origin of the Qumran community is of the Essenes, who were regarded as
the offshoot of the Hasidim of the Maccabean era. The books of Enoch and Daniel and other related
writings, figure conspicuously in the body of the Dead Sea Scrolls. These writings influenced the
ideology of the Dead Sea Sect and were among the sources from which the sectarians drew. The
apocalypses were believed to have been produced by the sectarian movement (Collins 1997:26).
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unification among them is that in their various ways they were regarded by the
Jerusalem Temple going Jews as dissidents. The reason they were regarded as
dissidents Jews in Pagels’s view, is that these first-century Jews sought to develop
the principles of authority, the notion of community, sources of revelation, and modes
of access to divinity apart from the Jerusalem Temple, the priests, its traditions, and

cult.

Hacham (2005:5-6) explains some of the ways of these so-called dissident groups.
The Qumran sect viewed the Temple in Jerusalem as a place of sin and pollution,
therefore, forbade participation in the various rituals conducted there. On the other
hand, the Hellenistic literature according to Hacham perceived the Jerusalem
Temple as a holy and eminent place honored even by the Gentile Kings. Hacham
understands that both the Scrolls from Qumran and Judean Hellenistic literature has
the perspective that seeks to reduce the importance and centrality of the Jerusalem
Temple. However, this perspective derives from different reasons for the two groups.
For the Qumran sect, they see the council of the community as a house of holiness,
a temple, and the Aaronites who are also members of the council as the holy of
holies, in addition to their already ill-perceived view of the Jerusalem Temple and the
cult. The Qumran sect atones for the land sacrifice a sweet savor just as was done in
the Jerusalem Temple. Similarly, about the Hellenistic Jews, Hacham states that in
several works by these Jews in the diaspora, there are expressions of concern with
their physical distance from the Temple and the advancement of solutions to the
problem.

The Qumran dissidents often denounce their Judean opponents and label them
apostates, as well as accusing them of been seduced by the power of evil, which
they called by many names, among which is Satan and prince of darkness (Pagels
1991:108).

The texts and aspects of the Dead Sea Scrolls gave substance to the understanding
that the Dead Sea sect was an apocalyptic community. The key element of the
fundamental cognitive orientation of the Dead Sea community is that the world is
divided between belligerent forces of good and evil. This division is presumed to be

Persian influence was widely assumed among some of the dissident Jews, especially in their
literature. It is likely that Zoroastrianism, the Persian dualistic religion stimulated Judean interest in
angels, as the religion was full of prominence of arbitrator beings (Collins 1997:132).
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described in terms of the Zoroastrian antagonism of light and darkness, with
prominence on the doctrine that all events have been predetermined by God,
particularly with the eventual fate of the individual soul, as well as the role of the
angelic forces (Collins 1997:150).

The first Judean texts to engage in far-reaching conjecture about the heavenly world
and the angels were the apocalypses. The priestly character of the Qumran
community seems to hypothesize the immediate kind of experience of the angelic
world, which possesses cultic character. They believe that after death, those that are
righteous would become companions to the angels. The members of the community
claim that they already have this experience of companionship with angels in their

present life and are not disconcerted about the afterlife (Collins 1997:169).

Collins (1997:30) narrates the mythic account of the origin of evil on earth through
the agency of the fallen angels. Collins thinks this understanding is at the root of the
apocalyptic tradition and is exemplified in the books of Enoch, principally in one of
the oldest books of Enoch, the Book of the Watchers (1 Enoch 1-36).

Pagels (1991:105-106) writes that images of such spirits started to develop and
proliferate in late antique Judean sources, from 165 B.C to 100 CE. These late
antiqgue Judean sources are specifically from the post-exilic and New Testament
literature and were from the works of the so-called dissident Jews, which includes
the followers of Jesus Christ. As a result, the figure of Satan and his demons

became central to the teaching of Christianity.

Pagels (1991:108-109, 112), notes that the figure of Satan was not found in the
literature of those who continued to maintain the traditional identification of Israel
versus the nations. But for the first time, among the sources in the post-exilic biblical
literature, the accounts of 1 Chr 21:1-7 and Zech 3:1-9, respectively depict Satan as
deviating from his role as God’s agent to become God’s enemy, as well as articulate
a specific situation of the intra-Judean conflict. This can be illustrated by the
narrative of 1 Chr 21:1-7, which differs from the story of Balaam and Job, in the
narrative Satan is in effect, in opposition with God. In contrast, the story of Balaam
and Job depicts Satan as God’s agent. The book of Zachariah (Zech 3:1-9), on the
other hand, depicts Satan as a spokesman for the destructive elements among the

people. Those that the prophet regarded as destructive were probably descendants
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of Jews who remained in Jerusalem or those that returned much earlier than the
Jews who were exiled into Babylon. Many of the Jews that returned from Babylon
were educated, influential, and also came back under the support of King Cyrus to
rebuild the walls of Jerusalem and the Temple. These Jews intended to establish the
worship of Yahweh alone and themselves as priests and the ruling class of the
people. They were met with bitter resistance by the ones they regarded as
destructive. The so-called destructive Jews were adherents to the syncretic cult of
Yahweh, that is, they were polytheistic, and saw the Jews that returned from Babylon
as agents of a foreign King and a dominant group. Zachariah, who was regarded as
a voice to the Jews that returned from Babylon, narrated a story in Zech 3:1-2 that
casts Satan as a spokesman for these so-called destructive Jews, who opposed the

priests and his group.

The account of Zachariah 3:1-3, further shows the new concept of Satan in the post-
exilic period. In the account, Yahweh intended to show mercy to Joshua and restore
the priesthood, while on the other hand, Satan was there arguing for his guilt and
punishment. Yet again, the will of Yahweh emerges triumphant, demonstrating that
even though their will may differ, Satan is at the end subject to Yahweh’s control
(Page 2007:453-454).

Page suggests that the Chronicler may have thought along similar lines like the pre-
exilic writers, viewing Satan as a servant of God. This view, he attributed to the
Chronicler’s familiarity with Job. Page finds support to this view, in the narrative of 2
Chr. 18:21, where the Chronicler depicts Yahweh permitting the lying spirit to
deceive King Ahab. Based on the account of this passage, Page considers that the
Chronicler believes that Satan was acting as a servant of God when he enticed
David to conduct the census (Page 2007:455-456).

According to Pagels (1991:113-114), during the first and second centuries BCE,
some Judean storytellers began to ask the obvious question: How could one of
God’s angels stray?’ The search for answers to this question resulted in different
stories. One such story departs from the book of Isaiah (14:12-14) and suggests that
Satan was one of God’s angels, highly placed in the divine hierarchy, but proved
insubordinate, rebelled against God, and was cast out of heaven. All the same, what

is central to the variant stories is that Satan is an intimate enemy.
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2.5.3. The New Testament Period

Based on the understanding from the pre-exilic and post-exilic concept of Satan, he
appears in the Hebrew Bible chiefly as opposed to God. He is conceived as
opposing God’s plan and consequently God’s people. He is regarded as a powerful
spiritual figure. Nevertheless, he is a created being, who is ultimately subject to God.
The Jews seem to have further developed the idea of Satan during the
deuterocanonical or intertestamental period. This is the gap of time between the
period covered by the Old Testament and the New Testament. Satan was then
called Belial, Mastema, and Sammael. The Jews at this stage expressed differing
concepts about Satan. The Satan of the Old Testament reappears in the roles of
tempting people and accusing them before Yahweh. He was seen as the leader of
the evil forces and attacker of Yahweh'’s people. Satan is identified with stories in the
Old Testament which were originally devoid of his name. He caused the fall and he
is a fallen creature himself (Elwell & Beitzel 1988:1907-1908).

Most of the information about Satan comes from the New Testament, which refers to
the supremely evil being as Satan (Beelzebub) in Mathew 12:24-27. The New
Testament uses many other expressions for Satan, such as the ruler of this world
(Jn. 14:30) or the prince of the power of the air (Eph. 2:2). The New Testament
depicts him as hostile to God and always working against God’s purpose (Wood
1996:1064).

Even though Satan’s appearance in the Hebrew Bible is limited. He was seen acting
under God’s authority in Job; he is simply named as the agent of evil acting against
humans or through humans and appearing as a dragon. John also mentions that
Satan was seen falling from heaven, he was cast unto the earth and his angels were
thrown down with him (Donnelly 2017:325).

Urban (2017:91), recounts that Satan disobeyed God’s command, which led to his
fall. Therefore, Satan is considered a fallen angel. The impending arguments are

only positioned around the reasons for the fall, which Urban postulated as both
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through his refusal to worship the Son of God?® and through the angelic rebellion he

subsequently leads.

According to Urban (2017:92-93), Satan’s disobedience to the Father's command is
based on the understanding that the Son was just created. This is in contrast to that
which is generally accepted in Christianity, that the Son created the angels. Thus,
the Son is worthy of their reverence.

In Page’s assessment, the New Testament has a more fully developed concept of
Satan. His antagonism to God and his evil personality are more prominent and his
role becomes well established as the head of the kingdom of evil (Page 2007:456-
457).

After the baptism of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, the Spirit of God drove him into the
wilderness to be tempted by Satan (the devil). Satan was, without a doubt, hoping
that Jesus will succumb to his temptations. The writers of the Gospels, similar to the
author of Job point out that Satan is subject to the will of God and is used by God to
accomplish his will. Here again, one can see that God and Satan were involved in
the temptation of Jesus, but with different motives. Satan was hoping Jesus will
disobey God and swerve from his God-given task. God, on the other hand, desired
that his Son will remain faithful. This account elucidates the indication of having both
satanic temptation and divine testing in a given solitary experience. It further sustains

the perception that God recurrently subjects his people to testing (Page 2007:457).

23 In the Gospels, Jesus Christ of Nazareth was identified by God as his son, as one he loves, and as
one with whom he is well pleased (Mark 1:11; Matt 3:17; Luke 3:22) before he was exposed to devil's
temptation in the wilderness (Page 2007:456).

Collins (1997:72) states that the royal Davidic messiah “may also be referred to as the messiah of
Israel, the Branch of David, the Prince of the Congregation, or even, although the matter is disputed,
the Son of God. Hebrews 1:5 refers to Jesus Christ of Nazareth as the Son of God. The verse says
for which of the angels did He say “You are My Son; Today | have begotten you”? Also 1 Corinthians
15:28 refers to Jesus Christ of Nazareth as the Son of God, when it states that all things will be
subjected to Him. The Son of God therefore, refers to Jesus Christ of Nazareth, who is believed to
have reincarnated as a human being in the New Testament. Urban is of the opinion that, God elicited
Satan’s rebellion by decreeing that the angels, which includes Satan, worship His Son, whose earlier
state of existence has been the subject of important debates. The debate surrounding the earlier state
of existence of the Son of God, is centered on the understanding of the word ‘begot’. Understanding
the word as created, give rise to the justification of Satan’s defiance. However, According to Urban,
Herbert J. C. Grierson demonstrates in a 1926 review of Saurat’s book and then restates in Milton
and Wordsworth (1937), that begot does not mean created but rather exalted. With this
understanding, Satan’s disobedience cannot be justified; rather he was only jealous of the Son of
God. Urban 2017:91 contained in the journal (The Falls of Satan, Eve, and Adam in John Milton’s
Paradise Lost: A Study in Insincerity’, Christianity & Literature, 67(1) 89-112).)
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In as much as the Bible depicts Satan as a living being, whose schemes on
humankind are mischievous and similarly an intimate enemy of God, he is not in any
way equal with God nor does he act independently of God’s control. The perception
of Satan being under divine control seems to appear repeatedly in the biblical
literature, regardless of the transformation in the development of the images of Satan
across the different epochs in Israel (Page 2007:465).

2.5.4. Summary

The images of Satan seem to have transformed across the different periods in
Israel’s history. The Old Testament does not seem to have a fully developed doctrine
of Satan but made references to his activities. During the pre-exilic period, he was
simply understood as an adversary, for example in Numbers 22:22. During this
period, the term did not function as a proper name, but only as a title. The name
seems to have become proper in Judaic history during the post-exilic period. Many
strands of pre-exilic sources took for granted the existence of such a malevolent
being. Instead, they depicted the gods of other nations as the ones been hostile to
God and his people. These gods were later identified in certain post-exilic and the

New Testament sources as belonging to the kingdom of Satan and his fallen angels.

The concept of Satan as an adversary can be understood in three ways during the
pre-exilic period of Israel’s history. Firstly, the notion as in people opposing each
other. Secondly, is the notion as can be seen in God using someone to oppose
another. Lastly, is the notion where God sends a supernatural agent to stand in the
way as an adversary against someone. A person may act as an adversary or act in a
hostile manner towards God or other humans. Satan is understood in the pre-exilic
period as a finite being, a messenger of God, who attacks people with God’s

permission.

The pre-exilic biblical authors understood that Satan was subject to God and used by
God to accomplish His purposes. This is in contrast to the understanding that Satan
is simply the archenemy of God, who opposes the will of God and seeks to lead
people into sin. While the pre-exilic biblical authors characterize Satan as God’s

adversary, they also represent him as God’s servant.
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It was not until the post-exilic period that the Satanic being is pictured as an evil
figure. Satan appears as a tempter in 1 Chronicles 21:1. In the post-exilic books of

Chronicles and Zachariah, the concept of Satan suddenly changed.

The writings on angelology and demonologies began to proliferate among the
various Judean groups during the middle of the second century B.C., though such
imagery did not appear in all Judean h literature, but specifically in what the Jews

regarded as apocryphal or sectarian literature.

The image of Satan developed at the time it did among a specific group of Jews,
who were involved in struggling not only among other nations but also against other
Jews, who were the dominant majority. These groups of Jews were fractious and
diverse, ranging from various groups of Essenes, the apocalyptic groups, and
Hellenistic Jews. The common unification among them is that in their various ways
they were regarded by the Jerusalem Temple going Jews as dissidents. These first-
century Jews sought to develop the principles of authority, the notion of community,
sources of revelation, and modes of access to divinity apart from the Jerusalem
Temple, the priests, its traditions, and cult. The Qumran dissidents often denounce
their Judean opponents and label them apostates, as well as accusing them of been
seduced by the power of evil, which they called by many names, among which is

Satan and prince of darkness.

The images of such spirits as Satan started to develop and proliferate in late antique
Judean sources, from 165 B.C to 100 CE. These late antique Judean sources are
specifically from the post-exilic and New Testament literature and were from the
works of the so-called dissident Judeans, which includes the followers of Jesus
Christ. As a result, the figure of Satan and his demons became central to the

teaching of Christianity.

The figure of Satan was not found in the literature of those who continued to
maintain the traditional identification of Israel versus the nations. But for the first
time, among the sources in the post-exilic biblical literature, the accounts of 1 Chr
21:1-7 and Zech 3:1-9, respectively depict Satan as deviating from his role as God'’s
agent to become God’s enemy, as well as articulate a specific situation of the intra-

Judean conflict.
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The Chronicler may have possibly thought along similar lines like the writers in the
pre-exilic period, viewing Satan as a servant of God. This view can be attributed to
the Chronicler’s familiarity with Job. The support of this view can be found in the
narrative of 2 Chr. 18:21, where the Chronicler depicts Yahweh permitting the lying
spirit to deceive King Ahab. Based on the account of this passage, the Chronicler
believes that Satan was acting as a servant of God when he enticed David to

conduct the census.

One of the pre-exilic stories, particularly from the book of Isaiah 14:12-14, suggests
that Satan was one of God’s angels, highly placed in the divine hierarchy, but proved
insubordinate, rebelled against God, and was cast out of heaven. However, what is

central to the variant stories in the pre-exilic era is that Satan is an intimate enemy.

Based on the understanding from the pre-exilic and post-exilic concept of Satan, he
appears in the Hebrew Bible chiefly as opposed to God. He is conceived as
opposing God’s plan and consequently God’s people. He is regarded as a powerful
spiritual figure. Nevertheless, he is a created being, who is ultimately subject to God.
The Jews seem to have further developed the idea of Satan during the
deuterocanonical or intertestamental period. This is the gap of time between the
period covered by the Old Testament and the New Testament. Satan was then
called Belial, Mastema, and Sammael. The Jews at this stage expressed differing
concepts about Satan. The Satan of the Old Testament reappears in the roles of
tempting people and accusing them before Yahweh. He was seen as the leader of
the evil forces and attacker of Yahweh'’s people. Satan is identified with stories in the

Old Testament which were originally devoid of his name.

Most of the information about Satan comes from the New Testament, which refers to
the supremely evil being as Satan (Beelzebub) in Mathew 12:24-27. The New
Testament uses many other expressions for Satan, such as the ruler of this world
(In. 14:30) or the prince of the power of the air (Eph. 2:2). The New Testament
depicts him as hostile to God and always working against God’s purpose.

The New Testament, particularly the apocalypse of John mentions that Satan was
seen falling from heaven, he was cast unto the earth and his angels were thrown
down with him. Satan is believed to have disobeyed God’s command, which led to

his fall. Therefore, Satan is considered a fallen angel. The fall was through his
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refusal to worship the Son of God and through the angelic rebellion he subsequently
leads. Satan’s disobedience to the Father's command is based on the understanding
that the Son was just created. This is in contrast to that which is generally accepted
in Christianity, that the Son created the angels. Thus, the Son is worthy of their

reverence.

The New Testament has a more fully developed concept of Satan. His antagonism to
God and his evil personality are more prominent and his role becomes well
established as the head of the kingdom of evil. The account of the temptation of
Jesus Christ of Nazareth illuminates the indication of having both satanic temptation

and divine testing in a given solitary experience.

In as much as the Old Testament depicts Satan as a living being, whose schemes
on humankind are mischievous and similarly an intimate enemy of God, he is not in
any way equal with God nor does he act independently of God’s control. The
perception of Satan being under divine control seems to appear repeatedly in the
biblical literature, regardless of the transformation in the development of the images

of Satan across the different epochs in Israel.

When reading about Satan/satan in 1 Chron 21 it is important to be aware of one’s
prior knowledge of what is written in the NT about him. One should be careful not to
read anachronistic something into the texts that were not meant by the author of

Chronicles.

2.6. The synthesis of Chapter 2

It was discovered in section one, that the book of Chronicles was most probably,
written for the troubled restoring community during the transitional period in Israel’s
history. It was a time when the people of Judah that returned from exile were
struggling to rebuild their city, inhabited by a multi-cultural population. The Chronicler
can be seen as a historiographer, who rewrote history, displaying considerable
freedom, in selecting and rearranging narratives from his source materials. The
Chronicler sought to portray the theology and ideology, which was necessary to
encourage the post-exilic community, who had recently left the other areas of the
Persian Empire to return to Jerusalem. This he did, through retelling their history in a
new way. While the exilic audience of the books of Samuel and Kings needed to

hear about Israel’'s past sins, to understand their current situation; the post-exilic

53

© University of Pretoria



(02’&

UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

audience of the book of Chronicles needed to be assured that Yahweh was still
interested in them. They also needed a model to look up to, in David. The Chronicler
looked past the sins of the past, to the root of the problem, which as he portrayed,
was the forsaking of proper worship of Yahweh. He then used his writing to call their
attention to seek Yahweh and to have a complete response and subsequent
transformation in his worship. Therefore, what the Chronicler sought to achieve in his
writing, was to encourage the restoring community, his post-exilic audience to find
their identity in a multi-cultural environment, as God’s people and heirs of the

promises of David, by worshipping Yahweh in the temple of Jerusalem.

In the second section, it was discovered that the post-exilic Judahites experienced a
multicultural environment both in exile and in their restoring communities. They were
influenced by many cultures and religions, which presented so many ideas that,
challenged the way Yahweh should be worshipped. Amongst the prevalent ideas is
the concept of dualism, typified by Zoroastrianism. Dualism was a system that
proposes two original and independent principles in the universe, one good and the
other evil. Zoroastrianism, which is a form of dualism probably influenced the
Israelites in the post-exilic period. The Chronicler seems to have utilized a concept
(satan) that was known to them (because of the Persian influence) to alter the
theology of Samuel. In Samuel it is Yahweh who is instigating David, which the
Chronicler cannot align with his theology and image of God, therefore he falls back
to a concept known to the people after exile — satan. The Chronicler probably wrote
to the post-exilic Judean community, to challenge any form of dualism that
compromises the understanding of Yahweh as the supreme power and authority
over everything that exists. It is assumed that Chronicles was written to help the
restoring Judean community understand Yahweh and know their identity in such a

confusing, difficult, and multi-cultural environment.

In section three, the investigation of the concept of monolatrism reveals the
dynamics of idolatry that seemed to have plagued the nation of Israel over her
history. Within the early traditions of Israel, there existed monotheistic tendencies.
However, based on the canonical literature in the Old Testament and archaeological
discoveries, the nation of Israel has been mostly polytheistic. Over her history, the
religious thought of Israel swayed from monolatrism to monotheism, and polytheism.

The promotion of monotheism happened under the Deuteronomistic, and Priestly
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schools of thought. However, the prevalent view in the canonical literature of the
Hebrew Bible is polytheism. Many of the Israelites worshipped Yahweh, as well as
other gods. Many other Israelites worshipped only Yahweh, while at the same time
acknowledged the existence of other gods. The experience of the exilic period
necessitated radical reconstruction towards monotheism. The increased exposure of
the Israelites to the Assyrians and Babylonians provided the need for the emphasis

on monotheism in this period.

The last section examined the development of the images of Satan in Israel and
discovered that there was no well-defined doctrine according to the Hebrew Bible. In
other words, the Hebrew Bible does not seem to have a fully developed doctrine of
Satan but made references to his activities. Based on these references, Satan is
thought to be among the heavenly hosts. Satan has its origins in the Old Testament
notion of an adversary, which can be understood in three different ways. The first
notion, as in people opposing each other, secondly, as in God using someone to
oppose another, and finally, as in God sending a supernatural agent in his anger
against humans. It was not until the post-exilic period that Satan is pictured as an
evil figure. Satan appears as a tempter in 1 Chronicles 21:1. Satan appears in the
Old Testament chiefly as the enemy of Yahweh. He is conceived as opposing
Yahweh’s plan and consequently His people. He is regarded as a powerful spiritual
figure, and a created being, who is ultimately subject to Yahweh. The Jews seem to
have further developed the idea of Satan during the deuterocanonical or
intertestamental period. This is the gap of time between the period covered by the
Old Testament and the New Testament. The New Testament depicts Satan as an
evil being, who is hostile to Yahweh and always working against God’s purpose.
Satan is a finite being, who opposes Yahweh and seeks to lead humans into
rebellion. His purpose is to frustrate Yahweh’s plans. However, Yahweh grants
Satan certain powers and he attacks humans with His permission, his purpose

seems to be testing human beings and accusing them before Yahweh.

The purpose of this chapter, however, is to gain insight into the social-historical
background of the book of Chronicles. It was, however, discovered that the book of
Chronicles, together with the book of Zachariah is post-exilic literature written after
the nation of Israel was exposed to and possibly influenced by Zoroastrianism. Also,

the study in this chapter simultaneously, build towards the next chapter, so that
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together, they will help towards the understanding of the Chronicler’s theology and
ideology. Subsequently, studying all these aspects | presume will help in discerning

all the possible images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel in the book of Chronicles.
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Chapter 3: Diachronic reading of the book of Chronicles:
Historical Criticism

3.1. Introduction

The Oxford Advanced Leaner’s Dictionary (2015:421) explains the term diachronic
as a term that seems to be related to the way the book of Chronicles has developed
over time. It is a term that is derived from Greek that denotes the study of texts as
developed over a while, and it includes the search of the text’s multiple editorial
sources, the form criticism, and the redaction criticism (Browning, Diachronic,

www.oxfordbiblicalstudies.com).

Diachronic reading based on the above explanations can then be described as a
method of biblical interpretation that is concerned with the relationship of the book of
Chronicles’ text to history, with a particular focus on 1 Chronicles 21. The purpose of
this chapter is an attempt to trace the development of the book of Chronicles’
literature through time. Therefore, it is a historical- and literary-critical study. It is a
study that involves the investigation into the historical development of the text of

Chronicles.

Habib (2005:9) expresses the meaning of the English word criticism as judge. The
word derives from the Greek term Krites. Based on this expression, Habib suggests
that perhaps the first type of criticism in the book of Chronicles was that which
occurred in the process of compiling the materials contained in the book. The
Chronicler would have made certain judgments about themes, and techniques to be
used in his writing, what his audience will accept, and his relationship with his
predecessors in the oral and literary tradition. Hence, Habib asserts that the creative

act of finding and placing the materials together by the Chronicler is in itself critical.

Habib (2005:760) defines historicism as characterized by several concerns and
features. These concerns and features allow the text of Chronicles not to be torn
from history and analyzed in isolation, outside the historical development. Habib
insists that the texts must be determined in their form and content by their specific
historical circumstances, situations of time, and place. Hence, one cannot apply to
the book of Chronicles the same assumptions and methods that apply to
contemporary literature. It belongs to a different historical period and unrelated

political, social, and economic circumstances that will overwhelmingly shape its
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notion of truth, art, and society. As a result, Habib instructs that the book of
Chronicles must be read within the broader context of culture, aesthetics, politics,

religion, as well as economic context.

Geisler's (1999:86) explanation of criticism as applied to the book of Chronicles,
allows critics to exercise some judgments. Geisler notes that the two forms of critical
study scholars do engage in the book of Chronicles, are lower criticism and higher
criticism. Lower criticism deals with the text of Chronicles, while higher criticism
treats the source of the text. Whereas lower criticism seeks answers as per what the
text says, higher criticism is concerned with the writer, time, place, and purpose of
the book.

Black and Dockery (2001:508), in attempting to define historical criticism. They
mention that historical criticism can at this point be defined as a means of attempting
to draw intellectual conclusions on the many questions. The questions surround the
tradition, textual, literary forms, and redaction criticism, of the book of Chronicles.
This definition holds to the credibility of the text of the book of Chronicles, that one
must recognize that the book has come to be, through the words of men in historical

circumstances.

Black and Dockery (2001:509) refer to Harrisville and Sundberg (2001:508), to give
quite a different account of historical criticism, as did Ladd. The difference in the
definitions is in the credibility of the book of Chronicles. Though the two definitions,
do agree that historical criticism is a necessary component of responsible theology.
However, the latter one defines the term as a component to subject the putatively
factual material and literary structure of the book of Chronicles to an independent

investigation to test its truthfulness and to discern its original historical meaning.

According to this latter definition, the investigation is independent, and not to be
predetermined by a guarantee of the book of Chronicles’ infallibility. Put in another
way, this definition assumes that the outcome of the research will not be subjected to
any suppositions. The historical-critical method places this study under the

imperative of the historical data and must seek the facts no matter where they lead.

In as much as every effort will be made in this section, not to be limited by any form
of presuppositions, this historical-critical aspect might still be subjective to my

presupposition that the text of the book of Chronicles is credible.
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This chapter focuses on the higher criticism, while the focus of the next chapter will
be on the lower criticism. The following objectives will be examined here: Tradition
criticism; Text criticism; literary form criticism; and Redaction criticism. These
examinations aim to critically, understand the history behind the text of the book of
Chronicles. Invariably, the understanding of the history of the text will help, as
mentioned in the introduction to chapter 2, to discern all the possible images of God,
Satan/satan, and Israel in 1 Chronicles 21, against the theological and ideological

context of the book of Chronicles.

3.2. Tradition Criticism

3.2.1. Theoretical Framework

Glassie (1995:395) defines tradition as the creation of the future out of the past, and
its understanding begins with the refining of tradition in conjunction with history and
culture. Glassie asserts that history is not the past, but an artificial assembly of
materials from the past, which is designed for usefulness in the future. Glassie
(1995:396) notes that traditions die at some point, and another tradition replaces it,
and this is described by the historian as the moment in which a superior replaces an
inferior. In Glassie’s view, historians need tradition because it would enable them to
face the massive fact of continuity. This continuity he reiterates is not only in

nonliterate society but also in progressive societies.

Glassie (1995:398-399) states that tradition and culture are alike, and both are
understood to be created by human beings going through change. Also, both are
created by individuals out of the experience, and the reason for their actions, entail

change.

Mroczek (2008:92), advances the question of how second temple scribes allow
themselves to rearrange, rework or rewrite the texts of ancient revelatory events, that
were attributed to great mediatory figures like Moses and David. In search of an
answer to this question, Mroczek proposes making a distinction between what would
have been understood as a scriptural Mosaic or Davidic texts, and secondary

rewritings and reworkings by later scribes.
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Mroczek (2008:93-94) addresses the question of the relationship between the
mediatory figures, the second temple scribes, and the developing text. Mroczek
points out that the Mosiac legal traditions and tradition-psalm collections linked to
David, underwent growth, change, and development. Mroczek inquires, how a text
linked to an ancient figure, could remain fluid and tolerant of growth. In search of an
answer to this question, Mroczek considers the role Moses and David played as
lawgiver and the psalmist. He argued that the production of these texts can be
understood by thinking of these ideal figures as ideal, divinely inspired scribes of law

and liturgy.

In Mroczek’s (2008:94) view, Moses and David were not authors, but scribal
channels of tradition, who collected, arranged, and transmitted revelation for new
communities. He understood these ancient figures as working scribes who occupy
successive links on the chain of revelatory transmission. Mroczek reconsiders the
revelatory power of scribal activity found in Sinai and Qumram, as the provider of the
framework for thinking about continuous, developing textual traditions, which have
room both for the preservation of and the renewal of revealed material. Mroczek
clarifies that this model does not only relativize Sinai tradition but at the same time, it
elevates the work of ordinary scribes, by explaining how they developed new

scriptures long after the mediatory figures were gone.

Mroczek (2008:95), explains further about the scribe and scribal activity in the
second temple period. He says that scribal channels like Moses and David, were
involved with the textualizing activity, but neither as author or copyist. They were the
texturizer, collector, arranger, and transmitter of revealed traditions. However, he
maintains that both were exalted divinely inspired figures who update and represent
written revelation for their times. Mroczek, adds that the identity of these mediatory
figures extended beyond text-related activities, to be a model of piety, whose writing

is one aspect of their exemplary life.

Mroczek (2008:95) uses two sets of textual evidence, to illuminate the way second
temple Jews understood the scribe. First, is the wisdom tradition, and second is the
book of Jubilees. Mroczek (2008:97-98), explains that in the wisdom tradition, the
scribe is concerned with the prolific collection and presentation of traditions. This is
inextricable from his identity as an ideal figure, who strives to leave a legacy beyond

his own life, by exemplifying repentance and piety. Jubilees, on the other hand,
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reprojects this ideal onto the patriarchs. The heroes of Jubilees like Abraham and
Jacob were recipients of revelation, which they faithfully transmitted from patriarch to

patriarch.

According to Boda and McConville (2012:99), so many traditions were expressed in
the Old Testament that is part of Israel’s history and theological development. They
state that the concept of covenant was clearly outlined in the Pentateuch. They
further divided the covenants into universal, ancestral, and national. The universal
refers to the covenant that God established with creation after the universal flood in
Genesis 6-9. The ancestral covenants refer to the covenants that God made with
Abraham. The covenants were alluded to by the prophets, who speak directly about
specific covenants. God’s servants and prophets speak mostly of the Abrahamic,

Mosaic, Davidic, and new covenants.

Boda and McConville (2012:907), notes that another tradition expressed in the Old
Testament is the Zion tradition, which is mostly related to the Davidic Monarchy.
They state that three elements emerge in any discussion of Zion tradition: the city,
Yahwistic religion, and monarchy. The discussion of what is known as the Zion

tradition expresses the relationship between these three elements.

According to Knight (2009:97), the various historical-critical methods do not exclude
or oppose each other, rather each was developed to complement its predecessor by
adding subjects or questions not sufficiently addressed in the previous discussions.
Knight highlights that it was assumed that the production of the Hebrew Bible
occurred at the written stage. Hence, scholars engaged in the painstaking task of

source-critical works, during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

However, Knight (2009:97), notes that without disrupting this source-critical work,
Gunkel and other scholars introduced a new exegetical method in the early twentieth
century known as form criticism. This method in Knight's view sought the
conventional genres, known as the forms, which circulated among the people and
were rooted in very specific settings of their life. These forms, Knight asserts, were
known in many cases in oral contexts and necessitated form critics to begin to move
their focus away from the written process as the most creative stage in the

production of the Hebrew Bible.
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Knight (2009:98), recognizes that “for all the importance of writing, significant literary
components could be produced, remembered, and circulated orally.” Based on this
understanding, Knight states that the role of the solitary author is retroceded.
Instead, specific groups, the community at large, and generations appear in their

place as the creators of the Biblical literature.

Nevertheless, the tradition that is under scrutiny here is the tradition of the text of 1
Chronicles 21. This portion of literature in Knight’'s (2009:98) view, may have come
into being over some time, but now we have it in a finished form as a written
passage. The goal here then is to retrace the formation of the literary piece of 1
Chronicles 21, from its initial composition through its later stages of revision and to

its final form in the text of the Hebrew Bible.

Knight (2009:103) points out that while scholars like Wellhausen, Gunkel, von Rad,
and Noth only acknowledged the presence of oral transmission before the written
stage of the literature, it was Engnell who emphasized the role of oral tradition to an
extent not previously developed. The scholars mentioned earlier did not make orality
a theme of its own. Knight added that the creative stage of composition occurred
during the oral stage, not when the materials were recorded in writing and redacted

in that form.

Holladay and Hayes (1982:85) understand an attempt to uncover the earlier stages
of the book of Chronicles’ text history and development as what this section is
theoretically about. They mention that the forms of Laws, creeds, songs,
genealogies, poems, stories, and other types of writing, were passed on from one
generation to the next orally. These transmissions of information in their view usually

happen as a way of preserving history, before the book’s final form.

The tradition history has many facets as noted above, but the tradition that is
emphasized in this study is part of the way people retold/delivered the story and

most of the time it was orally. This form can be transmitted by word of mouth.

Behind the existing literary sources of the book of Chronicles, there seems to be a
separate oral tradition that had long been in existence before they became written
sources. According to Mihelic (1951:121), it was to this task that Gunkel and his

school of Gattungsforschung applied themselves. They desired to search beyond the
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written literature to the oral tradition to discover nature, and origin before the literary

sources came into existence.

Mihelic (1951:121) observes that the science of the Old Testament Introduction used
to focus on many problems, including grammar, lexicography, geography,
archaeology, theology, hermeneutics, and other disciplines. But by the end of the
nineteenth century, all these problems became separate disciplines, limiting the Old
Testament Introduction to three objectives: the origin of books, the canon formation,
and the history of the text. The study of the origin of the Old Testament books,
including the origin of the book of Chronicles attracted the greatest interest and was
largely analytical. The canon formation, and the history of the text, were relegated to
the appendage only. However, for Mihelic, the analytical method for the study of the
Old Testament books was considered unsatisfactory and so the demand for a
synthesis arose. To satisfy the demand for synthesis, he says Gunkel proposed
synthetical-creative literary history, instead of analytical-critical introduction.

Mihelic (1951:121) notes that seeing how literary types arose, and the understanding
that they are not the creation of individual humans, but a product of the corporation
of many generations, we will not likely claim that one human being wrote any portion
of the Old Testament books. This knowledge he says further generated greater

interest in the study of the influence of oral tradition on Old Testament literature.

According to Farnel and Andrews (2017:35-36), tradition criticism is inherently a
philosophical historical-critical methodology, and have prescribed agendas that
reach foregone conclusions. They propose that the discipline may not ever hope to
perform objective analysis because its design and structure are predicated upon a
host of assumptions that are by nature philosophical in origin and expression. The
discipline in their opinion seeks to make interpretive decisions that are ultimately
driven by philosophical underpinning. To this end, it can be better described as
ideology, rather than methodology. Therefore, Farnel and Andrews inscribe that it is
assumed not to be a capable neutral tool in handling the biblical text. By its very
nature, tradition criticism actively promotes the imposition of subjectivity upon the

text.
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Farnel and Andrews (2017:67), maintained that tradition criticism is closely related to
form criticism in its principles. They were developed in conjunction with each other,

yet tradition criticism is now considered a separate discipline

Miller (2011:5) notes that the oral-formulaic theory originated in the second quarter of
the twentieth century in the study of epic poetry. The theory in Miller's understanding
seeks to explain how oral poets improvise poetry. The “Oral Formulaic Theory” is
mostly cited by biblical scholars or used when working with scholarship on oral
tradition. This theory Miller states is associated with the work of Parry and his
student Lord, as well as Ong, and Goody. Miller understands that Parry and Lord
defined the formula as a group of words that are regularly employed under the same
metric condition to express a given essential idea. Subsequently, after Parry’s death,
Lord went on to establish a methodology, which holds that “a percentage of formula
could be calculated for a given written text, and then used as an unmistakable

indicator of oral composition” (Miller 2011:5).

Miller's (2011:6-7) viewpoint is that the work of Parry and Lord applied to all oral
poetries, but their followers went beyond poetry and extended the analysis to every
conceivable genre. Miller notes that many researchers, mostly of English speaking
wasted no time in setting forth the equation: oral style equals formulaic style. The
formula went on to make more impact on the study of form criticism than on the
study of oral tradition. The more formula that is contained in a text, the more likely is
its oral origin. The formula assumed that oral poets are always illiterate, generating a
clear dichotomy between orality and literacy. Miller saw the implication of this giving
rise to further development by Ong, and Goody in what became known as the
“Literacy Hypotheses.” This hypothesis holds that there is a qualitative difference
between oral and written language. Particular features usually reveal oral

composition, and at the same time reveal thought patterns.

Miller estimates that when most scholars write about theories, they are most of the
time referring to Oral Formulaic School. Albright (1950:162) attempted an application
of the Oral-Formulaic insights to Ugaritic epics. Cully (1967:1-137) was the first to
extensively apply the theory to the study of the Old Testament. He further applied the
theory to the study of the Old Testament narratives (Cully 1976:3; 7-10; 17; 20).
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Hendel's (1987:35; 37; 137) dissertation?* was entirely dependent on the theory,
citing nearly every page (Miller 2011:9).

Person (2010:20) assumed that oral tradition lies behind biblical texts, and it was
generally imagined without reference to comparative sources. However, with
analogous reference to the work of Parry and Lord, Person saw the interest in
various fields in using comparative evidence to understand how oral tradition

influenced many great literary works, especially in the ancient and medieval texts.

Miller (2011:28) notes that the comparative approach does not entail any
identification of the developments which are being compared. But without the help of
a comparative method, reconstruction cannot be achieved. In Miller’s view, it could

become extremely subjective to do the reconstruction by speculation alone.

Miller (2011:40-41) additionally, explained that oral tradition, and literary worked
hand in hand, and that tradition history should be applied to both. He stressed that
even after a text is committed to writing, oral transmission remained the normal way
of perpetuating, and using a text while writing served as an accessory. As an
illustration, Miller states that some parts of the Old Testament were written down
early, but to the life situation, the text’s application, and actual use was mostly done
through remembrance and oral transmission. Therefore, in Miller's view, oral and
written transmissions do not exclude each other, exposing the oral-written nature of
the biblical text.

Niditch’s (1996:1-3) approach expresses the idea that dominant threads in Israelite
traditions were oral, and the understanding of literacy in ancient Israel should be in
terms of its continuity and interaction with the oral world. Niditch agrees that behind
the documentary hypothesis are oral compositions. Niditch’s understanding of orality
is in a way different from the way Gunkel described it. In her view, Gunkel’s
description of orality tends to be condescending and include an evolutionary notion

that portrays oral means as primitive, unsophisticated, and unbiblical.

Niditch (1996:2-3) argues that the diachronic approach to orality and literacy
devalues and misguides oral culture. She further says that it misconstrues the
characteristic of oral works and ignores the possibility that written works in a

traditional culture will share the characteristics of orally composed works. Rural

24 Harvard dissertation (The Epic of the Patriarchs) published in 1987
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works are usually imagined in Israelite social-history as confined to an earlier time.
She, however, writes that even during the monarchy, “the vast majority of the people
still lived in agrarian life. They work the land, lived in villages led by elders, and
continue to tell stories, preserved custom and law, and cited proverbs orally” (Niditch
1996:3). Some of these people Niditch postulates learned from their elders, and had
special skills; as such, they were good weavers of narration, preservers of
genealogy. She, therefore, suggests that the oral world continues to live in the word

of scripture, but not necessarily the oral world as described by Gunkel.

Niditch’'s (1996:3) view does not seem to contradict Gunkel’'s approach to oral
tradition; rather it seems to advance the model by stating explicitly that:
Orally composed and oral-written works can be rural or urban, unsophisticated, rustic, and
parochial or sophisticated, aristocratic, and cosmopolitan, concerned with farm or court,
village or city, composed by men or women. There is no one oral genre or oral culture in a
society but a range of sorts of compositions, styles, contexts, and composers. Orally

composed, and oral-style works need not be short and simple, but may like lliad, and the

Odyssey be lengthy, and filled with complex characters and sub-plots.

Scheidewind (2005:1) explored the movement from orality to textuality, the shift from
the oral world toward a textual world. Akin to comparative evidence, Schneidewind
(2005: 57) suggests that the Ugaritic epic and early biblical poetry had a common
literary culture across Syria-Palestine at the end of the Bronze Age, and into the Iron
Age. In Schneidewind’s view, the Josianic reform attempted to purge Israel of foreign
influences and return Israel to the idealized times when they first entered the land.
However, he saw a contrast that shows evidence of continuity from the
archaeological record, which reveals “continued Egyptian presence in Canaan from
Late Bronze age (1550-1200 B.C.E.) through the early Iron Age | period (1200-1000
B.C.E.)” (Scheidewind 2005:57).

Scheidewind (2005:57) further used the stories in the book of Judges, particularly
Judges 1, which he refers to as folktales, to help demonstrate aspects of continuity
that existed between the Canaanite, and the Israelite cultures. Also, this evidence
testifies to the continuity between the urban culture of the Late Bronze Age, and that
of the Early Iron Age. He states that even though some later biblical narratives

advocate a cultural break, the stories of Judges and the early monarch accounts
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from Samuel, and Kings suggests that early Israelite Kings drew upon the Canaanite
administrative system. Only the Josianic religious reform of the Deuteronomic
ideology seems to advance the notion of a complete cultural break with Canaanite

institutions.

Scheidewind (2005:59) notes that just as Ugaritic writings demonstrate a broader
writing tradition in Syria-Palestine, similarly, early Israelite monarchy developed
writing tradition and scribal schools that were not independent. He cited David and
Solomon’s employment of temple herald and scribes. The book of Samuel lists some
of David’s officials, which includes a royal herald, and scribe. Solomon’s list also
includes in addition to the two offices, a court scribe, making his list more elaborate

than David'’s.

Based on the above information, and some insight from the Hebrew Bible (Ezr. 7:6,
11; Neh. 8:1-3), it is evident that the oral and written world existed together in ancient
Israel. The herald ensures that messages are carried to and from the commanders
of opposing armies, possibly orally, and in some cases in writing, as well as keep the
armorial history and genealogy. The scribes, on the other hand, are those who
learned to read and write and functioned as clerks were responsible to see that they
record, and read the royal records and sacred manuscripts. Therefore, based on
their separate functions, the herald seemed to have helped to drive the oral world in
ancient Israel, while the scribes, may be assumed to be the people that committed

the oral history of Israel into a written form.

3.2.2. Tradition Critical Reading of Chronicles

Based on the information garnered under the theoretical framework, tradition critical
reading of the book of Chronicles can, therefore, be understood in this study as a
method of critical examination of the concepts used to trace the developmental
stages of the book of Chronicles from its historical advent to its literary presentation
in the Hebrew Bible (Holladay & Hayes 1982:85).

Boda and McConville’s (2012:907) explanation about the tradition history, seems to
relate the Zion tradition mostly to the text of 1 Chronicles 21. The text focuses mostly
on David, whose Monarchy is related to the Zion tradition. The tradition expresses
the relationship between the three elements of the city, Yahwistic religion, and the

monarchy.
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Geyser-Fouché (2016:5) notes that the Chronicler portrayed David as the ideal King,
not only in the genealogies but also in the narrative part about the Kings, as the
patron of the temple. However, the only unfavorable reference to David was in the
census he undertook in 1 Chronicles 21. Nevertheless, Geyser-Fouche states that
the reason is the outcome, which is the indication of the site chosen for building the

temple.

Appealing to the comparative evidence, there is an enormous amount of evidence,
and this is in agreement with the view of many scholars?® that the Chronicler used
many biblical, as well as non-biblical sources. He relied heavily on the books of
Samuel, Kings, and the Pentateuch. Based on the preceding information, and
information garnered under the theoretical framework, it is evident that the Chronicler
borrowed from the different traditions and omitted some traditions that existed along

with Israel’s history.

Geyser-Fouché (2016:6) notes that the Chronicler did not mention the Mosaic
covenant, as he is associated with Shechem (Dt 27) and a symbol of the northern
kingdom. According to Geyser-Fouché (2016:6), the Abrahamic covenant is also not
mentioned either, because he is associated with Mount Gerizim, which is seen as a
place of the Samaritans. The traditions that describe Yahweh as the Lord of
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are silenced in 1 Chronicles 21, as well as in the whole
book.

Geyser-Fouché (2016:6), therefore, states that 1 Chronicles 21 uses exclusive
language to emphasize and underemphasize, as well as silence voices, to depict
one specific ideology, which is the legitimization of the Yahweh worship and that is in

the temple of Jerusalem.

25 Knoppers (1994:743) is of the view that the Chronicler could be characterized as a reforming
historian. He asserts that 1 Chronicles 21:1-27 “is largely taken from the Chronicler’s Vorlage of 2
Samuel 24:1-25, while 1 Chr 21:28-22:1 is unique to Chronicles.”

According to Nahkola (2001:13-14), the Chronicler’s redaction of the stories of David, and Solomon,
were deliberate and transparent marring of the original narrative as it is found in Samuel. He
retouched the old picture, to idealize the history of Judah, in the spirit of post-exilic Judaism.

Based on the content of the book, Kiel and Delitzsch (1976:12) argued that the general sketch
apparently show that the author had not the general history of Israel in view, from the time of David to
the Exilic period. Rather, the Chronicler’s only purpose was to give an outline of the history of David’s
reign, and his successors, Solomon and the kings of Judah to the fall of Jerusalem. In an attempt to
compare the history of Israel in Chronicles, with the representation of the history of Israel in those
times in Samuel and Kings, one can easily see that the Chronicler has omitted much of the history.
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The non-biblical books are the books of Nathan the prophet, Iddo the seer,
Shemaiah the scribe, Gad the seer, and Ahijah the Shilonite. Nonetheless, there is
also a possibility that the so-called non-biblical books may be books that are

contained in other biblical books or simply evidence of redaction by the writer/s.

Jonker (2013:136-137) notes that 1 Chronicles 21:1 shows an interesting departure
from the source text in 2 Samuel 24:1, which he attributes to theological difficulty.
Also, Jonker states that the Chronicler omitted 2 Samuel 24:5-8a, which indicates
the route that Joab and his commanders took when conducting the census. Instead,
the Chronicler abbreviates the description in 1 Chronicles 21:4 and the direction of
the route in 2 Samuel 24:2 which has “from Dan to Beersheba”, he reverses from the
south (Beersheba) to the north (Dan). According to Jonker, this is not a merely
ordinary abbreviation of the source text, but a reflection of the Chronicler's southern
perspective. In other words, the Chronicler's background is rooted in the southern
tradition. By emphasizing the Southern tradition, the Chronicler succeeded in

emphasizing the importance of the Jerusalem temple.

Jonker (2013:138) states that the Chronicler presented David’s renewed petition to
Yahweh in 1 Chronicles 21:17, as a heavily adapted form of the source text in 2
Samuel 24:17. In Jonker’s view, David took responsibility for the wrongdoing of the
census, and therefore, asked Yahweh to punish him and his house, instead of the
people. This action by David is interpreted by Jonker, as a realization that this
incident has implications for Yahweh'’s eternal promise to his house. Akin to Jonker’s

interpretation, the Chronicler could be said to have alluded to the Davidic covenant.

Jonker (2013:138) observes an allusion to what can be referred to as the major
Israeli tradition in verse 18. He notes a difference from the source text in 2 Samuel
24:18, in which case, the Chronicler involved the angel of the Lord as a
representative of Yahweh. In this account, the angel, instead of destroying the city
commanded Gad to tell David to go up and build an altar. The three elements of the
Zion tradition became prominent in this command by the angel, and they are the city
(Jerusalem), the Yahwistic religion (represented by the altar), and the monarchy
(represented by David). The concept of building an altar is also a strong reference to
cultic practices, which are in the Chronicle’s perspective centered at the Jerusalem

temple.
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Jonker (2013:139) notices a subtle difference in the actual transaction narrated in
21:21-25 and the source text of 2 Samuel 24:20-24. He states that the huge price
difference indicates that the Chronicler wanted to ensure that David’s conduct would
come across as being without any blemish. Also, the acquiring of the threshing floor
that would become a cultic site, had to reflect as noted earlier under the theoretical
framework about mediatory figures, David’s piety, and reverence. Adapting to the
changing tradition, the Chronicler's contemporary audience was made to receive

confirmation of the legitimacy of their cultic site.

Jonker (2013:139) points out an allusion to another Israeli tradition by the Chronicler
to reflect his theological intentions. Jonker notes that the Chronicler reworked the
source text of 2 Samuel 24:25, in 1 Chronicles 21:26-27. Here the Lord answered
David with fire from heaven on the altar of burnt offering. The Chronicler added the
‘fire from heaven’ to his source material according to Jonker. This addition by the
Chronicler could be said to be an allusion to the Mosaic tradition and the Sinai
tradition. In the two cases, the appearance of Yahweh was often accompanied by
fire, for example, Moses at the burning bush, and the revelation of the Torah at Sinai.
Therefore, Jonker concludes that the Chronicler recounted the events this way to
emphasize the importance of what was happening at the site of the temple. David
became in this process a Moses redivivus and the Chronicler attempted to overwrite
Moses with David. This overwriting entailed an overwriting of the Northern tradition
with the Southern Tradition, an overwriting of Tabernacle tradition with Jerusalem
temple tradition, an overwriting of the Sinai tradition with the Zion tradition, and an

overwriting of the exodus tradition with the monarchical tradition.

Jonker (2013:140) observes that 1 Chronicles 21:29-30 are without parallel in the
source text. Jonker believes that the Chronicler used this addition to achieve a
contrast between the sanctuary that was at Gibeon and the newly established altar
on the Jebusite threshing floor. | am also convinced that the Chronicler used this
addition to drive home his complete dependence on the Zion tradition. The tradition
as narrated earlier has the three elements of the city (Jerusalem/Zion), the Yahwistic
religion (the temple), and the monarchy represented by David.

The oral history of 1 Chronicles 21 cannot be separated from the oral history of its

sources. Thus, to begin to trace the oral history of the narrative, one will at best have
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to possibly rely on the previously available studies, to first trace the oral history of its

known biblical sources, and also, its non-biblical sources.

The book of 2 Samuel, which is one of the primary sources the Chronicler depended
on, belongs to the literary unit of Torah according to Campbell (1994:32-33).
Campbell was commissioned to write a paper for a symposium in honor of the
German scholar Martin Noth (1902-1968) and to stay as close as possible to Noth’s
Deuteronomistic history. Campbell understands that the concept of a Pentateuch
gives structure to the early traditions of Israel. He notes that Israel constituted a
people brought out of Egypt into independence, set on the journey to a promised
land. Israel’s tradition gave the texts that narrate their journey a recognized unity as
Torah, which generally belong to the Sinai tradition. At the important points in the
course of history, the texts bring forward leading personages with a speech, either
long or short that looks forward and backward to interpret the course of events.
Campbell, agreeing with Noth, identifies some of these passages, to demonstrate

the literal unity of the Deuteronomistic texts.

Examples of these passages are Joshua 1, 23; Judges 2:11-12; 1 Samuel 12:6; 1
Kings 8:14-16; and 2 Kings 17:7. These passages contain either speeches or
summaries by Israeli leaders, to demonstrate the continuation of their tradition
history and the link between the books. Thus, they are recognized as a unit.
According to Campbell, the structural divisions in the Deuteronomistic text are
marked according to Noth, by Joshua 23:1; 1 Samuel 12, and 1 Kings 8:4. The unity
of the Deuteronomistic text is very obvious, confirming the understanding of history
as a self-contained unit. This unity Campbell stresses is also built on Noth’s
recognition that the key date from Exodus to 1 Kings 6:1 spanned 480 years; a figure

that is explicitly given in the Deuteronomistic history (Campbell 1994:32-33).

Likewise, Braun’s (1994:63) assertion about Noth’s dealings with the character of
Chronicler’s work, is that it stands out as an independent narration to enliven and
develop the details of history. This he supposed is in contrast to the Deuteronomistic

work that is a systematic presentation of history.

