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ABSTRACT

“The ‘New Perspective’ on Appraisal: Evaluation in the Book of Judges as Revealed by
the Narrative Appraisal Model”

Mary L. Conway

McMaster Divinity College

Hamilton, Ontario

Doctor of Philosophy (Christian Theology), 2013

The book of Judges fairly bristles with ‘heroes’ of ambivalent moral character,
and acts of dubious propriety, such as Gideon’s use of signs to determine YHWH’s will,
Jael’s murder of Sisera, and the sacrifice of Jephthah’s daughter. The terse narrative and
the reticent narrator frequently leave the ethical character of these actions in doubt. My
goal in this dissertation is to identify evidence available in the text, both literary and
linguistic, in order to evaluate the characters and actions of various participants in the
narratives of the “major” judges. On the basis of this evidence I will not only draw
evaluative conclusions about the characters of the judges and the Israelite people
themselves, but also about their varying perceptions of YHWH that these characters hold.

In order to facilitate these goals, I will take an interdisciplinary approach. I will
employ the concept of narrative perspective from literary criticism and consider the
evaluative stance of the implied author, the narrator, and the various characters in the
narrative. I will also draw heavily on the Appraisal Theory of J. R. Martin and P. R. R.
White, which in turn derives from Systemic Functional Linguistics. By merging these
two approaches I will develop a new model which I call Narrative Appraisal which will
then be applied to the Hebrew text of Judges. The Narrative Appraisal Model can clarify
individual evaluative instances as well as patterns of linguistic features at the level of
discourse that elucidate the implied author’s stance.

The lexicogrammatical and ideational evidence produced by this methodology
reveals contrasts and trajectories within and across the narratives which, when analyzed,
give insight into the characters of the Israelites, the character of YHWH, and the
relationship between the Israelite people and their God. It also helps to identify the
unifying ideological stance of the book. In simplified terms, this ideology affirms the
holiness, justice, mercy, and faithfulness of YHWH, the need for the Israelites to maintain
absolute loyalty and obedience to him, the legitimacy of discipline, the engrained
tendency of humanity to defy their God and follow their own ways, the ultimate failure of
human leadership in the form of judges, and the essential need for YHWH to intervene
with a new model of leadership.
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1 The “New Perspective” on Appraisal: Evaluation in the Book of
Judges as Revealed by the Narrative Appraisal Model
1.1 Introduction

Although the book of Judges is sometimes viewed as a wonderful collection of
stories about Old Testament “heroes,” to others it seems to be a shocking account of
apostasy, murder, and mayhem. Ehud is viewed both as a heroic deliverer and as a
devious assassin, and although the text itself praises Jael as “blessed among women”
(Judg 5:24), commentators do not hesitate to deem her vicious or deviant. Gideon is
variously evaluated as a hero and a failure, and Jephthah’s sacrifice of his daughter is at
odds with his role as a valiant warrior who repels the Ammonite invasion. Although
Samson seems to be driven by passion and revenge, he has nevertheless been viewed as a
type of Christ. Other minor participants and the Israelites themselves are often equally
difficult to assess. How are we to evaluate these characters and the actions in which they
engage?

Exegesis of the Hebrew Bible is a complex task, and is heavily dependent not
only on our grasp of the ancient social context but also on our understanding of Hebrew
grammar and narrative. Too many grammars devote their entire attention to levels at and
below the clause; often commentaries fail to take into consideration the nature of Hebrew
narrative. It is essential that exegetes look at Hebrew grammar at the level of discourse,
and incorporate into their study new insights into the way language works, and especially
into the way that Hebrew language and narrative works. One area that is of great
significance to interpretation is the language of appraisal and evaluation—the terms tend

to be used interchangeably. As Sarangi points out:



The view that language functions at both descriptive and evaluative levels is a
long-standing one. Different scholars have captured these functions under
different categories—which can roughly be labeled informational and affective—
and have debated their inter-relationship. It makes sense to see these functions not
as two separate entities but as intricately intertwined along a communication
continuum, very much like a double helix.'

Appraisal involves such issues as authorial stance, expression of affect, and judgments
made in the text of people and behaviors. In exegetical terms, it is important to
understand which words and deeds are considered ethical and which are condemned,
which characters are role models and which are censured, and which statements are to be
taken at face value and which may be influenced by the speakers perspective.? This is
what Powell calls

the evaluative point of view, which governs a work in general. This refers to the

norms, values, and general worldview that the implied author establishes as

operative for the story. To put it another way, evaluative point of view may be

defined as the standards of judgment by which readers are led to evaluate the
events, characters, and settings that comprise the story.’

There are many well-known episodes in the book of Judges which raise questions of this
type, such as Jephthah’s sacrifice of his own daughter in fulfillment of a vow or Gideon’s
use of signs to determine YHWH’s will, but the issue pervades the discourse of the entire
book. In order to understand the text’s ideology—the norms, values, and general
worldview that are operative for the story—the reader must take into account the
evaluative strategies that the implied author uses.

Hebrew narrative is multiperspectival;* evaluations are occasionally given by the

! Sarangi, “Evaluating Evaluative Language,” 166.

2 Thompson and Hunston (“Evaluation,” 6) give three general reasons why evaluation is important: “1. to
express the speaker’s or writer’s opinion, and in doing so to reflect the value system of that person and their
community; 2. to conduct and maintain relations between the speaker or writer and hearer or reader; 3. to
organize the discourse.”

3 Powell, Narrative Criticism, 23-24, italics original.

* More will be said about this important issue in the Methodology chapter.



narrator who directly addresses the audience, but more often expressed through the
actions and dialogue of various characters, including YHWH himself.’ It is generally
accepted that in the biblical texts the narrator is reliable and omniscient, accurately
reporting events and dialogue and developing character.® Indeed, there are few if any
indications in the text of Judges that the narrator functions as anything other than the
mouthpiece of the implied author. It must nevertheless be acknowledged that the narrator
is in some sense part of the “world of the story” and that the ultimate perspective is that
of the implied author him/herself. Since the historical author/redactor(s) of Judges is/are
unknown, I will use the term “authorial stance” to refer to the implied author. In addition,
each individual character within the narrative world has an evaluative perspective or
stance in regard to people and events. Although some interpreters choose to read
resistantly, against the grain of the narrative, for the purpose of this study I am assuming
a compliant reading, that expected of the implied reader by the implied author, since the
text must be understood on its own terms before it can be accepted or rejected.” The book
of Judges is deeply interested in what is right or wrong in the eyes of YHWH as opposed
to what is good in the eyes of humanity.® As Younger notes,

Canonically, the Law (esp. as expressed in Deuteronomy) serves as the

filter for evaluating the actions of the individuals within the stories. While

it is easy to fall into the trap of moralizing these stories, it is also easy to
underestimate their didactic value, for they are not mere chronicles.’

3 Tate, Biblical Interpretation, 95.

& Alter, Biblical Narrative, 157-58; Tate, Biblical Interpretation, 8788, 94-96; Powell, Narrative
Criticism, 24-25. Note that this study is not an attempt to establish the authorial intent of the historical
author/redactor, or to argue any particular view of authorship/redaction. I am concemned with the
perspective of the implied author, a construct of the text itself.

7 See Powell, Narrative Criticism, 24.

8 See Judg 2:11; 3:7, 12 (x2); 4:1; 6:1; 10:6, 15; 13:1; compare Judg 14:3, 7; 17:6; 21:25.

® Younger, Judges and Ruth, 124. See ch. 3 for more on the role of Deuteronomistic thought in Judges.



However, even if the narrator’s direct commentary and his representation of events and
dialogue can be trusted as reflecting that of the implied author, it is not always clear just
what this implied author’s commentary, or the speeches and situations that he/she
recounts, imply about the appropriateness of various actions or the uprightness of various
characters. This may be in part because, in the original culture, understanding and
acceptance of the evaluative stance is simply assumed,' or the evaluation is subordinated
to the dominant idea or the plot. Thompson and Hunston argue that “the less obtrusively
the evaluation is placed in the clause, the more likely it is to successfully manipulate the
reader.”!! It may also be due to the terseness of Hebrew narrative, or simply because
modern readers are unfamiliar with the methods used by the authors/redactors to encode
evaluation in Hebrew narrative. Consequently, many exegetes have relied on their own
moral instinct to draw conclusions about evaluative issues, but the criteria used in such
judgments are often slanted by their own religious and cultural upbringing. Consideration
of the original historical-social context is absolutely necessary, but even this does not
help to decide every case. Literary criticism has made progress in using characteristics of
the text itself to search for clues, but, as valuable as its insights often are, its methodology
is often based on moral and aesthetic opinions or impressions rather than data, and
differing literary critics offer differing judgments based on their own interpretive lenses.'
In recent years, however, linguists have begun to look for indications of evaluative stance

in the vocabulary and grammar of the text itself; although this does not eliminate

10 This would be more obvious to an ancient Hebrew speaking reader/listener than to a modern English
speaking one.

! Thompson and Hunston, “Evaluation,” 9.

12 For example, Mieke Bal’s feminist agenda has a significant impact on her interpretation of the narratives
in Judges in Bal, Death and Dissymmetry.



subjectivity, it constrains it, and at least provides the evidence for the conclusions made,
thus making the interpretive process more transparent.!> Work has been done in English
that considers the role of both syntax and lexis, in addition to ideational content, in
realizing the semantics of evaluation in text.!*

In order to access the ideology of the text of Judges, particularly the narratives of
the six so-called “major” judges, I will apply aspects of Martin and White’s Appraisal
Theory,'> which has been designed for use in English, combined with an understanding
of perspective or point of view from Narrative Criticism, one form of literary criticism.
This will result in a new model—what I call Narrative Appraisal—which will be applied
to the Hebrew text. As Thompson and Hunston explain:

Ideologies do not exist in silence, but neither are they usually expressed overtly.

They are built up and transmitted through texts, and it is in texts that their nature

is revealed. ... Because ideologies are essentially sets of values—what counts as

good or bad, what should or should not happen, what counts as true or untrue—
evaluation is a key linguistic concept in their study.'®

Rather than intuitively deriving the ideology of Judges, the Narrative Appraisal Model, a

combination of elements of linguistic and narrative criticism, yields evidence that, when

13 Page, “Appraisal in Childbirth Narratives,” 213: “The subsystems identified in APPRAISAL analysis are
less concerned with structural features and instead emphasize semantic criteria. This is helpful as a move
towards examining a different dimension in the construction of a speaker’s opinion, but given the levels of
subjectivity involved, the categorization is rather less determinate and cannot be carried out without close
attention to contextual factors.”

14 For example, Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, Macken-Horarik, “Appraisal and the Special
Instructiveness of Narrative”; Hunston and Thompson, Evaluation in Text.White, “Beyond Modality”;
White, “Evaluative Semantics”; Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse.

15 The terms “evaluation theory” and “appraisal theory” tend to be used interchangeably. The term
“attitudinal stance” is also sometimes used. There is also some overlap here with “point of view” in literary
analysis. Thompson and Hunston prefer the term “evaluation” since it expresses a “user orientation” and
“allows us to talk about the values ascribed to the entities and propositions which are evaluated”
(Thompson and Hunston, “Evaluation,” 5). For more on the varied terminology and the different branches
of Evaluation Theory see Thompson and Hunston, “Evaluation,” 2-5. As in any developing area of study,
the terminology and emphasis is varied and inconsistent. Without trying to explain all the variants, this
study will adopt Martin and White’s terminology for simplicity and because this is the model that will be
implemented.

16 Thompson and Hunston, “Evaluation,” 8.
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used in conjunction with social and historical analysis of the text, will provide a more
robust basis for drawing exegetical conclusions.
1.2 Thesis
My thesis is that the ideology of the book of Judges, including its view of the character of
God, the character of the Israelites, and the relationship between God and Israel, can be
more clearly understood by applying Narrative Appraisal Theory to the text, in particular,
the narratives of the major judges.!” This model combines elements of linguistic and
narrative analysis while remaining sensitive to the social and historical context of the
text.
1.3 Previous Approaches to Judges
1.3.1 Historical-Critical Approaches

Approaches to the book of Judges after the advent of historical-critical research
were initially dominated by an emphasis on source criticism.'® Scholars examined not
only the compilation and arrangement of the individual narratives into the composite
structure of the book as a whole, but also analyzed the internal content of the episodes for
clues to their origin and history. Noth, in his Deuteronomistic History, argued that the
deuteronomistic editor used earlier sources to create the period of the Judges in order to

fill the historical gap between the conquest and the monarchy, and “composed for each

17 Unfortunately, a consideration of the entire book of Judges would exceed the space limits of this study. I
decided to focus on the six major judges since they are represented in the core narratives of the book and
integrate most of the cyclic elements of the paradigm in Judg 2, which, as will be demonstrated, forms the
evaluative baseline for these judges. The major judges are also deemed to represent the moral and spiritual
status of Israel as a whole. The first introduction, the Abimelech narrative, the double conclusion, and the
“minor” judges are indispensable in developing an understanding of the book as a whole, and will be
considered subsequently. Due to the limitation of this study to the major judges, some of the themes of the
book, such as kingship, cannot be dealt with in depth here. Judges 5 is poetry, albeit narrative poetry, and
therefore a slightly modified version of the methodology may be developed for this chapter.

1# The “old literary criticism.”
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story of deliverance a framework that validated the viewpoint presented in the
introductory overview.”!® According to Noth, the Dtr’s approach was ideologically
motivated:
The programmatic statement for the book of Judges in Judg. 2:11ff. ... presents
an anticipatory survey of the cyclic nature of the course of history. ... [It reflects]

the concern throughout to depict and interpret the historical process showing
clearly how God’s retributive activity takes its course against the whole people.?’

Noth’s emphasis was continued, although extensively modified, by scholars in
subsequent years such as Wolfgang Richter, Walter Dietrich, Rudolf Smend, and Frank
Moore Cross.?! The concept of the Deuteronomistic History still has much to contribute
to an understanding of Judges, although many of its conclusions have been nuanced.

In 1988, Baruch Halpern criticized source and redactional approaches to the
Deuteronomistic History because they overemphasized the ideological factors that
influenced the Dtr but neglected the historiographic factors.?? Halpern concluded, “A
realistic contribution of the editors of Judges must recognize their intent to construe
history—history, to be sure, on a broad horizon, but history whose first frame of
reference is the events and causes being narrated.”® Thus, the narratives of Judges were
not merely traditional fables and hero stories which were conscripted to serve ideological
purposes, but had a historical basis—theologically motivated history, but history

nonetheless.

1Y O’Brien, “Judges and the Deuteronomistic History,” 236, 238.

20 Noth, Deuteronomistic History, 6. See also p. 89.

21 See Richter, Traditionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen zum Richterbuch; Dietrich, Prophetie und
Geschichte; Eine Redaktionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung zum Deuteronomistischen Geschichtswerk;
Smend, “Das Gesetz und Die Volker: Ein Beitrag zur Deuteronomistischen Redactiongeschichte”; Cross,
Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic.

22 O’Brien, “Judges and the Deuteronomistic History,” 247.

B Halpern, First Historians, 138.
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Historical-critical approaches to the study of Judges operated, however, more at
the level of redaction and its overall deuteronomistic ideology than at the level of
narrative. O’Brien claims that the methodology neglected the individual stories in its
pursuit of this goal.* Consequently, a reaction set in that changed the way that many
scholars studied the book and encouraged them to view Judges from a more literary
perspective. Gradually, approaches other than historical-critical analysis of the Hebrew
Bible gained currency.

1.3.2 Literary Criticism
1.3.2.1 Rhetorical and Narrative Criticism

In 1967, J. P. U. Lilley published a seminal article that advocated a new approach
to the study of Judges based on the assumption that the book was a unified literary whole
with an organized structure. In his view, Judges represents a deteriorating situation, “one
of increasing failure and depression,” in which Israelite society, especially its relationship
with God, degenerates from a relatively ideal state.2’ This social and spiritual decline is
paralleled by a literary fragmentation in which the individual episodes deviate farther and
farther from the paradigm set up in Judg 2:11-21.2° Thus, the structure of Judges is not
merely cyclic, but a spiral progression in which the stories of the judges reflect more and
more confusion and disarray.?” Although Lilley’s article does not venture into detailed
exegesis, a number of scholars have since taken up his challenge and published

monographs which apply literary criticism to Judges.

24 O’Brien, “Judges and the Deuteronomistic History,” 248.

3 Lilley, “A Literary Appreciation of the Book of Judges,” 102.
26 See O’Brien, “Judges and the Deuteronomistic History,” 249.
27 Lilley, “A Literary Appreciation of the Book of Judges,” 101.
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One common literary approach to the Bible is rhetorical criticism. Phyllis Trible
based her classic study of Jonah on a long tradition of rhetoric that began with Greco-
Roman rhetoric and culminated in the well-known proposal of James Muilenburg.?® She
explains that rhetoric can have two different overlapping meanings: the art of
composition, which includes structure and style, and the art of persuasion.?’ Trible herself
uses this approach in her study of Jephthah’s daughter and the Levite’s concubine in
Texts of Terror.*® Rhetoric focuses on the surface structures of the text and “disavows the
separability of form (structure), content, and meaning.” 3! A number of interpreters of
Judges have used a similar methodology, including Robert O’Connell, who defines
rhetoric as “the ideological purpose or agenda of the Judges compiler/redactor with
respect to the implied readers of the book.”*? He illustrates this rhetoric primarily by the
redactor’s use of plot development and characterization in the narratives.*?

A distinct but related approach is narrative criticism, the significance of which
was brought to the attention of the interpretive community by Robert Alter in The Art of
Biblical Narrative.** According to Bowman, in this synchronic approach

interpretations are based on empirically observable data within the text, not on the

speculated intentions of the author, the hypothetical reconstructions of the

historian, or the ideological agenda of the reader. By focussing on the narrative
itself, the reader discovers the dynamics of the story itself.*

28 Muilenburg, “Form Criticism,” 1-18.

2 Trible, Rhetorical Criticism, 32, 41.

30 Trible, Texts of Terror, 65-118.

31 Trible, Rhetorical Criticism, 66. Trible’s method includes an analysis of structure and boundaries,
repetition, discourse, plot development, characterization, syntax, and vocabulary (pp. 102-5).

32 0’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 1.

33 O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 3.

34 Alter, Biblical Narrative.

35 Bowman, “Narrative Criticism of Judges,” 18. Admittedly, it is unlikely that the ideological agenda of
the reader is ever entirely absent.
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Narrative criticism also considers plot, characterization, and various points of view, all of
which can point to the ideology of the text. Appropriate actions result in success, whereas
sinful ones bring suffering; admirable characters are blessed but evil ones are punished;
prophets praise faithful kings and condemn immoral ones.>® Overall, however, the
“dominant and evaluative perspective belongs to the narrator.”*” In his book The Poetics
of Biblical Narrative: Ideological Literature and the Drama of Reading, Meir Sternberg
has completed an intensive study of the characteristics of narrative and their contribution
to meaning. Although he considers the narrator reliable, he admits that the narrator does
not tell the complete truth. He thus asks: “Considering the scarcity of evaluation on the
narrator’s part—far less in evidence than the fragmentary but ongoing representation—
how can a mixed audience be expected to form the proper attitude to the action and the
agents, with God at their head?”*® Although narrative criticism is extremely important,
interpreters must utilize all the resources available in order to accomplish their task.

In an attempt to better understand the book of Judges, a number of studies which
use variations on a literary approach have recently been completed.
1.3.2.2 Literary Approaches to Judges

Polzin’s three volume work, A Literary Study of the Deuteronomistic History,
takes a unique heteroglossic approach to literary criticism in addition to considering
structure and rhetorical factors. The first volume, Moses and the Deuteronomist (1980),

includes the book of Judges. Polzin’s study is based on the approach of the Russian

36 T am not assuming a mechanical theory of retribution and reward here. See note 39 in ch. 2.
37 Bowman, “Narrative Criticism of Judges,” 29.
38 Sternberg, Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 54. See also Alter Alter, Biblical Narrative, 158.
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structuralist-formalists such as Bakhtin and Boloshinov, and especially Uspensky.>’
Polzin considers the changes in perspective or points of view in the text and identifies a
significant problem of the Deuteronomic History: “Wherein does the ultimate semantic
authority of this complex lie?*° Polzin defines “ultimate semantic authority” as the
ideological and evaluative point of view, the unifying ideological stance of the implied
author. He questions whether it is located in the narrator, in the reported words of others
in the narrative, in God’s prophets, in the words of God himself, or in some fusion of
these sources. According to O’Brien, “In Polzin’s view, the combination of reported
speech and narrative in Deuteronomy establishes a subtle dialogue between the
‘authoritarian dogmatism’ voiced by Moses and the ‘critical traditionalism’ of the
narrator.”! Polzin argues that in Judges the narrator acts in two very different ways: as an
omniscient narrator who even knows the thoughts of God himself, but also as a limited
narrator who only relates what could have been observed by one of the characters or by
an observer present at the time.*? This results in both stability in God’s point of view and
instability in that of the participants. Polzin concludes, “The distanced and estranged
viewpoint of the body of the stories about the judges, as opposed to the evaluative
utterances that form the framework, puts the reader into the very experiencing of chaos
and ambiguity that is portrayed as the inner experience of Israel during this period.”* In
the three volume work, Polzin attempts to put Judges into the context of the entire

deuteronomistic history. Although I do not endorse all of Polzin’s conclusions, his

39 See especially Uspensky, 4 Poetics of Composition.

0 Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist, 20. Italics original.
*1 O’Brien, “Judges and the Deuteronomistic History,” 253.
42 Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist, 164.

43 Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist, 166.
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valuable insights into the multiple perspectives inherent in Hebrew narrative will be
integrated into the Narrative Appraisal model.

In The Book of the Judges: An Integrated Reading, Barry Webb (1987) utilizes
rhetorical analysis, which he defines as “a detailed literary analysis of the book in its final
form” and which includes an examination of factors such as structure, characterization,
literary technique, and point of view.** His method takes account of the narrative nature
of the text, which is “more properly to be described as history-as-plot rather than as
history-as-chronicle.”*’ Webb concludes that the primary theme relates to the failure of
YHWH to give Israel the land due to “their persistent apostasy, and the freedom of
Yahweh’s action over against Israel’s presumption that it can use him.**® He rightly
disagrees with Noth’s understanding of retributive justice and a simplistic relation of
repentance and forgiveness, and argues that “Yahweh does not so much dispense rewards
and punishments as oscillate between punishment and mercy.”*’ In his study, Webb
raises some interesting questions about normative voice and authorial stance in Judges,
asking: “Do the characters express views or attitudes which are contrary to ones
expressed elsewhere in the story, either by the characters or by the narrator himself? ...
Where different points of view are expressed, which find wider endorsement in the work
and which are implicitly rejected?*® He attempts to answer these questions by applying
literary methodology.

Lillian Klein (1988) claims to stop short of interpretation in her monograph The

4 Webb, Judges: Integrated, 36, 39-40.
45 Webb, Judges: Integrated, 36.

46 Webb, Judges: Integrated, 208.

47 Webb, Judges: Integrated, 209.

8 Webb, Judges: Integrated, 40.
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Triumph of Irony in the Book of Judges and conducts a narrative literary reading of
Judges that focuses on irony as its primary literary technique and structuring device.*’
Her premise is “that the book of Judges is a structured entity in which elements are

»50 Klein also deals

shaped to contribute to the integrity and significance of the whole.
with questions of normativity and ideology, however:
The narrator is ‘absent’, but the omniscient narrator is indeed present, despite the
apparent detachment. The narrator’s is practically the only reliable voice in the
book, verified by the narrator’s function as spokesman. I do not therefore assume

Yahweh’s sanction when unprincipled and undependable characters claim divine
support, even when they act on behalf of Israel.’!

The determination of Yahweh’s attitude toward events may be both clarified and
complicated by the utilization of irony. She concludes: “As each of the judges—major
and minor—discloses new limitations for ethical judgment, it becomes increasingly clear
that Yahweh is the only judge in the book of Judges.”? Given this conviction, it is
essential that the reader be aware of all the literary and linguistic techniques that the text
offers for assessing the narrator’s, and Yahweh’s, perspective on people and events.

In The Book of Judges: The Art of Editing (Hebrew 1992; English 1999), Yairah
Amit’s stated goal is to avoid engaging in “speculative reconstruction of the book’s
sources” and to demonstrate that, with few qualifications, the episodes that comprise the
book are “significant in their present combination and reworking.”? In her view the

redactor/editor is not merely a collector and assembler of parts, but is a creative

4 According to Klein, “Rather than proposing an interpretation of Judges, I have attempted to set forth the
ironic and literary structure of the book and to show how they function in the text” (Klein, Irony in Judges,
7.

50 Klein, Irony in Judges, 11.

SUKlein, Irony in Judges, 12.

52 Klein, Irony in Judges, 190-91.

33 Amit, The Art of Editing, 360.
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contributor to the overall purpose of the work.’* In the tradition of the implied reader and
implied author, Amit posits an “implied editor”: “implied editing emphasizes the multi-
faceted and multi-layered, but nevertheless single-minded, entity which stands behind
any biblical work.”>> She sees the primary purpose of biblical historiography as
education, and many of the characters in the history as role models whom target
audiences, both naive and sophisticated, should emulate. Thus, since “all of the events
related are a means of understanding the past, of guiding the present, and of shaping the
future,” the message of the story must be clear and understandable. She uses the
example of David in 2 Samuel to illustrate this point:
It is not surprising that the criticism directed against David in 2 Samuel 11 is not
only conveyed in an oblique way, or by means of a sophisticated process of
reading that fills in the gaps; it also appears explicitly at the end of the story: ‘But
the thing that David had done was evil in the eyes of the Lord’ (v. 27b). On the
other hand, it is reasonable to assume that the sophisticated reader will already
feel the criticism implied in the irony of the opening verse (‘In the spring of the

year, the time when kings go forth to battle... and David remained at Jerusalem’),
which is also interwoven throughout the story.>’

Unfortunately, such helpful editorial comments by the narrator are few and far between in
Judges. Israel is frequently indicted for “doing evil in the eyes of YHWH” by committing
apostasy, but specific evaluations of the individual characters and actions in the narrative
are often conspicuous by their absence. For example, whether Jephthah was right to
sacrifice his daughter must be adduced by the application of more subtle techniques.
Robert O’Connell argues in The Rhetoric of the Book of Judges (1996) for a

coherent reading of the final form of Judges by examining the “rhetoric” of the book,

% Amit, The Art of Editing, 16-17.
5 Amit, The Art of Editing, 17.
3¢ Amit, The Art of Editing, 10.
57 Amit, The Art of Editing, 12-13.
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which he defines as “the ideological purpose or agenda of the Judges compiler/redactor
with respect to the implied readers of the book.”® After an examination of plot structure,
characterization, and narrative strategies he concludes that the “rhetorical purpose of the
book of Judges is ostensibly to enjoin its readers to endorse a divinely appointed Judahite
king” who upholds deuteronomic ideals.’® O’Connell evaluates the appropriateness of
actions and the uprightness of characters by means of techniques of characterization,*
but also by detailed plot analyses which include consideration of the consequences of
actions. For example, he argues: “Ironically, the performance of Jephthah’s vow in
11:34-36, 39a, in the aftermath of the resolution of Plot A, only dissolves the situational
stability that would have resulted had Jephthah not made the vow. The vow turns
Jephthah from a deliverer of Israel into but another oppressor.”®! Thus, Jephthah’s
sacrifice of his daughter is evaluated negatively on the basis of pragmatic rather than
moral considerations. The act is deemed “pathetic” because the “vow achieves nothing

9962

toward his success against the Ammonites.”~ O’Connell does, however, give some

consideration to issues such as covenant fidelity and social justice.5?
Gregory Wong gives an interesting overview of these four key monographs and
the conclusions that they reach about the rhetorical purpose of Judges:
Thus, for Webb, the answer to Israel’s repeated apostasy is YHWH’s surprising
mercy to preserve an undeserving people out of his freedom. For Klein, however,
the rapid disintegration of the nation exacerbated by the leadership of flawed

judges represents an implicit call to return to YHWH and to YHWHistic values and
judgments. For O’Connell, the solution is more political in nature as the author

8 O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 1.

9 O’ Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 343.

80 See for example O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 186-87.
61 O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 181.

52 O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 185.

83 See for example O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 322-23.
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prepares his readers to endorse a divinely appointed Judahite king who would
uphold deuteronomic ideals. For Amit, however, while the book’s author may see
the advantage of continuous leadership, monarchy is at best a less-than-desirable
compromise solution.%*

He points out the curious fact that all four scholars use similar literary approaches, but
arrive at distinctly different suggestions as to the theme of Judges and the message that it
conveys about the apostasy and failure of Israel. This, and perhaps also Gregor
Andersson’s critique of synchronic literary criticism,® suggests that there may be a need
for other relevant methodologies if deeper insight into the message of Judges, both as a
whole and in its component narratives, is to be attained.

Whereas other major monographs simply assume that the book of Judges should
be read as a literary whole, Wong sets out in The Compositional Strategy of the Book of
Judges (2006) to “justify this assumption of unity on the basis of significant relationships
between narratives.”®® He examines narrative structure, recurring themes and motifs,
allusions, wordplays, points of view, plot, and characterization.®” Wong concludes that
the prologue and epilogue are related thematically, and serve as a “paradigmatic
introduction and evaluative conclusion” to the central portion of the book, and that the
book’s attitude toward kingship is a complex link which connects all three sections.®®

However, he also argues that there is no reason that the introduction and conclusion

¢ Wong, Compositional Strategy, 16-17.

65 Andersson (The Book and Its Narratives, 191) challenges the validity of synchronic literary studies such
as those of Amit, O’Connell, Webb, Klein, and Polzin: “An important reason behind the endeavours to find
a consistent larger text seems to be that scholars are searching for some kind of coherent message or theme
in the book or in the DH. However, in this study the significant observation has been made that the form of
the book resists such an interpretation. This is so both because the larger unit contains autonomous
narratives and because of the non-didactic character of the individual stories.” Wong, however, considers
that his thesis is “fundamentally flawed and unsustainable” (Wong, Compositional Strategy, 18).

 Wong, Compositional Strategy, 19-20.

7 Wong, Compositional Strategy, 22.

8 Wong, Compositional Strategy, 226.
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cannot have been post-Deuteronomic additions inserted when the DH was divided into

separate books.%® Early on, he makes a significant comment about the Judges narratives:
The narratives in Judges are surprisingly devoid of direct evaluative statements.
Consequently, divergent interpretations are to be expected as interpreters have to

sift through each narrative looking for subtle contextual clues to help them
evaluate the events and characters involved.”

If interpreters wish to take advantage of all existing indications of evaluative stance in
Judges, it may be necessary to look beyond traditional literary strategies for determining
them. One possible methodology that has received significant attention and development
in recent years 1s linguistic criticism, to which approach we will now turn.
1.3.3 Linguistic Approaches to Evaluation
1.3.3.1 Theoretical Linguistic Context

Many linguists who study evaluation—or appraisal theory—take a “broadly
functional approach” and their work is based on the systemic functional linguistics (SFL)
of Halliday, although it modifies it in a number of respects.”! Evaluation theory
constitutes an “overlay” on SFL, or perhaps a “distillation” of its theory which is applied
to a specific purpose. Although space precludes an extensive overview of SFL, those
aspects which are relevant to evaluation will be briefly discussed. Evaluation is related to,
although distinct from, the study of modality (the likelihood and obligation of events) and
evidentiality (the evidence for making claims) in that all these approaches consider the
writer’s opinion about entities (expressed by nominal groups) or propositions (expressed

by clauses).”” Halliday gives a great deal of attention to modality (modalization and

% Wong, Compositional Strategy, 227.

0 Wong, Compositional Strategy, 18-19.

" Thompson and Hunston, “Evaluation,” 2.

72 Thompson and Hunston, “Evaluation,” 3. See Halliday and Matthiessen, Functional Grammar 3, for a
fuller overview of SFL.


http:clauses).72
http:involved.70
http:books.69

18

modulation) but significantly less to considerations of attitudinal meaning, although he
does include them in his discussion of the interpersonal metafunction. Martin and White
focus on interpersonal meaning in written discourse.” The following diagram is a

generalized representation of their view of the system of functional grammar:’*

Context: Genre

Context: Register

Content: Discourse
Semantics

Content:
Lexicogrammar

Expression: Phonology/
Graphology

Expression: Phonetics

Interpersonal meaning is realized in different ways and at different levels of abstraction.
In written text this moves from graphology to lexicogrammar, the level of words and
structures, to discourse semantics, the level of meaning beyond the clause. Martin and
White emphasize that each subsequent level is not “made up” of elements of the previous
level, but “realized” through them at a more abstract level of organization.” They place

evaluation within discourse semantics for three reasons: 1. “the realization of an attitude

73 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 7. Martin and White view the structure of context and
register within the model somewhat differently than Halliday and Matthiessen. See below.

74 A composite diagram based on those in Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 32 and Halliday and
Matthiessen, Functional Grammar 3, 25 (see also 30). The result is Martin and White’s own interpretation
and adaptation of Halliday and Matthiessen.

75 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 9.
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tends to splash across a phase of discourse, irrespective of grammatical boundaries,” 2. an
attitude “can be realized across a range of grammatical categories,” and 3. it involves
grammatical metaphor, which involves “tension between wording and meaning.””

Halliday’s level, “context,” which implies the extra-linguistic context of situation,
is redefined and subdivided by Martin and White into two levels: “register,” which

2% 4

consists of patterns of discourse patterns, and “genre,” “a system comprising
configurations of field, mode and tenor selections which unfold in recurring stages of
discourse—a pattern of register patterns.””’ According to Thompson, “What is being
talked about” is the field, “the people involved in the communication and the relationship
between them” is the tenor, and “how the language is functioning in the interaction” is
the mode.”® Halliday and Matthiessen explain further that field is “the culturally
recognized repertoires of social practices and concerns” and tenor is “the culturally
recognized repertoires of role relationships and interactive patterns.””® These role
relationships include institutional roles, power, familiarity, speech role, valuation (“the
assignment of positive and negative value loadings to different aspects of field”), and
affect (“the role adopted by the interactants in terms of emotional charge”).® Mode

concerns “the part language is playing in any given context ... [or] how the linguistic

resources are deployed.”®! According to Martin and White, appraisal is located “in

76 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 11. Martin and White’s notion of context differs from that
for Halliday, for whom context is the extra-linguistic context of situation.

77 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 27, 32. See Halliday and Hasan (Language, Context, and
Text, 12-13) for a description of the three features of the context of situation.

8 Thompson, Functional Grammar, 40,

7? Halliday and Matthiessen, Construing Experience through Meaning, 320.

80 Matthiessen, Teruya, and Lam, Key Terms, 217.

81 Halliday and Matthiessen, Construing Experience through Meaning, 321.
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discourse semantics as a pattern of lexicogrammatical patterns construing evaluation.”%?

