SHORT NOTES
A NOTE ON SALISiM

In his article, ““The list of David’s officers (Salisim)’’, VT 38
(1988), pp. 72-9, N. Na’aman suggests that $¢/05im in 2 Sam. xxiii
should be emended to read salisim and translated ‘‘knights’’, while
D.G. Schley in ‘“The S$alisim: officers or special three-man
squads?’’, VT 40 (1990), pp. 321-6, disagrees with him.
Presumably, their arguments apply also to Ex. xiv 7, ‘‘and he took
six hundred chariots ... and $alisim over every one of them’’, and
to 2 Kgs x 25, ‘‘and Jehu said larasim welassalisim. However, they
make no mention of the fact that ¢/t in Ugaritic means bronze (or
copper). In my article ‘“The Meaning of the Word s/ys in the Bible
in the Light of Ugaritic TLT’’, Beth Mikra 72 (1978), p. 126, 1
attempted to show that the Ugaritic word tlf means not only
‘““metal’’ but also ‘‘armoured’’ and may be the designation of
soldiers wearing metal armour, similar to galla‘im (2 Kgs iii 25; 2
Chr. xxvi 14), mdrim (1 Sam. xxxi 3; 2 Sam. xi 24; 2 Chr. xxxv 23),
and rasim (1 Sam. xxii 16; 1 Kgs xiv 27; 2 Kgs x 25), who were
called after their distinctive arms, like the German designation
‘“‘Ritter’’ for mounted soldiers.

Ramat-Gan Othniel Margalith

NOTES ON GENESIS XV

I. Janus Parallelism in v. 1

The poetic device known as Janus parallelism was first identified
by C. H. Gordon. He defined it as a ‘‘kind of parallelism [that]
hinges on the use of a single word with two entirely different mean-
ings, one meaning paralleling what precedes, and the other mean-
ing, what follows’’.! The example he used was Song ii 12 where the
word zamir means both ‘‘pruning season’’ (parallel to nissanim
‘‘blossoms’’ in the preceding stich) and ‘‘music’’ (parallel to ¢d! hat-
tér ‘‘voice of the turtledove’’ in the following stich).
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After Gordon put forward this initial illustration, other examples
of Janus parallelism were identified in the biblical corpus.? In addi-
tion, books devoted to biblical poetry began to include Janus
parallelism in their descriptions of the literary devices available to
the ancient Hebrew poets.3

A hitherto unrecognized example of Janus parallelism occurs in
Gen. xv 1. Although older translations of the Bible (e.g., Jewish
Publication Society version) understood the entire verse as prose,
several more recent works (e.g., New American Bible, New Jewish
version) correctly render God’s words to Abram as poetry. The
result is a tristich:

%al tira’ abram
anéki magén lak
sekarkd harbéh mé’od
which may be rendered (as in the NJV):

Fear not, Abram,
I am a shield to you,
Your reward shall be very great.

The word on which the Janus usage pivots in this passage is con-
sonantal mgn. When vocalized magén and understood as ‘‘shield’’,
as in the Masorah, the word parallels what precedes it. A magén
‘“‘shield,”” even when used metaphorically as in the present
instance, is an appropriate item to combat fear (root yr’, as in
tira’).* C. Westermann has bolstered this understanding of the
word by collecting the collateral Near Eastern evidence.®

However, consonantal mgn may also derive from the verbal root
mgn ‘‘give, bestow’’,% in which case it parallels what follows. A sakar
‘‘reward’’ is something which is given (root ntn usually), as other
biblical passages such as Exod. ii 9; 1 Kgs v 20 clearly indicate.

There has been considerable scholarly debate in recent years as
to whether magen in Gen. xv 1 should be retained and translated
‘‘shield’’, or whether it should be revocalized to either a verbal
(presumably Qal mdgen) or nominal (magan) form of the root mgn
‘‘give’’.” My point is that the choice need not be made.® The poet
intended both meanings simultaneously. The orthograph mgn was
to be understood as both ‘‘shield’’ and ‘‘giver/donor’’.? This is the
beauty of Janus parallelism.

A conscious attempt to incorporate both meanings of mgn proba-
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bly lies behind the rendering of Gen. xv 1 in the Palestinian
Targum tradition (including the Neophyti version). These
targumim greatly expand the literal word of the original Hebrew
text; this feature thus allows for incorporating multiple meanings
into the translation.!® There are variants in the various texts, but
in general the Palestinian Targum tradition translates Hebrew
’andki magen lak as follows: ‘‘My word is your shield (¢yrs) in this
world, and protects (mgn) you in the world to come, even though
I have delivered (msryt) your enemies into your hands in this
world.”’!!

Finally, several scholars have noted that there are numerous lex-
ical links between Gen. xiv and xv,!? regardless of attempts to
attribute the two chapters to different sources.!®* Among these nex-
uses is the pair of words miggen in Gen. xiv 20 and magen in Gen.
xv 1. This connection is solidified, of course, by the recognition of
the verb mgn ‘‘give, bestow’’ in the latter as well.