Furthermore, the Chronicler’'s speeches are inserted at opportune moments and, as
Braun claims, this is in agreement with Noth’s and von Rad’s viewpoints, supposing

that the speeches are implied like the Levitical sermon current in the Chronicler’s
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day. Also, the Chronicler's prophets or seer appear as spokesmen for Judah,
declaring the doctrine of retribution, an outlook that was conditioned by the

conceptions of his day (Braun 1994.63).

According to Knoppers (2000:1), the Deuteronomistic history is a theoretical
construct that views the books of Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings
as a single literary unit that covers much of Israel’s history from the time before they
entered the land to the exiles of the Northern and Southern Kingdoms. Knoppers
agrees with Noth that the Deuteronomist merged the Law of Moses (Sinai tradition)
and Moses’ speech (Mosaic tradition), adding other sources, such as tales of
conquest, settlement, prophetic narratives, speeches, as well as official annals and
records. Knoppers stressed that “the Deuteronomist organized these disparate
materials, shaped them, and inserted his retrospective and anticipatory comments
(often in the mouths of major characters) at critical junctures in his history”
(Knoppers 2000:1).

Campbell (1994:33) describes the already entrenched conclusion that the
Deuteronomistic history was not the compilation of an editor, rather historical
materials from highly varied traditions (some oral, while others may be written), was
brought together by an author and carefully arranged in a conceived plan.

Campbell’'s (1994:33) description of the Deuteronomistic history, is quite in
agreement with the theoretical framework that the oral, and written world existed
together in ancient Israel, as well as the surrounding cultures. Employing the
comparative evidence at this point, it can be demonstrated that the Hebrew Bible
shows enormous evidence that the Israelites and their neighbors made use of the
heralds as messengers even before the monarchy and during the monarchical
period. The scribes, on the other hand, were there even before the monarchy period,
and always employed among the officials by the Israeli Kings, and their neighboring

Kings.

The following passages will be referred to as examples of the presence of the
heralds in the Hebrew Bible: Exodus 5:10 writes about heralds, who delivered
Pharaoh’s messages as the taskmasters and officers to the people of Israel who
were Pharaoh’s servants. Nahum 1:15 points to a herald who stands on the

mountain to deliver a message to the people of Judah. Similarly, Isaiah 40:9; 48:20,
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and 52:7-8 refers to the work of heralds, and their association with the mountains, as
a high point to easily declare messages to reach the people. A herald’s work can be
seen in the book of Jeremiah 4:5 warning the people of an imminent danger of
invasion. Jeremiah 46:14 also demonstrates the oral nature of proclaiming
messages, by orally, warning about the impending strike of Egypt by
Nebuchadnezzar King of Babylon.

In 1 Samuel 11:4-7, the men of Jabesh Gilead used a messenger (a herald) to meet
Saul at Gibeah to seek help against the evil proclamation of Nahash the Ammonite,
who proposed to make a covenant with them on the condition that he will pull out all
their right eyes. On hearing the messengers (heralds), Saul equally sent his
messengers (heralds) throughout all the territory of Israel to call them out to go to

war with him, and Samuel against Nahash the Ammonite.

1 Kings 21:1-14 demonstrates that the Deuteronomistic history was historical
materials from highly varied traditions, some oral, while others were written. In the
narrative concerning the murder of Naboth for his vineyard, Jezebel wrote letters
(doing the work of a scribe) (verse 8) in King Ahab’s name, sealed the letters with
Ahab’s seal, and sent the letters through messengers to the elders and nobles.
These elders and nobles could read and understand written texts, for they received
and carried out the instruction Jezebel gave in the letters. In this account, we have

evidence of orality and literacy existing together in Israel during the monarchy.

Similarly, Hezekiah wrote letters to Ephraim and Manasseh in 2 Chronicles 30:1-11,
to invite them to the house of the Lord in Jerusalem to keep the Passover to the Lord
of Israel. However, the messengers who went out to proclaim the words of the King
went with the letters from the King and his leaders (possibly included scribes) and
spoke throughout all Israel the command of the King. In this account also, we have

evidence of orality and literacy existing together in Israel during the monarchy.

The oral and written world did not only exist together in ancient Israel during the
monarchy. There is substantial evidence that they also existed together even before
the monarchical period. When Joshua gave his farewell address, particularly in
Joshua 23:6, he encouraged the people of Israel to keep and do all that is written in

the Book of the Law of Moses. The implication of this is that written texts were
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already in existence then, long before the Kings, just maybe not as advanced as in
the monarchical period.

Furthermore, the names of many scribes were listed during the period of the
monarchy: under King David, Seraiah was the scribe in 2 Samuel 8:17; Sheva in
20:25, and Shemaiah the son of Nethanel in 1 Chronicles 24:6. Thereafter under
King Solomon, the scribes were Elihoreph, and Ahijah in 1 Kings 4:3, this time two
scribes in contradiction with only one in David’s era, possibly indicating development
or a greater need for writing and recording events. To support this possibility, the
same verse in addition to the two scribes, equally listed Jehoshaphat the son of
Ahilub as the recorder.

Therefore, founded on the theoretical framework, which proposes the use of
comparative evidence, the tradition critical reading of the book of Chronicles, traced
the developmental stages of the book of Chronicles from its historical advent to its
literary presentation in the Hebrew Bible. It was found that the sources,?® which the
writer/s of the book of Chronicles depended on, contain an enormous amount of
evidence that shows the existence of the oral world and written world in ancient
traditions of Israel before the monarchy. There was also evidence of the interplay
between the oral world, and the written world during the monarchy.

According to Walton et. al. (2000:209), comparatively the Ancient Near Eastern
material illuminates the historical literature of the Old Testament. Consequently, by
implication, it sheds light on the tradition history of 1 Chronicles 21. Among these
resources are royal inscriptions, which preserve the account of the achievements of
kings. The chronographic texts, which records military annals, and the historical
literary texts, that recount the experiences of kings. These texts were usually carved
in stones, more often inscribed on clay tablets. Some kept records on small
rectangular shaped tablets. Others used large slabs or brick-shaped clay polygons.
Records at some point become part of a text if it has to be preserved for future

generations.

Japhet (2009:296) notes that the Exodus tradition was not mentioned in the narrative
of 1 Chronicles 21. In her view, the narrative does not discuss the exodus from Egypt

26 The books of Samuel, Kings, and the Pentateuch. His other biblical sources are the books of Isaiah,
Psalm, Jehu the son of Hanani (contained in the book of kings of Israel), and book of Lamentations of
Jeremiah. The non-biblical books are the books of Nathan the prophet, Iddo the seer, Shemaiah the
scribe, Gad the seer, and Ahijah the Shilonite.
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or the subsequent revelation at Mount Sinai. Japhet (2009:297) states that not only
was the historical event omitted from the narrative, but references to it have also
been deleted in parallel text. The exodus from Egypt was only in the Deuteronomistic

sections of the books of Samuel and Kings.

The Chronicler's ideology can be understood by the different traditions he
emphasized. In 1 Chronicles 21, he emphasized the Zion tradition, David (who is
seen as the founder of the Jerusalem temple), the Jerusalem temple tradition, the
Southern traditions, and the concepts of temple rituals. However, he omitted or
under-emphasized the following traditions — Moses, the Exodus, the Sinai tradition,
the Northern traditions, the Northern Kings (referring to the Northern Traditions).

3.2.3. Summary

Tradition is defined as the creation of the future out of the past, and its
understanding begins with the refining of tradition in conjunction with history and
culture. History is not the past, but an artificial assembly of materials from the past,
which is designed for usefulness in the future. Traditions die at some point, and

another tradition replaces them.

The Second Temple scribes rearranged, reworked, or rewrote the texts of ancient
revelatory events, that were attributed to great mediatory figures like Moses and
David. This demonstrates a distinction between what would have been understood
as a scriptural Mosaic or Davidic texts, and secondary rewritings and reworkings by

later scribes.

Moses and David were not viewed as authors, but scribal channels of tradition, who
collected, arranged, and transmitted revelation for new communities. These ancient
figures can be understood as working scribes who occupy successive links on the
chain of revelatory transmission. The revelatory power of scribal activity found in
Sinai and Qumram provides the framework for thinking about continuous, developing
textual traditions, which have room both for the preservation of and the renewal of

revealed material.

The Second Temple Judeans understood the scribe as concerned with the prolific
collection and presentation of traditions. So many traditions were expressed in the
Old Testament that is part of Israel's history and theological development. The

concept of covenant tradition was clearly outlined in the Pentateuch. It comprises the
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universal, which refers to the covenant that God established with creation after the
universal flood in Genesis 6-9. The ancestral covenants refer to the covenants that
God made with Abraham. God’s servants and prophets speak mostly of the

Abrahamic, Mosaic, Davidic, and new covenants.

Another tradition expressed in the Old Testament is the Zion tradition, which is
mostly related to the Davidic Monarchy. The three elements emerge in any
discussion of Zion tradition: the city of Jerusalem, Yahwistic religion, and monarchy.
The discussion of what is known as the Zion tradition expresses the relationship

between these three elements.

The various historical-critical methods do not exclude or oppose each other, rather
each was developed to complement its predecessor by adding subjects or questions
not sufficiently addressed in the previous discussions. Gunkel and other scholars
introduced a new exegetical method in the early twentieth century known as form
criticism. This method sought the conventional genres, known as the forms, which
circulated among the people and were rooted in very specific settings of their life.
These forms were known in many cases in oral contexts and necessitated form
critics to begin to move their focus away from the written process as the most
creative stage in the production of the Hebrew Bible. Significant literary components
could be produced, remembered, and circulated orally. Therefore, the role of the
solitary author is retroceded. Instead, specific groups, the community at large, and

generations appear in their place as the creators of the Biblical literature.

The tradition that is under scrutiny here is the tradition of the text of 1 Chronicles 21.
This portion of literature may have come into being over some time, but now we
have it in a finished form as a written passage. The goal here then was to retrace the
formation of the literary piece of 1 Chronicles 21, from its initial composition through
its later stages of revision and to its final form in the text of the Hebrew Bible.

The study of traditional history indicates that the passage of 1 Chronicles 21 was not
the creation of an individual but the product of the corporation of many generations,

making it more likely that one person could not have written the book.

Comparative evidence is used to understand how oral tradition influenced many
great literary works, especially in the ancient, and medieval texts. The dominant

threads in Israelite culture were oral, and the understanding of literacy in ancient
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Israel should be in terms of its continuity and interaction with the oral world. The oral
world continues to live in the word of scripture. Orally composed and oral-written
works can be rural or urban and there is thus no one oral genre of oral culture in

society, but a range of sorts of compositions, styles, contexts, and composers.

Akin to comparative evidence, the Ugaritic epic, and early biblical poetry has a
common literary culture across Syria-Palestine at the end of the Bronze Age, and
into the Iron age. The book of Judges, particularly Judges 1, helps demonstrate

aspects of continuity that existed between the Canaanite, and the Israelite cultures.

Based on comparative evidence, the Chronicler relied heavily on 2 Samuel 24, other
Old Testament books, as well as non-biblical sources.

The oral history of 1 Chronicles 21 cannot be separated from the oral history of its
sources. The books of Samuel, and the Pentateuch which are some of the primary
sources the Chronicler depended on, belong to the same literary unit recognized as
Torah. The texts bring forward leading personages with a speech, either long or
short that looks forward and backward to interpret the course of events. These
passages contain either speeches or summaries to demonstrate the link between the
books contained in the Deuteronomistic texts. The Torah belongs to the Sinai
tradition. The various biblical books the Chronicler depended on, belong to the

different traditions, the Covenant, and the Zion.

The theoretical framework allowed for the tradition critical reading of 1 Chronicles 21
to critically examine the concepts used to trace the developmental stages of the
book of Chronicles from its historical advent to its literary presentation in the Hebrew
Bible.

Making use of the comparative evidence, there is enormous evidence that 1
Chronicles 21, has its foundation on the Zion tradition, and the Davidic covenant. But
under-emphasized the Sinai and Mosaic traditions respectively. The source text for
the chapter, however, belongs to different traditions: The Covenant, the Sinai,
Southern, Northern, and so on. The Chronicler, however, omitted the Exodus,

Patriarchal, and Northern traditions.

These traditions were preserved and transmitted by mediatory figures from one

tradition to another, and either transmitted or recorded by the second temple scribes.
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The Chronicler's ideology can be understood by the different traditions he
emphasized. In 1 Chronicles 21, he emphasized the Zion tradition, David (who is
seen as the founder of the Jerusalem temple), the Jerusalem temple tradition, the
Southern traditions, and the concepts of temple rituals. However, he omitted or
under-emphasized the following traditions — Moses, the Exodus, the Sinai tradition,
the Northern traditions, the Northern Kings (referring to the Northern Traditions).

David became in this process a Moses redivivus and the Chronicler attempted to
overwrite Moses with David. This overwriting entailed an overwriting of the Northern
tradition with the Southern Tradition, an overwriting of Tabernacle tradition with
Jerusalem temple tradition, an overwriting of the Sinai tradition with the Zion

tradition, and an overwriting of the exodus tradition with the monarchical tradition.

It is believed, therefore, that the oral and written world existed together in ancient
Israel that helped to mold and preserve the written text of 1 Chronicles 21, which we
currently have in the Hebrew Bible.

3.3. Text Criticism

3.3.1. Theoretical Framework

Draper (2003:1576) writes that textual criticism is sometimes termed lower criticism.
It is the study of copies of written work that does not have a surviving original copy or
copies. According to Draper’s recap, and also in line with this study, it is important to
note that textual criticism is not a negative expression, rather it refers to a careful

study and analysis of the ancient Chronicles text as thoroughly as possible.

Feldmeth (2008:25) defines text criticism as a study that focuses on the changes that

appeared in ancient biblical texts as they were copied and recopied.

According to Tov (1992:1), text criticism deal with the origin and nature of a text. In
Tov’s view, this involves a discussion of the text’s original form(s) and analysis of the
various representations of the changes that occur in the text over the years. The
analysis usually includes the discussion of the relationships between the different
texts, a description of the external condition of the copying of the texts, and the
procedure of transmission of the texts. Tov emphasizes that the collection and

evaluation of data deriving from differences between the textual witnesses is the
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focus of textual criticism. Tov (1992: xxxvi) also, stresses that it is important to note
that textual criticism is somewhat dynamic. Many views do change as new studies
are carried out, as well as with the discovery of new texts. Nonetheless, for Tov, it is

imperative to carry out textual criticism.

Japhet (1993:28-31) contends that text criticism serves two purposes: firstly,
establishing the text of a biblical source, and the other is an illustration of the general
features of biblical transmission. She postulates that the differences between a
biblical text like Chronicles, and its biblical sources result from the intentional editing
of linguistic, and theological sources, while a few of the changes in textual variants
are caused by the process of transmission. In Japhet’s view, the existence of maybe
two or more versions of the same text within the MT in some cases serves to

illustrate the problems involved in text transmission.

Armerding (1983:97) argues that the original author or authors of the book of
Chronicles possibly wrote (or spoke) the message, and there is the possibility that it
was disseminated by hand copies until the invention of the moveable printing press
in the time of Johannes Gutenberg (1397-1468). According to Armerding, it was
inevitable that the earlier process of text transmission gave rise to several variant
readings, which subsequently resulted in the science of lower or textual criticism.
The field of textual criticism in his view then is to ascertain as nearly as possible
what was written in the original text. Armerding further stresses that the research in
this field over the years has seen the development of highly sophisticated techniques
practiced by Old Testament scholars.

Armerding (1983:98-100) further explicates that the job of a text critic is to work back
to the original writings or autographs. He understands that the former practice in the
past, only look for alternate text to resolve the difficulty of variant reading. In
Armerding’s view, scholars developed the idea to use the science of philology to find
meaning for an obscure word or phrase, rather than looking for errors of writing or
copying. As a result, Armerding (1983:100) states that what used to be referred to as
textual problems, is now seen as philological problems. This idea in Armerding’s

interpretation is a new science to challenge the Old Testament text criticism.
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3.3.2. Text-Critical Reading of Chronicles

West (1973:8) describes the primary goal of text-critical reading as an attempt to
establish the actual source of a text, so far as possible. For West, the reason for
doing this exercise is that the autograph may no longer exist. There might be
surviving manuscripts, each of which may be a copy of earlier manuscripts or copies

that may have undergone several steps distant from the autograph.

Tov (1992:2) points to evidence from the modern editions, which are available in
different languages, to assert that the book of Chronicles has been known to be
transmitted in many ancient and medieval sources. As a result, he writes that now
we have manuscripts in Hebrew and other languages, from ancient times. There are
also fragments of leather and papyrus scrolls that are more than two thousand years
old. All these sources in Tov’s view, witness to and shed light on the text of the book
of Chronicles, hence they are textual witnesses to the book. Also, all these sources
differ from each other. Therefore, he saw a need to study the differences between
these textual witnesses, and this study holds a central place within text critical
reading. Tov understands the modern editions of the traditional text of the book of
Chronicles, the Masoretic Text (MT) to reflect many differences because it is based

on different manuscripts.

According to Thompson (1994:22-23), text-critical reading is the historical study of
the text of Chronicles, an attempt to examine the copy or copies of its original
manuscript form. Thompson understands the examination of the manuscript copy or
copies of the original text of Chronicles as a very critical element. This is especially
so, to know the different text traditions that exist and to recognize which source text
the Chronicler used. He notes that the usual resources scholars refer to; include
parallel passages in Samuel, Kings, Joshua, Genesis, other parts of Pentateuch, and
smaller selections from other sources. Also, in recent times, fragments of Chronicles
were found among the Qumran scrolls. Thomson’s view is that most of the past
studies focused on the portions of Chronicles that are paralleled by sections in
Samuel, Kings, and the Septuagint. Where Chronicles differ from these passages, it
was always assumed that the Chronicler modified these texts, to suit his theological

viewpoint.
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Japhet (1993:28-31) writes that there are some matches between the deviating text
of Samuel and Chronicles, demonstrating that Chronicles reflects a vorlage different
from MT. Japhet states that all the commentators recognize that Chronicles’ text has
been preserved in fairly good condition and a few corruptions in it have been
amended by the Masoretic apparatus of Kethib and Qere and Sebirin. Further, only a

few fragments of Chronicles were found among the documents from Qumran.

Thompson (1994:22-23) notes that, based on recent studies, it could be said that
some of the Chronicler's sources are from the Hebrew tradition, from that of the
Masoretic Texts (MT). Thompson asserts that the texts of Chronicles are more like
the Samaritan Pentateuch and Samuel and Kings, than the MT. The Chronicles is
also more like the texts of 4QSam?, 4QSam®, and 4QSam¢, and the LXX than the MT
version. Concerning the comparison of the parallel passages in Samuel and Kings,
Thompson’s view is that although the Chronicler might have used different vorlage,
he also altered his sources to fit his theological and ideological purpose.

Tov (2015:4-5) holds the viewpoint that in the Temple circles, the Rabbis and
Pharisees prevalently used the text form of MT. Many other texts such as the LXX,
the Torah of the Samaritans, Samaritan Pentateuch, were used in Judaism before
the destruction of the Temple, and we learn about them, inter alia, through the
Qumran discoveries. Tov emphasizes, however, that various socio-religious and
demographic developments changed the nature of the textual evidence. The reason
for the change Tov accepts as true, that only the nascent rabbinic Judaism survived
after the destruction of the Temple, and it was the text they used. Also, Tov
acknowledges that other biblical texts were in circulation at this period. The early
Christians used the Greek LXX, which was originally a Judean translation but
adopted by the Christians. The Greek-speaking Judeans used the more recent
Judean revisions. Another group that had split up from Judaism, the Samaritans

turned to their own Torah.

In Tov’'s (2015:4-5) view, whatever texts that were used before this period, such as
those identified from the Qumran, were no longer in circulation because there was
no devout group who could have embraced them. Therefore, Tov concluded that the
preservation of ancient religions and archaeology helped to irradiate the textual
situation in ancient times. The Dead Sea Scrolls discovered at Qumran, the

preservation of the LXX, and Vulgate by the Christians, the preservation of the

81

© University of Pretoria



IVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA

v
IVERSITY OF PRETORIA
1

UN
UN
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

Pentateuch by the Samaritan community, and MT by the traditional Judaism all

contributed to the understanding of the ancient textual situation.

Japhet (1993:28-31) contends that the task of a text-critical reading is not to restore
the source reading, but only the text possibly as far back as it came from the author.
In Japhet’s view, the most significant version among the versions for the textual
study of a book like Chronicles is the Septuagint (LXX), which itself has undergone a
study of its version as an auxiliary tool for the textual criticism of MT. The Septuagint
she believes provides the form of Hebrew text which is a valuable witness to the

state of the text of Chronicles in the second century.

However, for Japhet (1993:28-31), the LXX does not help where the text of
Chronicles is found faulty, for the reason that its manuscript is identical to the current
Hebrew text. Additionally, Japhet notes that the Vulgate, Syriac translation of
Peshitta, and the Aramaic Targum all provide only peripheral value for the textual
criticism of Chronicles. She asserts that these translations, mainly contribute to the
history of exegesis. This view is based on her understanding that the Targum has a
relatively ancient core, but did not receive its final form until the eighth or seventh
century. The Peshitta on the other hand, is Midrashic and besides, was always
harmonized with the text of Samuel and Kings, nevertheless, it was preserved in a

very faulty state, which marks it worthless for text-critical resolves.

The Chronicler seems to have relied on many biblical as well as non-biblical sources.
He seems to have alluded to many books from the Hebrew Bible. For example, in 1
Chronicles 9:1, the Chronicler refers to the recording by genealogies of all Israel and
the captivity of Judah by Babylon (as a result of their unfaithfulness) to the book of
the Kings of Israel. Beentjes (2002:73) considers 1 Chron 9:1 as a closure that is
theologically loaded. He also emphasizes the fact that it is the first time the concept:
“the whole of Israel”’, is used and will be used after this verse another 40 times.

These genealogies can be traced back to MT: The lists derived from Genesis.?’

271 Chronicles 1: 1-4 — (From Adam to Noah), Gen 5: 1-32; 1 Chronicles 1: 5-7 — (The descendants
of Japheth),- Gen 10: 2-4; 1 Chronicles 1: 8-16 — (Descendants of Gam), Gen 10: 6-8, 13-18; 1
Chronicles 1: 17-23 — (Descendants of Shem), Gen 10: 22-29; 1 Chronicles 1: 24-27 — (Patriarchs
from Shem to Abraham), Gen 11: 10-26; 1 Chronicles 1:28 — (Sons of Abraham), Chronilcer's own
material; 1 Chronicles 1: 29-31 — (Sons of Ishmael), Gen 25: 13-16; 1 Chronicles 1: 32-33 — (Sons of
Abraham with Keturah), Gen 25: 1-4; 1 Chronicles 1:34 — (Abraham's grandsons via Isaac: Esau and
Israel), Gen 25: 19-26; 1 Chronicles 1. 35-37 — (Descendants of Esau), Gen 36: 4-5, 9-14; 1
Chronicles 1: 38-42 — (Descendants of Esau), Gen 36: 20-28; 1 Chronicles 1. 43-50 — (Kings of
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For this study, however, it will not be of great value to text critically read all of the
sources the chronicler borrowed from. Therefore, at this point, | will keep the focus
on the specific chapter that this study is based on (1 Chronicles 21). | am going to

discuss the internal evidence of content that is the same as known sources.

3.3.3. The internal evidence of content that is the same as known

sources

It can be adduced from Braun’s (1994:63) assertion about the character of the
Chronicler’s work, that 1 Chronicles 21 stands out as an independent narration to

enliven, and develop the details of history from 2 Samuel 24.

The book of 2 Samuel, which is the primary source the Chronicler depended on for
the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21, belongs to the Deuteronomistic history according to
Campbell (1994:33). Campbell states that the Deuteronomistic history was brought
together by an author and carefully arranged in a conceived plan. However, the
history of 1 Chronicles 21, cannot be separated from the history of its source.
Therefore, the text-critical reading of 1 Chronicles 21 will be dependent on the text-

critical reading of 2 Samuel 24.

Harmonization of the two passages was done by Crockett (1951:138), in the
nineteenth century.?® According to Crockett, the first sections of the two passages
presents a similar narrative about David’s sin in numbering the people, harmonizing
2 Samuel 24:1-9 with 1 Chronicles 21:1-6. The Chronicles’ story seems to have been
borrowed from 2 Samuel 24. However, there is a bit of a difference that might
suggest an emendation of the original story by the Chronicler, possibly to suit his

theological purpose and the traditions of his day.

According to Crockett (1951:139-141), the second section harmonizes 2 Samuel
24:10-14 with 1 Chronicles 21:7-13. Respectively, this section in the two passages
writes about the choice of punishments concerning David’s sin. The third section in
both passages is about the narratives, concerning the pestilence that follows as a

result of David’s sin. This section harmonizes 2 Samuel 24:15-17 with 1 Chronicles

Edom), Gen 36: 31-39; 1 Chronicles 1: 51-54 — (Princes of Edom after Hadad's death), Gen 36: 4-43;
1 Chronicles 2: 1-2 — (Sons of Israel), Ex 1: 2-4; (to mention but a few).
28 Reprinted in 1951
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21:14-17. The fourth and last section harmonizes 2 Samuel 24:18-25 with 1
Chronicles 21:18-30, and both passages write about David’s purchase of Araunah’s

threshing-floor and the erection of an altar for Yahweh.

According to Knoppers (2000:1), the Deuteronomistic history covers much of Israel’s
history from the time before they entered the land to the exiles of the Northern and
Southern Kingdoms. Therefore, since the passage of 2 Samuel 24 is part of the
literary unit of the Deuteronomistic history, it is most likely that the Chronicler's work
of 1 Chronicles 21, was copied from it. This is because the events of the

Deuteronomistic history happened long before the book of Chronicles was written.

Japhet (1993:23-25) seems to sustain the idea that 1 Chronicles 21 was copied from
2 Samuel 24. This is as a result of her general view of the chronology of the biblical
literature, as well as her view that the book of Chronicles was a post-exilic genre.
Japhet suggests that even though the book of Chronicles displays a peculiar diction
of its own, the language places it no earlier than the post-exilic period and most
probably into the period, for the reason that the language has common features with
late biblical works such as Ezra-Nehemiah, Esther, Daniel, as well as non-biblical

works of the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Samaritan Pentateuch.

In his catalog of Biblical passages, Washburn (2003:80-81), only listed 1 Chronicles
17:9-13; 2 Chronicles 28:27 (4Q Chr.); and 2 Chronicles 29:1-3 (4Q Chr.); as the
fragments of Chronicles that were found among the Qumran Scrolls. This finding
implies that 1 Chronicles 21 was not found among the Qumran Scrolls. Similarly, 2
Samuel 24 was also not found among the Qumran scrolls (Washburn 2003:79).

Draper and Russell (2003:211) note that the text of the Old Testament, which 1
Chronicles 21 forms part, numbers in tens of thousands of copies. They stress that
this is unlike other ancient works that are known in a single manuscript or a few
hundred. In Draper and Russell’s view, no original document of the Old Testament,
which includes 1 Chronicles 21 survive, but the great volume of manuscripts helps to
confirm the accuracy of the text. They maintain that the text was carefully copied and
transmitted more carefully than any document before the printing press. They
ascertain that the manuscripts were written in various materials. Firstly, papyrus was

used at the earliest times, secondly the parchment; thirdly, it was contained in scrolls
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until A.D. 600, and thereafter, a book form, which was referred to as the codex

became popular.

According to Draper & Russell (2003:211-213), the Masoretic text (MT) bears the
most important withness to the text of 1 Chronicles 21. The Masoretic scribes
preserved the consonantal text between 500-1000 AD. They stated that the basis of
the text of 1 Chronicles 21 that is contained in the current Hebrew Bible, and most
modern OT translations, was a direct copy of the MT dated 1008 AD. This they
referred to as the Leningrad Codex. The Allepo Codex they suggest is perhaps the
best manuscript, and the codex was the basis for a new critical Hebrew OT produced
by the Hebrew University of Jerusalem.

Draper & Russell (2003:213) besides, regard some ancient translations as important
for establishing as close as possible, the original text of 1 Chronicles 21 because of
its antiquity. Some important versions they point to include the Septuagint (LXX),
which is the first translation from Hebrew to Greek, and the most important non-
Hebrew witness to the passage. The Septuagint in their view generally represents
the MT, but for the book of Samuel, from which 1 Chronicles 21 was copied, it

preserves a more accurate text than the MT.

In Klein’'s (1974:1) opinion, Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS) is currently, the
standard critical edition of the Hebrew Bible, which contains the passage of 1
Chronicles 21. The edition is believed to hold a virtually unchanged copy of the
medieval manuscript, Codex Leningradensis, dated 1009 B CE, by its colophon.
Klein concludes that the traditional text of the passage of 1 Chronicles 21 is the
consonantal Masoretic Text (MT), and can be dated to the end of the first century

B.C., or early second century B.C.

Tov (2015:21) states that the MT forms the basis for explaining other received texts,
even though its background and nature remain a mystery. Unlike the way the
Qumran scrolls illuminated the Samaritan Pentateuch, the surviving textual theories

have not succeeded in illuminating the background of MT.

Klein (1974:2) further notes that about a millennium separates the earliest completed
copy of the passage of 1 Chronicles 21, Codex Leningradensis, from its consonantal

form of MT. The text seems to have been copied with extreme care during this
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millennium, based on the vocalization of the text, which includes instructions on how

the text is to be laid out on the page, accent marks, and the Masorah.

Tov (1992:373-374) explains that even though the BH/BHS and the HUB are
recognized as the two main critical editions of the Hebrew Bible that contain the
narrative of 1 Chronicles 21, there exist likewise, a large number of other critical
editions masked behind modern translations. These editions are included in most
critical commentaries, as well as in the several separate translations of the Hebrew
Bible.

3.3.4. Summary

Textual criticism in this study is a lower criticism and is a study that deals with the
origin and nature of the text of 1 Chronicles 21 as it was copied and recopied. The
science of text criticism came as a result of the inevitable process of text
transmission and the resultant number of variant readings. The task here was to
work back to the original writings or autographs. Scholars presently use the science
of philology to find meaning for an obscure word or phrase, rather than looking for

errors of writing or copying as far as text-critical reading is concerned.

The passage of 1 Chronicles 21 has been known to be transmitted in many ancient,
and medieval sources. The study of the differences between the sources provides
the need for the text-critical reading of the passage. Text critical reading is an
attempt to examine the copy or copies of the passage of 1 Chronicles 21 original
manuscript form. There are some matches between the deviating text of Samuel and
Chronicles, demonstrating that Chronicles reflects a vorlage different from MT. The
most significant version among the versions for the textual study of the passage of 1
Chronicles 21 is the Septuagint (LXX), which itself has undergone a study of its
version as an auxiliary tool for the textual criticism of MT. The Septuagint provides
the form of Hebrew text which is a valuable witness to the state of the text of 1

Chronicles 21 in the second century.

The character of the Chronicler's work stands out as an independent narration to
enliven, and develop the details of history from 2 Samuel 24. Although the Chronicler
was generous to supply the details of the event of 1 Chronicles 21 from his source,
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he enlivened the presentation of his Vorlage by elaborating it in terms of the
conceptions of his day.

The book of 2 Samuel is the primary source the Chronicler depended on for the
narrative of 1 Chronicles 21, and the book belongs to the Deuteronomistic History.
The two passages can be easily harmonized. However, the Chronicler’'s story seems
to have been borrowed from 2 Samuel, and it shows a bit of a difference that might
suggest the alteration of the original story by the Chronicler, possibly to suite his
theological and/or ideological purpose. Also, 1 Chronicles 21 and 2 Samuel 24 were

not found among the Qumran Scrolls.

The text of the Old Testament, which 1 Chronicles 21 forms part, numbers in tens of
thousands of copies. The great volume of manuscripts helps to confirm the accuracy
of the text. The text was carefully copied and transmitted more carefully than any
document before the printing press. The manuscripts were written in various
materials, the Papyrus, the parchment, the scrolls, until 600 AD, and thereafter, the

codex, which was a book form.

The text of 1 Chronicles 21 is contained in the current Hebrew Bible and most
modern OT translations and was a direct copy of the MT dated 1008 CE. It is
referred to as the Leningrad Codex. The Allepo Codex is perhaps the best
manuscript and the codex was the basis for a new critical Hebrew OT produced by

the Hebrew University of Jerusalem.

Some ancient translations like the Septuagint (LXX) were important for establishing
the original text of 1 Chronicles 21 because of its antiquity. The Septuagint generally
represents the MT, but for the book of Samuel (from which 1 Chronicles 21 was

copied), it preserves a more accurate text than the MT.

The Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS) is currently, the standard critical edition of
the Hebrew Bible, which contains the passage of 1 Chronicles 21. The edition is
believed to hold a virtually unchanged copy of the medieval manuscript, Codex

Leningradensis, dated 1009 BCE, by its colophon.

The completed Masoretic Text has the vocalization of the text, accent marks, and the
Masorah. The Masorah was to ensure that the text will be transmitted with special
care, and consists of three parts: the first is the Masorah parva, which specifies the

occurrences of spellings and vocalization. The second is the Masora Magna, which
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notes detailed information about the particulars in the Masorah parva. The third is
the Masora finalis, which gives a list of occurrences of the first and the second
Masora, and also, notes information about the number of letters, words, and verses
in the passage of 1 Chronicles 21, as well as in other portions of the Old Testament.
Therefore, the traditional text of the passage of 1 Chronicles 21 is the consonantal
Masoretic Text (MT) and can be dated to the end of the first century B.C., or early

second century B.C.

The MT forms the basis for explaining other received texts, even though its
background and nature remain a mystery. Unlike the way the Qumran scrolls
illuminated the Samaritan Pentateuch, the surviving textual theories have not

succeeded in illuminating the background of MT.

About a millennium separates the earliest completed copy of the narrative of 1
Chronicles 21, Codex Leningradensis, from its consonantal form of MT. The text
seems to have been copied with extreme care during this millennium, based on the
vocalization of the text, which includes instructions on how the text is to be laid out

on the page, accent marks, and the Masorah.

Moreover, even though the BH/BHS and the HUB are recognized as the two main
critical editions of the Hebrew Bible that contain the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21,
there exist likewise, a large number of other critical editions masked behind modern
translations. These editions are included in most critical commentaries, as well as in

the several separate translations of the Hebrew Bible.

3.4. Literary Form Criticism

3.4.1. Theoretical Framework

Hayes (1982:77) explains the aim of form criticism as a means to determine the
genre of a biblical book or section of a biblical book, like 1 Chronicles 21. Hayes
claims that the specific features of a text like 1 Chronicles 21, categorizes it into
particular literature. He exemplifies his claim, by using parables, which he says
usually have certain standard features, such as a repetitive three-fold pattern and

also contains contrasts.
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Blomberg (2009:81) describes form criticism as a means for identifying the setting
that was instrumental in the production, shaping, and employment of a particular
style of literature. For example, parables likely were told by popular storytellers in the

Ancient world.

According to Buss (1999:15), literary forms, or form criticism is the study of patterns
of writing. Buss emphasis Gunkel’s view of literary types, as constituting a complex
of thoughts, moods, and written symbols, which normally have a connection with life.
In agreement with the folklorist Ben-Amos, Buss understands these three aspects as
corresponding to the different levels of genres: the cognitive, the expressive, and the
behavioral.

In Buss’ view, forms can refer to the arrangement of writing with several facets. It
can also denote a holistic design of writing, including the physical occurrences, the
content, and the role. Understanding any writing in Buss’s opinion requires
recognizing its forms, and discovering how its aspects relate to one another. He
further explains that the consideration of the diverse aspects of any forms of writing
helps interpreters not to limit scholarship only to external descriptions, but also to be

skeptical of the insight.

Buss (1999:359) states that the form history of the book of Chronicles attempts to
reconstruct the history of the book through the examination of its forms. This is
achieved theoretically by the conversion of the formal structural observation into
diachronic-historical ones. In Buss’ view, this is quite different from the history of the
forms of the book, which sequentially, examines the literary forms of the book, after
determining the times and places based on historical criteria. The historical criteria

allude to actual attestations, such as archaeological locations.

Buss (1999:359) suggests that form analysis then further utilizes the diachronic
information, such as the time a text was written with the aim of the recognition of the
form. Buss insists that the theory of form, in addition to just treating the text,
subsequently, moves towards the principles that seek answers to what factors play a

role in, behind, or in response to texts.

Brent and Giese (1995:1-4) note that the Hebrew Bible seemingly contains a
diversity of forms of writing, which should make readers, if they are aware,

consciously adjust their expectations when reading the different content, ways of
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expression, and purpose of what is written. In their view, words can have different
meanings, depending on the form, content, and function within the context where
they appear in a written document. Therefore, they propose that it is imperious for
readers of the Hebrew Bible to recognize the differences in forms, content, and
miscellany of terms in each book, to avoid misinterpretation. They resolve that the
literary forms, in which a text is written, provides the fourth support to the
interpretation, in addition to the historical, grammatical, and theological

interpretations.

Elwell and Beitzel (1988:328) refer to the literary form criticism as higher criticism
and is the study of the literary materials of a text like the book of Chronicles. They
state that the focus is usually on three areas. First, is the genre or type of literature.
This is an attempt to discover if the original manuscript copy of Chronicles consists

of poetry, prose, ancient historical sources, genealogies, letters, or legal matters

Second, is the identification of the sources behind the text of Chronicles. Because
the author of Chronicles may seem not to have indicated the underlying sources he

used, literary form criticism will attempt to remedy that paucity (1988:328-329).

Last, is the question of authorship and date of the book of Chronicles. This area
attempts to discover if the events and persons behind the text of Chronicles were as
historical as the author claims (1988:329).

3.4.2. Literary Form critical reading of the book of Chronicles

The literary form critical reading of the book of Chronicles involves presenting a
reasoned argument to evaluate and analyze the different scholarly viewpoints to
understand the literary form of the book, and for this study, distinct attention will be

given to the literary form critical reading of the passage of 1 Chronicles 21.

Cuddon (2013:285) refers to the form of a literary work to its shape, structure, and
style. In Cuddon’s view, the form is in opposition to the substance of a written work,
which implies what the work is all about. Even though forms and substance are
inseparable, Cuddon maintains that their analysis and assessment may be done

separately. He postulates another meaning of form as the genre.

Roth (1965:1) is of the view that the systematic and in-depth explanation of the
literary patterns found in the OIld Testament is one of the contemporary
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accomplishments of biblical scholarship. Roth ascribed the initiation of the form-
critical method to Hermann Gunkel (1862-1932) and emphasizes that it is an
exegetical tool that has proven to be effective in the understanding of the Old

Testament.

Roth (1965:1) asserts that through the use of the form-critical methods, many new
insights have been gained concerning the outline and peculiarity of Biblical texts. As
a result, the standard introductions to the Old Testament books offer concisely the
results of form-critical research. At the same time, they attest to the
accomplishments of the description of the history, as well as setting in life of almost
all the literary patterns of the Old Testament texts.

Japhet (1993:1) understands the name of the book of Chronicles as one that seems
to define a genre. The genre, in this case, she articulates, equals the events of the
day, which is a historical narrative. Nonetheless, she sees no clear evidence of its
title from within the book itself.

According to Cuddon (2013:298-299), the genre is a French word for type or class of
literature. The classification of genres may coalesce around literary forms and
content. Yet these aspects are distinct from the genre. Systems of categorizing
genres have developed over time. Cuddon refers to Plato, whose understanding
was that there were only three genres: lyric, epic, and drama, which in modern terms
correspond to poetry, fiction, and drama. In Cuddon’s view, Aristotle further extended

Plato’s classification to distinguish epic, tragedy, and comedy.

Cuddon (2013:298-299) states that from the Renaissance to the 18th century,
genres have been carefully distinguished, and writers are expected to follow the
rules prescribed. As a result, many other genres of non-fiction, like autobiography,
biography, and essay have emerged. In Cuddon’s opinion, genre theory attempts to
categorize literature but also draws our attention to the porous nature of generic
boundaries. Hence, under the weight of scrutiny, broad genres easily collapse into
innumerable sub-genres. For example, when subjected to scrutiny, drama easily

collapses into tragedy, comedy, and history, pastoral, and so on.

Additionally, Cuddon (2013:298-299) argues that literary texts may be said not to
belong to any particular genre, rather participate in several genres. This assertion, |

presume, very well describes the book of Chronicles’ text. Cuddon understands this

91

© University of Pretoria



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

(02’&

train of thought to have resulted in increased sensitivity to the role of social and
ideological context in the construction of genres. Therefore, he concurs that genre
theory is no more confined to literary scholarship, but by implication, relates to the

wider debates regarding the role and position of the reader/s.

Brent and Giese (1995:5-6) maintain that the genre falls under the middle level of
contexts, and a correct understanding of the context helps in understanding any
written text. Conversely, they note that failing to recognize context, deprives written
words of their meaning. They point to the three levels of context we should be
sensitive to, to properly understand an Old Testament book like the book of
Chronicles.

The first level of context is the arrangement of words and phrases to construct well-
formed sentences and paragraphs. This first level they also referred to as syntax and
is the immediate context, which allows the determination of the meaning of words
and phrases within a sentence. The second level of context is literary forms. It is the
middle context. This represents the diverse ways in which statements are expressed
in the book of Chronicles. This middle context is the context that is in focus in this
section of this study. The third level is the distant context or the theological context.
This underscores the importance that, every statement in the book of Chronicles, is

part of the total context of the canon of the Hebrew Bible.

In contrast to the isolation of the different contexts, Jonker (2011:74) suggests
engaging the other levels of communication that are simultaneously present. Using
many examples, Jonker shows how these levels occur in an intertwined way and
interactively in the book of Chronicles. Using the method of social categorization, he
structured these examples according to the distinction between intra-group and inter-
group categorization. His discussion moved from the local contexts to the wider
international context. In contemplation of Jonker's argument, it becomes apparent
that the study of the genre of the book of Chronicles will take into consideration

these different levels of communication that are simultaneously present.

Brent and Giese (1995:6-7), identify prose and poetry as usually the most easily
distinguished literary form. In their view, many other subdivisions, fall under these
two categories. They assert that an exegete must first classify the genre of any work

he or she wishes to scrutinize, understand the use or the significance of that
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particular genre, and the time the work was written. They note that familiarity with the
middle context can open up a window, through which the Chronicler’'s work can be
greatly understood. For Brent and Giese, the immediate context, or the distant
context may not usually provide the answers we need, rather, the deciphering of the
middle context or the genre is what will allow us to see, not only what the Chronicler
wishes to communicate to his audience, but also how he wanted them to respond.

Brent and Giese (1995:8-12) further explain that the literary form critical reading of
an Old Testament book, like the book of Chronicles, is not concerned with the other
forms before the written stage of the work nor is it concerned with the search of the
oral stages of the book of Chronicles for forms. Rather, it is concerned with the
canonical form of the text of the book of Chronicles. In their view, vocabulary and
grammar may be of great help in determining genre, but neither is a defining mark of

the genre in the Hebrew Bible.

Brent and Giese (1995:8-12) suggest that the three defining marks of the genre are:
form or structures, content, and function. Forms immediately mark genre, just as
prose is marked by verse, and poetry is marked by the system of line lengths. In a
lament Psalm, a petition or request immediately follows a description. In the case of
narrative, there must be a plot. A read for content, which is the second mark of
genre, helps in determining genre. The third and final mark of the genre is the
function. They recognize that this is how the text is intended to function and is

sometimes referred to as the intentionality of the text.

Sandoval and Mandolfo (2003:30-31) regard the genre of the book of Chronicles as
an ancient genre, and its understanding will require the inquiry about its context in
the life of the recipients. In their view, genres in ancient Israel were usually
associated with specific social group/s, which ensured their purity. They gave two
examples, one with the priests and their associate Torah, and secondly the prophets
and their associate oracles. The book of Chronicles Sandoval and Mandolfo state
consists of collections and could be considered a collection of collections that were
made in ancient times. Thus, the task of the literary form critical reading is to take
apart these collections and to inquire how their components originated.

According to Japhet (1993:31-34), many generations of scholars regarded the form

of the book of Chronicles as history. She states that some scholars related the book
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to the Midrash, which can be understood as an ancient commentary on the part of
the Hebrew Scriptures. Japhet also notes other scholars, who defined the book as a
work of history, while others saw the book as a liturgical composition, to be read
along with the Torah. After considering the book of Chronicles’ relevant features like
the aim, plan, form, and method, Japhet regards the book as history which she refers
to as an idiosyncratic expression of biblical historiography.

However, Japhet (1993:31-34) notes that the work seems to be quite different from
the modern sense of the definition of history. Nevertheless, She asserts that this
does not, in any case, exclude the book from the general genre of history, for the
following reasons: firstly, while the modern concept of history regarding human and
natural forces as the governing forces of history, Chronicles belong to the realm of
super-natural, which is borne out of human-divine interaction, and governed by God;
secondly, ancient and modern historians have different ways of evaluating
probabilities, based on their different theological suppositions, which usually arises
out of the scope and nature of available information, as well as theoretical, and
philosophical principles; thirdly, an ancient historian would warmly accept as a
legitimate historical source, the genealogical lists, and family trees, while a modern
historian would hesitate to accept them; fourthly, historians usually cite archival
documents, letters and the like, which they scrutinize for authenticity, to make up the
literary format of their work. The Chronicler seems to be well aware of this factor;
hence he seemed skeptical of including prophetic stories, unlike his treatment of the
Deuteronomistic history; finally, an ancient historian, particularly a biblical one
assumes absolute authority in his work, whereas a modern historian relies on natural

talent and abilities while recognizing his/ her limitations (Japhet 1993:31-34).

Brent and Giese (1995:14-18) recommend that accurate interpretation of an Old
Testament book like the book of Chronicles hinges on the context, especially the
middle context (the literary form), thus, recognizing the genre of the work is
essential. To go about compiling a working knowledge of the genre of Chronicles
comes from internal data and external parallels. The best guide they suggest is to
read and note differences in form, content, and function, and what those differences
mean. Also, to look at parallel genres that were preserved in writings from the

Ancient Near East.
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Brent and Giese’s (1995:14-15) point of view, agrees with Jonker's (2011:74)
understanding that the writer/s of the book of Chronicles felt the direct political
impact in Jerusalem, as well as, been part of the ideological discourses on the
international scene. Such writings may help to determine aspects of form, content,
and function. However, Brent and Giese acclaim that it is important to be cautious in
approaching the book of Chronicles, as it appears to have more than one genre. The
primary goal of the pursuit of genre criticism here is to gain knowledge of the correct

principle of interpretation that is needed for this study.

Buss (2010:116) implicitly, emphasizes that the starting point of form criticism lies
within the canon of the Hebrew Bible itself. He notes that the biblical materials were
superficially gathered according to the types of discourse, and social location. Buss
exemplified his claim, by stating that the realm of wisdom and singers, is almost
exclusively contained in the third division of the Hebrew canon. In Buss’
understanding, the early post-biblical exegetes commonly analyzed biblical materials
based on types. Also, the rabbinic tradition expressed different rules for the exegesis
of different genres. For instance, the exegesis of the collective body of Judean laws
derived from written and oral Torah differs significantly from the rules for the
interpretation of non-legalistic exegetical texts, such as narratives. According to Buss
Biblical genres, however, complement one another. They are endowed with
persuasive principles that address the individual directly. He argues that this seems
to be their central focus; thus, their primary aim is not just to narrate ancient stories,
but for correction and usefulness for the individual.

Brent and Giese (1995:14-20) state that the book of Chronicles seems large to
contain the genre of narratives. This, in their view, is because it has the form
features, which can be seen in the division of the various actions into sequences and
the overall developments of plots. They note that the narrator portrays individual
characters, through how he relates their words and actions, as well as what he
relates to their thoughts and emotions, to display the genre mark of content. The
primary functions of the narratives in Chronicles do seem to teach kingship

obligations or personal morality.

Brent and Giese (1995:23-24) note that in addition to the narrative, history, and law,
other suggestions of biblical genres found in the book of Chronicles are genealogies,

oracles, the announcement of judgments, apocalyptic, laments, and praise. In their
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view, the understanding that there are various literary forms in the book of
Chronicles, is of great importance, as it helps with the understanding of the
uniqueness of the book, and how the varying principles can be applied to the
interpretation of the different genres found in the book. Furthermore, the
understanding here indicates how genres functioned for the author of Chronicles,
and his audience.

However, it will not be necessary for this study, to examine all these genres found in
the book of Chronicles, thus, emphasis will be limited from this point to the genre of

the passage of 1 Chronicles 21.

3.4.3. Literary Form critical reading of 1 Chronicles 21

The passage of 1 Chronicles 21 seems to fall under the genre of narrative.
According to Porter (2007:202-203) narratives fall under prose, which resembles the
conventions of verbal speech. Porter explains that the Biblical prose narrative is very
similar to the conception of a story and it should be approached like any
contemporary story, without losing sight of the primary historical and theological

nature of the text.

Puckett's (2016:4) definition of a narrative like 1 Chronicles 21, portrays the narrative
as the relationship between, on the one hand, a real or imagined series of events,
and the representation of that real or imagined series of events. This definition
Puckett asserts allows for the possibility to look at the most interesting and vital
aspect of critical reading of the narrative. The difference between events and their
representation in Puckett’s view can be linked to the difference between a story, and
how the story is conveyed. Puckett states that the controversial nature of this
definition is its reliance on the idea of representation, for which reason critics seem

to understand the idea as too limiting.

Nevertheless, Puckett (2016:5) is less interested in supporting a particular definition
of narratives, than seeing how competing definitions work within the critical narrative
reading. Puckett understands that writers or theorists have made the thinking of the
ideological character as well as the historical limits of representation, an important
part of narrative theory. However, despite the important reservations in the
definitions, Puckett holds that most of the narrative definitions, tend to assume one
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or another relation between events and their representations in a narrative like 1
Chronicles 21.

Puckett notes that the “analytically powerful distinction between story and its
representation is, arguably, the founding insight of the field of narratology” (2016:5).
The narrative theory in Puckett's view may end up going in many different and
sometimes conflicting directions, it, however, always begins with the relationship
between the events in a story like 1 Chronicles 21, and how the events are conveyed

in the narrative.

In Porter’s (2007:202-203) opinion, for any story to be a story, it must have four basic
elements: plot, character, setting, and point of view. Porter explains that the plot
deals with events in any given story, and the way the events are arranged, rendered,
and connected. Moreover, for Porter, there cannot be a plot without conflict. This
could be generated by the opposition of persons, or forces. The plot in his viewpoint
will usually have a beginning, middle, and end, which brings an end to the conflict or
provides resolution. The plot conflict can only be possible if there is at least one
character. This main character is the protagonist, who may be compassionate or
indifferent to the character in opposition, who is referred to as the antagonist. The
geographical and historical point at which a story occurs is known as the setting. The
setting, Porter assumes, may also include other aspects as time, locale, weather
condition, and many other physical properties. Finally, the point of view of biblical
narratives, according to Porter, except on rare occasions, is typically related from the
omniscience, omnipresent, third-party point of view. The narrator displays the
freedom to reveal the thought, and motive of any character, as well as be invisibly

present in all the places, without the restrictions of time, and space.

Porter (2007:237), summarizes the methodology of reading a narrative like 1
Chronicles 21 in four steps, that are not necessarily sequentially taken by a critic.
First, in the form of the text, which is analyzed, and categorized according to literary
aspects and genres. Porter includes the categories of fiction, nonfiction, prose, and
poetry in the literary aspects. For the literary genres, he includes categories such as
history, legend, and myth.

Secondly, Porter (2007:237) mentions the literary structure of the text, which he

notes is analyzed in terms of setting, plot, language play, and theme. In Porter’s
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view, the set consists of the context of the narrative, in which the plot and characters
develop. The context he says usually includes geographical, temporal, social, and
historical information. The plot includes the beginning of the story, a sequence of
events, and the ending of the story. Porter notes that the plot can be studied at the
whole text, or pericope level, and attention is given to narrative time that is regarded
as the literary arrangement of the order of events, rather than historical sequence.
The language play affords implied commentary, which guides the reader through the
story. Language play usually employs devices such as irony, comedy, symbolism,

repetition, and omission.

Porter (2007:237) notes that the third aspect of the methodology of reading a
narrative is the study of the characters. The characters usually include conventional
roles such as the protagonists and the antagonists, which need to be identified,
together with the motives and change. The key to the narrative according to Porter,
is how the author develops interesting personalities with whom the reader identifies.
The identification of the points of view taken by various characters is the fourth
aspect of the methodology. Consequently, Porter holds that “the application of the
four steps of narrative criticism is directed toward the detection of an overarching or
encapsulating theme” (Porter 2007:237).