In recent years, evaluation theory, as a subset of systemic functional linguistics, has
received increased attention in the literature.
1.3.3.2 FEvaluation and Appraisal
As early as 1972, the general issue of evaluative language was raised by linguists
such as Labov, who studied the Black English vernacular.®* Labov argues that
perhaps the most important element in addition to the basic narrative clause ... is
what we term the evaluation of the narrative: the means used by the narrator to
indicate the point of the narrative, its raison d’étre: why it was told, and what the

narrator is getting at. There are many ways to tell the same story, to make very
different points, or to make no point at all.?*

Labov refers to this as the “So what?” of a narrative.®> Labov’s work, however, is more
concerned with narrative form than with linguistic evidence of the characters/author as
evaluators.%

The year 1989 was a significant milestone in the development of evaluation
theory. In 1989, Biber and Finegan lamented the fact that there had been so little work on
attitudinal stance in English, whether in evidentiality or in affect.?” Their own study,
implementing quantitative corpus-based multi-dimensional analyses, was an attempt to
correct this deficiency, and examined “the extent to which different kinds of texts employ
different grammatical categories for the marking of stance.”®® In the same year, the

journal Text published a special issue on the semantics of affect. This investigated the

82 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 32.

8 Labov, Language in the Inner City, especially 366-75.

8 Labov, Language in the Inner City, 366.

8 Labov, Language in the Inner City, 370.

8 Page, “Appraisal in Childbirth Narratives,” 213. See also Bednarek, “Delimiting Evaluation,” 24-25.
87 Biber and Finegan, “Styles of Stance in English,” 94.

% Biber and Finegan, “Styles of Stance in English,” 95.
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ability of language to express different emotions.® As Martin explains, “At about this
time, a group of functional linguists in Sydney began work on developing a
comprehensive framework for analysing evaluation in discourse.”*® The term “Appraisal”
was chosen since the theory examined not only affect, but also various types of judgment
not directly tied to emotion. These scholars worked within the more qualitative
framework of systemic functional linguistics.”!

Writing in 2000, Thompson and Hunston define the term “Evaluation” as

the broad cover term for the expression of the speaker or writer’s attitude or

stance towards, viewpoint on, or feelings about the entities or propositions that he

or she is talking about. That attitude may relate to certainty or obligation or
desirability or any of a number of other sets of values.”?

Martin was the first to subdivide the APPRAISAL system into three sub-categories:
AFFECT, JUDGMENT, and APPRECIATION.
1.4 Conclusion

Since issues of authorial stance and evaluative perspective are both complex and
subtle, every available resource should be utilized in order to maximize the accuracy of
interpretation. This is especially true in dealing with narrative text from an ancient culture
and language. Traditional historical-critical and literary approaches to the text have much
to contribute, but nevertheless fall short in some respects as outlined above. A successful
methodology must incorporate the best understanding of Hebrew grammar and syntax,
narrative structure, the sociohistorical context, as well as techniques for realizing

evaluative stance. To this end, I will adapt Appraisal Theory to Hebrew and revise the

8 Martin, “Introduction,” 171.
% Martin, “Introduction,” 171.
9! Martin, “Introduction,” 172.
92 Thompson and Hunston, “Evaluation,” 5.
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model to incorporate the nature of Hebrew narrative before applying it to the stories of
the major judges.”® In Chapter 2: Methodology, I will give a detailed overview of Martin
and White’s original Appraisal Theory, and also the adaptations and modifications that I
have made to their model in order to apply it more effectively to Hebrew narrative,

creating what I term the “Narrative Appraisal Model.”

%3 Unfortunately, the consideration of the first introduction, the song of Deborah in ch. 5, the Abimelech
narrative, and the double conclusion would exceed the space available for this study. These will be
considered at a later date.
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2 Methodology
2.1 Introduction

Regardless of the fact that it incorporates material from various sources, Judges
nevertheless has an overall authorial stance. Olson enumerates a number of significant
allusions in the story of Samson that refer back to earlier judge narratives and look
forward to the conclusion of the book.! He concludes, “These literary echoes suggest that
the present form of the story was shaped and edited at a late stage of the book’s
composition, when much of the other material in Judges had already been written and set
in place.” This indicates that the final author/redactor had a clear agenda in mind when
arranging and editing his material; Judges is not merely a collection of early hero
narratives. The range of evaluative perspectives within the book is part of its purpose, a
technique that the author/redactor uses to challenge his/her audience to draw conclusions
about what is appropriate and what is inappropriate behavior. Martin and White’s
Appraisal Theory provides a helpful way of identifying evaluative stances of an
author/speaker; however, their model was designed and tested primarily on non-literary
works with a clearly rhetorical purpose such as contemporary journalistic articles,
reviews, and political speeches. In these cases, the author/speaker is known, the audience
is known, and the text represents an attempt to influence more or less directly the
evaluative opinions of the audience. It is the real author’s stance that is primarily in view
and the interpersonal ENGAGEMENT?® between the author/speaker and the audience that is

of major interest.

! Olson, “The Book of Judges,” 840-42.
2 Olson, “The Book of Judges,” 842. See also Wong, Compositional Strategy, passim.
3 Small capitals indicate a system or subsystem in APPRAISAL. See below.
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Martin and White do experiment with some poetry and literary narrative. In the
case of poetry, the text again represents the more or less direct attempt of the poet to
engage with the audience/reader. Narrative is, however, very different. This becomes
apparent in Martin and White’s analysis of a short passage from Annie Proulx’s novel,
The Shipping News.* Narrative contains many evaluative perspectives other than that of
an author, although, of course, all these perspectives are filtered through that of the
implied author as he/she uses the interplay of evaluative stances to accomplish his or her
ultimate thematic or ideological goal. The narrator evaluates characters and characters
also evaluate each other, according to different agendas and with varying degrees of
accuracy. Martin and White’s model provides a valuable methodology for identifying
evaluative language in text with a more or less direct rhetorical purpose, but the specific
nature of narrative demands a modification of the model. There is indeed a rhetorical
purpose and an ideological agenda in narrative, but it is expressed more subtly. Much
more will be said about this below. For a full presentation of Appraisal, see Martin and
White’s The Language of Evaluation: Appraisal in English. 1 will draw heavily on this
text, but will focus on my own adaptation of the model to narrative, which I will
distinguish from Martin and White’s by calling it “Narrative Appraisal.”

2.2 The Narrative Appraisal Model
2.2.1 Representation of APPRAISAL in System Networks

The semantic network of APPRAISAL is represented in diagrammatic form, so that

the relationships of the component parts are evident. Multidimensionality is indicated by

brace brackets and indicates a logical ‘and’. Choices are represented by straight brackets

4 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 69—16, based on Proulx, The Shipping News.
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and indicate a logical ‘or’.> According to Painter:
Within systemic-functional linguistics (SFL), the idea that a speaker always
adopts a position in relation to the addressee and a stance in relation to what is
said is a longstanding and fundamental one, modeled in terms of an

‘interpersonal’ linguistic resource that is always in play when the parallel
‘ideational’ one construes meaning.

Thus, the entry condition for the network is very broad; all language is potentially
evaluative and can be processed through the system.

A semantic network is descriptive rather than prescriptive, and therefore I have
made some modifications to the network of Martin and White in order to represent the
semantics of evaluation in Hebrew narrative more effectively.’ I present here the original
APPRAISAL system; below is my own adaptation of it for comparison. I will subsequently

explain the elements of the original model and my adaptation of it.

5 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 14. See Berry (An Introduction to Systemic Linguistics,
1:144-84) for a discussion of the properties of systems, and disjunctive and simultaneous systems.

6 Painter, “Developing Attitude,” 184.

7 Some of the minor modifications are based on Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 25-72 and
Matthiessen, Teruya, and Lam, Key Terms, 57. These mainly involve the addition of names for systems and
the clarification of terminology. For example, the term “fear” in their INCLINATION system has been
changed to “reluctance.” In Martin and White, “fear” as anticipation of an irrealis state is an aspect of
INCLINATION, whereas “fear” as a reaction to a realis state falls under HAPPINESS. The renaming avoids
confusion. See Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 48.
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? Note that I have not fully utilized the GRADUATION subsystem in this study, but have focussed on FORCE:
VOLUME, partly due to considerations of space and the vast amount of other data that needs to be
considered. At this stage I am also more interested in the existence of raised force in an evaluation than an
analysis of the specific techniques by which it is inscribed. A more detailed study of individual narratives
would allow development of this area of the model.
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2.2.2 Summary of Changes

Since evaluation in Judges is concerned almost exclusively with assessing people
and processes, rather than things, I have decided not to use the APPRECIATION subsystem
in this study.!® Some of the terminology of the original model has been changed where it
seemed counter-intuitive or confusing. I have expanded the system to show more
delicacy, since this helps to articulate categories more clearly and thus helps to avoid
ambiguity and the overlapping of categories.!! I have added the
uniperspectival/multiperspectival and realis/irrealis choices and modified the FORCE
system slightly. I have also added the entire INCLINATION system; although Martin and
White discuss it briefly,!? they do not develop it or include it in their network. These
changes will be discussed in further detail below.
2.3 The Appraisal Model and Its Adaptation to Hebrew Narrative
2.3.1 Introductory Issues

Some aspects of Martin and White’s methodology make it challenging to apply to
the study of the Hebrew Bible. Most of the work in appraisal theory has been done on
journalistic and political texts; also, a number of the examples included in their study
have been taken from user reviews of movies or books on internet sites. Most are from
the contemporary mass media.!? These texts 1. are from contemporary culture, 2. are

frequently quite brief, often only a few sentences, 3. usually have evaluation as their

19 This elimination is specific to the text I am using; the subsystem could easily be reinstated if necessitated
by a text in which APPRECIATION is relevant.

1 See Thompson (Functional Grammar, 77-78) regarding this ambiguity.

12 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 48.

13 E.g., Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 2-3, 36, 57,77, 175-76,212-14, 24041, etc.
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primary, or at least a major, purpose, 4. are often very informal, and 5. usually have an
obvious author expressing a personal opinion. Admittedly, literary examples are taken
from novels by Annie Proulx and Dorothy Sayers, but they are short extracts rather than
sustained literary texts.'*

The Old Testament books, however, are from an ancient and foreign culture, are
longer and more complex texts, do not necessarily have evaluation as their main purpose,
and are far more formal and restrained in tone. There are also major questions around
authorship. Martin and White frequently use terms such as “authorial voice” and “internal
voice of the speaker/writer” which are readily identifiable in the texts that they analyse.'
In the Hebrew Bible, however, the historical author is unknown in many cases; in fact,
there may have been multiple authors and/or redactors. As a collection of literary texts,
questions also arise regarding the role of the author, implied author, narrator, characters,
implied reader, and even the ultimate divine author.!® The text in its final literary form
will be used, since it is beyond the purview of this study to attempt to reconstruct
hypothetical redactional levels.

Another challenge in applying appraisal theory to the Hebrew Bible is the obvious
language difference. Although it seems self-evident that every language has some
methods of encoding evaluative material, the actual methods may be quite different in
ancient Hebrew than in contemporary English. The specific realizations of evaluation
itemized by Martin and White must therefore be reassessed before they are applied to

Hebrew text. In this study, it was first of all noted where Hebrew uses lexical and

14 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 70, 82-3.
15 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 103, 111.
16 Tate, Biblical Interpretation, 80—82.
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syntactic constructions that parallel those in English as described in Martin and White’s
work. Then, related methods of achieving a similar function that are unique to Hebrew
were added. For example, adjectives are used as modifiers in a similar way in both
Hebrew and English. Then, it was noted that stative verbs and construct chains, although
not typical of English, can carry out a similar modifying function to adjectives in
Hebrew, so these were also considered (e.g., P “strong”; p1n “to-be-strong”; »M~13
“sons/men of strength”). Admittedly, since both SFL and Appraisal Theory were
developed for the English language, there may be a mismatch between Hebrew and
English; there is no one-to-one correlation between languages. Every effort was made,
however, to incorporate the Hebrew methods of accomplishing similar goals.

Another major challenge in applying evaluation to Hebrew is subjectivity; in fact
it has been suggested that subjectivity is a fundamental issue inherent in appraisal.
Bednarek points out that “the study of evaluation could be seen as being part of the
greater study of subjectivity.”!” For example, she points out that the relationship between
evaluation and affect is far from straightforward, in part because there may be a
disconnect between the emotions which the evaluators express and their actual feelings,
between what they say and what they really mean.!® If this is true in contemporary
English, is it not even more significant in ancient Hebrew narrative? The culture is
unfamiliar to the modern interpreter and there are no native speakers of the language to
clarify language in use. Subjectivity is actually significant in two ways: within the world

of the story, and from the external perspective of the interpreter. First, in regard to the

17 Bednarek, “Delimiting Evaluation,” 20.
18 Bednarek, “Delimiting Evaluation,” 19.
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evaluations made by characters within the text, it is clear that evaluation is by its very
nature subjective, but then all language use is inherently subjective. Language is a social
construct that people use to represent their perspective on reality within personal, social,
and cultural constraints; it is a construal of reality, not reality per se.!® The inclusion of
the idea of point of view into the Narrative Appraisal model takes the situatedness of the
individual characters as evaluators into consideration. Evaluation by characters may also
be deliberately deceptive. Thus, a character may express an emotion that is not a direct
reflection of their true attitude toward and event, or state an opinion that is ironic or
deliberately misleading. The inclusion of the concept of reliability of the narrator and
various characters into the model can increase the interpreter’s awareness of this
possibility.

Second, the subjectivity of the external interpreter of the text may indeed cause
their conclusions about evaluative lexis, syntax, and ideational content to be flawed. Is it
possible to define objective criteria that will measure it? Given an evaluative stance, there
are only a finite number of ways that it can be encoded in a given language, even though
the paralinguistic indicators of stance such as tone of voice and physical gestures used in
oral language are not available in written texts. This is also true, however, of many other
functions of communication in written form, not only evaluative language, and yet
written text is able to communicate with considerable effectiveness, and linguistic and
literary analysis is able to deconstruct the methods used in the process. All interpretation
has a subjective element, but appraisal theory actually reduces the influence of

subjectivity in at least three ways. By forcing a more complete analysis of all instances of

19 See Halliday and Hasan, Language, Context, and Text.
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evaluative language, the application of the model helps to avoid the possibility that the
interpreter will select only those examples which are obvious or which suit his/her
interpretive agenda. Postmodernism has raised our awareness of the situatedness of all
interpretation, but, through the rigorous detailing of its evidence in appraisal charts,
appraisal theory actually makes the process of interpretation more transparent. Also, the
focus on evaluative prosodies (see below) at the level of discourse tends to minimize the
impact of one or more potentially inaccurate interpretations of evaluation at the atomistic
level.
2.3.2 Narrative Perspective: Levels of Evaluation and Reliability

As noted in the Introduction, a number of literary critics have attempted to deal
with the issue of evaluation in biblical narrative, with varying success. Literary criticism
is a wide and diffuse field of study, involving a variety of methodologies. It is prone to
subjectivity and accusations of “What counts for evidence?” As noted above, the
advantage of Appraisal Theory is that their use of a detailed model encourages the
interpreter to use all available evidence, not just those factors that the interpreter’s
presuppositions make him or her prone to notice, and that it clearly lays out the evidence
that the interpreter is using to reach conclusions. Thus, the model, while not truly
objective, constrains subjectivity. One of its shortcomings, however, is that it was not
designed for the multiple points of view that appear in narrative texts, but focuses almost
entirely on the direct engagement between the author/speaker and the audience, that is,
authorial stance. In order to overcome this difficulty, I am incorporating the ideas of
narrative perspective or point of view into my version of the model in order to address

this particular concern. As Bar-Efrat rightly comments,
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The point of view is one of the means by which the narrative influences the
reader, leading to the absorption of the implicit values and attitudes. ... On the
whole, the reader identifies less with the characters of the narrative than with the
author, seeing the characters through the author’s eye and adopting that stance
towards them. ... The effectiveness of the narrative is, therefore, dependent to a
considerable extent on the technique of the viewpoint.2°

Although the real author of Judges is unknown, this applies equally well to the implied
author. I do not intend to include all aspects of narrative theory in my model, since the
concept of perspective is sufficient for the purpose of this study. I will, however, briefly
review, where they are relevant, some of the key concepts of characterization, since they
are pertinent to determining the realizations of evaluation in the text.
In spite of their inclusion of a few short excerpts from literary narrative texts,

Martin and White do not do full justice to the other levels of evaluation that contribute to
the author’s stance, and thus do not explore the full potential of the narrative form:

We acknowledge of course that a narrator’s voice may align with that of one or

another character in a story, and that analysis of the source of appraisal may have to

be adjusted to take this into account. We won’t pursue this issue of ‘point of view’

here, but would stress in passing that evaluation is one of the main narrative
resources used to indicate whose voice a writer is narrating from.?!

In not pursuing the issue of point of view further, Martin and White do not take into
consideration the fact that different characters in the story may have different
perspectives on appraisal, albeit with differing degrees of reliability, and the fact that the
implied author can use this interplay of perspectives to achieve an overall evaluative and

ideological goal.?? They seem to equate the narrator and real author (“As narrator, for

20 Bar-Efrat, Narrative Art in the Bible, 16.

21 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 72.

22 Alter (Biblical Narrative, 116-17) discusses different levels of reliability in a reader’s understanding of
the author’s characterization of participants. Characterization based on inferences from actions and
appearances have the lowest reliability. The direct speech of participants which allows the reader to weigh
a character’s claims about themselves and others is more reliable, and most reliable are the narrator’s
explicit statements which give the reader certainty. See also Amit, Reading Biblical Narratives, 75-76.
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example, Proulx is relatively sympathetic to Quoyle...”) and do not use the concept of
“implied author.”?* They do state:
Normally we interpret speakers and writers as the source of evaluations, unless
attitude is projected as the speech or thoughts of an additional appraiser. ... We
need to keep in mind of course that it is the speaker or writer who tells us what

someone else feels, and so continues to function as an ‘ultimate’ source of
appraisal.?*

As well as specifically inscribed projected speech and thought, I also include ideational
content. For example, in the context of both the immediate narrative and the larger
context of the Deuteronomic History, it is reasonable to assume that when the narrator
remarks that the Israelites served the Baals, he is invoking the conclusion that YHWH is
displeased (AFFECT) and evaluates the behavior as improper (JUDGMENT) even though
God does not express these responses verbally and they are not explicitly inscribed by the
author/narrator. As Powell notes,

Since characterization is more often a process of showing than telling, traits

sometimes must be inferred. Such inference does not involve ‘psychologizing’ of

characters on the basis of insights extraneous to the text, but rather calls for
recognizing assumptions that the text makes of its implied reader.?’

It is reasonable to assume that the implied reader of Judges was expected to make these
connections.

Thus, in any narrative there are various perspectives from which the events and
characters can be evaluated, and which are also associated with various levels of
reliability. Within the world of the story, the individual characters or groups have

differing assessments of other characters or groups and the actions in which they engage.

23 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 72.

24 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 71, 90 n. 5. Here the term “speaker” refers to the author of a
speech, not a speaker within a narrative.

2z Powell, Narrative Criticism, 54.
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An example of this would be the Moabite oppression of Israel in the time of Ehud.
Whereas the oppression may be unethical from the perspective of the Israelites (—
propriety), it is ethical from the point of view of YHWH who is using the Moabites to
discipline Israel for their sin (+propriety). Similarly, Gideon’s reduced troop of 300 men
might appear weak to him (—capacity), but the fact that YHWH is the one who will win
the battle for Isracl makes God’s evaluation of +capacity for the Israelite army possible.
As Powell rightly points out, “We can also speak of the evaluative point of view of any
given character or character group within the story. In this sense, the term refers to the
norms, values, and general worldview that govern the way a character looks at things and
renders judgments upon them.”? This is especially evident when the projected speech of
the character is recorded, and the perspective of the narrator is being temporarily “pushed
aside” in order for the character’s attitude to take center stage.2” An action may be
deemed proper by one character and improper by another. One character may experience
joy at the outcome of a battle, another despair, depending on their situatedness and
perspective on the events. Bar-Efrat points out that a significant function of the Hebrew
term 730 (“behold”), especially after a verb of seeing, is to point out that the scene is
being viewed from the perspective of one of the characters.?® However, these characters
may be honest or deceptive, fair or biased, good or evil, wise or foolish, and thus their
evaluations may have a relatively low level of reliability. A character’s evaluations may
be countered or corrected by the narrator, who may have a different point of view. Thus a

character may esteem himself highly for performing a certain action, but the narrator, and

26 Powell, Narrative Criticism, 53.
27 See Bar-Efrat, Narrative Art in the Bible, 41.
28 Bar-Efrat, Narrative Art in the Bible, 35-36. See also Fokkelman, Reading Biblical Narrative, 14043,
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ultimately the implied author, may undermine this opinion by the way the projected
speech is introduced, by the comments of others, or by the outcome of the character’s
actions (see the Samuel example below).?’ Some characters, such as prophets, act as
mouthpieces for God, and the reader may have a higher level of trust in their judgments;
however, even the opintons of prophets may sometimes be questionable. The
conversation of Saul and Samuel in 1 Sam 15:10-35 is the exemplary case indicating the
fallibility of prophets. In v. 11 YHWH is quoted as saying, 790% »Rw-n& ‘nabnn—a wmpom
(“I regret that I have made Saul king”). In v. 29, however, Samuel states emphatically,
of12775 RN OTR N9 '3 o727 N9 pwr KD SR ne) o3 (“Also the Glory of Israel will not
lie or change his mind; for he is not a man that he should change his mind”). In the final
verse of the pericope, however, the narrator concludes, “5p MRU-NR 79073 o/ MM
587" (“And the Lord regretted that he had made Saul king over Israel”). Although most
English translations obscure the fact, the same Hebrew root, ony, is used in all three
verses that represent the viewpoints of YHWH, Samuel, and the narrator. In this passage at
least, the fact that YHWH’s and the narrator’s words stand in tension with those of Samuel
indicates that Samuel’s statement may not have universal application. The fact that he
does not repent/change his mind about Saul’s dismissal confirms that sometimes YHWH
has reason to stand firm in his decisions; but the final outcome, Saul’s removal as king
after YHWH anointed him, confirms that God can indeed repent/change his mind when he

deems fit.°

2 See Fokkelman, Reading Biblical Narrative, 65—67.

30 For more on this interesting passage and its implications, see Amit, Reading Biblical Narratives, 100-1;
Fokkelman, Reading Biblical Narrative, 59-61. Interestingly, Bar-Efrat (Narrative Art in the Bible, 84)
uses Samuel in general to support his view that “because of his special standing as God’s emissary,
whatever a prophet says carries particular weight, and it can be assumed that the author identifies fully with
the prophet.”
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Almost all narrative in the Hebrew Bible is presented from the perspective of an
external narrator, unlike modern narrative which frequently tells the story from the point
of view of a character within the narrative world. Although the narrator often tends to
focus on a single character and the events surrounding him or her, the narrator does not
necessarily reflect the values and opinions of that character, letting the character speak
for him/herself or reporting that character’s opinions without implying agreement. This is
indicated by the fact that they refrain from expressions of emotional involvement and do
not attempt to hide the failings and weaknesses of the characters.’! The narrator is
unobtrusive, and seldom makes his presence felt.> The narrator in the biblical narratives
has traditionally been considered reliable and I will adhere to this presupposition in this
study unless there is evidence in the text to indicate otherwise.’3> As Fokkelman states,
“The narrator is at a level of communication that is essentially different than, and higher
than, the characters.”* The narrator is not completely detached and objective but reflects
the stance of the implied author.*’

The role of YHWH as character and evaluator is a unique one; although to many
readers he is the ultimate author of the text, he is also a speaking character within it.> In

spite of his status as a character, his evaluative authority exceeds that of other characters,

31 Fokkelman, Reading Biblical Narrative, 32.

32 Only occasional comments such as “until this day” remind the reader of the narrator’s existence. See for
example Bar-Efrat, Narrative Art in the Bible, 23-32.

33 See Amit, Reading Biblical Narratives, 93—-100; Alter, Biblical Narrative, 157-58; Fokkelman, Reading
Biblical Narrative, 56; Tate, Biblical Interpretation, 87-88; Scholes and Kellogg, The Nature of Narrative,
264-65.

34 Fokkelman, Reading Biblical Narrative, 61.

35 See Bar-Efrat, Narrative Art in the Bible, 32-33.

3¢ For other opinions on YHWH as a character in a narrative, see Amit, Reading Biblical Narratives, 7374,
82-84; Fokkelman, Reading Biblical Narrative, 58-59; Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist, 20-24,
Webb, Judges, 71.
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and even the narrator. Paradoxically, he is quoted and portrayed as the ultimate authority
within the world of the story, even beyond that of the narrator, and even above the
implied author who controls the text. Bar-Efrat explains,
Judgment by God is not like that by one of the characters in the plot, and is far
more effective and convincing even than judgment by the narrator; for God is the
absolute and supreme authority, and this naturally reflects upon the value and

importance of His judgments (although it should not be forgotten that we know
what God’s attitude is only on the narrator’s authority).’

It is true that the authority of YHWH is filtered through the implied author and the
narrator, and yet the implied author construes YHWH in such a way as to yield authority
to him. As Amit argues, “We can see that the word of God and of the narrator form the
criteria of credibility, while the speech of any other figure must be evaluated, either by
comparison or by analysis.”*® This is the way that the implied author has chosen to
present his story.

The implied author, the persona of the unknown real author who depicts and
manipulates the narrator as well as the characters, is the ultimate source of authority in
the text, and in so far as his/her agenda can be reconstructed, determines the ideology of
the text as a whole. As a construct of the text, the implied author “becomes known to us
through what the narrator says, through the speech of the characters (which is formulated
by the author) and through the organization of the narrative materials.”* Thus, the
implied author’s stance can often be inferred from the consequences of events as he/she

arranges them in the narrative: a good outcome suggests a positive evaluation, a

37 Bar-Efrat, Narrative Art in the Bible, 19. Later, Bar-Efrat writes, “Amongst the instances of direct
characterization uttered by the protagonists, particular attention should be paid to those attributed to God.
Characterization voiced by God has absolute validity, like that pronounced by the narrator, or perhaps even
more s0” (p. 54).

8 Amit, Reading Biblical Narratives, 96.

3% Bar-Efrat, Narrative Art in the Bible, 14.
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disastrous one, a negative appraisal.*’

Also, after the individual appraisals have been
identified in the text, the implied author’s stance can be inferred by the overall patterns of
appraisal in the narrative, for example, in evaluative prosodies, when the appraisal of a
character or by a character changes, or when evaluations of or by characters are set in
contrast to each other. Thus, there are different “levels” of evaluation, with different
degrees of reliability.*! Taking a “bottom up” approach, within the world of the story the
evaluations of characters have a limited and situated reliability, high ranking characters
that serve as spokespeople of YHWH have a more dependable reliability although they are
not infallible, and the narrator is consistently reliable but defers to the character of YHWH
who has ultimate reliability. Outside the world of the story, the implied author has the
ultimate authority, since we only know of YHWH from him/her, and yet the implied
author also willingly subsumes his/her authority under that of YHWH whom he/she

depicts.*? Because of these levels of evaluation, assessments may be construed not only

by different appraising items in the text, but also by different perspectives on the same

40 T am not advocating a mechanical process of retribution and reward; YHWH is free to exercise both
justice and mercy. However, Deut 27-28 sets the tone for the Deuteronomistic History by promising
blessing to those who obey the covenant and curses for those who transgress it, ultimately resulting in exile.
The relevance for Judges is obvious here. YHWH’s gift of the land is conditional on obedience (“Now it
shall be, if you diligently obey the Lord your God, being careful to do all His commandments which I
command you today ... He will bless you in the land which the Lord your God gives you” [28:1, 8]), but
disobedience will ultimately result in exile (“But it shall come about, if you do not obey the Lord your God
... [that] the Lord shall cause you to be defeated before your enemies ... [and] the Lord will bring you and
your king, whom you set over you, to a nation which neither you nor your fathers have known” [28:15, 25,
36]). The general pattern in the book of Judges is that when the Israelites commit apostasy and forget
YHWH their God, they are disciplined by YHWH’s use of the nations to oppress them. When they are
obedient and faithful, as in Gideon’s reduction of his troops and trust in God, the outcome tends to be
victory and deliverance. However, in his mercy YHWH also acts in spite of or even through the judge’s
failings to deliver Israel, as we shall see in the case of Samson, for example.

41 See Alter (Biblical Narrative, 116—17) for more on levels of reliability, which he terms “a scale of
means.”

42 See Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist, 23.
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event or person at the same time. I call these evaluations multiperspectival rather than
uniperspectival, and they are designated in the appraisal charts as described below.
2.4 The Narrative Appraisal Model
2.4.1 Direct Textual Realization

All of the manifestations of APPRAISAL may be realized in the text in a variety of
lexicogrammatical ways. Martin and White comment: “Because we are developing
attitude as a discourse semantic system, we can expect its realizations to diversify across
a range of grammatical structures.” However, as Thompson points out, “With appraisal
(or ‘evaluation’) we are even more on the edge of grammar: much of appraisal is
expressed by lexical choices and there are few grammatical structures that can be seen as
having evolved with a primarily evaluative function.”* This is perhaps even more true in
Hebrew. One of the main techniques for realizing evaluation in English is modality.
However, although English has a range of modal possibilities (“may,” “might,” “should,”

29 6

“ought to,” “could,” etc.), Hebrew uses an undifferentiated imperfect (or “prefix
conjugation” or yigtol) form to cover many of these possibilities, among others. Modal
nuances are certainly possible, but they must normally be determined from the context
rather than from the actual form of the verb.*> Hebrew does use some syntactical
structures to convey evaluative intent, but, as in English, the burden of appraisal rests on

lexis and ideational content. Hebrew offers a variety of ways for expressing evaluative

language, as the following categories and examples demonstrate.*6

43 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 45.

4 Thompson, Functional Grammar, 75.

45 See, among others, Gianto, “Mood and Modality in Classical Hebrew”; Hatav, The Semantics of Aspect
and Modality; Waltke and O’Connor, Hebrew Syntax, 506-9.

4 See Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 45-46. Those realizations that do not apply to Hebrew
(such as modal verbs) are omitted. Realizations of evaluative language that are not suggested by Martin and
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2.4.1.1 Attitudinal Lexis

As Bar-Efrat notes, the connotation of words is one way that the narrator’s
attitude is expressed; this also applies to the individual characters.*” Unfortunately, there
is no Hebrew equivalent of the Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on
Semantic Domains.*® The United Bible Societies is in the process of creating one, 4
Semantic Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew, but it is as yet incomplete.*’ In the meanwhile,
the only reference with information on semantic domains is Swanson’s Dictionary of
Biblical Languages, which simply includes domains from Louw-Nida as part of the
listing for each word.*° Since it simply transfers Greek categories into Hebrew, however,
it must be used with caution. Of course, lexis must be interpreted within its context of
situation and co-text.
Examples:

Among the Hebrew lexis given for L-N 25C Love, Affection, Compassion (25.33—
25.58) are:

27K (love, i.e., have an affection based on a close relationship)

7158 (close friend, i.e., a special confidant and companion, implying a loving,
familial relationship)

717 (lover, i.e., one who is beloved and a romantic kindred spirit)

Ton (loyal love, unfailing kindness, devotion)

White but seem applicable to Hebrew are marked by an asterisk (*). Thompson and Hunston also identify
three general areas which contain evaluative information—lexis, grammar, and text—and survey the
literature for suggested realizations within these categories. Their conclusions overlap Martin and White,
but do offer distinctive suggestions, some of which have been included (Thompson and Hunston,
“Evaluation,” 14-22).

47 Bar-Efrat, Narrative Art in the Bible, 33.

8 Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon.

4% For an overview of this project see United Bible Societies and Blois, “A Semantic Dictionary of Biblical
Hebrew.”

3%Swanson, Dictionary of Biblical Languages. The words are listed alphabetically, not by domains, with the
Louw-Nida domain reference given for each word. However, it is possible to do an electronic search for all
words that are tagged with a specific domain to assemble a list of lexis within that domain, although the
process is a bit awkward.
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mTT (beloved one, i.e., a dearly loved one as the object of one’s affection)
9*p? (dear, beloved, very precious)
a2 (be aroused, i.e., to feel a desire)

nRIP (zeal, ardor, passion, i.e., a strong desire and deep devotion for an object)

2.4.1.2 Modification of Participants and Processes

Participants and processes in any text are closely related. A frequently quoted
question by Henry James asks, “What is character but the determination of incident?
What is incident but the illustration of character?*! Bar-Efrat phrases it, “Action is the
implementation of character.”>? Although character determines words and actions, the
reader of the biblical text has no direct access to the character of a participant except
through his/her words and actions; therefore, the inscribed actions of a participant
determine or create character from the perspective of the reader. Thus, character traits
may be determined not only directly in a statement by the narrator or another character,
but also indirectly by their appearance, words, and actions.’® As Bar-Efrat explains
further,

The narrator does not give a direct report of the characters’ innermost thoughts

and feelings. There is simply a description of their external behavior, their actions

and their conversations. To all intents and purposes, the narrator is simply
capturing the situation as it is revealed to the outside observer.>*

The Hebrew language contains very few adjectives as modifiers for participants, but
tends to focus on processes. For example, Hebrew narrative seldom describes participants
as “evil” (for example, “the evil Samson”) and avoids modifying actual persons or groups

as inherently “being evil” (that is, evil is not predicated of people as in “Samson was

31 James, “The Art of Fiction,” 292.

32 Bar-Efrat, Narrative Art in the Bible, 77.

33 See, for example, Powell, Narrative Criticism, 52-53.

34 Bar-Efrat, Narrative Art in the Bible, 23. Bar-Efrat notes that the role of appearance is less significant in
Hebrew narrative than in modern fictional narrative. Reference is seldom made to a character’s external
appearance, and when it is, it is more significant to plot than to characterization (pp. 49-53).
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evil”). It does, however, frequently condemn them for “doing the evil thing.” By

implication, those who do evil things may be evaluated as evil themselves. However,

other forms of modification are also available. Waltke and O’Connor give an overview:

An adjectival modifier is a construction that qualifies a noun or its equivalent.
Such a construction is “adnominal” (“to the noun”), in contrast to a construction
that modifies a verb (adverbial, “to the verb”). There are many ways in which
nominal forms may be qualified in the surface structure. Consider, for example,
these phrases, all with shapes attested in Hebrew (though not all the equivalents
are attested).
adjective: foreign gods
construct: gods of foreignness
adjectival apposition: gods, the foreigners
hendiadys: gods and foreigners
prepositional phrase: gods in foreignness
adverbial apposition: gods (with reference to) foreignness
relative clause: gods that are foreign
relative clause: gods belonging to foreigners
The favoured expression among these in Hebrew is a construct, 9237 ’35;_3 (Gen
35:2, etc.).>’

This does not imply that there are no variations of nuance among these realizations; in

fact, the variations may well have semantic significance. However, it means that there is

a different range of methods for encoding modification of people and objects within

Hebrew than in English.