II. The Amorites in v. 20

The various lists of ‘‘the foredoomed pre-Israelite population’’ of
the land of Canaan have consistently attracted the attention of
scholars in the discipline of biblical studies.!* Although the iden-
tification of the individual peoples mentioned in these lists has been
the primary subject of investigation, a secondary issue that has con-
tributed to the discussion is the order of the peoples within these
lists.

The list in Gen. xv 19-21 differs from the other lists in several
ways. First, it is the only list in the Bible with ten separate nations
listed; in the other instances, typically there are six or seven nations
occurring. Secondly, it is the only list in the Bible that omits the
Hivites from the pre-Israelite peoples of Canaan. Thirdly, it is the
only list that mentions a group called the Kadmonites.!> All these
points have been noted by previous scholars.!¢

A difference that has gone unnoticed is the fact that the Amorites
appear in Gen. xv 19-21 in position number seven, whereas in the
other rosters they are mentioned at the head or close to the head
of the list.!” Thus, for example, in Exod. xxiii 23, xxxiv 11; Josh.
xxiv 11; 1 Kgs ix 20, the Amorites appear first among the nations
of Canaan. In Exod. xxxiii 2; Deut. xx 17; Josh. ix 1, xi 3, xii 8;
2 Chr. viii 7, the Amorites are mentioned second. In Exod. iii 8,
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17, xiii 5; Deut. vii 1; Judg. iii 5; Neh. ix 8, they occur third.!®
Accordingly, the number seven position accorded the Amorites in
the Gen. xv 19-21 list is unique.

Similarly, as R. A. F. MacKenzie pointed out, whereas in all
these lists the Amorites typically appear before the Perizzites, Gen.
xv 19-21 is exceptional with the Perizzites listed before the
Amorites.!®

These two unique features about the placement of the Amorites
in Gen. xv 19-21 are due to a specific literary device that the author
of this material implemented. Elsewhere in the Bible where rosters
of ten occur, special prominence is given to the entries listed in the
seventh and tenth positions. In Gen. v, Enoch and Noah, whose
special characters are obvious, occupy slots number seven and ten,
respectively.?® Another example is Ruth iv 18-22, where the list of
ten generations begins not with Judah, as might be expected, but
with his son Perez. This is purposefully, and artfully, done because
of the mention of Perez several verses earlier (Ruth iv 12), and
because it thus places Boaz in position number seven and David in
position number ten.?!

The list in Gen. xv 19-21 should be read in the light of the above
examples. The Amorites appear seventh in the list of the ten pre-
Israelite nations because they play a special role in the narrative.
They are specifically mentioned several verses earlier (Gen. xv 16),
and they are also referred to twice in the previous chapter. In Gen.
xiv 7 the Amorites are among those attacked in the invasion of the
four kings from the east, and in Gen. xiv 13 Abram’s ally Mamre
the Amorite is mentioned.?? Above I noted that there are numerous
links between chs xiv and xv, and the word ka’maéri ‘‘the Amorite’’
is one such example.2?® All this information will explain the unique
placement of the Amorites as nation number seven among the ten
peoples to be dispossessed of the land of Canaan.?*

In like regard, the Jebusites almost always appear last in the lists
of pre-Israelite nations, regardless of whether there are seven, six,
or even five entries. This features is retained in the list in Gen. xv
19-21, only here the Jebusites are specifically number ten, the other
position of importance in the seven/ten sequencing. The Jebusites
especially are highlighted because they are associated with
Jerusalem. This is another point in favor of my view that Genesis
stems from the Davidic-Solomonic period.?> In MacKenzie’s
words, ‘“We are led to ask when could such a formula have been
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created to express YHWH’s great deed of establishing Israel in the
land of Canaan. Clearly, not before it was realized. And the final
name gives us the clue. The Jebusite was ‘driven out’ when David
captured Jerusalem, 2 Sm 5, 6. The formula must have been fixed
soon after that, and at a time when all six groups were well-known
and clearly distinguished entities.’’2¢

In sum, the positioning of Amorites/Jebusites as seven/ten in
Gen. xv 19-21 is not coincidental. Rather, it is due to a well con-
ceived literary plan. The placement of these ethnonyms in this list
parallels that of Enoch/Noah in Gen. v and that of Boaz/David in
Ruth iv 18-22. In addition, the Amorites are given special promi-
nence because of their appearance elsewhere in the narrative,
specifically Gen. xiv 7, 13, xv 16.%7
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MORDECAI, THE PERSEPOLIS TABLETS,
AND THE SUSA EXCAVATIONS

In a recent article, ‘‘In quest of the historical Mordecai’’, V7T 41
(1991), pp. 129-36, David J.A. Clines cast considerable doubt on
the interpretation of a tablet contining the name Marduka, pub-
lished by A. Ungnad, which had been used by a number of
scholars, including myself,! to support the historicity of the figure
of Mordecai in the book of Esther. While Clines may well be correct
in his reappraisal, he has at the same time overlooked more recent
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