Porter’s opinion is that among some narrative critics, there is a distinction between
the real author, the implied author, and the narrator. The person telling the story says
Porter, is the narrator. Porter adds that the perspective from which the text is written
defines the implied author/ narrator, and the story is told from the perspective of the

author/ narrator.

The real author based on Porter’s contribution, in the case of 1 Chronicles 21, will
then refer to the author of the source material in 2 Samuel 24. The author/ narrator,
similarly, will refer to the Chronicler, who retold or possibly rewrote the story in a new
way, from his perspective, to include the use of the first or third person, the location,
and the all-knowing and all presence of “the author/narrator who can interpret events
from a future perspective and provide the reader with ‘inside’ information about
characters’ thoughts, motivations, reasons, and private conversations” (Porter
2007:237).
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Porter similarly, presents the distinction that could be made between the real reader,
the narratee, and the implied reader. He explains that:

The implied readers are the group of readers that the text addresses who share
certain presuppositions and knowledge of certain information. The real reader is
meant to agree to accept the dynamic of the story world created by the author,
temporarily adopting the faith commitments and value systems indicated by the text
in order to associate with the feelings of the implied readers and determine the
effect of the text, which is the intended response ... Narrative criticism is
characterized by a remarkable diversity of approach. There is a growing interest in
intertextuality, which is interconnection with texts outside of a narrative’s immediate
contextual boundaries. There is considerable disagreement about narratorial
reliability (omniscience), the role of texts, contexts and readers, and the implications
of interpretations. Even if all can be brought to agree on the facts, what is made of
the facts is entirely different. Therefore, there has been a growing recognition that a
uniform system of reading cannot guarantee uniform interpretation. Some narrative
critics are combining reader-response criticism with narrative criticism through
paying attention to the role of the reader in making meaning and studying how the
text interprets the readers by helping them to understand themselves and their
experiences. Literary criticism and narrative criticism are also combined with other
current literary and sociological trends such as deconstruction, feminist criticism,
political criticism, and psychoanalytic criticism.

Porter 2007:237

Wenham (2000:8-9), attempts to explain the difference between the real author, and
the implied author, as well as the difference between the implied reader, and the real
reader. In Wenham’s view, the implied author is usually portrayed as a better person
than the real author. Wenham exemplifies this view, by using the idea of a typical
politicians’ speeches, which usually “are full of high-flown rhetoric presenting
themselves as trustworthy and devoted to social justice: sadly, in real life, some
politicians do not live up to the image they project” (Wenham 2000:9).

Based on the preceding example, Wenham concludes that if we rely on their
speeches and writing to construct a picture of the politicians and their views, we then
have the implied author, as opposed to the real author. Therefore, in dealing with the
text of 1 Chronicles 21, we can presume that we are dealing with the implied author,
not the real author. We have no way of verifying that the real Chronicler matched the

Chronicler implied by the text of his narrative.

Nevertheless, Wenham (2000:9) explains that the inaccessibility of the real author is
no obstacle to understating the narrative, for it is the values entrenched in the

narrative that we trying to illuminate. The views in the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21
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are the views of the implied author, which may or may not agree with that of the real
author.

Similarly, Wenham (2000:9) supposed that the implied reader is a mirror image of
the implied author. This is the reader the author had in mind when writing the text,
and probably, guessed the reader’s knowledge, experience, and outlook. The writer
then grounds his arrangement of materials, to appeal to this implied reader. Wenham
identifies the central critical problem in reading a text like Chronicles is to discover
the implied author and his worldview. The Chronicler in the case of the narrative of 1
Chronicles 21, is responsible for recording the words of the characters involved in
the story, and his version of their speeches is what we have. He is the one that

decides what to include and omit, so in the real sense, all the words are his.

Fokkelman (1999:216) advises readers to revisit the same biblical narrative like 1
Chronicles 21, numerous times to seek out a narrative’s hero. In the present context,
the hero may refer to God. Fokkelman notes that a narrator like Chronicler uses both
narrative and narrated time. The narrator (Chronicler) is omniscient, anonymous, and
master over characters, whose truth may or may not be his own. The narrator
(Chronicler) was at liberty to manipulate his characters and readers. Fokkelman’s
emphasis, points to the view, that one can ferret out the story of 1 Chronicles 21
ideology by observing the way the narrator (Chronicler) intervenes in his stories to
provide information and portrayal. He adds that through the selection of action, and
passion, the narrator (Chronicler) constructed the plot of the story that helps readers

detect the story’s hero and the hero’s quest.

According to Fokkelman (1999:216) a narrator like Chronicler accurately employs
time and space, and at the same manipulates the point of view the characters are
permitted to disclose. Thus, the narrator (Chronicler) is in control of the flow of
knowledge and shapes the menu of perspectives the readers might choose to
assume. Fokkelman understands the editor of a narrative like 1 Chronicles 21, to be
similarly anonymous as the narrator, as well as intentional about his purpose as the

narrator.

3.4.4. Summary

Literary form criticism is a means to determine the genre of any biblical book or a

section of a biblical book, like the passage of 1 Chronicles 21. It sometimes helps in
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identifying the setting of a particular style of writing. Forms can also refer to the
arrangement of writing with several facets. The theory of forms allows the use of
principles to seek answers to what factors play a role in, behind, or in response to
texts. The Hebrew Bible contains a diversity of forms of writing, which provide the
fourth support to the interpretation of the books contained in it, in addition to the
historical, grammatical, and theological interpretations.

Literary form criticism can also be referred to as the higher criticism, and the focus is
on the genre, the identification of the sources behind the text, and the question of

authorship and date.

The literary form critical reading of the book of Chronicles involves presenting a
reasoned argument to evaluate and analyze the different scholarly viewpoint to
understand the literary form of the book, and for this study, distinct attention will be

given to the literary form critical reading of the passage of 1 Chronicles 21.

The literary form critical reading is the systematic and in-depth explanation of the
literary patterns found in the book of Chronicles. This is the study of the genres
found in the book and is a French word for type or class of literature. The literary text
of the book of Chronicles may be said not to belong to any particular genre, rather
participate in several genres. The genre falls under the middle level of contexts, and
a correct understanding of the context helps in understanding the text of the book of
Chronicles. The immediate context is the syntax, which allows the determination of
the meaning of words and phrases within a sentence. The middle context represents
the diverse ways in which statements are expressed in the book of Chronicles. The
distant context or the theological context underscores the importance that, every

statement in the book of Chronicles, is part of the total context of the Hebrew Bible.

The immediate context or the distant context may not usually provide the answers
we need, rather, the deciphering of the middle context or the genre is what will allow
us to see, not only what the Chronicler wishes to communicate to his audience, but

also how he wanted them to respond.

The three defining marks of the genre are form or structures, content, and function.
Forms immediately mark genre, just as prose is marked by verse, and poetry is
marked by the system of line lengths. The genre of the book of Chronicles is ancient,

and its understanding will require an inquiry about its context in the life of the
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recipients. The book of Chronicles consists of collections and could be considered a

collection of collections that were made in ancient times.

The book of Chronicles appears to have more than one genre. The primary goal of
the pursuit of genre criticism here is to gain knowledge of the correct principle of
interpretation that is needed for this study. The book of Chronicles does seem large
to contain the genre of narratives. In addition to the narrative, history, and law, other
suggestions of biblical genres found in the book of Chronicles are genealogies,
oracles, the announcement of judgments, apocalyptic, laments, and praise. The
understanding that there are various literary forms in the book of Chronicles is
definitely of great importance, as it helps with the understanding of the uniqueness of
the book, and how we can apply varying principles to the interpretation of the
different genres found in the book. Furthermore, the understanding here will indicate
how genres functioned for the author of Chronicles, and his audience, as well as
bring these genres up through time, for present-day application.

However, it will not be necessary for this study, to examine all these genres found in
the book of Chronicles, thus, emphasis will be limited from this point to the genre of
the passage of 1 Chronicles 21. The passage of 1 Chronicles 21 seems to fall under
the genre of narrative. Narratives fall under prose, which resembles the conventions
of verbal speech. The Biblical prose narrative is very similar to the conception of a
story and it should be approached like any contemporary story, without losing sight

of the primary historical and theological nature of the text.

The distinction between a story and its representation is, arguably, the founding
insight of the field of narratology. The narrative theory goes in many different and
sometimes conflicting directions. However, it always begins with the relationship
between the events in a story like 1 Chronicles 21, and how the events are

conveyed.

For any story to be a story, it must have four basic elements: plot, character, setting,
and point of view. The plot deals with events in any given story, and the way the
events are arranged, rendered and connected. There cannot be a plot without
conflict. This could be generated by the opposition of persons, or forces. The plot
usually has a beginning, middle, and end, which brings an end to the conflict or

provides a resolution. The plot conflict can only be possible if there is at least one
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character. This main character is the protagonist, who may be compassionate or
indifferent to the character in opposition, who is referred to as the antagonist. The
geographical and historical point at which a story occurs is known as the setting. The
setting may also include other aspects such as time, locale, and many other physical
properties. The point of view of biblical narratives, except on rare occasions, is
typically related from omniscience, an omnipresent third-party point of view. The
point of view can rest on different planes, which include ideological, psychological,

and theological.

The narrator displays the freedom to reveal the thought, and motive of any character,
as well as be invisibly present in all the places, without the restrictions of time, and
space. The narrator in his view is the voice that imparts the story to the reader and

sometimes may have a very distinct voice from the author.

3.5. Redaction Criticism

3.5.1. Theoretical Framework

Perrin (1969:1) expresses the theoretical framework of this aspect of historical
criticism, as a concern with the studying of the theological motivation of an author, as
this is revealed in the author’s collection, arrangement, editing, and modification of
traditional material, and the composition of new material. Perrin suggested that the
discipline could equally be called composition criticism because it deals with the
composition of new materials and the arrangement of redacted materials into new
divisions and forms.

Breytenbach (1997:1166) clarifies what he refers to as intertextuality as a reaction of
texts to another text within the context, based on a clear understanding that texts
never exist in isolation. Constructed on this concept, Breytenbach observes that
different narratives are always found in the Hebrew Bible about the same event,
arising out of the need to determine texts socially. Breytenbach termed these
narratives counter-narratives, which are generally narratives set up against master

narratives, to de-dogmatize them, as well as counter their claim to universal truth.

Breytenbach (1997:1166) assumes that de-dogmatize is usually the aim of the
redaction of texts like Chronicles. This is the study as defined by Breytenbach, of

how the various units of the book of Chronicles have been assembled into its final
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literary structure by the writer. Redaction criticism here, according to Breytenbach’s
view is that the Chronicler did not merely copy the materials he received; instead, he
edited and re-shaped the traditions he collected. Therefore, Breytenbach
understands the aim of the redaction criticism as the study of the involvement of the

Chronicler in the work he has collected and shaped.

Grenz et. al. (1999:34) describe the redaction criticism as a means that allows a
critic to attempt, to identify the ways a writer or editor utilizes sources in composing a

biblical book to appreciate the author’s theology, and setting.

3.5.2. Redaction Critical Reading of Chronicles

In Japhet’s (1993:14) assessment, the Chronicler’'s major sources among the biblical
works are the historical compositions. The Chronicler cited some of them in full and
others in a reworked form. He did not take extensive literary excerpts from the
prophetic books. He only cited some Psalms literarily. Japhet notes that the
Chronicler’s tenacities, his historiographical approaches, as well as his theological
concepts, usually determines the variation of his technique for the use of the biblical
extracts. Sometimes he cites them literary, other times he uses them as a
foundation, and further adds materials to produce a more ornate picture. Japhet
understands the Chronicler’s style, as a display of a skillful balance of omission,
additions, and changes that transforms his final work into narratives that are different

from the sources, and sometimes conflicting.

Japhet (1993:14-17) indicates that the Chronicler appeared to have surveyed all of
the Pentateuch as source materials for his writing, but his picture of Israel’s history is
emphatically different from that of the Pentateuch. Japhet attributes this difference in
the Chronicle’s embellishments and omissions as a function of his historiographical
and theological plan. In Japhet’s view, the Chronicler followed the order of the text of
Samuel and Kings, but sometimes introduces a change of order, while adding and
omitting texts. The Chronicler's most important biblical source is the book of Kings,
which he employed quite differently for the account of Solomon’s reign and that of
the Kings of Judah.

Japhet (1993:15-17) further explicates that the Chronicler omitted large sections of
Solomon’s early narratives. Thus, making his version a shortened reformulation of 1

Kings 1-11. Japhet notes that in the case of the Kings of Judah, the Chronicler
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follows to the letter, even when they collide with his theological views. His work
according to Japhet is a record of the only legitimate kingdom of Judah, instead of
being a synchronistic history of the two kingdoms. He only includes in his record the
northern kingdom, in passages where the relationship between the two kingdoms is

recorded, and he ultimately judges these relationships negatively.

Japhet continues by highlighting that the Chronicler supplements his records with
extra-biblical traditions; an example can be found in Il Chronicles 28:6-15. Japhet
concludes that the Chronicler's record can be said to be presented from the
perspective of Judah. He literary elaborated on their existing narratives and also
isolated new episodes, as well as introduced new topics?® that were not found in the

Deuteronomistic history.

Moreover, Japhet (1993 17-.18) states that the Chronicler also borrowed from Ezra-
Nehemiah, the edict of Cyrus, and the list of the inhabitants of Jerusalem. However,
these stories serve a different purpose in Chronicles, showing his view to be critically
divergent from Ezra-Nehemiah concerning the history of Israel. He also used extra-
biblical sources, which consist of late, post-exilic materials that relate to the
“legitimization and organization of the Temple personnel in its fourfold division into
priests, Levites, singers and gatekeepers, and in the rotatory structure of twenty-four
divisions” (Japhet 1993 17-.18). The Chronicler’s general presuppositions in Japhet’s
view indicate the kind of adherence to sources, which sometimes motivates him to

add or elaborate on the historical records.

Nahkola (2001:13) referred to Wellhausen to indicate agreement with his viewpoint
and then recounts in the foundations of the method in biblical criticism, the double
narrative of the parallels between the book of Chronicles and Samuel or Kings. The
principle he could draw from the comparison is the influence of the Priestly Code.
This is seen in the difference of the spirit in the way the two histories, represent the
same facts and events. The implementation of the principle can be seen in the way
the two traditions portrayed the lives of David and Solomon. The difference is the
total impression one can see between the two histories. The Chronicler presents
David as the founder of the kingdom, as well as the founder of the temple and public

worship. Also, David was presented as “the singer and master of ceremonies at the

2% The record of the military organisation of the kingdom; record of their economic achievements;
details of the administration; and history of the Temple.
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head of a swarm of priests and Levites” (Nahkola 2001:13). On the other hand, the
books of Samuel and Kings portrayed David, as the king and hero at the head of his

companions in arms.

Furthermore, Nahkola (2001:13-14) reiterates in the Chronicler's narratives, how
God takes the initiative and provides solutions. Nahkola exemplifies this idea by
showing how it can be seen in the way God slew Saul and turned the kingdom over
to David. However, in the Samuel version of the story, the human aspects of David
were more prominent. David obtained the kingdom after a very long period, involving
battle, cunning, treachery, and murder. Nahkola therefore, concludes that the
Chronicler’s redaction of the stories of David, and Solomon, were deliberate, and
transparent marring of the original narrative as it is found in Samuel. He retouched

the old picture, to idealize the history of Judah, in the spirit of post-exilic Judaism.

Kiel and Delitzsch (1976:12) in their introduction to the book of Chronicles to analyze
the plan, and the aim of the book, which in some way, could contribute to the
discussion on the redaction criticism of the book. Based on the content of the book of
Chronicles, they argue that the general sketch shows that the author had not the
general history of Israel in view, from the time of David to the exilic period. Rather,
the Chronicler’s only purpose was to give an outline of the history of David’s reign,
and his successors, Solomon, and the kings of Judah to the fall of Jerusalem. In an
attempt to compare the history of Israel in Chronicles, with the representation of the
history of Israel in those times in Samuel, and Kings, Kiel and Delitzsch (1976:12)
postulate that one can easily see that the Chronicler has purposefully omitted much

of the history.

Firstly, in the history of David, he omitted his seven years reign at Hebron, over
Judah. He generally omitted all the events related to King Saul, events connected to
David’s family relationship, the scene between David and Michal (2 Sam. 6:20-23),
the infidelity with Bathsheba, with its abrupt and more aloof consequences (2 Sam.
11:2-12), the outrage of Amnon upon Tamar, Amnon’s slaying by Absalom, his rise
against David, with its issues (2 Sam. 13-22), and finally, from 2 Sam. 22:1-23:7, he
omitted David’s thanksgiving Psalm and last words (Kiel and Delitzsch 1976:12).

Secondly, in the history of Solomon, the Chronicler omitted Adonijah’s attempt to
usurp the throne, and the subsequent anointing of Solomon at Gihon, David’s last
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command to Joab, and Shimei, the execution of these two men, together with
Adonijah, and then Solomon’s marriage to Pharaoh’s daughter (1 Kings 2:13-46). He
also omitted the wise judgment of Solomon, the description of his royal
magnificence, his glory, his building of the temple, wisdom, and the turning of his
heart from the Lord (1 Kings 3-11), Solomon’s polygamy and idolatry, with their
consequences (1 Kings 11:1-40). Finally, the Chronicler omitted the history of the
northern kingdom, founded by Jeroboam, and the prominent prophets of the time,
like Elijah and Elisha. He only mentioned the northern tribes, as long as they were in
hostility or friendly union with Judah (Kiel and Delitzsch 1976:12).

On the other hand, the Chronicler included many facts and events which were not
included in Samuel and Kings. Like the detailed account of the transfer of the Ark to
Jerusalem, involving the Levites, and the worship arrangements made by David (1
Ch. 16). He included a whole section, about David’s preparations for the building of
the temple, and his arrangements for public worship; army regulation, and his last
commands (1 Chron. 22-24). He further included in detail, the history of the kings of
Judah, more than in the book of kings, as well as the work of the prophets in Judah
(Kiel & Delitzsch 1976:13-15).

Based on the kind of information included and excluded by the Chronicler, Kiel and
Delitzsch (1976:15-16) note that one can see the point of view, from which the
Chronicler regarded, and described the events. He presents the facts religiously,
while the author of the books of Samuel, and kings describes events from a political
point of view. They assert that the Chronicler tries to draw from the history of the
kings of Judah, the bliss, and blessings that come from adherence to the covenant,
which the Lord made with Israel, as well as the devastation, and expletive that
follows the forsaking of the covenant. The Chronicler’'s point of view Kiel and
Delitzsch concludes, predisposed his selection, omission, and treatment of the
material he borrowed from older histories, prophetic writings, and perhaps other

writings.

3.5.3. Redaction Critical Reading of 1 Chronicles 21

There appears to be a possible redaction activity in 1 Chronicles 21, relative to the
supposed source narrative in 2 Samuel 24. 1 Chronicles 21:1 states that it was

Satan who stood up against Israel, and moved David to number the Israelites. While
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2 Samuel 24:1, states that it was the anger of the Lord that was aroused against

Israel and moved David to number his people.

Romer (2013:4-5) understands that the figure of Satan in 1 Chronicles 21, is not
used as a proper name, rather, it designates the function of a secret agent of a sort
and he cannot act without Yahweh’s permission. In Romer’s view, this is an attempt
to extract the evil from Yahweh. Romer supposed that the texts from the Persian
period demonstrate a tendency to create a figure representing evil that is separated
from Yahweh. This tendency in Rdmer’s view, led to the development of a dualistic
worldview some centuries later, which he believes was not the case in the Hebrew
Bible.

Knoppers (2004:751) similarly, understands that the Chronicler introduced the figure
of Satan in 1 Chronicles 21, which alters the source text in 2 Samuel 24 because he
wanted to represent the evil that is separated for Yahweh. Knoppers, supposed that
the Chronicler altered his source text because the story as presented in the book of

Samuel was untenable.

According to Japhet (1993:373), the appearance of Satan in 1 Chronicles 21:1, is an
alteration to the text of 2 Samuel. Japhet emphasizes that the Chronicler detached
the story from its former context in two ways: first, he omitted the anger of God, and
second, the incitement to number the Israelites were not attributed to God, but

another agent.

Japhet (1993:373), understands the result of the first alteration to mean that David is
responsible for the events that follow. Japhet insists that the second alteration
demands a detailed discussion. One of the assumptions and considerations
according to Japhet, is based on the events found in a few passages in the Hebrew
Bible; Satan is found as a member of the divine entourage in Zech. 3:1, and Job 1-2.
In both these cases, Japhet notes that the noun is prefixed by the article, in contrast
to 1 Chronicles 21:1, where the noun is indeterminate. In Japhet’s view, it is this
difference that prompts scholars to regard the noun as a proper name ‘Satan.’ Thus,
1 Chronicles 21:1, seems to “represent the ultimate stage in the development of the
figure of Satan as the embodiment of evil, and the nearest in the Bible to a dualistic
concept of the divine” (Japhet 1993:374).
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Japhet states that all English translations follow this long exegetical tradition,
“according to which satan serves as a proper noun, and read Satan” (Japhet
1993:374). The interpretation of the noun as Satan, by all these translations, is
based on several assumptions and considerations according to Japhet. However,

she recommends a reconsideration of this generally accepted view.

Japhet (1993:374) points out that from a linguistic point of view, the transition of a
common noun to a proper noun is affected in Hebrew by the addition of the article.
Additionally, she notes that a common noun can transit to a proper noun without the
article if the noun has completely lost its original meaning. Therefore, in Japhet’s
view, the absence of the article raises doubts about understanding the noun as a
proper noun. This view Japhet notes, is nevertheless, purely from a linguistic point of

view.

Japhet (1993:374-375), argues that if such a significant theological development in
the concept of evil and its origin were expressed by 1 Chronicles 21:1, we would
expect to find it elsewhere in the book as well. The general attitude of Chronicles in
Japhet's view is that evil, like good originates from God. Given the different
considerations, theological as well as linguistic, Japhet concludes that the figure of

Satan still serves as a common name, and refers to an adversary.

Mathews (1998:160) also agrees that 1 Chronicles contains a redaction activity.
However, he assumes that David took a census of his military troops in 1 Chronicles
21, perhaps because of his pride. In Mathews’ interpretation, 2 Samuel ascribes
David’s temptation to God, while the Chronicler ascribes it to Satan. Mathews
reasons that the difference is because of the theological purpose of the passages
respectively. Mathews further elucidates the need to understand the sovereignty of
God and His control over all creation. Based on this understanding, Mathews accept
as true that the Chronicler emphasized God’'s holiness, and for that reason,
attributed the direct cause of David’s sin to Satan. He exemplified his viewpoint by
referencing elsewhere in Job 1:6, and Zech. 3:1, where Satan was acting under

God’s direction.

Fleming (2005:124) notes that there is a redaction activity in 1 Chronicles 21:1,
which reveals a difference in the text, from its source text in 2 Samuel 24:1-4.

However, Fleming argues that the difference was theologically motivated. He
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suggests in agreement with Mathews (1998:160) that David’s sin was as a result of
pride. Fleming writes that there was increasing power, and prosperity in Israel under
David at the time the source text of 2 Samuel 24 was written. Fleming, attributes a
feeling of self-praise to David, based on this growth, as if he, and not God, had been
the cause of their growth. In Fleming’s view, God allowed Satan to suggest to David
to take the census. Therefore, God used the event to reveal David’s pride and

punish it.

Berger (2007:153) does not argue against the redaction activity in 1 Chronicles 21
either, rather, he proceeded to argue that it was God who did the inciting. Berger
insisted that Lord incited David through Satan. He referred to Satan as the angel of
the Lord, whom in his view, David saw in the form of the angel of the Lord with a
drawn sword in his hand in 1 Chronicles 21:16. Berger understands Satan as the

one who leads people to stumble, and the one who puts them to death.

Berger (2007:153) suggests that it cannot be ruled out that the Hebrew word (Nn?),

which can mean the one who puts them to death, is simply a corruption of the

Hebrew word (N9?), which could mean the one who incites them. In Berger’s view,

the samekh of the ha-mesit must have been mistaken for a mem by a copyist.
Therefore, in Berger’s view, the Lord is the one who did the inciting through Satan,
and since Satan is the one who did the inciting, it will follow that he is also the one

who should be called the angel of the Lord.

Kiel and Delitzsch (1976:234-235) agree that there is the redaction of the source text
in 1 Chronicles 21:1 by the Chronicler. Nevertheless, they explained that the mention
of Satan, rather than Yahweh, as the seducer in this event, does not mean that
everything contrary to Yahweh’s will, was traced up to this evil spirit in later times in
Israel. Rather, it was the Chronicler's design from the beginning, based on his

purpose of writing, to indicate that David’s act was ungodly.

According to Stokes (2009:92), in 2 Samuel 24, it was Yahweh who was angry with
Israel and incites David against them, but in 1 Chronicles 21, a certain satan was
identified as the direct cause of David’s error. In Stokes's view, the identification of a
certain satan as the instigator of David’s census, and the resulting plague, as against

the earlier version of the story, point to the fact that a redactor substituted this figure
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for the deity. Stoke argues that the answer to the reason why a redactor would
substitute the source of the instigator in the Chronicler’'s story has been given
traditionally, and otherwise. However, the different scholarly viewpoints regarding the
long exegetical tradition, according to which the term Satan serves either as a proper

noun, or a common noun in 1 Chronicles 21:1 will continue to be reconsidered.

3.5.4. Summary

This aspect of historical criticism, theoretically, concerns the studying of the
theological motivation of an author, as this is revealed in the author’s collection,
arrangement, editing, and modification of traditional material, and the composition of
new material. The newly redacted materials are usually set up to de-dogmatize the
old material, to counter their claim to universal truth. The aim of the redaction
criticism is the study of the involvement of the Chronicler in the work he has collected
and shaped.

The Chronicler's major sources among the biblical works are the historical
compositions. He cited some of them in full and others in a reworked form. He did
not take extensive literary excerpts from the prophetic books. He only cited some
Psalms literarily. The Chronicler’s style is a display of a skillful balance of omission,
additions, and changes that transforms his final work into narratives that are different

from the sources, and sometimes conflicting.

The Chronicler appeared to have surveyed all of the Pentateuch as source materials
for his writing, but his picture of Israel’s history is emphatically different from that of
the Pentateuch. His work is a record of the only legitimate kingdom of Judah, instead
of being a synchronistic history of the two kingdoms. He only includes in his record
the Northern kingdom, in passages where the relationship between the two
kingdoms is recorded, and ultimately judge these relationships negatively. At the
same time, he supplements his records with extra-biblical traditions. The Chronicler
also borrowed from Ezra-Nehemiah, the edict of Cyrus, and the list of the inhabitants
of Jerusalem. Even though, these stories serve a different purpose in Chronicles,
showing his view to be critically divergent from Ezra-Nehemiah concerning the

history of Israel. The Chronicler’s point of view predisposed his selection, omission,
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and treatment of the material he borrowed from older histories, prophetic writings,
and perhaps other writings.

There appears to be a possible redaction activity in 1 Chronicles 21, relative to the
supposed source narrative in 2 Samuel 24. 1 Chronicles 21:1 states that it was
Satan who stood up against Israel, and moved David to number the Israelites. While
2 Samuel 24:1, states that it was the anger of the Lord that was aroused against

Israel and moved David to number his people.

The first view considered, is that the figure of Satan is not used as a proper name,
rather, it designates the function of a secret agent of some sort and he cannot act
without Yahweh’s permission. Some scholars believe that the insertion of the figure

Satan in the verse is an attempt to extract the evil from Yahweh.

The second view, understand that the Chronicler altered his source text because the
story as presented in the book of Samuel was untenable. The Chronicler detached
the story from its former context in two ways: first, he omitted the anger of God, and
second, the incitement to number the Israelites were not attributed to God, but

another agent.

The first alteration means that David is responsible for the events that follow. The
second alteration demands a detailed discussion, and one of the assumptions and
considerations is based on the events found in a few passages in the Hebrew Bible;
Satan is found as a member of the divine entourage in Zech. 3:1, and Job 1-2. In
both these cases, the noun is prefixed by the article, in contrast to 1 Chronicles 21:1,
where the noun is indeterminate. It is this difference that prompts scholars to regard
the noun as a proper name ‘Satan.” Thus, 1 Chronicles 21:1, seems to represent the
ultimate stage in the development of the figure of Satan as the embodiment of evil.
All English translations follow this long exegetical tradition, according to which satan

serves as a proper noun, and read Satan.

However, from a linguistic point of view, the transition of a common noun to a proper
noun is affected in Hebrew by the addition of the article. Additionally, a common
noun can transit to a proper noun without the article, if the noun has completely lost
its original meaning. The absence of the article in 1 Chronicles 21:1, raises doubts

about understanding the noun as a proper noun.
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Nevertheless, if such a significant theological development in the concept of evil and
its origin were expressed by 1 Chronicles 21:1, we would expect to find it elsewhere
in the book as well. The general attitude of Chronicles is that evil, like good
originates from God. Given the different considerations, theological as well as
linguistic, the conclusion is that the figure of Satan still serves as a common name,

and refers to an adversary.

A third view assumed that David took a census of his military troops in 1 Chronicles
21, perhaps because of his pride. The reason for his pride is attributed to the
increasing power, and prosperity in Israel at the time the source text of 2 Samuel 24
was written. Based on the situation, God allowed Satan to suggest to David to take

the census. Therefore, God used the event to reveal David’s pride and punish it.

Yet another view, understands Satan as the angel of the Lord, whom David saw in
the form of the angel of the Lord with a drawn sword in his hand in 1 Chronicles
21:16. In this view, Satan is the one who leads people to stumble, and the one who
puts them to death. In this view, there is believed to be a copyist error, whereby, it is
suggested that the one who puts them to death, must have been mistaken as the

one who did the inciting through Satan.

In any case, the identification of a certain satan as the instigator of David’s census,
and the resulting plague, as against the earlier version of the story, point to the fact
that a redactor substituted this figure for the deity. The answer to the reason why a
redactor would substitute the source of the instigator in the Chronicler's story has
been given traditionally, and otherwise. However, the different scholarly viewpoints
regarding the long exegetical tradition, according to which the term Satan serves
either as a proper noun, or a common noun in 1 Chronicles 21:1 will continue to be

reconsidered.

3.6. Synthesis

This synthesis aims to give a summary of the different sections of this chapter,

towards a connected whole.

The first section attempts to uncover the tradition history. Traditions die at some

point, and another tradition replaces them.
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The second temple scribes rearranged, reworked, or rewrote the texts of ancient
revelatory events, that were attributed to great mediatory figures like Moses and
David. This demonstrates a distinction between what would have been understood
as scriptural Mosaic or Davidic texts, and secondary rewritings and reworkings by

later scribes.

Moses and David were not viewed as authors, but scribal channels of tradition, who
collected, arranged, and transmitted revelation for new communities. These ancient
figures can be understood as mediatory figures who occupy successive links on the

chain of revelatory transmission.

So many traditions were expressed in the Old Testament that is part of Israel's
history and theological development. The tradition expressed in 1 Chronicles 21 is
the Zion tradition, which is mostly related to the Davidic Monarchy. The three
elements emerge in any discussion of Zion tradition: the city, Yahwistic religion, and
kingship. The discussion of what is known as the Zion tradition expresses the

relationship between these three elements.

The study of tradition history indicates that the passage of 1 Chronicles 21 was not
the creation of an individual but the product of the corporation of many generations,
making it more likely that one person could not have written the book. The dominant
threads in lIsraelite culture were oral, and the understanding of literacy in ancient
Israel should be in terms of its continuity and interaction with the oral world. The oral

world continues to live in the word of scripture.

Based on comparative evidence, the Chronicler relied heavily on 2 Samuel 24, other
Old Testament books, as well as non-biblical sources. The books of Samuel, and the
Pentateuch which are some of the primary sources the Chronicler depended on,
belong to the same literary unit recognized as Torah. The Torah belongs to the Sinai
tradition. The various biblical books the Chronicler depended on, belong to the

different traditions, the Patriarchal, Covenant, and the Zion.

The Chronicler did not mention the Mosaic covenant, as he is associated with
Shechem (Dt 27) and a symbol of the northern kingdom. Abrahamic covenant is also
not mentioned either, because he is associated with Mount Gerizim, which is seen

as a place of the Samaritans. The traditions that describe Yahweh as the Lord of
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Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are silenced in 1 Chronicles 21, as well as in the whole
book.

The Chronicler shows through the reversing of the census route, a reflection of the
Southern perspective. In other words, the Chronicler's background is rooted in the

Southern tradition.

The Lord answered David with fire from heaven on the altar of burnt offering. This
addition by the Chronicler could be said to be an allusion to the Mosaic tradition and
the Sinai tradition and an attempt to replace these traditions. In the two cases, the
appearance of Yahweh was often accompanied by fire, for example, Moses at the
burning bush, and the revelation of the Torah at Sinai.

These traditions were preserved and transmitted by mediatory figures from one

tradition to another, and either transmitted or recorded by the second temple scribes.

The Chronicler's ideology can be understood by the different traditions he
emphasized. In 1 Chronicles 21, he emphasized the Zion tradition, David (who is
seen as the founder of the Jerusalem temple), the Jerusalem temple tradition, the
Southern traditions, and the concepts of temple rituals. However, he omitted or
under-emphasized the following traditions — Moses, the Exodus, the Sinai tradition,
the Northern traditions, the Northern Kings (referring to the Northern Traditions).
David became in this process a Moses redivivus and the Chronicler attempted to
overwrite Moses with David. This overwriting entailed an overwriting of the Northern
tradition with the Southern Tradition, an overwriting of Tabernacle tradition with
Jerusalem temple tradition, an overwriting of the Sinai tradition with the Zion

tradition, and an overwriting of the exodus tradition with the monarchical tradition.

These traditions were preserved and transmitted by mediatory figures from one

tradition to another, and either transmitted or recorded by the second temple scribes.

It is believed, that the oral and written world existed together in ancient Israel that
helped to mold and preserve the written text of 1 Chronicles 21, which we currently

have in the Hebrew Bible.

The second section is the textual criticism, a lower criticism, and is a study that deals
with the origin and nature of the text of 1 Chronicles 21 as it was copied and
recopied. The science of text criticism came as a result of the inevitable process of

text transmission and the resultant number of variant readings. The task here was to
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work back to the original writings or autographs. Scholars presently use the science
of philology to find meaning for an obscure word or phrase, rather than looking for

errors of writing or copying as far as text-critical reading is concerned.

The passage of 1 Chronicles 21 has been known to be transmitted in many ancient,
and medieval sources. The study of the difference between the sources provides the
need for the text-critical reading of the passage. Text critical reading is an attempt to
examine the copy or copies of the passage of 1 Chronicles 21 original manuscript
form. There are some matches between the deviating text of Samuel and Chronicles,
demonstrating that Chronicles reflects a vorlage different from MT. The task here
was not to restore the source reading, but only the text as much as possible traced
back to the author. The most significant version among the versions for the textual
study of the passage of 1 Chronicles 21 is the Septuagint (LXX), which itself has
undergone a study of its version as an auxiliary tool for the textual criticism of MT.
The Septuagint provides the form of Hebrew text which is a valuable witness to the

state of the text of 1 Chronicles 21 in the second century.

The character of the Chronicler's work stands out as an independent narration to
enliven, and develop the details of history from 2 Samuel 24. The book of 2 Samuel,
is the primary source the Chronicler depended on for the narrative of 1 Chronicles
21, and the book belongs to the Deuteronomistic History. The Deuteronomistic
history was not the compilation of an editor, rather historical materials from highly
varied traditions (some oral, while others were written), was brought together by an
author and carefully arranged in a conceived plan. However, the history of 1
Chronicles 21, cannot be separated from the history of its source. Therefore, the
text-critical reading of 1 Chronicles 21 was dependent on the text-critical reading of 2
Samuel 24.

The two passages can be easily harmonized. However, the Chronicler’s story seems
to have been borrowed from 2 Samuel, and it shows a bit of a difference that might
suggest the alteration of the original story by the Chronicler, possibly to suit his

theological and ideological purpose.

The text of the Old Testament, which 1 Chronicles 21 forms part, numbers in tens of
thousands of copies. The great volume of manuscripts helps to confirm the accuracy

of the text. The text was carefully copied and transmitted more carefully than any
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document before the printing press. The manuscripts were written in various
materials, the Papyrus, the parchment, the scrolls, until A.D. 600, and thereafter, the

codex, which was a book form.

The text of 1 Chronicles 21 is contained in the current Hebrew Bible and most
modern Old Testament translations, and was a direct copy of the MT dated AD 1008.
It is referred to as the Leningrad Codex. The Allepo Codex is perhaps the best
manuscript and the codex was the basis for a new critical Hebrew Old Testament

produced by the Hebrew University of Jerusalem.

Some ancient translations like the Septuagint (LXX) were important for an attempt to
establish the original text of 1 Chronicles 21 because of its antiquity. The Septuagint
generally represents the MT, but for the book of Samuel, from which 1 Chronicles 21

was copied, it preserves a more accurate text than the MT.

The Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS) is currently, the standard critical edition of
the Hebrew Bible, which contains the passage of 1 Chronicles 21. The edition is
believed to hold a virtually unchanged copy of the medieval manuscript, Codex

Leningradensis, dated 1009 B. C., by its colophon.

The completed Masoretic Text has the vocalization of the text, accent marks, and the
Masorah. The traditional text of the passage of 1 Chronicles 21 is the consonantal
Masoretic Text (MT) and can be dated to the end of the first century B.C., or early

second century B.C.

The MT forms the basis for explaining other received texts, even though its
background and nature remain a mystery. Unlike the way the Qumran scrolls
illuminated the Samaritan Pentateuch, the surviving textual theories have not

succeeded in illuminating the background of MT.

About a millennium separates the earliest completed copy of the narrative of 1
Chronicles 21, Codex Leningradensis, from its consonantal form of MT. The text
seems to have been copied with extreme care during this millennium, based on the
vocalization of the text, which includes instructions on how the text is to be laid out

on the page, accent marks, and the Masorah.

Moreover, even though the BH/BHS and the HUB are recognized as the two main
critical editions of the Hebrew Bible that contain the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21,

there exist likewise, a large number of other critical editions masked behind modern
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translations. These editions are included in most critical commentaries, as well as in

the several separate translations of the Hebrew Bible.

The third section is the literary form criticism and is a means to determine the genre
of any biblical book or a section of a biblical book, like the passage of 1 Chronicles
21. It sometimes helps in identifying the setting of a particular style of writing. Forms
can also refer to the arrangement of writing with several facets. The theory of forms
allows the use of principles to seek answers to what factors play a role in, behind, or
in response to texts. The Hebrew Bible contains a diversity of forms of writing, which
provide the fourth support to the interpretation of the books contained in it, in addition
to the historical, grammatical, and theological interpretations.

Literary form criticism can also be referred to as the higher criticism, and the focus is
on the genre, the identification of the sources behind the text, and the question of

authorship and date.

The literary form critical reading of the book of Chronicles involves presenting a
reasoned argument to evaluate and analyze the different scholarly viewpoints to
understand the literary form of the book, and for this study, distinct attention was

given to the literary form critical reading of the passage of 1 Chronicles 21.

The literary form critical reading is the systematic and in-depth explanation of the
literary patterns found in the book of Chronicles. This is the study of the genres
found in the book and is a French word for type or class of literature. The literary text
of the book of Chronicles may be said not to belong to any particular genre, rather
participate in several genres. The genre falls under the middle level of contexts, and
a correct understanding of the context helps in understanding the text of the book of
Chronicles. The immediate context is the syntax, which allows the determination of
the meaning of words and phrases within a sentence. The middle context represents
the diverse ways in which statements are expressed in the book of Chronicles. The
distant context or the theological context underscores the importance that, every

statement in the book of Chronicles, is part of the total context of the Hebrew Bible.

The immediate context or the distant context may not usually provide the answers
we need, rather, the deciphering of the middle context or the genre is what will allow
us to see, not only what the Chronicler wishes to communicate to his audience, but

also how he wanted them to respond.
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The three defining marks of the genre are form or structures, content, and function.
Forms immediately mark genre, just as prose is marked by verse, and poetry is
marked by the system of line lengths. The genre of the book of Chronicles is ancient,
and its understanding will require an inquiry about its context in the life of the
recipients. The book of Chronicles consists of collections and could be considered a

collection of collections that were made in ancient times.

The book of Chronicles appears to have more than one genre. The primary goal of
the pursuit of genre criticism here is to gain knowledge of the correct principle of
interpretation that is needed for this study. The book of Chronicles does seem large
to contain the genre of narratives. In addition to the narrative, history, and law, other
suggestions of biblical genres found in the book of Chronicles are genealogies,
oracles, announcements of judgments, apocalyptic, laments, and praise. The
understanding that there are various literary forms in the book of Chronicles is
definitely of great importance, as it helps with the understanding of the uniqueness of
the book, and how we can apply varying principles to the interpretation of the
different genres found in the book. Furthermore, the understanding here will take us
back to how genres functioned for the author of Chronicles, and his audience, as
well as help with the present-day application.

However, it was not necessary for this study, to examine all these genres found in
the book of Chronicles, thus, the emphasis was limited from this point to the genre of
the passage of 1 Chronicles 21. The passage of 1 Chronicles 21 seems to fall under
the genre of narrative. Narratives fall under prose, which resembles the conventions
of verbal speech. The Biblical prose narrative is very similar to the conception of a
story and it should be approached like any contemporary story, without losing sight

of the primary historical and theological nature of the text.

For any story to be a story, it must have four basic elements: plot, characters,
setting, and point of view. The plot deals with events in any given story, and the way
the events are arranged, rendered and connected. There cannot be a plot without
conflict. This could be generated by the opposition of persons, or forces. The plot
usually has a beginning, middle, and end, which brings an end to the conflict or
provides a resolution. This main character (Yahweh) in 1 Chronicles 21 is the
protagonist, who may be compassionate or indifferent to the character in opposition

(David), who is referred to as the antagonist. The geographical and historical point
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(Jerusalem) at which a story occurs is known as the setting. The setting may also
include other aspects as time, locale, and many other physical properties. The point
of view of biblical narratives, except on rare occasions, is typically related from
omniscience, an omnipresent third-party point of view. The point of view can rest on

different planes, which include ideological, psychological, and theological.

The narrator displays the freedom to reveal the thought, and motive of any character,
as well as be invisibly present in all the places, without the restrictions of time, and
space. The narrator in his view is the voice that imparts the story to the reader and

sometimes may have a very distinct voice from the author.

A biblical narrative, like the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21, should be evaluated as a
unit, alongside the other narratives in the book of Chronicles. Rather than trying to
get a special message from its statements, events, and descriptions. In other words,
the whole narratives of the book of Chronicles give the message, rather than the

separate individual narrative of 1 Chronicles 21.

Narratives can be portrayed as the relationship between, on the one hand, a real or
imagined series of events, and the representation of that real or imagined series of
events. The difference between events and their representation can be linked to the
difference between a story, and how the story is conveyed. Most of the narrative
definitions, tend to assume one or another relation between events and their

representations in a narrative like 1 Chronicles 21.

The narrative theory goes in many different and sometimes conflicting directions, it,
however, always begins with the relationship between the events in a story like 1

Chronicles 21, and how the events are conveyed in the narrative.

The real author of 1 Chronicles 21, is referred to as the author of the source material
in 2 Samuel 24. The narrator, similarly, will refer to the Chronicler, who retold or
possibly rewrote the story in a new way, from his perspective, to include the use of
the first or third person, the location, and the all-knowing and all presence of the
narrator who can interpret events from a future perspective and provide the reader
with ‘inside’ information about characters’ thoughts, motivations, reasons, and

private conversations.

The implied readers (the restoring Judahite community) are the group of readers that

the text addresses who share certain presuppositions and knowledge of certain
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information. The real reader is meant to agree to accept the dynamic of the story
world created by the author, temporarily adopting the faith commitments and value
systems indicated by the text to associate with the feelings of the implied readers

and determine the effect of the text,

There is a difference between the real author and the implied author. The implied
author is assumed to be of better character than the real author, and in real life, the
implied author does not live up to the image they project. We have no way of
verifying that the real Chronicler matched the Chronicler implied by the text of his
narrative. Nevertheless, the inaccessibility of the real author is no obstacle to
understating the narrative, for it is the values entrenched in the narrative that we are

trying to illuminate.

The implied reader is a mirror image of the implied author. This is the reader the
author had in mind when writing the text, and probably, guessed the reader’'s
knowledge, experience, and outlook. The writer then grounds his arrangement of
materials, to appeal to this implied reader. The central critical problem in reading a
text like Chronicles is to discover the implied author and his worldview. The
Chronicler in the case of the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21, is responsible for recording
the words of the characters involved in the story, and his version of their speeches is
what we have. He is the one that decides what to include and omit, so in the real

sense, all the words are his.

The narrator (Chronicler) is omniscient, anonymous, and master over characters,
whose truth may or may not be his own. The narrator (Chronicler) was at liberty to

manipulate his characters and readers.

A narrator like Chronicler accurately employs time and space, and at the same
manipulates the point of view the characters are permitted to disclose. Thus, the
narrator (Chronicler) is in control of the flow of knowledge and shapes the menu of

perspectives the readers might choose to assume.

In the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21, the Chronicler as already mentioned above under
tradition criticism, changed the source material of 2 Samuel 24, to suit his ideological
and theological purpose. Ideologically, the Chronicler, emphasized the Zion tradition,

David, the Jerusalem temple tradition, the Southern traditions, and the concepts of
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temple rituals. However, he omitted or under-emphasized the following traditions —
Moses, the Exodus, the Sinai tradition, the Northern traditions.

Theologically, the Chronicler seems to have utilized a concept (satan) that was
known to them (because of the Persian influence) to alter the theology of Samuel. In
Samuel it is Yahweh who is instigating Dawid, which the Chronicler cannot align with
his theology and image of God, therefore he falls back to a concept known to the
people after exile — satan. This is the main reason why the Chronicler changed the

Samuel narrative — because it didn’t suit his theology and his image of God.

The last section is the redaction criticism. This aspect of historical criticism,
theoretically, concerns the studying of the theological motivation of an author, as this
is revealed in the author’s collection, arrangement, editing, and modification of
traditional material, and the composition of new material. The newly redacted
materials are usually set up to de-dogmatize the old material, to counter their claim
to universal truth. The redaction criticism aims to study the involvement of the

Chronicler in the work he has collected and shaped.

The Chronicler's major source among the biblical works is the historical
compositions. He cited some of them in full and others in a reworked form. He did
not take extensive literary excerpts from the prophetic books. He only cited some
Psalms literarily. The Chronicler’s style is a display of a skillful balance of omission,
additions, and changes that transforms his final work into narratives that are different

from the sources, and sometimes conflicting.

The Chronicler appeared to have surveyed all of the Pentateuch as source materials
for his writing, but his picture of Israel’s history is emphatically different from that of
the Pentateuch. His work is a record of the only legitimate kingdom of Judah, instead
of being a synchronistic history of the two kingdoms. He only includes in his record
the northern kingdom, in passages where the relationship between the two kingdoms
are recorded, and ultimately judge these relationships negatively. At the same time,
he supplements his records with extra-biblical traditions. The Chronicler also
borrowed from Ezra-Nehemiah, the edict of Cyrus, and the list of the inhabitants of
Jerusalem. Even though, these stories serve a different purpose in Chronicles,
showing his view to be critically divergent from Ezra-Nehemiah concerning the

history of Israel. The Chronicler’s point of view, predisposed his selection, omission,
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and treatment of the material he borrowed from older histories, prophetic writings,
and perhaps other writings.

There appears to be a possible redaction activity in 1 Chronicles 21, relative to the
supposed source narrative in 2 Samuel 24. 1 Chronicles 21:1 states that it was
Satan who stood up against Israel, and moved David to number the Israelites. While
2 Samuel 24:1, state that it was the anger of the Lord that was aroused against

Israel, and moved David to number his people.

The first view considered, is that the figure of Satan is not used as a proper name,
rather, it designates the function of a secret agent of some sort and he cannot act
without Yahweh’s permission. Some scholars believe that the insertion of the figure

Satan in the verse is an attempt to extract the evil from Yahweh.

The second view, understand that the Chronicler altered his source text because the
story as presented in the book of Samuel was untenable. The Chronicler detached
the story from its former context in two ways: first, he omitted the anger of God, and
second, the incitement to number the Israelites were not attributed to God, but

another agent.

The first alteration means that David is responsible for the events that follow. The
second alteration demands a detailed discussion, and one of the assumptions and
considerations is based on the events found in a few passages in the Hebrew Bible;
Satan is found as a member of the divine entourage in Zech. 3:1, and Job 1-2. In
both these cases, the noun is prefixed by the article, in contrast to 1 Chronicles 21:1,
where the noun is indeterminate. It is this difference that prompts scholars to regard
the noun as a proper name ‘Satan.’ Thus, 1 Chronicles 21:1, seems to represent the
ultimate stage in the development of the figure of Satan as the embodiment of evil.
All English translations follow this long exegetical tradition, according to which satan

serves as a proper noun, and read Satan.

However, from a linguistic point of view, the transition of a common noun to a proper
noun is affected in Hebrew by the addition of the article. Additionally, a common
noun can transit to a proper noun without the article, if the noun has completely lost
its original meaning. The absence of the article in 1 Chronicles 21:1, raises doubts

about understanding the noun as a proper noun.
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Nevertheless, if such a significant theological development in the concept of evil and
its origin were expressed by 1 Chronicles 21:1, we would expect to find it elsewhere
in the book as well. The general attitude of Chronicles is that evil, like good
originates from God. Given the different considerations, theological as well as
linguistic, the conclusion is that the figure of Satan still serves as a common name,

and refers to an adversary.

A third view assumed that David took a census of his military troops in 1 Chronicles
21, perhaps because of his pride. The reason for his pride is attributed to the
increasing power, and prosperity in Israel at the time the source text of 2 Samuel 24
was written. Based on the situation, God allowed Satan to suggest to David to take

the census. Therefore, God used the event to reveal David’s pride and punish it.

Yet another view, understands Satan as the angel of the Lord, whom David saw in
the form of the angel of the Lord with a drawn sword in his hand in 1 Chronicles
21:16. In this view, Satan is the one who leads people to stumble, and the one who
puts them to death. In this view, there is believed to be a copyist error, whereby, it is
suggested that the one who puts them to death, must have been mistaken as the

one who did the inciting through Satan.

In any case, the identification of a certain satan as the instigator of David’s census,
and the resulting plague, as against the earlier version of the story, point to the fact
that a redactor substituted this figure for the deity. The answer to the reason why a
redactor would substitute the source of the instigator in the Chronicler's story has
been given traditionally, and otherwise. Ideologically, the redaction represents a
change in the Chronicler’s tradition that is different from the tradition that was in
existence during the writing of the source text of 2 Samuel 24. It expresses his
perspective of the Zion tradition, the Jerusalem temple tradition, the Southern
traditions, and the concepts of temple rituals. Theologically, the redaction was
because the perspective of the Samuel narrative did not suit his theology and his

image of God.
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Chapter 4: A synchronic study: Rhetorical and structural
analysis

4.1. Introduction

Whereas chapters 2 and 3, focused on a diachronic reading of the text of Chronicles,
the emphasis of this chapter will be on the synchronic study of the text of 1
Chronicles 21. The diachronic reading was concerned with the higher criticism of the
text, which sought answers concerning the source of the text. Contrariwise, the
synchronic study will be concerned with the lower criticism of the text, which will seek

answers as per what the text says.

According to Steck (1998:23), the approaches and stock of methods of Old
Testament exegesis, usually reflect the double aspect of their subject matter. From
the perspective of the origin of the texts, exegesis is a historical discipline.
Conversely, exegesis is a theological discipline, from the perspective of the intention
of the statements of the texts.

Steck proposes that to determine the meaning of biblical texts, one should not only
consider the literary studies, but also, consider “that these texts are historical entities
with historical, linguistic, and structural characteristics” (Steck 1998:22). The caution
here is that in the process of understanding biblical texts, their historical origin

cannot be disregarded under any circumstance.

The study of the historical origin, however, was completed in chapters 2 and 3, using
the stock of methods. The stock of methods according to Steck (1998:21-23),
includes but is not limited to the following: First, is the text criticism. The task was to
confirm the original text or original wording of 1 Chronicles 21, by critically sorting the
Hebrew text transmission as well as the ancient translations. Secondly, is literary
criticism. This task investigated the individual text complexes at the stage of the
written, fixed formulation of wording. Thirdly, is the transmission-historical approach,
which concerns the oral transmission of an individual passage like 1 Chronicles 21.
Fourthly, is the redaction-historical approach, which continued the synthetic aspect
of transmission history. It traced the history of the text from its first written form
through its expansion by additions, and through its incorporation into a larger
complex, up to its final setting in the present context. The fifth is the form-historical

approach, which worked out the linguistic genre of the text of 1 Chronicles 21. This
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approach performed its task to the degree that one recognizes the distinctive
character of the linguistic shape, including the choice of genre. It worked out the

linguistic genre of the text of 1 Chronicles 21.