Examples:

oy

oo npsgox Anw) (Judg 9:16)

If you have acted with truth and integrity... (although modifying the process, this by
implication also modifies the participants who act)

ooy

0'p™)

DWIR ToR"aR 003 79 (Judg 9:4)

And he hired with it worthless and reckless fellows.

Waltke and O’Connor also point out various ways of modifying processes:

adverbial accusatives (nouns modifying verbs), infinitive constructs, infinitive absolutes,

5 Waltke and O’Connor, Hebrew Syntax, 73.
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particles, prepositional phrases, subordinate clauses,*® and, of course, adverbs, including
interrogative adverbs.’” In functional terms, many of these would be classified as
“modifiers” or “adjuncts.” Hebrew is adverb poor, with the exception of interrogatives
such as nn (“what?”) and 7°% (“where?”), negations such as &Y and b8, and a few
temporal words such as 1Y (“now”). One occasionally meets other adverbials such as 12
(“thus”) and oW (“there™), but the one that seems to have the greatest effect on evaluation
in Judges is the intensifier TRn (“very, exceedingly”). Thus, other forms of modification
of processes are far more significant, particularly prepositional phrases and subordinate
clauses.

Examples:

R0 1210 73m pIRnnR 1R (Judg 18:7)
We have seen the land and behold, it is very good.

TR[J ]VJD"’JZ] me AR nma a7 WR D"l"?R nno '1DN’1 (Judg 12:2)
Jephthah said to them, “I and my people were at great strife with the sons of Ammon.

Bi73 Hipa pp1m (1 Sam 28:12)
She cried with a loud voice.

7D o8 [0 N (Judg 4:9)
She said, “Iwill surely go with you.”

Ll

2.4.1.3 *Stative Verbs
Some of the descriptive work in Hebrew is taken up by stative verbs such as 3
(“to be evil”) and 1op (“to be small, insignificant™). These verbs perform the function of

the English verb “to be” plus a predicate adjective. In fact, Joiion and Muraoka refer to

%6 Waltke and O’Connor give the example of Job 9:15: 73y X2 *np73-08 W (Though I were innocent, |
cound not answer [him].)
57 Waltke and O’Connor, Hebrew Syntax, 74-75.
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statives as “conjugated adjectives,”® and Waltke and O’Connor remark that “where
English relies on an adjectival predicate; most distinctively, Hebrew stative verbs often
59

correspond in English to predicate adjectival constructions.

Examples:

DR *18% Ty Tiy 9N (Judg 2:14)
And they were not able to stand before their enemies.

HRra M e (Judg 2:20)
And the anger of YHWH was hot against Israel.

2.4.1.4 Affective Mental and Behavioral Processes

Mental processes that realize AFFECT are verbs such as nnw (“to rejoice”) and R
(“to fear”). Affective behavioral processes are expressed in verbs such as 133 (“to
weep”).

Examples:

1057 22 1Y) (Judg 18:20)
The priest’s heart became glad. (mental)

PImo8 Y877 w3 ppypy (Judg 10:10)
Then the sons of Israel cried out to YHWH. (behavioral)

2.4.1.5 *Conditional “if ... then ...” statements.

According to Perkins, in some “if...then...” statements “there is no indication as to
whether the condition is (or will be) fulfilled or not, whereas in [others] it is implied that
the condition is not fulfilled.”®® These are of some interest in the book of Judges since it

is not uncommon for people to ask for confirmation of uncertainty by using “if...then...”

3% Jotion and Muraoka, Biblical Hebrew, 1:127.
3 Waltke and O’Connor, Hebrew Syntax, 256.
8 Perkins, Modal Expressions, 111.
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statements to request a miraculous sign confirming a proposed or irreal situation or
evaluation. Thus, they are of significance in evaluation that involves AFFECT: SECURITY
as well as JUDGMENT: tenacity.®! In fact, Perkins calls “if” a “modal particle” in
English.5? It seems to have a similar function in Hebrew.

Example:

DT 792 RTETN TR YWInTR Prp Ty 29 by on m7ah Ty i 5o oy

(Judg 6:37)
If there is dew on the fleece only, and it is dry on all the ground, then I will know that
you will deliver Israel through me, as you have spoken.

2.4.1.6 Rhetorical Questions

Questions of the rhetorical kind are not asked to elicit information, but for their
impact or effect. Thus, they can be useful in encoding evaluation. In the example in Judg
2:2 below, God is well aware of what the Israelites have done, but his rhetorical question
could express AFFECT: dissatisfaction: +displeasure or JUDGMENT: SANCTION: —
propriety.

Examples:

ooy N8rRn Hha oppnwsY (Judg 2:2)
“But you have not listened to my voice. What is this you have done?”

137203 "D DOV TR TV SY3 nN (Judg 9:28)

Then Gaal the son of Ebed said, “Who is Abimelech, and who is Shechem, that we
should serve him?”

2.4.1.7 Grammatical Metaphors

The particular use of grammatical metaphor included here is the “nominalised

2963

realization of qualities (joy, sadness, sorrow) and processes (grief, sobs).”* In Hebrew

61 Note that SECURITY is in small capitals since it is the basis of a further subsystem, but tenacity is in lower
case because it is not.

62 Perkins, Modal Expressions, 111.

63 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 46.
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this includes such lexis as 1Y (“misery”), W& (“happiness”), and M3 (“weeping”).

Example:

225 202 [INni Ty Mng 72 KY (Deut 28:47)

You did not serve YHWH your God with joy and a good heart.
2.4.1.8 Lexical metaphor
Lexical metaphors include tropes such as metaphors and similes.®* According to
Halliday and Matthiesen, lexical metaphor involves the mapping of one lexico-semantic
domain onto another. They explain:

Lexical and grammatical metaphor are not two different phenomena; they are
both aspects of the same general metaphorical strategy by which we expand our
semantic resources for construing experience. The main distinction between them
is one of delicacy. Grammatical metaphor involves the reconstrual of one domain
in terms of another domain, where both are of a very general kind. ... Lexical
metaphor also involves the reconstrual of one domain in terms of another domain,
but these domains are more delicate in the overall semantic system. ... Lexical
metaphors typically involve a shift towards the concrete.5

Bar-Efrat claims that “the object [of metaphor] is not to describe but to arouse or express
a particular attitude. ... The emotions which exist with regard to one side of the
comparison are transferred to the other, thus filling the second sphere with the emotions

associated with the first.”%

¢ Previously, lexical metaphor was defined as meaning that is a product of the interaction of the tenor (“the

idea being expressed or the subject of the comparison™) and the vehicle (“the image by which this idea is

conveyed or the subject communicated”) (Holman and Harmon, A Handbook to Literature, 298).

According to Richards,
In many of the most important uses of metaphor, the co-presence of the vehicle and tenor results in a
meaning (to be distinguished from the tenor) which is not attainable without their interaction. ...
The vehicle is not normally a mere embellishment of a tenor which is otherwise unchanged by it but
... vehicle and tenor in co-operation give a meaning of more varied powers than can be ascribed to
either (Richards, Philosophy of Rhetoric, 100).

SFL has changed this understanding of metaphor.

% Halliday and Matthiessen, Construing Experience through Meaning, 233.

%6 Bar-Efrat, Narrative Art in the Bible, 56-57.
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Example:

i3 wnwn nred 1aaR) (Judg 5:31)
Let those who love him be like the rising of the sun in its might.

295 [ 13 83 (Judg 6:5)
They would come in like locusts for number

2.4.1.9 *Semi-fixed expressions

A semi-fixed expression is a term used by Channel in her analysis of evaluative
language.®” It is used in this study as an idiom or set phrase which has become fossilized
by repeated use and acts more or less as an evaluative lexical unit. Thus, “they forsook
YHWH” (Mnx 121w7) is used five times in Judges alone (2:12, 13; 10:6, 10, 13) and
carries with it a negative evaluation of the subjects of the phrase.

Examples:

SR M ax-an (Judg 2:14, 20; 3:8; 6:39; 10:7)
The anger of the YHWH burned against Israel.

NiAYYRTIR) 0903008 312 (Judg 2:11, 13; 3:7; 10:6, 10)
They served the Baals and the Asheroth.

2.4.1.10 *Negatives

According to Labov, negatives are not an inherent part of narrative, since
narrative describes what happens, and negatives are what does not happen. Therefore
negatives “provide a way of evaluating events by placing them against the background of

other events which might have happened.”® They thus may expand the dialogic space to

67 Channell, “Corpus Based Analysis,” 39: “The focus is on [the evaluative] function where it is carried by
individual lexical items, or by semi-fixed expressions, rather than on examples where the function is carried
by whole sentences or stretches of text.”

¢ Labov, Language in the Inner City, 381. Labov identifies four types of evaluation in narrative:
intensifiers, comparators, correlatives, and explications (pp. 380-87). He classifies negatives as a type of
“comparator.”
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include alternatives (ENGAGEMENT: HETEROGLOSS: EXPAND), and may raise the force of
an evaluation by contrasting it with its opposite (GRADUATION: TYPE: FORCE).%® These
negatives may carry the evaluative function alone, or in conjunction with other elements:
the first example below is also a rhetorical question.

Examples:

TRNZY N (Judg 6:14)
Have I not sent you?

bp3y naow Ton 1wy R (Judg 8:35)
They did not show loyalty to the sons of Israel...

All of the textual realizations given above can be used to express many different types of
evaluation, both AFFECT and JUDGMENT, as will be explained further below.
2.4.2 Indirect Realization

All of the above techniques are methods in which evaluation is “directly inscribed
in discourse through the use of attitudinal lexis.””® This is not always the case, however.
Martin and White argue that, even where specific evaluative language is not used,
ideational elements can be intentionally included which carry their own implicit
attitudinal loads; thus, they “invoke” attitudes.”! The audience is then able to infer from
these the stance of the author. Thompson also argues for the relevance of invoked
evaluation: “The following description of a character in a novel has no overtly evaluative

language, but it is clearly meant to make us evaluate him as menacing: ‘He could silence

% The role of negatives in raising the force of an evaluation must be assessed with caution, however, since
their impact is inconsistent even in English, with which we are much more familiar. For example, consider:
They sinned/transgressed <> They did not obey me; She forgot < > She did not remember; He was evil <>
He was not good; They were weak <> They had no power. The effect seems to raise the evaluative force of
verbs but lower it for modifiers.

70 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 61.

71 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 62—63.
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a room full of people just by being there.””’”? In response to accusations of subjectivity,
Martin and White respond: “Avoiding invoked evaluation of this kind amounts to a
suggestion that ideational meaning is selected without regard to the attitudes it
engenders—a position we find untenable.””® They remind us that this kind of subjectivity
is not individual but social, a product of communities of interpretation contemporaneous
with the text, and thus avoids a merely idiosyncratic reading. Invocation, more so than
inscription, is dependent on its co-text and context of situation, and interpreters must
immerse themselves in Israelite culture and Hebrew language in order to assess indirect
evaluations as accurately as possible.”*

Although Martin and White do not formally define the term “token” in their
monograph, this is the word that they use to identify ideational content that invites/evokes
or provokes an evaluation or attitudinal response.” On their website, however, they go
into more detail:

The picture is complicated, however, by the possibility that the JUDGEMENT

assessment may be more indirectly evoked or implied—rather than explicitly

inscribed—by what can be termed ‘tokens’ of JUDGEMENT. Under such tokens,

JUDGEMENT values are triggered by superficially neutral, ideational meanings

which nevertheless have the capacity in the culture to evoke judgmental responses
(depending upon the reader’s social/cultural/ ideological reader position).”®

One example given by Martin and White is taken from Proulx’s novel, The Shipping

News. Partridge evaluates Quoyle’s newspaper article with, among others, the expression:

2 Thompson, Functional Grammar, 78.

3 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 62.

74 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 66.

75 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 64. See also pp. 61—68. In his later book (Martin and Rose,
Working with Discourse) Martin uses the term “invite” instead of “evoke.”

6 White, “Appraisal Outline,” 6. SFL generally defines a token as a given instance of a generalization or
type. See for example Halliday and Matthiessen, Construing Experience through Meaning, 501-2;
Halliday, “Lexis as a Linguistic Level,” 167.
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“No quotes.””’ In and of itself this could be considered a neutral comment. However, in
the context of contemporary newspaper copy writing, an article without quotations or a
television news story without “sound bites” is understood to be a disaster. In the charts
summarizing the evaluative content of texts, they use the symbol “t” to indicate a token,
or implied evaluation (e.g., “t, —capacity”).”® According to the authors, their function is
to extend the prosodies “inscribed by the explicitly evaluative items.””® Great care must
be exercised in using evaluative tokens since they are more subject to interpretive bias
than overtly inscribed evaluative language, especially when occurring in isolation from
other evaluative coding. Thus, it is best to limit their identification to within prosodies or
in connection with other lexical and syntactic items so that the evaluative stance is
reinforced by more “objective” criteria.

Of course, no evaluative token is independent of the textual and social context.
For example, in Judges the clause complex “There was no king in Israel; all the people
did what was right in their own eyes” occurs twice (17:6; 21:25). Taken in isolation,
especially in a contemporary democratic society, these passages might well invite (evoke)
a positive evaluative response, since it seems that everyone followed their conscience and
tried to do what was right. In the original context, however, they most likely invited a
negative evaluative response, in spite of the “did what was right” language. Doing “right
in their own eyes” is negative if it is contrasted to walking obediently in the

commandments of YHWH: doing right in kis eyes.*

7 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 70, in conjunction with the evaluation chart on p. 75.
78 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 75.
7 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 76.
8 See Deut 12:8, 28; Boda, 4 Severe Mercy, 142.
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2.4.3 Prosody
Evaluative language does not always occur in discrete instances scattered through
a text. Rather, these manifestations tend to overlap, accumulate, and expand as the
discourse progresses; they can “spread out and colour a phase of discourse as speakers
and writers take up a stance.”®! Martin and White base their use of prosody on Halliday’s
description of interpersonal meaning. Halliday states:
This interpersonal meaning ... is strung throughout the clause as a continuous
motif or colouring. ... The effect is cumulative; with each one the speaker
reaffirms his own angle on the proposition. ... We shall refer to this type of

realisation as ‘prosodic’, since the meaning is distributed like a prosody
throughout a continuous stretch of discourse.??

Since evaluation is a component of the interpersonal metafunction, it is logical that it is
expressed in this way. Elsewhere Halliday expands on this idea:
The speaker’s attitudes and assessments, his judgments of validity and
probability; his choice of speech function, the mode of exchange in dialogue—
such things are not discrete elements that belong at some particular juncture but

semantic features that inform continuous stretches of discourse. It is natural that
they should be realized not segmentally but prosodically.®®

Thus, as Macken-Horarik concludes, “The coupling of so-called neutral messages with
heavily appraised ones puts the less attitudinal ones into an evaluative schema if only
because of the ‘company these words keep’.”8* This has the effect of raising the
reliability of interpretation of more neutral evaluations.?’

There are three types of prosodic realization outlined by Martin and White:

81 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 43; see also Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 59—
63; Matthiessen, “Representational Issues,” 160—-163.

¥2 Halliday, “Modes of Meaning,” 205.

83 Halliday, “Text Semantics and Clause Grammar,” 239.

84 Macken-Horarik, “Issues in Appraisal Analysis,” 314.

85 Compare the concept of prosody with Battistella’s idea of “markedness assimilation” and Longacre’s
idea of “peak” or “zone of turbulence.” See Battistella, Markedness, 69-70; Longacre, Joseph, 18.
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99 6

“saturation,” “intensification,” and “domination.”®® Saturation occurs where the prosody
manifests itself opportunistically in various forms wherever it can in the clause or
discourse. Intensification is the amplification of prosody through repetition, sub-
modification, exclamation, or use of superlatives in order that it may have a greater
impact. Finally, domination occurs when the prosody is distributed over connected parts

of the discourse. The following diagram illustrates these three types of prosody.®’

Saturating Prosody

Intensifying Prosody

v

It’s @ exhilarating afternoon.

Dominating Prosody

They were certain >

that the culprit had taken the keys and used them to
gain access to the building that afternoon.

Two examples from the book of Judges include:

Saturating Prosody:

O Lord, ehold

B my family is the least h Manasseh, and(f am the youngest Jn my father’s

ow shall I deliver Israel?

8 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 20-21.
87 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 24.
8 Judg 6:15; see also 6:13, 16, 23, 39.

house. %8
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Dominating Prosody:

...and becau@ S

of his father’s household and the men of the city to do it by day, he did it by night.*°

Intensifying prosody is rare in Hebrew narrative. As Martin and White explain: “With
this kind of Prosodic realisation then, although the relevant interpersonal meanings may
be realized locally ... they colour a longer stretch of discourse by dominating meanings
in their domain.”®® I have chosen to also use the term “discourse prosody” for instances in
which the prosody extends beyond the level of a clause or clause complex, sometimes
over extended stretches of text.
2.5 Components of the Narrative Appraisal Network

When the original author(s)/redactor(s) composed the text of Judges, they
would—unconsciously, of course—have followed a semantic network in order to choose
the realizations that best reflected their semantic idea. For example, if the author wanted
to instantiate the semantic concept of insecurity in the text with regard to Gideon, he/she
would have to make lexicogrammatical choices in Hebrew to inscribe this evaluation, or
include ideational tokens to evoke it. The hypothetical networks involved would start
with the semantic concept and move, left to right, toward the realization in the text. A

partial and very simplified sample network follows:

% Judg 6:27; see also 6:22.
% Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 21.
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Ry 92
op3 792
T Lexts — go0p
¥ B
- etc.
AFFECT —— SECURITY ——» Grammar .y Jussives,
conditionals,
Semantic SATISEACTION -security ——p ete.
APPRECIATION. . ! -
Concept
INCLINATION Ideational Hiding in
SUDGMENT... Tokens dens and
— — caves, efc.

The system network in this study does not include the final column, since the options for
realization are so large that the network would become hopelessly complex. Instead,
examples of realizations have been included in the charts below in the form of
instantiations from the text. The interpreter, however, is retracing the author/redactor’s
steps from right to left, beginning with the instantiation in the text and decoding the
process by which the author/redactor has arrived at this choice. Thus, the Appraisal chart
in the Appendix is actually a reversal of the process, moving from the realization on the
left to the semantic concept on the right, reflecting the interpretive process.
2.5.1 The ATTITUDE System

In this study we will consider two components of ATTITUDE: AFFECT and
JUDGMENT. Although the model also includes APPRECIATION as a component, which is
defined as “evaluations of semiotic and natural phenomena, according to the ways in
which they are valued or not in a given field,” it is very infrequent in Judges and

limitations of space prevent its discussion.’! We are primarily concerned with the

°! For more information on appreciation see Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 56-61.
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emotions and evaluation of behavior of people and groups, and APPRECIATION deals with
“evaluations of things” rather than behaviors.”? Admittedly, the evaluation of objects
does occasionally play a role in Hebrew narrative, such as in Judg 8:24-27. Here, Gideon
makes an ephod with which the Israelites 1111 (“played the harlot™) and which became
Wpin (“a snare”) to Gideon and his house. This aspect of evaluation would be worth
following up in a more extensive study of Judges.
2.5.1.1 Affect

Martin and White define AFFECT (traditionally called “emotion™) as “concerned

93 The feelings of people—and especially

with registering positive and negative feelings.
YHwWH—in Judges are very relevant to determining the acceptability of behaviors, since
inappropriate behaviors often cause negative feelings in those who observe or are
affected by them, just as appropriate behaviors result in positive feelings.

AFFECT may be expressed in the text as a “quality” which describes a participant
(“an evil servant”), which is attributed to a participant (“the king was angry”), or which
illustrates the manner of processes (“the woman went sorrowfully”). It may be expressed
as a “process,” either mental (“their sins angered him”) or behavioral (“the old man
wept”). AFFECT may also be included as a “comment” on a situation (“sadly, the child
died”).** It should be noted, however, that some of these realizations are much less

common in Hebrew than in English.

In creating their classification system for AFFECT, Martin and White considered

92 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 58.
9 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 42.
% Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 46.
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six factors which are outlined here:
i.  Are the feelings popularly construed by the culture as positive or negative?

ii.  Are the feelings realized as a surge of emotion involving some paralinguistic or
extralinguistic manifestation, or more internally experienced as a kind of emotive
state or ongoing mental process?

iii.  Are the feelings construed as directed at or reacting to some specific emotional
trigger or as a general mood?

iv.  Are the feelings graded toward the lower valued end of a scale of intensity or
towards the higher valued end, or somewhere in between?

v. Do the feelings involve intention rather than reaction with respect to a stimulus

which is irrealis rather than realis?

vi.  Are the emotions representative of un/happiness, in/security, or dis/satisfaction.”®

These factors were combined into the realization example tables represented below, to
which representative examples from Hebrew have been added. Due to the variety of ways
of realizing ATTITUDE, it is impossible to include every potential realization or to develop
a complete set of realization statements; therefore realization examples have been given.
Wherever possible, examples have been taken from the book of Judges, but occasionally,
where these are unavailable, examples have been drawn from other narrative texts in the
Hebrew Bible. Unlike in Martin and White’s study, isolated lexis will not be listed since
individual words do not have absolute meaning without context.”® The realization
examples indicate how ideational tokens and syntax also construe meaning as well as
lexis.
2.5.1.1.1 Happiness

Happiness not only “involves the moods of feeling happy or sad,” but also
whether these feelings involve a general undirected mood or are expressed in surges of

behavior, and whether they are directed “at a Trigger by liking or disliking it.”*’ For

% See Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 46-49.

% Martin and White (Language of Evaluation, 52) do point out, however, that lexis must be considered in
context.

97 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 49.
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example, the Israelites’ misery in Judg 2:4 was a negative emotion experienced within

themselves expressed behaviorally by weeping, but YHWH’s anger in Judg 2:14 was a

negative emotion directed against the Israelites, triggered by their sinfulness, and

expressed in an act of discipline. Although Martin and White’s distinction between

“surge of behavior” and “disposition” is interesting, the difference is too subtle to be

helpful in Hebrew narrative, and so has not been included in the AFFECT tables here and

following.

mxsery
(undirected mood: ‘in

(directed feeling: ‘at
you/it’)

2 14)

1321 n$17-nx ow RYN
And the people lifted up their voices and they wept. (Judg

: L 2:4)

TRD DY N

DRIR DY DY DInN '78'110’3 I aR=TInn

The anger of YHWH burned against Israel and he gave them
 into the hand of plunderers and they plundered them. (Judg

oROT) Dﬂ’Rﬂ'? 180 DNPRAND MY ON3Ta

YHWH was sorry because of their groaning on account of
 those who tormented and those who oppressed them. (Judg

52:18)

MR 31N

So they forsook the LORD (Judg 2:13)

MY DI T IRY WK Y92

Wherever they went, the hand of the LORD was against
! them for evil (Judg 2:15)
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Sheer (’undirected mood: .; uwnw‘; NP .u'?-PU‘@;vl nwnw& IRP IIDRN D;’? 2iv 3
mme) | DT 13 INIR TN DIPISH PO DYOND AN
It so happened when they were in high spirits, that they said,
+ “Call for Samson, that he may amuse us.” (Samson is not the

i target of their mood of happiness, although tormenting him
© is a side effect of it) (Judg 16:25)

. NIV DVIW PR OPYM)
Then the land was at rest for forty years. (Judg 3:11)
| 1790 2% 230"
affection (directed : 1;vwa‘? n;',-';g j:-!‘; R -['731_ YR DN
feeling: ‘at you/it’) Then her husband arose and went after her to speak to her
! heart in order to bring her back.’® (Judg 19:3)
NPT AR PI I3 YR 287 197I0R TN
{ After this it came about that he loved a woman in the valley
: of Sorek, whose name was Delilah. (Judg 16:4)

2.5.1.1.2 Security

Feelings of “peace and anxiety in relation to our environs” are classified as
SECURITY.” These emotions can also be expressed as ongoing dispositions or moods and
as surges of behavior, whether actions or words. In Martin and White’s version of the
model, the difference between disquiet and surprise on the one hand, and between
confidence and trust on the other, is not clearly articulated, but seems to be related once
again to directed and undirected emotions.!? That is, based on the examples given,
“disquiet” seems to refer to an internal mood or state, whereas “shock” seems to be a
response directed to external events; “confidence” appears to refer to an undirected trust

in oneself, but the term “trust” is limited to trust directed towards others beyond oneself.

% Reading n2'wi)? with the gere.

9 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 49.

100 “Disquiet” and “surprise/shock” might seem to indicate a mood vs. a surge of emotion, but this cannot
be so since this distinction is represented by the columns of Martin and White’s original chart (Martin and
White, Language of Evaluation, 50).
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For example, Gideon’s anxiety in regard to his family and neighbours is a general
negative state of anxiety within him, and is not directed at specific people or events. It is
expressed behaviorally by his decision to carry out his actions by night. Since these
assumptions are not explicitly articulated in Martin and White, they are included in
square brackets in the charts below.

I have also changed the terminology of Martin and White’s classifications of
disquiet and surprise to uneasiness and mistrust. Since the model is built around
polarities, the opposition of terms uneasiness/confidence and mistrust/trust makes more

sense than the opposition of disquiet/confidence and surprise/trust. This change became

particularly necessary in the analysis of the Gideon narrative, as described in ch. 6 below.

upeasiness [undirected: : PR 7RKRY 1A ng-wva plald! T'?NW'I Ni:l:’ WR-DN n:m
‘in me’] ! And if it happens that a man should come and ask you, and
: say, ‘Is a man here?’ then you will say, ‘There is not.” (Judg
4:21)

2381 NWINA 57 *0%R a0 HRIWINR DWIK N2 TN '3
; AR "33 hRA
i O Lord, how shall I deliver Israel? Behold, my family is the
: least in Manasseh, and I am the youngest in my father’s

101 The somewhat artificial nature of the category boundaries is particularly evident in regard to SECURITY.
The distinction between behavior/disposition (especially disposition) and directed/undirected is rather
fuzzy. One could assert that the anxiety was directed against his household and the townspeople, but it
seems to be directed to them very generally and vaguely, to the point where the insecurity has become a
general state of mind. No specific reasons or incidents are mentioned. An argument might be made,
however, for directed insecurity. The distinction between perceived and actual threat is also relevant. An
actual threat falls more into the category of HAPPINESS: misery, which can be realized by the lexis “fear.”
However, INCLINATION may also involve fear or threats (see below) so there is overlap here as well. Since
INCLINATION is anticipated (irreal) rather than immediate (real), and because it may not actually involve
being afraid but may result from other motives such as ethical or compassionate ones, I will use the term
“reluctance” in this context rather than “fear.” Perhaps the greatest value of the model is to raise awareness
of factors that contribute to affect and the effect they have on meaning rather than to categorize them
discretely and definitively.
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mistrust!%? [directed ; 23270 NRRY NiR ) YY) T2 10 NRYD RIDR 1»'?;3 NN
feeling: ‘at you/it’]

5 Ry
So Gideon said to him, “If now I have found favor in your

i sight, then show me a sign that it is you who speak with me.
i (Judg 6:17)

| M opP NIYYD TRR WIRTRY IR IR KT TWRD
5 2
| And it happened that as he was too fearful of the household
of his father and the men of the town to do it by day he did

: it by night. (Judg 6:27b)

[ 71303 DRI WK DWINT REY PIN7RTOR] MArOR TN
: Then he said to Zebah and Zalmunna, “What kind of men

: were they whom ou killed at Tabor?” (Jud 818 _

e

710 YR TIR PR 0YWA w2 9hRG SR Wwin o1 0NN
: ST WIRTIR X PO SRI9 STIn IR ..
i So he spoke also to the men of Penuel, saying, “When I

: return safely, I will tear down this tower. ... He tore down

 the tower of Penuel and killed the men of the city.” (Judg
: 8:9, 17)103

confidence [undirected: !
‘in me/us’]) :

. nval vRY op-Hw WoHp RN
: They came to Laish, to a people secure and trusting.!**

.............................................................................................................

trust [directed feeling: MINATIR DT M 037D P jggal '7811”’ TlJﬂ?_J"?N 3‘?:1
‘at you/it/him/her’] : 77

\ He returned to the camp of Israel and said, “Arise, for
. YHWH has given the camp of Midian into your hands.”
i (Judg 7:15)

L 1aRD 09T 0 Y M UMD MY T ARY AN N
i Then Micah said, “Now I know that YHWH will do good to

. me because I have the Levite for a priest.” (Judg 17:13)

2.5.1.1.3 Satisfaction

The emotion of Satisfaction “deals with our feelings of achievement and

192 Martin and White (Language of Evaluation, 50) term this “surprise.” I have modified the meaning
somewhat to show the polarity more accurately and have called it “mistrust.”

193 ]t is apparent in context that this is confidence, not trust, because of the sudden dominance of 1cs verbs
in the prosody and markedly reduced references to YHWH.

104 Although the NASB uses the gloss “trusting,” there is no indication that they trusted in someone/thing
outside themselves. Therefore this is tagged as confidence.
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frustration in relation to the activities in which we are engaged”;'% it is “concerned with
telos (the pursuit of goals).”!% In this case, the feelings can be experienced directly as a
participant in them or indirectly as a spectator of them. For example Jephthah expresses
his dissatisfaction (—satisfaction: displeasure) as a participant when his daughter comes
out first to greet him, frustrating his hopes of a positive sequel to his victory—perhaps a
sacrifice of some animal in thanksgiving. His emotion is expressed in a behavioral surge
when he tears his clothes and cries out.!”” There are few if any examples of discontent or
interest from the perspective of a spectator in Judges; virtually all the instantiations of
SATISFACTION involve participants of one kind or another who have a vested interest in
what is going on. Even YHWH, who might be considered a “spectator” of human activities

in one sense, is deeply involved with his people and consequently expresses

dissatisfaction at their failings.

atisfaction
scontent!®® (spectator)

TOTRY 43 03 WK THATTIR TYINR DR TR

A NivpY o9nn An o%3% nor No) TR oY 10 MR RN
niwp’ 1 AW 53 onn TyarK

: The LORD came down to see the city and the tower which

: the sons of men had built. The LORD said, “Behold, they are

. one people, and they all have the same language. And this is
what they began to do, and now nothing which they purpose

105 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 50.

106 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 49.

107 Obviously, Jephthah also experiences UNHAPPINESS in this situation. He is heart-broken and sorrowful.
Jephthah doubtless also experiences fear of what he must do (DISINCLINATION). At times it is difficult to
differentiate between emotional responses and, indeed, more than one can be present at any one time. This
is tagged in the appraisal charts below. As with most models, some artificiality and fuzziness creeps in.
Models are necessarily simplified representations of reality, not reality per se.

108 Martin and White (Language of Evaluation, 51) call this “ennui” which seems less appropriate.
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displeasure (participant)

MRba R Ry
When he saw her he tore his clothes and said, “Alas, my

daughter, You have brought me very low, and you are
among those who trouble me.” (Judg 11:35)

5 A nbiT Ny MoR vy
But it greatly displeased Jonah and he became angry. (Jonah
4:1)
173D0 0TIR O 02% 1IN WD Tap% 0rp3 Y oN
If it is disagreeable in your sight to serve the LORD, choose

admiration

PP AW RTITD YTAR ANIR YARTOR [TWNY NN
(participant)

And Samson said to his father, “Get her for me, for she is
right in my eyes.” (Judg 14:3)

ANRW DIPADR 11377 YITTNal nary 19083 DAYSS 170!
Now the lords of the Philistines assembled to offer a great
sacrifice to Dagon their god, and to rejoice (Judg 16:23)

2.5.1.1.4 Inclination

Martin and White also describe the “irrealis AFFECT” of INCLINATION and suggest

English lexical examples:!!!

| Disposition ..
\ miss, long for, yearn for

_Surge (of behavior)
suggest, request, demand

"""" tremble, shudder, cower __: wary, fearful, terrorized

The lexis “suggest, request, demand” is odd for “desire: surge of behavior,” since a
person who does these things is not really carrying out a surge of behavior but is trying to
control the inclination of another person to act, not physically demonstrating their own

inclination to do so. Martin and White define a surge of behavior as “some kind of

109 Joshua is urging them to respond behaviorally to their feelings, but at this point they have neither acted
nor spoken.

110 Martin and White’s term “pleasure” was later changed to “admiration” in Martin and Rose, Working
with Discourse, 67. 1 prefer this term.

11 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 48.
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embodied paralinguistic or extralinguistic manifestation.”!!? Suggesting, requesting, and
demanding are linguistic manifestations. For example, in 2 Sam 3:13 (“I demand one
thing of you, namely, you shall not see my face unless you first bring Michal, Saul’s
daughter, when you come to see me”), “demand” says nothing about the inclination of
David to bring Michal, but tries to affect Abner’s inclination to do this. The verse as a
whole, however, does express his desire for her, so David’s act of demanding an action of
someone else does indeed express his own desire as well, though not behaviorally, unless
speaking is included as a behavior. Perhaps the demanding in this case could be tagged as
a token (ideational content) rather than lexis; it is more appropriately classified as an
example of +inclination: encouragement, however (see below). It is difficult to suggest
appropriate lexis for the mental process “desire” that expresses itself in behavior. Perhaps
the physical processes “persevere in xing” or “persist in xing,” or the like, where x is an
action, as indicated in the chart below. Martin and White’s term “fear” as an option for
—INCLINATION is distinct from fear as a realization of —HAPPINESS in that it has an
anticipated, irreal stimulus rather than an actual one. Note also that “fear” may not
involve actually being afraid; the disinclination may result from other motives such as
ethical or compassionate ones. I have therefore chosen to use the term “reluctance” for
clarity.!!?

Martin and White do not develop the INCLINATION subsystem fully or place it
within their system network; however, here I have decided to include it as a choice under

AFFECT since it plays a significant role in the narratives of Judges. A number of

112 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 47.
113 See footnote 101 above.
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significant adaptations and expansions had to be made since the simplified table that
Martin and White provide proved unworkable in practice. I used the spectator/participant
breakdown used in the SATISFACTION subsystem and have included samples of English
lexis to illustrate the nature of the evaluation. It may prove helpful to further subdivide

the categories based on whether the affect was triggered by a person or an action

(participant or process), but I have decided not to do so at this time.

W3 TV D R 12 1390 Wi PW NN
But the youth did not draw his sword, for he was afraid,
because he was still a youth. (Judg 8:20)

277113 D1 132790 TPD RV T
| Sisera alighted from his chariot and fled away on foot.
| (Judg 4:15)

0232 3R SUnrxb 1ip73 098 nKnN
But Gideon said to them, “I will not rule over you... (Judg
8:23)
728 N5 w250 NYOR) "Rk mw 35noK P12 R RN
| Then Barak said to her, “If you will go with me, then I will
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DY INIIWR PIRTOR 7300 DRI 33 37K pRun npy)
Mty
| “Now why are you discouraging the sons of Israel from
| crossing over into the land which the Lord has given them?”
(Num 32:7)
:nish opir oa%am Ao YT 08D PIRDTOY N
_{ Then the people of the land discouraged the people of
Judah, and frightened them from building (Ezra 4:4)
DRYLTW OFORD 997 7 YT WRIR WYUK )
| When our enemies heard that it was known to us, and that
God had frustrated their plan (Neh 4:9)
RY N0 RYIY ARTINR 120 ATAOD SRR RYR3 Y
ST T2 ROKD R
Baasha king of Israel came up against Judah and fortified

Ramabh in order to prevent anyone from going out or
coming in to Asa king of Judah. (2 Chr 16:1)

N9 MY TIRY RITIN 0IARTOR MW KM
1 So Sarai said to Abram, “Now behold, the Lord has
revented me from beann children. (Gen 16 2

w'w m 11: R272 N3 TORIP R :75 ux:‘::r’m 7’7: K7
:onYs
Balak said to Balaam, “I called you to curse my enemies,
.| but behold, you have persisted in blessing them these three
.| times! (Num 24:10)
’ IR APINR 0K I Tomay Nk 035 v
{ ...and their heart was inclined to follow Abimelech, for
they said, “He is our brother.” (Judg 9:3)
‘ TRY 28 7977 N
| She said, “I will surely go with you... (Judg 4:9)
INNTD PIRG N3WY o SRin
the Canaanites persisted in living in that land. (Judg 1:27)
TINWR "37p2 MR
Indeed, my spirit within me seeks You diligently (Isa 26:9)
M NIy "Wh nNo3 DI NOD
My soul longed and even yearned for the courts of the Lord
(Ps 84:2[3])
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TYRR] SR VW W)

But charge Joshua and encourage him and strengthen him
(Deut 3:28)

3 M3 NTiapY opinn onitnwnhy ounan T
He set the priests in their offices and encouraged them in
the service of the house of the Lord. (2 Chr 35:2)
'110& M Pua Vg NRUQ'? pelalay) 7\08 ANRNND ﬂ::j'&s M
PR SapK ink onon
| Surely there was no one like Ahab who sold himself to do
1 evil in the sight of the Lord, because Jezebel his wife
- | incited him. (1 Kgs 21:25)
- ouYh NiHWI2 DUANTTNR RRRN AT MA%RTIR PN
wihy
They strengthened the kingdom of Judah and supported

1 Rehoboam the son of Solomon for three years. (2 Chr
11:17)

2.5.1.2 Judgment

JUDGMENT “deals with attitudes towards behavior, which we admire or criticise,
praise or condemn.”!!* It involves assessment of character and behavior which may be
divided into SOCIAL ESTEEM, which deals with admiration and criticism, “typically
without legal implications,”'!> and SOCIAL SANCTION, which has to do with praise and
condemnation, “often with legal implications.”'!® Martin posits that JUDGMENT (and
APPRECIATION) may be considered “institutionalizations of AFFECT” which act in the
process of socialization: “JUDGMENT as affect recontextualized to control behavior (what
we should and should not do), APPRECIATION as AFFECT recontextualized to manage taste

(what things are worth).”!!”

114 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 42.

115 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 68.

116 Martin and Rose, Working with Discourse, 68; see also Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 52.
117 Martin, “Introduction,” 173-74.
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2.5.1.2.1 Social Esteem

The positive aspects of JUDGMENT: SOCIAL ESTEEM, include normality (how
unusual or special someone is), capacity (how capable someone is), and tenacity (how
resolute someone is). Martin and White rightly point out that indicators of JUDGMENT—
whether ESTEEM or SANCTION—are context dependent. For example, one evaluating
community may positively esteem a person who demonstrates caution, whereas another
may consider a cautious person weak or indecisive. This is sometimes reflected in

differing lexical nuances (“cautious” vs. “hesitant,” perhaps) but often the same word can

have opposite meanings in different cultures or local communities.!'®

50 7133 TAY "I PHR NN
And he said to him, “YHWH is with you, valiant warrior.”
(Judg 6:12)

7223 WRM NNTD T3 DORTDR RITTE0
Behold now, there is a man of God in this city, and the man
is held in honor. (1 Sam 9:6)

o o s 3 o T e
NIN 37D DT DDW R 71?31_:[ ’WJ&'DN 1730 1'!";?@ '7;'{1

Then Gaal the son of Ebed said, “Who is Abimelech, and

who is Shechem, that we should serve him? Is he not the

son of Jerubbaal, and is Zebul not his lieutenant? Serve the

men of Hamor the father of Shechem; but why should we

| serve him? (Judg 9:28)

118 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 52. It is partially for this reason that examples from Judges
are given as full verses rather than individual words throughout this study.
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"TIWROY Mpn MY DRRY) D0TYIR DI DYTON)
| ...and if you know any capable men among them, then put
them in charge of my livestock. (Gen 47:6)

vpn inp raY ndbnm Y- aibr-Ha Har 853
...for no god of any nation or kingdom was able to deliver

DN yeb Thps TP Y
| And they were not able to stand any more before their

| enemies. (Judg 2:14)

N3 Y10 '5'?8 3 '73.,'\”"11& DWIR 7R3 T8 "2 1",78 N

AN A3 PYRD IN
He said to him, “Lord, how will I deliver Israel? Behold,

my clan is the most powerless in Manasseh, and I am the
1 i father’s h ”? :15

XD 17193 12 ORI
God did so that night. (Judg 6:40)
12WNI 0IRK1 2
...for they were considered reliable (Neh 13:13)
1% MNp w5H 1Y Y N0 2T 00K YR PHR TIDNY
, Y73 DN PR
| Then the Ephraimites said to him, “What have you done to

us, not to call us when you went to fight against the
Midianites?” (Judg 8:1)

2.5.1.2.2 Social Sanction

SOCIAL SANCTION includes judgments of veracity (how truthful someone is) and
propriety (how ethical someone is).!!* Martin and White explain:

Social sanction on the other hand is more often codified in writing, as edicts,
decrees, rules, regulations, and laws about how to behave as surveilled by church
and state—with penalties and punishments as levers against those not complying
with the code. Sharing values in this area underpins civic duty and religious
observances.

This has obvious relevance for the book of Judges, since YHWH’s sanction is based on

119 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 52.
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whether Israel observes those laws which he has established rather than on regulations

and standards collectively determined by the community.

Off? MY VW3 WK NI 3T TN

As YHWH had spoken and as YHWH had sworn to them.
(Judg 2:15)

T23R3 DIW9Y3 1T

| ...and the lords of Shechem dealt treacherously with
Abimelech. (Judg 9:23

R ) 55 MmN Dpi 1130
| And the people served YHWH all the days of Joshua. (Judg
127
: Y2 01 DTN KT TN D KA WK )
| ...and that man was blameless, upright, fearing God and

OIS DR WK TN 073 130

| And he hired with it worthless and reckless fellows. (Judg
194

NN DYY oniag 1350 WK 717070 900 1D
| They turned aside quickly from the way that their fathers
- walked in observing the commandments of Yhwh. (Judg
12:17)
‘ o oap Nt vy 2
For they did infamy and vileness in Israel. (Judg 20:6)

2.5.2 The ENGAGEMENT System!??
According to Martin and White, who base their taxonomy on Bakhtin’s

dialogism, ENGAGEMENT includes “those meanings which in various ways construe for

120 Note that Martin and Rose (Working with Discourse, 48-59) have considerably modified the system of
ENGAGEMENT originally presented in Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 92-135 to focus on the
methods of introducing other voices rather than the effect on dialogic space that the other voices construe. I
have chosen to continue using the Martin and White version.
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the text a heteroglossic backdrop of prior utterances, alternative viewpoints, and
anticipated responses. ... The taxonomy is directed towards identifying the particular
dialogistic positioning associated with given meanings.”!*! Some statements, such as
“bare assertions,” are monoglossic rather than heteroglossic. Their phrasing makes no
obvious reference to, or implied acknowledgement of, other points of view.'?? These
statements may be subdivided into two groups. The first is those in which the content is
“taken-for-granted,” presuppositions or givens which are no longer considered to be at
issue, and therefore construe a reader who is in agreement with the statement. The second
is those which, although they have a monoglossic form, are focal points ‘for discussion
and therefore very much “at issue,” not taken-for-granted.!?* These construe a reader who
may need to be convinced and are often followed by supportive arguments.

The ENGAGEMENT system focuses on heteroglossic utterances. The first
distinction concerns whether an utterance makes allowances for alternative positions:
those which do are dialogically expansive and those which do not are dialogically
contractive.!?* Martin and White emphasize that the lexical choices which indicate these
stances must not be taken in isolation, but in context, since they “may vary systematically
under the influence of different co-textual conditions, and across registers, genres, and
discourse domains.”'?* Note that although the subdivisions of the ENGAGEMENT system
may prove valuable when considering some texts, these subcategories are often too

delicate for application to the narrative of Judges. Modality is a key factor in determining

121 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 97.

122 White, “Beyond Modality,” 263.

123 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 101.

124 See White, “Beyond Modality,” 26162, and passim.
125 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 103.
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the type of engagement, and modality in Hebrew is a poorly understood topic. Although
much research has been done in this area, there is little scholarly consensus as to how
forms such as the yigfol and weqatal function in context with other modal indicators to
determine such factors as obligation or commitment to the truth of a proposition.!?®

A significant modification has been made in the Narrative Appraisal model to
Martin and White’s original engagement system. They consider engagement as it applies
to the interaction of the speaker/writer and audience/reader in texts that are more directly
rhetorical, as explained in the Introduction to this study. The situation in narrative is more
complex. Although the dialogue of characters within the narrative world could be
analyzed in order to determine how one character uses strategies to influence or align
with another, there is sometimes no actual dialogue reported. Also, outside the world of
the story it is ultimately the implied author who is attempting to align the implied reader
to his/her ideology or evaluative stance, and who is using the interactions of characters
within the story to achieve this goal. The heteroglossia thus occurs between the implied
author and the implied reader by means of the various characters or groups of characters.
Thus it is far more relevant to examine how the implied author engages the implied
reader by his reporting of events and portrayal of characters.

The definitions of Martin and White’s original subcategories will be given briefly,

largely in Martin and White’s own terms, followed by my reinterpretation of the

126 See, for example, Callaham, Modality and the Biblical Hebrew Infinitive Absolute; Cook,
“Mood/Modality in Biblical Hebrew Verb Theory”; Gianto, “Mood and Modality in Classical Hebrew”;
Hatav, The Semantics of Aspect and Modality; Livnat, “From Epistemic to Deontic Modality: Evidence
from Hebrew”; Ljungberg, “Tense, Aspect, and Modality in Some Theories of the Biblical Hebrew Verbal
System”; Warren, “Modality, Reference, and Speech Acts,” as well as the standard grammars, such as
Jotion and Muraoka, Biblical Hebrew; Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze, Hebrew Reference Grammar; Waltke
and O’Connor, Hebrew Syntax.
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categories as they apply to the implied author and implied reader.!?” Note that not all
types of engagement are equally represented in Judges; some tend to dominate.
2.5.2.1 Contract

Contractive utterances, by their use of lexical or syntactical strategies, adopt a
stance toward a proposition which implies its truthfulness. In other words, the authorial
voice endorses the proposition and “aligns itself with the external voice which has been
introduced as the source of that proposition.”!?® Thus they are dialogically contractive
since they close down the dialogic space, tending to discourage alternative voices and
positions. CONTRACT can be subdivided into Disclaim and Proclaim. In Disclaim, “the
textual voice positions itself as at odds with, or rejecting, come contrary position.”'?* This
denial can be expressed by negation or by countering with a concession or counter
expectation (e.g., “Although the enemy was stronger, he defeated them”). In Narrative
Appraisal, negation applies to a situation in which the implied author, by means of the
outcome of events or the account of the narrator, specifically denies the attitudinal voice
of a character or group of characters. Countering occurs when an opposing voice to that
of the implied author is presented through a character or group in order that it might be
contradicted. In Proclaim, a position is represented as “highly warrantable (compelling,
valid, plausible, well-founded, generally agreed, reliable etc.)” and the textual voice
suppresses alternative viewpoints.!3® The three types of Proclaim are concurring, which

involves formulations that construe the addresser and addressee as being in alignment,

127 For more detailed explanations, see Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 104-133.

128 Martin and White, Larnguage of Evaluation, 103. The authors do not specify whether the “external”
voice is external to the specific discourse (e.g., one voice in a conversation) or external to the entire text.
Both cases are probably applicable, depending on the genre.

129 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 97.

130 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 98.
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using such terms as “obviously” or “of course” or a rhetorical question.’®! In Narrative
Appraisal I reinterpret this to mean that the implied author is concurring with the voice of
a character or group. Pronouncing occurs when the appraiser asserts the truth of the

29 <&

matter by overtly intervening in the text using such terms as “the truth is...,” “there is no
doubt...,” “indeed,” or “certainly.”!*? I modify this to mean that the implied author
intervenes and clearly asserts an evaluative position through the narrator. Endorsing is a

133 In

situation in which the textual voice draws on an outside authority to support a view.
Narrative Appraisal I understand this to mean that the implied author is using the
authority of YHWH as a speaking character or a representative of YHWH—a prophet or the
angel of YHWH—to support an evaluative view.
2.5.2.2 Expand

Expansive utterances have the opposite effect to contractive utterances. In these
situations the authorial voice distances itself from the proposition, implying flexibility,
uncertainty, or doubt. The stance implies that the proposition is still at issue and therefore
encourages alternative views. These texts are dialogically expansive.'** EXPAND can be
further categorized as Entertain or Attribute. Entertain in the original model accounts for
situations in which the appraiser acknowledges his or her own subjectivity and
deliberately presents a position as only one of a range of possibilities, therefore

29 48

entertaining dialogic alternatives (“may be,” “perhaps,” and modals).!?> This category is

of limited use in Judges, since the implied author has a clear ideological purpose and is

131 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 122-23.
132 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 1217.

133 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 98, 126.
134 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 103.

135 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 98.
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unlikely to admit to subjectivity and entertain alternative attitudinal voices. The possible
exception, as we shall see, is in the Samson narrative. On the other hand, Attribute
acknowledges the subjectivity of another voice that is but one of a number of possibilities
and can be subdivided into Acknowledge and Distance. In the case of Martin and White’s

3 66

Acknowledge, the framing device (“says,” “reports,” “believes,” “thinks,” etc) gives no

136 1n Narrative

indication as to where the speaker stands in regard to the proposition.
Appraisal the implied author does sometimes acknowledge other voices without
commenting on their appropriateness, at least at that stage of the narrative. In Distance
the framing device explicitly distances the appraiser from the attributed material. Martin
and White identify the English lexical item “claims” as the marker of distancing.'3’
Hebrew has no real lexical equivalent of “claim” but the distancing of the implied author
could possibly be expressed through the narrator in other ways than by this verb;
however, no clear examples were found in the texts studied. Thus, EXPAND is the general
term for evaluative language that makes room in various ways for other heteroglossic
voices. In the text of Judges, it is perhaps not surprising that most of the ENGAGEMENT
was contractive. The implied author tends to endorse or concur with Deuteronomic
ideals, and allows little space for alternative views, eventually countering them when
expressed by the characters.

2.5.3 The GRADUATION System

According to Martin and White, “a defining property of all attitudinal meanings is

their gradability.”!® This applies to all aspects of ATTITUDE in that they “construe greater

136 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 112.
137 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 113.
138 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 135.



77

or lesser degrees of positivity and negativity.”!3® There is also a possible application to
the ENGAGEMENT system, in that engagement can vary according to the level of the
speaker/writer’s intensity or according to the degree of the speaker/writer’s investment in
their statement;'*° however, I will limit the use of GRADUATION to instantiations of
ATTITUDE since I am approaching ENGAGEMENT from a very different perspective than
Martin and White. FORCE involves graduating according to intensity or amount with
regard to things that are scalable (e.g., “a slightly foolish person”), whereas FOCUS
considers graduating according to prototypicality where things are normally not
inherently scalable, that is, “the degree to which they match some supposed core or
exemplary instance of a semantic category”!*! (e.g., “a true king”). FORCE is described at
a greater level of delicacy in terms of TYPE, MODE, and VOLUME. !4
2.5.3.1 FORCE: Type

QUANTIFICATION involves scaling in terms of amount (including size, weight, and
number) and extent (including distribution in time and space).!*3 Examples include “nine
hundred iron chariots” (Judg 4:3) and “You have given this grear deliverance” (Judg
15:18). INTENSIFICATION, on the other hand, describes the degree of prominence of
qualities or processes, for example, “ufferly exhausted,” “annoyed me greatly,” or in

lexicalized form, “crystal clear.”'**

139 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 135.

140 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 135-36.

141 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 137.

142 | have modified the organization of Martin and White’s system here somewhat. In fact, Martin and
White (Language of Evaluation, 154) give a different system network for graduation than Martin and Rose
(Working with Discourse, 48). I have combined elements of both that are most descriptive of Hebrew
narrative.

143 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 148—49.

144 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 141-43.
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2.5.3.2 Force: Manner

MANNER entails the way in which the intensification is realized. Isolation refers to
the scaling that is realized by a separate item from the one which expresses ATTITUDE. It
can refer to qualities (s/ightly unhappy, fairly unhappy, utterly unhappy), processes (he
angered me a bit, she angered me somewhat, it angered me greatly), and modalities (just
possible, fairly possible, very possible). Infusion refers to situations where “there is no
separate lexical form conveying the sense of up-scaling or down-scaling. Rather, the
scaling is conveyed as but one aspect of the meaning of a single term.”'*> For example:
“it disquieted me,” “it startled me,” “it frightened me,” “it terrified me.” Repetition also
construes the scaling of force, and can be exact, or involve the repeating of semantically
related lexis (e.g., Isa 6:3: “Holy, holy, holy is YHWH of hosts™’; Ps 2:5: “Then he will
speak to them in his anger [7X] and terrify them in his fury [1377]”"). Lexical metaphor can
also raise or lower the intensity of an evaluation, as in “[The Midianites] would come in
like locusts for number” (Judg 6:5).
2.5.3.3 Force: Volume

Volume refers to the degree of up-scaling or down-scaling of the intensity or

99 ¢

quantity of FORCE.!® Thus a person may be “slightly angry,” “somewhat angry,” “angry,”
“very angry,” or “extremely angry.” In the first two examples the VOLUME is lowered or

down-scaled and in the last two it is raised or up-scaled. In cases where no scaling is

evident (e.g., “angry”) I consider the volume to be median. Of course, since Hebrew does

145 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 143.
146 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 141-42.
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not use many direct modifiers, these levels can be realized in different manners as noted
above.
2.6 APPRAISAL Analysis Charts'¥’

The APPRAISAL analysis is based on Martin and White’s model; however, some
modifications and additions have been made. In their appraisal analysis tables, Martin
and White list the appraising items in the text, the appraiser, and the thing or person
appraised. Due to the section of text they have selected, many of the instantiations of

appraisal relate to APPRECIATION, but they also include some AFFECT and JUDGMENT:

147 See the Appendix.
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Apprajbsing items  Appratser  Affect Judgement  Apprection  Appraised
squaring up b Acomp Qs copy
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My own charts, as discussed above, focus on AFFECT and JUDGMENT. The realizations of
evaluation have been given in both English and Hebrew. I have also chosen to give the
full text of the chapter since evaluation, especially lexis, is only fully understood in

context, and extracting isolated words or phrases may prove confusing for readers. Martin
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and White note that AFFECT is normally considered in terms of “trigger” and “emoter.”
They explain:
Affect can be coded in a framework of this kind by treating the emoter as
appraiser, and the trigger of the emotion, if recoverable, as appraised. This makes
sense if we interpret the appraiser as the person who is feeling something

(whether emoting, judging or appreciating), and the appraised as the person, thing
or activity that is being reacted to.!*®

I will continue this convention and represent AFFECT and JUDGMENT in the same chart,
but will use bold font for the affective items for clarity.

It is possible for one appraising item to construe more than one response, although
the item construes these from the perspectives of different people involved in the
situation who are viewing the item; for example, Gideon’s tearing down of the altar
construes Gideon in terms of +propriety from the perspective of YHWH and —propriety
from the viewpoint of the men of the city. The act of tearing down their shrine could also
trigger an affective response of —displeasure: dissatisfaction in the men of the city. In

the appraisal chart the multiperspectival elements are indicated as follows (from Judg

10:7):

H + and he sold X
SR y  Fixed | theminto the _E'_E_d_ _________________________
A0 0 Jexical | hands of the . .
43T oAby | form “sold ) Philistinesand | B4 | Nar | Israelites
qinp E intothe 1 into the hands 1
"+ handsof” . of the sons of CEd Narr Israelites Narrator —capacity
) + _Ammon.

In another example, the lexical item “sold into the hands of” yields both a +propriety

evaluation by YHWH of his own action since it is just punishment for sin but also

148 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 72.
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indicates YHWH’s affectual response of —satisfaction: displeasure, triggered by the
Israelites’ apostate behavior and evidenced by his punishing them. It also demonstrates a
—capacity evaluation of the Israelites by the narrator who states that they have been
conquered by the Philistines and Ammonites. The “Lexical evidence / Syntactic evidence
/ Token” column with its associated coding has been added for clarity, “token” indicating
ideational content. The column headed “C/E/M” indicates ENGAGEMENT.!#’ Codes used
in the appraisal chart are C: contractive, E: expansive, and M: monoglossic; codes
following C or E and a colon are: De: deny, Ct: counter, Cc: Concur, Pr: pronounce, Ed:
endorse, Ac: acknowledge, Di: distance, Et: entertain (see the system network).
GRADUATION is recorded if FOCUS is evident or the evaluation is raised or lowered
in FORCE, but the column is left blank if the option is neutral. In Judges, the use of FORCE
is common but Focus is of little significance. I have indicated an up-scaling of Force by
using a bold font (Arial Black). If there is more than one strategy evident for increasing
the volume, I use both a bold font and upper case letters. To represent down-scaling or
lowering of the volume I use italics for the evaluation. The existence of different levels of
evaluation is indicated in the appraisal charts by an “M” in the “M/U” column, where
“M” stands for “multiperspectival” and “U” for “uniperspectival.” The symbol “t”
indicates that the element is a “token”: an invoked rather than an inscribed evaluation.'>
Where appropriate, I have chosen to use the tilde (~) instead of a + or — to indicate
ambiguous evaluations rather than drawing conclusions on the basis of controversial

evidence.!’! Ambiguity can actually be a deliberate literary device used to create tension

145 For more information see Section 2.5.2 above.
150 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 75.
151 None of these occur in Judg 6, but a number occur in Judg 3 and 4, for example.
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or to challenge the implied reader to think through certain issues. The symbol oo is used
to indicate an irreal situation evaluation, that is, one that is anticipated or hoped for but
has not yet occurred.!> It is assumed that all evaluations involving INCLINATION are
irreal.!*? Prosodies are indicated by a label at the beginning, a heavy right border on the
column, and shading of evaluative notations.

Originally, I intended to divide the verses into paragraphs according to
Longacre’s model of Hebrew discourse, which is too complex a subject to treat in detail
here.!>* However, it soon became apparent that evaluative prosodies tended to extend
across paragraph divisions and even overlap. Also, as Dawson notes, Longacre is not
always clear in Joseph just how his paragraphs are determined:

In the long run, the section on paragraphs yields little readily accessible material;

and comprehension of this material is rendered the more difficult owing to lack of

thorough explanation of how paragraphs enter into the interworkings of clauses

and texts, which we see so succinctly and lucidly displayed in his ‘clines’.'>?

For these reasons this practice was discontinued.
2.7 Procedure: Moving from the Appraisal Charts to Interpretation

The Appraisal Charts which form the Appendix contain a vast amount of detailed
data. A word of explanation is in order as to how I analyzed this data and moved from it

to the interpretations in the chapters that follow. There is no such thing as uninterpreted

152 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 91 n. 7. See also Thompson, Functional Grammar, 77.

153 Martin and White (Language of Evaluation, 48) define INCLINATION as irrealis AFFECT.

154 Longacre, Joseph, 57-125; see especially 5859, 62-63, 81-83; Longacre, The Grammar of Discourse,
101. Longacre uses a combination of factors including semantics, initial and terminal markers, theme,
cohesion, and coherence to delimit paragraphs.

155 Dawson, Text-Linguistics, 64—65. For more information on paragraph structure see Longacre, The
Grammar of Discourse, 101-122; Porter, “Pericope Markers and the Paragraph,” passim. According to
Porter, “The characteristics of [grammatical paragraph] structure are what Longacre calls closure and
thematic unity. Closure includes initial or terminative particles, back reference to previous paragraphs, and
characteristic constituents of setting, introduction or time. Thematic unity involves thematic participants in
narrative and themes in non-narrative” (p. 179).
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data in any discipline, whether in statistical mathematics or theology, and all
interpretation of necessity involves a subjective element. I used three main techniques for
processing the data: the analysis of direct statements, the identification of patterns, and
the recognition of correlations between evaluations and the narrative structure. The first
involves the relatively rare occasions when the narrator makes a direct statement about a
character or event, such as the repeated variations on the phrase, “The Israelites did the
evil thing in the eyes of YHWH.” This construes a clear —propriety evaluation.

The second approach involves discerning patterns in the data. In some places a
cluster of similar evaluations occurs, such as the numerous indications of —security:
distrust in the early stages of the Gideon narrative or the many construals of +normality
in regard to the wife of Manoah in Judg 13. These prosodies indicate that the implied
author is focussing on a particular evaluative aspect of a character. Disruptions of a
pattern may also be very significant, as in the case of the first +propriety evaluation of
the Israelites in the introduction of the Jephthah narrative in Judg 10:10 after nine
chapters of —propriety appraisals. A change from one pattern to another also signals that
the implied reader should sit up and take notice, as in Judg 8:5 when Gideon, who has
been construed in Judg 7 by a prosody of +security: trust, is now evaluated in a prosody
of +security: confidence. Contrasts between evaluative patterns of characters can be
significant, such as that between Manoah and his wife, Deborah and Barak, or Deborah
and Jael. Patterns are also evident in the book as a whole, such as the increasingly
negative evaluations of the major judges, although it would be premature to draw
definitive conclusions in other cases without a full consideration of the chapters that have

not been dealt with in this study (Judg 1, 5, 9, 17-21). These patterns and changes in
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patterns indicate that the implied author is communicating an evaluative message about
the characters to his/her reader.

These patterns may be noteworthy, or at least suggestive, in isolation, but when
there is a correlation with the plot of the narrative they become even more significant.
This constitutes the third technique. The change in Gideon from +security: trust to
+security: confidence correlates to a clear change in participant reference in the
narrative that occurs between 8:4 and 8:5; the narrator changes from recounting the
actions of Gideon and his men to focussing on the actions of Gideon himself. The two
occasions when Ehud “turns from” or “passes by” the idols in Judg 3 (+propriety)
frames the killing of Eglon, in which the true 2% (“God”) conveys a 737
(“thing/sword”) by means of Ehud to a foreign king who expects a 727 (“message”) from
false %778 (“gods™), reinforcing the +propriety of Ehud’s courageous deed in the
centre.'>® It is this combination of evaluative analysis and literary structure that reveals
the more subtle strategies that the implied author uses to convey his/her ideological
agenda.

2.8 Conclusion

In the following chapters, I will use the data provided in the Appraisal Chart to
analyze the varying perspectives of the characters in the major judge narratives, and to
conclude from the way the implied author uses the interaction of characters’ evaluative
points of view the stance of the implied author him/herself. The Appraisal Chart includes
a considerable mass of data, not all of which has been used in the accompanying analysis.

This is because it is not possible to determine which evaluative elements are most

156 See the more detailed analyses in the Gideon and Ehud chapters.
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significant at the level of discourse in contributing to the ideology of the implied author
and which play a more limited or local role until all the elements have been tabulated and
evaluated. In an in depth analysis of any one narrative, more detail could of course be
included, but within the scope of this study it was necessary to be selective. For each
section, an introduction will be followed by an analysis of the text, using not only the
Narrative Appraisal Model but also literary criticism and socio-historical analysis, and a
summative conclusion suggesting what the implied author has conveyed about his/her

ideology through the interaction of the characters.
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3  The Second Introduction (Judges 2:6-3:11)
3.1 Introductory Remarks

Although space does not permit a detailed study of the passage here, the first
introduction to Judges (1:1-2:5) sets the tone for the book to follow. The initial success
and faithfulness of the Israelites under Joshua is gradually replaced by failure and
compromise, and concludes with the reprimand of the angel of YHWH at Gilgal for
disobedience and covenant breaking (2:1-5). The second introduction, however, is
particularly significant to evaluation in the book of Judges since it sets up the basic
framework for the ensuing judge cycles and concludes with the brief narrative of the
paradigmatic judge, Othniel.! Here the implied author, speaking through the narrator,
establishes the baseline or standard for the “major” judges that follow. According to
Younger,

The cycle introduced in this section (2:6-3:6) is obviously an imposed

interpretive pattern of the events of the period of the judges reflecting the

theological perspective of the narrator. ... The theological perspective narrated is

that of Yahweh. Thus it is evaluative, and the assessment is condemning. ... The

Israelites of this period are characterized en masse as religiously incontinent (znb,

2:17), corrupt (§hh, 2:19), and stubborn or obstinate (¢s4, 2:19). These are the
narrator’s own evaluative terms; they reveal Yahweh’s perspective.

Thus, the implied author evaluates the time of Joshua positively (+propriety): “The

people served the Lord all the days of Joshua, and all the days of the elders who survived
Joshua, who had seen all the great work of the Lord which He had done for Israel” (2:7).
Soon, however, trouble begins as the Israelites “do the evil thing” (2:11); the descending

spiral begins. Polzin points out that whereas the first introduction has a linear temporal

! As Block (“Will the Real Gideon,” 364) notes, “The collection of hero stories has its own prologue (2:6—
3:6), in which the theological agenda for the following hero stories is set.”
2 Younger, Judges and Ruth, 85-86.
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structure, the second establishes a cyclic structure with an “omniscient panchronic”
perspective that actually extends back into the final years of Joshua’s campaign when
even that exemplary generation did not succeed in conquering all the land.? It is intended
to answer the angel’s question in 2:2: “What is this you have done?” Thus, it gives a
prospective overview of the central chapters of the book in which details of specific
judges are given. Admittedly, the pattern is followed with less and less completeness in
each subsequent cycle, but it nevertheless sets the implied author’s standard or norm for
these narratives and thus establishes one method by which they can be contrasted with
one another.
3.2 The “Double Introduction” and the Deuteronomistic Question

Many scholars, commencing with Noth,* argue that the book of Judges was first
compiled as a sequential narrative “influenced by the thought and language of
Deuteronomy” and as part of the overarching Deuteronomistic History during the late
monarchy or exile,’ and was a compilation and adaptation of a collection of early hero
stories and other materials with a superimposed framework.% According to Noth, it
originally included chapters 2—12 only and later underwent further additions and editing.’
Other commentators, however, deny that the book as a whole or its framework is

Deuteronomistic, although they concede that some elements of the introduction may be.®

3 Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist, 151-3. “It is no exaggeration to state that Judges 2:23 reaches back
on the temporal plane of the text and embraces the entire Book of Joshua, even as it provides the evaluative
background for the entire Book of Judges” (p. 153). Note that Polzin limits the second introduction to 2:6—
3:6.

4 See Noth, Deuteronomistic History, passim.

5 Auld, “What Makes Judges Deuteronomistic?,” 120.

5 Butler, Judges, xlv—xlvi. See also Globe, “Enemies Round About,” 234-35.

7 See Noth, Deuteronomistic History, 20-25, 42-47.

8 Greenspahn, “The Theology of the Framework of Judges,” 389-91, 395.
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As Auld comments, “The most explicitly and uncontestably Dtr portions of the Judges
text [include] Judg 2:6-3:6.”° Exum states, “The deuteronomistic framework presented in
2:11-23, and immediately illustrated by the judge Othniel in 3:7-11, provides the
theoretical and theological context and a preview of the stories that follow.”!® She
concludes, however, that by the Samson narrative “the deuteronomistic framework breaks

down altogether.”!!

Still others, such as Stone, deny any significant Deuteronomic
element in the book.!? Although it would be simplistic to say that the book of Judges is
thoroughly Deuteronomistic, it does show influence arising out of thought in the
Deuteronomistic tradition, especially in the paradigm and framework. For example, there
are numerous echoes in Judges of Deut 7: the recalling of the signs and wonders
performed by YHWH in the deliverance from Egypt, the dispossessing of the nations by
the Israelites and the conquest of the land, the warnings against intermarriage and
following foreign gods, the danger that YHWH’s anger will burn against them and the
threat of discipline, the exhortations to keep his commands and statutes, to name but a
few. Judges has been canonically placed as part of what is generally called the
Deuteronomistic History. Although Gooding’s chiastic analysis of the book is rather
overdone, his is right to argue that, in terms of the final redactor, “this was the work of

one mind which saw the significance of the history recorded in the sources, perceived the

trends it exhibited and carefully selected and positioned each piece of source material.” It

¢ Auld, “What Makes Judges Deuteronomistic?,” 123. See also Auld, Joshua, Judges, and Ruth, 142. Auld
later comments, however, “It is incumbent on us to reevaluate the evidence, and ask again whether these
were not late additions to an already complex book, rather than constituative elements of its substratum—
and we must go on to ask what this means for the label Deuteronomistic, or just how far Deuteronomistic is
an appropriate description of such passages.” (p. 125).

10 Exum, “The Centre Cannot Hold,” 411.

11 Exum, “The Centre Cannot Hold,” 423. See also Niditch, Judges: A Commentary, 49.

12 Stone, “Judges,” 199-201.
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is likely that the final redactor—whom I call the implied author—arranged the text of
Judges meaningfully to fit the context of the Deuteronomic History and was influenced
by Deuteronomistic thought.!* As Boda rightly notes, “If Judges is part of this larger
literary complex, the historical context for reading the texts in Judges must be discerned
from evidence found within this entire literary complex, which ends with the exilic
experience of Judah in the sixth century BC.”'* The introduction to the book of Judges,
complete with Deuteronomistic elements, sets the tone for its final literary form; thus, it
is appropriate to make reference to other books in the Deuteronomistic History in
explicating Judges itself.

Gooding suggests a two-part (1:1-2:5; 2:6-3:6) introduction, a series of narratives
that make up the body of the book (3:7-16:31), and a two-part (chaps 17-18; 19-21)
epilogue.’” It is often stated that the first introduction has a political focus, whereas the
second has a theological one. For example, Exum explains, “Whereas the first part of the
introduction (chap. 1) deals with Israel’s military problem, the second (chap. 2) raises a
religious problem, providing an ‘ideological account’ in contrast to the more ‘objective
account devoid of excuses or moralistic explanations.’””!® Webb also remarks that

whereas in the first introduction the events unfold from the perspective of the Israelites,

13 According to Webb (Judges, 9) “That the stretch of material comprising our present book of Judges is
part of a larger narrative, and to that extent incomplete in itself, is almost too obvious to warrant attention.”
For more on the role of the Deuteronomist in the compilation of Judges, see any of the standard
commentaries. Webb (Judges, 20-32, 53) offers a helpful overview. It is not the purpose of this study to
fully explore the stages of Judges’ composition and the Deuteronomist’s role in that process.