This chapter’s focus will be on the linguistic, and structural characteristics. In Steck’s
(1998:22) view, linguistic and structural characteristics, provide insights into the
original desire of the statements of the texts. However, they do not have their place
alongside but inside the stock of methods, which helped in the attempt to accomplish

the tasks in chapters 2 and 3.

The aim of this chapter then is to critically, understand the meaning behind the texts
of 1 Chronicles 21 within the surrounding contexts. Invariably, the understanding of
the meaning of the text will help, in conjunction with the answers garnered from
chapters 2 and 3, to discern all the possible images of God, Satan, and the nation of
Israel in 1 Chronicles 21, against the theological, and ideological context of the book
of Chronicles.

The objectives of this chapter then will be the translation from Hebrew to English, of
all the verses of 1 Chronicles 21, and the detailed analysis of the different words,
phrases, and sentences contained in each verse. The aim is to understand the
patterns, structure, figures, and methods the author used, in portraying his message.

4.2. Translation of 1 Chronicles 21:1-303°

42.1. Verse 1l

o8Ny niin% TiTTRR hoh S8 7rop Tow Thim

i

The root of this Hebrew word is (70D). It is a Qal perfect (simple active verb). This

means to take one’s stand, or stand (BDB 2010:763). The verb form is referred to as

wayyiqtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect). The waw consecutive is a grammatical

30 | am first giving a translation in 4.2, and the perspectives will be discussed after the translation.
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construction in Hebrew that prefixes a verb with the letter waw, to modify its tense.
Together with the imperfect inflation hireq-yod (), which is a prefixed vowel for the
Qal imperfect third person masculine singular, they both express frequentative use of

the imperfect. A habitual action in the past (Kelly 1992:127-128). Resulting in the

translation: And (he) stood up.

oW

7T

BDB (2010:966) describes this Hebrew term as Satan or Adversary. Also, as a
masculine noun, personal or national. According to Anderson-Forbes Analysed Text
(2008:1 Chr., 21:1), this Hebrew term also means adversary or Satan. But further
passes the term as contrary to BDB, as a masculine singular absolute third person
common noun. Similarly, the Lexham Hebrew-English Interlinear Bible describes the

term as Satan, a third-person singular common noun.

The Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary (2015:303) defines a common noun as a

word that refers to an object or a thing but is not the name of a person, place, or
thing. Based on the definition of a common now, the Hebrew term (jYW) is not
supposed to refer to a specific person.

There are, however, different views among scholars, garnered from chapters 2 and
3, regarding this figure of Satan. Some regard the figure as a specific person, while

others regard the figure as anonymous.

1 Chronicles 21:1 seems to represent the ultimate stage in the development of the
figure of Satan as the embodiment of evil. All English translations follow this long
exegetical tradition, according to which satan serves as a proper noun, and read
Satan (Japhet (1993:373).

The antecedent ('r?;f.]j]) to the term is a third person masculine singular. The

antecedent seems to suggest that the term (JjYW) is a proper noun, which then refers

to Satan as a specific masculine singular person, in agreement with BDB.
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Berger (2007:153) understands the figure of Satan as a specific person. However,
Berger's remarks purposely exclude the likelihood that this figure of Satan is a
source of evil independent of God. Rather, he believes that it is God who provides
the temptation of David, through Satan. Berger cited the discussions of some
scholars,®' to support the position that Satan is a specific person, and is an

embodiment of evil, but is, however, controlled by God.

It is assumed that David took a census of his military troops in 1 Chronicles 21,
perhaps because of his pride. The reason for his pride is attributed to the increasing
power, and prosperity in Israel at the time the source text of 2 Samuel 24 was
written. Based on the situation, God allowed Satan, who is understood in this view as
a proper noun, to suggest to David to take the census. Therefore, God used the

event to reveal David’s pride and punish it.

Japhet (1993:374-375), and Knoppers (2004:751) both do not see the figure of
Satan as a definite entity, rather, an anonymous figure, an adversary that is not

independent of God, who incited the King to take the wrong action.

In this second scholarly viewpoint concerning the figure of Satan, firstly, the figure of
Satan is not used as a proper noun, rather, it designates the function of a secret
agent of some sort, who cannot act without Yahweh’s permission. Secondly, the
Chronicler altered his source text because the story as presented in the book of
Samuel was untenable. The incitement to number the Israelites were not attributed

to God by the Chronicler, but another agent.

Thirdly, it is believed that scholars regard the noun as a proper name Satan because
Satan was found as a member of the divine entourage in Zech. 3:1, and Job 1-2. In
both these cases, the noun is prefixed by the article, in contrast to 1 Chronicles 21:1,

where the noun is indeterminate.

Fourthly, from a linguistic point of view, the transition of a common noun to a proper
noun is affected in Hebrew by the addition of the article. Additionally, a common
noun can transit to a proper noun without the article, if the noun has completely lost
its original meaning. The absence of the article in the 1 Chronicles 21:1, raises

doubts about understanding the noun as a proper noun.

31 Williamson (1982:144-145), Johnstone (1997:1-225).
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Fifth, it is suggested that if such a significant theological development in the concept
of evil and its origin were expressed by 1 Chronicles 21:1, we would expect to find it
elsewhere in the book as well. The general attitude of Chronicles is that evil, like

good originates from God.

Sixth, the figure of Satan does not refer to a specific person, rather an angel of the
Lord, whom David saw in the form of the angel of the Lord with a drawn sword in his
hand in 1 Chronicles 21:16. In this view, Satan is the one who leads people to
stumble, and the one who puts them to death. In this view, there is believed to be a
copyist error, whereby, it is suggested that the one who puts them to death, must
have been mistaken as the one who did the inciting through Satan.

In any case, all the views point to redaction activity in this text. The author
substituted this figure for the deity as against the source text. The different scholarly
viewpoints regarding the long exegetical tradition, according to which the term Satan
serves either as a proper noun, or a common noun in 1 Chronicles 21:1 will continue

to be reconsidered.

Nevertheless, given the different considerations, theological as well as linguistic, the
conclusion is that the figure of Satan serves as a common name, and refers to an

unknown adversary.

RO

This is a compound Hebrew word, starting with a prepositional prefix (5v), which can

mean “upon, above or about” (Kelly 1992:30). BDB (2010:752), defines the word as

a preposition, “upon, above, over or against.” The preposition is joined by a Maqqgef

(-),%? to another word ('7;511':07), which BDB (2010:975), describes as the second

name for Jacob (Israel), given to him in Genesis 32:28. By implication, a name for

32 A Maggef is a short horizontal stroke used to join together two or more words
within a verse (Kelly 1992:12).
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his children, the Hebrew nation, the undivided kingdom. Therefore, the compound

word sums up to, “upon Israel or against Israel.”

hoh

The root of this Hebrew word is (ND), it is a Hifil (causative active) verb, meaning “to

instigate, to incite in a bad sense” (BDB 2010:694). It is a causative active verb that
serves as the causative of the Qal (simple active verb) incite (Kelly 1992:111). It is
prefixed by the waw conjunction to form a wayyiqtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect).
The waw consecutive modifies the tense of the verb to imperfect and it is in the third
person masculine singular. Imperfect according to the Oxford Advanced Learner’s
Dictionary (2015:787), is the verb tense that expresses an action that is not complete

in the past. Therefore, the word means ‘and he incited or and he instigated’.

TN

This word (‘r’i:r) means David and is a proper noun in the masculine singular
absolute. It is also prefixed by the preposition (N&), which is an object marker (Van

der Merwe 2004:1 Chr. 21:1). Kelly (1992:71) defines the preposition (N&) as a

particle, that serves as a sign of the definite direct object. This is generally not

translated in English but preceding and indicating the accusative.

A particle is a preposition as defined by the Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary
(2015:1121) and combines with a verb to form a phrasal verb. Therefore, the word
David can be assumed to be combined by the particle with the preceding imperfect

verb to form the phrasal verb, ‘and he incited David’.

niing

130

© University of Pretoria



NIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
N Y OF PRETORIA
u

ITHI YA PRETORIA

The root of this word is the verb (71n), which means “count, number or reckon”

(BDB:584). The word is prefixed with the preposition ('?) that can mean “to, for or at

(plus other meanings),” according to Kelly (1992:28). This preposition is most
frequently used to prefix infinitives construct, to introduce a purpose clause or a
result clause. The infinitive, in this case, is infinite in the sense that it is used to
express the basic idea of the verb root without the limitations of a person, gender,
and number. This is unlike the other verb forms; perfects, imperfects, and
imperatives that are limited to a specific person, gender, and number. In this case, it
expresses the basic idea of the verb root “to count, or to number” (Kelly 1992:179-
183).

RN

The root word here like above means Israel. But this time, it is prefixed by the
preposition (NR), which is an object marker (Van der Merwe 2004:1 Chr. 21:1).
Therefore, making the word the object of the preceding infinitive verb. And as stated
above, the preposition serves as a sign of the direct object and combines with the
preceding verb to form a phrasal verb. Therefore, the term Israel here can be

assumed to be combined by the particle with the preceding infinitive verb to form the

phrasal verb, “to number or to count Israel.”

Verse 1 therefore, reads as follows: And Satan stood up against Israel and incited

David to count Israel.

4.2.2. Verse 2

Al 13

IR I 13730 PIY A0 HRITNR 1150 137 D07 WTIRY IRTOR TIT NN

109N IR YT

nKh
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The root of this word is a verb (972R) that means “utter, speak or say” (BDB 2010:55).

The word is a Qal verb (simple active verb), a wayyiqgtol (waw consecutive +
imperfect) and in the third person masculine singular (Van der Merwe 2004:1 Chr.

21:2). The resulting translation is then “and he said.”

7

This word as already described above is a proper masculine singular absolute noun,
which is the name of a person. BDB (2010:187) describes the name as “David”,

meaning beloved, the son of Jesse, the second King of Israel.

ARITHNR

The preposition (‘7&5) is defined by Anderson-Forbes Analysed Text (2008: 1 Chr.

21:2) as unto. Kelly (1992:29) defines it as; “to, into, toward” and refers to it as an

unattached or independent preposition that functions much like prepositions in

English. It prefixes and joined with a Maqqef, to the word (itgi’), a proper noun in the

masculine singular absolute, which BDB (2010:222) describes as Joab, David’'s

sister’s son, and captain of his host. The word can be translated as “to Joab.”

17wy

This Hebrew word is prefixed by the waw conjunction (1) “and,” plus the preposition
(’7&3), “to” (as described in the previous word). They are joined together by a Maqqef

in a construct relationship to the root word (D’jiy), a masculine common plural noun

that means “commanders” (BDB 2010:978). This expresses a genitival relationship
and other meaning associated with the preposition “of’, which is lacking in Hebrew.
Thus, the construct relationship helps to fill the gap and the construct state

represents the shortening of the absolute state. When a masculine plural noun is
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placed in the construct state, its ending is changed from 0*: (hireg-yod, plus final

mem) to *: (sere-yod). The construct relationship here serves as a further

description of a person of Joab, as well as it is used to show possession. A noun
usually in a construct state does not take a definite article; hence it is a common
noun. However, because this noun is joined to an absolute noun with a definite
article, it will be translated as definite. Therefore, the word can be translated as “and
to the commanders of” (Kelly 1992:58-63).

oy;

T

This word comprises the definite article that is usually written (i7) before the Hebrew

guttural letter (V) and the word (DY) that means nation, or people, a common singular

absolute noun (BDB 2010:769). There is the compulsory lengthening of the vowel of
the article from (patah to games), because the guttural rejects the dagesh forte,
without which the short vowel will be left in an unaccented syllable (Kelly 1992:25). It
is joined to the preceding construct noun and has forced the preceding construct

noun to also have the definite article. The word is translated as ‘the people.’

139

This word is from the root Qal verb (?[’_73), a simple active verb that means ‘to go’

(BDB 2010:229). According to Van der Merwe (2004: 1 Chr. 21:2), it is a Qal
imperative second person masculine plural verb. The Qal imperative verb is a
shortened form of the Qal imperfect verb. The shortening involves the dropping of
the performatives from the second person form of the masculine plural imperfect

verb. However, this is an example of a Qal imperative representation class of the

weak verb, from (?[’?a) he walked, went (Pe guttural), results to (-15‘?) “go” (Kelly

1992:167).
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This is also an active verb in the imperative second person masculine plural form

that means “count or number” (Anderson-Forbes Analysed Text 2008: 1 Chr. 21:2). It

is a weak verb similar to the preceding word, and from the root word (780), which is

a masculine noun that means enumeration (BDB 2010:708). Therefore, the word

can be translated as “number.”

RN

As stated earlier, (NR) is used to mark the accusative, therefore, it is the object

maker of the sentence and it is prefixed to (‘7&17'(:07) which as stated above is Israel,

the object of the sentence.

AW IR

This is a compound Hebrew word, prefixed by the preposition (jR), which can mean

“from, away from or more than,” according to Kelly (1992:70). It is prefixed to the

proper, singular absolute noun (Y2W 9X3), which BDB (2010:92) describes as a

place, called Beersheba, meaning well of seven, and explained as a place of an oath
that is South of Hebron in Israel. Therefore, the compound word can be translated as

“from Beersheba.”

137am

This is also a compound Hebrew word that comprises the waw conjunction “and”,

which Kelly (1992:31) states, does not stand alone in Hebrew but is prefixed to other

words. In this case, it is prefixed to the preposition (2p) that BDB (2010:723) defines
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as “as far as, even to, up to, until.” The word can then possibly mean “and as far as,

or and up to.”

The word is then joined by the short horizontal line maqggef to a noun, which BDB
(2010:192) proposes three meanings for firstly, it could mean the masculine plural
noun that refers to the fifth son of Jacob. Secondly, it could also mean the tribe that
descended from the son of Jacob. Finally, it could mean a proper locative noun that
refers to a city on the northern frontier of Israel. BDB however, prefers the city of Dan
as the right choice of translation, based on context. Therefore, the compound word

can then mean “and as far as the city of Dan or and up to the city of Dan.”

=l

This Hebrew word is made up of the waw conjunction “and” that is prefixed to a verb.

The root of the verb according to BDB (2010:97) is a Qal perfect verb (X33) that

means “come in, go, go in, go.” Van der Merwe (2004: 1 Chr. 21:2) passes the word

as a Hif’il imperative second person masculine plural verb.
According to Kelly (1992:171), the Hifil imperative verb is formed by changing the

(;) of the prefix of the second person imperfect forms to (7). BDB further defines the

Hif'il of the verb form as follows “bring in, cause to come in, gather, cause to come,
bring near, bring against, bring upon.” Therefore, the word can be defined as “and

bring in” or “and gather, and so on.”

MR

This word is made up of the prefix, the independent or unattached preposition ('723),

which Kelly (1992:29) defines as “to, into or towards.” BDB (2010:39) also defines
the word as a preposition, denoting motion to or direction towards. Van der Merwe
(2004:1 Chr. 21:2), passes the word as a preposition in agreement with Kelly and

BDB, but explains the contraction as a combination of the prefix, suffixed by the first-
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person singular pronoun (*IR), that means “me or I.” Therefore, the word can mean

“to me,” or “towards me.”

NYTR)

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:2) describes the above word as a compound word,
made up of the waw-conjunction (3) that means “and” plus the imperfect verb that
has its root as (Y77), which BDB (2010:393) defines as “know.” The verb in the

present form is in the imperfect form, which can mean “to know,” and according to
Van der Merwe, it is a cohortative first-person singular verb. Kelly (1992:132) defines
cohortative as a verb that is used to express the speaker’s desire, intention, or
determination to perform a certain action. Therefore, the word can be translated as

“and | will know.”

D90n TN

This Hebrew word is prefixed by the object marker (N®), which as described earlier,
is a sign of the direct object. According to Van der Merwe, it is joined by the maqqgef
to the common singular noun (9291) that means “number.” Van der Merwe explains
the word to be in a construct state, with the third-person pronoun suffix (D7) that

means “their’. Therefore, the word can mean “Their number.”

Verse 2 therefore, reads as follows: And David said to Joab and the commanders of
the people, go number Israel from Beersheba and as far as the city of Dan and bring

in to me and | will know their number.
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4.2.3. Verse 3
Dv7ap "3ING o2 ToB0 FTs Kon DvApa An bn3 | Yy nim HOP 289 1RKY

8Ty UK i e TR DR Wp Nk
RN

The root of this word is a verb (972R) that means “utter, speak or say” (BDB 2010:55).

The word is a Qal verb (simple active verb), a wayyiqgtol (waw consecutive +
imperfect), and in the third person masculine singular (Van der Merwe 2004:1 Chr.

21:2). The resulting translation is then “and he said.”

xRy

A proper noun in the masculine singular absolute, which BDB (2010:222) describes
as Joab, David’s sister's son, and captain of his host. The word can be translated as

“Joab.”

w5

The root of this verb according to BDB (2010:414) is (q0?) that means “add.” In the

present inflation, Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:3) passes the word as a jussive
Hif’il yigtol (imperfect verb), in the third-person masculine singular. Kelly (1992:131)
explains the jussive verb as a verb that only involves imperfect forms of the verb,
and most commonly used in the third person, even though it can sometimes be used
in the second person. Accordingly, as Kelly stated about weak verbs, the jussive
appears as a shortened form of the imperfect. Kelly, further explained that the
jussive is used to express the speaker’s desire or wish, and frequently translated as
the modal auxiliaries “may” and “let.” Therefore, the word can be translated as “may
he add.”
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BDB (2010:217) describes the above word as “Yahweh,” a masculine singular
absolute proper noun, which the proper name for the God of Israel. The word
presumably has the previous word as its antecedent, which together will result in
“Yahweh.”

Mo

This compound word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:3), is made up of

three words in a construct relationship. The first is the preposition (5v), which BDB

(2010:252) defines as “upon, in addition to, on to, towards or to.” The second is the

common masculine singular construct noun (DY), meaning “nation, or people” (BDB
2010:768). Lastly, is the third-person masculine singular pronoun suffix (X37) that

contracts to (i) in a construct relationship, denoted by Kelly (1992:74) as “his.”

Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “upon his people, or to his

people.”

n [y

The above word is made up of the preposition (32), which in Kelly’s (1992:28)

definition, can mean “as, like, according to,” and the third-person masculine pronoun

suffix (07) that denotes “they,” according to Kelly (52). The word can then be

translated as “like they or as they.”

isiA!
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Kelly (1992:99) describes the word above as a feminine singular absolute numerical
cardinal that denotes the number “hundred.” BDB (2010:547) similarly defines the

word as a feminine noun that denotes “a hundred.”

oAy

The root of the above Hebrew word is (DY) that can mean “beat, foot, anvil or

occurrence.” In the present form (0'VA), according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr.

21:3), it is in the common, masculine absolute plural noun, that can then denote

“occurrences.”

ol

The prefix of this word is the interrogative (i), Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:3),

defines as the question mark (?), which denotes a yes/ no question in Hebrew.

Kelly (1992:94) similarly defines the prefix as “a simple yes-or-no question normally

introduced by the interrogative (3J) and is prefixed to the first word in the sentence.

Hence, the prefixed is asserted by Kelly to start a sentence, it will indicate that the

previous sentence has ended, and here begins a new sentence.
The prefix is attached to the negation (X9), which can mean “no, not,” and expresses

absolute prohibitions (Kelly 173). Therefore, the word can be written as “? + no, or

not,” and thus, can be translated as “Are not.”

TR

The above word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:3), is a construct noun

that comprises the root word (ﬁ-rzg) that means “Lord” (BDB (2010:10), and the first-

person singular pronoun suffix ("IX) that means “my” (Kelly 1992:71). The function of
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the construct relationship as Kelly (1992:58) explained is to express a genitival

relationship. The construct word, contracts to become “my Lord.”

7287
Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:3) passes the above word as a common singular
absolute noun that is prefixed by the definite article. The definite article () is defined

as “the,” and never stands alone in Hebrew according to Kelly (1992:24), but is

prefixed to the noun whose definiteness it determines. In this case, it determines the

definiteness of the word (?['?Q) that means “King.” Therefore, together they can mean

“the King.”

s

This is also another construct word, with the root (’7:31), a common singular noun, that

means “the whole, or all” (BDB 2010:481). It is joined in a construct relationship with

the pronominal suffix third-person masculine plural (D73), which BDB (241) defines as

“they or them.” Kelly (1992:58) notes that the construct relationship here, explains
about the various nuances associated with the preposition “of.” In Kelly’s view, the
construct relationship helped to fill the gap, since Hebrew lacked such an all-purpose

preposition. Therefore, the word can mean “all of them”

IRY

This word as already explained earlier is a construct noun that comprises the root
word (jiTR) that means “Lord” (BDB (2010:10), and the first-person singular pronoun
suffix ("IR). The function of the construct relationship as Kelly (1992:58) explained is

to express a genitival relationship. The construct word then contracts to become “my

Lord.” However, this time, the word is prefixed by the preposition (’?), that Kelly

140

© University of Pretoria



NIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
N Y OF PRETORIA
u

ITHI YA PRETORIA

(1992:28) defines as “to, for, at”. Therefore, the word this time becomes “to my Lord

or for my Lord.”

o7ap?

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:3) passes the above word as a compound word that
comprises the ('?) preposition that means as in the previous word “to, for, at,”
prefixed to the noun with the root (72v) that means “slave, or servant.” In the present

form, the noun is in the masculine common absolute plural noun, thus it can be
translated as “slaves or servants.” Therefore, the compound word can be translated

as “to servants, or for servants.”

o

T AT

Similarly, the above what is prefixed by the ('?) preposition that means as in the

previous word “to, for, at,” prefixed to the interrogative (11), that can mean “what or

how” (BDB 2010:552). Hence, the word can be translated as “to what or for what.”

However, Kelly (1992:96) explains that the above word, is an example of a typical
guestion that is usually introduced in Hebrew using interrogative adverbs, and can,

therefore, mean “why?” or “to what purpose?”

wpa

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:3) passes the above word as Piel, yigtol (imperfect)

third-person, a masculine singular verb that has its root as (Wp3), which BDB

(2010:134), defines as “seek.” In the present form, the verb is prefixed by the yiqgtol
(°) to denote the Pi’el imperfect stem (Kelly 1992:141). Kelly describes the Pi’el stem,

as sometimes intensive in meaning, but often rendered as a simple active verb much
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like the Qal perfect or as a causative verb, much like the Hif’il imperfect. Thus, the

verb can be translated as “to seek to find, to seek to secure, to desire, or demand.”

nRT

Kelly (1992:53) describes the above word as a demonstrative feminine singular
pronoun “this.” Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:3) in agreement with Kelly, also

describes the word as the demonstrative feminine singular pronoun “this.”

This word as described earlier, according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:3), is a

construct noun that comprises the root word (ji78) that means “Lord” (BDB

(2010:10), and the first-person singular pronominal suffix “my” (*3R). The function of

the construct relationship as Kelly (1992:58) explained is to express a genitival

relationship. The construct word, contracts to become “my Lord.”

o

T YT

Similarly, as described earlier, the ('?) preposition means “to, for, at,” prefixed to the

interrogative (11), which can mean “what or how” (BDB 2010:552). Hence, the word

can in a simple sense be translated as “to what or for what.”

However, as already clarified above, Kelly (1992:96) explains that the above word, is
an example of a typical question that is usually introduced in Hebrew using

interrogative adverbs, and can, therefore, mean “why?” or “to what purpose?”

wan
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The root of this verb according to BDB (2010:224) is (i1°1), means “fall out, come to

pass, become or be.” In the present context, the word is passed by Van der Merwe
(2004:1 Chr. 21:3), as an imperfect third-person masculine singular verb. Therefore,

it can be translated as “to fall out, to come to pass, or to be.”

YRS

The above word is described by Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:3), as a compound
word, consisting of the (‘?) preposition “to, for, at,” and the common feminine singular
absolute noun (7RWR). BDB (2010:80) defines the noun as “wrong-doing, guilt or

guiltiness.” In the context, BDB describes the word as “becoming guilty.” Therefore,

the word can be translated as “for guilt.”

E a1

Again this is the (’?) preposition that means “to, for, at,” prefixed to the singular

absolute proper noun, which BDB (2010:975), describes as the second name for
Jacob (Israel), given to him in Genesis 32:28. By implication, the name for his
children, the Hebrew nation, the undivided kingdom. Therefore, the word can be

translated as “to Israel, or for Israel.”

Verse 3 therefore, reads as follows: And Joab said, may Yahweh add to his people
as they a hundred occurrences. Are not all of them My Lord for servants to my Lord

the King? Why demand this, my Lord? To what purpose, to be for guilt to Israel?

4.2.4 Verse 4

17w 8271 D023 Thann kb s axieOp pin TopET

T2R0™3T
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The above word is prefixed by the waw conjunction (1) that means “and” (Kelly

1992:31). Kelly explains that the waw conjunction is written as (sureq= 1), before all
consonants pointed with a simple sheva, except when this consonant is a yod.
Here, it is prefixed to the word (727), which BDB (2010:182) describes as “speech,

word,” a common masculine singular noun in a construct state. The function of the
construct relationship in the context as Kelly (1992:58) explains is to express a
genitival relationship and the nuances of meaning associated with the preposition

“of,” which is lacked in Hebrew. Thus, we have “speech of or word of.”
Now, the compound word is joined by a maqqgef to the definite article (i7), which is

defined as “the,” and never stands alone in Hebrew according to Kelly (1992:24), but

is prefixed to the noun whose definiteness it determines. In this case, it determines

the definiteness of the word (?['?z;) that means “King.” Together they can mean “the

King.” Therefore, the two words joined together can mean “and word of the King.”

pin

The above word according to BDB (2010:304) is a Qal perfect (simple active) third-
person masculine singular verb, that can mean “prevail, harden, be strong, become

strong, be courageous, be firm, grow firm, or be resolute.”

Kelly (1992:223) describes this verb as a Pe Guttural verb, because of the initial

consonant of (m). However, in the simple active form, the verb can mean “he

prevailed, or it prevailed, or he was strong, and other meanings.”

aRirop

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:4), passes the above word as a compound word,
prefixed by the preposition (50), which Kelly (1992:28) defines as “upon, above or

about.” The prefix is then joined by a maqqef to a proper noun in the masculine
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singular absolute state, which BDB (2010:222) describes as Joab, David’s sister's
son, and captain of his host. The word can be translated as ‘Joab’. Therefore,

together they become “upon Joab, or above Joab.”

RN

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:4), the above word is a wayyiqtol (waw

consecutive + imperfect), which comprises the waw conjunction (1) “and,” plus the

verb root (R¥?) that means “go, or come out,” according to BDB (2010:422).

The imperfect verb here can be understood as Kelly (1992:130) explains, to express
repeated, habitual or customary action, whether in the past, present, or the future.
Thus, the verb can be expressed as “he went, or he went out,” as it is prefixed by the
imperfect prefix of the third-person masculine singular. Therefore, the compound

word can be translated as “and he went out.”

axi

This word again is a proper noun in the masculine singular absolute state, which
BDB (2010:222) describes as Joab, David’s sister’s son, and captain of his host. The

word can be translated as ‘Joab’.

Tonmm

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:4), passes the above word as a hitpael wayyiqtol
verb (waw consecutive + imperfect). The word hence is a combination of the waw

conjunction “and,” plus the third-person masculine singular imperfect hitpael verb

that has its root as (T['?a) that means “go, come, walk.”

The hitpael according to Kelly (1992:108) is a reflexive verb, which in the present
context can mean “he went, or he worked.” Therefore, the compound word can be

translated as “and he went out.”
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SR

This compound word is made up of the preposition (3) that can mean “in, by, or with”

(Kelly 1992:28). The preposition is prefixed to the word (53), which BDB (2010:481)

describes as “the whole, or all.” Hence, we can have “in the whole, or in all”.

The word is joined by a maqqef to the word that is previously defined by the BDB
(2010:975), as the second name for Jacob (Israel), given to him in Genesis 32:28.

By implication, the name for his children, the Hebrew nation, the undivided kingdom.

Therefore, the word can be translated as “in the whole of Israel or in all Israel.”

R
This word is a wayyiqtol (waw consecutive + imperfect) according to Van der Merwe

(2004:1 Chr. 21:4). It comprises the waw conjunction “and” plus the Qal imperfect

third-person masculine singular verb, with the root (832) that means “to enter, come
in, come, go in or go.”

Again, the imperfect as expressed by Kelly (1992:130), can be understood as a verb
to express repeated, habitual or customary action, whether in the past, present, or
the future, in this case “he entered, he went, or he came in or he went in.”

Thus, the word can be translated as “and he went in, and he went, or and he came

in”.
oW

This word is defined by the BDB (2010:436), as a proper locative noun that means
“Jerusalem.” BDB further explains that the name signifies “teaching of peace,” and
that it is “the chief city of Palestine and capital of the united kingdom and the nation
of Judah after the split.”
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Verse 4 therefore, reads as follows: And (the) word of the King prevailed upon Joab,
and Joab went out and he went out in the whole of Israel and he entered Jerusalem.

4.2.5. Verse 5
NZD W8 AR RD1 070K PR HRIWTOD N TITTOR DYRTTRAN 190NTNK 2R 1AM

1370 A2 VR %8 DR nikn YAk AT 290
m

The above word is a wayyiqtol (waw consecutive + imperfect) according to Van der

Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:5). It comprises the waw conjunction “and,” plus the Qal

imperfect third-person masculine singular verb, with the root (j01) that means “give,

put, or set.” According to BDB (2010:678), in the present inflation, the word can then

mean “he gave.” Therefore, the wayyiqtol can be translated as “and he gave.”

aRP

This word is a proper noun in the masculine singular absolute state, which BDB
(2010:222) describes as Joab, David’s sister’s son, and captain of his host. The word

can be translated as “Joab.”

200Ny

The above Hebrew word is prefixed by (n&), which has already been translated

above as a prepositional particle, the sign of the definite direct object, not translated

in English but generally preceding and indicating the accusative. It prefixes the

common singular construct noun (720R) that means “number, or tale,” (BDB

2010:708). Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “number of,” and is
the object of the sentence.
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DY TREN

This is a compound Hebrew word, made up according to Van der Merwe (2004:1
Chr. 21:5), of the common singular construct noun (Tpan) that means “muster,
appointment, appointed place,” (BDB 2010:824), joined by a maqqgef in a construct
relationship to the common singular absolute noun (DY) that means “people,” BDB
(766) and prefixed by the definite article (1) “the,” that defines the definiteness of

people, making it “the people.” Therefore, the compound word can be translated as

“the muster of the people.”

TITON

This word is a combination of the prepositional prefix (’7&5) that can mean “to, into, or

toward,” (Kelly 1992:29), and joined by the maqqef to the masculine absolute

singular proper noun (7"17), that BDB (2010:187) describes as David the son of

Jesse, the second King of Israel, whose dynasty remained on the throne of
Jerusalem till the Babylonian exile. Therefore, the word can best be translated based

on the context as “to David.”

i
The above word is passed by Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:5), as a wayyiqtol
(waw consecutive + imperfect). It comprises of the waw conjunction (1) “and,” added

to the imperfect masculine singular third-person imperfect verb, which has its root as

(M) that can mean “fall out, come to pass, become, or be,” (BDB 2010:224). The

imperfect verb can be translated then as “and he was, or and he became.”
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PR3

This word is a compound word, made up of the common singular construct noun (59)

which means “all, the whole,” (BDB 2010:481). Been in the construct state, the word

becomes “all of or the whole of.” The word is joined by the maqqgef in a construct

relationship to the proper singular absolute noun (‘7&1’(?7) that as already described

above, means ‘“Israel.” Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “the

whole of Israel, or all Israel.”

78

This is a singular absolute numerical cardinal, that BDB (2010:48), defines as

“thousand.” Kell (1992:100), also defines the numeral as a “thousand.”

a¥alh

According to Kelly (ibid), this is just the plural form of the preceding word, that results
in “thousands.” In agreement with Kelly, BDB (2010:48) also defines the word as a

plural of the preceding word. Therefore, the translation is “thousands.”

RN

T

According to Kelly (1992:31), the waw conjunction “and,” is written as (1) sureq,

because it stands before a labial like (1). Therefore, the prefix is a waw conjunction

“and,” prefixing the feminine absolute plural numerical cardinal “hundred” (Kelly 97).

The word can then be translated as “and hundred.”

78

149

© University of Pretoria



NIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
N Y OF PRETORIA
u

ITHI YA PRETORIA

As already described above, this is a singular absolute numerical cardinal, that BDB
(2010:48), defines as “thousand.” Kelly (1992:100), also defines the numeral as a

“thousand.”

AN
The above Hebrew word is a common singular absolute noun that means “man,”
according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:5).

BDB (2010:33) however, defines it as a masculine noun “man,” in opposition to a

woman. Kelly (1992:24) in agreement with BDB, defines the word as a masculine

singular noun “man,” in opposition to a daughter that is written like (N3). Therefore, |

will go with the masculine singular noun, instead of a common noun.

a5

[ A |

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:5) passes the above word as a masculine singular
absolute Qal participle verb, that has its root as (q’yxy’). BDB (2010:1025), defines the
root word as “to draw out.”

Kelly (1992:193) explains that the participle as used here, describes participation in
the action or state of the verb, and unlike the English participle, agrees with the
gender, number, and definiteness. Kelly (199) further explains that the participle is
used as a participial adjective, used attributively, and can be translated as relative

clauses, with such relative pronouns as “who, which, or that,”

Therefore, the word can be translated as “who draw out, or, that draw out.”

a7n

BDB (2010:352) describes the above word as a feminine singular absolute noun that

means “sword or knife.”
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NI

The above word is made up of the waw conjunction “and,” prefixed to a masculine
proper singular absolute noun, described by BDB (2010:397), as the nation of the
southern kingdom of Israel under the dynasty of David. Hence, the word can be

translated as “and Judah.”

YA

Kelly (1992:97) defines the above word as a feminine singular absolute numerical

cardinal that denotes the number four (4).

niRN

This is a feminine absolute plural numeral “hundred” (Kelly 1992:97).

0w

The above word is made up of the waw conjunction “and,” plus the masculine
absolute numerical cardinal “seventy” (Kelly 1992:99). The translation of the word is

“and seventy.”
N2

As already described earlier, this is a singular absolute numerical cardinal, that BDB
(2010:48), defines as “thousand.” Kelly (1992:100), also defines the numeral as a

“thousand.”

Wy

The above Hebrew word as defined earlier is a common singular absolute noun that

means “man,” according to BDB (2010:33).
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a5

(Sa ]

As already described above, this word can be translated as “who/ that draw out.”

2]

BDB (2010:352) describes the above word as a feminine singular absolute noun that

means “sword or knife.”

Verse 5 reads as follows: And Joab gave number of the muster of the people to
David and the whole of Israel was a million (thousand thousends) and hundred
thousand man that draw out sword and Judah four hundred and seventy thousand

man that draw out sword.

4.2.6.Verse 6

JNTIR TPRN™3T 3PNI2 DRIN3 TR K7 11 M)
irl

This is a singular absolute proper noun described by BDB (2010:532), as the third
son of Jacob by Leah, and progenitor of tribe of Levites. It is prefixed by the waw

conjunction “and.” Therefore, it can be translated as “and Levi.”

327

This is also a singular absolute proper noun described by BDB (2010:122), as the
name of the tribe of Benjamin, the tribe descended from Benjamin, the son of Jacob.

It is prefixed by the waw conjunction “and,” as described earlier, it is written as a

sureq (), because it is prefixing a labial (3) (Kelly 1992:31). Therefore, the

translation of the word will be “and Benjamin.”
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BDB (2010:530) describes this word as “not, or no.” BDB further describes the word
as “not,” an absolute prohibition with a verb, as “not,” a negation with a modifier, and
as “nothing,” as a substantive. However, it seems to precede a verb, for which

reason | will choose the “not” as an absolute prohibition.

TR

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:6) passes the above word as a Qal (Simple active)
third-person masculine singular verb. According to Kelly (1992:82), the verb can be
translated as a simple action completed in the past time, and it can mean “he visited,
or he appointed.” BDB (2010:823) similarly defines the verb as “he visited, or he
appointed,” but added other nuances of meaning like “he attended, he numbered, he

cared for, and so on.” Based on the context, | will go with “he numbered.”

D2ina
Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:6) passes the above word as a compound word that

comprises, the prepositional prefix (3) that can mean according to Kelly (1992:28)

“in, by or with.” The preposition prefixes the common singular noun (71), that can

mean according to BDB (2010:1063) “mist or middle or among (of a number of

persons).” The noun is joined in a construct relationship to the third-person

masculine plural pronominal suffix (07) that means “them,” (Kelly 1992:68).

Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “among them.”

2pnI3
This word is made up of the conjunction (*2) that BDB (2010:475) defines as “that,

for, because, when, as though,” and is joined by the maqggef to a nifal (simple
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passive or reflexive), qatal (perfect) third-person masculine singular verb, that can
mean “to be abhorred, or to be detested.” The word can then be translated as

“Because he was detested, or for he was detested.”

72007737

The word (717), is described by BDB (2010:182) as “speech, word,” a common

masculine singular noun in a construct state. The function of the construct
relationship in the context as Kelly (1992:58) explains is to express genitival
relationship and the nuances of meaning associated with the preposition “of,” which

is lacked in Hebrew. Thus, we have “speech of, or word of.”

Now, the compound word is joined by the maqgef to the definite article (17), which is

defined as “the,” and never stands alone in Hebrew according to Kelly (1992:24), but

is prefixed to the noun whose definiteness it determines. In this case, it determines

the definiteness of the word (?['?z;) that means “King.” Together they can mean “the

King.” Therefore, the two words joined together can mean “word of the King.”

RPN

This word is a proper noun in the masculine singular absolute state, which BDB

(2010:222) describes as Joab, David’'s sister's son, and captain of his host. It is

prefixed by the particle (N&), which Kelly (1992:12) describes as merely a sign of the

direct object, and is therefore not to be translated. The article is joined by the maqqef
to the noun. Therefore, the word can be translated as ‘Joab,” which is the direct

object of the sentence.

Verse 6 reads as follows: And Levi and Benjamin he numbered not among them

because the word of the king detested Joab.
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4.2.7.Verse 7

58K T NI 92T075Y oKD rpa
P

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:7), this word is made up of the waw
conjunction “and,” prefixed to the verb root (Yv7), which BDB (2010:949), describes

as “be evil, wicked, ethically. In the current form, the verb is in the imperfect inflation,
third-person masculine singular. According to Kelly (2010:145) the prefixing of the
waw consecutive to the imperfect expresses the narrated past. Kelly, further
explained that “a passage narrating consecutive events in past time will often begin
with a perfect, and then be continued by a series of imperfects with waw
consecutive.” So, the word can be translated as “and he/it was evil, or and he/it was

wicked.”

A

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:7), explains this word as a dual construct common

noun, prefixed by the preposition prefix (3) that can mean according to Kelly

(1992:28) “in, by or with.” The meaning of the noun to which it is prefixed according
to Kelly (1992:63), is “eyes,” because it is in the dual form. Kelly explains that the
noun in a construct state never takes the definite article, but the absolute noun to
which it is joined determines the definiteness of the construct noun. In this case, the
succeeding noun is joined to has a definite article, therefore, the construct noun will

also have a definite article. The translation will then be “in the eyes of.”

DR

BDB (2010:43) defines this word as “God,” and goes further to explain that God is
Yahweh. In agreement with BDB, Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:7) translates the
word as a common masculine plural absolute noun that he referred to also as “God.”
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The noun is prefixed by the definite article (i3) “the.” Therefore, the word can be

translated as “the God” or “the Lord”.

3TV

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:7) passes the above word as the preposition (5p)

plus the definite article, () plus the absolute common singular noun (7927). The

preposition according to BDB (2010:752) can mean “upon, on the ground of,
according to, on account of, on behalf of, concerning”. The article is “the.” And the
noun can mean “speech, word, speaking, thing.” Based on the context, | will go with

the translation “concerning the thing.”

o

This word is made up of the definite article (1) “the,” prefixed to the demonstrative

masculine singular pronoun (1), which Kelly (1992:53) defines as “this.” Therefore,

the word can be translated as “the this.”

T3

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:7) describes the above word a wayyiqgtol (waw-
consecutive + imperfect), a hifil verb in the third person masculine singular form. The

waw conjunction can be translated as previously as “and.” The verb root of the hif'il

verb is (12]) that means “to strike, smite, hit, beat, slay, kill” BDB (2010:645).

Kelly (1992:108) defines the hifil as a causative active verb, so the verb can be
translated as “he struck, or he smite.” The compound word can therefore, be

translated as “and he struck or and he smote.”
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R NN

This word is prefixed by the particle (N&), which Kelly (1992:12) describes as merely

a sign of the direct object, and is therefore not to be translated. The article is joined
by the maqgef to the noun as described earlier, it is a singular absolute proper noun,
which BDB (2010:975), describes as the second name for Jacob (Israel), given to
him in Genesis 32:28. By implication, the name for his children, the Hebrew nation,

the undivided kingdom. Therefore, the above word can be translated as “Israel.”

Verse 7 reads as follows: And it was evil in the eyes of God concerning this thing,

and he struck Israel.

4.2.8. Verse 8
"M RITIIVD DOV TID IFTANR IPY TN TRR "DRpD DEORTOR TIT 080

:TRD *N%203 72 77w 117
RN

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:8) passes the above word as a Qal wayyiqgtol (waw
consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine singular verb. The waw conjunction
means “and”. The verb root is the word that BDB (2010:55) defines as “utter, say”.
The verb, however, is in the imperfect inflation third-person masculine singular, and
can be translated as “he uttered, or, he said”. Therefore, the compound word can be

translated as “and he said”.

RUE

This is a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB (2010:187) describes
as “David,” the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of Israel.

DR
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This is a compound word, prefixed by the preposition ('7t5) that can mean “to, into or

towards” (Kelly 1992:29). It is prefixed to the word that BDB (2010:43) previously
defined as “God,” and goes further to explain that God is Yahweh. In agreement with
BDB, Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:8) also translates the word as a common

masculine plural absolute noun that he referred to also as “God.” The noun is

prefixed by the definite article () “the.” Therefore, the compound word can be

translated as “to the God.”

The root of the above Hebrew word is (XY1) that BDB (2010:306-307) defines as

‘miss (a goal or way), go wrong, or sin.” In the present form, BDB, further explains
that the pronominal suffix makes the word result to “I have sinned.” Thus, the

pronominal suffix is a first-person singular pronominal suffix

TR

According to BDB (2010:547), this is a common singular absolute noun, that can
mean “muchness, force, abundance or exceedingly.” Anderson & Forbes (2008: 1
Chr. 21:8) explains the word to have the idea of adverbial “very,” sort of lamentation

to Divinity.

BDB further defines the word based on the substantive sense. However, in
agreement with Anderson & Forbes, BDB, also defines the word as “exceedingly, or

much.” Therefore, | will translate the word in the adverbial sense as “exceedingly”.

WK

I

According to BDB (2010:81), this is a relative particle that can mean (which, who,

that which), or it can also mean a conjunction “that,” in an object clause. Based on

158

© University of Pretoria



NIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
N Y OF PRETORIA
u

ITHI YA PRETORIA

the context, | will go with the conjunction “that,” as it is in an object clause, as

regards its relationship with the word (373" DR).

Y
Anderson & Forbes (2008: 1 Chr. 21:8) describes this word as a Qal active verb
(M) that can mean “to do, work, make, or produce.” It is suffixed by the perfect

singular common first person. Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:8) also defines the
verb as a Qal perfect verb. In the present context, the word is in the perfect and

therefore, can be translated as “| did, or | made”.

TR

This word as explained already above is prefixed by the sign of the direct object,
signifying that the word it is joined to by the maqqgef, is the object here. It is joined to

the definite article, (i) prefixed to the absolute common singular noun (927). The

article is “the.” And the noun can mean “speech, word, speaking, thing.” Based on

the context, | will go with the translation “the thing”.

A

This word as already described earlier is made up of the definite article (1) “the,” plus

the demonstrative masculine singular pronoun (1), which Kelly (1992:53) defines as

“this.” Therefore, the word can be translated as “the this”.

now)
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This word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:8) is made up of the waw
conjunction “and,” prefixed to the adverb of time that BDB (2010:773) defines as

“now.” Therefore, the word can be translated as “and now”.

R3™307

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:8) passes the above word as the verb root (72D),

presently in the Hifil imperative second-person masculine singular, plus the

interjection (X1). BDB (2010:716) describes the verb as any of “to pass over, or, by,

alienate, bring, carry, do away, take, take away, transgress.” In the present context,

it can be translated as “cause to pass over | pray, or cause to take away | pray”.

The function of the interjection or particle according to Kelly (1992:173), is to make
the imperative more emphatic or more urgent. Nevertheless, Kelly notes that the
particle is not always possible to be translated into English. Therefore, the imperative

can be translated as “cause to pass over | pray, or, cause to take away | pray”.

1w-nK

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:8), the prefix of the above word again

is the object marker, joined by the maqgef to the construct noun that has its root as

(ﬁ,’g), which BDB (2010:730) defines as “perversity, depravity, iniquity, guilt or

punishment of iniquity”.

The construct noun here is used to show possession or ownership according to Kelly

(1992:64). Therefore, the word can be translated as “my guilt, or my iniquity”.

772D

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:8) passes the above word as a common singular

construct noun, suffixed by a second-person masculine singular pronoun.
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The noun is the word (72v) that can mean “slave, or servant”. It is suffixed by the

second-person masculine singular pronoun (7) that Kelly (1992:68) defines as “you.”

The word is in a construct state, and therefore, can be translated as “of servant you

or your servant”.
o]

BDB (2010:471) defines the above word as the conjunction “because, since,” and

explains that it demonstrates a causal connection.

17201

The above Hebrew word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:8), is a nifal
(perfect) first person singular verb. The root of the verb according to BDB (2010:698)

is (’7;)9) that means “to be foolish, or be a fool.” In the nif'al inflation (simple passive
or reflexive), the word can mean “to act or do foolishly”.
The verb is suffixed by the pronominal suffix ("), which Kelly (1992:156) explains

can represent the perfect second-person feminine singular or the perfect first-person
common singular, and that only the context can distinguish between the two forms.
Based on the context here, | will go with first-person common singular. The resultant

translation will then be, “I acted foolishly”.

TR

Again, this word as already explained above by BDB (2010:547), is a common
singular absolute noun, that can mean “muchness, force, abundance or
exceedingly.” Anderson & Forbes (2008: 1 Chr. 21:8) explains the word to have the
idea of adverbial “very,” sort of lamentation to Divinity. BDB defines the word based

on the substantive sense. However, in agreement with Anderson & Forbes, BDB,
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also defines the word as “exceedingly, or much.” Therefore, | will translate the word

in the adverbial sense as “exceedingly or very”.

Verse 8 reads as follows: And David said to God, | have sinned exceedingly that |
did this thing, and now, | pray cause guilt of your servant to pass over because |

acted very foolishly

4.2.9. Verse 9

IRY YT AN TIOR8 MM 93T
23T

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:9), passes the above word as a Piel wayyiqtol (waw

consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine singular verb.
The root of the verb is (727), which BDB (2010:180) defines as “speak.” In the

context, the verb is in the Piel imperfect inflation, and Kelly (1992:108) defines it as
an intensive active or causative verb. It can then be translated as “he spoke.”
However, the verb is prefixed by the waw conjunction “and”, which together with the

verb, they become “and he spoke”.

mm

BDB (2010:217) describes the above word as “Yahweh.” Meaning the proper name
of the God of Israel.

THOR

The above word is made up of the ('7&3) preposition that can mean “to, into or toward”

(Kelly 1992:29). It is prefixed by the maqgqgef to the noun (73) which BDB (2010:151)

describes as the name of a prophet during the time of David who appears to have
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joined David when in the hold, and re-appears in connection with the punishment for

taking a census. So then, the word can be translated as “to Gad”.

mn

Jee

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:9), explains this word as a common singular

construct noun. BDB (2010:302), then defines the noun as “seer.”

According to Kelly (1992:62), bi-syllabic nouns with both syllables closed will form
the singular construct by shortening the long vowel of the second syllable. This he
says is because long vowels cannot stand in closed, unaccented syllables. In this

case, the () changes to (:3). In the construct state, the word can then be translated

as “seer of”.

T

This again is a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB (2010:187)

describes as “David,” the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of Israel.

ahRY

This word is made up of the preposition (’?) “to, for or at,” (Kelly 1992:28). The

preposition is prefixed to the verb root (7ARK) that can mean according to BDB

(2010:55) “to say, speak, or utter.” Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:9), notes that the

form of the verb in the present context is the Qal infinitive, construct verb.
Kelly (1992:182) warns that special attention should be given to the preposition (‘?)

when it is prefixed to the Qal infinitive construct (9AR) “to say”. He notes that

normally, the preposition was supposed to take the compound sheva of the alef, but
the weak nature of the alef, forces the preposition to take sere, and the alef becomes

quiescent. He further explains that the resultant infinitive is used to mark direct
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discourse, somewhat as quotation marks (speech marks) are used in modern

languages. Therefore, the infinitive can be translated as “to speak, or, to say”.

Verse 9 reads as follows: And God spoke to Gad seer of David to say.

42.10.  Verse 10
niin NNk 7503 THY npl o vy nim o 3 ansy Ty ;A

This word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:10), is a Qal imperative

second-person masculine singular verb, from the verb root (‘[’_7:!) that can mean “go,

come or walk” (BDB 2010:229).

Kelly (1992:176) also explains that the present form of the verb is a second-person
Qal imperative verb, used to express positive commands and never to express any
prohibitions. Further, that it is the shortened forms of the Qal imperfect, which
involves the dropping of the pre-formatives from the imperfect second person forms
of the masculine singular. Therefore, the word can be translated as “go, or, come, or,

walk”.

3T
Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:10), passes the above word as a piel (waw +
perfect) second-person masculine singular verb, with verb root (727) that means “to

speak, to promise.”

The verb is prefixed by the waw conjunction “and,” as well as suffixed by the second
person masculine singular pronominal suffix. The piel verb, gives the idea of
intensive active (Kelly 1992:108). Therefore, the word can be translated as “and you

should speak.”

TITOR
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This word is as explained before, is prefixed by the preposition that means “to, into,
or toward.” The preposition is prefixed to the noun by a maqgef, and the noun is
again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB (2010:187) describes
as “David”, the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of Israel. Therefore, we have

here “to David.”

“nKY

As already explained earlier in verse 9, this word is made up of the preposition ('?)

“to, for or at,” (Kelly 1992:28), and the verb root (772&) that can mean according to

BDB (2010:55) “to say, speak, or utter’. Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:10), notes
that the form of the verb in the present context is the Qal infinitive, construct verb.

Therefore, the infinitive can be translated as “to speak, or to say”.

)

<

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:10), describes the above word as an adverb, which
means “thus”. BDB (2010:462) in agreement also describes the word as an adverb,
but further, describe it as a demonstrative adverb. The word can be translated as

“thus”.

RIALS

47

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:10), defines the above word as a Qal perfect third-
person masculine singular verb, that means “he says”. BDB (2010:55) similarly,
defines the word as “he utters, he says.” Therefore, | will translate the word as “he

says’.

nin
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BDB (2010:217) describes the above word as “Yahweh.” Meaning the proper name
of the God of Israel.

Wity

Kelly (1992:97) defines the above word as an absolute feminine cardinal numeral
that means “three”. Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:10), agrees that this can mean

three, but adds that by the implication of the context, that it can mean “three things”.

IR

[ShaH]

Kelly (1992:52) defines the above word as an independent personal common

singular pronoun that means “I”, and adds that it is a subject pronoun.

v

E

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:10), passes the above word as a Qal participle
masculine singular absolute verb that he defines as “offer”. The root of the verb is
defined by BDB (2010:639) as “to stretch out, extend, spread out, pitch, turn, pervert,
incline, bend, bow”. Being active participle, can be translated as “stretching out, or,

extending, or, spreading out, or, offer”.

T

AT

The above word is made up of the preposition ('73_2) “‘upon, above or about,” (Kelly

1992:30). BDB (2010:752) defines the preposition as “upon, on the ground of,
according to, on account of, on behalf of, concerning, besides, in addition to,
together with, beyond, above, over, by, on to, towards, to, against”. The word is
suffixed by the second-person masculine singular pronominal suffix. So then, the

word can be translated as “to you”.
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7703

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:10), passes the above word as a Qal imperative

second-person masculine singular verb, that is joined by the maqqgef to the

preposition ('?), suffixed by the second-person pronominal suffix.