14 Boda, “Judges,” 1047, see also Webb, Judges, 53.

15 Gooding, “The Composition of the Book of Judges,” 77-78. For a few of the many examples of scholars
who hold the view of a double introduction, see Exum, “The Centre Cannot Hold,” 413; Gillmayr-Bucher,
“Framework and Discourse,” 688. Some, such as Block, Judges, Ruth, 77 and Stemmer, “Introduction to
Judges, 2:1-3:4,” 240, give a modified structure for the introduction.

16 Exum, “The Centre Cannot Hold,” 413, quoting Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist, 146.
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in the second introduction we see the events through YHWH’s perspective.!” I have
chosen to include the brief narrative of Othniel as part of the second introduction, since it
establishes the norm or ideal against which all the subsequent judges will be evaluated.
3.3 Definition of “Judge”

A word on the nature of the office of “judge” is relevant before entering on an
analysis of specific judges. There is considerable debate about the meaning of the term.
As Bal aptly notes, “The problem typifies the circularity inherent in the enterprise of
interpretation: the unique source available for the concept’s interpretation is the very
book that requires interpretation by means of this concept.”!® Although the term “judge”
would seem to imply a judicial function, only Deborah is portrayed as being involved in
such activities. The semantic field of the root VoW includes making decisions,
administering justice, ruling or governing, and exercising authority.!® The judges are
referred to as both saviors and deliverers (2'win), and this has led some to conclude the
existence of two distinct offices,?’ although other commentators consider the terms
overlapping or synonymous.?! Butler suggests a double role for judges which includes

both military leadership and political/judicial functions.?? Others consider the role of

judge to be synonymous with that of “king” (791).2* According to McCann,

17 Webb, Judges, 135.

18 Bal, Murder and Difference, 52.

Y HALOT, 1623.

2 For example Guillaume, Waiting for Josiah, 19-20; Webb, Judges, 183. See also the discussion in Bal,
Murder and Difference, 52-54.

21 For example McCann, Judges, 3; Bal, Murder and Difference, 59; Block, Judges, Ruth, 36.

22 Butler, Judges, XxXxViii.

3 Castelbajac, “Les Juges d’Israél,” 85: “Pour présenter la période séparant la mort de Josué du régne de
Saul comme une suite de judicatures, le Deutéronomiste assimile le titre de « Juge » a celui de « roi ». En
effet, une écrasante majorité d’auteurs voient dans $pr, traduit genera lement par «juge», un synonyme
immémorial de mlk ( « roi » ) et de m$y’ ( « sauveur » ).” See also Bal, Death and Dissymmetry, 209.
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The root spt means not only “to judge” in the narrow sense, and not only “to
govern” in the broader sense, but it also means in the broadest sense “to establish
justice.” ... This designation [“bringer of justice”] suggests that the judges were
persons entrusted with the enactment of God’s will for the world.”**

Aside from natural gifting, their “qualification,” that suits the judges for their functional
role, Block stresses their “authorization,” which consists in being raised up by YHWH,
even if the Spirit is not explicitly mentioned as initiating and participating in their
activities.? In this sense they are “charismatic” leaders, even if they are often less than
the heroic “swashbuckling, charismatic military leaders” that Niditch describes.?® Boda
describes them as “charismatic chieftains” who are associated with “saving or rescuing”
and “dispensing justice.””?’ Their function is varied and complex, and the situational role
they fulfil contrasts with the dynastic leadership that was to come later with the
establishment of the monarchy.
3.4 Analysis of the Text
3.4.1 The Paradigm: Judges 2:6-3:6

Judges 2:7 concludes the narrative of the generation of Joshua and the elders.
Here the evaluation is clearly positive: the Israelites served YHWH “all the days of” ( 53
") Joshua and “all the days of” (" 531) of the elders who outlived him. The repetition of
“all the days” raises the force of the assessment that the Israelites acted with obedience
(+propriety) and faithfulness (+tenacity), a consequence of the fact that they had
actually seen “all the great works of YHWH which he had done for Israel.” Verse 7 links

this behavior to YHWH’s character: a relative clause notes that they were those who had

24 McCann, Judges, 4. See also Stone, “Judges,” 187-89.
2 Block, Judges, Ruth, 36.

26 Niditch, Judges: A Commentary, 1.

27 Boda, “Judges,” 1053.
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seen his ability to perform great acts (+capacity) and his compassion (+propriety) in
doing them “for Israel” (+normality).?® Although even Joshua’s generation was not
without some shortcomings, it is clearly established by the implied author as the standard
by which the subsequent generations will be evaluated. 2° Verse 10, however, sharply
contrasts this group with “another generation” which followed it and which is modified
by a similar but negative relative clause: “who did not know YHWH, nor yet the work
which He had done for Israel,” a phrase which has implications of covenant violation.’!
The narrator then recounts a series of events that develop into a significant discourse
prosody (vv. 10—15) detailing the inappropriate behavior of the Israelites (—propriety).
The Israelites “did the evil thing” (v. 11, p13-n§ 58713 7). The fact that this is not

simply “evil,” but evil “in the eyes of YHWH,” 3 emphasizes the fact that YHWH is the

28 Since YHWH is characterized throughout the Deuteronomic History as both just (punishing evil) and
compassionate (having mercy on sinful humanity), both justice and compassion are considered
manifestations of +propriety. See Exod 20:5-6; 34:6-7; Deut 5:9-10; 7:9-10; Num 14:18; Ps 103:8-10;
Jonah 4:2, etc. As Boda, “Judges,” 1098, notes, “While the anger of God expresses Yahweh’s character of
justice, at the same time this justice is disciplinary, revealing his gracious desire to free his people from
sin’s bondage.”

2 Admittedly, there may be some qualification of Joshua’s success since YHWH did not drive out all the
nations before Joshua (2:23). The corruption may have first set in during the leadership of Joshua, but in
comparative terms the nation under Joshua was far more obedient and faithful than later under the judges.
The implication could also be that YHWH simply did not drive them out before Joshua in order to test the
subsequent generations, and to teach them battle strategy (3:1); thus exonerating Joshua’s generation.

30 No reason or excuse is given for this ignorance, and thus it in itself constitutes a negative evaluation.
Butler, Judges, 42-43 notes, “Without knowing God or the tradition of the fathers, the new generation
follows the only example they have before them, the example of the Canaanite Baal worshipers.” Schneider
(Judges, 33) denies that Joshua is partly at fault for failing to provide continuing leadership.

1 Boda, “Judges,” 1092.

32 There are 93 occurrences of the phrase mn* *»p3 in the Hebrew Bible, distributed as shown in the table
below (exported from Logos Bible Software 4). The Phrase m* *»p3 Y75 occurs in 54 of these cases.
Schneider (Judges, 31) is right to point out that the translation “in the eyes of YHWH” is to be preferred
over “in the sight of YHWH” and other more colloquial versions since the use of “the eyes of” links the
evaluation more clearly to other relevant motifs in the book and the entire Bible that focus on eyes,
especially in the Samson narrative and the double conclusion. See the table following:
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ultimate judge. The implied author uses YHWH’s perspective and authority to endorse
his/her assessment (C:Ed) because YHWH sets the definitive standard for ethical
behavior, which is norm-referenced in respect to his covenant,’* not peer-referenced in
respect to the surrounding culture. Failure to meet this standard can be seen in the chaos
typical of the two conclusions to the book of Judges (Judg 17:6; 21:25) when “everyone
did what was right in their own eyes.”

In fact, as Schneider notes, “Not only were the Israelites doing what was wrong,
but they came to the point where they felt that they, not their deity, judged good from
bad.”* The use of the article on 17 indicates that the reference to “evil” here is not a
generic reference to morally evil actions such as theft or even murder, but to the specific
and ultimate evil of apostasy and covenant violation.>® This is reinforced not only by the
immediately following clause “and served the Baals” (v. 11, u’ﬂ?zg;a'ng_z 17207), but also

by the lexical choices of the narrator (they “forsook” YHWH (arp 2x, vv. 12, 13);

followed “other gods” (o™ ny 0%, v. 12); “provoked [YHWH] to anger” (op3, v. 12)

33 See Younger, Judges and Ruth, 124.

34 Schneider, Judges, 31.

35 See Younger, Judges and Ruth, 88; Schneider, Judges, 46; Boda, 4 Severe Mercy, 138-39; Boda,
“Judges,” 1099.
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and also by the selected ideational content (following the gods of the surrounding
nations; bowing down to them; serving Baal and Ashtaroth) in vv. 12-13. In vv. 14-15,
both the affective and volitional responses of YHWH to Israel’s actions reinforce this
evaluation of —propriety: his anger burns against the Israelites (A&8-0": —happiness:
antipathy),* and he not only “gives” and “sells” them into the hands of “plunderers” and
“enemies,” but also “is against them for harm” as a consequence of their behavior
(—satisfaction: displeasure).’” Through the narrator’s recounting of the fact that the
Israelites had been given due warning prior to the dispensing of punishment (v. 15, “as
YHWH had spoken/promised and as YHWH had sworn to them™), the implied author
stresses not only the +veracity of YHWH, but also his justice and covenant faithfulness
(+propriety) in contrast to the Israelites.

This intense saturating prosody of —propriety on the part of the Israelites, and the
emphasis on the justice (+propriety) of YHWH in upholding the covenant and
disciplining them for their failure, establishes a tone which makes v. 16 an unexpected
surprise to the reader: “Then YHWH raised up judges who delivered them.” There is no

explicit mention of repentance here or in v. 18, or of “crying out” (py1) on the part of the

36 No theological assumption is made here as to whether the possibility of YHWH is actual or an
anthropomorphism. This has no effect on the evaluative process.

37 McCann (Judges, 35-37) rightly points out that a simplistic concept of retribution is not at work here, or
for that matter, within the entire Deuteronomistic History. Grace must be factored into the equation.
McCann also suggests the possibility that “what appears to be divine punishment in an active sense is
actually the people’s experience of the destructive effects of their own selfish choices” (p. 36). See also
Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist, 152: “The Mosaic covenant is not a mechanistic predictor of success
or failure whereby an adherent’s obedience unequivocally brings blessing, and disobedience or inimical
opposition necessitates failure.” There is little evidence in the book of Judges that repentance plays a major
role in YHWH’s deliverance, except perhaps in the case of Jephthah. First Samuel 12:9-11 suggests,
however, that the cries of Isracl may have been more than just a response to suffering, although this is not
explicitly articulated in Judges. Polzin suggests that what is at play here is more a pattern of
punishment/mercy than one of disobedience/repentance (p. 155). Greenspahn (“The Theology of the
Framework of Judges,” 386) also denies a Deuteronomistic theology of simple retribution, and sees rather a
scheme of “punishment-and-grace.”
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Israelites as there is in the judge cycles; thus, the emphasis is on YHWH’s compassion and
mercy.*® Yet, as we have noted above, +propriety can be demonstrated by YHWH in
terms of compassion as well as justice, as is well documented throughout the OT. This
verse also indicates YHWH’s affectual response to the trigger of Israel’s suffering:
+happiness: affection. Imnmediately, however, v. 17 reverts to focus once more on the
—propriety of Israel, which reasserts itself in spite of God’s mercy. The introductory
particle 03 (“yet”), which BDB notes can imply contradiction or adversative force,*
introduces the negative prosody. The choice of lexis for verbs, “did not listen” (Wnw &Y),
“played the harlot” (1) and “turned aside” (37), clearly indicates the Israelites’
disobedience (—propriety) and unfaithfulness (—~tenacity), and the force of the evaluation
is raised by the adverbial “quickly” (373n) and the subsequent contrast with the obedience
of the previous generation.

Nevertheless, the text proceeds in v. 18 to point out a second time, and more
emphatically by means of a saturating prosody, the compassion of YHWH (+propriety)
and his love for his people (+happiness: affection). This evaluation is invoked by the
raising up of Judges and God’s presence with them, as well as the reference to
deliverance that the implied author predicates of YHWH on behalf of Israel (C:Ed). It is
also explicitly inseribed in the text when the narrator recounts the affective consequences
of Israel’s suffering (~happiness: misery): YHWH was “moved to pity/compassion”

(DI_'_I;J?).“O No sooner has this been established, however, than again the implied author

3% See Boda, “Judges,” 1094.

3 There is surely more in play here than the simple additive force that Muraoka outlines (Muraoka,
Emphatic Words and Structures, 143-46). BDB, 169: “5. connecting two ideas which express (or imply) a
contradiction, 23 acquires sometimes an adversative force (¢cf A8 1 end), yet, but, though.” See also HALOT,
1:195: a “particle of association and emphasis.”

40 See Parunak, “Semantic Survey of Nhm,” 512-32.
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subjects the Israelites to a significant negative appraisal through the narrator
(—propriety). Once again their “turning back™ (32¥?), their “following other gods,” their
“serving them” and “bowing down to them” are itemized in a discourse prosody, only
this time the comparative structure using j1 (DRIaRA IN'NWN) emphasizes that their
corruption is even more extreme than that of their ancestors. It is ironic that the
faithlessness of Israel to YHWH and his covenant is stressed in vv. 12 and 13 in that they
“forsook/abandoned” (2ry) him (—tenacity: faithfulness), in v. 17 in that they “turned
aside quickly” (—tenacity: faithfulness), and in v. 19 in that they “turned back”
(—tenacity: faithfulness), and yet their refusal to “give up” (523) their unethical practices
demonstrates determination (+tenacity: stubbornness) later in v. 19. Of course, the co-
text, the cultural context, and the context of situation always act to determine whether the
evaluation is ultimately appropriate, and in the context it is clear that +tenacity in this
form is an undesirable attribute for the Israelites as their previous —tenacity. The intensity
of the negative appraisal is increased in vv. 19-20 when the implied author changes the
method of appraisal from the narrator simply describing the situation (—propriety), to the
narrator relaying the emotions of YHWH about the impropriety second hand (his “anger
burned against Israel,” '71;:11'?7:;1 8- ~happiness: antipathy; —satisfaction:
displeasure), to the evaluation of the Israelites by YHWH himself in direct speech
(—propriety). Here the appraisal is directly inscribed and completely unambiguous: “This
nation has transgressed my covenant ... and has not listened to/obeyed my voice.”*!

Thus, the prosody in vv. 19-20 steadily builds to a climax of —propriety in respect of the

41 Webb (Judges: Integrated, 121) remarks that In the first introduction the characters are portrayed
externally in behavior and speech but in the second introduction YHWH’s state of mind is described directly
(anger, but also pity), showing his personal attachment to Israel and his reluctance to judge them.
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Israelites, resulting in YHWH’s determination to no longer drive out the nations before
them. YHWH’s goal is that his irreal appraisal of Israel, “whether they will keep the way
of YHWH (o +tenacity) and walk in it” (co +propriety), would become real. A rephrasing
of this ideal (“to see whether they would obey YHWH’s commands™) in 3:4 concludes a
survey of the nations involved in this test, forming an inclusio with 2:22. By using the
phrases “the way of YHWH” and “YHWH’s commands” in these two verses the implied
author reemphasizes that the norm for ethical behavior is set by YHWH (C:Ed), not the
Israelites, and not the surrounding people. Nevertheless, in the very next verses the
implied author begins to give the results of the testing: syncretism with the nations of the
land. The ideational content in vv. 56 clearly invokes a —propriety judgment in terms of
Deuteronomistic ideology as well as the first verses of Judges. The Israelites
“lived/dwelled among” (2v") the Canaanites, Hittites, Amorites, Perizzites, Hivites, and
Jebusites although they had been specifically instructed to dispossess the same litany of
nations and “utterly destroy them” or “certainly devote them to the ban” ( o™nn oIna
oni, Deut 7:1-4).%? As Webb aptly notes, “The nations which were originally left (at the
time Joshua died) to test Israel’s faithfulness will now be left permanently as a
punishment for their unfaithfulness.”*® They intermarried with the pagan inhabitants,
although they had repeatedly warned not to do so (Ex 34:16; Deut 7:4; Josh 23:12—13),

and they served their gods, the ultimate evil of apostasy.** This brought YHWH’s

2 For some reason the Girgashites are not mentioned in Judges along with the other six nations.

43 Webb, Judges, 33.

#4 Note that Othniel, the ideal judge, married Achsah, an Israelite, not an outsider. See Schneider, Judges,
39.
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judgment on repeated occasions and explains why the Israelites never fully possessed the
land they had been promised.

Thus, after the introductory passage giving a positive evaluation of the generation
of Joshua and the elders, the implied author uses the second introduction to present a
repeated evaluative pattern of negative assessments of the Israelites, condemning their
apostasy (—propriety), interspersed with positive assessments of YHWH, stressing his
compassion (+propriety). It is doubtful that the repetition of sin and mercy in 2:6-20
represents a specific chronological sequence of historical events; rather it indicates the
general pattern or paradigm that the history of Israel will follow over the subsequent
cycles. Indeed, R 9WR Y53 in v. 15 (woodenly translated “in all which they went”) is
usually translated with the indefinite “wherever” or “whenever,”* and mm DpaTANiny.

”46 Of course,

18 with the indefinite temporal use of *3 is normally translated “whenever.
other evaluative statements are made in this passage, particularly regarding tenacity, but

the dominant pattern seems to be the fluctuation between the opposite poles of propriety,

as illustrated in the chart below.

2:6-9 Generation of Joshua and the +propriety righteousness
elders

2:10-15 | Another generation of Israelites —propriety sin

2:16 YHWH raises up judges +propriety mercy

2:17 Israelites turn aside —propriety sin

2:18 YHWH raises up judges +propriety mercy

2:19-21 | Israelites turn back —propriety sin

2:22- Testing the Israelites evaluative test established

3:4

3:5-6 Results of the test —propriety [ sin

45 NRSV, NASB, TNIV, etc.; see BDB, 82, 481.
4 See HALOT, 471.
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This oscillation between sin and mercy in the second introduction sets the pattern for the
rest of the cycles in the body of the book of Judges.
3.4.2 Othniel, the Paradigmatic Judge: Judg 3:7-11

The narratives of all the major judges begin with the phrase “The Israelites did the
evil thing in the eyes of YHWH” or alternately “The Israelites again did/continued to do
the evil thing in the eyes of YHWH,”*” as does the account of Othniel in Judg 3:7;
however, yet another negative prosody, assessing the Israelites in terms of their ethical
propriety and finding them wanting, actually begins earlier in 3:5 and continues to 3:8.
This has the effect of blurring the start of the Othniel account and suggests that this
judge, rather than being one of the major judges, is actually a part of the introductory
paradigm.*® In O’Connell’s view he is “the embodiment of the institution of
judge/deliverer.” * The brief and almost stereotypical nature of his story—as Auld aptly

250

states, it “tells us everything and tells us nothing”"—also supports this view, as we shall

see below.>!

47 Judges 3:7; 3:12; 4:1; 6:1; 10:6; 13:1. Greenspahn (“The Theology of the Framework of Judges,” 394—
95) argues that the phrase means “continued to do” since evidence of repentance is lacking. This argument
is inconclusive since the prefix conjugation could indicate either a continuous or iterative action. He also
denies that ¥777 (“the evil”) refers to apostasy and idolatry, contrary to the stance taken in this study.

48 See Exum, “The Centre Cannot Hold,” 414. It is interesting that Othniel is apparently not a native
Israelite (see for example Younger [Judges and Ruth, 66 n. 17, 69], who argues that Caleb, Othniel, and
Achsah are proselytes from a different ethnic group). There may be a subtle hint here that positive
evaluation has more to do with membership in and loyalty to the covenant than with ethnic identity or
membership.

4 O’ Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 84.

30 Auld, Joshua, Judges, and Ruth, 147.

31 Klein (Irony in Judges, 14) remarks that the Othniel narrative provides a basis for analogy in the
succeeding narratives: “In the exposition, the cyclical pattern of the main (major) narratives is both
described (2:16—19) and dramatized (3:7-11).” She notes further on p. 16: “Recognition of the expository
structure automatically removes the story of Othniel from the central text, and the central section of the
book is shown to be concerned only with judges who are not obedient to the covenant and Yahweh.”
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Many of the accusations against the Israelites in vv. 611 echo earlier passages
that present the generic pattern of Israelite failure: “they served their gods” (—propriety;
3:6; see 2:12, 17, 19), “they did the evil thing in the eyes of YHWH” (—propriety; 3:7; see
2:11), “they forgot YHWH” (—propriety; 3:7; see the similar 2:12, 13: “they forsook
YHWH”), “they served the Baals and the Asherahs” (—propriety; 3:7; see 2:11, 13). The
anger of YHWH is kindled (—happiness: antipathy; 3:8, see 2:14. 20) and he sells them
into the hands of the enemy (+propriety [justice]; 3:8; see 2:14) in both sections. These
cohesive ties again tend to link the account of Othniel with the basic paradigm. The
Othniel account is the first to use the phrase “the Israelites cried to YHWH” (™13 1pym
M-SR Y87P) extending the summary of cyclical elements in ch. 2, although the content
of this cry is not specified.*?

The implied author presents this brief, stark, and stereotypical pericope to better
serve as a foil for the increasingly complex and flawed judges that follow. The account of
this judge, including YHWH’s anger, the raising up of Othniel, and the Spirit coming on
him, are succinct and offer no details. The mention of his victory over Cushan-
Rishathaim and his conflict with the Arameans is terse to the point of abruptness: he
“saved them” (Dp"Wi) because “he went to war” (7nn5m% Ry and “his hand was strong
over” (v i1 tym) them. His prior military prowess is not explicitly mentioned; thus, in
terms of this pericope, YHWH implicitly receives all the glory for the victory.** The

contrast to the detailed commissioning and the richly described battle accounts of Barak,

52 Whether this cry implies repentance is disputed. According to Boda (“Judges,” 1100), “It is clear that the
cry involved admission of culpability, a recognition of deserved punishment, a request for help, and a
penitential response.” This may be inferred from the broader context of the OT, including the story of
Jephthah and the summary of the judges in 1 Sam 12:8-11, but is not inscribed in the text here. This issue
will be discussed further in the chapter on Jephthah.

53 See Schneider, Judges, 42.
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Gideon, Jephthah, or Samson are striking; three stark verses suffice to appraise Othniel as
+capacity and +normality. There are no negative evaluations here, and no ambiguity or
tension in his character. This does not imply that Othniel is a pure fabrication who merely
serves the function of the paradigm, since he is also positively portrayed elsewhere,>* but
it does suggest that the implied author is portraying the ideal judge through the narrator
(Othniel himself never speaks): he is associated with the tribe of Judah, the Spirit of
YHWH comes on him (+normality),>® he is a strong military leader who saves the people
(+capacity), and the land has peace throughout his lifetime—all this without committing
apostasy or transgressing morally (by implication, +propriety).>
3.5 Conclusion

The second introduction serves to set the theme and pattern for the five major
judge cycles in Judges. By evaluating the previous generation as +propriety (obedience
to YHWH) and +tenacity (faithfulness to YHWH’s covenant), the implied author sets the
standard by which the later generations will be contrasted. Three clear prosodies of
—propriety emphasize the sinfulness of the later generations of Israelites, alternating with
temporary periods of peace when the judges worked to keep sin under control. It is
notable, however, that there are no instances of +propriety attributed to these Israelites;

their “rest” seems to consist of the passive absence of overt sin rather than the active

54 Contra Brettler, The Book of Judges, 27. For a discussion of the historicity of Judges as a whole and of
individual narratives, see Brettler, “Ehud Story as History and Literature”; Halpern, First Historians;
Kitchen, On the Reliability of the Old Testament, 199—239, among others. Othniel also appears in Josh
15:16-19 and Judg 1:12—15, which are parallel passages.

5 McCann (Judges, 43) points out that only here in Judges does the Spirit’s presence result in the
immediate accomplishment of God’s will.

%6 Schneider (Judges, 35) distinguishes between an ideal judge and a model judge. She argues that Othniel
is not ideal since the earlier anecdote narrating his interaction with Achsah “casts a slight blemish on him”
(see also pp. 12-17). He is however a model judge, a standard against which other judges will be measured.
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presence of righteousness. Overall, sin dominates. YHWH, however, is evaluated a
number of times as +propriety. It is interesting that this ethical propriety is exhibited in
two different but related ways: justice (punishing sinners in 2:15; 3:8, 9 and rewarding
obedience in Judg 2:7, 10) and mercy (compassion for suffering sinners; 2:16, 18). In
2:22-3:4 YHWH explicitly states that he will continue to test the Israelites in order to
evaluate their obedience and faithfulness, but their syncretistic lifestyle—living among
the Canaanites, intermarrying with them, and serving their gods—bodes ill for their
future (3:5-6).

Through the Othniel pericope (3:7-11), the implied author summarizes concisely
the cycle of sin and deliverance that he/she has presented in ch. 2: the people commit
apostasy (—propriety), YHWH becomes angry (—happiness: antipathy), they are sold into
the hands of the enemy (+propriety [justice]), they cry out in their suffering (~happiness:
misery),”” a deliverer is raised up (+happiness: affection), the people are saved, and peace
is established (+security: trust)—at least for a time.® Just as the previous generation set
the standard for evaluating the behavior of the subsequent generations (obedience and

faithfulness), so Othniel, the ideal judge, sets the standard for evaluating the subsequent

57 Both O’ Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 40-41; Butler (Judges, 48) notes that “crying to YHWH” does not
appear in the paradigm, which notes YHWH’s compassion in response to their groaning, and conclude that
the cries in later cycles were actually motivated by suffering, not repentance. Butler relates this groaning to
that of the Israelites during the Exodus. (See also McCann [Judges, 46] who sees each judge cycle as a new
exodus.) Whether the Israelites were truly repentant, and whether repentance was necessary for YHWH’s
intervention is a contentious issue, which will be discussed further in regard to Jephthah.

38 Scholars break down this cycle in various ways. For example, O’Connell (Rhetoric of Judges, 2-3, 21—
25) speaks of a 12 part cyclic religious-historical schema/paradigm (2:11-15, 16-19) with up to twenty
cycle motifs, consisting of two sections: an alienation phase (expressed in covenant language) and a
restoration phase (expressed in terms of YHWH’s grace). Webb (Judges: Integrated, 175) outlines six
elements of the paradigm or framework: Israel does what is evil in Yahweh’s sight; Yahweh gives/sells
them in to the hand of oppressors; Israel cries to Yahweh; he raises up a deliverer; the oppressor is
subdued; the land has rest.
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judges (controlled and empowered by God’s spirit and free from explicit sin). The second
introduction provides the benchmark to which all the later judges and generations will be
compared and found wanting. > The positive nature of the evaluation of Othniel in the

first introduction will carry over into the positive appraisal of Ehud that immediately

follows.

3 O’Connell (Rhetoric of Judges, 59) notes that the language and standards by which the tribes are
measured in intro 1 and 2 resemble the language and standards of YHWH’s covenant with Israel as set forth
in the book of Deuteronomy. On p. 19 he gives a list of references to pre-existing deuteronomic stipulations
at the time that Judges was compiled: Judg 2:1-2, 11-15 [16-19]; 2:20-3:4; 3:7; 6:7-10 [25-26]; [8:27];
[9:56-57]; 10:6-16; [18:31]. See also p. 77-78. See also Niditch, Judges: A Commentary, 49-50; Amit,
The Art of Editing, 163.
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4 The Ehud Narrative (Judges 3:12-30)
4.1 Introductory Remarks

Although the Ehud narrative begins with the expected phrase “Now the Israelites
again did the evil thing in the eyes of the Lord” and presents some straightforward
evaluations of the Israelites as sinful and weak (—propriety), it gives a much more
detailed and nuanced portrayal of both leaders, Ehud and Eglon, before concluding with a
positive appraisal of the Israelite army as a whole in a prosody of +capacity evaluations.
By positioning the complex Ehud after the transparently ideal judge Othniel of the
introduction, the implied author establishes both continuity and contrast between the two
Israelite leaders. There is also a contrast between the Israelite Ehud and the Moabite
Eglon in terms of their religious orthodoxy.

Scholarly views on Ehud are much more mixed than those on Othniel, or even the
later judges.! Brettler states that Ehud acts “without committing any wrongdoing (from
the Israelite perspective) in the political or religious sphere.”? Waltke does not criticize
Ehud for his treachery because “half-truths, lies, deception, and treachery are all part of
holy war.”? Younger, however, considers that “Ehud is clearly not of the moral character
of Othniel” and Klein thinks that YHWH does not approve of Ehud’s valuing of ends over

means.* Others are more forthright in their negative evaluations of Ehud’s character:

! Early in the history of interpretation, Josephus commented in his Antiquities 5.4: “Ehud also was on this
account dignified with the government over all the multitude, and died after he had held the government
eighty years. He was a man worthy of commendation, even besides what he deserved for the forementioned
act of his” (Josephus and Whiston, The Works of Josephus, 5.4.3). For a summary of some more recent
attitudes towards the propriety of Ehud’s actions see Wong, “Ehud and Joab: Separated at Birth?,” 406-7.

2 Brettler, “The Book of Judges: Literature as Politics,” 406.

3 Waltke and Yu, An Old Testament Theology, 598; see also p. 515 n. 12.

4 Younger, Judges and Ruth, 122; Klein, Irony in Judges, 38. Note that Younger also says, “For Othniel,
there is no need for deceptive stratagems, outside help, special vows, and so on. It is a simple,
straightforward victory through the Spirit of Yahweh’s empowerment” (p. 105).
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Polzin considers him to be “repugnant, deceitful, and cruel” and Webb calls him a
“devious assassin.” Christianson is ambivalent towards Ehud, viewing him both
positively as a “potent and unified heroic symbol,” and negatively as sneaky, deceitful,
and violent. ® Commentators have tried to resolve the ethical dilemma of Ehud in three
general ways: by justifying his actions as appropriate and necessary in the context, by
attributing his inappropriate actions to a primitive early stage of the history of Israelite
religion, and by condemning his actions as inappropriate but asserting that YHWH is able
to use even an immoral person as an agent of his moral will.” The actual text may yield a
different view.

Although the above opinions may seem to result from contradictory or ambiguous
evidence in the text, a close examination of its evaluative patterns and literary techniques
shows that the implied author is not presenting a confusing portrait of Ehud and Eglon
that cannot be interpreted with any certainty, but is deliberately undercutting the way
these leaders would initially appear to the implied reader of that day and then carefully
constructing a clear alternative view of their characters: Ehud is esteemed and Eglon is
shamed. An initial characterization of Ehud that suggests that he is of dubious normality
is ultimately subverted to reveal him as a chosen instrument of YHWH who is clever,
capable, and acting appropriately. The first impression of Eglon as a powerful and

respected ruler is undermined to reveal him as a weak and pathetic tool of YHWH.

3 Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist, 160; Webb, Judges: Integrated, 132.

¢ Christianson, “A Fistful of Shekels,” 64, 73. Christianson’s definition of a hero is someone who is, among
other things, “self-reliant” (p. 66) and “autonomous” (p. 68). His comparison of the Ehud narrative to
American western movies and American ideas of heroism is unusual and obviously raises the question of
whether his conclusions are applicable in an ancient Hebrew culture. He is interested in “what
understandings are possible for modem readers” within the rhetorical limits of the narrative (p. 69).

7 See, for example, McKenzie, The World of the Judges, 14, 18-20.
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4.2 Analysis of the Text
4.2.1 A Note on Satire

Analysis of evaluation in the Ehud narrative may be complicated by the
possibility that the story is satirical. Holman and Harmon define satire as “A literary
manner that blends a critical attitude with humor for the purpose of improving human
institutions or humanity,” and trace it back to the literature of Greece and Rome.® Abrams
explains it as “the literary art of diminishing a subject by making it ridiculous and
evoking toward it attitudes of amusement, contempt, indignation, or scorn. ... It uses

9 Many scholars classify the Ehud narrative as political satire,

laughter as a weapon.
although some demur.!® Sasson fears that by “treating Ehud as a satire rather than, say, a
narrative with potential humorous touches, recent commentators have in effect created a
new perception of the story, one that conflates ancient Israel’s reaction to it with that of

their own,”!! but Brettler argues that satire was relevant to the ancient context.'?

Nevertheless, scholars must acquire “ancient literary competence,” that is, “the implicit

awareness of the conventions that make such understanding possible” when the biblical

8 Holman and Harmon, 4 Handbook to Literature, 447.

% Abrams, A Glossary of Literary Terms, 167.

10 See for example, satire: Brettler, “Ehud Story as History and Literature,” 299-302; Alter, Biblical
Narrative, 39; not satire: Sasson, “Ethically Cultured Interpretations,” 589—90.

1 Sasson, “Ethically Cultured Interpretations,” 591. Sasson makes an interesting comment relevant to
evaluation: “If we yield to the temptation to force satire into a potentially unpalatable Ehud narrative
through deliberate skewering of its language, contents, or design, it should not be too difficult to do the
same for Jael’s murder of Sisera. We might then also find many other traditions that could benefit from
ethical refinement” (p. 592).

12 Brettler, “Ehud Story as History and Literature,” 299-302. Brettler argues that even if there was no
specific genre as “satire” in the ancient world “it would have been possible to write a particular form with
certain characteristics even if there was no name for that form” (p. 301). He points out that “a group of
texts may be isolated within the Biblical corpus that share the typical characteristics of satire. These might
include Isaiah 14:4-23, a satirical lament for a ‘Babylonian’ ruler, most likely Sargon of Assur. It is thus
appropriate to compared Judges 3:12-30 to other satirical works in order to understand the social setting of
the Ehud story” (p. 301).
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text that they are studying is ancient and from a radically different culture.!* The
interpreter must consider both what the text actually says and how the implied author
says it, since the he/she is using the text to communicate his/her ideology to the implied
reader. Although Soggin states, “Diese grundsitzlich humoreske Einstellung sollte die

»14 satire is

Erorterung ethischer und theologischer Fragen und Probleme ... verbieten,
one effective method of achieving that very goal.
4.2.2 The Ehud Narrative

The implied author begins his narrative by once again viewing the Israelites’
behavior from YHWH’s perspective, calling on divine standards to endorse the narrator’s
evaluations (C:Ed). The standard opening in 3:12 gives a strong —propriety assessment
of the Israelites who “did the evil thing,” that is, committed apostasy by worshipping the
Baals and forsaking YHWH.!®> The force of the evaluation is raised significantly not only
by the adverbial use of 40> (“again™; or “continued to do™),'6 but also by the emphatic
repetition of the entire phrase in a causal clause at the end of the verse: “On account of
the fact that they had done the evil thing in the eyes of YHWH.” This clause also serves to
assert the —satisfaction: displeasure of YHWH but also his +propriety (justice) in that
his discipline, oppression by the Moabites, is legitimated by the Israelites’ sinful

behavior. A significant initial appraisal of Eglon, king of Moab, occurs in vv. 12—-13: the

implied author’s lexical choices—he is “strengthened” (prn Hiphil) by YHWH, “smites”

13 Barton, Reading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical Study, 11-15; here p. 12.

14 Soggin, “Ehud und ‘Eglon,” 95: “This fundamentally humorous setting should prohibit discussion of
ethical and theological questions and problems.”

15 See Judg 2:11-12; 3:7.

16 Schneider (Judges, 45-46) argues that the phrase means “continued to do” and not “again did,” since 71y
would be used for “again.” This would imply that the former judge, in this case Othniel, had little or no
impact on the people’s adherence to the covenant even though they had been freed from oppression.
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(n23) Israel, and “possesses” (W) the city—all indicate a +capacity assessment. The
Moabite king is represented as a powerful foreign tyrant, someone to be reckoned with. It
must be remembered, however, that he achieves this status only by the enabling of
YHWH. The ideational content in v. 14—the eighteen year servitude of the Israelites
under Eglon—reinforces this notion of the king’s power while at the same time
illustrating the Israelites’ humiliation (-normality). The Israelites, in their misery, cry to
YHWH (—happiness: misery) and he raises up a deliverer, Ehud, demonstrating his
+propriety (compassion).

Ehud is positively assessed as a “deliverer” (*Win) from the very beginning
(+normality). By representing this choice as YHWH’s (C:Ed),!” the implied author
presents Ehud as divinely endorsed, as ambiguous as Ehud may at times appear to be to
modern readers in the ensuing scenes. The implied reader must bear this in mind when
processing the numerous seemingly enigmatic messages about Ehud in the subsequent
narrative. Actually, the first question about Ehud is raised by the absence of an expected
element in the narrative. In the stories of Othniel, Gideon, Jephthah, and Samson, the
Spirit of YHWH is specifically said to come on the judge,!'® but not in the case of Ehud.
True, the Spirit is not explicitly mentioned in the case of Barak, but Deborah, a
prophetess, accompanies this judge into battle as God’s representative.!® No such divine
presence and guidance is recorded for Ehud; although he was indeed “raised up” by

YHawH (3:15),2° YHWH is noticeably silent during Ehud’s actual exploits, as many

17 Note that other forms of ENGAGEMENT do not become significant until the story of Deborah and Barak.
18 Judg 3:10; 6:34; 11:29; 13:25; 14:6, 19; 15:14.

1% Boda, “Recycling Heaven’s Words,” 11-12.

20 Amit (The Art of Editing, 176) states that “God’s role throughout the events is already given explicit and
specific expression in the expositional stage.”
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commentators have noted.?! It is, however, and argument from silence—literally—to
assume that YHWH disapproves of Ehud based on this fact.

The narrator also informs the implied reader, however, that Ehud is from the tribe
of Benjamin. Whereas Benjaminites in the plural are usually identified in Hebrew as 2
1m13, the term 10712 with the article is only used in four places for a single
Benjaminite, including in this verse. A number of commentators think that this phrasing
is significant in and of itself, but based on the distribution of forms this is unlikely.??
There is no doubt, however, that irony is intended, whatever the exact morphology; as we
shall see, the “son of the right hand” is in fact “restricted in the right hand,” or “left
handed.”?* The intent is obviously humorous, but it may also suggest some doubt about
the physical capabilities of Ehud, at least at this point in the narrative (—capacity).?* The
fact that Ehud is a Benjaminite is also meaningful since there are numerous signals in

Judges and elsewhere that members of this tribe are less than respected by the other tribes

2! Those who see this silence as condemning Ehud include Block, Judges, Ruth, 171; Klein, Irony in
Judges, 38-39. Younger (Judges and Ruth, 122-25) tries to evade the question, although earlier he states
that Ehud’s actions constitute a “daring personal initiative” (p. 115, italics added), suggesting that Ehud
acted independently of YHWH’s guidance and approval. Amit (7he Art of Editing, 172-73, 196) admits that,
superficially, the story leaves little room for divine involvement, but then argues that numerous
coincidences indicate God’s involvement in Ehud’s tactics. She refers to this as “dual causality” (p. 178).
Jobling (“Right-Brained Story of Left-Handed Man,” 127) however, rightly notes that “narrative [is known
for] characteristically obscuring and problematizing cause and effect relationships.”

2 Judg 3:15; 2 Sam 16:11; 19:16 [H17}; 1 Kgs 2:8. Block cites 1 Chr 27:12 (Block, Judges, Ruth, 160 n.
53), but the form used there does not have the definite article, even if the kethiv/qere distinction is taken
into consideration. Block states (p. 160) that the “anticipated” form is not *22°3713, “son of the right hand”
but *°713, “son of my right hand,” but this form is used for a single Benjaminite in only three places, 1
Sam 9:12 and 21 and in the superscript of Ps 7 [H1]. In 1 Sam 9:1 *3'»* ¥°X™12 is used and in 2 Sam 20:1and
Esth 2:5 »1 vox. The term 12232 *33 “sons of my right hand” is often used for groups of Benjaminites. It
therefore seems rather risky to draw too many conclusions from the exact form of the gentilic.

23 Although the reason for his left-handedness is debated. See below.

24 In the physical sense, although this seems to be a —capacity evaluation at first, in the context of the story
as a whole it proves to be an actual advantage in dealing with Eglon (+capacity).
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of Israel.?® In Judg 1:8, the tribe of Judah captures Jerusalem,?® but in 1:21 Benjamin fails
to completely drive out the Jebusites, one of the first disappointments in the long record
of Israel’s military failure that continues to the end of the chapter. In the second
conclusion to the book (Judg19-21), the Benjaminites become enmeshed in the corrupt
affair of the Levite’s concubine, and are nearly annihilated from Israel. Later, in 1
Samuel, Saul the Benjaminite becomes the first king of Israel, but also the first failure as
a king of Israel, and the monarchy passes to the house of Judah on David’s ascension to
the throne.?” Although some of these references come chronologically later in the story of
Israel, the compilers and redactors of the Deuteronomistic History as a whole, including
the Deuteronomic implied author/redactor of Judges itself, nevertheless arranged their
material to constitute a polemic against Benjamin.?® Thus, the implied author’s omission
of the Spirit’s endorsement, as well as his stressing that Ehud is a Benjaminite, results in

an evaluation of —normality: status at this point in the story.

25 Wong (Compositional Strategy, 120-21) proposes that “the incongruity revealed by the wordplay may
carry deeper symbolic significance in portraying Ehud as someone whose actions and choices are liable to
fall short of the standard expected of him on the basis of who he is.” On the other hand, Stone (“Judges,”
246) suggests that the implied author’s characterization of Ehud as a left-handed son of the right hand sets
him apart from the otherwise negative portrayal of Benjaminites in Judges and constitutes a positive
evaluation.

26 Josh 15:63 states that it was the Judahites who did not drive out the Jebusites from Jerusalem. Judg 1:8
states that Judah captured Jerusalem, struck it with the sword, and set the city on fire, but the Joshua
reference may indicate that the destruction was not complete, especially since after the attack the Judahite
army moved down to the hill country (v. 9). This may explain why the Benjaminites found it necessary to
deal with the city once again in Judg 1:21. Perhaps Judah passed on the “clean-up operation” to Benjamin.
In light of Josh 15:63 it would appear that Judah is partly culpable.

27 See 1 Sam 13, 15. In 1 Sam 9:1 *3713 is used for Saul, which may imply a negative evaluation in the
use of the term, considering the pro-Davidic and anti-Saulide polemic that many scholars see in Judges. For
more on this polemic see Sweeney, “Davidic Polemics in the Book of Judges”; Brettler, “The Book of
Judges: Literature as Politics.”

28 See Boda, “Judges,” 1103; O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 284-85; Schneider, Judges, 47-48. Schneider
also takes the fact that Ehud is never actually called a judge as a negative point against him and the tribe of
Benjamin (p. 52).
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Related to his Benjaminite tribal membership (a “son of the right hand”) is the
identification of Ehud as in'7’ 79X, an obvious play on words, even though the
meaning of the phrase 12'~7* 7V has been disputed in the literature. The word “vx
appears only twice in the OT, in Judg 3:15 and 20:16, and has been interpreted as
meaning “shut up,” “bound,” or “hindered.” Thus the complete phrase has variously been
interpreted by BDB as “a man bound, restricted, as to his right hand, i.e. left-handed,” by
HALOT as “impeded on the right side = left-handed” and by DCH as “shut in respect of
his right hand,” meaning “left handed” or perhaps “ambidextrous.”?® The LXX has
aupotepodéEiov which is glossed as “ambidextrous,” and the Syriac has “crippled.”3?
Smelik, in his translation of the Targum, renders the literal Aramaic equivalent of the
Hebrew phrase found there as “with an emaciated right hand,” commenting, “The context
requires the element of surprise which is unlikely in the case of an able bodied warrior.”!
Thus, some scholars have interpreted the phrase as meaning “impeded or crippled in his
right hand,” and others as simply meaning “left-handed.” Even so, being left-handed was
often considered an abnormal and negative characteristic in the ANE.3? On the other
hand, Halpern, on the basis of the only other occurrence of the phrase (Judg 20:16) in
which a group of 700 picked troops is designated with the same term, as well as
comparison with 1 Chr 12:2 in which he considers the more normal term for left-
handedness (0"98nn, from H8NW) is used, convincingly concludes that irn7 JvK does

not indicate a disability or abnormality but refers to specially trained and valued warriors

2 1t is unclear why someone who is restricted in one hand should be considered ambidextrous, although
Halpern’s argument (see below) offers one explanation.

30 Butler, Judges, 54.

31 Smelik, The Targum of Judges, 372. Younger (Judges and Ruth, 114) and Butler (Judges, 70) disagree,
arguing that Ehud must appear normal to the guards. It is not clear why this must be so.

32 See Wong, Compositional Strategy, 120; Niditch, Judges: A Commentary, 57.
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“schooled in the use of the left hand for war.”3* It is impossible for the contemporary
interpreter to be certain how the original implied reader would have understood this
phrase, at least at this point in the story.3* If Halpern is correct—and his argument is
convincing—and Ehud uses his left arm because its skill had been specially developed,
Ehud is construed as +capacity from the beginning. However, even if his right arm was
disabled, his later strategy of tricking Eglon by means of a thrust with his left hand
indicates that this actually constitutes a +capacity assessment in this situation. In either
case, Ehud is more than he appears to be as far as Eglon is concerned.

So far we have seen that the implied author’s initial appraisal of Ehud was
negative in regard to his normality, but positive in regard to his capacity. The greatest
debate in the literature, however, concerns his propriety. Ehud carries out a number of
actions which have been evaluated as devious to the point of ethical misconduct. He
makes an unusual “two-mouthed” (n*2 3w 7%) sword,*> which may symbolize duplicity
or simply foreshadow several plays on words that the implied author utilizes, as we shall
see, to subtly convey meaning.>® He then proceeds to hide it under his garment (3:16),
obviously with the intent to deceive. “Stabbing a person in the back” is considered far
more nefarious in modern western culture than a fair face-to-face fight, but was using

what amounts to ambassadorial privilege to assassinate a king considered more

33 Halpern, First Historians, 41. For an interesting critique of Halpern’s interpretation of the Ehud narrative
see Sasson, “Ethically Cultured Interpretations.”

34 For a physical disability see Goldingay, “Motherhood, Machismo,” 22, Smelik, The Targum of Judges,
372; for left-handedness see Boda, “Judges,” 1103, Butler, Judges, 52, 54, 70; for specially trained warriors
see Halpem, First Historians, 40—43; Block, Judges, Ruth, 160-61; Sasson, “Ethically Cultured
Interpretations,” 574.

35 The only time this plural form appears in the OT. Ps 149:6 uses 3*»s 27m for two-edged sword. The
advantage of a straight, two-edged sword over a curved, one-edged one, would be to facilitate a straight
thrust in close quarters. See Block, Judges, Ruth, 163.

36 See Wong, Compositional Strategy, 121-22.
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reprehensible in ancient Israel than killing in a fair face-to-face fight on the battlefield?
There are two situations in 2 Samuel which offer interesting comparisons to Ehud’s
assassination of Eglon: Joab’s killing of both Abner and Amasa with a sword in the
belly.’” As Wong notes, “All three essentially concern assassinations carried out through
the use of deception.”*® Wong points out, however, that whereas the narrator is reticent
concerning the propriety of Ehud’s action, there is ample literary evidence in the text to
condemn Joab’s two assassinations as dishonorable.>® Since the 2 Samuel accounts allude
to Judg 3, he concludes that Ehud’s deception must also have been evaluated
negatively.*’ There is, however, one significant difference in the Ehud account that Wong
does not consider: Eglon was an oppressive foreign king, not a fellow Israelite. This
changes the ethical implications of Ehud’s act. I will return to this issue below in order to
justify my final decision regarding Ehud’s deception, but for now I will simply note that
in terms of the ancient Israelite culture it must be deemed +propriety.

Ehud’s two encounters with the idols ('9"087) at Gilgal that form an inclusio

around his attack on Eglon are also ethically problematic to many interpreters.*! HALOT

37 Abner and Amasa are killed by Joab in 2 Sam 3:22-34; 20:8-10.

38 Wong, “Ehud and Joab: Separated at Birth?,” 399. Wong proceeds to point out several similarities with
the Ehud narrative and argues that the 2 Samuel accounts depend on the Judges version. For example, Joab
manages to lure his victims into a private encounter. He says he needs to speak to Abner privately, and kills
Amasa with his left hand so that his intestines fall out. Similar vocabulary is also used.

39 See Wong, “Ehud and Joab: Separated at Birth?,” 407-10. For example, he points out that only one verse
is used to describe the assassination whereas twelve describe David’s negative reaction to it, and that Joab
is cursed by David, forced to mourn publicly, and is described as an evildoer. He points out that the author
seems to share David’s view (p. 407).

40 Wong (“Ehud and Joab: Separated at Birth?,” 410) concludes: “If Joab’s two assassinations are indeed
meant to be understood negatively, then by virtue of the fact that each makes allusions to Ehud, one can
infer that there must have been aspects of Ehud’s assassination that were also viewed negatively by the
author of the Joab accounts. And since the allusions seem to concentrate especially on the use of deception,
one can only conclude that this use of deception by Ehud must have been what was viewed negatively by
the author of the Joab accounts.”

41 Kotter suggests that the name “Gilgal” means “circle (of stones),” and that this may be the same place
where Joshua set up a memorial of stones after crossing the Jordan into the Promised Land in Josh 4:20.
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suggests that the Judg 3:19 and 26 instances indicate a place name although the word
itself is glossed as “divine images,” the LXX has 1®v yAvrtdv, “carved images,” the
Vulgate has Idola, “idols,” but the Targum identifies them as “quarries” (x2agnn).*
Some interpret the idols innocuously as boundary markers, others more definitively with
the worship of foreign gods.*? If indeed the stones are merely boundary markers, then the
double reference to them is likely a geographical clarification or an organizational
strategy for the narrative. In fact, however, this interpretation is unlikely considering that
every other use of the lemma (309 in the Hebrew Bible is clearly a reference to carved
images with a cultic purpose, and this interpretation fits the Judges context.** In light of
this, the reluctance of many scholars to acknowledge that the 0097 are idols is
somewhat curious. Even if it is acknowledged that they are idols, however, the situation
is still unclear to many. The implied author may have been criticizing the Israelites and
their leader for tolerating foreign idols in the land that YHWH gave them, or implying
even greater condemnation on them for setting up their own images of false gods.
O’Connell, for example, states, “The predominant deuteronomic concern, that of cultic
disloyalty, remains implicit in Ehud’s failure to remove from the land the twice

mentioned idols that frame the portrayal of Eglon’s assassination (3:19a and 3:26b).” ** In

The site became an important cultic centre and, still later in the writings of Hosea and Amos, a symbol of
apostasy (Kotter, Wade R. “Gilgal,” 4BD 2:1022-23).

42 For example, NASB translates the two instances in Judges as “idols” and the other 21 occurrences as
“idols” or “graven/carved images”; NRSV translates the two in Judges as “sculptured stones,” whereas all
other occurrences are “idols,” “images” or “carved/cast images”; and the ESV uses “idols” in Judges and
“images,” “carved images” or “idols” elsewhere.

4 See Lenzi, Secrecy and the Gods, 225 n. 25; Butler, Judges, 71; Block, Judges, Ruth, 163—64; Younger,
Judges and Ruth, 116—17; Webb, Judges: Integrated, 131. 246 n. 29; Polzin, Moses and the
Deuteronomist, 160; Brettler, Creation of History, 191 n. 10.

# Deut 7:5,25; 12:3; 2 Kgs 17:41; Isa 10:10; 21:9; 30:22; 42:8; Jer 8:19; 50:38; 51:47, 52; Hos 11:2. For
some reason, Sasson’s detailed footnote on these explicates the word 733» (“standing stone”), which does
not appear in these texts (Sasson, “Ethically Cultured Interpretations,” 566—67 n. 15).

45 O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 84.
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fact, he blames Ehud’s failure for the apostasy that followed his judgeship and resulted in
oppression by King Jabin of Hazor (4:1-2). This may explain the unusual placement of
the death notice of Ehud which comes after the brief account of Shamgar and at the end
of the introduction to the Deborah/Barak cycle which notes that the Israelites again did
evil. If so, the context does not exclude the possibility that Ehud himself may be
consulting the idols for divinatory purposes. If O’Connell is correct, this would yield a
—propriety evaluation for Ehud. On the other hand, the visits to the idols might merely
have been part of a ruse used in order to convince Eglon that he did indeed have a
message “from the gods/God.” As Boda points out, “The appearance of a message or
messenger from the deity is a regular feature of the major judge accounts from this point
on.”8 I will discuss this possibility below.

As noted above, the evidence is indeed strongest that the stones are idolatrous
images; however, this need not reflect negatively on Ehud; another interpretation is quite
possible. Verse 19 states that Ehud “turned back from the idols” (02087710 W 87)).
The Hebrew root 21 is typical Deuteronomistic terminology used for repentance and
turning away from evil and toward YHWH;*' thus, as well as or instead of a possible role
in geographical clarification,*® the implied author may be suggesting that Ehud rejected
the apostasy of Israel and the idolatry of Moab. According to Polzin, his “decisive actions
for Israel begin with a characteristic ‘turning away from the idols (§b min happ®silim),”

as one ‘turns away from the evil way (§db midderek hara‘ah)” (1 Kgs 13:33; 2 Kgs

46 Boda, “Judges,” 1105; see also Boda, “Recycling Heaven’s Words,” 43-68.

47 In phrases such as “to return to YHWH with all the heart” and “turn from the evil way.” See Weinfeld,
Deuteronomic School, 335 and 351.

“8 Perhaps a deliberate double entendre. The Ehud narrative has many of these.
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17:13) and ‘returns to Yahweh’ (Deut 30:10).”*° Verse 26, typically translated “he passed
by the idols” (uv’roga-mg 92p R3Y), could merely describe his return route, but in
conjunction with v. 19 could also metaphorically portray his rejection of idols since he
passes by them without giving them any obeisance or recognition. Polzin goes so far as to
suggest the possible translation, “he transgressed or broke the idols,” implying a
“narrative recuperation and restoration from the apostasy of Israel.”® He sees clear
Deuteronomistic overtones in the language; however, I am not claiming that 93p in v. 26
is typical use of Deuteronomistic vocabulary, only that the language is metaphorical.’!
Interestingly, in both phrases the pleonastic pronoun (RX371) is expressed,
something that is not required by the grammar, suggesting that the appropriate
understanding might be an emphatic “he himself,*? effectively contrasting Ehud’s own
appropriate behavior in rejecting idols with the majority of Israelites who were doing the
evil thing, apostasy, in the eyes of YHWH (3:12). The fronted and expressed pronoun
in 0087711 2W 871 (v. 19) does not function here to break the sequence of wayyigtols
for a change of scene or an off-line comment. According to van der Merwe, however, the

expressed pronoun can be used for “reactivating characters (or entities) that are compared

or contrasted.”> It can also be used for “confirming the personal or exclusive role of a

49 Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist, 160.

30 Polzin, Moses and the Deuteronomist, 160. Polzin, however, suggests that Ehud may actually perform
these positive symbolic actions unknowingly. See also Boda, “Judges,” 1107 n. 19; Stone, “Judges,” 240—
41. 246.

31 Weinfeld (Deuteronomic School, 340) only notes that the term 92v is Deuteronomistic in the sense of
transgressing the covenant of YHWH.

52 Muraoka, Emphatic Words and Structures, 48: “The personal pronouns with verbum finitum serves to
express an intense concern with, special interest in, or concentrated, focused consciousness of, the object
referred to by the pronoun on the part of the speaker or writer. And moreover, sometimes the speaker or
writer wants a listener or reader to share his concern, interest, or consciousness, which derives from the
very nature of linguistic activity.” See also Stone, “Judges,” 240-41.

33 Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze, Hebrew Reference Grammar, §47.2.2. e, italics original. See also Joiion and
Muraoka, Biblical Hebrew, 146a.1: “The pronoun is added to bring out antithetical contrast; one member of
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specific discourse active entity in an event”™* Therefore, the pronoun may stress the
distinctiveness of Ehud in his rejection of the idols, contrasting him with the general
apostasy in Israel. In v. 26 it is clear that the fronted proper noun subject T3R] serves to
break the sequence of wayyiqtols for a change of scene, but less clear that the expressed
N7 immediately following is merely there as “a necessary formal prop for an inserted
circumstantial clause.” Muraoka uses Driver to support his argument,’® who states:
“Judg. iii. 26 and Ehud escaped 72p 83 he having passed over etc. (not the mere
addition of a fresh act like 92y, but the justification of the preceding v%101).”%’ It is more
logical in the light of the previous use of the pleonastic pronoun in v. 19, which also
concerns the 02'087, that the use is emphatic: “Now Ehud escaped while they were
delaying, and he himself passed by the idols.” The verbs “escaped” and “passed by”
follow each other logically, so the pronoun is used emphatically, not in order to break the
verbal sequence. This would result in a positive evaluation of Ehud.

In sum, the term (303 consistently refers to idols used for cultic purposes; there is
no evidence that Ehud allowed, set up, or condoned the idols, the lexis (23, 72v) and
context imply that he repudiated idolatry, and the pleonastic pronoun emphasizes Ehud’s
distinctive role in dealing with the idols that contrasts with the apostasy of Israel. As we
shall see below, Ehud’s attitude to the idols also contrasts with the eagerness of Eglon to

engage with them. When all the evidence is considered, it seems most likely that the

a set is highlighted to the exclusion of the others. Usually there are two parts to the statement, one being
cast in affirmative. ... In some cases the contrast is only implicit, only one of the two contrasting members
being explicitly mentioned”; Waltke and O’Connor, Hebrew Syntax, 16.3.2.d: “In other cases the antithesis
is only implicit; the other, contrasting party is not mentioned.”

34 Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze, Hebrew Reference Grammar, §47.2.2. b, italics original.

55 Muraoka, Emphatic Words and Structures, 31.

36 Muraoka, Emphatic Words and Structures, 31 n. 73,

57 Driver, The Tenses in Hebrew, 205.
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implied author is suggesting that Ehud is acting with +propriety in the two idol incidents
that frame the assassination of Eglon.>® The reason for this subtle inference instead of a
forthright statement regarding Ehud’s orthodoxy—aside from the usual reticence of the
narrator—is a literary one: the visits to the idols at Gilgal have even further significance
for the narrative, and serve as the basis for the double-entendres and intrigue which will
result in the defeat of Eglon.

Immediately after returning to Eglon from the idols, Ehud announces in v. 19, “I
have a secret 127 for you, O king” (7991 798 *% 90p™127). As numerous commentators
have pointed out, the Hebrew 727 can have several meanings: 1. word, 2. matter or affair,
3. thing or something.> It is quite possible that Eglon thought that Ehud intended to pass
on a “secret word/message,” especially if Ehud had mentioned to the court that he had
come back from the idols at Gilgal.®® As Lenzi explains, it was commonplace in the ANE
to believe that secret messages from the gods could be received. Although Lenzi believes
that the Hebrew o9°0a1 is simply a toponym, he acknowledges the possibility that it
might also be a shrine.®! The divine council and the secret royal council were believed to
be in contact through divination, and a diviner would give the king situationally specific
guidance that would assist him in his plans and strategies, thus “the diviner [was]
indispensable as the one who made the divine communication possible.”6? This explains

why Eglon was so interested in hearing what Ehud had to say, and the secret nature of

%8 See also Webb, Judges, 172-73.

% For example, Block, Judges, Ruth, 165.

€ See Neef, “Eglon als ‘Kélbermann’?,” 290. Kraeling (“Difficulties in the Story of Ehud,” 206) gives a
reasonable explanation of how Ehud’s visit to Gilgal fits into the narrative structure of the story and why
the assassination was not attempted in the first visit when Ehud presented tribute to Eglon.

61 Lenzi, Secrecy and the Gods, 225.

©2 Lenzi, Secrecy and the Gods, 62-63.
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communication would explain his clearing the room of attendants, since the “information
discussed and the orders that issued forth from the council were held in the strictest
confidence.”® Lenzi rightly argues that, even if literary devices such as double-entendre
are used in the narrative, the terms 209-337 (“secret message”) and D’n"?g;'ﬂ;'-g (“message
from God/the gods”) must have had a surface meaning in the culture that would cause
Eglon to believe that Ehud had a secret oracle from the divine realm for the king.%*

As the outcome of the encounter illustrates, however, Ehud intends to give Eglon
a “secret thing,” his hidden two-mouthed sword.% Ehud rephrases his announcement in v.
20: “I have a word/thing from God/the gods for you” (528 *7 0"n&-27), making it even
more ambiguous, since 0"17& can be understood as meaning “God,” that is YHWH, but
also “gods,” that is the gods of Moab.%® One play on words might be considered
accidental, but several in the space of a few verses make it much more likely that the
implied author included them intentionally as a literary technique. Thus, Eglon may well
have understood the message to be “I have a secret message from the gods for you”
whereas Ehud probably intended the message to mean “I have a secret thing from God
for you.” The duplicity of Ehud seems virtually certain. Webb goes so far as to call Ehud
a “devious assassin,”®’ Younger concludes, “Ehud is clearly not of the moral character of

Othniel,”®® and Klein asserts, “Yahweh’s spirit is never involved in duplicity, even to the

8 Lenzi, Secrecy and the Gods, 62.

% Lenzi, Secrecy and the Gods, 226-27.

65 See the comments on 3:16.

% See Younger, Judges and Ruth, 117-18. Interestingly, Sasson (“Ethically Cultured Interpretations,” 574)
suggests that Eglon himself was aware that YHWH had strengthened him and assumed that the message was
from YHWH: “Eglon, we shall soon learn, is eager to listen to the God of Israel who had commissioned
him.”

7 Webb, Judges: Integrated, 132.

8 Younger, Judges and Ruth, 122,
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advantage of Israel” and concludes that this is the reason that no mention is made in the
narrative of the Spirit coming on Ehud.*® Ehud is thus condemned by the implied author
for deceitfulness since he misleads Eglon in order to kill him ... or is he? According to
Bartusch,
While lying and deception strike the modern interpreter as always morally
objectionable, they are dishonorable actions in the (ancient) Mediterranean
culture only among one’s kin group. It is acceptable, however, to lie for

the purpose of deceiving an outsider who, it is held, has no right to the
truth.”

Similarly, Chalcraft argues that since Ehud was devious to a Moabite, not an Israelite, the
action was heroic,”! and Lambert argues that in tribal societies “all actions are based on
specific loyalties, the lines of which are structurally determined. One supports one’s
fellow-clansman in a dispute, regardless of moral questions. The only consideration is,
‘he is my fellow clansman.’””? Deist also argues that “cheating and deceiving an
opponent was not viewed as a crime or a sin. On the contrary, a person who could
achieve that was looked upon as a wise person.””® Butler concludes, “One must doubt
that any early reader of the narrative would have heard any condemnation of Ehud’s
action.””* In the context of the ANE and the Ehud narrative itself, the implied author is in

fact carefully undermining any initial assumptions that Ehud is a dubious Benjaminite

8 Klein, Irony in Judges, 38.

70 Bartusch, Understanding Dan, 147.

"I Chalcraft, “Deviance and Legitimate Action,” 183—85, here 184: “Ehud’s potential deviance is legitimate
for the narrator because of its context. Ehud moves over to the out-group, behaves deviantly and in the
process qualifies for heroic status within the in-group.” In a roughly similar situation, Joab’s killing of
Amasa with a sword in his left hand (2 Sam 20:8-12) is unacceptable because both men are Israelites. See
Sasson (“Ethically Cultured Interpretations,” 580—-81) for a comparison of these two passages.

72 Lambert, “Tribal Influences in Old Testament Tradition,” 46.

73 Deist, “Murder in the Toilet,” 269.

7 Butler, Judges, 73.
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who acts without the guidance of the Spirit and building up a +propriety characterization
of Ehud.

Not only does the implied author undermine early misconceptions that the implied
reader might have about the character of Ehud, he/she also undercuts the initial depiction
of Eglon as a powerful ruler—only much more ruthlessly—by means of satire as well as
double-entendres.” There are indications that the king of Moab would not have been
dismissed immediately by the original implied audience as simply a buffoon; the implied
author portrays his borrowed power and status and then carefully and deliberately
destroys his dignity and character, most likely entertaining his audience immensely in the
process.” In 3:12~13 the narrative begins with several clear indications of +capacity in
regard to the king of Moab; in fact, YHWH himself “strengthened” Eglon (-n& ma» pimn
11%3p) against Israel. His prowess is also indicated by the verbs predicated of him and his
army—he “smote” Israel and his troops “possessed” the city—and also by the ideational
content that Israel served him for eighteen years (all +capacity).

In the next reference to Eglon in v. 17 he is described as “a very 813 man.””” In
an ancient society where deprivation and famine were not uncommon, the term X2

could have very positive connotations.”® Although the older BDB offers only “fat” as a

75 Contra Webb (Judges, 165), who states, “But from the moment the one-to-one relationship between Ehud
and Eglon (protagonist versus antagonist) is established, Eglon begins to look very foolish indeed.”

76 Contra Block, Judges, Ruth, 158.

" McKenzie (The World of the Judges, 123) claims that “the narrator takes morbid joy in noting that Eglon
was excessively fat.” It is unclear how he deduces “morbid joy” from this statement in which the narrator is
typically taciturn.

78 See Butler, Judges, 54, 70; Sasson (“Ethically Cultured Interpretations,” 575), who suggests that this is
why Eglon can manage without guards; and Neef (“Eglon als ‘Kalbermann’?,” 288), who states “Die
Charakterisierung Eglons als ‘beleibt’ soll ihn weder der Licherlichkeit preisgeben noch seine
Unbeweglichkeit noch seinen gutmiitigen Charakter beschreiben [The characterization of Eglon as “obese”
should not disclose him to ridicule nor describe his immobility nor his good character].” See also Stone,
“Judges,” 245.
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translation, HALOT and DBL also gloss the word as “healthy,””® and the recent DCH as
“fat, fleshy, i.e. nourished, healthy.” LXX uses the term doteioc, meaning “handsome,
charming, refined.”®® Calling Eglon “fat” in the sense of “healthy” or “robust” would
have been complementary (+capacity), and the modifier 78 (“very/exceedingly”) would
raise the force of the evaluation. It may sound derogatory to modern western ears to label
someone 832 (“fat”), which often implies self-indulgence, stupidity, and laziness, and
modern interpreters sometimes jump immediately to the conclusion that Eglon is being
mocked. Younger comments that “Eglon has fattened himself on the tribute he has
extorted from Israel” and Block is quick to deem Eglon “a comic buffoon” and comments
on his “mental obtuseness.”8! Neef, however, justifies a re-evaluation of Eglon: “Dies ist
deshalb notwendig, da Eglon in der wissenschaftlichen Literatur fast durchweg als
Karikatur eines K6nigs beschrieben wird.”82 As Diest argues, “It is not for nothing that
the Ehud narrative stresses the prior honourable status of Eglon and his soldiers by
describing them as ‘fat’ people.”®> When one considers Lenzi’s discussion of the role of
diviners in ANE society it is likely that Eglon acted reasonably in receiving what could
have been an important oracle from an apparently harmless diviner. The implied author,
however, is about to subtly and deliberately undermine the initial assessment of Eglon by

means of double meanings, innuendo, and suggestion.

7 In fact, DBL comments: “note: in some cultures fat has a negative implication, so use other positive
adjectives.”

8 Butler, Judges, 54; see also 70. See also BDAG, 145.

81 Younger, Judges and Ruth, 117-118; Block, Judges, Ruth, 158-59. See also McKenzie, The World of the
Judges, 123.

82 Neef, “Eglon als ‘Kélbermann’?,” 284: “This is necessary because Eglon is described in the academic
literature almost exclusively as a caricature of a king.”

# Deist, “Murder in the Toilet,” 269, italics original,
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The implied author unsheathes his literary sword and Eglon becomes the target of
scathing satire and scatological humour.®* Commentators have often pointed out the
cultic and sacrificial imagery used to depict Eglon,% and the fact that the narrative is
heavily satirical,% so these literary aspects need not be reviewed in detail here. The
implied author’s intent is to shame the enemy; as Deist points out, “Arguments were not
conducted with the aim of rationally convincing the opponent, but with the express aim
of publicly shaming him.”®” The term 813 could also have insultingly implied
comparison of Eglon to a stall-fed fattened calf (—normality).%® Interestingly, there are
two other words for “fat” used in reference to Eglon and the Moabites. In v. 22 the slain
king’s “fat” (25m1) closed over Ehud’s blade, and in v. 29 his ten thousand soldiers are
described as “all fat (jaW) and all valiant men.” The first term, 3?’.'.‘, is a cultic term
normally used for the fat covering the entrails of a sacrificed animal,®” and has positive
connotations in that it can represent the choicest or best parts of animals, produce, or the

land, and because the term is also used for the human flesh of mighty warriors in 2 Sam

8 Contra Neef (“Eglon als ‘Kélbermann’?,” e.g. 291-92), who ultimately goes too far in his attempts to
preserve the dignity of Eglon and ignores the implied author’s strategies that are designed to undermine his
honor.

8 Younger, Judges and Ruth, 115-16; Boda, “Judges,” 1104, 1106; Brettler, The Book of Judges, 31.
Niditch, Judges: A Commentary, 57-58, argues that there is also pervasive sexual imagery that feminizes
the enemy, Eglon.

% See, for example, Webb, Judges: Integrated, 129-30; Block, Judges, Ruth, 156-57; Brettler, “Ehud Story
as History and Literature,” 285-304. Compare Butler, Judges, 57: “Brettler uses the humorous, satirical
genre elements to cast doubt on the story’s historicity. However, truth may often be funnier than fiction.
Reality offers as much room for laughter as does farce.”