The root of the verb is (7103), that can mean “to choose, elect, or decide for” (BDB

2010:103). The imperative can be understood to express positive command, and as
such can be translated as “choose”. The preposition means “to, for or at” (Kelly
1992:28). The second-person pronominal suffix can mean “you”. Therefore, the word

can be translated as “choose for you, or elect for you”.

nng

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:10), defines this Hebrew word as a feminine,

cardinal singular absolute numeral, that means “one”.

naan

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:10), passes the above word as the preposition (jR),

prefixed to the third-person feminine plural pronoun (7377).

The preposition according to Kelly (1992:30) can mean “from, or, out of.” The
pronoun on the other hand can mean “they, these, the same, who” (BDB 2020:244).

The compound word can then be translated as “from these, or out of these”.

T2V

The above Hebrew word can be passed as follows, according to Van der Merwe
(2004:1 Chr. 21:10), It comprises the waw conjunction “and”, added to the Qal

wayyiqtol (waw consecutive + imperfect) first-person singular verb, joined to the
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preposition ('7) “to, for, or at), and suffixed by the second-person masculine singular
pronoun “you”.
The root of the verb is (7Ww) that can mean “to do, fashion, accomplish, make” (BDB

2010:793). In the present form, the verb is in the imperfect form prefixed by the waw

consecutive, and as such can be translated as “l do”.

Kelly (1992:145) explains that the waw consecutive represent consecutive actions
that took place in past times, from the reader’s viewpoint. In Kelly’s view, they may
be understood as either sequential “and then”, or consequential “and so”. In the

present context, | will go with “and then”.
Therefore, the word can be translated as “and then | do to you”.

Verse 10 reads as follows: Go and you should speak to David to say, thus says God,

three things | offer to you choose for you one out of these and then | do to you.

4.2.11. Verse 11

17793 T PR 17 208 TITOR T3 KA
|

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:11), explains the above word as a Qal (waw-

consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine singular verb, prefixed by the waw

conjunction “and.” The verb root is the word (Xi3), which BDB (2010:97) describes

as “come in, come, go in or go”. In the imperfect third person masculine singular
inflation, the verb will be “he came”. Therefore, the word can be translated as “and

he came”.

T3

This word is again the noun (73) which BDB (2010:151), describes as the name of a
prophet during the time of David who appears to have joined David when in the hold,
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and re-appears in connection with the punishment for taking a census. So then, the

word can be translated as “Gad”.

TITON

This word as already explained before is prefixed by the preposition that means “to,
into, or toward.” The preposition is prefixed to the noun by the maqqef, and the noun
is again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB (2010:187)
describes as “David,” the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of Israel.

Therefore, we have here, “to David”.

plalsyl

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:11) passes the above word as a Qal wayyiqtol (waw
consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine singular verb. The waw conjunction
means “and.” The verb root is the word that BDB (2010:55) defines as “utter, say.”
The verb, however, is in the imperfect inflation third-person masculine singular and
can be translated as “he uttered, or he said”. Therefore, the compound word can be

translated as “and he said”.
i7
This is made up of the preposition ('?), which can mean “to, for, or at” (Kelly 1992:28),

and the pronominal suffix (3), which Kelly (68) defines as the third-person masculine

singular pronominal suffix, that can mean “him”. Therefore, the word can be

translated as “to him, or for him”.

g
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This is a compound Hebrew word, made up of the demonstrative adverb (113), which

BDB (2010:462) describes as “thus,” and is joined by the maqqgef to the Qal (perfect)

third-person masculine singular verb (92R), which can mean “he utters, or he says”.

Therefore, the word can mean “thus he utters, or thus he says”.

AN

BDB (2010:217) describes the above word as “Yahweh.” Meaning the proper name
of the God of Israel.

T7oR

As previously explained, Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:10), passes the above
word as a Qal imperative second-person masculine singular verb, that is joined by

the maqqgef to the preposition (‘?), suffixed by the second-person pronominal suffix.

The root of the verb is (913), that can mean “to choose, elect, or decide for" BDB

(2010:103). The imperative expresses a positive command, and as such can be
translated as “choose.” The preposition means “to, for or at” (Kelly 1992:28). The

second-person pronominal suffix can mean “you”.
Therefore, the word can be translated as “choose for you, or elect for you”.

Verse 11 reads as follows: And Gad came to David, and he said to him, thus says
God, choose for you.

4.2.12. Verse 12
“oR1 MY | 73R 290 igeien ngvs Uy Mhwom 2y 0w wivwor
NRT NRY ORI 91237993 mnwn Nl IRY PR3 AT | M 29 onf nwhy
937 NHYNR YRR
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wiw-oR
Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12) explains the above word as a combination of the
conjunction (OR), and the cardinal singular absolute numeral “three”. According to

BDB (2010:49), the conjunction is used here, as the term “if, or, whether,” specifying
a conditional clause, of a possible situation. Therefore, the word can be translated as
“if three, or, whether three”.

oY

According to BDB (2010:1040), this is from the root feminine singular noun (MiW)

that means “year.” In the present context, it is in the common masculine plural

absolute form, therefore, it can be translated as “years”.

2

T T

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12) defines the above word as a common singular
absolute noun that means “famine”. BDB (2010:944) similarly, defines the word as
the “famine, as in land, nation or city, or it can mean hunger, of individual”’. Based on

context, | will go with the “famine”.

nYow-oN

The above word is made up of the waw conjunction “and,” plus the compound word,

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12) already explained as a combination of the

conjunction (B&), and the cardinal singular absolute numeral “three.” According to

BDB (2010:49), the conjunction is used here as the term “if, or, whether” specifying a
conditional clause, of a possible situation. Therefore, the word can be translated as

“and if three, or, and whether three”.
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YN

The root of this word is the masculine noun (W) that can mean “new month, or

month” (BDB 2010:294). In the present form, BDB specifies that it is the term month,
and is in the common plural absolute form. Therefore, it can be translated as

“months”.

nav)

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12) passes the above word as the Nif'al participle

masculine singular absolute verb, with the root (720).

The root of the verb according to BDB (2010:705), can be defined as “to sweep or
snatch away, catch up, destroy, consume”. Kelly (1992:108) explains the Nif'al verb
as a simple passive or reflexive verb. The verb, however, is in the participle tense,

and therefore, can be translated as “to be swept away, or, be destroyed”.

Txen

The above compound word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12), is

made up of the preposition (jR), prefixed to the common masculine plural construct
noun (738), joined by the maqqgef, to the common masculine plural construct noun

(9®), and prefixed by the second-person masculine singular pronoun.

The preposition as previously explained, means “from, out of” (Kelly 1992:30). The
noun (N38) can mean “face,” and is in the plural construct form in the context, can
then mean “faces of”.

The second noun is the plural construct noun (9X) according to BDB (2010:865),

which means “adversaries, foes, enemies, or oppressors.” This is finally suffixed by
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the second-person masculine singular pronoun (7:;:), that Kelly (1992:71) defines as

“your.”

Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “from faces of your enemies, or

from faces of your adversaries.”

Ryl
Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12), describes the above Hebrew construct noun, as
comprising of the root (377), that (BDB 2010:352), describes as “sword, knife.” The

noun is prefixed by the waw conjunction “and.” The word can then be translated as

“and sword of”.

TN

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12), passes the above word as a common

masculine plural construct noun, suffixed by the second person, masculine singular

pronoun as described earlier by Kelly (1992:71), as “your”, (7).

The noun can mean “enemy,” according to BDB (2010:33). The construct state of the
noun, makes it translate to “enemy of you.” Therefore, the word can be presented as

“your enemy”.

nabn?

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12), the above word is made up of the
('?) preposition, that means as previously explained “to, for, or at,” and the common
absolute feminine singular noun (Jwn) that is described by BDB (2010:673) as

“reach, or overtake”.

BDB explains further that it's meaning is figurative of battle, and only found in the
hifil inflation (causative active verb form). Anderson & Forbes (2008: 2004:1 Chr.
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21:12) in difference to Van der Merwe, who pass the word as a hifil active, pure
noun participle singular feminine normal verb. It does look like Van der Merwe'’s
passing of the root of this word as a noun, disagrees with BDB’s, and Anderson &

Forbes.

However, as Kelly (1992:201-203) explained, participles can sometimes function as
nouns, and it indicates the “one who” or the “ones who” are performing a certain
action. Kelly then referred to this type of word as participle nouns and can be used in
various ways nouns can be used, including subjects, objects, predicate, and so on.

Kelly, further indicates that the form of the feminine singular participle noun end with

the (N), thus, that explains the suffix ending of the word in its present form.

Therefore, | will translate the word as “to overtake you”.

nYow-oN)

This word as already explained earlier is made up of the waw conjunction “and,” plus

the compound word, which Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12) already explained as
a combination of the conjunction (B®), and the cardinal singular absolute numeral
“three.” According to BDB (2010:49), the conjunction is used here as the term “if, or,

whether” specifying a conditional clause, of a possible situation. Therefore, the word

can be translated as any of “and if three, and or three, and whether three”.

o

This is a common masculine plural absolute noun that means (days) according to
Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12). Kelly (1992:38) also defines the word as a

plural noun that means “days”.

an

Py

As already explained earlier by Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12), who describes

the above Hebrew construct noun, as “sword of, or knife of”.
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BDB (2010:352), also agrees with the definition of the word as “sword of, or knife of”.

e

BDB (2010:217) describes the above word as “Yahweh.” Meaning the proper name

of the God of Israel.

23T

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12), describes the above compound word as the

common singular absolute noun (737) “plague”. The noun is prefixed by the waw

conjunction “and”.

The noun is also defined by BDB (2010:184) as “pestilence, or plague”. Therefore,

the word can be translated as “and pestilence, or and plague”.

PR32

The prefix of this word is the preposition (3), which can mean “in, by, or with” (Kelly

1992:28). The preposition is prefixed to the noun, which according to BDB (2010:75)
is a feminine noun, that can mean “earth, or land”. BDB explains that the word can

sometimes be masculine, but very seldom.

According to Kelly (1992:26), the noun is among the few nouns that their singular
form undergoes internal changes when the definite article is prefixed to them. He
notes that there is the compensatory lengthening of the vowel from segol to games,
because the guttural rejects the dagesh forte. In this case, both the vowels of the
preposition and the initial alef of the noun undergo internal changes to indicate the
presence of the article. Therefore, the word can be translated as “in the earth, or, in
the land”.

TR
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Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12), describes the above word as the waw

conjunction “and”, prefixed to the common singular construct noun (?[gz'?r_:), which

means “messenger”. BDB (2010:521) defines the noun as a construct noun, that can
mean “an angel of God, or as a messenger of God”. BDB, further describes this
messenger, as one destroying by the judgment of Yahweh. Therefore, the word can

be translated as “and an angel of, or a messenger of”

nine

This word as described already described above is “Yahweh.” Meaning the proper
name of the God of Israel (BDB 2010:217).

o

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12), passes the above word as the Hif'il participle

masculine singular absolute verb, which means “destroying”. The root of the verb is

the word (NNVY), that BDB (2010:1008) defines as a participle, an adjective,

“destroyer.” As a participle, the word can then be translated as “destroying”.

[EEREs

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12), describes the above word as comprising the
preposition (3), previously described as “in, by, or with”, and the common singular

construct noun (53) that can mean “the whole, or all” (BDB 2010:481). The word is

joined to the common singular construct noun ('7%:15) by a maqggef. The noun

according to BDB (2010:147) can mean “border of, boundary of or territory of”. The
compound word can then be translated as “in the whole territory of, or in all territory
of”.
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A

This word as described earlier is “Israel,” according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr.
21:12).

nnw!

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12), describes the above word as a combination of

the waw conjunction “and,” plus the adverb, that means “so then”.

BDB (2010:773) describes the adverb as an adverb of time “and now,” concluding, a
practical one from what has been stated. Therefore, the word can be translated as

“and now”.

R

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12), describes the above word as a Qal imperative
second-person masculine singular verb, that can mean “see, or consider.” BDB
(2010:7200) similarly describes the word as “to see, look at, inspect, perceive,
consider”. Being in the imperative form, the word can then be translated as “see, or

consider”.

YR

This word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12), is made up of the

interrogative pronoun (1), that means “what,” joined by the maqqef to the Hifil yigtol

(imperfect) first-person singular verb, with the root (23W), which BDB (2010:996)

defines as “turn back, or return”. Presently the verb is in the imperfect first person

singular form, and can therefore be translated as “what | will return”.

moYnR
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The above word is explained by Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:12), as the

prepositional prefix (NY), the object marker that is not translated in English, joined by
the maqggef to the Qal (simple active) participle masculine construct verb (n‘;xy’), and

suffixed by the first-person singular pronoun ("I®) “l, or my”.

The verb root can mean “send,” according to BDB (2010:1018). The verb, however,

is in the participle form, and can therefore be translated as “my sender”.

137

T T

This is a common singular absolute noun, that means “word” (Van der Merwe 2004:1
Chr. 21:12), BDB (2010:182) similarly defines the term as “speech, or word”.

Verse 12 reads as follows: Whether three years famine, and or three months to be
swept away from faces of your enemies, and sword of your enemy to overtake you,
and or three days sword of God, and pestilence in the land, and an angel of God
destroying in the whole territory of Israel. And now, consider what word | will return

my sender.

4.2.13. Verse 13
8 IR TRA PRI D312 M jTYER TRD 7N TIOR TIT 18R

DK
RN

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:13) passes the above word as a Qal wayyiqtol (waw
consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine singular verb. The waw conjunction

means “and”.

The verb root is the word that BDB (2010:55) defines as “utter, say.” The verb,

however, is in the imperfect inflation third-person masculine singular and can be
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translated as “he uttered, or he said”. Therefore, the compound word can be

translated as “and he said”.

™

This noun is again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB
(2010:187) describes as “David,” the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of

Israel. Therefore, we have here “David”.

T3ON

The above word is made up of the prepositional prefix (‘725), which can mean “to, into,

or toward” (Kelly 1992:29). The prefix is joined by the maqgqgef to the noun (73) which

BDB (2010:151) describes as the name of a prophet during the time of David who
appears to have joined David when in the hold, and re-appears in connection with

the punishment for taking a census. So then, the word can be translated as “to Gad”.

vi?-q—‘g
According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:13), the above word is the Qal (perfect)
third-person masculine singular verb, joined by the maqqgef to the preposition (‘?), “to,

for, or at” (Kelly 1992:28), and suffixed by the first-person singular pronoun.

The verb can mean “straits, or distress,” (BDB 2010:865). The pronoun according to
Kelly (1992:52) means “I”. Therefore, the compound word can be translated as

“distressed to |, or distressed to me”.

TR

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:13) defines the above word as a common singular

absolute noun, which means “very, or great”. BDB (2010:) on the other hand, defines
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the word as an adverb “exceedingly, much”, or a substantive “might, force,
abundance”, or a noun “exceedingly, greatly, very (idioms showing magnitude or
degree)’. in the context, | will go with the adverbial meaning “exceedingly” because it

seems to modify the preceding verb distress.

RITI78N

This word can be passed as the Qal (imperfect) first-person singular cohortative verb

('75;), joined by maqqef to the interjection (R1), (Van der Merwe 2004:1 Chr. 21:13).

The root of the verb according to BDB (2010:656), can mean “fall, or lie”. The verb,
however, is a cohortative, which Kelly (1992:131-132), explained is used by a
speaker, to express his/her desire, or intention to perform a certain action, and is
frequently translated as the modal auxiliaries “may, or let”. Kelly further explained
that the interjection (particle), is simply added to a cohortative to make them more
emphatic, and can be classified as a particle of entreaty “| pray!” Therefore, the word

can then be expressed as “let me fall | pray”.

[ b

The above compound word is passed by Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:13), as the

prepositional prefix (2) that can mean “in, by, or with” (Kelly 1992:28), prefixed to the

common singular construct noun (7?), that means “hand of”.

Therefore, the word can be translated as “in hand of.” The word is joined by the
maqqgef to the proper masculine singular absolute noun that means according to
BDB (2010:217), “Yahweh,” Meaning the proper name of the God of Israel.
Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “in hand of Yahweh, or in hand
of God”.

e
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This word is prefixed by the conjunction ("), which BDB (2010:471) defines as “that,

for, or when”. It is prefixed to the masculine plural absolute adjective, which BDB

(912), describes as “much, many, or great”.

Kelly (1992:46) explains that this adjective is of a predicative usage, which usually
stands before its subject noun, and agrees in gender and number with its subject
noun. Kelly further refers to this type of sentence that consists of a noun, which
functions as a subject, and an adjective, which functions as a predicate, as a verb-
less sentence. This type of sentence helps to supply the verb “to be,” which are not
written but implied. The translation Kelly notes must be supplied in the translation.

Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “for great is”.

M

BDB (2010:933) describes the above word as a masculine plural noun that means

‘compassion: usually of God”. In the present form, it is in a construct state, suffixed

by the third-person masculine singular pronoun (i) which means “his” (Kelly

1992:71). The word can then be translated as “his compassion”.

TRN

This is a masculine noun explained by BDB (2010:547) as used to express the idea

of “exceedingly, greatly, or very”.

DIR™T'I
This compound word is made up of the waw conjunction “and,” added to the

preposition (2) “in, by, with” (Kelly 1992:28), and the common singular construct

noun (T?) that means “hand of” (Kelly 1992:61).

Kelly, explains that the noun, like other monosyllabic nouns with changeably long

vowels in the singular absolute, will usually shorten the long vowel to form the
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singular construct. The construct noun is joined by the maqqgef to the singular

absolute noun (D7R), that means “man, human being” (BDB 2010:9). Therefore, the

word can be translated as “and in hand of human being”.

25898

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:13), passes the above word as the negation (5R)

joined by the maqqef to the Qal (imperfect) first-person singular jussive verb ('79;).

The root of the verb according to BDB (2010:656) can mean “fall, or lie”.

The verb, however, is a jussive, which Kelly (1992:131-132), explains is used to
express the speaker’s desire, wish or command, and translated as “may, or wish.”
However, the word is prefixed by the negation, the BDB (2010:39) defines as the
adverb of negation, with a verb, which is then always an imperfect “do not, let not”.

Therefore, the word can be translated as “do not let me fall”.

Verse 13 reads as follows: And David said to Gad exceedingly distressed to me let
me fall, | pray, in hand of God for exceedingly great is his compassion, and in hand

of human being do not let me fall.

4.2.14. Verse 14

MWK P8 DAY SRIWD HEN S8 13T M o
m

The above word is made up of the waw-conjunction “and,” added to the Qal (waw-
consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine singular verb (Van der Merwe
2004:1 Chr. 21:14).

The root of the verb according to BDB (2010:678) is (jn0J) “give, put, or set.” In the

current inflation, the waw-consecutive, plus the imperfect verb can be translated as

“and he gave”.
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The above word is the proper masculine singular absolute noun that means
according to BDB (2010:217), “Yahweh,” Meaning the proper name of the God of

Israel.

This is a common singular absolute noun that means “plague” (Van der Merwe
2004:1 Chr. 21:14). BDB (2010:184) similarly defines the word as “pestilence, or

plague, in general”. In the context, | will choose “pestilence”.

o873

The above Hebrew word is made up of the prepositional prefix (2) that can mean “in,

by or with” (Kelly 1992:28). It is prefixed to the word as described earlier as “Israel,”
according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:14). So, the word can be translated as

“in Israel”.

5am

This word is the Qal wayyigtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect), third-person

masculine singular verb. This is made up of the waw conjunction “and,” prefixed to

the Qal (imperfect) third-person masculine verb ('79;).

The root of the verb according to BDB (2010:656), can mean “fall, or lie.” In the
present form, it can mean “he fell”. Therefore, the word can be translated as “and he
fell”.

SRIWMm
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Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:14), explains the above word as the preposition (jn)

that means “from”, prefixed to the word as earlier described as “Israel’. Kelly
(1992:30) similarly defines the preposition as “from, out of’. So, the word can be

translated as “from Israel or out of Israel”.

opaw

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:14), defines the above word as the masculine plural
absolute cardinal numeral “seventy”. Kelly (1992:99) likewise, defines the word as

the number “seventy”.

78

This is the singular absolute cardinal numeral “thousand” (Van der Merwe 2004:1
Chr. 21:14). Kelly (1992:100) also, defines the word as a singular absolute cardinal

numeral “thousand.”

Wy

This is the common singular absolute noun “human being, person or human being
(in contrast to God)” (BDB 2010:35).

Verse 14 reads as follows: And God gave pestilence in Israel and he fell out of Israel

seventy thousand person.

4.2.15. Verse 15
RN AYITOY DN M Ny owny Apignd 0wy | T | omorn hbwn

DRI TR 10D TAY NN 708 T A0 AAY 11 hnwng 185107

nown
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The root of this verb according to BDB, is (n'_vx;?), that can mean “send, or, stretch

out,” and is prefixed by the waw conjunction “and”. In the present form, Van der
Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:15), passes the verb as a Qal wayyigtol (waw-consecutive +
imperfect) third-person masculine singular verb. Therefore, the word can be

translated as “and he sent”.

O oRT

This is the common masculine absolute plural noun, which BDB (2010::43) defines

as “rulers, judges,” and it can also a plural intensive - singular meaning “god,

goddess, the (true) God, or God.” The noun is prefixed by the article (11), which Kelly

(1992:25), explains is usually written with the games, because the initial guttural
rejects the dagesh forte that causes the short vowel to be lengthened from “pata to

games.” Therefore, the noun can be translated as “the God” or “the Lord”.

TROD

The above word according to BDB (2010:521) is a masculine singular absolute noun,

that can mean “messenger, representative, angel.”

DowIy

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:15), describes the above word the combination of

the preposition (’?) that can mean “to, for, or at,” prefixed to the proper singular

absolute noun, which BDB (2010:436) describes as “Jerusalem,” the chief city of
Palestine and capital of the United Kingdom and the nation of Judah after the split.

The word can, therefore, be translated as “to Jerusalem, or for Jerusalem”.

AW
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Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:15), passes the above word as comprising the ('?)
“to, or for,” added to the Hifil infinitive verb construct, with root (anD'), and suffixed

by the third-person feminine singular pronoun (X°7). The Hifil verb according to BDB

(2010:1008) can mean “to spoail, ruin, destroy”.

Kelly (1992:182) explains that the preposition prefixed to the infinitive “may be used
to introduce a purpose clause, a result clause or a temporal clause.” In the context
here, the preposition is used | presume, as a purpose clause “to destroy”. Besides,
Kelly (183) notes that the pronominal “suffix may function either as the subject or as
the object of the infinitive.” In the context, the pronominal suffix functions as the

subject of the destroying.

Therefore, the word can be translated as “to destroy her/ it, or to ruin her/ it”.

YR
This is a compound Hebrew word, that comprises the waw conjunction “and,” added
the preposition (2), which Kelly (1992:28) defines as either, “as, like, or according to”.

The conjunction and the preposition, are both prefixed to the Hif’il (causative active)

infinitive verb construct, with root (NNW), that can mean, according to BDB

(2010:1008) “to spoail, ruin, destroy”.

Kelly (1992:182), explains that infinitive constructs prefixed with the preposition (3),

can be translated as a temporal clause, and should be understood as any of the

following “when, as, just as, or as soon as”.

The compound word can then be translated as “and as soon as to destroy or and

just as to destroy”.

IR7

<T T
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BDB (2010:906) defines this word as a Qal (perfect) third-person masculine singular
verb that the root means “see, perceive.” In the simple active inflation, it can be

translated as “he saw”.

mm

The above word as already described earlier is the proper masculine singular
absolute noun that means according to BDB (2010:217), “Yahweh,” Meaning the

proper name of the God of Israel.

onan

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:15), passes the above word as the waw conjunction

“and”, prefixed to the nif'al (simple passive or reflexive), wayyiqtol (waw-consecutive

+ imperfect) third-person masculine singular verb, with the root (On.J).

BDB (2010:636) defines the root of the verb as “be sorry, be moved to pity, have
compassion, or console oneself.” In the present inflation, the verb can be translated

as “and he was sorry” or “and he was moved to pity”.

oY

This compound Hebrew word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:15), is

made up of the prepositional prefix (5) that can mean “upon, above or about” (Kelly
1992:30). The preposition is joined by the maqgef to the article (1) “the”, prefixed to

the common feminine singular absolute noun (7Y7), which BDB (2010:949), defines

as “evil, misery, distress, or injury”. The compound word can then be translated as

“about the evil”.

RN
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As already noted earlier, Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:15) passes the above word
as a Qal wayyigtol (waw consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine singular

verb. The waw conjunction means “and”.

The verb root is the word that BDB (2010:55) defines as “utter, say”. The verb,
however, is in the imperfect inflation third-person masculine singular and can be
translated as “he uttered, or he said”. Therefore, the compound word can be

translated as “and he said”.

TRONY

The above word is the prepositional prefix (7) “to, for, or at) (Kelly 1992:28). The

preposition is prefixed to the word, which according to BDB (2010:521) is a
masculine singular absolute noun, that can mean “messenger, representative,

angel”.
Ander-Forbes (2008: Chr. 21:15), suggested that the noun is a masculine normal,

definite without (7). Therefore, the word can be translated as “to the angel or, to the

messenger”.

hnwnn

As already translated earlier, but this time, with the addition of the article (i7), Van der

Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:15), passes the above word as the Hif'il participle masculine

singular absolute verb, that means “destroying”. The root of the verb is the word

(nnw), that BDB (2010:1008), defines as a participial adjective, “destroyer”. As a

participle, the word can then be translated as “the destroying”.

gy

This is an adjective that can mean “much, many, or great” BDB (2010:912).
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npy

This is an adverb that means “now” according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr.
21:15).

777

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:15), this is a hifil imperative second-
person masculine singular verb that can mean “to let drop, abandon, relax, refrain,
forsake”. BDB (2010:951) defines the verb as “let drop”. Therefore, the verb can

mean “let drop or refrain”.

T

Kelly (1992:75) defines the above word as the feminine singular construct noun,
which means “hand”. It is suffixed by the second person pronominal suffix that
appears to have the second person masculine singular ending. Van der Merwe
(2004:1 Chr. 21:15), on the other hand, describes the word as a common singular
construct noun. BDB (2010:388) agrees with Kelly, that it is a feminine noun.

Therefore, | will translate the word as “your hand”.

TR
This is the waw conjunction “and,” which Kelly (1992:31) explains, is written as sureq
before a labial like (R), it is prefixed to the word, which according to BDB (2010:521)

is a masculine singular absolute noun, that can mean “messenger, representative,

angel.”

In the present context, the noun is in the construct state according to Van der Merwe
(2004:1 Chr. 21:15).

Therefore, the word can be translated as “and messenger of, or, and angel of”.
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This word again is the proper masculine singular absolute noun that means
according to BDB (2010:217), “Yahweh,” meaning the proper name of the God of

Israel.

TRY

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:15) passes the above word as the Qal participle

masculine singular absolute verb that is from the root verb (72V), which BDB

(2010:763) defines as “take one’s stand, or stand”. In the present form, the verb is in
the participle stem, and Kelly (1992:200), explains that this type of participle normally
preceded by an expressed subject, is used as a verb, and it describes continuous
action either, past, present, or future. In this case, it is assumed to have been used

in the past, therefore, it can be translated as “he was standing”.

14ToY

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:15), the above word comprises of the

preposition (DY), prefixing, and joined by the maqqgef to the common singular

construct noun (773).

The preposition according to Kelly (1992:30) means “with.” BDB (2010:767) similarly
defines the preposition as “with,” but added other nuances of meaning like “against,

toward, as long as, besides, except, in spite of”.

The construct noun, on the other hand, means “threshing floor of” (BDB 2010:175).

The word can then, be translated as “beside threshing floor of”.

IR
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BDB (2010:75) describes the above word as a proper masculine singular absolute
noun that refers to a Jebusite, whose threshing floor was bought by David to erect an
altar, which became the site of the temple. Therefore, the noun can be translated as

“Ornan”.

0127

This word is made up of the article () “the”, prefixed to the singular absolute

adjective ("0127) that means “Jebusite” (Van der Merwe 2004:1 Chr. 21:15).

BDB (2010:384) defines the word as the Jebusite, the descendants of Jebus. The
descendants of the 3rd son of Canaan, who lived in or around the site of Jebus, the

early name for Jerusalem. Therefore, the word can be translated as “the Jebusite”.

Verse 15 reads as follows: And God sent (an) angel to Jerusalem to destroy it, and
just as to destroy, God saw he was moved to pity about the evil. And he said to the
angel destroying, much now, refrain your hand and angel of God was standing

beside (the) threshing floor of Ornan the Jebusite.

4.2.16. Verse 16
3 o i3 DAY P PIND TR TRY M TR R 890 rppnn T s
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Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:16) passes the above word, as the waw conjunction
“and,” prefixed to the Qal wayyiqtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect) third-person

masculine singular verb.
The root of the verb according to BDB (2010:669) is 8], which can mean “to lift, lift

up, carry, or, take”. In the present context, the word can be translated as “and he

lifted up”.
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T

This noun is again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB
(2010:187) describes as “David,” the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of

Israel. Therefore, we have here “David”.

1vévy-n§$

This Hebrew word is a combination of the preposition (NX), which serves as the

object marker, joined by the maqqgef to the supposed object of the sentence. The

object is defined by Kelly (1992:63), as a common dual noun (D)D), that means
“eyesl’.
The noun is in a construct relationship with the third-person masculine singular

pronominal suffix (i) “his” according to Kelly (71). Therefore, the word can be

translated as “his eyes”.

o)

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:16) passes the above word, as the waw conjunction

“and,” prefixed to the Qal wayyiqtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect) third-person

masculine singular verb nx1. The verb is defined by BDB (2010:906), as “see”.

Based on the form of the verb in the present context, the verb can be translated as

“and he saw’.

TRYD NN

This word is the masculine singular construct noun, which can mean “messenger,

representative, angel” BDB (2010:521). It is prefixed by the particle (NR), which is
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the sign of the direct object, and is not translated in English, but denotes that the
word is the object of the sentence (Kelly 1992:12).

Kelly further explains that the particle preceding the object indicates that the object is
definite. Therefore, the word can be translated as “the messenger of, or, the angel
of”.

mn

This word again is the proper masculine singular absolute noun that means
according to BDB (2010:217), “Yahweh,” meaning the proper name of the God of

Israel.

Ty

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:16), as previously noted, passes the above word as

the Qal participle masculine singular absolute verb, that is from the root verb 70D,

which BDB (2010:763) defines as “take one’s stand, or stand.”

In the present form, the verb is in the participle stem, and Kelly (1992:200) explains
that this participle that is normally preceded by an expressed subject, is used as a
verb, and it describes continuous action either, past, present, or future. In this case,
it is assumed to have been used in the past, therefore, it can be translated as “he

was standing”.

3

This is a preposition that can mean “between, among, in the midst of (with other
preps), from between” (BDB 2010:108). BDB suggests that the word can be used as
part of speech, as a substantive masculine that is always used as a preposition.

Therefore, the word can be translated as “between”.
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Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:16), defines the above word as a make-up of the

article (1) “the”. Kelly (1992:24), explains that the article is usually written with a
games (i), but because the guttural rejects the dagesh forte, the preceding vowel is
forced to lengthen from patah (::) to games (::). The conjunction is prefixed to the
common singular absolute noun (P&), that means “earth”.

BDB (2010:75) similarly defines the noun as “earth, or land”. Therefore, the word can

be translated as “the earth, or, the land”.

=3

This is again the preposition that can mean “between, among, in the midst of (with
other preps), from between” (BDB 2010:108). BDB suggests that the word can be
used as part of speech, as a substantive masculine that is always used as a

preposition. Therefore, the word can be translated as “between”.

This time, the word is prefixed by the waw conjunction “and,” which Kelly (1992:31),

explains that the conjunction is written like a sureq, because it is prefixed to a word

that starts with the labial (2). Therefore, the word can be translated as “and

between”.

YAl

This word according to BDB (2010:1029) is the masculine plural absolute noun, that

can mean “heavens or sky.” It is prefixed by the definite article (1) “the” (Kelly

1992:24). Therefore, the word can be translated as “the heavens, or the sky”.
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This word is comprised of the waw conjunction “and,” prefixed to the word, which is
already explained earlier by Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:16), who described the

Hebrew noun, as “sword, or knife”.

BDB (2010:352), also agrees with the definition of the word as “sword, or knife.” The

noun is in a construct relationship with the third-person masculine singular

pronominal suffix (3) “his” according to Kelly (1992:71).

The word can, therefore, be translated as “and his sword”.

now

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:16), describes the above word as the Qal passive
participle absolute feminine singular verb “draw.” BDB (2010:1025) describes the

verb in the present context as “draw out, or draw off”.

According to Kelly’s (1992:200), explanation, this participle, can be classified as a
past participle, which describes continuous action in the time of the context,
expressed in another way, what was going on in the past. Also being in the passive
stem. The action can be assumed to be performed on the sword, therefore, the word

can be translated as “it was drawn out”.

772

This word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:16), is a combination of the

preposition (3), plus the common singular noun (77), in a suffixed construct

relationship with the third-person masculine singular pronoun (3).

Kelly (1992:28) defines the preposition as “in, by, or with.” The noun according to
BDB (2010:388) can mean “hand”.

The noun is in a construct relationship with the third-person masculine singular

pronominal suffix (i) “his” according to Kelly (1992:71). Therefore, the word can be

translated as “in his hand, or by his hand”.
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Lo

This word is a verb, in the Qal passive participle feminine absolute singular stem
according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:16). The root of the verb is the word

(7v1), which BDB (2010:639), defines as “stretch out, spread out, extend, incline or

bend”, also being in the passive stem. The action can be assumed to be performed
like previously as on the sword, therefore, the word can be translated as “she/ it was

stretched out, or, she/ it was spread out.”

DowIHY

The above word is a compound word, made up of the preposition (5v), and the

proper singular absolute noun (D’ny-ﬁj) (Van der Merwe 2004:1 Chr. 21:16).

The preposition can be defined as “upon, on the ground of, according to, on account

of, on behalf of, concerning, above, over, against” (Kelly 1992:30).

BDB (2010:436) describes the proper singular absolute noun, as “Jerusalem,” the
chief city of Palestine and capital of the United Kingdom and the nation of Judah
after the split. The word can, therefore, be translated as “upon Jerusalem, or, over

Jerusalem”.

H8m
The above word is comprised of the waw conjunction “and,” prefixed to the verb root
(’79;), which BDB (2010:656) defines as “to fall, lie, be cast down, fail.” The prefixing

of the conjunction to the verb forms the wayyigtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect)

third-person masculine singular verb.

According to Kelly (1992:145), grammarians refer to the waw consecutive as waw

conversive and explain that it is because it converts imperfect forms into perfects. As
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such, from the reader’s point of view, the (waw-consecutive + imperfect) represents
consecutive actions that took place in the past time. Therefore, the verb can be

translated as “and he fell”.

™7

This noun is again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB
(2010:187) describes as “David,” the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of

Israel. Therefore, we have here “David”.

03210

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:16) passes the above word as the waw conjunction

“and,” prefixed to the article (i3) “the”. Both the conjunction and the article, are joined

to the masculine plural absolute adjective (j21), which means “elders”.

BDB (2010:278) defines the adjective as “old, of human beings, old man (or woman),

elder”. Therefore, the word can be translated as “and the elders”.

R

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:16), defines the above word as a Pu’al passive

participle masculine absolute plural verb. The verb root according to BDB (2010:491)

is the word 192, that means “cover, conceal shame, cloth, spread over”.

However, in the present context, the verb is in the Pu’al participle inflation, which

Kelly (1992:196) explains, is distinguished by the () prefix, the qgibbus (::) under the

initial root consonant, and the doubling of the middle root consonant. The Pu’al verb

also represents the intensive passive verb mode (Kelly 1992:108).

Therefore, the verb can be defined as “they were clothed, or they were covered”.
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Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:16), passes the above Hebrew word, as comprising

of the (2) preposition, plus the article (), both prefixed to the masculine plural

absolute noun (PW).

The noun according to BDB (2010:974) means “sack, sackcloth”. BDB, further
explained that it was “worn in mourning and humiliation, either loose garment like a
sack, or a piece of similar material (or rough, dark hair), fastened round body.” The

preposition is defined by Kelly (1992:28) as “in, by, or with”.

Therefore, the word can be translated as either “in the sackcloth, by the sackcloth,

or, with the sackcloth”.

Sl

The above Hebrew word is passed by Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:16), as the

prepositional prefix ('71_1), prefixed to the common masculine plural noun (7138), in a

construct relationship with the third-person masculine plural pronominal suffix (077).

The preposition can be defined as “upon, on the ground of, according to, on account
of, on behalf of, concerning, above, over, against” (Kelly 1992:30). The plural noun is
defined by BDB (2010:815), as “faces”.

Kelly, further explained that the pronominal suffix, when attached to nouns, functions
as a possessive pronoun, hence, it is assumed to be in construct relationship with
the noun. Kelly (68) then defines the pronominal suffix as “their.” Therefore, the word

can be translated as “upon, above, or, over their faces”.

Verse 16 reads as follows: And David lifted up his eyes, and he saw the angel of
God he was standing between the earth and between the heavens, and his sword
was drawn out in his hand, it was stretched out over Jerusalem, and David and the

elders they (who) were clothed with the sackcloth fell upon their faces.
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4.2.17. Verse 17

MY LI DRI MD7IN 0D NighY TV I8 W90 DEORION TIT BR)

Ak I

non’ K7 7mD21 2R M3 13 TT; 81 A0 TOR MM WY N 1880 1K)
RN

As already noted earlier, Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:17) passes the above word
as a Qal wayyigtol (waw consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine singular
verb. The waw conjunction means “and”. The verb root is the word that BDB
(2010:55) defines as “utter, say”. The verb, however, is in the imperfect inflation
third-person masculine singular and can be translated as “he uttered, or he said”.

Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “and he said”.

X!

This noun is again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB
(2010:187) describes as “David”, the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of

Israel. Therefore, we have here “David”.

DRI

This is a compound word, prefixed by the preposition ('715) that can mean “to, into or

towards” (Kelly 1992:29). It is prefixed to the word that BDB (2010:43) previously
defined as “God,” and goes further to explain that God is Yahweh.

In agreement with BDB, Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:17) also translates the word

as a common masculine plural absolute noun that he referred to also as “God”. The

noun is prefixed by the definite article (1) “the”. Therefore, the compound word can

be translated as “to the God” or “to the Lord”.
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NO

The first letter of this Hebrew word is the interrogative (), which as Kelly (1992:94),

explains, introduces a simple yes-or-no question “is it?” In the context here, it is

prefixed to the negation (&'7), which can mean “not, or no” (BDB 2010:518).

Therefore, the word can be translated as a negative question “is it not?”

IR

Kelly (1992:52) defines the above word as the common singular independent

personal pronoun, or subject pronoun translated as “I”.

AN

BDB (2010:55) defines the above word as a verb, with the root 90X that means

“utter, or speak”. In the present form, it is a Qal perfect (simple active) first-person

common singular verb, which can mean “| uttered, or | said”.

Kelly (1992:156) ascertained that the suffix is the perfect first-person common
singular. Nevertheless, he cautioned translators to be aware, that the perfect
second-person feminine singular does have the same form as the perfect first-
person common singular, and only the context can be relied upon to distinguish
between the two forms. In this context, however, the preceding word is a first-person
singular independent pronoun, which can help to be sure that this is also, perfect
first-person common singular, rather than the perfect second-person feminine

singular.

Anderson & Forbes (2008: 1 Chr. 21:17), also pass the word as Qal active, suffixed
(perfect), singular common, first-person, which implies a supplication to Divinity,

“say,” therefore, what we have here is “| said”.
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niny
Anderson & Forbes (2008: 1 Chr. 21:17), defines the above word as a combination
of the preposition ('?) “to, for, or at,” prefixed to the Qal active, infinitive construct, a

transitive verb that can mean “to count”.

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:17) similarly, defined the word as the verb, Qal.

Infinitive construct.
The root of the verb according to BDB (2010:584) is the word (113R), that can mean

‘count, number, reckon, or assign.” In the present form, it is Qal active, infinitive
construct form and prefixed by the preposition, which Kelly (1992:182) suggests,

introduces a temporal clause. Therefore, the word can be translated as “to count”.

opa

This is the (3) preposition that means “in, by, or, with” (Kelly 1992:28). It is prefixed

to the article (77), “the” and the word (D), which is a singular absolute common noun

that BDB (2010:766), defines as “people, mankind”. Therefore, the word can be

translated as “in the people”.

RITIN

This word is prefixed by the waw conjunction “and”, plus again as Kelly (1992:52),
defines, the common singular independent personal pronoun, or subject pronoun,

translated as “I”. They are joined by the maqgef to the suffixed third-person

masculine singular pronoun (83:7), which BDB (2010:214) defines as a pronoun of

the third-person singular, “he or she”, and sometimes used also for the neuter “it”.

Therefore, the word can be translated as “and it is | (who)”.
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NRON™IWY

The above word is made up of the relative conjunction (AWR), plus the Qal gatal

(perfect) first-person singular verb (Van der Merwe 2004:1 Chr. 21:17).

The relative conjunction can mean according to BDB (2010:81), “that which, that, or
who,” and is a sign of relation, bringing the clause introduced by it into a relationship
with an antecedent clause. BDB suggests that sometimes, the relation expressed by
it is specifically temporal, local, or causal. But more particularly, it includes its

pronominal antecedent.

The Qal (perfect) first-person singular verb, on the other hand, has its root as (XV1]),

which BDB (2010:306), defines as “miss, sin, miss the goal or path of right and duty.”

In the present context, it can be translated as “I sinned, or | missed the path.”

Therefore, the compound Hebrew word can be translated as “that | sinned or | that

sinned, or that | missed the path, or | that missed the path”.

UM

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:17) passes the above word as the waw conjunction

“and,” plus the Hif'il, infinitive absolute verb (Y1), that means “do evil.”

The BDB (2010:949) defines the root of the verb as “be evil, bad.” In the present
form, the verb is in the Hif'il form, which according to Kelly (1992:108), is a causative
active verb. Kelly (185), further explains that the infinitive absolute often as in this
case, stands immediately after its cognate verb, serving to emphasize the duration or

continuation of the verbal idea. Therefore, it can be translated as “and to do evil”.

Uilvaty

This word like above is a Hifil, a verb with the root (Y17), that means “do evil.” The

BDB (2010:949) defines the root of the verb as “be evil, bad.” In the present form,
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the verb is in the Hifil (perfect) first singular form, which according to Kelly
(1992:108), is a causative active verb. The verb seems to be repeated to strengthen
the force of the verb, which could have prompted most English translations, to add
the word indeed. This repetition, in a way, gives the idea the David was certainly

aware that he committed evil against his God.

The verb is suffixed by the first person common singular pronominal suffix.

Therefore, the verb can be translated as “| caused evil, or | did evil indeed”.

N7

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:17) passes the above word as the waw conjunction

“and”, plus the demonstrative plural pronoun (n‘gg), which BDB (2010:41), defines as

the demonstrative plural pronoun, used before the antecedent “these”. Therefore, the

word can be translated as “and these”.

IR

This word is made up of the article (i3) “the,” prefixed to the common collective

feminine absolute noun (jX%), which BDB (2010:838) defines as “small cattle, sheep,

sheep and goats, flock, flocks”. The word can, therefore, be translated as “the sheep

and goats, or the flock”.

iR

This is an interrogative pronoun, that can mean “what”, according to Kelly (1992:95).
Kelly explains that questions are introduced by the interrogative pronouns, in this
case, it refers to things, rather than to people, and it is not inflated for gender or

number. The translation here then is “what”.
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Wy

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:17) passes the above word as the Qal gatal (perfect)
third person plural verb, with the root (M), which BDB (2010:793), defines as “to

do, work, make, produce”. This is prefixed by the third-person pronominal suffix (3)

“they” (Kelly 1992:113).

In the present context, the verb is in the Qal (perfect) third person plural inflation, and

can thus, be translated as “they did”.

i

This word again is the proper masculine singular absolute noun that means
according to BDB (2010:217), “Yahweh,” meaning the proper name of the God of

Israel.

The above word is passed by Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:17), as the common
plural construct noun, with the root (D’n”“vg_z), the word was previously defined as
“God,” by BDB (2010:43), and BDB, goes further to explain that the God is Yahweh.
In agreement with BDB, Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:17) also translates the word

as a common masculine plural absolute noun that he referred to also, as “God.” In

the present context, the word is in a construct state, with the suffixed first-person

singular pronoun (*R) “I, or me.” The function of the construct relationship, in this

case, is to express genitival relationships, thus, the word can be translated as “my
God”.
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According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:17), the above word is a Qal yiqtol
(imperfect) third-person feminine singular jussive verb, with the root (77'71), which
BDB (2010:224), defines as “fall out, come to pass, become, or be”.

Kelly (1992:131) explains that in the present context, the weak verb appears as a
shortened form of the imperfect, and is used to express the speaker’s desire, wish,
or command. According to Kelly, the translation is frequently accompanied by the

modal auxiliaries “may, or let,” and as is the case here, it is preceding the particle

(RJ), that makes the word more emphatic. Therefore, the word can be translated as

either “may it come to pass, or let it come to pass”.

R

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:17), expresses the above word as an interjection.
Anderson & Forbes (2008:1 Chr. 21:17) expresses the word as adverbial, emphatic,
a supplication to Divinity. BDB (2010:609) defined the word as a part of entreaty, or

exhortation, “I (we) pray, now”.

T

The above word is the common singular noun construct (7?), in a construct

relationship with the pronoun suffixed second person masculine singular (7:3) (Van

der Merwe 2004:1 Chr. 21:17).

The noun according to Kelly (1992:75) means “hand,” and the pronominal suffix, is
“the second-person masculine singular pronoun, in a construct relationship with the

noun. Therefore, the construct noun can be translated as “your hand”.
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This is the preposition (3), which Kelly (1992:28) defines as “in, by, or with”, prefixed

to the first-person singular pronoun (*::), which Kelly (68) defines as the common

first-person pronominal suffix for the inseparable preposition “me”. Therefore, the

word can be translated as either “in me, by me, or with me”.

na

The above Hebrew word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:17), is made

up of the waw conjunction “and,” written as previously discussed, as sureq, because

it is attached to a labial. It is prefixed to the inseparable preposition (2), which Kelly

(1992:28) defines as “in, by, or with”; the preposition is attached to the masculine

singular noun (N°3), also defined by Kelly (74), as “house of me or my house”.

Therefore, the compound Hebrew word can be translated as either “and in my

house” or “and by my house”.

The above word is the masculine singular absolute noun (2R), that Kelly (1992:73)

defines as “father”. The noun in the context is in a construct relationship, with the

first-person singular pronoun (*::), which Kelly (68) defines as the common first-

person pronominal suffix “my.” Therefore, the word can be translated as “my father”.

7002

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:17), passes the above word as the waw conjunction
“and,” which is written as previously discussed, as sureq, because it is attached to a

labial. The waw conjunction is attached as previously discussed as well, to the

inseparable preposition (3), which Kelly (1992:28) defines as “in, by, or with”.
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The prefix is attached to the masculine noun (DY) which means “people” (BDB

2010:766). The noun in the context here is in a construct relationship with the
suffixed second-person masculine singular pronoun (7::). The pronominal suffix is
the second-person masculine singular pronoun, in a construct relationship with the

noun. Therefore, the word can be translated as “and by your people” or” and with

your people”.

&5

J

As explained by Kelly (1992:173), the above word is a negation, used to express
negative commands or prohibition, since the imperative is not used in Hebrew to

express negative commands or prohibition. In the present context, the negation is

used with the imperfect (’%u;\), and Kelly asserts that it expresses an absolute

prohibition. The word can therefore be translated as “you shall not”.

noan’

The above word is a compound Hebrew word, made up of the preposition (’?) that

can mean “to, for, or at,” Kelly (1992:28). The preposition is prefixed to the common

feminine singular absolute noun (793n), which BDB (2010:620) defines as a

feminine noun, that can mean “plague or pestilence (divine judgment).” Therefore,
the word can be translated as “to plague, to pestilence, or for plague or for

pestilence”.

Verse 17 reads as follows: And David said to God, is it not | (who) said to count in
the people? And | the one that sinned and to do evil (did evil), I did evil certainly. And
these, the sheep, what they did Yahweh, my God? Let your hand come to pass |
pray now by me and by my house, my father, and with your people, you shall not to

pestilence.
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4.2.18. Verse 18

18 142 NS ham opnb TIT b | TITY ThRY TOR R M TRYM

EEylal

This word is the masculine singular absolute noun, that can mean “messenger,
representative, angel” BDB (2010:521). It is prefixed by the waw conjunction “and.”

The waw conjunction is written as previously discussed, as sureq, because it is

attached to a labial (1) (Kelly 1992:31).

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:18), asserts that the word is in a construct state,
which expresses genitival relationships, and so, the word can be translated as “and

messenger of, or, and angel of”.

LN

This word again is the proper masculine singular absolute noun that means
according to BDB (2010:217), “Yahweh,” meaning the proper name of the God of

Israel.

RIAI

T

The above word is a Qal (perfect) third-person masculine singular verb, defined by
BDB (2010:55), as “he said, or he uttered.” Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:18) also,

agrees with BDB’s definition of the word as meaning “he said”.

THOR

This word is prefixed by the preposition ('7&3), which Kelly (1992:29) defines as “to,

into, or toward.” The prefix is joined to the proper singular absolute noun (73), which
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as previously defined by BDB (2010:151) is “a prophet during the time of David;
appears to have joined David when in the hold; reappears in connection with the
punishment for taking a census; also assisted in the arrangements for the musical

service of the house of God.”

The word can, therefore, be translated as “to Gad”.

RS

a

This Hebrew word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:18), is a combination

of the ('7) preposition, and the infinitive construct verb, with the root (972R).

Kelly (1992:182) explains that when the preposition is prefixed to the Qal infinitive
construct, it means “to say,” and is used to mark a direct discourse, similar to the
usage of quotation marks in modern English. Kelly, further explains that the change
in the vowel of the preposition, is because of the weak nature of the alef, and the alef

becomes quiescent. Therefore, the word can be translated as “to say”.

TIT?

This word is again the masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB
(2010:187), describes as “David,” the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of

Israel. Therefore, we have here “David.” It is prefixed by the inseparable preposition

('?), defined by Kelly (1992:28), as “to, for, or at.” Therefore, the word can be

translated as “to David, or for David”.

o)

g

BDB (2010:471), defines the above word as the conjunction “that, for or when”.

now
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This Hebrew word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:18), is the Qal, yigtol

(imperfect) third-person masculine singular verb. The root of the verb is (n‘n;), which

BDB (2010:748), defines as “go up, ascend, or climb”. The verb is in the imperfect

form in the context, and thus can be translated as “he should go up”

™1

This word is again the masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB
(2010:187) describes as “David”, the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of

Israel. Therefore, we have here “David”

'R

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:18), passes the above word as the preposition (5),
prefixed to the Hifil infinitive construct verb. The root of the verb is (D), that BDB

(2010:877), defines as “arise, stand up, or stand”.

The verb, however, is in the Hif'il inflation, and according to Kelly (1992:108), it is a

causative active verb.

Based on the earlier explanation by Kelly (1992:182), that when the preposition is
prefixed to the Qal infinitive construct, it means “to arise, to stand up, or to stand”, in
the context, as a causative active verb, it can then be translated as “make to arise,

make to stand up, or make to stand”.

nam

BDB (2010:258) defines the following word as the masculine singular absolute noun,

which can mean “altar”.

nimy
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This word again is the proper masculine singular absolute noun that means
according to BDB (2010:217), “Yahweh,” meaning the proper name of the God of
Israel. It is prefixed by the preposition that can mean “to, for, or at,” (Kelly 1992:28).

Therefore, the word can be translated as “to God, or for God”.

i3
The root of the above word is a noun, which means “threshing floor” (BDB
2010:175). The word is prefixed by the inseparable preposition (3), which Kelly

(1992:28), defines as “in, by, or with”.

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:18), the noun is presently in a construct

state, therefore, it can be translated as “in threshing floor of, or by threshing floor of”.

TR

BDB (2010:75) describes the above word as a proper masculine singular absolute
noun, that refers to a Jebusite, whose threshing floor was bought by David to erect
an altar, which became the site of the temple. Therefore, the noun can be translated

as “Ornan’.

DN

This word is as earlier described, made up of the article (73) “the,” prefixed to the

singular patrial masculine noun (*032?) that means “Jebusite” (Van der Merwe 2004:1

Chr. 21:18).