8 Deist, “Murder in the Toilet,” 269.

88 «“Eglon” is often considered to be a diminutive form of 73p, “calf.” See Butler, Judges, 69; Block, Judges,
Ruth, 158. Neef (“Eglon als ‘Kalbermann’?,” 288, 293) however, argues against this interpretation of the
name. Brettler (“Ehud Story as History and Literature,” 299) on the other hand, also associates animal
imagery with political satire.

8 HALOT, 315-16. See for example, Exod 29:13,22; Lev 3:3, 4, 9, 10, 14, 15; 4:8,9; 7:3, 4; 8:16, 25; etc.
See also DCH, which notes that the word is used for the fat of Edomites slaughtered as a sacrifice in Isa 34:
6-7. See also Butler, Judges, 71.
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1:22 and Job 15:27 (+normality or +capacity). °° The sacrificial imagery that results,
however, ultimately depicts Eglon negatively as a fatted calf who is slaughtered
(—normality and —capacity). The second, jRW, which describes the Moabite warriors, is
used for fat, well-fed animals and is also used of productive land and rich pasture.’! In
Ezek 34:16 it is used in conjunction with “the strong” (ARINNNRI NIAWITNNY) and in
contrast to those who are scattered and broken (n3w3%1 ... nTINRY). It can therefore
imply “well-nourished” or “robust” (+mormality, +capacity), and this is how it is usually
translated. However, in the context of this almost farcical satire the narrator may well
also be using double entendre to paint the extraordinary verbal picture of ten thousand
ungainly, overweight men wobbling around the field of battle (-normality, —capacity).*?
Significantly, however, whichever meanings apply to Eglon and the Moabites, both serve
to demean them: if the terms refer to calves fattened for sacrifice or obese and ineffectual
soldiers, they are shamed, but if the terms mean robust and healthy warriors, more credit
redounds to the Israelites for defeating them.

In v. 27 Ehud calls out the Ephraimites and the section ends, beginning in v. 28,
with a significant prosody of +capacity in regard to the Israelite army that he leads,

beginning with Ehud’s confident assertion, “YHWH has given your enemies, Moab, into

% DCH, 3:226. See Gen 45:18; Num 18:12, 29, 30, 32, Deut 32:14.

91 HALOT, 1567-69. See for example, 1 Sam 15:9; Num 13:20; 1 Chr 4:40; Isa 30:23; Ezek 34:14; Neh
9:25, 35.

%2 See Block (Judges, Ruth, 159), who characterizes the Moabites as not only “stout” but also “dull” since
the verbal form of Aismin, “to make fat,” can refer to the “dulling of the heart/mind.” However, HALOT
notes only one place in which this interpretation is possible, Isa 6:10, which is used in conjunction with 27
Interestingly, Block seems to contradict himself later and demonstrates the truly equivocal evaluation of the
Moabites when he states, “They were not the emaciated remnants of some defeated force but ‘is kol Samen
wékol 'i§ hayil, ‘all vigorous and strong [men].’ In contrast to earlier comic references to Eglon as
extremely fat (bari’ mé od, v. 17), the fat (heleb) of whose belly enveloped Ehud’s sword (v. 22), the first
modifier, Samén, literally “fat, oil,” carries a positive sense. These were robust and healthy warriors, the
nobility of Moab” (Block, Judges, Ruth, 170). Compare Younger, Judges and Ruth, 120; Butler, Judges,
58-59, 73; Schneider, Judges, 52.
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your hands.” One wonders how Ehud knows this, since there is no record of his being
given a message from YHWH as in later accounts. This does not totally preclude the
possibility that he received one, either directly or through a prophet, but it is more likely
that the implied author is construing Ehud as +security: trust in his relationship with
YHWH. It would seem that, for Ehud, God is capable, dependable, and gracious and his
character can be relied on. YHWH’S enabling of the Israelites leads to the great victory.
The lexical choices of the implied author contribute to the portrayal of the power of the
Israelite army: the Israelites “seize” (73%) the fords of the Jordan, they “do not allow”
(103 8Y) anyone to cross the fords of the Jordan,” they “strike down” (;123) Moab, and
they “subdue” (»13) Moab on that day. The force of the evaluation is raised by several
modifiers, normally scarce in Hebrew narrative: the men they conquered were about ten
thousand (D'9%8 NWY3), robust (1AY), valiant (1) men. The account ends with the
peremptory statement, “And not one man escaped” (¥"% v9n3 891). The success of the
Israelites is consolidated by the statement that they remained undisturbed for eighty
years, the longest time of peace in the book of Judges, both statements of ideational
content that invoke the strength of the Israelite army.** A major victory is achieved and
Israel has peace.

It is in the light of this great victory, which the implied author through Ehud
faithfully attributes to YHWH, that the killing of Eglon must be revisited in terms of its

propriety. Webb oversimplifies when he states, “The grotesquely comic character of the

%3 Ehud’s successful co-operation with the Ephraimites at the fords of the Jordan will become significant
later when both Gideon and Jephthah encounter Ephraim, again at the fords of the Jordan, but under very
different circamstances.

% Christianson (“‘A Fistful of Shekels,” 62) points out that this is the only judge narrative in which the
enemy is strengthened by YHWH, and that this would increase Ehud’s achievement.
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story makes moral judgments irrelevant.” The implication is that YHWH has raised up
this deliverer for a specific purpose, and the success of Ehud and his army at the end of
the narrative is the implied author’s way of endorsing Ehud’s actions.’® The lengthy
peace in the land also serves as a sign of YHWH’s approval of Ehud’s tactics.”” As Deist
notes, “The Deuteronomists incorporated this narrative in their story book without editing
it theologically, suggesting that these redactors could endorse the sentiments expressed in
the narrative.”® Thus, Ehud must be assigned a +propriety evaluation.”

4.3 Conclusions
4.3.1 Summary of Evidence

Israel is clearly construed as —propriety at the beginning of the Ehud narrative.
Ehud is introduced in a somewhat ambivalent manner, with suggestions of —normality
(his Benjaminite heritage) and possibly —eapacity (his being “bound in the right hand”).
Eglon, on the other hand, is introduced as clearly +capacity in his oppression of the
Israelites. As the narrative progresses, however, the implied author begins to undermine
these initial presentations of the two key characters. What may have been taken as
—capacity in Ehud—his left-handedness—is shown to be a strength, and the willingness

of his troops to follow his able leadership is an indication of +normality. Moreover,

95 Webb, Judges: Integrated, 131. See also Webb (Judges, 168) where the same paragraph is used.
However, 12 may indeed “have such positive connotations in its present context” as well as negative
ones, in spite of Webb’s objections (p. 172).

% Contra Christianson (“A Fistful of Shekels,” 72), who makes the interesting comment: “In some respects
the Ehud story shares the moral ambiguity of Unforgiven. Ehud may be constructed as ‘good’ partly
because God has raised him up, but, like The Magnificent Seven’s Chris (Yul Brynner), he is raised out of
nowhere. And God’s role is no guarantor of Ehud’s ‘goodness’.”

7 The presence of victory and peace are not invariable mechanical indicators of YHWH’s approval. The
context and other indicators must be taken into consideration. Here, Ehud is specifically raised up by
YHWH to deliver Israel, and, as discussed, there is nothing in the text to undermine his success which
resulted in a lengthy peace.

%8 Deist, “Murder in the Toilet,” 269.

% Tanner (“The Focal Point of Judges,” 153) makes the statement that Ehud “was seen in a positive light.”
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Ehud’s clever strategy against outsiders is approved rather than condemned, and his
turning from the idols and acting as a messenger of 0398 (God) against the 0" (gods)
of Moab demonstrate his +propriety. Thus, Ehud is effectively contrasted with Eglon at
the same time as he is compared favorably to Othniel, the faithful, obedient, and

successful ideal judge.

4.3.2 Conclusion

Interestingly, Globe claims that “Ehud embodies Deuteronomistic virtue” and
achieves the “heroic ideal.”'% On the other hand, Younger, among others, struggles with
implications of the ethical propriety of Ehud’s actions for the character of YHWH. He
says, “In a sense, God sanctions Ehud’s courage by allowing his enemy to fall to his
scheme,” but shortly thereafter states, “His devious methods are not endorsed or
condoned by God (i.e. this is scarcely God’s preferred method).” 1! It would be
interesting to know what he considered YHWH’s preferred method to be—and why. For
many interpreters, the idea that a holy God would use a devious assassin to achieve his
goals is problematic, but then “devious assassin,” along with other common descriptors
of Ehud, is loaded language, language that the book of Judges does not use, even in its
Hebrew equivalent. If critics of Ehud described him as a courageous freedom fighter, or a
member of an underground resistance movement in an oppressed culture, his actions
might sound more acceptable. One wonders how many soldiers in similar contemporary

situations would win medals for acts such as his. According to the text itself, Ehud is a

190 Globe, “Enemies Round About,” 242.
101 Younger, Judges and Ruth, 125.



129

“deliverer,” raised up by YHWH, trusting in YHWH, and giving YHWH the glory for his
military victory.

In fact, the implied author effectively contrasts the leadership of Ehud and Eglon.
Ehud, in spite of coming out of the dubious tribe of Benjamin and having no written
record of the Spirit’s enabling,'% is raised up by YHWH to deliver Israel from oppression
after the penalty for its previous apostasy has been paid. His left-handedness, whether the
result of physical incapacity or physical training, provides the strategy needed to
accomplish his assigned task. Although the implied author suggests his own rejection of
idol worship, Ehud is canny (devious?) enough to use Eglon’s reliance on foreign gods to
gain the opportunity to remove the king from power. Having dispensed with their ruler,
he leads the Israelites as YHWH’s warrior to a resounding victory over Moab and brings
rest to the land for eighty years.!% Eglon, on the other hand, is portrayed by the implied
author as a powerful king, if only by God’s enabling.!®* Having served his disciplinary
purpose, his own false religion is used against him to not only dispense with him, but also
to shame him, the victim of bathroom humour and satire. In the ANE, honor is a zero sum
commodity, and the honor due to YHWH is taken from those who oppose him. Although
there are some suggestions of doubt surrounding Ehud’s background at the beginning of
the narrative, the implied author undermines these to present a portrait of the judge as a

heroic deliverer. Younger states, “Starting with Ehud, there is a mixture of positive and

102 Interestingly, Neef (“Eglon als ‘Kilbermann’?,” 290, 294) argues that since Ehud’s murderous act
leaves no traces behind to incriminate him, YHWH must have acted miraclulously to protect him, and this
indicates God’s involvement in his actions.

103 Brettler (“The Book of Judges: Literature as Politics,” 407) argues that Othniel and Ehud are similar:
exemplary southern judges that contrast with the less adequate northern judges.

104 For a discussion of dual causality in this narrative see Jobling, “Right-Brained Story of Left-Handed
Man,” 125-131 and Amit, “The Story of Ehud (Judges 3:12-30): The Form and the Message,” among
others.
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negative attributes with a decline of the positive and an increase in the negative as the
reader goes deeper into the cycles.” 1% It would seem, however, that with Ehud the
negative attributes are more assumed by modern interpreters than real. The decline starts
after his rule. A more negative characterization of judges will become evident in the next

story, that of Deborah and Barak.

105 Younger, Judges and Ruth, 122.
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5 The Deborah/Barak/Jael Narrative (Judges 4)
5.1 Introductory Remarks

The “ideal” judge Othniel sets the standard of comparison for all the subsequent
major judge narratives that follow. Although many interpreters are uncomfortable with
Ehud’s methods and his actions are not directly commanded by God, he is raised up by
YHWH, acts faithfully for YHWH, and has the courage and initiative to accomplish
deliverance and rest for Israel. Barak, as we shail see, also does nothing actively
improper, but his lack of initiative and courage contrast sharply not only with Ehud’s
previous exploits,! but also with his contemporaries Deborah and Jael, women who
ultimately dominate Barak in significance. In the next chapter, we will examine how
Gideon begins with lack of trust and courage, overcomes these characteristics with the
help of YHWH, but in the end perverts his newfound initiative to serve the ends of his
personal vengeance. After that, the downward spiral will continue with Jephthah and
Samson.

In his presentation of Barak in Judg 4, the implied author uses evaluative
language by the narrator and by reliable characters to characterize the military leader as
ineffectual, but also offers a number of counter characterizations that serve as foils for his
weakness. The fact that the two most significant counter voices are female goes even
further in the context of a patriarchal society to highlight his inadequacies. Barak is never
accused of apostasy nor indicted for specific sins as later judges are; nevertheless his

cycle is a step further in the downward spiral that constitutes the book of Judges.

! Perhaps this explains the reference to Ehud in 4:1, after the intervening judgeship of Shamgar. It may be a
deliberate technique for provoking a comparison between Ehud and Barak.
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5.2 Analysis of the Text

The Barak narrative begins with the usual elements of the paradigm: after Ehud’s
death Israel again does the evil thing (v. 1, —propriety),? and YHWH disciplines them
(—satisfaction: displeasure) through the oppression of a foreign power, this time Jabin,
the Canaanite king of Hazor. The introduction of Jabin initiates a +capacity prosody that
sets him up as a formidable opponent: in addition to unspecified foot soldiers, he has 900
iron chariots,? powerful military technology in the ANE.* Since the Israelites do not have
this advantage, and because YHWH is using the Canaanites to discipline Israel for
apostasy (+propriety), Jabin is able to oppress Israel powerfully for twenty years (v. 2).
The Israelites cry out to YHWH because of their suffering (—happiness: misery).

At this point, based on the Othniel and Ehud narratives (3:9, 15), the reader would
expect YHWH to raise up a deliverer, but instead the implied author introduces Deborah
and a +normality prosody (vv. 4-6) construes her as a woman of status and authority.
Although v. 4a is often translated simply as “Deborah, a prophetess,”® the word Al is

already in feminine form. Thus, the designation of her as MW is not necessary to

2 Interestingly, Schneider (Judges, 63) and Butler (Judges, 86) see Ehud’s death (v. 1) as part of YHWH’s
punishment of the Israelites for their apostasy.

3 See v. 13. The number 900 may refer to “9 units” or be hyperbole. In any case, the chariots constituted a
force great enough to keep the Israelites in subjugation. See Block, Judges, Ruth, 190-91.

4 It is unclear exactly what the term “iron chariots” refers to. Drews (“Chariots of Iron,” 15-23) points out
that they were very unlikely to have been constructed entirely of iron, or even to have been plated in iron.
He suggests that the chariots may have had iron bands on their wheels as “tires,” or iron scythes attached to
the wheels in order to cut down foot soldiers, although even these interpretations would have been
anachronistic. He also suggests that the modifier “iron” may be a gloss added by a later redactor, familiar
with chariots, to explain why they frightened the Israelites so much, not realizing that the Israelite army had
no chariots at all and were at a distinct disadvantage when attacked by even ordinary chariots. Whatever the
explanation, the text both here and in Judg 1:19 makes it clear that these enigmatic chariots gave the enemy
a military advantage.

3 As Schneider (Judges, 63) notes, the oppressor “he” in v. 3 could refer to Jabin and/or YHWH.

SE.g., NRSV,NASB, AV, NKJV, JPS, and ESV. NLT, GNT, TNIV, and the Message call her a “prophet”
and remove the gender issue entirely. Only the HCSB among the versions checked refers to her as “a
woman who was a prophetess.” See also Schneider, Judges, 67-68.
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understanding that this prophet is female, nor is it necessary to label her as the wife of
Lappidoth,’ for this is expressed by the following construct form niT'a% nwx. The WK is
included in order to emphasize her gender; it results in the translation: “Deborah, a

8 Whatever their gender, prophets had a

woman, a prophetess, the wife of Lappidoth.
special role and status in ancient Israel and this, as discussed in ch. 2, gives her words a
higher level of reliability than other characters. Although female prophets were not
unknown in this patriarchal society,’ they were uncommon, resulting in a +normality
evaluation. Moreover, Deborah “was judging Israel at that time” (v. 4) and the “Israelites
would go up to her for judgment” (v. 5). Deborah’s judgment may not have been the
military judgeship of the male judges, but nevertheless involved her in a position of
responsibility; therefore these comments constitute more tokens of her +normality.
Whether Deborah was a typical judge in the same sense as the other male judges
is a matter of some dispute.!? Some commentators consider her a female judge of some

sort. For example, Matthews suggests that Deborah is a postmenopausal female who

functions as an elder and judge,!! Bal describes her as a “poet-prophet,” the one who

7 Niditch (Judges: A Commentary, 60, 65) translates niT5% nWx based on the root as “a woman of fire,”
and Schneider (Judges, 66) as “a fiery one,” comparing the name to Barak’s which means “lightning.”
Others have suggested that it is a geographical location. The fact that a man named Lappidoth does not
enter the narrative does not necessarily mean he didn’t exist, however. It may be significant in terms of
gender roles that Jael’s husband Heber also does not appear. See Schneider, Judges, 76.

§ See also Goldingay, “Motherhood, Machismo,” 23. The same phrasing is used for a male prophet in Judg
6:8 in the Gideon cycle at the same place in which a deliverer would be expected. In this case it may serve
to distinguish the prophet from the angel of YHWH who appears next, in both cases the phrases nw 7127
niTgh nwK N2 and 8733 WR M NHW) may emphasize that YHWH has sent a prophet instead of a
deliverer. In this case, a woman would be the more unusual. See Boda, “Recycling Heaven’s Words,” 11.
See Butler, Judges, 90-91 regarding the significance of Deborah’s gender.

2 Others were Miriam (Exod 15:20), Huldah (2 Kgs 22:14), and Noadiah (Neh 6:14). See Block, Judges,
Ruth, 192 n. 180.

19 See Butler (Judges, 90-94) for a more detailed discussion of this matter. See also Younger, Judges and
Ruth, 140; Hackett, “Violence and Women’s Lives,” 356-57. ’

11 Matthews, Judges and Ruth, 64.
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delivers “the right word—bringing about order”!2

and McCann posits that she is a
prophetess and the only judge who clearly functioned in a legal capacity, but proposes
that she would still be a co-judge with Barak and Jael even if judges are primarily
deliverers.!® Niditch interprets Deborah as the judge and Barak as her military
commander.'* Butler takes the middle road and states that “Deborah is first and foremost
a woman. Next she is a prophetess, the role she will play in the following narrative. Then
she is wife ... Finally, Deborah functions as a judge in central Israel.”!* On the other
hand, other scholars doubt or deny her judgeship. O’Connell opines that Deborah is
“more like an agent than a full-fledged character” and states that “one cannot help but to
suspect that the one called to deliver Israel as a military judge was Barak and not
Deborah.”!® Block questions her judgeship, saying that “she is first and foremost, if not
exclusively, a prophet.”!” Even if Deborah were a judge in some sense, however, Boda is
right to point out that her judging is unlike other judges in the book of Judges. ' He
concludes,

Deborah functions here in a manner consonant with the title the narrator has given

her: nx"21 MWK (“a woman, a prophet”) who would dispense justice through

prophetic enquiry. ... A prophetic figure would be dispensing justice (vawnb)

because such a figure could seek the will of the deity and so offer the correct
decision in difficult cases.'

12 Bal, Murder and Difference, 59.

3 McCann, Judges, 51.

14 Niditch, Judges: A Commentary, 64—-65.

13 Butler, Judges, 92-93. In terms of the narrative, Butler views Deborah and Jabin as the main characters,
Barak and Sisera as their subordinates, and Jael as the hero (Butler, Judges, 86).

16 O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 242-43.

17 Block, Judges, Ruth, 192-95,

18 Boda, “Recycling Heaven’s Words,” 10-11.

19 Boda, “Recycling Heaven’s Words,” 11. See also Goldingay, “Motherhood, Machismo,” 24.
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Whatever the exact nature of her “judging,” there can be no doubt that Deborah was a
respected woman of status and authority within the Israelite community (+normality).
Deborah’s gender could cause her to be viewed as an anomaly who was only
raised up to act in this one special situation,?® or because the man of the moment, Barak,
had failed to assume responsibility. However, Deborah has been judging Israel and giving
decisions for some time.?! The verbal form used to describe Deborah’s sitting in the seat
of judgment is NAWT* 8'7} is a participle (gofel) in a predicative construction.?? The first
phrase of 4:5 could be translated either “she used to sit/she would sit” (frequentative or
habitual action, followed by a finite wayyigrol with the same value),?* or “and she was
sitting” (durative or continuous aspect describing the scene which then begins the action
with a finite wayyigtol with the same value).?* Thus, the clause complex could be
translated either “Now she used to sit under the oak of Deborah between Ramah and
Bethel in the hill country of Ephraim, and the Israelites would go up to her for judgment”

(frequentative > frequentative) or “Now she was sitting under the oak of Deborah

20 See Block, Judges, Ruth, 197.

21 Note that the following discussion draws on the standard Hebrew reference grammars, which use
differing terminology and, more importantly, have different understandings of the Hebrew verb, which in
many respects remains an enigma. Joiion and Muraoka (Biblical Hebrew, passim) use the term “aspect” in
a very general sense, whereas Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze (Hebrew Reference Grammar, 352) refer to
“aktionsart.” Waltke and O’Connor (Hebrew Syntax, 502-3) treat the customary, iterative, etc. as variant
nuances within the imperfective aspect. Since there is no consensus on aspect in Hebrew, I am interacting
with these grammars on their own terms. For a comprehensive discussion of aspect in Greek, see Porter,
Verbal Aspect. See also the recently published Cook, Time and the Biblical Hebrew Verb.

22 Waltke and O’Connor (Hebrew Syntax, 547) state, “Relative waw with a prefix form represents a
situation that is usually successive and always subordinate to a preceding statement.”

2 As do NASB, NRSV, JPS, NKJV, HCSB, NLT, GNT, and ESV.

2 Waltke and O’Connor (Hebrew Syntax, 547) state, “Relative waw with a prefix form represents a
situation that is usually successive and always subordinate to a preceding statement.” In 37.6.d they
explain, “More often, the participle describes an ongoing state of affairs, involving repeated (## 14-15) or
continuous (## 16—-17) action.” According to Joiion and Muraoka (Biblical Hebrew, 118l) “Since Hebrew
customarily continues a non-finite tense (infinitive, § 124 q; participle, § 121 j) with a finite tense with
energic Waw, a wayyiqtol in that case implies no idea of succession, e.g. Gn 39.18 X8} bip M2 when
1 raised my voice and called out; 1 Kg 8.7 ‘the cherubim were spreading (o°q5) their wings ... and were
covering (1207)”.
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between Ramah and Bethel in the hill country of Ephraim, and the Israelites were going
up to her for judgment” (durative > durative). A translation “...was sitting/used to sit ...
went up...” (durative/frequentative > instantaneous) is inappropriate since this would
imply that the wayyiqrol had a different value than the participle: instantaneous instead of
durative.?® Even if the participle were durative and forming the background for the finite
verb which indicates a discrete action, it is very unlikely that the Israelites would
spontaneously and without precedent go up to Deborah on this one occasion if she had
not been functioning in that role over a period of time. Therefore the sequence should not
be taken to imply that that the Israelites only “went up” (39u") to her for judgment on this
one special occasion concerning the problem of Jabin’s oppression.?® Also, the
Canaanites had been oppressing Israel for twenty years—why suddenly decide to do
something about it now? Thus it is probable that Deborah had been judging Israel for
some previous time and that the Israelites habitually went to her for advice on various
matters (+normality).?” As we shall see, however, the status and significance of Deborah
do not make her the focus of the entire narrative. As Butler rightly comments, “Still, her
exceptional qualifications do not make her the heroine of the narrative; she is only the
transitional character needed to prepare for Jael’s emergence and Barak’s decline.”?® She
is, however, essential to these subsequent events. Deborah’s status and resulting authority
is again construed, this time lexically, by her actions in v. 6: she “sent” (nwn1) and

“summoned” (87pm) Barak (+normality).”

25 See previous note.

26 See Block, Judges, Ruth, 197. Contra Stone, “Judges,” 252-53.

27 See Klein, Irony in Judges, 41.

28 Butler, Judges, 91. Deborah in fact disappears from the narrative after v. 14.

2 See Matthews (Judges and Ruth, 65), who compares her act with those of Moses summoning Joshua and
Samuel summoning Saul. See also Schneider, Judges, 69.
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When Deborah speaks in v. 6, the implied author is using Deborah’s prophetic
authority (+normality), and through her, YHWH’s divine authority, to endorse his
perspective on Barak (C:Ed). The implied author has Deborah challenge him, “Did not
YHWH God of Israel command...?”3 This is a rhetorical question that anticipates the
answer “yes” and may well imply that Barak has already been instructed by YHWH but
has not yet followed the instructions given (—propriety). Since the implied answer to the
question is “yes,” Deborah proceeds to quote YHWH’s actual words of command to “Go!”
(79), “March!” (nawn?), and “Take!” (ANRYY) (v. 6).%' Thus Deborah is consistently
represented as a woman who has had status and authority in Israelite society over a
period of time, a capable spiritual and administrative leader—but not a military leader.
Although she “judges” Israel, this term does not automatically imply military rank or

competence.’? That is Barak’s role.

3% See O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 108. The translations of Y& b8 M my 87 by the NASB (“the
Lord, the God of Israel, has commanded’) and the NRSV (“The Lord, the God of Israecl, commands you™)
are possible but not necessary here in light of the X7 that introduces the clause and may indicate a
rhetorical question, since there are two primary ways to translate such a construction. Boda, “Judges,”
1116, argues that 8571 “functions emphatically when introducing an exhortation—*Indeed, the LORD, the
God of Israel, commands you,’” and concludes that “there is no reason then to posit that Barak had
disobeyed an earlier divine commission.” This interpretation is possible, but not required. The three
grammars that he refers to, as well as Jolion and Muraoka, Biblical Hebrew, 161 .c, give the rhetorical
question as an option: Waltke and O’Connor, Hebrew Syntax, 40.3.b n. 48; Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze,
Hebrew Reference Grammar, 43.2.1.2.b; and Gesenius, Kautzsch, and Cowley, Gesenius’ Hebrew
Grammar, 150.e. In fact, GKC suggests in regard to Judg 4:6 that it “serves merely to express the
conviction that the contents of the statement are well known to the hearer, and are unconditionally admitted
by him,” implying that Barak may have already possessed this information but needed to be reminded by
Deborah. Sivan and Schniedewind’s argument (Sivan and Schniedewind, “A Study of the Asseverative L’
and Hal’0,” 216) that this is an example of II 81 (asseverative) and not I 857 (rhetorical) is suggestive but
not as conclusive as some other examples they offer, since the paraliel to Judg 4:6 they suggest is in Kings,
not an immediate poetic parallel as in Ps 56:14 (p. 213), and the translation of 4:6 does not entail the
ignoring of other particles as in 1 Sam 10:1 (pp. 215-16). Verse 14 uses the same 857 construction: 897
T30% ’¥ M (“Has not YHWH gone out before you?”).

31 Although only the first is in the form of an imperative, the sequential nature of the verbs results in the
second and third, which are suffix conjugation with waw-consecutive, acting functionally as commands.

32 The final reference to Deborah in the prose account is in Judg 4:14. This implies that she remained on
Mount Tabor when Barak set out with his army for the battle with Sisera. See Butler, Judges, 95.
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So far, all the reader has been directly told about Barak is that he is the “son of
Abinoam, from Kadesh of Naphtali” (v. 6). We can, however, infer from Deborah’s
challenge of Barak discussed above that he has previously received instructions from
YHWH, very likely by means of Deborah herself in her prophetic role, to muster an army
of ten thousand men from Naphtali and Zebulun in order to attack Sisera and his troops,
but has either ignored or refused the commission (-inclination: reluctance, —propriety).
Although a force of ten thousand may seem adequate to Deborah, who demonstrates her
trust by relaying to Barak that YHWH is in control (v. 7, +security: trust), from Barak’s
evaluative perspective it may seem weak (—capacity) in comparison to Jabin’s 900 iron
chariots, likely explaining his reluctance to go to war. Although the Israelites are indeed
in human terms weak and need God’s assistance, the fact that YHWH will “draw out”
(7wn) Jabin and “give him” (7(3) into their hands makes them, for all practical purposes,
powerful (+capacity). YHWH’s reassurances leave Barak with little alternative but to
obey.

It therefore comes as a shock to the implied reader when Barak not only resists
YHWH’s explicit instructions and promises of both support and success once again, but
does so in terms that all too clearly reveal his reluctance and cowardice: “If you will go
with me, then I will go; but if you will not go with me, I will not go.” ( *av *25n o)

Tox N9 'np 1250 NHoR) 'Ma%m).* Here, in heteroglossic terms (ENGAGEMENT), the

33 See Schneider, Judges, 70; Wong, Compositional Strategy, 158; Goldingay, “Motherhood, Machismo,”
27. Contra Niditch (Judges: A Commentary, 65), who claims that this reflects Barak’s wisdom, and Block
(Judges, Ruth, 199-200), who suggests that the request is a plea for the presence of God in the person of
the prophet and argues that the honor being given to a woman is merely a confirming sign. The context
makes this very unlikely (see Butler, Judges, 99); the parallels that Block points out between Moses’ and
Barak’s commissioning, although real, seem overstated. Sternberg (Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 274)
characterizes Barak as “faint hearted” and argues that “it is he who plays the woman.” Fewell and Gunn
(“Controlling Perspectives,” 398) suggest, “Perhaps his conditional response reflects not so much
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implied author introduces for the first time an explicit counter-voice within Israel (C:Ct),
the voice of reluctance and weakness, which he/she will proceed to undermine. Since this
is the only time that Barak is quoted directly in the entire narrative, his words have great
impact and constitute a brief but powerful prosody.3* The two conditional statements
reveal his lack of security and initiative, and his continued reluctance to obey God reveals
the ethical impropriety of his words (+reluctance, —propriety); the repetition and
contrast significantly raise the force of this appraisal. The reader cannot help but contrast
Barak with Ehud, who is consistently self-motivated even without explicitly inscribed
instructions from YHWH, to the point that he has been criticized by many scholars for his
self-confidence and initiative.>* Both Othniel and Ehud acted courageously and without
hesitation, suggesting that they had complete trust in YHWH’s character—his capacity,
faithfulness, justice, and compassion—and thus relied on him to deliver them. The
implied author may be suggesting that in Barak’s view the character of YHWH is less
laudable. Perhaps the repeated subjugations of Israel are beginning to have their impact
on Israel’s trust, as we shall see more clearly in the Gideon narrative.

In the immediate context, however, the contrast is with Deborah, and it is a stark
contrast. Her response in v. 9 is “I will certainly go with you” (38v T8 750), in which

the use of the infinitive absolute makes her determination emphatic (+inclination:

cowardice, say, as it does a questioning of her authority” in a patriarchal society. However, if, as argued
above, Deborah had been acknowledged in a position of authority for some time, this is less likely.

34 See Alter (Biblical Narrative, 74), who states that “the point at which dialogue first emerges will be
worthy of special attention, and in most instances, the initial words spoken by a personage will be
revelatory, perhaps more in manner than in matter, constituting an important moment in the exposition of a
character.” See also Fokkelman, Reading Biblical Narrative, 68.

33 See the previous chapter.
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eagerness) in contrast to Barak’s affective state.’® The objection may be raised that Barak
merely—and wisely—wanted YHWH’s representative to accompany him in his exploits,
as Saul waited for Samuel in 1 Sam 10:8; 13:8, and was severely disciplined when he
acted precipitately. This is extremely unlikely, however. At no time did Deborah ask
Barak to wait for her arrival and she was apparently already to hand; thus, the situations
are not parallel. There is no record of her expressing reluctance to go with him that might
have provoked Barak’s response. More compelling evidence of Barak’s reluctance,
however, is Deborah’s response to Barak’s conditional statement.’” Deborah will go, but
she immediately qualifies the positive tone of her promise with the conjunction
“nevertheless” ("2 boR): “nevertheless the honor/fame (n5n) shall not be yours”
(—normality).*® This can only be a disciplinary response to improper behavior
(confirming the —propriety of v. 8); in an honor/shame society the loss of honor,

3 was a severe blow. The implied author uses

especially “into the hand of a woman,
Deborah’s prophetic authority to endorse this negative evaluation of Barak (C:Ed).*

Finally, reassured by Deborah’s presence, Barak finally sets out to muster his troops.

3¢ Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze, Hebrew Reference Grammar, 20.2; Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze, Hebrew
Reference Grammar, 20: “This construction usually intensifies the verbal idea. In this way BH
speakers/narrators express their conviction of the verity of their statements regarding an action.”

37 Webb’s comment on Deborah’s reaction here is interesting: “Deborah is clearly taken aback, as her
rejoinder in verse 9 shows. Saving Israel by force of arms is man’s work” (Webb, Judges, 184).

3% The Hebrew noun N8R in this context most likely falls within Laniak’s categories of “Self” (honor-
as-reputation) or “Status” (honor associated with the symbols of authority, prestige, and rank) although he
does not discuss this particular lexis (Laniak, Shame and Honor, 18-21). For an interesting discussion of
the relationship between shame and affect, including the connection of shame to the perceived negative
judgment of others, see Stiebert, Construction of Shame, 3-23. Stiebert rightly cautions, however, that a
blanket description of both ancient and modern Mediterranean cultures as “honor-shame societies” is
simplistic, including the limitation of female honor/shame to issues of sexuality in the Hebrew Bible.
Individual cultures show considerable variation (pp. 38, 59, 71-75, 82). See also Butler, Judges, 98.

3% The context of this prediction leads the reader to expect that Deborah will be the one to get the honor that
Barak forfeits. Ironically, Jael is the woman referred to.

40 Stone (“Judges,” 254) argues that Deborah’s words are not a rebuke. She is simply stating that his honor
will come from his triumph in the battle, not in the manner that he expects from “striking the killing blow
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At this point the implied author intervenes with an off line comment by the
narrator (v. 11) whose relevance is for the moment unclear, but which gives background
information necessary for understanding the forthcoming events of the story: Heber the
Kenite has “separated himself” (7183) from his relatives, who are in-laws of Moses,*! and
moved into the vicinity of Kedesh, which is near Sisera’s camp, the destination of Barak
and Deborah. Whether Heber’s “separation” was merely in search of water, pasture, or
trade, or whether it represents a defection from his own clan and/or his Israelite in-laws is
not clear (~propriety),*? although later in v. 17 the narrator mentions that there was
“peace between King Jabin of Hazor and the clan of Heber the Kenite,” indicating the
possibility of a treaty with Israel’s enemy in spite of a preexisting association with Israel.
It is also unclear whether these Kenites had been physically living among the Israelites or
simply in peaceful association with them.** According to Butler in his commentary on

Judg 1:16,

against the opposing leader.” This argument is unconvincing, however. He himself later states that “the
‘honor’ indeed bypassed Barak (4:9) and went to a woman. ... The real honor goes to an obscure woman
who rejected her husband’s compromise with Canaan” (p. 258).

41 Butler, Judges, 100. Soggin (““‘Heber der Qenit’,” 91) among others, argues that “Heber” is a designation
of a clan rather than an individual, but this does not impact significantly on the meaning of the passage.

42 According to Halpern (“Kenites,” 4:19): “The issue here is lineage fission—the Kenites in the N were a
branch community of those near Arad.” O’Connell (Rhetoric of Judges, 110) argues, however, that Heber
was a “covenant malefactor who began his maleficence by departing from the Kenites, who lived in Judah
(cf. 1:16).” See also Vaux, Ancient Israel, 7: “When a nomadic group becomes too numerous to continue
living together on the same grazing grounds, it sometimes divides into two groups which then live quite
independently of one another.”

43 Fensham (“Did a Treaty between the Israelites and the Kenites Exist”) concludes that one did indeed
exist, and Butler, Judges, 100, argues that a treaty existed between Israel and the Kenites (“...the text
implies at least a formal oral agreement, which would be tantamount to a treaty”) and also between Heber
the Kenite and Sisera “...with whom her husband had a mutual nonaggression, support, or peace treaty.”
According to Block (Judges, Ruth, 206), “Not only had he separated from the main clan of the Kenites,
who were allies of Israel (1:16), but he had also formally bound himself by treaty to their enemy.” See also
Schneider, Judges, 7273 and Soggin (Judges, a Commentary, 66—67), who argues for an alliance. Lambert
(“Tribal Influences in Old Testament Tradition,” 46) points out that alliances can “cross-cut the clan lines
and perhaps transcend them.” Matthews (Judges and Ruth, 69) assumes that Heber’s camp is “neutral”
territory, however.
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The narrator connects Judah to the Moses tradition by incorporating the Kenites
as part of Judah. In so doing he prepares for the appearance of Kenites in chap. 4—
5 with Deborah and Barak, and possibly for the father-in-law narrative of chap.
19. The Kenites not only go with Judah; they also settle down with Judah.**

We will return to the issue of the Kenites later in our discussion of the narrative.
Meanwhile, in an off line comment, Sisera is informed of Barak’s aggressive
preparations on Mount Tabor,*> and the narrator offers a condensed but effective
+capacity prosody describing Sisera’s force and once again mentioning the 900 lethal
iron chariots (v. 13). Back in the Israelite camp it is again Deborah who takes the
initiative, commanding Barak as a spokeswoman for YHWH to “arise!” (+normality).
The causal clause provides Barak with further motivation to act; she declares (v. 14) that
“YHWH has given Sisera into your hands,” then once again challenges him with a
rhetorical question, “Has not YHWH gone out before you?”*¢ Clearly Deborah has no
doubts about the reliable character of YHWH. Deborah’s trust is intended to stimulate a
similar trust in Barak (o t, + security: trust), which he finally demonstrates by leading
his men down Mount Tabor into victorious battle (+security: trust). This is the last
mention of Deborah in the prose account; it would appear that she did not accompany
Barak into the battle. Having achieved her goal of initiating the military action, she
metaphorically passes the torch to Jael. As predicted by Deborah, however, Barak gets no
credit for Israel’s success, for the next verse (v. 15) states clearly that YHWH, not Barak,

routed Sisera. The battle is not over, however, for Sisera escapes on foot (—capacity).

* Butler, Judges, 23-24.

45 A number of commentators assume that the anonymous “they” refers to the Kenites in Jabin’s camp. See,
for example, Halpern, First Historians, 86.

46 The translations are about equally divided as to whether to translate this clause as a rhetorical question or
an emphatic statement. See the discussion on 4:6.
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What follows is a long, intense —capacity prosody construing Israel’s enemy as
weak and defeated. Whereas in v. 13 the modifier (3 was used twice to describe all of
Sisera’s formidable iron chariots and all his army, demonstrating his power, in vv. 15-16
it is used three times to emphasize the defeat of all the same chariots and all the same
army, ending with the final emphatic phrase “not even one remained” (TNR-Tp IRV KY),
a description of complete annihilation of the army. Twice Sisera himself is depicted as
fleeing on foot (—capacity; vv. 15, 17), raising the force of the appraisal of his personal
helplessness.*” It should be noted, however, that between these two verses the off line
comment about Barak adds some relevant information; for the first time he shows
+inclination: eagerness, probably encouraged by his early success. Meanwhile, Sisera’s
desperate attempt to escape takes him to the nearby tent of Jael, the wife of Heber the
Kenite, which seemed a likely place of refuge due to the peace between Heber and
Jabin.*8

The implied author now introduces a second assertive woman, the one hinted at in
4:9. At this stage of the narrative there is nothing to indicate that Jael is anything but
loyal to Jabin in accordance with her husband’s treaty with the King, but Jael’s later acts
reveal that although an outsider, or at least marginal to Israelite culture, Jael is construed
as concurring with the implied author’s negative view of the enemy, Sisera. Thus her
suggestion to him to “turn aside” is an attempt to bring Sisera under her control and

destroy him, and it is appropriate for the implied reader to read her agreement with the

47 Of course, this also serves as resumptive repetition after the narrative interruption of v. 16, but the
repetition nevertheless stresses his helplessness.

48 Halpern (First Historians, 86) suggests that Barak lured Sisera to Jael’s tent, but his argument is not
convincing. Matthews and Benjamin (Social World of Ancient Israel, 87) suggest that the site is some sort
of sanctuary to which Sisera fled.
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implied author’s stance back into this scene, especially the reader that has heard the story
before (C:Cc).* Jael’s first action is a demonstration of her motivation and
resourcefulness;® without waiting for Sisera to approach her and give her instructions for
his protection (+inclination: eagerness),’' she goes out to meet Sisera and immediately
takes control of the situation by giving him a repeated command, 7% 7730 278 17D, and
reassuring him (+inclination: encouragement, co+security: trust).>? This immediately
aligns her with Deborah and contrasts her with Barak in terms not only of her gender, but
also of her initiative and status.>® Jael’s commands also contrast her with Sisera, who,
although he uses an imperative form to request a drink from her (v. 19), qualifies it with
X3, a particle which here indicates a pleading proposal rather than a direct command,

954

especially in conjunction with the adjunct on-vYn, “of a little water,”* which modifies

the drink requested.>® This construes a —normality appraisal for Sisera. However,

4 In an ancient, primarily oral, culture with an implied audience rather than reader this would be quite
likely.

3¢ According to Block (Judges, Ruth, 206): “From beginning to end, Jael controls the events described.”
Matthews (Judges and Ruth, 68—73) gives an overview of the rules of hospitality and the numerous ways in
which both Jael and Sisera transgress them in their encounter. See also Matthews, “Hospitality and
Hostility in Judges 4.”

31 Jael’s initiative raises interesting questions: Did Jael have foreknowledge of the victory of Barak and the
flight of Sisera to her tent? Was she expecting him? Had she been warned by an Israelite who knew she
was sympathetic to their cause? Unfortunately, there is no way of knowing the answers.

52 Of course, Jael’s anticipatory assessment of Sisera as oo +happiness; o +security: trust is ironic; she fully
intends to put him in a position where he will be very unhappy and very insecure.

33 This also reminds the reader of Ehud.

4 Emphasis added.

%5 It is doubtful whether in these extreme circumstances Sisera would merely be concerned with the polite
customs of hospitality and the deference due to a hostess. It is more likely that he fully recognizes his
dependence on Jael’s good will if he is to survive. Some have argued that the particle X] is logical rather
than precative (See Waltke and O’Connor, Hebrew Syntax, 578-79, 683-84), and HALOT, 656, labels XJ as
an emphatic particle. Jotion and Muraoka (Biblical Hebrew, 1:350) argue that 8] “is mostly used for the
purpose of adding a usually weak entreating nuance, which is roughly equivalent to a stressed and
lengthened Please in English. One can sometimes render X3 by I beg (you), For pity’s sake!” Recently,
however, Christiansen (“The Biblical Hebrew Particle Na’”) has provided a more linguistically nuanced
analysis of the function of X} as a propositive or exhortative marker which when used with the jussive or
cohortative signals a proposed course of action which is not effectively translated “please.” When used
with the imperative it is “more strongly marked for politeness that functions to cancel the generalized
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perhaps emboldened by Jael’s apparent helpfulness in providing milk and covering him,
Sisera becomes more assertive in giving her his next instructions, which take the form of
a command.’® Schneider suggests that his confidence was boosted by Jael’s pretension of
respect and honor toward him.>” From the perspective of Sisera, Jael would seem
+propriety for being helpful and protective, but the implied author through the narrator
portrays her as deceptive in the context of the narrative as a whole. As in the story of
Ehud, however, this does not necessarily imply a —propriety assessment of Jael, even
though her husband is at peace with Jabin and his commander Sisera. Jael may have
loyalties towards the Israelites from the Kenites’ previous association with the Israelites.
As Lambert notes, the conflict of family ties and alliances creates “a potential for choice
of loyalties under certain conditions.”® Matthews and Benjamin argue that after the rout
of Sisera, any treaty between him and Heber would have been abrogated in any case.>
Whatever Jabin’s and Jael’s absent husband’s views, from the implied author’s
perspective this is a +propriety act.

In light of the fact that Sisera is totally at Jael’s mercy and completely dependent

on her compliance with his wishes, the context reinforces his —normality appraisal. The

commander’s instructions that Jael should be requested to answer the putative question

implicature of the imperative form ... [and] nullifies the bald directness and face-threatening aspect of the
imperative” (p. 391). He explains that, with the imperative form, X] “seems to function productively as a
morphemic polite article” (p. 387) and remarks that it “‘serves to turn a potentially harsh command—the
generalized implicature of the imperative—into a proposal. The implicature of the propositive particle is
that the addressee may choose whether to comply with the request, since it is only a proposal and not a
direct command” (p. 392). The use of the modifier “little” (b¥n) here increases the likelihood that Sisera’s
tone is one of deference.

% See Bal, Death and Dissymmetry, 213.

57 Schneider, Judges, 80.

8 Lambert, “Tribal Influences in Old Testament Tradition,” 47.

59 Matthews and Benjamin, Social World of Ancient Israel, 90.
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“Is there a man here?” with “There is not,” is therefore highly appropriate in the context.
Ironically, in hiding behind the skirts of a woman, Sisera does not act like a “man,” at
least in terms of a patriarchal society (—security: uneasiness). Additionally, by the time
anyone arrives to ask such a question, Sisera will be dead and, indeed, no man will be
there. Matthews puts it well, “The irony is particularly acute given that [Sisera] had fled
the battle and abandoned his men, and was now relying on a woman to protect him,
thereby emasculating himself.”®® Sisera is weak and dependent, and thus construed as
both —capacity and —normality.

Jael’s murder of Sisera in v. 21 has been the subject of major interpretive
controversy that focuses on two closely related questions: What was Jael’s motivation?
Was her action ethical? Some suggest a political motive. Butler comments, “Much of the
story’s narrative tension and resolution hangs on the struggle Jael faces in choosing
which allegiance to honor at the present moment.”®! Boda suggests that Jael is an Israelite
sympathizer,5? but Block asserts, “The narration offers no hint of any spiritual motivation
on her part or any concern for Israel.” > O’Connell assumes her motive is “zeal for
YHWH.”$* Lowery suggests, “Caught in a dilemma of conflicting loyalties, she evidently
made a political choice, since the text makes no mention of a personal motive.”

Matthews and Block suggest, in fact, that she might have been open to a charge of

adultery if Sisera were found in her tent.% Personal motivation may have been a factor;

0 Matthews, Judges and Ruth, 73; see also Bal, Murder and Difference, 92.
51 Butler, Judges, 100.

2 Boda, “Judges,” 1117.

63 Block, Judges, Ruth, 209-10.

 O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 110.

8 Lowery, “Jael,” 3:611.

% See Matthews, Judges and Ruth, 70; Block, Judges, Ruth, 207.
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however, if Jael believed that if the Canaanites won the battle, she would be subject to
rape by the victors, as McCann, among others, suggests.®” According to Matthews, “As a
member of Heber’s household, Jael is obligated to honor his alliances and to do what she
can to strengthen them. This does not apply, however, when the ally proves to be a threat
to the household.”®® It is unlikely, however, that Jael’s action was a random act of
violence, and most probable that she sympathized with the Israelites for some, albeit
unknown, reason. Lambert explains that when individuals or groups attach themselves to
other clans, they may change not only their tribal affiliation but also their ideology, and
“there will be a growth of new value systems.”®® This may well have happened during the
Kenites’ previous association with Israel. Just what Jael’s motive was, however, must of
necessity remain conjectural. In the context of the narrative, in fact, her motivation may
be deliberately obscured. It is, after all, YHWH who gave Sisera into the hands of a
woman, and at least YHWH’s motive is clear; Jael was merely his agent. As O’Connell
states, “YHWH, who predicted her actions and positioned her tent, was the one ultimately
in control of the circumstances leading to Jael’s success.””" It is true that YHWH was
temporarily using Jabin and Sisera to punish the Israelites, but now he is responding to
their cry and delivering them from their oppression; thus, Sisera’s actions are now

—propriety and YHWH acts to deliver his people.

7 McCann, Judges, 54. See also Goldingay, “Motherhood, Machismo,” 30.

68 Matthews, Judges and Ruth, 71; see also 72. In Matthews and Benjamin, Social World of Ancient Israel,
87-95, the authors suggest that Jael was in danger of rape and warned Sisera away (“Turn aside from your
plan,” p. 91) and thus was not deceiving him but justifiably protecting herself.

% T ambert, “Tribal Influences in Old Testament Tradition,” 48.

7 O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 113.
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Was Jael’s action ethical,”! or did it consist of deceit, murder, treaty violation,
and/or violation of the code of hospitality?’”> Some commentators, such as Younger, try to
have it both ways. He states that “Jael emerges as the real heroine of the narrative” but
also describes her as “a lone assassin who accomplishes her ends by deception.”” Block
is typical of commentators who are convinced that Jael’s behavior is unethical. He points
out that YHWH “exits the narrative” before the plot focuses on “the deliberate activity of
an individual, a newcomer to the scene, a second woman, Jael,””* thus implying YHWH’s
non-involvement and disapproval. Later, he is more explicit in his opinion:

Her actions are not only deviant and violent but socially revolutionary,

challenging prevailing views of female roles in general and the relationship of

husband and wife in particular. However, just because the author records her
deeds does not mean he approves of them.”

Block explains that YHWH is able to turn even inappropriate events to his purpose.” Yes,
Jael’s act was violent, but violence in war is commonplace; it is unclear why her act was
deviant if she was merely using the tools available to her at the time; and social
revolution, even if it challenges “prevailing views” is not always unethical. Nor is Jael’s
practice of deception necessarily more unethical than the deception involved in an
ambush, which is common military practice, or even Gideon’s instructions to his men to
deceive the enemy into believing that his 300 followers were a great army in Judg 8:16—

18. In fact, Matthews and Benjamin are clear in their commendation of Jael, stating that

1T am considering ethics in terms of the original implied audience, although some commentators impose
modern ethics on the ancient situation or fear that this behavior might be deemed normative for modern
audiences. It is not my task in this study, however, to bring the practical and theological implications of this
conclusion into 21 century ethics.

72 See Schneider, Judges, 76.

73 Younger, Judges and Ruth, 146. He echoes the sentiments of Webb, Judges: Integrated, 137.

74 Block, Judges, Ruth, 206.

5 Block, Judges, Ruth, 209-10.

7 Block, Judges, Ruth, 210.
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“Jael does not misuse hospitality to lure Sisera to his death. On the contrary, it is Sisera
who violates hospitality.””’

As noted above, it is possible that v. 21 contains an allusion to Ehud, a similarly
self-motivated and “devious” character.”® The narrator recounts how Jael went in to
Sisera W93, which could be translated “surreptitiously” or “secretly,”” and in Judg 3:19
Ehud has a “secret (A\19) word” for Eglon. Although the lexis is different, they derive
from the same semantic field. Other similarities have also been noted.?’ Jael thrusts
(Ynm) the tent peg into Sisera’s temple, and Ehud thrusts (;wpnn) his sword into
Eglon’s belly.?! Both Jael and Ehud seem to act autonomously, with no direct instructions
from a silent YHWH. In the light of these similarities, and even though commentators
have interpreted the actions of both as ethically questionable, it is likely that the implied
author is suggesting that Jael’s actions are also +propriety.®? It is interesting that Ehud
and Jael, the first two major judges if we grant that Othniel is part of the paradigm, are
the only ones that achieve unqualified success and deliverance for Israel. Beginning with
Gideon the judges’ victories are increasingly tainted by subsequent events. As we shall
see Gideon leads the nation back into idolatry, Jephthah commits a cultic atrocity and

ends up slaughtering thousands of Israelites, and Samson only “begins” to deliver the

Israelites from the Philistines. If, as argued previously, a positive outcome is often an

77 Matthews and Benjamin, Social World of Ancient Israel, 94.

78 See also Boda, “Judges,” 1119; Block, Judges, Ruth, 205.

" According to HALOT, 572, the Hebrew vX?2 is used in this sense in 1 Sam 18:22; 24:5; Ruth 3:7.

8 See for example O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 121.

81 A number of sexual connotations are also likely in this pericope. See for example Fewell and Gunn,
“Controlling Perspectives”; Niditch, Judges: A Commentary, 66, Matthews, Judges and Ruth, 73; Y ounger,
Judges and Ruth, 145.

82 See the previous chapter for this assessment of Ehud. Contra Exum (“The Centre Cannot Hold,” 416),
who states, “Jael gives Sisera refuge and then kills him, reflecting and outdoing Ehud’s grotesque murder
of Eglon.”
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indication of divine approval,®® then the actions of Jael and Ehud must be deemed
+propriety. A significant difference between the two characters, however, is that
whereas Ehud’s motives for assassinating Eglon were clear, Jael’s motives for
assassinating Sisera, as discussed above, are anything but transparent.

From the Israelite perspective, Sisera is the oppressive enemy and his slaughter by
Jael is therefore a proper act; unfortunately the narrator is too reticent to give any clearly
inscribed indication of his/her perspective on this question. Probably Jael’s husband,
Heber the Kenite, would disapprove if he were allowed to speak since there was peace
between him and Jabin; thus, the fact that the narrator chooses to keep him absent and
silent may be telling. The verse that immediately follows the death of Sisera, introduced
by a prefix conjugation with a sequential waw, is also significant to the evaluation: “So
God subdued on that day Jabin the king of Canaan before the Israelites.” The implied
author is indicating here that YHWH was acting in and through Jael to deliver Israel. Even
though the text of Judg 4 does not explicitly inscribe a comment on Jael’s ethics, in the
context of the book of Judges as a whole, and taking both Judg 4:9 (“the honor shall not
be yours on the journey that you are about to take, for the Lord will sell Sisera into the
hands of a woman™) and Judg 5:24 (“Most blessed of women is Jael, The wife of Heber
the Kenite; Most blessed is she of women in the tent”) into consideration,® there is no
doubt that her disposal of Sisera should be evaluated as +propriety.

Barak is also the subject of appraisal in the closing verses of Judg 4. The text

states in v. 15 that YHWH was the one who routed Sisera and his army, giving no credit to

8 Seen. 39 in ch. 2.
8 The implied author has chosen to include Judg 5:24 as a commentary on Judg 4, as indicated by the last
verse of Judg 5 which incorporates it into the Deborah-Barak cycle.
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Barak. In v. 22, Barak arrives on the scene too late to contribute to its success and is
depicted in a situation parallel to that of Sisera in v. 18: Jael goes out to meet him,* once
again showing her initiative (+inclination: eagerness), and also demonstrates her
superior status relative to Barak in the subsequent verse by the command that she
addresses to Barak, and his compliance with it (—~normality). Barak is not even afforded
the dignity of being allowed to comment on the death of Sisera; perhaps he was literally
speechless.® Butler opines that the narrative “paints a narrative portrait of Israel’s
general in the weakest possible tones.”¥” According to Bal, “At the end of the narrative,
there are no men left.”% Although the story of Deborah, Barak, and Jael is admittedly not
designed as a feminist manifesto, it does portray women in a positive light. The primary
purpose of Deborah and Jael, however, is to serve as a foil to the inadequacies of the
leadership of Barak.*

5.3 Conclusions
5.3.1 Summary of Evidence

The Israelites at the beginning of the Deborah/Barak narrative are once again
depicted as —propriety and —capacity. Instead of focusing on a male military leader, as
in the Othniel and Fhud narratives, the opening of this cycle is dominated by the

prophetess Deborah, who is construed as +normality: status and +security: trust, a

8 This parallel to Jael going out to meet Sisera also has negative connotations for Barak.

% The dearth of speeches by Barak throughout the entire narrative is telling.

87 Butler, Judges, 85; see also p. 99.

8 Bal, Murder and Difference, 93.

8 See O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 108; Webb, Judges: Integrated, 135; Younger, Judges and Ruth, 141.
O’Connell’s comment: “The halfheartedness of Israel’s men is satirized through contrast to the Yahwistic
zeal of Israelite women” (O’Connell, Rhetoric of Judges, 101), applies more to Deborah than Jael unless
one concedes, as O’Connell does, that Jael is a Yahwist (p. 110). It is unprovable, though not impossible,
that Jael was an Israelite who married a Kenite.
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faithful woman ready to do YHWH’s will. In contrast, when Barak is brought into the
story he is evaluated as —normality: status and —inclination: reluctance. The
impropriety (—propriety) of the condition he places on his obedience—the reassuring
presence of Deborah—is signaled by the loss of honor that he will eventually sustain.
Barak is initially contrasted with Sisera, a capable warrior (+capacity), although even
this commander is ultimately outdone and undone by a woman, Jael (—-normality: status,
—capacity). Barak, arriving on the scene after Sisera has been destroyed, is met by the
heroic Jael and loses the honor of the victory (—~normality: status). The decline in the
quality of the judges begins to become apparent as Barak is contrasted with Othniel and
Ehud who preceded him.

5.3.2 Conclusion

In this narrative, the implied author has effectively used the contrasts between
characters to evaluate the Israelite judge, Barak. The contrasts in gender, initiative, trust,
and effectiveness demonstrate as clearly as an overt evaluation that Barak, if not actively
sinful, is definitely weak. There is no record of Barak worshipping idols or committing
heinous crimes, but his very passivity and faithlessness reflect badly on him, even if he
does eventually contribute to the battle and Israel is ultimately victorious. There are
indications that Barak has a lower opinion of the character of YHWH than Deborah or the
judges who preceded him. It is interesting that in the last verse the implied author tells the
reader through the narrator that the hand of the “Israelites” pressed more harshly on
Jabin, until “they” had destroyed the king of Canaan (v. 24). There is no further mention

of Barak, and the usual death notice is completely missing; Barak more or less fades into
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oblivion. Although Barak is mentioned in Judg 5, it seems that he is damned by faint
praise; Deborah and Jael seem to be the focus of more explicit attention and admiration.

If Othniel was the ideal judge, and Ehud was courageous and successful, Barak is
the first to elicit definite negative evaluation. He is reluctant, weak, and ineffectual,
arriving on the scene of victory after the victory has already been won. The presence of
not one but two strong female characters only serves to highlight his inadequacies. Those
female characters are interesting in their own right, as well as serving as foils to Barak,
the more so because they are female in a patriarchal society. Deborah is a courageous
woman of status and initiative, well respected in her community. She acts out of clear
motivation: a desire to serve and obey YHWH, and by so doing, serve her people also. Her
character is in stark contrast to the reluctant Barak. Deborah consciously and deliberately
starts a chain of events that leads to Israel’s deliverance. Jael, however, is far more
enigmatic. Although she is also a woman of initiative and courage, she acts alone and her
motivation is far from clear. She is willing to place the interests of Israel before her own
husband and people, and by so doing ultimately serves the purposes of YHWH; whether
this was her intended purpose is impossible to ascertain. Jael ends a series of events—
whether deliberately and consciously is unknown—that leads to Israel’s deliverance. In
the midst of these events, but hindering as much as helping them forward, is the
ineffectual Barak. His military endeavors ensure that he is not a complete failure, but he
is a poor shadow of the ideal Othniel and the courageous and effectual Ehud. If this is the
best male leadership that Israel is capable of producing, the future bodes ill for the

Israelites.
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6 The Gideon Narrative (Judges 6-—8)
6.1 Introductory Remarks

The story of Gideon has a number of interpretive challenges, one of which is the
question of the practice of “putting out a fleece”—that is, setting up an arbitrary test to
which God must respond—as a method of obtaining divine guidance. Some
commentators use the passage to support the practice while others have argued that God
did not endorse Gideon’s action. However, the “fact” still remains: in the narrative, was
not Gideon’s action honored by God, implying his approval of this behavior? Later in the
book, Gideon performs two other actions which seem to stand at opposite poles of
propriety; he first adamantly states that YHWH will rule over Israel, not he himself, but
then immediately proceeds to set up a cult object that leads the Israelites into idolatry.
How are these actions to be understood?

As already noted, in Judges the implied author uses the voice of the narrator to
reflect his/her own ideological perspective, which is in turn subordinated to the
perspective of the character YHWH who is used to endorse the implied author’s stance.
The implied author uses the paradigm and the paradigmatic judge, Othniel, to set the
standard for evaluation of subsequent judges. Ehud is portrayed as similar to Othniel in
that he is courageous and commits no sins. Although both appear to act without YHWH’s
direct intervention and without dialoguing with YHWH about their actions, Othniel is
endowed with YHWH’s spirit and Ehud is raised up by YHWH. Both act faithfully to serve
and honor YHWH. They both achieve clear victories and the land has rest; indeed, one of
the indicators of propriety is the outcome of events. Barak, on the other hand, is presented

by the implied author as the first judge to display clear weakness, if not sin, and perhaps
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also doubt in the character of YHWH. He is contrasted to two highly motivated women
whose actions are primarily responsible for the defeat of Sisera; Barak merely seems to
conduct a clean-up operation before fading from the picture. As the implied author
proceeds through the cycles the plots become more elaborate, the characters become
more complex, and the failings of the judges become more obvious. Whereas in the story
of Barak the implied author uses comparisons between characters to point out the judge’s
weakness, in the story of Gideon he uses contrasts within the character of Gideon
himself.! Under the ministrations of YHWH Gideon moves from weak, untrusting, and
apostate to strong, trusting, and faithful, but when success causes his ego and desires to
take control of his actions he degenerates into arrogance and tyranny. His realization of
his error does not prevent him from finally leading his people back into apostasy.
6.2 Analysis of the Text

As is evident from the accompanying appraisal analysis chart, the story of Gideon
begins with a significant cluster of negative evaluations. First, the Israelites are assessed
negatively in regard to their ethical propriety: they “did the evil thing” (v. 1; —propriety).
This is a general assessment of their way of life, which is characterized by apostasy,
rather than a specific assessment of one situation or action. The subsequent evaluation of

the Midianites and Amalekites as +capacity is dependent on the fact that YHWH is using

!In her article, Castelbajac (“Le Cycle de Gédéon,” 146—47) contrasts two antithetical portraits of Gideon-
Jerubbaal, based on different sets of traditions: “Les figures militaire et religieuse de Gédéon, qui se
dédoublent respectivement en chef de guerre résolu et en chef de guerre doutant de sa vocation, ainsi qu’en
champion du culte de Yahwé et en tenant du baalisme.” She argues that one set of traditions depicts Gideon
with the royal trait of cunning eloquence in conflict resolution (p. 149). This Gideon, a proto-king of Israel,
is a hero in the fight against Baal (p. 154). The second Gideon is a Canaanite leader who erroneously
rejects the royal office offered by YHWH and is responsible for setting up idolatrous worship (p. 155).
Rather than attributing these traits to different traditions that were combined to create the current narrative,
it is better to attribute them to the stages in the development of the complex character of Gideon, torn
between loyalties in a syncretistic culture.
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them as agents and enabling them to do his will. Although YHWH brings about the
subjugation of Israel to Midian, he receives a +propriety evaluation because his
discipline is justified by Israel’s apostasy. The fact that Midian is doing the will of YHWH
(+propriety) does not, of course, prevent them from being viewed negatively
(—propriety) from the perspective of the Israelites. The word [nW(“destroy”) is
predicated of the Midianites twice in close proximity (vv. 4-5), and they are
metaphorically compared to locusts, insects which are feared and loathed due to their
propensity to destroy food supplies and, consequently, life itself. The effect of all this on
Israel is also negative, they were brought “very low” (—-normality), and the emphatic
adverb Txn (“very, exceedingly”) stresses the intensity of their affective state.? In their
inability to overcome the enemy (—capacity) their behavioral response was that they
cried to YHWH, which indicates —~happiness: misery.

As well as depicting the Israelite’s misery, the opening verses also indicate
Israel’s insecurity, a characteristic that will become very significant when Gideon is
introduced, and a discourse prosody of —security: distrust begins. The ideational
statement that “the hand of Midian was strong against Israel” (v. 2),’ followed directly by
the result clause indicating that the Israelites made hiding places for themselves in the
hills, clearly indicates their —security: mistrust. This mistrust is directed not only against
the enemy, who may attack at any moment, but also at God due to their doubt that YHWH
was acting on their behalf against Midian since the Israelites were under constant

persecution by the Midianites. Although the implied author never actually states in so

2 As Block (Judges, Ruth, 253) notes, “Israel ‘became small’ (wayyiddal), which says as much about her
emotional state as about her economic condition.”
3 The insecurity here is both affect and fact: the Israelites felt insecure because they in fact were insecure.
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many words that the Israelites were insecure, the ideational evidence is overwhelming.
The syntax of 172 N1 587 yr-o M (“and it was that whenever Israel had sown,
that the Midianites would come up...”), a temporal clause with oX followed by verbs in
the suffix conjugation, is best translated in a modal sense: “Whenever ... they would ...,”
indicating a habitual or recurring situation.* This depiction of insecurity is developed by
further ideational tokens, the litany of destructive actions of the Midianites in vv. 3—4:
laying siege, destroying crops, and seizing livestock. The force of this threat is
heightened by the description of both the Midianites as “like locusts for number” and of
their camels which were “uncountable” (v. 5). The result of all this was that 'm'w’ 5.
This phrase is sometimes translated “Israel was impoverished, but the “smallness” or
“insignificance” implied by [IF may well refer to the Israelites rather than their produce
(—normality), and also carries overtones of “helplessness” or “powerlessness.”
Therefore this phrase may well be the closest that the narrator comes to actually stating
that the Israelites were vulnerable and insecure, a conclusion reinforced by the fact that at
this point the Israelites cry out to YHWH. The nature of this cry is not specified; it may
have been a cry of repentance or a cry for help, but also in the context was surely an
expression of suffering (~happiness: misery).

The narrative action continues in v. 7 when YHWH sends a prophet to respond to
Israel’s cry with a judgment speech. The implied author channels the message through
both a prophet and YHWH, using their authority and reliability to endorse his appraisal of

the Israelites (C:Ed). In a detailed discourse prosody in vv. 8-9, YHWH recounts his

4 See Waltke and O’ Connor, Hebrew Syntax, 485, 643.
5 TNIV, NRSV, NASB has “Israel was brought very low.”
6 See HALOT, 221-23.
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compassion and faithfulness to Israel, a strategy designed to stimulate trust in him now in
the midst of further difficulties (co+security: trust). This purpose is succinctly
summarized in v. 10 when YHWH states: “I am YHWH your God; you shall not fear the
gods of the Amorites in whose land you live.” YHWH’s recital of the great acts that he has
performed for Isracl—deliverance from slavery and the gift of freedom, bringing them
out of oppression in Egypt and leading them into the abundance of the Promised Land—
serves not only to illustrate his great power, but also to reassure the Israelites that he is
able to deliver them in the present and future as he has in the past.

YHWH’s perspective is also clearly chastisement, however. His recounting of
Israel’s history is designed to eliminate argument and sets up a powerful comparison
between YHWH’s ethical and compassionate behavior on Israel’s behalf in delivering
them from their oppressors and remaining with them through the wilderness
(+propriety), and their unfaithful and unethical behavior (—propriety)’ in ignoring their
God and disobeying him—for the phrase *ipa onwnW 8% can imply both “not listening”
and “not obeying”®—and their resultant helplessness.® In the light of this negative
portrayal of Israel, the evaluation of Gideon (+normality, +capacity) by the angel of
YHWH who appears to Gideon in v. 11 might be interpreted as ironic:'° How can a timid

young man hiding in his threshing floor for fear of the enemy be called “most valiant

7 Claassens (“The Character of God in Judges 6-8,” 57) rightly points out that the repetition of 1cs verbs in
YHWH’s account of his actions on behalf of Israel emphasizes his identity, and Israel’s primary sin as
apostasy.

8 See HALOT, 1572.

® Soggin (Judges, a Commentary, 112) comments that the passage (6:7-10) “does not have any connection
with the context,” but it is clearly connected to the cycle of oppression and deliverance.

19 For the purposes of this study, the angel of YHWH and YHWH will be considered the same. Indeed, in the
text the appellations switch back and forth. See Newsom, “Angels (Old Testament),” 1:250.
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warrior” (77 9133)?!! It is more likely, however, that God is evaluating Gideon on his
potential, from a broader divine perspective, rather than present realities.'?

At this point the narrative moves from a general overview of the insecure Israelite
population to a close focus on one specific and very insecure Israelite who lives in
Ophrah, Gideon the son of Joash (v. 11). Martin and White explain that “the security
variable covers emotions concerned with ecosocial well-being—anxiety, fear,
confidence, and trust.”!? Martin and White do not define these terms explicitly, but from
their examples it seems that “confidence” refers to self-confidence, an inwardly based
sense of security, and “trust” to an outwardly directed sense of security based in others,
and this is the way that these terms will be used here.!* These emotions can be inscribed
directly in Hebrew by lexis such as 87* (Judg 6:23: “to fear”), 790 (Judg 7:3: “to be
anxious/trembling”), or nva (Judg 9:26; 11:20: “to feel secure, trust”), but also by
behavioral processes such as o1 (Judg 7:22, 8:12, etc: “to flee””) and also by grammatical
means such as the use of jussive or cohortative verbs. It can also be invoked by ideational
content: the fact that the Israelites made hiding places in the mountains in Judg 6:2 is a
clear indication of their insecurity in the face of their Midianite oppressors.

Gideon’s insecurity is invoked by his unusual act of threshing wheat within a

'1'See Amit, The Art of Editing, 252. For further comments on the significance of this appellation and its
connection to v. 14 see Soggin, Judges, a Commentary, 119. Block’s interpretation that the angel is
flattering Gideon to gain his co-operation, and that Gideon recognizes the similarity of his call to that of the
great leader Moses, is less likely (Block, Judges, Ruth, 262). Although many scholars have pointed out the
similarities between the calls of Gideon and Moses this similarity should not be overstressed (see for
example Martin, “The Role of the Spirit,” 33—34; Wong, “Gideon: A New Moses?.”). As Butler (Judges,
200 comments), “I would rather see Gideon as becoming an antitype to Moses.” Space does not permit a
full development of the comparison here.

12 Stone, “Judges,” 275, however, deems this a rebuke.

13 Martin and White, Language of Evaluation, 49.

14 Mar