BDB (2010:384) defines the word as the Jebusite, the descendants of Jebus. The
descendants of the 3rd son of Canaan who lived in or around the site of Jebus, the

early name for Jerusalem. Therefore, the word can be translated as “the Jebusite”.
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Verse 18 reads as follows: And (the) angel of God said to Gad, to say to David that
David should go up (to) make to stand (an) altar for God by (the) threshing floor of

Ornan the Jebusite.

4.2.19. Verse 19

MY DW3 137 TR THaT T oun

This is the same root word as previously discussed, however, in the former instance,
the verb according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:19), was the Qal, yiqtol

(imperfect) third-person masculine singular verb. The root of the verb is (n‘vy), which

BDB (2010:748), defines as “go up, ascend, or climb”.

In this instance, the verb is the Qal wayyigtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect) third-

person masculine singular. Therefore, the word can be translated as “and he went

up”.
BRI

This noun is again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB
(2010:187) describes as “David,” the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of

Israel. Therefore, we have here “David”.

7§22

This compound word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:19), is made up of

the preposition (3), plus the common singular construct noun, with the root 917,

joined by the maqqgef to the proper absolute noun (73).

The preposition according to Kelly (1992:28) can mean “in, by, or with.” The
construct noun is masculine singular, that can mean according to BDB (2010:182)
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“speech of, or word of”. And the proper noun, which as previously defined by BDB
(2010:151) is “Gad”, a prophet during the time of David.

The compound word can then be translated as “by word of Gad”.

YR

The above word according to BDB (2010:81), is a relative participle, that can mean
“‘which, who, or that which”. BDB notes that it can also mean conjunction, “that (in
object clause), when, since, as, and this is a part of speech”. In the context, BDB

accepts the word as a conjunction. Therefore, the word can be translated as “that”.

23T

BDB (2010:181) defines this word as a verb that the root implies “speak”. In the

present context, BDB explains that it can denote “speak in the name of”.

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:19), it is a Pi’el gatal (perfect) third-
person masculine singular verb. Kelly (1992:108) defines the Pi'el verb as an
intensive active or causative verb. Therefore, the verb can be translated as “he

spoke”.

ow3a

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:19), the above word can be passed as

follows: It comprises the preposition (2) “in, by, or with” (Kelly 1992:28).

The preposition is prefixed to the common singular construct noun (DY), that the root

can mean “name” (BDB 2010:1027). The noun, however, is in the construct state,

and therefore, can be translated as “in name of”.

e
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This word again as previously defined is the word that BDB (2010:43) means “God.”
BDB goes further to explain that God is Yahweh. In agreement with BDB, Van der
Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:17), also translates the word as a common masculine plural

absolute noun that he referred to also as “God”.

Verse 19 reads as follows: And David went up by word of Gad which he spoke in
name of God

4.2.20. Verse 20

109N W 111 DRANDD 0 132 npzINg TRYDT N RN 29

N

T AT

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:20), passes the above word as comprising of the
waw conjunction “and”, prefixed to the Qal wayyiqtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect)

third-person masculine singular verb.

The root of the verb is the word 23w, defined by BDB (2010:996), as “turn back, or

return”. In the present form, the imperfect can be translated as “and he turned back”,

or “and he returned”.

Rl

BDB (2010:75) describes the above word as a proper masculine singular absolute
noun, that refers to a Jebusite, whose threshing floor was bought by David to erect
an altar, which became the site of the temple. Therefore, the noun can be translated

as “Ornan”.

RN

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:20), defined this word as the waw conjunction “and,”

prefixed to the root verb (AX7), to form the Qal wayyiqtol (waw-consecutive +
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imperfect) masculine singular verb. The verb root means “see” (BDB 2010:906). In

the current form, the verb can be translated as “and he saw”.

TRYDINR

This compound word is prefixed by the preposition (N&), which serves as the object

marker, and as Kelly (1992:12), explains, is not to be translated in English. The

object marker is joined by the maqqef, to the direct object (?[S'?Z_-J), prefixed by the

article (1) “the”

Kelly notes that the object is representing a person or thing, upon which the action of
a verb is performed. In this case, the direct object is the masculine singular absolute
noun, which can mean “messenger, representative, angel” (BDB 2010:521).

Therefore, the word can be translated as “the messenger, or, the angel’.

npanvy

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:20), this word is comprised of the waw

conjunction “and,” plus the feminine, singular, numeral cardinal construct (NYaIR),

with the absolute root form as (Ya9R).

Kelly (1992:97) identifies the cardinal as the number “four”. Being in the construct

state, the numeral plus the prefix can be translated as “and four”.

et

IT T

Kelly (1992:61) defines the above word as the masculine plural construct noun (*33),

suffixed by the third-person masculine singular pronoun (i) “his.” The construct noun

can then, be translated as “his sons”.
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inp
The above Hebrew word is made up of the preposition (DY), suffixed by the third-

person masculine singular pronoun (3) (Van der Merwe 2004:1 Chr. 21:20).

Kelly (1992:30), defines the preposition as “with”, and he (68), also, defined the

pronoun as “him”.

Therefore, the word can be translated as “with him”.

oRINND

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:20), the above Hebrew word can be

passed as follows: It is a Hitpa'el, participle, plural absolute verb, with the root X2n.

BDB (2010:285) defines the root verb as “withdraw, hide”, and goes further to define
the word in its current form as “drawback, or hide oneself’. Kelly (1992:108) notes
that the Hitpa’el verb is reflexive. Kelly (200) further notes that the Hitpa’el, participle,

in this context is used to represent what was going on in the past.

The Hitpa’el, a participle is also, in the plural form, therefore, the verb can be

translated as “they drew back”, or “they hid themselves”.

14

The above word is made up of the waw conjunction “and,” prefixed to the word BDB
(2010:75), describes as a proper masculine singular absolute noun, that refers to a
Jebusite, whose threshing floor was bought by David to erect an altar, which became
the site of the temple. The noun can be translated as “Ornan” Therefore, the word

can be translated as “and Ornan”.
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The above word can be passed as the Qal participle, masculine singular absolute
verb (Van der Merwe 2004:1 Chr. 21:20). The root of the verb is the Hebrew word

(W17), defined by BDB (2010:190), as “tread, thresh”. Participles generally are used

to describe participation in the action or state of the verb (1992:193). This form of the
participle, can be understood, as Kelly (200) notes, is used to function as a patrticipial
verb. Kelly explained that the participial verb is used to describe continuous action in
the time of the context, and could be said to represent what was going on in the past.

The word can, therefore, be translated as “was threshing”.

ovon

BDB (2010:334) defined the root of the above word as the feminine noun (7vY"N),

which means “wheat”. In the present context, it is in the plural absolute form, and

translated by BDB also, similar to the singular as “wheat”.

Verse 20 reads as follows: And Ornan turned back and he saw the angel, and his

four sons with him, they hid themselves, and Ornan was threshing wheat.

4.2.21. Verse 21

MY DIIN TITY MDY TUDTA REDTITOR RV O 1IWTY TIT R

Ran

J T

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:21) passes the above word as the Qal wayyiqtol
(waw-consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine singular. The verb is prefixed

by the waw conjunction “and”.
The root of the verb is (8ia), defined by BDB (2010:97) as “come in, come, go in, or,

go”. According to Kelly (1992:130), this type of imperfect is referred to as the
frequentative use of the imperfect, and can thus be translated as any of “and he

came in, and he went in, and he went, or, and he went”.
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T

This noun is again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB
(2010:187) describes as “David,” the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of

Israel. Therefore, we have here “David”.

WY

The above word is comprised of the preposition (TV), joined by the maqggef to the

word described BDB (2010:75), as a proper masculine singular absolute noun, that
refers to a Jebusite, whose threshing floor was bought by David to erect an altar,
which became the site of the temple. Therefore, the noun can be translated as

“Ornan’.

The preposition is defined by BDB (2010:723), as “even to, until, up to, while, or as
far as.” Therefore, the word based on context can be translated as “up to Ornan”, or

“as far as Ornan”.

van

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:21) passes the above word as the Hifil wayyiqtol

(waw-consecutive + imperfect) masculine singular verb.

The root of the verb is ©2], which BDB (2010:613), defines as “to look, or regard”. In

the present context, it is prefixed by the waw conjunction “and”, to form the imperfect
verb, which Kelly (1992:144) explained is sometimes used to express repeated or
habitual actions. Therefore, the word can be translated as “and he looked”.

W

BDB (2010:75) describes the above word as a proper masculine singular absolute

noun, that refers to a Jebusite, whose threshing floor was bought by David to erect
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an altar, which became the site of the temple. Therefore, the noun can be translated

as “Ornan”.

gt

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:21), defined this word as the waw conjunction “and,”
prefixed to the root verb (AX7), to form the Qal wayyiqtol (waw-consecutive +

imperfect) masculine singular verb. The verb root means “see” (BDB 2010:906). In

the current form, the verb can be translated as “and he saw”.

TITNNR

As discussed earlier, (NR), is a sign of the direct object that is not translated in

English. However, it helps to identify the object of a sentence (Kelly 1992:12). This
noun is again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB (2010:187)
describes as “David”, the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of Israel.

Therefore, we have here the object of the sentence as “David”.

3

KX

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:21), the above Hebrew word can be
passed as follows: It is a Qal verb, wayyiqgtol (waw-consecutive + Imperfect) third-

person masculine singular. It is made up of the waw conjunction “and”, prefixed to

the root verb K?, which BDB (2010:422) defines as “go”, or “come out”.

Kelly (1992:145) suggested that this type of imperfect from the reader’s viewpoint,
represent consecutive actions in past time, and maybe understood as sequential
“and then.” Therefore, the verb can be translated as “and then he went, or and then

he came out”.
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This word is made up of the (jn0) preposition “from, or out of” (Kelly 1992:30), joined

by the maqqgef to the definite absolute noun, which means “threshing floor” (BDB

2010:175). Therefore, the word can be translated as “from the threshing floor”.

MY
Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:21), passes the above word, as the verb Estafel,
wayyiqtol (waw-consecutive + Imperfect) third-person masculine singular.

Anderson & Forbes (2008: 1 Chr. 21:21), on the other hand, passed the compound
word as the waw conjunction “and,” prefixed to the verb, hitpael, middle, prefixed
(imperfect) sequential third-person masculine singular verb, a verb of movement,

The sequential verb as already discussed above, can be understood as “and then”.
The verb root is the word (AMW), which means “bow down” (BDB 2010:1005). The

inflation of the verb in the context, is hitpael, which is a reflexive verb, and therefore

can be translated as “and then he bowed himself”.

vyt

This word is comprised of the preposition ('?) that can mean according to Kelly

(1992:28), “to, for, or at.” The preposition is prefixed to the noun, which again is a
masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB (2010:187) describes as
“David,” the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of Israel. So, we have here
“‘David.”

Therefore, the word can be translated as “to David”, or” for David”.

[mhi>

i
'z
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This according to BDB (2010:60), is a masculine dual absolute noun that means

“face”.

W

The root of this word according to Kelly (1992:146-147), is a common noun (YIR),

that can mean “ground or earth.” Kelly explains that the suffix He-Directive (7:) is

used to indicate the direction towards or motion towards something or someone, and
it may appear either with or without the article. In the present context, the
compensatory lengthening of the vowel of the allef, from (patah to games), indicates
that the word is definite (Kelly 1992:25).

Therefore, the word can be translated as “to the ground” or “to the earth”.

Verse 21 reads as follows: And David went up to Ornan, and Ornan looked, and he
saw David and then he came out from the threshing floor, and then he bowed

himself to David, face to the ground.

4.2.22. Verse 22
~xbm % 1nin K90 qp33 M namm ia-niam rdn oipn Yrmn pror TiT Ik

:0p7 pn N9IN

RN

As already noted earlier, Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:22) passes the above word
as a Qal wayyiqtol (waw consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine singular

verb.

The waw conjunction means “and”. The verb root is the word that BDB (2010:55)
defines as “utter, say.” The verb, however, is in the imperfect inflation third-person
masculine singular and can be translated as “he uttered, or he said”. Therefore, the

compound word can be translated as “and he said”.
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T

This noun is again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB
(2010:187) describes as “David”, the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of

Israel. Therefore, we have here “David”.

IIRON

This compound word is made up of the preposition (’7&5), that can mean “to, into or

toward” (Kelly 1992:29), joined by the maqqgef to the proper masculine singular
absolute noun, which BDB (2010:75), describes as a Jebusite, whose threshing floor
was bought by David to erect an altar, which became the site of the temple.

Therefore, the noun can be translated as “Ornan”.

Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “to Ornan”.

TN

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:22), passes the above compound word as
comprising of the Qal imperative second-person masculine singular verb, with the

root 1N, plus the paragogic (7::), plus the preposition (‘?), plus the first-person
singular suffixed pronoun (*IR).

Anderson & Forbes (2008:1 Chr. 21:22), refers to this imperative verb, as an

insistent imperative.

The verb according to BDB (2010:678), can mean “give, put, or set’. Kelly

(1992:172), explains that the paragogic (), is a suffix often added to the second

person masculine singular form of the imperative, simply to make it more emphatic,

and does not have an influence upon the meaning of the form. Kelly (28), also,
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defines the preposition as “to, for, or at.” Besides, Kelly (52) defines the suffixed

pronoun as “I”.

Therefore, the insistent imperative verb can be translated as “you give to | (me)

please”.

oipn

BDB (2010:879-880) defines the above word as the masculine construct noun, which
the root that means “standing-place or place”. In the present context, BDB describes

the noun as “plot”, or “parcel of ground”.

130

This is the definite masculine singular absolute noun, which can mean “threshing
floor” (BDB 2010:175). It is prefixed by the article “the”, and can be translated as “the

threshing floor”.

1277128

The above word is a compound Hebrew word, passed by Van der Merwe (2004:1

Chr. 21:22), as the waw conjunction “and,” plus the Qal wiyyiqtol (waw-consecutive +

imperfect) first-person singular verb, plus the preposition (3), and the suffixed third-

person masculine singular pronoun (J).

The root of the verb is the word 133, which BDB (2010:124), defines as “build”. The

preposition can mean “in, by, or with” (Kelly 1992:28). The suffixed third-person

masculine singular pronoun can mean “him or it” (Kelly 155).

The waw-consecutive prefixed to the imperfect in the present context, according to
Kelly’s (145), explanation, can be understood as sequential, and as such can be
translated as “and then”.
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Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “and then | will build in it”.

nam

This is a common singular absolute noun, which means “altar” BDB (2010:258).

m?

This is a compound word, prefixed by the preposition ('?), that can mean either “to,

for, or at” (Kelly 1992:28), prefixed to the word, that again is the proper masculine
singular absolute noun that means according to BDB (2010:217), “Yahweh,”
meaning the proper name of the God of Israel. Therefore, the compound word can

be translated as “to Yahweh”, or “for Yahweh”.

9023

The above word is a common, singular absolute noun, that can mean “silver, or

money” (BDB 2010:494). It is prefixed by the preposition (3) that Kelly (1992:28)

defines as “in, by, or with”. Therefore, the word can be translated as “with silver”, or

“‘with money”.

RN

BDB (2010:570) defines the above word as an adjective that can mean “full,” and
particularly in the present context, as “of value, or price.” Therefore, the word can be

translated as “full value” or “full price”.

nin
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The above word is a verb, with the root jn1, that BDB (2010:678) defines as “give,

put or set”. In the present form, the verb is in the Qal imperative second-person
masculine singular inflation and prefixed by the third-person masculine singular

suffixed pronoun. The word can then be translated as “you give him/it”.

s

The above word is made up of the preposition, which Kelly (1992:28), defines as “to,
for, or at”’. The preposition is attached to the first-person singular suffixed pronoun,

which Kelly (52), as well, defines as “I”, therefore, the word can be translated as “to |

(me)”.

gltitle)

The above word is passed by Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:22), as the waw
conjunction “and”, prefixed to the nifal wayyiqtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect)

third-person feminine singular verb.
The root of the verb is the word %Y, which can be defined as “restrain, or retain”.

The nifal is a simple passive verb (Kelly 1992:108), and can be translated as “be

restrained, or be retained”.

As Kelly (145), explained above, the waw-consecutive prefixed to the imperfect in
the present context, can be understood as consequential, and as such can be
translated as “and so”. Therefore, the verb can be translated as “and so him/ it will

be restrained”.

N9y
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The above Hebrew word is a common, feminine singular absolute noun (71931),

which is defined by BDB (2010:620), as “blow, slaughter, plague, or pestilence”. The

noun is prefixed by the definite article (1) “the”.

The noun can then be translated as “the slaughter or the pestilence”. However, if the
word is translated as “the slaughter,” it might give the impression that death is only
caused by the angel alone. On the other hand, if translated as “the pestilence,” it
might give the idea that another force was busy destroying the people, outside the

sword of the angel.

Sun

This word is made up of the preposition (j2), which Kelly (1992:30) defines as “from,

or out of,” it is prefixed to another preposition (’7&3), which Kelly also, defines as
“‘upon, above or about”.
BDB (2010:752) similarly, defines the preposition (’73), as “on the ground of,

according to, on account of, on behalf of, concerning, besides, in addition to,
together with, beyond, above, over, by, on to, towards, to, against. Therefore, the

word can then be translated as “from upon” or “from against”.

oua

T T

The above word is a common singular absolute noun, defined by BDB (2010:769) as

“nation, people.” It is prefixed by the article (), “the”. Kelly (1992:25) explains that

the vowel of the article is lengthened from “patah to qames”, because the guttural
rejects the dagesh forte. The patah would have been left as a short vowel, in an
open unaccented syllable, without the lengthening. Therefore, the word can be

translated as “the people”.
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Verse 22 reads as follows: And David said to Ornan, you give to me please, the site
of the threshing floor and then | will build on it, an altar for God. Give it to me for the

full price and so the pestilence will be restrained from upon the people.

4.2.23. Verse 23
ni5p? ipan *nn3 hxY Prva TN ToRD FIR VI T7NR TITOR 13 e
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As already noted earlier, Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:23) passes the above word
as a Qal wayyigtol (waw consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine singular
verb. The waw conjunction means “and”. The verb root is the word that BDB
(2010:55) defines as “utter, say.” The verb, however, is in the imperfect inflation
third-person masculine singular and can be translated as “he uttered, or he said”.

Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “and he said”.

1R

BDB (2010:75) describes the above word as a proper masculine singular absolute
noun, that refers to a Jebusite, whose threshing floor was bought by David to erect
an altar, which became the site of the temple. Therefore, the noun can be translated

as “Ornan’.

™78

This is a compound word, comprising of the preposition ('7&3), which Kelly (1992:29),
defines as “to, into, or toward.” The preposition is joined by the magqgef to the noun,
which again is a masculine singular absolute proper noun, described by BDB
(2010:187) as “David”, the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of Israel.
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Therefore, we have here “David”. The compound word can then be translated as “to
David”.

T77R

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:23), passes the above word as the Qal imperative

second-person masculine singular verb np‘y, joined by the maqgef to the preposition

('?), suffixed by the second-person masculine singular pronoun (ARR).

Anderson & Forbes (2008: 1 Chr. 21:23) similarly, passes the verb as the Qal,

imperative, masculine singular second person transitive verb.

The root of the verb according to BDB (2010:542) can mean any of “to take, get,
fetch, lay hold of, seize, receive, acquire, buy, bring.” In the context, the verb is no
more in the simple active Qal perfect form. So, then the verb can be translated as

“take, acquire, or receive”.

The preposition can mean “to, for, or at” (Kelly 1992:28). Lastly, the suffixed pronoun

can mean “you”.

The compound word can, therefore, be translated as “take for you”.

v

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:23), passes the above word as the waw conjunction
“and”, prefixed to the Qal wayyiqgtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect) third-person

masculine singular jussive verb.
The root of the verb is 7w, which BDB (2010:793) defines as “do or make”. In the

context, the verb is in the imperfect jussive form, which Kelly (1992:131), explained
is used to express the speaker's command, and is frequently accompanied in
translation by the modal auxiliary “may or let”. Therefore, the word can be translated

as “and let do”.

228

© University of Pretoria



NIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA

N Y OF PRETORIA

u ITHI YA PRETORIA
.

IR

PR

The above word is comprised of the singular construct noun, suffixed by the first-

singular pronoun ("IX) “my” (Van der Merwe 2004:1 Chr. 21:23). The root of the noun

is the masculine noun (ﬁ-rgz), which BDB (2010:10) defines as “lord”. In the present

context, the word is in the construct state, expressing ownership, and therefore be

translated as “my lord”.

om0

This word is a noun, prefixed by the definite article () “the”. The noun is a masculine

definite noun, defined by BDB (2010:572) as “the king”.

.

2ivn

According to Kelly (1992:46), this word is made up of the article (1) “the.” And the

adjective (210) “good”. Kelly explains that the adjective is predicative, and it functions

as a verbless sentence, it consists of a noun that functions as a subject and an

adjective. Therefore, the adjective can be translated as “the good”.

rpa

The above Hebrew word is comprised of the preposition (3), which can mean “in, by,

or with” (Kelly 1992:28). Kelly (63) also defines the preposition that is prefixed to the

common dual masculine singular construct noun (j*v) “eyes of”, and suffixed by the

third-person masculine singular pronoun (i), that can mean “his”.

Therefore, the word can be translated as “in eyes of his”, or, “in his eyes”.
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hha!

This is a verb with the root that means “see” (BDB 2010:906). In the present context,
it is in the Qal imperative second-person masculine singular form, and therefore can

be translated as “you see”.

nn

The word is the Qal active verb in1, and is defined by BDB (2010:678), as “give, put

“l ”»

or set’. In the current form, it is suffixed by the fist singular pronominal suffix

Therefore, the word can be translated as “I give”.

130

This is the article (), “the”, prefixed to the common singular absolute noun 9p3,

defined by BDB (2010:133) as “cattle, herd, oxen, ox”. Therefore, the above word

can be translated as “the cattle, or, the oxen”.

ni%h
Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:23), passes the above Hebrew word as comprising

of the following: The preposition (’?) “to, for, or at,” (Kelly 1992:28), prefixed to the

article (1), “the” and the common feminine plural absolute noun (n‘;'y), defined by

BDB (2010:750), as “whole burnt-offering”. Therefore, the word can be translated as

“for the whole burnt-offering”.

o37iAm
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The above compound word is made up of the waw conjunction “and,” prefixed to the

article “the”, and both joined to the common masculine plural absolute noun (31in),

defined by BDB (2010:558), as “threshing-sledge”.

The compound word can, therefore, be translated as “and the threshing-sledge”.

D'RY?

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:23), the above word is comprised of

the preposition (?) “to, for, or at,” and the article “the”, prefixed to the common

masculine absolute noun (PY). The noun can be defined as “tree, or wood”.

Therefore, the word can be translated as “for the wood”.

S

The above word is made up of the waw conjunction “and”, plus the article (1) “the”,

prefixed to the common, masculine plural absolute noun (7®M), which can be

defined as “wheat” BDB (2010:310). Therefore, the above word can be translated as

“and the wheat”.

ning

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:23), the above word is comprised of

the preposition ('?) “to, for, or at,” and the article “the,” prefixed to the common

masculine absolute noun (7nNJA). BDB (2010:585) defines the noun as “grain

offering” Therefore, the above word is “for the grain offering”.

930
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The above word is defined by BDB (2010:481), as “the whole, or the all”. It is made

up of the masculine noun (53), and the article (71) “the”.Therefore, the word can be

translated as “the whole”.

Jalan!

TT

The word has its root as the Qal active verb 103, and is defined by BDB (2010:678),

as “give, put or set”. In the current form, it is suffixed by the first singular pronominal

suffix “I”. Therefore, the word can be translated as “I give”.

Verse 23 reads as follows: And Ornan said to David, take for you, and let my lord the
king do the good you see in his eyes, | give the oxen for the whole burnt-offering and

the threshing-sledge for the wood and the wheat for the grain offering, | give all.

4.2.24. Verse 24
nizpm niv? 77K RUR'RD 3 K20 9033 NIpR T &5 WD T 770 MRRA

:03n NPy
nRA

As already noted earlier, Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:24), passes the above
word as a Qal wayyiqtol (waw consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine

singular verb. The waw conjunction means “and”.

The verb root is the word that BDB (2010:55) defines as “utter, say.” The verb,
however, is in the imperfect inflation third-person masculine singular and can be
translated as “he uttered, or he said.” Therefore, the compound word can be

translated as “and he said”.

om0
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This word is a noun, prefixed by the definite article () “the”. The noun is a masculine

definite noun, defined by BDB (2010:572) as “the king”.

YT

This noun is again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB
(2010:187) describes as “David”, the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of

Israel. Therefore, we have here “David”.

NG

This is the preposition ('?), prefixed to the proper masculine singular absolute noun,

which BDB (2010:75), describes as a Jebusite, whose threshing floor was bought by
David to erect an altar, which became the site of the temple. Therefore, the noun can

be translated as “Ornan.” Therefore, the above word is translated as “to Ornan”.

Y

The above word can mean “not, no,” according to BDB (2010:518) with a modifier, a

negation.

i

The prefix here is the word defined by BDB (2010:475), as “that, for, because, when,
as though, as, because that, but, then, certainly, except, surely, since”. In the

context, after a negation, it can be translated as “but”. It is joined by the maqqgef to
the Qal infinitive absolute verb NJp, defined also, by BDB (2010:888), as “get,
acquire, buy, or possess”

Kelly (1992:185) explains that the infinitive absolute form of the verb here stands

immediately before its cognate verb, and serves to strengthen, reinforce, as well as
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intensify the verbal idea. Therefore, the verb can be translated as “but shall surely

acquire”.

NAPR

The verb is also of the root as the Qal infinitive absolute verb above 11, and defined

also, by BDB (2010:888), as “get, acquire, buy, or possess”. In the present form, it is
in the Qal yiqtol (imperfect) first person singular verb. Therefore, it can be translated

as “l will acquire, or | will buy”.

9023

The above word is made up of the prepositional prefix (2) that can mean “in, by, or

with” (Kelly 1992:28). The preposition is prefixed to a common singular absolute

noun (9D2), which means “silver or money” (BDB 2010:494). The word can be
translated as “with money”.

Non

e

BDB (2010:570) defines the above word as an adjective, which means “full”.

3

The above word as already explained previously is the word defined by BDB
(2010:475), as “that, for, because, when, as though, as, because that, but, then,
certainly, except, surely, since.” In the previous context, after a negation, it was
translated as “but.” In the present context, BDB suggested that it is serving as a

causal connection, and therefore, can be translated as “because, since”.
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RPR-RY
Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:24), passes the above word as the negation (D),

joined by the maqggef to the Qal, yigtol (imperfect) first-person singular verb, with the
root X2, Anderson & Forbes (2008: 1 Chr. 21:24), defines the negation as an
adverbial negative “not”.

The negation according to Kelly (1992:173) is used with the imperfect to express an
absolute prohibition, since imperative is not used in Hebrew to express negative
commands or prohibition. The verb root that the negation modifies is described by
BDB (2010:669) as “lift, carry, or take”. As an imperfect first-person singular verb, it
can be written as “I will take, or | will lift’. However, because of the negation, the

resultant translation will then, be “I will not take”, or “I will not lift”.

TN

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:24), passes the above compound word as the

conjunction (AWR), joined by the maqgef to the preposition (’?), that is suffixed by the

second-person, masculine singular pronoun (MRR).

According to BDB (2010:81), the conjunction can be translated as a relative particle
“‘which, who, or that which”. The preposition, on the other hand, can be translated as
“to, for, or at” (Kelly 1992:28), and the suffixed pronoun can be the second-person,

masculine singular subject pronoun “you” (Kelly 1992:52).

Therefore, the word can be translated as “that which for you”.

nin
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This word is comprised of the preposition ('?), defined by Kelly (1992:28) as “to, for,

or at”’. The preposition is prefixed to the word that is the proper masculine singular
absolute noun that means according to BDB (2010:217), “Yahweh”, meaning the
proper name of the God of Israel. Therefore, the word can be translated as “for

Yahweh”, or, “for God”.

nivpm

The above word can be passed as the (1) conjunction, “and”, prefixed to the Hif'il

infinitive construct verb, with the verb root n‘gs;. BDB (2010:748) defines the verb as

‘go up, ascend, or climb”. The Hifil according to Kelly (1992:108) is a causative
active, and if the Qal infinitive of the weak verb can be translated as “to go up, to
ascend”. Therefore, the Hifil form will then, be translated as “to cause to go up”, or

“to cause to ascend”.

The compound word can, therefore, be translated as “and to cause to go up”, or “and

to cause to ascend”.

Ny

The above word is the common feminine plural absolute noun (n‘g'y), defined by BDB

(2010:750), as “whole burnt-offerings”.

=Ey

BDB (2010:336) defines the above word as an adverb, that is more particularly used

with substantives, and means out of favor, “gratis, gratuitously, for nothing”.

Verse 24 reads as follows: And King David said to Ornan, no, but | shall surely buy it
from you for the full value because | will not take that which (is) for you for God and

to cause to ascend whole burnt-offerings for nothing.
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4.2.25. Verse 25

NIRD WY YRwn 201 opY Bipna 13987 TIT I
m

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:25), passes the above word as the waw conjunction
“and”, prefixed to the Qal wayyiqtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect) third-person

masculine singular verb.

The root of the verb is |01, “give, put, or set” (BDB 2010:678). In the present form,

the verb can be written as “he gave, or he put”. It is however prefixed by the waw

conjunction, and thus can be translated as “and he gave”.

RUx!

This noun is again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB
(2010:187) describes as “David”, the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of

Israel. Therefore, we have here “David”.

Faliy

The above word is comprised of the preposition ('?), “to, for, or at” “Kelly 1992:28).

The preposition is prefixed to the proper masculine singular absolute noun, which
BDB (2010:75) describes as a Jebusite, whose threshing floor was bought by David
to erect an altar, which became the site of the temple. Therefore, the noun can be

translated as “Ornan.” The word can then be translated as “to Ornan” or “for Ornan”.

DipR3
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The above word can be passed according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:25), as
the preposition (2) “in, by, or with,” plus the definite article () “the,” prefixed to the
common singular absolute noun (Dipp). BDB (2010:879) describes the noun as the

word “standing place, or place”. BDB (2010:90) explains about the preposition, that it
is used in this context of cost or price, the price given, being treated as the

instrumental means by which the act is accomplished, “with or for”.

Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “for the place”

RV

This is a common plural masculine construct noun, with the root as ('7@@'), that BDB

(2010:1053) defines as “Shekel, the chief unit of weight or measure.” Being in the

construct form, the word can be translated as “Shekel of”.

ant

TT

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:25), defines the above word as the common singular
absolute noun “gold”. In agreement, BDB (2010:262) similarly defines the noun as

“gold”.

YN

This is a masculine noun, which means “heaviness, or weight” (BDB 2010:1054).

vy

The above word according to Kelly (1992:97) can mean either the absolute cardinal
feminine numeral “six” or the construct cardinal numeral “six.” In the context, the

absolute cardinal numeral will be preferred.
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Kelly (1992:99) defines the above as the feminine, plural cardinal numerals

“hundreds.” The singular form of the cardinal numeral is (78RD), “meaning”.

Therefore, the numeral here can be written as “hundreds”.

Verse 25 reads as follows: And David gave to Ornan for the place six hundred
Shekels of gold weight.

4.2.26. Verse 26
0 DRYITR WRA 3N Aoy RIpn 0w nigh Sun mind ham T o ian

v nam
1

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:26), passes the above word as a Qal wayyiqtol

(waw-consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine singular verb. The verb is

prefixed by the waw conjunction “and”, prefixed to the root verb 131, which BDB

(2010:124), defines as “build”. The imperfect form will then be translated as “he

built”. Therefore, the verb can be translated as “and he built”.

ow

T

The above word is an adverb, defined by BDB (2010:1027) as “there, or thither”.

Byx!

This noun is again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB
(2010:187) describes as “David”, the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of

Israel. Therefore, we have here “David”.
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nam

This word is a masculine noun that means “altar” (BDB 2010:258).

nimy

This is a compound word, prefixed by the independent preposition ('?), defined by

Kelly (1992:28), as “to, for, or at.” The preposition is prefixed to the proper masculine
singular absolute noun that means, according to BDB (2010:217), “Yahweh,”
meaning the proper name of the God of Israel. Therefore, the compound word can

be translated as “to Yahweh”, or “for Yahweh”.

Hp7

= -

The above word in its previous occurrence was the Hif'il infinitive construct verb, with

the verb root n‘;y. BDB (2010:748) defines the verb as “go up, ascend, or climb”. In

the present form, the verb is in the Hifil, wayyigtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect)
third-person masculine singular verb form, and can then be translated as “and he

caused to ascend or climb, and he caused to go up”.

ni%y

The above word is the common feminine plural absolute noun (n‘g'y), defined by BDB

(2010:750), as “whole burnt-offerings”.

R

The above word is a common masculine plural absolute noun, with the root (D‘__?Ig}),

defined by BDB (2010:1023), as “peace offering, requital, sacrifice for alliance or

friendship”. The noun in the present context is prefixed by the waw conjunction
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“and”, and in the plural absolute form. Therefore, the noun can be translated as “and

peace offerings”.

R

The above word is passed by Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:26), as the Qal,

wayyiqtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine singular verb. The

root of the verb is the word X7, defined by BDB (2010:894), as “call, proclaim, or

read”.

In the imperfect form, the verb can be translated as “and he called, or and will

proclaim”.

ninoR

This is a compound word, prefixed by the preposition ('7:5), defined by Kelly

(1992:28), as “to, into, or toward.” The preposition is joined by the maqqgef, to the
proper masculine singular absolute noun that means, according to BDB (2010:217),
“Yahweh,” meaning the proper name of the God of Israel. Therefore, the compound

word can be translated as “to Yahweh”.

nm

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:26), the above compound word can be
passed as the waw conjunction, prefixed to the verb nip, wayyigtol (waw-
consecutive + imperfect), third-person masculine singular, suffixed by the third-

person masculine singular pronoun (K317).

The waw conjunction means “and”. The verb can mean “answer, or respond,” (BDB
2010:772). In the present form, the verb is a wayyigtol, and thus, can be translated

as “and he answered”.
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The third-person masculine singular pronoun, is a typical pronominal suffix with

imperfect, according to Kelly (1992:157), and can be translated as “him”.

Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “and he answered him”.

Wra

The above word is made up of the preposition (2), defined by Kelly (1992:28), as “in,
by, or with.” The preposition is prefixed to the article (73) “the”. Both the preposition

and the article are joined to the feminine singular absolute noun (WR), defined by

BDB (2010:77) as “fire”. Therefore, the word can be translated as “with the fire”, or
“by the fire”.

DAY

This is the preposition (jR) “from, out of,” (Kelly 1992:30). The preposition is joined

by the maqgef to the definite masculine plural absolute noun (0'2W), defined by BDB

(2010:1029), as “heavens or sky”.

The compound word can, therefore, be translated as “from the heavens/ sky, or out

of the heavens/ sky”.

Py

Kelly (1992:30), defines the above word as a preposition that can mean “upon,
above, or about”.

nam
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The above word as described earlier is a masculine noun that means “altar” (BDB
2010:258). In this context, the noun is in the construct form, and thus can be

translated as “altar of”.

oY

The above word as before is the common feminine plural absolute noun (n‘g'y),

defined by BDB (2010:750), as “whole burnt-offerings”. In the present context,
however, it is a definite noun, and thus, can be translated as “the whole burnt-

offerings”.

Verse 26 reads as follows: And David built (an) altar for God there. And he caused to
ascend whole burnt-offerings and peace offerings and he called to God and he
answered him with the fire from the heavens upon (the) altar of the whole burnt-

offerings.

4.2.27. Verse 27

PITIOR 1270 390 TRORD M k)
Hngn

As already noted earlier, Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:27), passes the above
word as a Qal wayyiqtol (waw consecutive + imperfect) third-person masculine
singular verb. The waw conjunction means “and”. The verb root is the word that BDB
(2010:55) defines as “utter, say”. The verb, however, is in the imperfect inflation
third-person masculine singular and can be translated as “he uttered, or he said”.

Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “and he said”.

mn
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This word again is the proper masculine singular absolute noun that means
according to BDB (2010:217), “YAHWEH,” meaning the proper name of the God of

Israel.

TRORY
Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:27), passes the above word as the prepositional
prefix (’:7), that means “to, for, at” (Kelly 1992:28), and the definite article () “the”.

The preposition and the article are prefixed to the masculine singular absolute noun,

which can mean “messenger, representative, angel” BDB (2010:521).

Therefore, the word can be translated as “to the angel’.

w7

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:27), passes the above word as the waw conjunction
“and”, prefixed to the verb, wayyiqtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect) third-person

masculine singular.

According to BDB (2010:996), the root of the verb (21W), means “turn back, return”.

As Kelly (1992:145) explained earlier, the waw consecutive converts imperfect form
into perfect, and maybe understood as sequential “and”. Therefore, the verb can be

translated as “and then he turned back”, or, “and then he returned”.

277

The above word is described as the Hebrew noun “sword, or knife”. BDB (2010:352),

also agrees with the definition of the word as “sword, or knife”. The noun is in a

construct relationship with the third-person masculine singular pronominal suffix (%)

“his” according to Kelly (1992:71). The word can, therefore, be translated as “his

sword”.
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TR
Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:27), passes the above word, as comprising the
preposition ('713), joined by the maqqgef to the common, singular construct noun (771),

suffixed by the third-person feminine singular pronoun (7:).

The preposition according to Kelly (1992:29) can mean “to, into or toward”. BDB
(2010:623) defines the noun as the masculine singular noun “sheath”. Finally, the

pronoun can mean either “her, or it”.

However, because the noun is in a construct state, it denotes ownership, for which

reason, it can be translated as “into its sheath”.

Verse 27 reads as follows: And God said to the angel and then he returned his
sword into its sheath.

4.2.28. Verse 28
:OW MM DI 98 113 i) 10T TIT nigta K00 npa
np3

The above word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:28), is the common

singular absolute noun (NY), prefixed by the preposition (3), plus the definite article
(7).

BDB (2010:773) defines the noun as the definite feminine singular absolute noun

that means “time (of an event)”. The preposition can mean “in, by, or with” (Kelly

1992:28). Therefore, the word can be translated as “by the time”.

b
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Kelly (1992:52) defines the above word as the third-person independent personal
pronoun “shefit,” prefixed by the definite article “the”. Thus, it can be translated as
“the shelit.”

nik73

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:28), passes the above word as the Qal infinitive

construct verb nX7, prefixed by the preposition (3).

The preposition according to Kelly (1992:28) can mean “in, by, or with.” The verb
means “to see, look at, inspect, perceive, consider’” (BDB 2010:906). However, the

verb is in the infinitive construct form. Kelly (1992:182) explains that when an

infinitive construct follows the preposition (2), that it can be translated as a temporal

clause, and it expresses when an action took place. Therefore, it can be translated

as “when he saw”, or “when he perceived”.

RUE

This noun is again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB
(2010:187) describes as “David”, the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of

Israel. Therefore, we have here “David”.

M3

According to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:28), the above word is made up of the

conjunction (2), joined by the maggef to the Qal, gatal (perfect) third-person
masculine singular verb 7Y, and suffixed by the third-person masculine singular

pronoun (37).
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(02’&

The conjunction according to BDB (2010:471) can mean “that, for, or when,” and can
specifically mean “that”, when prefixed to sentences depending on the active verb,

and occupying to it the place of an accusative.
The verb also according to BDB (11Jv) means “to answer, respond, testify, speak,

shout”. The verb in the present inflation, is in the Qal, gatal (perfect) third-person

masculine singular, and can, therefore, be translated as “he answered”.
The pronominal suffix means “him” (Kelly 1992:153).

So, the compound word can be translated as “that he answered him”.

nin

The above word as previously defined by BDB (2010:43), means “God,” and goes
further to explain that God is YAHWEH. In agreement with BDB, Van der Merwe
(2004:1 Chr. 21:17) also translates the word as a common masculine plural absolute

noun that he referred to also as “God”.

i3
The above word is a construct noun, which means “threshing floor of” (BDB
2010:175). The noun is prefixed by the preposition (3) “in, by, or, with” (Kelly

1992:28). Therefore, the word can be translated as “in threshing floor of’, or “by

threshing floor of”.

1R

BDB (2010:75) describes the above word as a proper masculine singular absolute
noun, that refers to a Jebusite, whose threshing floor was bought by David to erect
an altar, which became the site of the temple. Therefore, the noun can be translated

as “Ornan’.
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DIN

This word is as earlier described, made up of the article (77) “the,” prefixed to the

singular absolute adjective (*032?) that means “Jebusite” (Van der Merwe 2004:1

Chr. 21:28).

BDB (2010:384) defines the word as the Jebusite, the descendants of Jebus. The
descendants of the 3rd son of Canaan, who lived in or around the site of Jebus, the

early name for Jerusalem. Therefore, the word can be translated as “the Jebusite.”

nar

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:28) passes the above word as the waw conjunction

“and,” prefixed to the Qal, wayyiqtol (waw-consecutive + imperfect) third-person

masculine singular verb, with the verb root (Mar). The verb according to BDB

(2010:256) means “to slaughter, Kill, sacrifice, slaughter for sacrifice”. However, in
the present inflation, the verb can be translated as “and he slaughtered”, or,” and he

sacrificed”.

ow

The above word is an adverb that means “there” (Van der Merwe 2004:1 Chr.
21:28). BDB (2010:1027) similarly defines the word as an adverb, that can mean

“there, or thither.” So then, it can be translated as “there”.

Verse 28 reads as follows: At that time when David saw it that God answered him at

the threshing floor of Ornan the Jebusite, (and) he sacrificed there.

4.2.29. Verse 29

W2 NP3 NTID NP3 NPT N2 13TRI MY NHYTIWR M 2w
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Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:29) passes the above word as the construct noun

(12Wn), prefixed by the waw conjunction “and”. The noun can be defined according

to BDB (2010:1015), as a “dwelling-place, or tabernacle.” Therefore, the construct

noun can be translated as “and dwelling-place of”, or, “and tabernacle of”.

mm

This word again is the proper masculine singular absolute noun that means
according to BDB (2010:217), “Yahweh,” meaning the proper name of the God of

Israel.

oYYy

The above compound word according to Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:29), is

made up of the relative conjunction (AWR), joined by the maqgef to the Qal gatal
(perfect) third-person masculine singular verb (7).

As relative conjunction, BDB (2010:81), defines (AWR), as “that (in object clause),

when, since, or as”. The verb root, on the other hand, can mean “do, or make” (BDB
2010:793), and being in the Qal perfect third-person masculine singular form, it can

be translated as “he did, or he made”.

Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “that he made”, or, “that he did”.

nwn

According to BDB (2010:602), this word is the masculine proper noun that means

“‘Moses, the prophet and lawgiver, leader of the exodus”.
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Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:29), passes the above word as the preposition (3),

plus the article (3), both prefixed to the common singular absolute noun (7370).

The preposition can be defined as “in, by, or with” (Kelly 1992:28). The article means
“the”. Finally, the noun is defined by BDB (2010:184), as the “wilderness”.

Therefore, the word can be translated as “in the wilderness, or, in the desert”.

narm

The above word as described earlier is a masculine noun that means “altar” (BDB
2010:258). In the present context, the noun is in the construct form, and prefixed by

the waw conjunction “and”. Therefore, the word can be translated as “and altar of”.

nYivn

The above word as before is the common feminine singular absolute noun (n‘g'y),

defined by BDB (2010:750), as “whole burnt-offerings”. In the present context,
however, it is a definite noun, and thus, can be translated as “the whole burnt-

offering”.

np3

The above word is made up of the preposition (1), that means “in, by, or with” (Kelly

1992:28), and the article “the”, both prefixed to the feminine singular absolute noun

(DY), defined by BDB (2010:773), as “time”. Therefore, the word can be translated as

“by the time”, or “in the time”.
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The above word is made up of the article “the”, and the independent personal
pronoun (subject pronoun), defined by Kelly (1992:52) as “she/ it”. Therefore, we

have here “the she/ it”.

a3

T T

The above Hebrew word is made up of the preposition (2) “in, by, or with” (Kelly
1992:28), and the article “the”, both prefixed to the feminine singular absolute noun

(Mn3), defined by BDB (2010:119), as “high place (as places of worship), mountain”.

The word, therefore, can be translated as “in the high place”, or, “by the mountain”.

a3

The above word is the proper singular absolute noun (jv13), defined by BDB

(2010:149), as “a Levitical city of Benjamin, which lies 8 kilometers from Jerusalem.
It is the hill city named Gideon”. BDB further describes the city as “where was the
tabernacle of Yahweh in the high places”. The noun is prefixed by the preposition
that can mean according to Kelly (1992:28) “in, by, or with”. Therefore, the word can

be translated as “in Gideon”, or “by Gibeon”.

Verse 29 reads as follows: For the tabernacle of God that Moses made in the desert
and the altar of the whole burnt-offering was in that time in the high place at

Gibeon.

4.2.30. Verse 30

I TR 30 390 NP2 3 DIOR WITY ma nabh T R
2R
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Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:30), passes the above word as the waw conjunction

“and”, prefixed to the negation (X9), and both joined by the maqgef to the Qal gatal

(perfect), (55:). According to Kelly (1992:173), the negation can mean “not”.

BDB (2010:407), defines the verb as “to be able, be able to gain or accomplish, be
able to endure, be able to reach”. Being in the Qal (perfect), the verb can be

translated as “he was able to”.

Therefore, the compound word can be translated as “and he was not able to”.

™

This noun is again a masculine singular absolute proper noun, which BDB
(2010:187) describes as “David”, the youngest son of Jesse, and second king of

Israel. Therefore, we have here “David”.

n3%77

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:30), passes the above word as the preposition ('?),

prefixed to the Qal infinitive construct verb, with the root ('[‘?a). The preposition can

mean “to, for, or at” (Kelly 1992:28).

The verb root is defined by BDB (2010:229), as “go, come, or walk”. In the present

context, the verb is in the infinitive form, and when prefixed by the preposition (’?),

Kelly (1992:182), explains that it is used to introduce a purpose clause. Therefore,

the infinitive verb can be translated as “to go”, or “to walk”.

1105

aT
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Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:30), passes the above word as comprising of the

preposition (’?), prefixed to the masculine plural construct noun (738), and suffixed by

the third-person masculine singular pronoun (3).

The preposition means “to, for, or at” (Kelly 1992:28). The plural construct noun is
defined by BDB (2010:815) “face of, or faces of”. Kelly (1992:70) explains that even

though this construct noun is plural in form, it is translated simply as “face of”. Kelly

further defines the suffixed third-person masculine singular pronoun (i), as “his”.

Therefore, the word can be translated as “to his face”, or as translated by Kelly,

“before him”.

vt
The preposition can mean “to, for, or at” (Kelly 1992:28). The verb root (W77), is

defined by BDB (2010:205), as “to resort to, seek, seek with care, enquire, require”.

In the present context, the verb is in the infinitive form, and when prefixed by the

preposition (‘?), Kelly (1992:182), explains that it is used to introduce a purpose

clause.

Therefore, the infinitive verb can be translated as “to seek, or, to inquire”.

Doy

This word was previously defined by BDB (2010:43) as “God,” and BDB goes further
to explain that God is Yahweh. In agreement with BDB, Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr.
21:30) also translates the word as a common masculine plural absolute noun that he

referred to also as “God”.
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BDB (2010:471-473), defines the above Hebrew word as a conjunction that can
mean “that, for, because, when, as though, as, because that, but, then, certainly,

except, surely, since”. Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:30) favors “because”.

BDB favors the translation as a causal connection “because, or since,” asserting that

it enunciates the condition under which future action is conceived as possible.

nba;
BDB (2010:130) defines the above word as a verb, Nif'al, qatal (perfect) third-person
masculine singular, which can mean “to be terrified”.

Kelly (1992:108), states that the Nifal stem can be transliterated as a “simple
passive or reflexive.” Being a passive verb, it can then, be translated as “he was

terrified”.

"jan

The above word is the plural construct noun defined by BDB (2010:815) as “face of,
or faces of”. Kelly (1992:70) explains that even though this construct noun is plural in
form, it is translated simply as “face of”. BDB explains that with preposition, which is
the case here, the construct noun can be translated as “in front of, before, in the

presence of, in the face of”.
The noun is prefixed by the preposition (j2), which means “from, out of’ (Kelly

1992:30).

Therefore, the word can be translated as “from before”, or, “from the presence of”.

7

Van der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:30) passes the above word as the common singular
construct noun. BDB (2010:352) defines the root of the noun as “sword”. Therefore,

it can be translated as “sword of”.
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The above word as previously discussed is the masculine singular absolute noun,
that can mean “messenger, representative, angel” BDB (2010:521). However, Van
der Merwe (2004:1 Chr. 21:30) passes the noun as a construct noun, and therefore,

can be translated as “angel of”.

N

This word again is the proper masculine singular absolute noun that means
according to BDB (2010:217), “Yahweh,” meaning the proper name of the God of

Israel.

Verse 30 reads as follows: And David was not able to go before him to seek God,

because he was terrified from the presence of sword of angel of God.

4.2.31. Translation of 1 Chronicles 21:1-30

1. And Satan stood up against Israel and incited David to count Israel.

2. And David said to Joab and to the commanders of the people, go number Israel
from Beersheba and as far as the city of Dan and bring in to me and | will know
their number.

3. And Joab said, may Yahweh add to his people as they a hundred occurrences.
Are not all of them My Lord for servants to my Lord the King? Why demand this,
my Lord? To what purpose, to be for guilt to Israel?

4. And word of the King prevailed upon Joab, and Joab went out and he went out in
the whole of Israel and he entered Jerusalem.

5. And Joab gave number of the muster of the people to David and the whole of
Israel was a million (thousand thousands) and hundred thousand man that draw
out sword and Judah four hundred and seventy thousand man that draw out

sword.
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6. And Levi and Benjamin he numbered not among them, because the word of the
king detested Joab.

7. And it was evil in the eyes of God concerning this thing, and he struck Israel.

8. And David said to God, | have sinned exceedingly that I did this thing, and now, |
pray cause guilt of your servant to pass over, because | acted very foolishly

9. And God spoke to Gad seer of David to say.

10.Go and you should speak to David to say, thus says God, three things | offer to
you choose for you one out of these and then | do to you.

11.And Gad came to David, and he said to him, thus says God, choose for you.

12.Whether three years famine, and or three months to be swept away from faces of
your enemies, and sword of your enemy to overtake you, and or three days
sword of God, and pestilence in the land, and an angel of God destroying in the
whole territory of Israel. And now, consider what word | will return my sender.

13.And David said to Gad exceedingly distressed to me let me fall, | pray, in hand of
God for exceedingly great is his compassion, and in hand of human being do not
let me fall.

14.And God gave pestilence in Israel and he fell out of Israel seventy thousand
person.

15.And God sent angel to Jerusalem to destroy it, and just as to destroy, God saw
he was moved to pity about the evil. And he said to the angel destroying, much
now, refrain your hand and angel of God was standing beside threshing floor of
Ornan the Jebusite.

16.And David lifted up his eyes, and he saw the angel of God he was standing
between the earth and between the heavens, and his sword was drawn out in his
hand, it was stretched out over Jerusalem, and David and the elders they (who)
were clothed with the sackcloth fell upon their faces.

17.And David said to God, is it not | (who) said to count in the people? And | the one
that sinned and to do evil (did evil), | did evil certainly. And these, the sheep, what
they did Yahweh, my God? Let your hand come to pass | pray now by me and by
my house, my father, and with your people, you shall not to pestilence.

18.And angel of God said to Gad, to say to David that David should go up make to
stand (an) altar for God by threshing floor of Ornan the Jebusite.

19.And David went up by word of Gad which he spoke in name of God
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20.And Ornan turned back and he saw the angel, and his four sons with him, they
hid themselves, and Ornan was threshing wheat.

21.And David went up to Ornan, and Ornan looked, and he saw David and then he
came out from the threshing floor, and then he bowed himself to David, face to
the ground.

22.And David said to Ornan, you give to me please, the site of the threshing floor
and then | will build on it, an altar for God. Give it to me for the full price and so
the pestilence will be restrained from upon the people.

23.And Ornan said to David, take for you, and let my lord the king do the good you
see in his eyes, | give the oxen for the whole burnt-offering and the threshing-
sledge for the wood and the wheat for the grain offering, | give all.

24.And King David said to Ornan, no, but | shall surely buy it from you for the full
value because | will not take that which (is) for you for God and to cause to
ascend whole burnt-offerings for nothing.

25.And David gave to Ornan for the place six hundred Shekels of gold weight.

26.And David built (an) altar for God there. And he caused to ascend whole burnt-
offerings and peace offerings and he called to God and he answered him with the
fire from the heavens upon (an) altar of the whole burnt-offerings.

27.And God said to the angel and then he returned his sword into its sheath.

28. At that time when David saw it that God answered him at the threshing floor of
Ornan the Jebusite, (and) he sacrificed there.

29.For the tabernacle of God that Moses made in the desert and the altar of the
whole burnt-offering was in that time in the high place at Gibeon.

30.And David was not able to go before him to seek God, because he was terrified

from the presence of sword of angel of God.

4.3. Scholars’ opinions on 1 Chronicles 21:1-30

4.3.1. Sara Japhet

Japhet (1993:373), is of the view that the Chronicler in 1 Chronicles 21, altered the
source text from 2 Samuel 24. The alteration in Japhet's view means that firstly,
David is responsible for the events that follow. Secondly, a new figure was

introduced, as a source of incitement for David to sin, rather than God, as stated in Il
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Samuel 24. | am also convinced that the Chronicler changed this to suit his theology
which entails his image of God. This figure demanded a detailed discussion. All the
English translations assumed the figure to be a proper noun and refers to Satan.
However, Japhet is of the view that the figure is a common name, because of the
absence of the article, and therefore, concludes that the figure of Satan serves as a
common noun, and refers to an adversary. This opinion stated by Japhet is purely

from a linguistic point of view.

Japhet (1993:374-375), argues that if such a significant theological development in
the concept of evil and its origin were expressed by 1 Chronicles 21:1, we would
expect to find it elsewhere in the book of Chronicles as well. However, the general
attitude of the book of Chronicles in Japhet’s view is that evil, like good originates
from God. Given the different considerations, theological as well as linguistic, Japhet
concludes that the figure of Satan still serves as a common noun, and refers to an

adversary.

Japhet (1993:376) observed that the Chronicler follows a certain inclination,
whereby, he uses shorter phrases. This is exemplified in 1 Chronicles 21:2, the
Chronicler used Israel, contrary to Il Samuel 24:2, which used the people of Israel. In
Japhet’s view, this is probably motivated by the wish to emphasize the unity of the

people.

Japhet (1993:378) points out that immediately after the census, David repented of
his sin, and turned to God for forgiveness. This act in Japhet’'s view, adds color to
David’s image. However, God did not forgive him, and it shows that God has the
power to forgive humans of sin or not to forgive. Also, David’s sin attracted
punishment for the whole of Israel, demonstrating the kind of relationship that existed

between the nation of Israel and God.

Japhet (1993:380) observed that Gad was referred to as “the prophet Gad”, in I
Sam. 24:11. This was replaced by the Chronicler with the title “Gad the seer”. Japhet
states that this does not just amount to abbreviation, but the title seer is more

common in Chronicles than in all other biblical books together.

Japhet (1993:381) attempted to reconstruct several stages in the development of the
concept of the plague as ‘the sword of the Lord’, which further developed as the
‘sword of the angel’. Japhet notes that at the basic layer, the plague is simply
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presented as God’s blow, coming from the hand of the Lord. Japhet understands the
concept to reveal an implicit struggle between a demonic divine autonomous figure,
as against a lesser being, operating as God’s messenger. Nevertheless, she
understands the pestilence as a destroying angel, or God’s sword, or a combination

of the two, an angel with a sword.

Japhet (1993:383) regards the event of 1 Chronicles 21:15 as the central episode of
the narrative. The central episode in Japhet’s view is in the averting of the plague
from Jerusalem and the events that led to the choice and dedication of the

Jerusalem Temple.

Japhet (1993:387) states that there is a double significance of the place in question,
the site David purchased from Ornan. She says that it was the site for the future
Temple, but also, a holy place. Besides, | am persuaded that the site for the building
of the temple was the only motivation for portraying David’s mistake. It is striking that
the only unfavorable reference to David mentioned in the book pertains to the
census he undertook. The reason for mentioning the census is the outcome, namely

to indicate the site for building the temple.

Japhet (1993:387-388) is of the view that 1 Chronicles 21, demonstrates an example
of God’s wrath and forgiveness. Japhet adds that a call to the Lord and an answer by

fire were obligatory elements in the legitimization of the divinely-ordained cultic site.

Japhet (1993:387-389) understands 1 Chronicles 21:28-30, as a priestly redaction of
Chronicles. The passage in Japhet’s view is to answer an implicit question: How did
David offer sacrifice on the threshing floor when the tabernacle of God is at Gibeon?
The answer to this question Japhet says is in the concept of the centralization of the
cult, which is not inherent in the story but comes from outside. There cannot be two
places of worship in Israel. David’s failure to worship at Gibeon is explained in this
passage about his terror of the angel. Therefore, this passage which is opposed to
that of the story itself was to show that the assignment of the threshing floor as the
site of the future Temple, was a divine decision. “It was God, through his prophet
Gad, who instructed the building of an altar on the site and offering sacrifices there. It
was God who confirmed the choice by answering David with fire” (Japhet 1993:389).
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4.3.2. Louis Jonker

Jonker (2013:136) states that 1 Chronicles 21 made extreme use of 2 Samuel 24,
but omitted some information and added other information. In other instances Jonker
reiterates, the Chronicler worked from another Hebrew text than the one preserved
in the MT of 2 Samuel 24.

According to Jonker (2013:136), because of the theological difficulty in the source
text, the Chronicler made Satan the instigator of David, while Yahweh remains the
one exercising the punishment. Jonker notes that the difficulty is that if Yahweh
instigated the census, it remains theologically problematic that Yahweh would then

punish the transgression.

Jonker (2013:141), argues that the occurrence of Satan in this verse may indicate
that personification of evil had already started during Chronicler’s time, a trend that
was also visible in late literature such as Job 1. In Jonker's view, supernatural
dualism was not customary in Israeli’'s earlier belief systems, with good and bad
being attributed to Yahweh. This tendency according to Jonker, started to develop in
the late post-exilic period, probably under the influence of Persian Zoroastrian
dualism. Jonker adds that this tendency was adopted in Christianity and was well

established during the time the New Testament writings developed.

Jonker (2013:136-137), observes that the Chronicler abbreviates the route that Joab
and the military leaders took when conducting the census. In Jonker’s view, this
should not be seen as just a mere abbreviation of the Deuteronomistic version,
rather a reflection of the self-definition the Chronicler wanted to attribute to the
returned community in Yehud after the exile. Jonker points out that the area
described in 2 Samuel 24 is indicated by the Chronicler to be all Israel, and even
though the Chronicler omitted the detailed itinerary, he specified the direction in
reverse order, from the South to the North, reflecting the Chronicler's Southern

perspective.

Similarly, Jonker (2013:137) points out that the omission of Levi in the census may
be due to the priestly regulation in Numbers 1:47-49 and 2:33 that the Levites were
not to be counted with other Israelites. Jonker considers that neither the omission of
Levi and Benjamin from the census nor the census itself is sinful, rather the sinful act

of David is an example of human hubris. According to Jonker, David wanted to give
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an account of his sphere of influence, after Yahweh had given him and his men

military successes.

In the choice of punishment that follows, Jonker (2013:137-138) notes that David
observed that Yahweh is a God of mercy, and this is confirmed when Yahweh
withholds the destruction at the last moment. Similarly, Jonker emphasizes the
compassion of God for the city of Jerusalem, as the scene zooms in on Jerusalem
because God sent an angel to destroy the city. Jonker also, notes that Yahweh
stopping the angel from destroying the city precisely at the location of the threshing

floor signifies the important role the threshing floor will play later.

When David pleaded that the punishment should fall on his head and his house,
Jonker (2013:138) understands David’'s renewed petition, to mean that first, David
takes responsibility for the wrongdoing of the census. Secondly, David realizes that

the incident has implications for Yahweh’s eternal promise to his house.

Jonker (2013:138-139) states that the action of the angel in verse 18, ordering David
to go up and build an altar is different from the source text in 2 Samuel 24:18. Also,
the angel here is showed to represent Yahweh himself, and the significance of the
threshing floor becomes apparent. Jonker points out another difference with the
source text in verse 20, which includes a short interlude, and explains Ornan’s
gracious act later in the narrative when he offers the threshing floor for free. Jonker
believes that Ornan knew that David's request to have the threshing floor was

related to divine activity.

Jonker (2013:139) observes there is a subtle difference between 1 Chronicles 21:21-
25 and 2 Samuel 24:20-24. Ornan’s question to David, why he came to his servant is
omitted, even though he already knew about divine intention. Instead, David makes
his intention clear immediately and offered to buy it at full price, which is again the
Chronicler's addition to the text. Jonker interprets the huge difference in price
between the source text and the Chronicler’s version, as a way for the Chronicler to
ensure that David's conduct would come across as being without a blemish. In
Jonker’s view, David’s piety and reverence had to be reflected in the transaction that

entailed acquiring what would become a cultic site.

Jonker (2013:139) again points out the reworking of the source text in 2 Samuel

24:25 to reflect the Chronicler’s theological intention. He observes that the Chronicler
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adds fire from heaven in answer to David’s prayer, to emphasize the importance of
what was happening here. Jonker compares this to other Old Testament passages
like Moses at the burning bush, and the revelation of the Torah at Sinai to
demonstrate that the appearance of Yahweh was often accompanied by fire in some

form.

Finally, Jonker (2013:140) notes that verses 28-30, are without parallel in the source
text. Jonker states that the Chronicler used these verses to achieve a contrast
between the sanctuary that was at Gibeon and the newly established alter at the
Jebusite threshing floor. Jonker is of the view that the Chronicler's modification of the
census and cultic narrative, was done to achieve three purposes. First, to make the
story an all-Israel narrative, by tying the narrative to the genealogical construction in
1 Chronicles 1-9.

Secondly, he tried to protect Jerusalem as a common denominator between the
tribes, to ensure the moral high ground as a cultic center, by excluding Levi and
Benjamin from the census. Thirdly, the Chronicler wanted to claim a special position
for Jerusalem in contrast to the Benjamite sphere of influence, emphasizing that this
is the right place to bring a sacrifice. According to Jonker (2013:141), the Chronicler
used Jebu as a trump card against any Benjamite claim of authority.

In Jonker’'s view, these all-too-human ideologies were the motivation behind the
Chronicler’s reconstruction of the past. Jonker (2013:141), also, notes that one of the
prominent ideological features in 1 Chronicles 21 is that “Yahweh’s presence among

and guidance of his people is acted out in the realm of human history”.

4.3.3. Ralph W Klein

Klein (2006:418), is of the view that the Chronicler replaces the problematic idea of
Yahweh’s anger leading to the temptation of David to number the lIsraelites, and
instead attributed the temptation to Satan. Klein seems to suggest that Satan played
a similar role in two other Old Testament passages, Job 1-2, and Zach. 3:1-2.
However, he referred to Japhet, to note that the Hebrew word that is translated as
Satan, lacks the definite article only in Chronicles and for that reason, does not
function as a personal name. Besides, that the figure does not appear elsewhere in

Chronicles, it does not appear in the divine realm and his incitement is against David
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rather than against God. Klein claims that Japhet's proposal based on the above
reasons is that the figure is a human adversary.

Nevertheless, Klein (2006:418), points out that the verb “stand” 7ny, is used in a

legal sense, and was also used of the adversary in Zech. 3:1. Similarly, the word

“incited” mo, was also used with the adversary in Job 2:3. Therefore, Klein suggests

that a supernatural tempter/accuser was intended by the passage. Klein points out
that similar use of the word Satan to lessen problematic actions by Yahweh can be
found in the later books of Jubilees, where it was Mastema, which Klein equals to
Satan, was the one who suggested to God that he test Abraham by having him
sacrifice Isaac (Gen. 22:1; Jub. 17:15-18). Yet again, Klein points to Exod. 4:24; Jub
48:2, to further state that Satan replaces Yahweh as the agent who tried to Kill

Moses on his way to Egypt.

Klein (2006:419) points out that censuses were ordinarily taken for purposes of
taxation or military conscription. In the present context, Klein is of the view that the
latter was intended, since it is conducted by Joab, David’s chief army officer and the
commander of the troops, and he listed the results according to those who drew the

sword.

Klein (2006:419) understands that the phrase “go number Israel from Beer-sheba to
Dan”, can be interpreted as a way of the Chronicler giving the ideal limit of the land
in reverse order, from Beer-Sheba to Dan. Klein, therefore, suggested that perhaps

the Chronicler gave a preference for the South (Judah) over the North.

Concerning the plague, Klein (2006:420), references Deut. 23:10-15 to explain how
people that were enrolled in a census were subjected to military rules of purity, and
from the onset, the plague in the passage of 1 Chronicles 21, seems to suggest that
taboos may have been violated. However, in Klein’s view, the context suggests a
different interpretation. Yahweh had given David victory wherever he went, as stated
in 1 Chr. 18-20. Also, census implies that numbers count. Therefore, the census is
an indication of a lack of trust in Yahweh'’s role in bringing about victory. Further, the
Chronicler uniformly criticizes any reliance on alliances as if they were the source of
strength (2 Chr. 18:1; 20:35-37).
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Klein (2006:423), explains that for David to acknowledge that he acted foolishly, and
also, asked Yahweh to forgive his iniquity, shows that he admitted full responsibility
for taking the census. Nevertheless, Yahweh still punished him, by sending an

adversary in the form of an angel (God’s messenger).

Klein (2006:425), detects a tension between the angel standing by the threshing floor
(v.15) and the angel standing between earth and heaven. He notes that there are
two pauses in the cessation of the pestilence when Yahweh repented, He told the
angel to drop his hand; and when David had built the altar and offered a sacrifice,
the angel was commanded to put the sword into its sheath. Klein sees it as
awesome, the posture of the angel with a drawn sword in his hand. Also, it is not
only a threat to Jerusalem but makes puny by comparison the hundreds of

thousands of men who Joab had counted, with the sword.

Klein (2006:426), observes that the Chronicler rewords his Vorlage, concerning the
angel of Yahweh’'s command to Gad to tell David to build an altar for Yahweh. The
reason Klein notes is to make it clear that Gad was speaking on divine authority and
not just on his own. This authority, therefore, in Klein’s view, gives divine and

prophetic warrant to the altar site.

Klein (2006:428), suggested that the addition by the Chronicler, concerning
Yahweh’s answer to David by fire from heaven on the altar of burnt offering,
indicates divine approval for the sacrifice and the altar. He says it could also, indicate
that this altar replaces the tabernacle which received similar divine approval when
the sacrifice was offered at it (Lev. 9:24). This observation of Klein links with the
tradition criticism in the previous chapter, which revealed that the Chronicler

replaced the Tabernacle tradition with the Temple tradition.

Klein (2006:429), finally notes that in addition to the discussion of sin and
forgiveness, the Chronicler used the account to indicate that David had purchased
the site for the future temple, and had initiated sacrificial worship at the altar at the
site. Further, the Chronicler made allusions to mediatory figures in Israelite history:
Abraham, Jacob, Balaam, Joshua, and Gideon to lend significance to this account as

well as give credit to David’s actions.
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4.3.4. John Jarick

Jarick (2007:133) argues that it is most unlikely that the Satan of an apocalyptic kind
is imagined in 1 Chronicles 21. According to Jarick, there has been no sign of such
satanic presence in the narrative up to this point, and there will be no further
appearance of such an entity as the narrative unfolds. Jarick’s view is that this
‘Satan’ does not appear to be Satan in the sense of later Judean and Christian
theological developments concerning a grand opponent of God, rather a ‘satan’ in
the sense of an adversary. Jarick used the passages of Numbers 22:22 and Psalm
109:6, as examples to suggest that this ‘satan’ was simply an angel of Yahweh.
Therefore, he cautions that the English rendering would best avoid the loaded term

‘Satan’ and simply translate the term as a ‘satan’, an adversary.

Jarick (2007:133-135) states that this brief mention of ‘a satan’ leading King David
astray, seems far removed from the heavenly courtroom scenes depicted in Job and
Zechariah. Jarick points to different pages of 1 Chronicles where figures were
enumerated, like 7:2, 7:40, 12:23-28, and chapter 27, to suggest that the royal
decree was condemned, because David did not consult either the deity directly or an

intermediary acting on the deity’s behalf.

Jarick supports the preceding idea, by alluding to 2 Chronicles 16:7-9, where a
descendant of David (King Asa) was quoted as having done foolishly, because he
relied on the king of Aram, and did not rely on Yahweh. From then on, he was
punished by Yahweh, to always have wars. Previously, it was said about King Asa,
that the Ethiopians and the Libyans had a huge army with exceedingly very many
chariots and cavalry, yet because King Asa relied on Yahweh, he gave them into his
hand. Again, in 2 Chronicles 16, the prophet implies that the Israelite army is
immaterial if the people of Israel rely on their deity rather than their human strength.

The implication in 1 Chronicles 21 in Jarick’s view, therefore, is that David was not
relying on Yahweh, that he was trying to assess how many troops he has to plan his
future strategy. Jarick’s conclusion then is that “if the people of Israel rely on their
deity rather than their human strength, then they will be successful, but if they do not
rely on Yahweh, then, no matter how many troops they have, they will not be
successful” (Jarick 2007:135).
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Jarick (2007:138) states that God struck Israel because he was displeased about
David’s sin. Also, that God previously confined himself to striking Israel's enemies,
implying that the Philistines, for example, could not have been subdued if God of
Israel had not been doing the striking. In other words, Israel without divine aid was
not strong enough to defeat Philistia. Jarick notes that even though David quickly
confesses his sin, God did not forgive him, nor did God give a direct answer to him.
Instead, God punished the whole of Israel, which is per the traditional view that the

national God brought bad things upon the people whenever their King acted badly.

Jarick (2007:140-141) suggests that the punishment God gave to Israel fits the
crime, saying that while the King was busy counting how many people could draw
the sword, the deity responds by drawing the sword of his own against those people.
In Jarick’s view, this is an indication that the sword in their human hands was nothing
compared to the sword in the divine hand, or in the hand of the divine agent sent to
do the destroying. Nevertheless, the destroying was stopped at the threshing-floor of

Ornan, which will later become the site for the Temple.

Jarick (2007:143-144) observed that in response to David’'s contrition, God did not
answer him directly, nor communicate directly with the seer. Instead, on this
occasion, God communicated to David’s seer through the mediation of the
destroying angel and David through the instructions of the seer. However, Jarick
believes that irrespective of the complexity of the communication channels, the

message is clear. Yahweh wants an altar to himself on the threshing floor of Ornan.

Furthermore, Jarick (2007:145) understands that by David paying an enormous
amount to Ornan for the Temple site, it signals that nothing is to be cheap about the
house of Yahweh. Jarick likewise, understands that when David offered the sacrifice
of animals to the deity at the site, and the deity answered with fire from heaven, it
acts as an endorsement of the site. Additionally, Jarick notes that a deity who rains
fire from the skies is a God to be held in awe and fear. In Jarick’s view, he can
consume humans by such means, and indeed his character can be summarized in

such an image.

According to Jarick (2007:145-146), the special divine approval of having sacrifices
made to Yahweh on this particular site will be underlined when Solomon completes

the dedication of the temple, and fire similarly came from heaven and consumed the
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burnt-offering and the sacrifices. Jarick states that nothing less than the fire will do
for the establishment of the Davidic-Solomonic temple. In support of this assertion,
Jarick refers to the Exodus traditions of Israel, whereby, it was said that “the
appearance of the glory of Yahweh was like a devouring fire on the top of the

mountain in the sight of the people of Israel” (Exodus 24.17).

In conclusion, Jarick (2007:149) affirms about 1 Chronicles 21, that the passage is
very instructive because it shows that any of Yahweh’s angels can function as a
satan, not as an adversary against the deity, but as a loyal agent, sent to perform a

certain adversarial task for the divine purpose.

4.3.5. Jamieson; Fausset; & Brown

Jamieson et. al. (1997:260) did not discuss much the figure of Satan linguistically,
rather, they only looked at the figure from a theological point of view. They referred
to the figure as a tempter, and their view is that the tempter prevailed over David,

because God withdrew his grace at the time from him.

Jamieson et. al. (1997:260) understand the numbering of the people of Israel as a
distrust of the divine promise and it was a sin. They note that even though
numbering had been done with impunity in the time of Moses, however, according to
the Exodus tradition, each time numbering was done, each of the people had to
contribute half a shekel towards the building of the tabernacle, and that appeased
Yahweh. This was done so that there might be no plague among the people when
they were numbered (Ex. 30:12). Jamieson et. al. asserted that based on the Exodus
tradition, it was understood that the anger of the Lord could be easily aroused, during

the numbering of the people. Therefore, in itself, it was regarded as an undertaking.

Jamieson et. al. (1997:260) concluded, therefore, that everything depended on the
purpose of the census. They proposed that the sin of David numbering the people
could be either to gratify his pride to know the number of warriors he had or to

institute a regular and permanent system of taxation.

Jamieson et. al. (1997:261) is of the view that when David pleaded to fall into the
hand of the Lord, it is because experience had taught him that human passion and

vengeance had no bounds, whereas, Yahweh is wise and gracious. Concerning the
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punishment, Jamieson et. al. (1997:261), observed that only the infliction of the
pestilence is noticed. The visible appearance and menacing of the destroying angel
were only given a minute description. Also, they noted that Ornan was probably the
Hebrew or Judean name of the owner of the threshing-floor, Araunah his Jebusite

name.

Jamieson et. al. (1997:261) states that the haste and the value of the present offered
by Ornan were to terminate the pestilence without a moment’s delay. Jamieson et.
al., understands about the site of the temple, that although David had plenty of space
on his property, he was commanded to go a considerable distance from his home, to
build an altar for Yahweh. Jamieson et. al., referenced 2 Chronicles 3:1, to point to
the position of the altar David built, which was situated up Mount Moriah, close to the

spot where Abraham had offered Isaac.

4.4. Synthesis

This synthesis aims to give a summary of the different sections of this chapter,

towards a connected whole.

The first section attempts to do a synchronic study of the text of 1 Chronicles 21. The
synchronic study was concerned with the lower criticism of the text, which sought
answers as per what the text says. This section focused on linguistic, and structural
characteristics. The linguistic and structural characteristics provided insights into the
original desire of the statements of the texts. However, they have their place
alongside the stock of methods, which helped in the attempt to accomplish the tasks

in chapters 2 and 3.

The section aimed to critically, understand the meaning behind the texts of 1
Chronicles 21 within the surrounding contexts. Invariably, the understanding of the
meaning of the text helped, in conjunction with the answers garnered from chapters
2 and 3, to discern all the possible images of God, Satan/satan, and the nation of
Israel in 1 Chronicles 21, against the theological, and ideological context of the book

of Chronicles.

The objectives accomplished in the first section was the translation from Hebrew to

English, of 1 Chronicles 21:1-30, and the detailed analysis of the different words,
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phrases, and sentences contained in each verse. The aim was to understand the
patterns, structure, figures, and methods the author used, in portraying his message.

From the text and translation of 1 Chronicles 21, | discovered that it was a certain
satan, an unknown adversary who stood up against Israel and incited David to
number Israel. This is purely based on linguistic evidence, with the absence of an
article to the name. This is conflicting with the source text of 2 Samuel 24:1, which
attributes the inciting to Yahweh. This change seems to be of theological importance,
and | agree with scholars who hold that the redaction was because the perspective

of the Samuel narrative did not suit the Chronicler’s theology and his image of God.

David was reported by the Chronicler to have given the command to number the
people from Beersheba to Dan, as against the source text in 2 Samuel 24:2 that
reads from Dan to Beersheba. This change in direction seems to demonstrate the

overwriting of the Northern tradition by the Chronicler with the Southern tradition.

Joab’s response to David, questions the purpose of the action, and Joab also
demonstrates his awareness that the action could bring guilt to Israel. However, for
Joab to be sent for this task, and his subsequent report, which mentions men that
draw out the sword, indicates that the census was carried out for a military purpose. |
will therefore agree with the view, which holds that David conducted the census to

show pride in his army, even though God had led him through military successes.

God responded by striking Israel, rather than only David, who accepted that he
sinned and acted foolishly. Instead, God sent his seer to David to offer three choices
of punishment. David accepted to be punished by God, rather than fall into the hands

of human beings because he understood God to be compassionate.

Nevertheless, God killed in Israel seventy thousand persons through pestilence and
his angel. The source text of 2 Samuel 24:15, notes the direction of the killing, from
Dan to Beersheba, from North to South. This was omitted by the Chronicler, which
could suggest an attempt to overwrite the Northern tradition with the Southern

tradition.

The angel had to be stopped by God as he was standing beside the threshing floor
of Ornan the Jebusite. The location of this site is believed to be the purpose of the

narrative, as the site would be confirmed by the angel's command to David through
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Gad, to erect an altar for God on the threshing floor. The threshing floor would
become the site of the new altar and the future temple. The three elements of the
Zion tradition, therefore, suffixes in this narrative, the site (the threshing floor at
Jerusalem), the Yahwistic worship (the altar), and the monarchy (represented by
David).

There is a huge difference in price for the purchase of the site, between the source
text of 2 Samuel and the Chronicler's account. 2 Samuel reported fifty shekels of
silver, while the Chronicler reported six hundred shekels. The reason for this
difference has bewildered scholars, but | will consider seeking the answer in a

separate future study.

David built an altar at the site as he was commanded, and offered a burnt offering
there. Then God answered him with fire from the heavens. The Chronicler added the
fire here, which does not appear in the source text. As indicated in chapter 3, this
could mean an allusion to the Mosiac and Sinai traditions respectively. Moses at the
burning bush, and the fire at Mount Sinai. This redaction activity may suggest the
overwriting of the Mosaic and the Sinai tradition with the Davidic tradition by the

Chronicler.

The source text of 2 Samuel 24 stopped at this point where God answered David
after he offered sacrifice at the new altar. However, the Chronicler further added
other pieces of information: the fire, the angel returning his sword into its sheath,
David’s offering of another sacrifice, explanation about the position of the former

altar at Gibeon, and the reason why David could not go to Gibeon to seek God.

The Chronicler could be said to have attempted with all these additions, to overwrite
Moses with David. This overwriting as already garnered in chapter 3, entailed an
overwriting of the Northern tradition with the Southern Tradition, an overwriting of
Tabernacle tradition with Jerusalem temple tradition, an overwriting of the Sinai
tradition with the Zion tradition, and an overwriting of the exodus tradition with the

monarchical tradition.

The Chronicler’s ideology, therefore, can be understood by the different traditions he
emphasized. He emphasized the Zion tradition, David (who is seen as the founder of

the Jerusalem temple), the Jerusalem temple tradition, the Southern traditions, and
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the concepts of temple rituals. However, he omitted or under-emphasized the
following traditions — Moses, the Exodus, the Sinai tradition, the Northern traditions,

the Northern Kings (referring to the Northern Traditions).
Section 2 was a summary of scholars’®® opinions on 1 Chronicles 21:1-30.

The analysis of the chapter was done by different scholars, based on linguistic as
well as theological insights. It is a common understanding among all the scholars
that the author/s of the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21, modified the source text of 2
Samuel 24, to suit his theological and ideological purpose. 1 Chronicles 21 made
extreme use of 2 Samuel 24, but omitted some information and added other
information. The Chronicler may have worked from another Hebrew text than the one
preserved in the MT of 2 Samuel 24.

Based on the redaction of the text in verse 1 according to the different scholars’
viewpoint, David is held responsible for the events that follow. Also, a new figure was
introduced, as a source of incitement for David to sin, rather than God, as stated in 2
Samuel 24. This figure demanded a detailed discussion. All the English translations
assumed the figure to be a proper noun and refers to Satan that appeared in Job
and Zachariah. The passages of Numbers 22:22 and Psalm 109:6 can be used as
examples to suggest that this ‘satan’ was simply an angel of Yahweh. Some suggest

that a supernatural tempter/accuser was intended by the passage.

However, purely from a linguistic point of view, the figure of Satan is written in
Hebrew without an article, and therefore, serves as a common noun, and refers to an

adversary.

It is argued that if such a significant theological development in the concept of evil
and its origin were expressed by 1 Chronicles 21:1, we would expect to find it
elsewhere in the book of Chronicles as well. However, the general attitude of the
book of Chronicles is that evil, like good originates from God.

Because of the theological difficulty in the source text, the Chronicler made Satan

the instigator of David, while Yahweh remains the one exercising the punishment. If

33 Japhet (1993:373-389), Jonker (2013:136-141), Klein (2006:418-429), Jarick (2007:133-149), and
Jamieson et. al. (1997:260-261).
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Yahweh instigated the census, it remains theologically problematic that Yahweh
would then punish the transgression. The occurrence of Satan in this verse may
indicate that personification of evil had already started during Chronicler’s time, a

trend that was also visible in late literature such as Job 1.

Supernatural dualism was not customary in Israel’s earlier belief systems, with good
and bad being attributed to Yahweh. This tendency started to develop in the late
post-exilic period, probably under the influence of Persian Zoroastrian dualism.
However, given the different considerations, theological as well as linguistic, the
conclusion is that the figure of Satan serves as a common noun, and refers to an

adversary.

Immediately after the census, David repented of his sin and turned to God for
forgiveness. Also, David’s sin attracted punishment for the whole of Israel,
demonstrating the kind of relationship that existed between the nation of Israel and
God.

The Chronicler abbreviates the route that Joab and the military leaders took when
conducting the census. The area described in 2 Samuel 24 is indicated by the
Chronicler to be all Israel, and even though the Chronicler omitted the detailed
itinerary, he specified the direction in reverse order, from the South to the North,

reflecting the Chronicler’'s Southern perspective.

The omission of Levi in the census may be due to the priestly regulation in Numbers
1:47-49 and 2:33 that the Levites were not to be counted with other Israelites. This is
an allusion to Mosaic tradition, nevertheless, neither the omission of Levi and
Benjamin from the census nor the census itself is sinful, rather the sinful act is that
David wanted to give an account of his sphere of influence after Yahweh had given

him and his men military successes.

Censuses were ordinarily taken for purposes of taxation or military conscription. In
the present context, since it is conducted by Joab, David’s chief army officer and the
commander of the troops, it can be assumed that the census was conducted for
military purposes. This idea is supported by the listing of the results according to
those who drew the sword. In the Mosaic tradition, people that were enrolled in a

census were subjected to military rules of purity, and from the onset, the plague in
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the passage of 1 Chronicles 21, seems to suggest that taboos may have been
violated.

Numbering had been done with impunity in the time of Moses. However, according
to the Mosaic tradition, each time numbering was done, each of the people had to
contribute half a shekel towards the building of the tabernacle, and that appeased
Yahweh. This was done so that there might be no plague among the people when
they were numbered (Ex. 30:12). Therefore, based on the Mosaic tradition, it was
understood that the anger of the Lord could be easily aroused, during the numbering

of the people. Therefore, in itself, it was regarded as an undertaking.

Yahweh had given David victory wherever he went, as stated in 1 Chr. 18-20. Also,
census implies that numbers count. Therefore, the census is an indication of a lack
of trust in Yahweh’s role in bringing about victory. Figures were enumerated, in 1
Chr. 7:2, 7:40, 12:23-28, and chapter 27, to suggest that the royal decree was
condemned because David did not consult either the deity directly or an intermediary
acting on the deity’s behalf.

The Chronicler also uniformly criticizes any reliance on alliances as if they were the
sources of strength (2 Chr. 18:1; 20:35-37). In 2 Chronicles 16:7-9, a descendant of
David (King Asa) was quoted as having done foolishly, because he relied on the king
of Aram, and did not rely on Yahweh. From then on, he was punished by Yahweh, to
always have wars. Previously, it was said about King Asa, that the Ethiopians and
the Libyans had a huge army with exceedingly very many chariots and cavalry, yet
because King Asa relied on Yahweh, he gave them into his hand. Again, in 2
Chronicles 16, Hanani the seer implies that the Israelite army is immaterial if the

people of Israel rely on their deity rather than their human strength.

Several stages in the development of the concept of the plague as ‘the sword of the
Lord’, which further developed as the ‘sword of the angel’ is simply presented as
God’s blow, coming from the hand of the Lord. The passage of 1 Chronicles 21
shows that any of Yahweh’s angels can function as a satan, not as an adversary
against the deity, but as a loyal agent, sent to perform a certain adversarial task for
the divine purpose.

Yahweh is a God of mercy, and this is confirmed when Yahweh withholds the

destruction at the last moment. God has compassion for the city of Jerusalem. The
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angel here is showed to represent Yahweh himself, and the significance of the
threshing floor becomes apparent.

David renewed the petition to Yahweh to mean that first, David takes responsibility
for the wrongdoing of the census. Secondly, David realizes that the incident has

implications for Yahweh’s eternal promise to his house.

The central episode of the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21 is the averting of the plague
from Jerusalem and the events that led to the choice and dedication of the
Jerusalem Temple. There is a double significance of the place in question, the site
David purchased from Ornan. It was the site for the future Temple, but also, a holy

place.

The huge difference in price for the place, between the source text and the
Chronicler’s version, is assumed to be a way for the Chronicler to ensure that
David’s conduct would come across as being without a blemish. Also, David’s piety
and reverence had to be reflected in the transaction that entailed acquiring what

would become a cultic site.

There is a reworking of the source text in 2 Samuel 24:25 to reflect the Chronicler’'s
theological intention. The Chronicler adds fire from heaven in answer to David’s
prayer, to emphasize the importance of what was happening here. This can be
compared to other Old Testament passages like Moses at the burning bush, and the
revelation of the Torah at Sinai to demonstrate that the appearance of Yahweh was
often accompanied by fire in some form. These two preceding examples
demonstrate allusion to the Mosaic, as well as the Sinai traditions respectively.

1 Chronicles 21, demonstrates an example of God’s wrath and forgiveness. The call
to the Lord and an answer by fire were obligatory elements in the legitimization of the
divinely-ordained cultic site. It is worth noting that a deity who rains fire from the
skies is a God to be held in awe and fear. He can consume humans by such means,

and indeed his character can be summarized in such an image.

The concept of the centralization of the cult can also be adduced from this story. The
Chronicler redacted 1 Chronicles 21:28-30, which are without parallel in the source
text. These verses are presumed to answer an implicit question of why David offered

a sacrifice on the threshing floor when the tabernacle of God is at Gibeon. In other
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words, they were used to achieve a contrast between the sanctuary that was at
Gibeon and the newly established alter at the Jebusite threshing floor.

Traditionally, there cannot be two places of worship in Israel. Yahweh’s answer to
David by fire from heaven on the altar of burnt offering indicates divine approval for
the sacrifice and the altar. It could also, indicate that this altar replaces the
tabernacle which received similar divine approval when the sacrifice was offered at it
(Lev. 9:24). This links with the tradition criticism in the previous chapter, which
revealed that the Chronicler replaced the Tabernacle tradition with the Temple

tradition.

The Chronicler may have used this account to indicate that David had purchased the
site for the future temple, and had initiated sacrificial worship at the altar at the site.
Further, the Chronicler made allusions to the different historical traditions of Israel, to

lend significance to this account as well as give credit to David’s actions.

The special divine approval of having sacrifices made to Yahweh on this particular
site will be underlined when Solomon completes the dedication of the temple, and
fire similarly came from heaven and consumed the burnt-offering and the sacrifices.
Therefore, nothing less than the fire will do for the establishment of the Davidic-
Solomonic temple.

The Chronicler's modification of the census and the cultic narrative was done to
achieve three purposes. First, to make the story an all-Israel narrative, by tying the
narrative to the genealogical construction in 1 Chronicles 1-9. Secondly, he tried to
protect Jerusalem as a common denominator between the tribes, to ensure the
moral high ground as a cultic center, by excluding Levi and Benjamin from the
census. Thirdly, the Chronicler wanted to claim a special position for Jerusalem in
contrast to the Benjamite sphere of influence, emphasizing that this is the right place
to bring a sacrifice.

These all-too-human ideologies were the motivation behind the Chronicler's
reconstruction of the past. It is striking that the only unfavorable reference to David
mentioned in the book of Chronicles pertains to the census he undertook. The
reason for mentioning the census is the outcome, namely to indicate the site for
building the temple. It seems that the Chronicler changed the source text from 2

Samuel 24 to suite both his ideology and theology which includes his image of God.
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Chapter 5: Hermeneutical Study

Images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel in 1 Chronicles 21: a theological

and ideological perspective

5.1. Introduction

Chapters two and three, were about the historical aspect of this study, and chapter 4,
concerns the grammatical issues (text and translation). The present chapter will be
concerned with two objectives: first, what the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21
communicates concerning images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel when they are
interpreted against the theology and ideology of the book of Chronicles; secondly it
will address the findings and the relevance of the findings.

| will seek to discern these images from the historical studies, and the understanding
from the grammatical study (text and translation) on the text of 1 Chronicles 21, in
chapter 4. The purpose here is not to describe these images, but the way the images
are portrayed by the Chronicler. The objectives in this chapter will be to summarise
the findings under the following headings: 1) Context of Chronicles, 2) Traditions
emphasized in 1 & 2 Chronicles, also traditions that were underemphasized, 3)
Redaction that was done in 1 & 2 Chronicles- source material that was emphasized
and underemphasized, 4) Theology and ideology of Chronicles as displayed in the
specific emphasis, 5) Which traditions and redactions are in the text of 1 Chronicles
21. 6). The second part of the chapter will address the findings, the relevance of the
findings, the contemporary significance of the images of God, Satan/satan, and
Israel according to the theology and ideology of 1 Chronicles 21, as well as

recommendations for further research opportunities.

5.2. Findings of the study

5.2.1. The context of Chronicles

The book of Chronicles seems to be a theological and ideological reflection, rather
than a retelling of the history of Israel. The Chronicler begins with the genealogies in

chapters 1-9 of 1 Chronicles, narrowing the focus from all mankind down to the
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nation of Israel, and the true adherents of the Yahwistic religion at the temple in
Jerusalem. With the result of the specific focus of the narrative, the history of the

historical kingdom of the whole of Israel is almost completely ignored.

The narrative focuses on King David and his monarchy as the chosen of God to
carry out God’s will. The narrative puts special emphasis on the reign of David (1
Chronicles 11-29) marked by three great events during David’'s reign. First, the
bringing of the Ark of the Covenant. Second, is David’s founding of the eternal royal

dynasty. Third, is the preparation for the construction of the temple.

The next section (2 Chronicles 1-9) focuses on David’s son Solomon, and the last
section (2 Chronicles 10-36) is concerned with the Kingdom of Judah, with
occasional reference to the Northern Kingdom. The final chapter is concerned with

the last four kings of Judah until Judah went into exile in Babylon.

The Chronicler presented David as an ideal figure, by omitting his shortfalls. The
only time David’s sin was mentioned, resulted in the confirmation of the temple site.
The site of the temple where God should be worshiped was chosen by God through
his angel. Special interest was given to the Levites by the Chronicler, by repeatedly
mentioning them, to show the special part they played in the nation's affairs. The
purpose of the book of Chronicles, therefore, was to show the returning migrants,
that they were a continuation of the pre-captivity nation, whose lives were based on
the Davidic dynasty and religious lives on the Levitical priesthood/ the Jerusalem

temple.
5.2.2. Traditions emphasized in 1 & 2 Chronicles, also traditions that
were underemphasized

Many traditions were emphasized by the Chronicler, the Temple, Zion, and Southern
traditions. The Chronicler underemphasized the patriarchal, Northern, Mosaic, and
Sinai traditions. However, the Southern and the three elements of the Zion tradition,

the site, the Yahwistic religion, and the monarchy were his main emphasis.

The traditions emphasized by the Chronicler in the chapter under focus in this study,

are the Zion, and Southern traditions respectively.

The Chronicler's ideology can be understood by the different traditions he

emphasized. He emphasized the Zion tradition, David (who is seen as the founder of
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the Jerusalem temple), the Jerusalem temple tradition, the Southern traditions, and
the concepts of temple rituals. However, he omitted or under-emphasized the
following traditions — the patriarchal tradition (portraying Yahweh as the God of
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob), the exodus tradition (Moses), the Sinai tradition
(Moses), the Northern traditions, the Northern Kings (referring to the Northern
Traditions).

Therefore, what the Chronicler sought to achieve in his writing, was to encourage the
restoring community, his post-exilic audience to find their identity in a multi-cultural
environment, as God’s people and heirs of the promises of David and to legitimize
the temple as the only place of true Yahweh-worship, safeguarding the position of

the temple elite.

5.2.3. Redaction that was done in 1 & 2 Chronicles- source material that

was emphasized and underemphasized

The redaction activity found in the book of Chronicles was motivated by the
Chronicler’s theological and ideological purposes. The Chronicler collected,
arranged, edited, and modified traditional material, and turned the composition into
new material that is theologically loaded. The Chronicler's major sources among the
biblical works are the historical compositions. He emphasized some of them in full
and others in a reworked form. He did not take extensive literary excerpts from the
prophetic books. He underemphasized some Psalms. The Chronicler's style is a
display of a skillful balance of omission, additions, and changes that transforms his
final work into narratives that are different from the sources, and sometimes

conflicting.

The Chronicler appeared to have surveyed all of the Pentateuch as source materials
for his writing, but his picture of Israel’s history is emphatically different from that of
the Pentateuch. His work is a record of the only legitimate kingdom of Judah, instead
of being a synchronistic history of the two kingdoms. He used exclusive language to
include the Southern kingdom, and exclude the Northern kingdom. He only includes
in his record the Northern kingdom, in passages where the relationship between the
two kingdoms is recorded, and ultimately judge these relationships negatively. At the
same time, he supplements his records with extra-biblical traditions. The Chronicler

also borrowed from Ezra-Nehemiah, the edict of Cyrus, and the list of the inhabitants
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of Jerusalem. Even though, these stories serve a different purpose in Chronicles,
showing his view to be critically divergent from Ezra-Nehemiah concerning the
history of Israel. The Chronicler’s theology and ideology predisposed his selection,
omission, and treatment of the material he borrowed from older histories, prophetic

writings, and perhaps other writings.

5.2.4. Theology and ideology of Chronicles as displayed in the specific

emphasis

Theologically the Chronicler could not accept that evil as well as good come from
God, therefore, he changed Yahweh as the instigator of David to number the
Israelites. The Chronicler sees the story presented in Samuel as untenable, for
which reason, he changed his version of the story, by introducing Satan/satan as the
one who replaces Yahweh in manipulating David to undertake the census.
Therefore, for the Chronicler, Satan/satan is the one responsible for the evil that
happened to David, and not Yahweh. This notion can be directly linked to the
theology of the book of Chronicles. This is the main reason why the Chronicler
changed the Samuel narrative —because it did not suit his theology and his image of
God.

The Chronicler seems to have utilized a concept (satan) that was known to him
(because of the Persian influence) to alter the theology of Samuel. In Samuel it is
Yahweh who is instigating David, which the Chronicler cannot align with his theology
and image of God, therefore he falls back to a concept known to the people after

exile — satan.

Ideologically, he changed many things from the source text to promote his Southern
tradition, to legitimize the Davidic monarchy, the temple site in Jerusalem, and the
temple elites. By emphasizing the temple and the cultic practices, he ideologically
secured the position of the temple elite and empowered them as the ruling officials.

5.2.5. Which traditions and redactions are in the text of 1 Chronicles 217

There is redaction activity in 1 Chronicles 21, relative to the supposed source
narrative in 2 Samuel 24. 1 Chronicles 21:1 states that it was Satan who stood up
against Israel, and moved David to number the Israelites. While 2 Samuel 24:1,
states that it was the anger of the Lord that was aroused against Israel and moved
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David to number his people. Some scholars believe that the insertion of the figure
Satan in the verse is an attempt to extract the evil from Yahweh.

The Chronicler detached the story from its former context in two ways: first, he
omitted the anger of God, and second, the incitement to number the Israelites were
not attributed to God, but another agent. All English translations follow a long
exegetical tradition, according to which satan serves as a proper noun, and read

Satan.

The general attitude of Chronicles, however, is that evil like good originates from
God. Given the different considerations, theological as well as linguistic, the
conclusion is that the figure of Satan still serves as a common name, and refers to

an adversary.

Satan in some view, can be understood as the angel of the Lord, whom David saw in
the form of the angel of the Lord with a drawn sword in his hand in 1 Chronicles
21:16. In this view, Satan is the one who leads people to stumble, and the one who
puts them to death. In this view, there is believed to be a copyist error rather than
redaction activity, whereby, it is suggested that the one who puts them to death,

must have been mistaken as the one who did the inciting through Satan.

The Chronicler changed the direction of the census taking to read from Beersheba to
Dan (from South to North), instead of from Dan to Beersheba (from North to South).

This is an overwriting of the Northern tradition with the Southern tradition.

The answer to David’'s prayer was met with fire from heaven according to the
Chronicler. This is an addition to the source text. It is suggested to be an allusion by
the Chronicler to the Mosaic tradition (Moses met by fire at the burning bush), and
the Sinai tradition (fire at Mount Sinai during the receiving of the Law). The
Chronicler did not emphasize both the Mosaic and the Sinai traditions, therefore, this
could be termed overwriting of these traditions by the Davidic tradition.

Finally, the Chronicler added the last portion of the text in 1 Chronicles 21:28-30,
which is without parallel in 2 Samuel 24. These verses try to explain the reason why
David could not go to the altar at Gibeon. The Chronicler may have used this to
achieve a contrast between the sanctuary that was at Gibeon and the newly

established alter at the Jebusite threshing floor. This links with the tradition criticism
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in chapter 3, which revealed that the Chronicler replaced the Tabernacle tradition
with the Temple tradition.

5.2.6. Concluding Remarks

It became clear that the Chronicler has manipulated and emphasized specific
traditions to underemphasize the ones that he did not want to give attention to. The

same was done by selective redaction from the Chronicler.

The theology and ideology that the Chronicler wanted to promote were highlighted
by the above-mentioned practices. The same practices that are evident in the book
of Chronicles are also to be seen in 1 Chronicles 21. The Chronicler portrayed
Yahweh, Satan/satan, and (the ideal) Israel in such a way that both the theology and
ideology of the Jerusalem Temple stood out. The Jerusalem Temple represented
the Chronicler’s theology and his image of God — which was that Yahweh is only to
be worshipped in the Jerusalem Temple and that He has chosen the site as the
place for worship and dwelling. The Temple also represented the ideology of the
Chronicler, because by emphasizing the temple, he succeeded in securing the

temple elite’s position as the ruling officials.

The aim was not to describe these images, but the way the images were portrayed
by the Chronicler. The images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel was portrayed in such
a way by the Chronicler that God was only in the Jerusalem temple, the true Israel
was only the ones who worshipped at the Jerusalem temple and the portrayal of the
image of Satan/satan is quite striking in its mundane and rather empty portrayal. Not
much is said about him, he is portrayed as a flat character, almost an empty image.
He is only a pawn in the Chronicler's attempt narrative. His purpose was to promote
the Chronicler's theology. He was the pawn that he used to get to his image of
Yahweh.

It became clear that the images of these characters in Chronicles are not only
theologically driven but also ideologically loaded to suit the Chronicler’s purpose. It
became clear that these images are related and linked to the 1 & 2 Chronicle’s

theology and ideology.
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5.3. Remarks regarding the findings of the research; relevance of

those findings; and recommendations for further study

5.3.1. Remarks regarding the findings of the research

The findings of this research caution against reading and understanding a text
outside its unique historical context. This is because the Old Testament does not
have a central theme or one theology. Also, in the application of the varying
principles garnered from the study of a text, we should not focus on the culture or the

controversy, rather on the relationship between God and man.

The flat image, which the Chronicler has created of Satan/satan links with his belief
that God is almighty and that no other creature or symbol can be mightier than God.

5.3.2. The relevance of these findings

An exegetical study of any portion of the Old Testament should always consider the
different traditions the author/s considered, to understand the theology and ideology
behind the text.

God is the creator of all, both good and evil come from Him. Dependence on God will
bring success, whereas a lack of dependence on him may lead to all kinds of

problems.

God can punish human sin in many different ways, which may include death.

5.3.3. The contemporary significance of the images of God, Satan/satan,
and Israel against the theological and ideological background of 1 and 2

Chronicles

In finding out that the images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel are theologically driven
and ideologically loaded the question rises — what impact does it have on our

understanding of these images, and can they still be relevant today?
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It seems that the real question here should be hermeneutical. A question of how to
interpret the images that are ideologically loaded and still make them relevant for us
today? In addressing this issue a few key concepts relating to a person’s

hermeneutical options should be considered.3

In reading Old Testament texts it is important to keep in mind that some Old
Testament texts can be polemic against the cultural relativism of the older traditions
or other texts. One should be aware that texts are written for their specific contexts
and that certain groups used texts to empower themselves. By making use of
exclusive language, certain groups can empower themselves, while excluding other
groups. Old Testament texts are relational. The core of all Old Testament texts is
centred around the relationship between Yahweh and the nation. The fact that Old
Testament texts deal with God concerning human beings includes a human aspect
and it is precisely this that makes people think and decide differently in and about the
texts and the interpretation thereof at different times and in different contexts. It,
therefore, remains essential for the texts to be read within context, as well as
interpreted, and then translated into the current context. Reading Old Testament

texts stems from our understanding of Scripture and hermeneutics.

The Bible, and especially the Old Testament, does not contain a central theme or
one theology. This makes it essential that each section of text be understood and
read within its unique historical framework. The diversity of the Old Testament
reflects the reality of life as expressed by people in different times and contexts, but
also their testimony of the relationship between God and humans. The diversity of
the Old Testament is a mirror image of the society in which we live. Old Testament
texts function side by side and not opposite each other. It requires flexibility in
thinking to interpret texts as having different purposes and therefore being relevant in

different contexts.

In the Old Testament hermeneutics, the reader should be brave enough to throw off
cultural ties and focus only on what matters. It requires reading the controversy, and
polemic in the text and not being influenced by it. The controversy and polemics in
the text are directed against a particular text or culture at a particular time and can

therefore not be taken as law or gospel. That is why it is important to read and

34 Most of these concepts are described in detail by Geyser-Fouché (2016; 2017) and will only be
shortly mentioned.
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understand a text within context. What matters in any text is the relationship between
God and humans, and this is what the interpreter should translate into today’s

context, not the culture or the controversy.

In an attempt to create a personal interpretation of how the ideologically loaded
images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel can still be relevant for us today, the

following options can be taken into consideration.

Israel was a confused nation, seeking identity after the exile. An author like
Chronicler wanted to give them direction by telling them that they can find identity in
their relationship with God. Although he has used the ideologically loaded symbol of
the temple, it can be translated into today's context to a relationship with God. This
entails that people who are feeling confused about their circumstances and identity,
today, can find certainty in their relationship with God, regardless of how and where

they worship.

The flat image, which the Chronicler has created of Satan/satan links with his belief

that God is almighty and that no other creature or symbol can be mightier than God.

The image that the Chronicler has created of the whole Israel to be only the people
worshipping in Jerusalem can also be linked to how the Chronicler tried to give
security to a confused nation and can also be translated in our contexts to our

relationship with God, regardless of where and how we worship.

5.3.4. Recommendation for further study.

This study opened up new research options that might be of interest for further

studies.

The different scholarly viewpoints regarding the long exegetical tradition, according
to which the term Satan serves either as a proper noun, or a common noun in 1

Chronicles 21:1 will continue to be reconsidered.

More consideration can be given to the study of the Old Testament traditions, as it

bears on the understanding of the different texts of the Hebrew Bible.
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Second Temple Scribes and how they were able to collect, preserve, rework, and
retransmit the traditions they received from the mediatory figures, can also open up

new possibilities.

There is a huge difference in price for the purchase of the site, between the accounts
in the source text of 2 Samuel 24:24 and the 1 Chronicler 21:25. 2 Samuel 24:24
reported fifty shekels of silver, while the Chronicler in 1 Chronicles 21:25 reported six
hundred shekels. The reason for this difference has puzzled scholars. It might only
be the Chronicler's way of overemphasizing the importance of the cultic site, but

another study might lead to interesting results.

The early Judaic reception of these texts in something like the Targum can also be

an interesting study.

Synthesis

Chapter 5 was concerned with two objectives: firstly, what the narrative of 1
Chronicles 21 communicates concerning images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel
when they are interpreted against the theology and ideology of the book of

Chronicles; secondly it addressed the findings and the relevance of the findings.

Section one was about the context of Chronicles. The narrative of Chronicles is a
theological and ideological reflection, rather than a retelling of the history of Israel.
The Chronicler narrows the narrative from all mankind down to the nation of Israel,
and the true adherents of the Yahwistic religion at the temple in Jerusalem. As a
result, the historical kingdom of the whole of Israel is almost completely ignored. The
purpose of the book of Chronicles, therefore, was to show the returning migrants,
that they were a continuation of the pre-captivity nation, whose lives were based on
the Davidic dynasty and religious lives on the Levitical priesthood/ the Jerusalem

temple.

Section two was about the traditions emphasized in 1 & 2 Chronicles, also traditions
that were underemphasized. Many traditions were emphasized by the Chronicler, the
ancestral tradition, patriarchal (Abrahamic, Davidic), Temple, Zion, and the Southern
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traditions. The Chronicler underemphasized the Northern, Mosaic, and Sinai
traditions. However, the Southern and the three elements of the Zion tradition, the

site, the Yahwistic religion, and the monarchy were his main emphasis.

The traditions emphasized by the Chronicler in the chapter under focus in this study,

are the Zion, and Southern traditions, respectively.

Section three was about the redaction that was done in 1 & 2 Chronicles- source
material that was emphasized and underemphasized. The Chronicler collected,
arranged, edited, and modified traditional material, and turned the composition into
new material that is theologically loaded. The Chronicler’'s major sources among the
biblical works were the historical compositions. He emphasized some of them in full
and others in a reworked form. He did not take extensive literary excerpts from the

prophetic books. He underemphasized some Psalms.

The Chronicler appeared to have surveyed all the Pentateuch as source materials
for his writing, but his picture of Israel’s history is emphatically different from that of
the Pentateuch. His work is a record of the only legitimate kingdom of Judah, instead
of being a synchronistic history of the two kingdoms. He used exclusive language to

include the Southern kingdom and exclude the Northern kingdom.

Section four was about the theology and ideology of Chronicles as displayed in the
specific emphasis. Theologically the Chronicler could not accept that evil as well as
good comes from God, therefore, he changed Yahweh as the instigator of David to
number the Israelites. The Chronicler sees the story presented in Samuel as
untenable, for which reason, he changed his version of the story, by introducing
Satan/satan as the one who replaces Yahweh in manipulating David to undertake
the census. This is the main reason why the Chronicler changed the Samuel

narrative —because it did not suit his theology and his image of God.

Ideologically, he changed many things from the source text to promote his Southern
tradition, to legitimize the Davidic monarchy, the temple site in Jerusalem, and the

temple elites.

Section five was about which traditions and redactions are in the text of 1 Chronicles
21. The Chronicler detached the story from its former context in two ways: first, he
omitted the anger of God, and second, the incitement to number the Israelites were

not attributed to God, but another agent.
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The Chronicler changed the direction of the census taking to read from Beersheba to
Dan (from South to North), instead of from Dan to Beersheba (from North to South).

This is an overwriting of the Northern tradition with the Southern tradition.

The answer to David’'s prayer was met with fire from heaven according to the
Chronicler. This is an addition to the source text. It is suggested to be an allusion by
the Chronicler to the Mosaic tradition (Moses met by fire at the burning bush), and
the Sinai tradition (fire at Mount Sinai during the receiving of the Law). The

Chronicler

Finally, the Chronicler added the last portion of the text in 1 Chronicles 21:28-30,
which is without parallel in 2 Samuel 24. These verses try to explain the reason why
David could not go to the altar at Gibeon. This links with the tradition criticism in
chapter 3, which revealed that the Chronicler replaced the Tabernacle tradition with
the Temple tradition. The Jerusalem Temple represented the Chronicler’s theology
and his image of God — which was that Yahweh is only to be worshipped in the
Jerusalem Temple and that He has chosen the site as the place for worship and

dwelling.

In the second part of this chapter, the findings and relevance of this study were
discussed. Section six was about the contemporary significance of the images of
God, Satan/satan, and Israel according to the theology and ideology of 1 Chronicles
21.

We must read and understand a text within its unique historical context. This is
because the Old Testament does not have a central theme or one theology. Also, in
the application of the varying principles garnered from the study of a text, we should
not focus on the culture or the controversy, rather on the relationship between God
and man. The flat image, which the Chronicler has created of Satan/satan links with
his belief that God is almighty and that no other creature or symbol can be mightier
than God.
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Chapter 6: Synopsis

6.1. Overview of chapter 1

This study was a new attempt towards the interpretation and understanding of the
Hebrew narrative of 1 Chronicles 21, by the method of biblical exegesis.

The study was a fresh attempt to understand the reason for and characters of the
narrative of 1 Chronicles 21. This text and the portrayal of the characters in the text
was studied against the theology and ideology of 1 and 2 Chronicles. The study
attempted to explain the images of the characters that we find in 1 Chronicles 21 as
well as why the author has changed the source text to include the image of
Satan/satan. To study this text against the book’s theology and ideology, it was

necessary to scrutinize the book of Chronicles with its background first.

The narrative was examined in five phases. First, was a study of the context (socio-
historical study) to understand the background of the book. Second, was also a
historical study, which included the Chronicler and has an influence on the ideology
and theology that the author emphasizes in the book (whether it is by emphasizing or
underemphasizing). When the contexts, ideology, and theology which are portrayed
in the book of Chronicles were known it became possible to have (thirdly) a close
reading of the specific chapter (1 Chronicles 21). This chapter was then read against
this background. The fourth step was an attempt to explain the images of the
characters that we find in 1 Chronicles 21 as well as why the author has changed the
source text to include the image of Satan/satan. The last phase was a discussion of

the contemporary relevance and hermeneutical options of these images.

So many studies have been conducted over the years by scholars towards the
understanding of the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21. However, not much has been

done towards the reason for and characters of the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21.

This study attempted to add to years of examination of the narrative of 1 Chronicles
21. However, the focus here was on the characters in the narrative. The portrayal of
the characters in the text was studied against the theology and ideology of 1 and 2

Chronicles. Past studies have helped in the understanding that different traditions
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existed in Ancient Israel, and the Chronicler attempted to overwrite some older
traditions with new ones. Thus, the reason for the redaction of the source text, to suit
his theology and ideology. Therefore, in this study, it was imperative to study the
portrayal of the characters in the narrative, considering the background of the author

and his audience as well as their socio-historical context.

1 Chronicles 21 has been a much-debated text, primarily because of the presence of
Satan/satan, and the fact that this text seems to be an amended version of 2 Samuel
24. All these possible redactions of the source text by the Chronicler cautions
against reading and understanding of the text of 1 Chronicles 21 outside its unique
historical context. The book of Chronicles seems to have been written with the
purpose to convey a certain ideology and theology. The omission, addition, and
reversal of some information from the source text was purposely done by the
Chronicler, to overwrite some traditions with other traditions (Southern tradition over
North, Zion tradition over Moses, and Sinai traditions). To discern all the possible
images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel in 1 Chronicles 21, it was, therefore,
necessary to search for answers, against the theological and ideological context of

the book of Chronicles.

Many studies have been conducted on 1 Chronicles 21, however, none of these
works seemed to have examined the portrayal of the characters in the text against

the theology and ideology of 1 and 2 Chronicles.

The works of literature reviewed, discussed many issues surrounding the narrative of
1 Chronicles 21. There was a harmonization with the source text; tracing of the
source text, studies of the language, the extent of the Chronicler's work, does it
cover only the Chronicles, or does it include the books of Ezra and Nehemiah? Also,
whether the book of Chronicles was composed by one writer, or not. Some of the
past studies focused on the portions of Chronicles that are paralleled by sections in
Samuel, Kings, and the Septuagint. Further, we have the study of the character of
the Chronicler's work, and the investigation of the traditions presented in Chronicles,
as well as the comparative study with the Deuteronomistic history. There is also, the
investigation of the possible redactions found in Chronicles compared to the source
text. However, none of these works seemed to have examined the portrayal of the
characters in the text against the theology and ideology of 1 and 2 Chronicles.

Therefore, the examination of the portrayal of the characters in the text against the
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theology and ideology of 1 and 2 Chronicles, provided a gap that necessitated this

study.

This was both literature and exegetical study. It combined several methods to
facilitate a better understanding of the images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel as
portrayed in 1 Chronicles 21. This was studied against the theology and ideology of
the book of Chronicles.

The literature study entailed a literature review, and the exegesis was based on

Gorman’s (2008:8-9) theory on exegesis:

| used a combination of diachronic and synchronic methodologies of biblical

exegesis.

This study aimed to understand what 1 Chronicles 21 communicate concerning the

images of God, Satan/satan, and the nation of Israel.

6.2. Overview of chapter 2

It was discovered in section one, that the book of Chronicles was most probably,
written for the troubled restoring community during the transitional period in Israel’s
history. It was a time when the people of Judah that returned from exile were
struggling to rebuild their city, inhabited by a multi-cultural population. The Chronicler
can be seen as a historiographer, who rewrote history, displaying considerable
freedom, in selecting and rearranging narratives from his source materials. The
Chronicler sought to portray the theology and ideology, which was necessary to
encourage the post-exilic community, who had recently left the other areas of the
Persian Empire to return to Jerusalem. This he did, through retelling their history in a
new way. While the exilic audience of the books of Samuel and Kings needed to
hear about Israel’'s past sins, to understand their current situation; the post-exilic
audience of the book of Chronicles needed to be assured that Yahweh was still
interested in them. They also needed a model to look up to, in David. The Chronicler
looked past the sins of the past, to the root of the problem, which as he portrayed,
was the forsaking of proper worship of Yahweh. He then used his writing to call their
attention to seek Yahweh and to have a complete response and subsequent
transformation in his worship. Therefore, what the Chronicler sought to achieve in his
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writing, was to encourage the restoring community, his post-exilic audience to find
their identity in a multi-cultural environment, as God’s people and heirs of the

promises of David, by worshipping Yahweh in the temple at Jerusalem.

In the second section, it was discovered that the post-exilic Jews experienced a
multicultural environment both in exile and in their restoring communities. They were
influenced by many cultures and religions, which presented so many ideas that,
challenged the way Yahweh should be worshipped. Amongst the prevalent ideas is
the concept of dualism, typified by Zoroastrianism. Dualism was a system that
proposes two original and independent principles in the universe, one good, and the
other evil. Zoroastrianism, which is a form of dualism probably influenced the
Israelites in the post-exilic period. The Chronicler seems to have utilized a concept
(satan) that was known to them (because of the Persian influence) to alter the
theology of Samuel. In Samuel it is Yahweh who is instigating David, which the
Chronicler cannot align with his theology and image of God, therefore he falls back
to a concept known to the people after exile — satan. The Chronicler probably wrote
to the post-exilic Judean community, to challenge any form of dualism that
compromises the understanding of Yahweh as the supreme power and authority
over everything that exists. It is assumed that Chronicles was written to help the
restoring Judean community understand Yahweh and know their identity in such a

confusing, difficult, and multi-cultural environment.

In section three, the investigation of the concept of monolatrism reveals the
dynamics of idolatry which seemed to have plagued the nation of Israel over her
history. Within the early traditions of Israel, there existed monotheistic tendencies.
However, based on the canonical literature in the Old Testament and archaeological
discoveries, the nation of Israel has been mostly polytheistic. Over her history, the
religious thought of Israel swayed from monolatrism to monotheism and polytheism.
The promotion of monotheism happened under the Deuteronomistic, and Priestly
schools of thought. However, the prevalent view in the canonical literature of the
Hebrew Bible is polytheism. Many of the Jews worshipped Yahweh, as well as other
gods. Many other Jews worshipped only Yahweh, while at the same time
acknowledged the existence of other gods. The experience of the exilic period

necessitated radical reconstruction towards monotheism. The increased exposure of
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the Jews to the Assyrians and Babylonians provided the need for the emphasis on
monotheism in this period.

The last section examined the development of the images of Satan in Israel and
discovered that there was no well-defined doctrine according to the Hebrew Bible. In
other words, the Hebrew Bible does not seem to have a fully developed doctrine of
Satan but made references to his activities. Based on these references, Satan is
thought to be among the heavenly hosts. Satan has its origins in the Old Testament
notion of an adversary, which can be understood in three different ways. The first
notion, as in people opposing each other, secondly, as in God using someone to
oppose another, and finally, as in God sending a supernatural agent in his anger
against humans. It was not until the post-exilic period that Satan is pictured as an
evil figure. Satan appears as a tempter in 1 Chronicles 21:1. Satan appears in the
Old Testament chiefly as the enemy of Yahweh. He is conceived as opposing
Yahweh’s plan and consequently His people. He is regarded as a powerful spiritual
figure, and a created being, who is ultimately subject to Yahweh. The Jews seem to
have further developed the idea of Satan during the deuterocanonical or
intertestamental period. This is the gap of time between the period covered by the
Old Testament and the New Testament. The New Testament depicts Satan as an
evil being, who is hostile to Yahweh and always working against God’s purpose.
Satan is a finite being, who opposes Yahweh and seeks to lead humans into
rebellion. His purpose is to frustrate Yahweh’s plans. However, Yahweh grants
Satan certain powers and he attacks humans with His permission, his purpose

seems to be to test human beings and accusing them before Yahweh.

The purpose of this chapter, however, is to gain insight into the social-historical
background of the book of Chronicles. It was, however, discovered that the book of
Chronicles, together with the book of Zachariah is post-exilic literature written after
the nation of Israel was exposed to and possibly influenced by Zoroastrianism. Also,
the study in this chapter simultaneously, build towards the next chapter, so that
together, they helped towards the understanding of the Chronicler's theology and
ideology. Subsequently, studying all these aspects | presume helped in discerning
the portrayal of all the possible images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel in the book of

Chronicles.
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6.3. Overview of chapter 3

This overview aims to give a summary of the different sections of this chapter,

towards a connected whole.

The first section attempts to uncover the tradition history. Traditions die at some

point, and another tradition replaces them.

The Second Temple scribes were assumed to have rearranged, reworked, or
rewrote the texts of ancient revelatory events, that were attributed to great mediatory
figures like Moses and David. This demonstrates a distinction between what would
have been understood as scriptural Mosaic or Davidic texts, and secondary

rewritings and reworkings by later scribes.

Moses and David were not viewed as authors, but scribal channels of tradition, who
collected, arranged, and transmitted revelation for new communities. These ancient
figures can be understood as mediatory figures who occupy successive links on the

chain of revelatory transmission.

So many traditions were expressed in the Old Testament that is part of Israel's
history and theological development. The tradition expressed in 1 Chronicles 21 is
the Zion tradition, which is mostly related to the Davidic Monarchy. The three
elements emerge in any discussion of Zion tradition: the city, Yahwistic religion, and
kingship. The discussion of what is known as the Zion tradition expresses the

relationship between these three elements.

The study of tradition history indicates that the passage of 1 Chronicles 21 was not
the creation of an individual but the product of the corporation of many generations,

making it more likely that one person could not have written the book.

Based on comparative evidence, the Chronicler relied heavily on 2 Samuel 24, other
Old Testament books, as well as non-biblical sources. The books of Samuel, and the
Pentateuch which are some of the primary sources the Chronicler depended on,
belong to the same literary unit recognized as Torah. The Torah belongs to the Sinai
tradition. The various biblical books the Chronicler depended on, belong to the

different traditions, the Patriarchal, Covenant, and the Zion.

The Chronicler did not mention the Mosaic covenant, as he is associated with

Shechem (Dt 27) and a symbol of the northern kingdom. Abrahamic covenant is also
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not mentioned either, because he is associated with Mount Gerizim, which is seen
as a place of the Samaritans. The traditions that describe Yahweh as the Lord of
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are silenced in 1 Chronicles 21, as well as in the whole
book.

The Chronicler shows through the reversing of the census route, a reflection of the
Southern perspective. In other words, the Chronicler's background is rooted in the

Southern tradition.

The Lord answered David with fire from heaven on the altar of burnt offering. This
addition by the Chronicler could be said to be an allusion to the Mosaic tradition and
the Sinai tradition and an attempt to replace these traditions. In the two cases, the
appearance of Yahweh was often accompanied by fire, for example, Moses at the

burning bush, and the revelation of the Torah at Sinai.

These traditions were preserved and transmitted by mediatory figures from one
tradition to another, and either transmitted or recorded by the second temple scribes.

The Chronicler's ideology can be understood by the different traditions he
emphasized. In 1 Chronicles 21, he emphasized the Zion tradition, David (who is
seen as the founder of the Jerusalem temple), the Jerusalem temple tradition, the
Southern traditions, and the concepts of temple rituals. However, he omitted or
under-emphasized the following traditions — Moses, the Exodus, the Sinai tradition,
the Northern traditions, the Northern Kings (referring to the Northern Traditions).
David became in this process a Moses redivivus and the Chronicler attempted to
overwrite Moses with David. This overwriting entailed an overwriting of the Northern
tradition with the Southern Tradition, an overwriting of Tabernacle tradition with
Jerusalem temple tradition, an overwriting of the Sinai tradition with the Zion

tradition, and an overwriting of the exodus tradition with the monarchical tradition.

These traditions were preserved and transmitted by mediatory figures from one

tradition to another, and either transmitted or recorded by the second temple scribes.

It is believed, that the oral and written world existed together in ancient Israel that
helped to mold and preserve the written text of 1 Chronicles 21, which we currently
have in the Hebrew Bible.

The second section is the textual criticism, a lower criticism, and is a study that deals

with the origin and nature of the text of 1 Chronicles 21 as it was copied and
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recopied. The science of text criticism came as a result of the inevitable process of
text transmission and the resultant number of variant readings. The task here was to
work back to the original writings or autographs. Scholars presently use the science
of philology to find meaning for an obscure word or phrase, rather than looking for

errors of writing or copying as far as text-critical reading is concerned.

The passage of 1 Chronicles 21 has been known to be transmitted in many ancient,
and medieval sources. The study of the difference between the sources provides the
need for the text-critical reading of the passage. Text critical reading is an attempt to
examine the copy or copies of the passage of 1 Chronicles 21 original manuscript
form. There are some matches between the deviating text of Samuel and Chronicles,
demonstrating that Chronicles reflects a vorlage different from MT. The task here
was not to restore the source reading, but only the text as much as possible traced
back to the author. The most significant version among the versions for the textual
study of the passage of 1 Chronicles 21 is the Septuagint (LXX), which itself has
undergone a study of its version as an auxiliary tool for the textual criticism of MT.
The Septuagint provides the form of Hebrew text which is a valuable witness to the

state of the text of 1 Chronicles 21 in the second century.

The character of the Chronicler's work stands out as an independent narration to
enliven, and develop the details of history from 2 Samuel 24. The book of 2 Samuel,
is the primary source the Chronicler depended on for the narrative of 1 Chronicles
21, and the book belongs to the Deuteronomistic History. The Deuteronomistic
history was not the compilation of an editor, rather historical materials from highly
varied traditions (some oral, while others were written), was brought together by an
author and carefully arranged in a conceived plan. However, the history of 1
Chronicles 21, cannot be separated from the history of its source. Therefore, the
text-critical reading of 1 Chronicles 21 was dependent on the text-critical reading of 2
Samuel 24.

The two passages can be easily harmonized. However, the Chronicler’s story seems
to have been borrowed from 2 Samuel, and it shows a bit of a difference that might
suggest the alteration of the original story by the Chronicler, possibly to suit his

theological and ideological purpose.
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The text of the Old Testament, which 1 Chronicles 21 forms part, numbers in tens of
thousands of copies. The great volume of manuscripts helps to confirm the accuracy
of the text. The text was carefully copied and transmitted more carefully than any
document before the printing press. The manuscripts were written in various
materials, the Papyrus, the parchment, the scrolls, until A.D. 600, and thereafter, the
codex, which was a book form.

The text of 1 Chronicles 21 is contained in the current Hebrew Bible and most
modern Old Testament translations, and was a direct copy of the MT dated AD 1008.
It is referred to as the Leningrad Codex. The Allepo Codex is perhaps the best
manuscript and the codex was the basis for a new critical Hebrew Old Testament

produced by the Hebrew University of Jerusalem.

Some ancient translations like the Septuagint (LXX) were important for an attempt to
establish the original text of 1 Chronicles 21 because of its antiquity. The Septuagint
generally represents the MT, but for the book of Samuel, from which 1 Chronicles 21

was copied, it preserves a more accurate text than the MT.

The Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS) is currently, the standard critical edition of
the Hebrew Bible, which contains the passage of 1 Chronicles 21. The edition is
believed to hold a virtually unchanged copy of the medieval manuscript, Codex

Leningradensis, dated 1009 B. C., by its colophon.

The completed Masoretic Text has the vocalization of the text, accent marks, and the
Masorah. The traditional text of the passage of 1 Chronicles 21 is the consonantal
Masoretic Text (MT) and can be dated to the end of the first century B.C., or early

second century B.C.

The MT forms the basis for explaining other received texts, even though its
background and nature remain a mystery. Unlike the way the Qumran scrolls
illuminated the Samaritan Pentateuch, the surviving textual theories have not

succeeded in illuminating the background of MT.

About a millennium separates the earliest completed copy of the narrative of 1
Chronicles 21, Codex Leningradensis, from its consonantal form of MT. The text
seems to have been copied with extreme care during this millennium, based on the
vocalization of the text, which includes instructions on how the text is to be laid out

on the page, accent marks, and the Masorah.
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Moreover, even though the BH/BHS and the HUB are recognized as the two main
critical editions of the Hebrew Bible that contain the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21,
there exist likewise, a large number of other critical editions masked behind modern
translations. These editions are included in most critical commentaries, as well as in

the several separate translations of the Hebrew Bible.

The third section is the literary form criticism and is a means to determine the genre
of any biblical book or a section of a biblical book, like the passage of 1 Chronicles
21. It sometimes helps in identifying the setting of a particular style of writing. Forms
can also refer to the arrangement of writing with several facets. The theory of forms
allows the use of principles to seek answers to what factors play a role in, behind, or
in response to texts. The Hebrew Bible contains a diversity of forms of writing, which
provide the fourth support to the interpretation of the books contained in it, in addition

to the historical, grammatical, and theological interpretations.

Literary form criticism can also be referred to as the higher criticism, and the focus is
on the genre, the identification of the sources behind the text, and the question of

authorship and date.

The literary form critical reading of the book of Chronicles involves presenting a
reasoned argument to evaluate and analyze the different scholarly viewpoints to
understand the literary form of the book, and for this study, distinct attention was

given to the literary form critical reading of the passage of 1 Chronicles 21.

The literary form critical reading is the systematic and in-depth explanation of the
literary patterns found in the book of Chronicles. This is the study of the genres
found in the book and is a French word for type or class of literature. The literary text
of the book of Chronicles may be said not to belong to any particular genre, rather
participate in several genres. The genre falls under the middle level of contexts, and
a correct understanding of the context helps in understanding the text of the book of
Chronicles. The immediate context is the syntax, which allows the determination of
the meaning of words and phrases within a sentence. The middle context represents
the diverse ways in which statements are expressed in the book of Chronicles. The
distant context or the theological context underscores the importance that, every

statement in the book of Chronicles, is part of the total context of the Hebrew Bible.
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The immediate context or the distant context may not usually provide the answers
we need, rather, the deciphering of the middle context or the genre is what will allow
us to see, not only what the Chronicler wishes to communicate to his audience, but

also how he wanted them to respond.

The three defining marks of the genre are form or structures, content, and function.
Forms immediately mark genre, just as prose is marked by verse, and poetry is
marked by the system of line lengths. The genre of the book of Chronicles is ancient,
and its understanding will require an inquiry about its context in the life of the
recipients. The book of Chronicles consists of collections and could be considered a

collection of collections that were made in ancient times.

The book of Chronicles appears to have more than one genre. The primary goal of
the pursuit of genre criticism here is to gain knowledge of the correct principle of
interpretation that is needed for this study. The book of Chronicles does seem large
to contain the genre of narratives. In addition to the narrative, history, and law, other
suggestions of biblical genres found in the book of Chronicles are genealogies,
oracles, announcements of judgments, apocalyptic, laments, and praise. The
understanding that there are various literary forms in the book of Chronicles is
definitely of great importance, as it helps with the understanding of the uniqueness of
the book, and how we can apply varying principles to the interpretation of the
different genres found in the book. Furthermore, the understanding here will take us
back to how genres functioned for the author of Chronicles, and his audience, as
well as help with the present-day application.

However, it was not necessary for this study, to examine all these genres found in
the book of Chronicles, thus, the emphasis was limited from this point to the genre of
the passage of 1 Chronicles 21. The passage of 1 Chronicles 21 seems to fall under
the genre of narrative. Narratives fall under prose, which resembles the conventions
of verbal speech. The Biblical prose narrative is very similar to the conception of a
story and it should be approached like any contemporary story, without losing sight

of the primary historical and theological nature of the text.

For any story to be a story, it must have four basic elements: plot, characters,
setting, and point of view. The plot deals with events in any given story, and the way

the events are arranged, rendered, and connected. There cannot be a plot without
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conflict. This could be generated by the opposition of persons, or forces. The plot
usually has a beginning, middle, and end, which brings an end to the conflict or
provides a resolution. This main character (Yahweh) in 1 Chronicles 21 is the
protagonist, who may be compassionate or indifferent to the character in opposition
(David), who is referred to as the antagonist. The geographical and historical point
(Jerusalem) at which a story occurs is known as the setting. The setting may also
include other aspects as time, locale, and many other physical properties. The point
of view of biblical narratives, except on rare occasions, is typically related to
omniscience, an omnipresent third-party point of view. The point of view can rest on

different planes, which include ideological, psychological, and theological.

The narrator displays the freedom to reveal the thought, and motive of any character,
as well as be invisibly present in all the places, without the restrictions of time, and
space. The narrator in his view is the voice that imparts the story to the reader and

sometimes may have a very distinct voice from the author.

A biblical narrative, like the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21, should be evaluated as a
unit, alongside the other narratives in the book of Chronicles. Rather than trying to
get a special message from its statements, events, and descriptions. In other words,
the whole narratives of the book of Chronicles give the message, rather than the

separate individual narrative of 1 Chronicles 21.

Narratives can be portrayed as the relationship between, on the one hand, a real or
imagined series of events, and the representation of that real or imagined series of
events. The difference between events and their representation can be linked to the
difference between a story, and how the story is conveyed. Most of the narrative
definitions, tend to assume one or another relation between events and their

representations in a narrative like 1 Chronicles 21.

The narrative theory goes in many different and sometimes conflicting directions, i,
however, always begins with the relationship between the events in a story like 1

Chronicles 21, and how the events are conveyed in the narrative.

The real author of 1 Chronicles 21, is referred to as the author of the source material
in 2 Samuel 24. The narrator, similarly, will refer to the Chronicler, who retold or
possibly rewrote the story in a new way, from his perspective, to include the use of

the first or third person, the location, and the all-knowing and all presence of the
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narrator who can interpret events from a future perspective and provide the reader
with ‘inside’ information about characters’ thoughts, motivations, reasons, and

private conversations.

The implied readers (the restoring Judean community) are the group of readers that
the text addresses who share certain presuppositions and knowledge of certain
information. The real reader is meant to agree to accept the dynamic of the story
world created by the author, temporarily adopting the faith commitments and value
systems indicated by the text to associate with the feelings of the implied readers

and determine the effect of the text,

There is a difference between the real author and the implied author. The implied
author is assumed to be of better character than the real author, and in real life, the
implied author does not live up to the image they project. We have no way of
verifying that the real Chronicler matched the Chronicler implied by the text of his
narrative. Nevertheless, the inaccessibility of the real author is no obstacle to
understating the narrative, for it is the values entrenched in the narrative that we are

trying to illuminate.

The implied reader is a mirror image of the implied author. This is the reader the
author had in mind when writing the text, and probably, guessed the reader’'s
knowledge, experience, and outlook. The writer then grounds his arrangement of
materials, to appeal to this implied reader. The central critical problem in reading a
text like Chronicles is to discover the implied author and his worldview. The
Chronicler in the case of the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21, is responsible for recording
the words of the characters involved in the story, and his version of their speeches is
what we have. He is the one that decides what to include and omit, so in the real

sense, all the words are his.

The narrator (Chronicler) is omniscient, anonymous, and master over characters,
whose truth may or may not be his own. The narrator (Chronicler) was at liberty to

manipulate his characters and readers.

A narrator like a Chronicler accurately employs time and space, and at the same
manipulates the point of view the characters are permitted to disclose. Thus, the
narrator (Chronicler) is in control of the flow of knowledge and shapes the menu of

perspectives the readers might choose to assume.
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In the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21, the Chronicler as already mentioned above under
tradition criticism, changed the source material of 2 Samuel 24, to suit his ideological
and theological purpose. Ideologically, the Chronicler, emphasized the Zion tradition,
David, the Jerusalem temple tradition, the Southern traditions, and the concepts of
temple rituals. However, he omitted or under-emphasized the following traditions —
Moses, the Exodus, the Sinai tradition, the Northern traditions.

Theologically, the Chronicler seems to have utilized a concept (satan) that was
known to them (because of the Persian influence) to alter the theology of Samuel. In
Samuel it is Yahweh who is instigating Dawid, which the Chronicler cannot align with
his theology and image of God, therefore he falls back to a concept known to the
people after exile — satan. This is the main reason why the Chronicler changed the

Samuel narrative — because it didn’t suit his theology and his image of God.

The last section is the redaction criticism. This aspect of historical criticism,
theoretically, concerns the studying of the theological motivation of an author, as this
is revealed in the author’s collection, arrangement, editing, and modification of
traditional material, and the composition of new material. The newly redacted
materials are usually set up to de-dogmatize the old material, to counter their claim
to universal truth. The redaction criticism aims to study the involvement of the

Chronicler in the work he has collected and shaped.

The Chronicler's major source among the biblical works is the historical
compositions. He cited some of them in full and others in a reworked form. He did
not take extensive literary excerpts from the prophetic books. He only cited some
Psalms literarily. The Chronicler’s style is a display of a skillful balance of omission,
additions, and changes that transforms his final work into narratives that are different

from the sources, and sometimes conflicting.

The Chronicler appeared to have surveyed all of the Pentateuch as source materials
for his writing, but his picture of Israel’s history is emphatically different from that of
the Pentateuch. His work is a record of the only legitimate kingdom of Judah, instead
of being a synchronistic history of the two kingdoms. He only includes in his record
the northern kingdom, in passages where the relationship between the two kingdoms
are recorded, and ultimately judge these relationships negatively. At the same time,

he supplements his records with extra-biblical traditions. The Chronicler also
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borrowed from Ezra-Nehemiah, the edict of Cyrus, and the list of the inhabitants of
Jerusalem. Even though, these stories serve a different purpose in Chronicles,
showing his view to be critically divergent from Ezra-Nehemiah concerning the
history of Israel. The Chronicler’s point of view, predisposed his selection, omission,
and treatment of the material he borrowed from older histories, prophetic writings,

and perhaps other writings.

There appears to be a possible redaction activity in 1 Chronicles 21, relative to the
supposed source narrative in 2 Samuel 24. 1 Chronicles 21:1 states that it was
Satan who stood up against Israel, and moved David to number the Israelites. While
2 Samuel 24:1, states that it was the anger of the Lord that was aroused against

Israel and moved David to number his people.

The first view considered, is that the figure of Satan is not used as a proper name,
rather, it designates the function of a secret agent of some sort and he cannot act
without Yahweh’s permission. Some scholars believe that the insertion of the figure

Satan in the verse is an attempt to extract the evil from Yahweh.

The second view, understand that the Chronicler altered his source text because the
story as presented in the book of Samuel was untenable. The Chronicler detached
the story from its former context in two ways: first, he omitted the anger of God, and
second, the incitement to number the Israelites were not attributed to God, but

another agent.

The first alteration means that David is responsible for the events that follow. The
second alteration demands a detailed discussion, and one of the assumptions and
considerations is based on the events found in a few passages in the Hebrew Bible;
Satan is found as a member of the divine entourage in Zech. 3:1, and Job 1-2. In
both these cases, the noun is prefixed by the article, in contrast to 1 Chronicles 21:1,
where the noun is indeterminate. It is this difference that prompts scholars to regard
the noun as a proper name ‘Satan.” Thus, 1 Chronicles 21:1, seems to represent the
ultimate stage in the development of the figure of Satan as the embodiment of evil.
All English translations follow this long exegetical tradition, according to which satan

serves as a proper noun, and read Satan.

However, from a linguistic point of view, the transition of a common noun to a proper

noun is affected in Hebrew by the addition of the article. Additionally, a common
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noun can transit to a proper noun without the article, if the noun has completely lost
its original meaning. The absence of the article in 1 Chronicles 21:1, raises doubts

about understanding the noun as a proper noun.

Nevertheless, if such a significant theological development in the concept of evil and
its origin were expressed by 1 Chronicles 21:1, we would expect to find it elsewhere
in the book as well. The general attitude of Chronicles is that evil, like good
originates from God. Given the different considerations, theological as well as
linguistic, the conclusion is that the figure of Satan still serves as a common name,

and refers to an adversary.

A third view assumed that David took a census of his military troops in 1 Chronicles
21, perhaps because of his pride. The reason for his pride is attributed to the
increasing power, and prosperity in Israel at the time the source text of 2 Samuel 24
was written. Based on the situation, God allowed Satan to suggest to David to take

the census. Therefore, God used the event to reveal David’s pride and punish it.

Yet another view, understands Satan as the angel of the Lord, whom David saw in
the form of the angel of the Lord with a drawn sword in his hand in 1 Chronicles
21:16. In this view, Satan is the one who leads people to stumble, and the one who
puts them to death. In this view, there is believed to be a copyist error, whereby, it is
suggested that the one who puts them to death, must have been mistaken as the

one who did the inciting through Satan.

In any case, the identification of a certain satan as the instigator of David’s census,
and the resulting plague, as against the earlier version of the story, point to the fact
that a redactor substituted this figure for the deity. The answer to the reason why a
redactor would substitute the source of the instigator in the Chronicler’s story has
been given traditionally, and otherwise. Ideologically, the redaction represents a
change in the Chronicler’s tradition that is different from the tradition that was in
existence during the writing of the source text of 2 Samuel 24. It expresses his
perspective of the Zion tradition, the Jerusalem temple tradition, the Southern
traditions, and the concepts of temple rituals. Theologically, the redaction was
because the perspective of the Samuel narrative did not suit his theology and his

image of God.
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6.4. Overview of chapter 4

This synthesis aims to give a summary of the different sections of chapter 4, towards

a connected whole.

The first section was an attempt to do a synchronic study of the text of 1 Chronicles
21. The synchronic study was concerned with the lower criticism of the text, which
sought answers as per what the text says. This section focused on linguistic, and
structural characteristics. The linguistic and structural characteristics provided
insights into the original desire of the statements of the texts. However, they have
their place alongside the stock of methods, which helped in the attempt to

accomplish the tasks in chapters 2 and 3.

The section aimed to critically, understand the meaning behind the texts of 1
Chronicles 21 within the surrounding contexts. Invariably, the understanding of the
meaning of the text helped, in conjunction with the answers garnered from chapters
2 and 3, to discern all the possible images of God, Satan/satan, and the nation of
Israel in 1 Chronicles 21, against the theological, and ideological context of the book

of Chronicles.

The objectives accomplished in the first section was the translation from Hebrew to
English, of 1 Chronicles 21:1-30, and the detailed analysis of the different words,
phrases, and sentences contained in each verse. The aim was to understand the

patterns, structure, figures, and methods the author used, in portraying his message.

From the text and translation of 1 Chronicles 21, | discovered that it was a certain
satan, an unknown adversary who stood up against Israel and incited David to
number Israel. This is purely based on linguistic evidence, with the absence of an
article to the name. This is conflicting with the source text of 2 Samuel 24:1, which
attributes the inciting to Yahweh. This change seems to be of theological importance,
and | agree with scholars who hold that the redaction was because the perspective

of the Samuel narrative did not suit the Chronicler’s theology and his image of God.

David was reported by the Chronicler to have given the command to number the
people from Beersheba to Dan, as against the source text in 2 Samuel 24:2 that
reads from Dan to Beersheba. This change in direction seems to demonstrate the

overwriting of the Northern tradition by the Chronicler with the Southern tradition.

304

© University of Pretoria



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

(02’&

Joab’s response to David, questions the purpose of the action, and Joab also
demonstrates his awareness that the action could bring guilt to Israel. However, for
Joab to be sent for this task, and his subsequent report, which mentions men that
draw out the sword, indicates that the census was carried out for a military purpose. |
will therefore agree with the view, which holds that David conducted the census to
show pride in his army, even though God had led him through military successes.

God responded by striking Israel, rather than only David, who accepted that he
sinned and acted foolishly. Instead, God sent his seer to David to offer three choices
of punishment. David accepted to be punished by God, rather than fall into the hands
of human beings because he understood God to be compassionate.

Nevertheless, God killed in Israel seventy thousand persons through pestilence and
his angel. The source text of 2 Samuel 24:15, notes the direction of the killing, from
Dan to Beersheba, from North to South. This was omitted by the Chronicler, which
could again suggest an attempt to overwrite the Northern tradition with the Southern

tradition.

The angel had to be stopped by God as he was standing beside the threshing floor
of Ornan the Jebusite. The location of this site is believed to be the purpose of the
narrative, as the site would be confirmed by the angel’s command to David through
Gad, to erect an altar for God by the threshing floor. The threshing floor would
become the site of the new altar and the future temple. The three elements of the
Zion tradition, therefore, suffixes in this narrative, the site (the threshing floor at
Jerusalem), the Yahwistic worship (the altar), and the monarchy (represented by
David).

There is a huge difference in price for the purchase of the site, between the source
text of 2 Samuel and the Chronicler's account. 2 Samuel reported fifty shekels of
silver, while the Chronicler reported six hundred shekels. The reason for this
difference has bewildered scholars, but | will consider seeking the answer in a

separate future study.

David built an altar at the site as he was commanded, and offered a burnt offering
there. Then God answered him with fire from the heavens. The Chronicler added the

fire here, which does not appear in the source text. As indicated in chapter 3, this
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could mean an allusion to the Mosiac and Sinai traditions respectively. Moses at the
burning bush, and the fire at Mount Sinai. This redaction activity may suggest the
overwriting of the Mosaic and the Sinai tradition with the Davidic tradition by the

Chronicler.

The source text of 2 Samuel 24 stopped at the point where God answered David
after he offered sacrifice at the new altar. However, the Chronicler further added
other pieces of information: the fire, the angel returning his sword into its sheath,
David’s offering of another sacrifice, explanation about the position of the former

altar at Gibeon, and the reason why David could not go to Gibeon to seek God.

The Chronicler could be said to have attempted with all these additions, to overwrite
Moses with David. This overwriting as already garnered in chapter 3, entailed an
overwriting of the Northern tradition with the Southern Tradition, an overwriting of
Tabernacle tradition with Jerusalem temple tradition, an overwriting of the Sinai
tradition with the Zion tradition, and an overwriting of the exodus tradition with the

monarchical tradition.

The Chronicler’s ideology, therefore, can be understood by the different traditions he
emphasized. He emphasized the Zion tradition, David (who is seen as the founder of
the Jerusalem temple), the Jerusalem temple tradition, the Southern traditions, and
the concepts of temple rituals. However, he omitted or under-emphasized the
following traditions — Moses, the Exodus, the Sinai tradition, the Northern traditions,

the Northern Kings (referring to the Northern Traditions).
Section 2 was a summary of scholars’ opinions on 1 Chronicles 21:1-30.

The analysis of the chapter was done by different scholars, based on linguistic as
well as theological insights. It is a common understanding among all the scholars
that the author/s of the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21, modified the source text of 2
Samuel 24, to suit his theological and ideological purpose. 1 Chronicles 21 made
extreme use of 2 Samuel 24, but omitted some information and added other
information. The Chronicler may have worked from another Hebrew text than the one

preserved in the MT of 2 Samuel 24.

Based on the redaction of the text in verse 1 according to the different scholars’

viewpoint, David is held responsible for the events that follow. Also, a new figure was

306

© University of Pretoria



UNIVERSITEIT VAN PRETORIA
UNIVERSITY OF PRETORIA
YUNIBESITHI YA PRETORIA

(02’&

introduced, as a source of incitement for David to sin, rather than God, as stated in 2
Samuel 24. This figure demanded a detailed discussion. All the English translations
assumed the figure to be a proper noun and refers to Satan that appeared in Job
and Zachariah. The passages of Numbers 22:22 and Psalm 109:6 can be used as
examples to suggest that this ‘satan’ was simply an angel of Yahweh. Some suggest

that a supernatural tempter/accuser was intended by the passage.

However, purely from a linguistic point of view, the figure of Satan is written in
Hebrew without an article, and therefore, serves as a common noun, and refers to an

adversary.

It is argued that if such a significant theological development in the concept of evil
and its origin were expressed by 1 Chronicles 21:1, we would expect to find it
elsewhere in the book of Chronicles as well. However, the general attitude of the

book of Chronicles is that evil, like good originates from God.

Because of the theological difficulty in the source text, the Chronicler made Satan
the instigator of David, while Yahweh remains the one exercising the punishment. If
Yahweh instigated the census, it remains theologically problematic that Yahweh
would then punish the transgression. The occurrence of Satan in this verse may
indicate that personification of evil had already started during Chronicler’s time, a

trend that was also visible in late literature such as Job 1.

Supernatural dualism was not customary in Israel’s earlier belief systems, with good
and bad being attributed to Yahweh. This tendency started to develop in the late
post-exilic period, probably under the influence of Persian Zoroastrian dualism.
However, given the different considerations, theological as well as linguistic, the
conclusion is that the figure of Satan serves as a common noun, and refers to an

adversary.

Immediately after the census, David repented of his sin and turned to God for
forgiveness. Also, David’s sin attracted punishment for the whole of Israel,
demonstrating the kind of relationship that existed between the nation of Israel and
God.

The Chronicler abbreviates the route that Joab and the military leaders took when
conducting the census. The area described in 2 Samuel 24 is indicated by the

Chronicler to be all Israel, and even though the Chronicler omitted the detailed
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itinerary, he specified the direction in reverse order, from the South to the North,

reflecting the Chronicler’'s Southern perspective.

The omission of Levi in the census may be due to the priestly regulation in Numbers
1:47-49 and 2:33 that the Levites were not to be counted with other Israelites. This is
an allusion to Mosaic tradition, nevertheless, neither the omission of Levi and
Benjamin from the census nor the census itself is sinful, rather the sinful act is that
David wanted to give an account of his sphere of influence after Yahweh had given

him and his men military successes.

Censuses were ordinarily taken for purposes of taxation or military conscription. In
the present context, since it is conducted by Joab, David’s chief army officer and the
commander of the troops, it can be assumed that the census was conducted for
military purposes. This idea is supported by the listing of the results according to
those who drew the sword. In the Mosaic tradition, people that were enrolled in a
census were subjected to military rules of purity, and from the onset, the plague in
the passage of 1 Chronicles 21, seems to suggest that taboos may have been

violated.

Numbering had been done with impunity in the time of Moses. However, according
to the Mosaic tradition, each time numbering was done, each of the people had to
contribute half a shekel towards the building of the tabernacle, and that appeased
Yahweh. This was done so that there might be no plague among the people when
they were numbered (Ex. 30:12). Therefore, based on the Mosaic tradition, it was
understood that the anger of the Lord could be easily aroused, during the numbering

of the people. Therefore, in itself, it was regarded as an undertaking.

Yahweh had given David victory wherever he went, as stated in 1 Chr. 18-20. Also,
census implies that numbers count. Therefore, the census is an indication of a lack
of trust in Yahweh’s role in bringing about victory. Figures were enumerated, in 1
Chr. 7:2, 7:40, 12:23-28, and chapter 27, to suggest that the royal decree was
condemned because David did not consult either the deity directly or an intermediary

acting on the deity’s behalf.

The Chronicler also uniformly criticizes any reliance on alliances as if they were the
sources of strength (2 Chr. 18:1; 20:35-37). In 2 Chronicles 16:7-9, a descendant of

David (King Asa) was quoted as having done foolishly, because he relied on the king
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of Aram, and did not rely on Yahweh. From then on, he was punished by Yahweh, to
always have wars. Previously, it was said about King Asa, that the Ethiopians and
the Libyans had a huge army with exceedingly very many chariots and cavalry, yet
because King Asa relied on Yahweh, he gave them into his hand. Again, in 2
Chronicles 16, Hanani the seer implies that the Israelite army is immaterial if the
people of Israel rely on their deity rather than their human strength.

Several stages in the development of the concept of the plague as ‘the sword of the
Lord’, which further developed as the ‘sword of the angel’ is simply presented as
God’s blow, coming from the hand of the Lord. The passage of 1 Chronicles 21
shows that any of Yahweh’s angels can function as a satan, not as an adversary
against the deity, but as a loyal agent, sent to perform a certain adversarial task for

the divine purpose.

Yahweh is a God of mercy, and this is confirmed when Yahweh withholds the
destruction at the last moment. God has compassion for the city of Jerusalem. The
angel here is showed to represent Yahweh himself, and the significance of the

threshing floor becomes apparent.

David renewed the petition to Yahweh to mean that first, David takes responsibility
for the wrongdoing of the census. Secondly, David realizes that the incident has

implications for Yahweh’s eternal promise to his house.

The central episode of the narrative of 1 Chronicles 21 is the averting of the plague
from Jerusalem and the events that led to the choice and dedication of the
Jerusalem Temple. There is a double significance of the place in question, the site
David purchased from Ornan. It was the site for the future Temple, but also, a holy

place.

The huge difference in price for the place, between the source text and the
Chronicler’s version, is assumed to be a way for the Chronicler to ensure that
David’s conduct would come across as being without a blemish. Also, David’s piety
and reverence had to be reflected in the transaction that entailed acquiring what

would become a cultic site.

There is a reworking of the source text in 2 Samuel 24:25 to reflect the Chronicler’s
theological intention. The Chronicler adds fire from heaven in answer to David’s

prayer, to emphasize the importance of what was happening here. This can be
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compared to other Old Testament passages like Moses at the burning bush, and the
revelation of the Torah at Sinai to demonstrate that the appearance of Yahweh was
often accompanied by fire in some form. These two preceding examples

demonstrate allusion to the Mosaic, as well as the Sinai traditions respectively.

1 Chronicles 21, demonstrates an example of God’s wrath and forgiveness. The call
to the Lord and an answer by fire were obligatory elements in the legitimization of the
divinely-ordained cultic site. It is worth noting that a deity who rains fire from the
skies is a God to be held in awe and fear. He can consume humans by such means,

and indeed his character can be summarized in such an image.

The concept of the centralization of the cult can also be adduced from this story. The
Chronicler redacted 1 Chronicles 21:28-30, which are without parallel in the source
text. These verses are presumed to answer an implicit question of why David offered
a sacrifice on the threshing floor when the tabernacle of God is at Gibeon. In other
words, they were used to achieve a contrast between the sanctuary that was at

Gibeon and the newly established alter at the Jebusite threshing floor.

Traditionally, there cannot be two places of worship in Israel. Yahweh’s answer to
David by fire from heaven on the altar of burnt offering indicates divine approval for
the sacrifice and the altar. It could also, indicate that this altar replaces the
tabernacle which received similar divine approval when the sacrifice was offered at it
(Lev. 9:24). This links with the tradition criticism in the previous chapter, which
revealed that the Chronicler replaced the Tabernacle tradition with the Temple
tradition.

The Chronicler may have used this account to indicate that David had purchased the

site for the future temple, and had initiated sacrificial worship at the altar at the site.

The special divine approval of having sacrifices made to Yahweh on this particular
site will be underlined when Solomon completes the dedication of the temple, and
fire similarly came from heaven and consumed the burnt-offering and the sacrifices.
Therefore, nothing less than the fire will do for the establishment of the Davidic-

Solomonic temple.

The Chronicler’'s modification of the census and the cultic narrative was done to
achieve three purposes. First, to make the story an all-Israel narrative. Secondly, he

tried to protect Jerusalem as a common denominator between the tribes, to ensure
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the moral high ground as a cultic center, by excluding Levi and Benjamin from the
census. Thirdly, the Chronicler wanted to claim a special position for Jerusalem in
contrast to the Benjamite sphere of influence, emphasizing that this is the right place

to bring a sacrifice.

These all-too-human ideologies were the motivation behind the Chronicler's
reconstruction of the past. It is striking that the only unfavorable reference to David
mentioned in the book of Chronicles pertains to the census he undertook. The
reason for mentioning the census is the outcome, namely to indicate the site for
building the temple. It seems that the Chronicler changed the source text from 2
Samuel 24 to suit both his ideology and theology which includes his image of God.

6.5. Overview of chapter 5

Chapter 5 was concerned with two objectives: firstly, what the narrative of 1
Chronicles 21 communicates concerning images of God, Satan/satan, and Israel
when they are interpreted against the theology and ideology of the book of

Chronicles; secondly it addressed the findings and the relevance of the findings.

Section one was about the context of Chronicles. The narrative of Chronicles is a
theological and ideological reflection, rather than a retelling of the history of Israel.
The Chronicler narrows the narrative from all mankind down to the nation of Israel,
and the true adherents of the Yahwistic religion at the temple in Jerusalem. As a
result, the historical kingdom of the whole of Israel is almost completely ignored. The
purpose of the book of Chronicles, therefore, was to show the returning migrants,
that they were a continuation of the pre-captivity nation, whose lives were based on
the Davidic dynasty and religious lives on the Levitical priesthood/ the Jerusalem

temple.

Section two was about the traditions emphasized in 1 & 2 Chronicles, also traditions
that were underemphasized. Many traditions were emphasized by the Chronicler, the
ancestral tradition, patriarchal (Abrahamic, Davidic), Temple, Zion, and the Southern
traditions. The Chronicler underemphasized the Northern, Mosaic, and the Sinai
traditions. However, the Southern and the three elements of the Zion tradition, the

site, the Yahwistic religion, and the monarchy were his main emphasis.
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The traditions emphasized by the Chronicler in the chapter under focus in this study,

are the Zion, and Southern traditions, respectively.

Section three was about the redaction that was done in 1 & 2 Chronicles- source
material that was emphasized and underemphasized. The Chronicler collected,
arranged, edited, and modified traditional material, and turned the composition into
new material that is theologically loaded. The Chronicler’'s major sources among the
biblical works were the historical compositions. He emphasized some of them in full
and others in a reworked form. He did not take extensive literary excerpts from the

prophetic books. He underemphasized some Psalms.

The Chronicler appeared to have surveyed all the Pentateuch as source materials
for his writing, but his picture of Israel’s history is emphatically different from that of
the Pentateuch. His work is a record of the only legitimate kingdom of Judah, instead
of being a synchronistic history of the two kingdoms. He used exclusive language to
include the Southern kingdom and exclude the Northern kingdom.

Section four was about the theology and ideology of Chronicles as displayed in the
specific emphasis. Theologically the Chronicler could not accept that evil as well as
good comes from God, therefore, he changed Yahweh as the instigator of David to
number the Israelites. The Chronicler sees the story presented in Samuel as
untenable, for which reason, he changed his version of the story, by introducing
Satan/satan as the one who replaces Yahweh in manipulating David to undertake
the census. This is the main reason why the Chronicler changed the Samuel

narrative —because it did not suit his theology and his image of God.

Ideologically, he changed many things from the source text to promote his Southern
tradition, to legitimize the Davidic monarchy, the temple site in Jerusalem, and the

temple elites.

Section five was about which traditions and redactions are in the text of 1 Chronicles
21. The Chronicler detached the story from its former context in two ways: first, he
omitted the anger of God, and second, the incitement to number the Israelites were

not attributed to God, but another agent.

The Chronicler changed the direction of the census taking to read from Beersheba to
Dan (from South to North), instead of from Dan to Beersheba (from North to South).

This is an overwriting of the Northern tradition with the Southern tradition.
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The answer to David's prayer was met with fire from heaven according to the
Chronicler. This is an addition to the source text. It is suggested to be an allusion by
the Chronicler to the Mosaic tradition (Moses met by fire at the burning bush), and
the Sinai tradition (fire at Mount Sinai during the receiving of the Law). The

Chronicler

Finally, the Chronicler added the last portion of the text in 1 Chronicles 21:28-30,
which is without parallel in 2 Samuel 24. These verses try to explain the reason why
David could not go to the altar at Gibeon. This links with the tradition criticism in
chapter 3, which revealed that the Chronicler replaced the Tabernacle tradition with
the Temple tradition. The Jerusalem Temple represented the Chronicler’s theology
and his image of God — which was that Yahweh is only to be worshipped in the
Jerusalem Temple and that He has chosen the site as the place for worship and

dwelling.

In the second part of this chapter, the findings and relevance of this study were
discussed. Section six was about the contemporary significance of the images of
God, Satan/satan, and Israel according to the theology and ideology of 1 Chronicles
21.

We must read and understand a text within its unique historical context. This is
because the Old Testament does not have a central theme or one theology. Also, in
the application of the varying principles garnered from the study of a text, we should
not focus on the culture or the controversy, rather on the relationship between God
and man. The flat image, which the Chronicler has created of Satan/satan links with
his belief that God is almighty and that no other creature or symbol can be mightier
than God.
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