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INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE

This book has three intersecting goals. First, it aims to provide the tools neces-
sary for a comparative, in-depth study of “wordplay” in ancient Near Eastern
texts. Second, it aspires to establish comprehensive taxonomies for the many
kinds of devices that scholars have labeled as “wordplay” and for their proposed
functions. Finally, it seeks to establish a consistent terminology that will offer
students and scholars of ancient Near Eastern languages a useful template for
documenting and understanding the devices they discover, and scholars of other
disciplines access to the sophisticated devices of ancient Near Eastern writers.
This, I hope, will lead to greater precision and interdisciplinary dialogue.

The astute reader will notice that I have placed the term “wordplay” in quo-
tation marks. It is my contention that the term is problematic for many reasons,
which I discuss in chapter 1. Nevertheless, I find it heuristically useful in com-
municating to those outside the discipline what sorts of devices this book will
examine, even if the devices differ in technique and their functions and social
contexts appear alien.

Readers also will note that I have opted to use the word fexts, in the title ra-
ther than literature. There are two reasons for this. First, one finds “wordplay”
in texts of all kinds, including annals, letters, law codes, medical prescriptions,
omen lists, and ritual descriptions. In fact, there appear to be no generic or
chronological restrictions to the application of “wordplay” in the ancient Near
East. A second reason is that the social background of textual production, which
I discuss in the chapter 2, strongly suggests that many forms of “wordplay” have
an illocutionary function. Thus “wordplay” is often as much a performative phe-
nomenon as a literary one.

It is rather ironic that the presence of “wordplay” in ancient Near Eastern
texts has been recognized for many years—in the case of the Hebrew Bible, for
several centuries. Yet, large-scale publications on the phenomenon are rare. In
addition, though we have benefitted from numerous articles on the subject, most
have focused on select biblical passages rather than books. Moreover, until re-
cently, most scholars were content merely to illustrate examples without

-1-
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discussing their functions, generic environments, or literary and social contexts.
Consequently, despite the long-standing recognition, it is fair to say that many
aspects of “wordplay” in ancient Near Eastern texts remain largely unexplored.

Moreover, the disciplines represented in this study have long suffered from
a vague, inconsistent, and, at times, even contradictory vocabulary that has done
little to advance the study of the phenomena and all their permutations and ef-
fects. Consequently, many publications employ only the most basic terms for a
number of devices that deserve individual attention. Thus, we find studies on
alliteration that more accurately contain cases of homoeopropheron, homoiote-
leuton, parasonance, and the like, and publications on punning that ignore the
visual register and do not distinguish devices of sound from those of meaning. It
is my hope that this monograph will provide tools for advancing the comparative
study of these phenomena with greater accuracy.

ORGANIZATION

I have organized the book’s contents to facilitate future research. In chapter 1, I
discuss a number of difficulties that confront the contemporary study of “word-
play” in ancient texts such as the lack of a complete taxonomy and consistent
vocabulary. After surveying some influential surveys on the subject with special
attention to Biblical Hebrew, I offer a general description of the taxonomy I
employ and I explain how it differs from previous proposals.

Chapter 2 addresses several methodological issues that confront the study of
ancient “wordplay.” Here I begin by examining the issue of intentionality. I then
treat the complicated topic of reception by asking for whom such devices were
intended. This naturally leads to an examination of the social contexts of textual
production. Afterwards, I discuss the importance that proximity and the role of
memory play in making such devices effective. This chapter also considers the
generative roles that different scripts play in the production and meaning of
“wordplay,” and it outlines the importance of distinguishing lingual manipula-
tion from grammaticality.

Chapter 3 provides a taxonomy for the many different functions that “word-
play” might serve based on proposals found in previous scholarship. I offer no
theoretical framework for the taxonomy, as I am interested only in gathering
what we currently know (or think we know) about the topic.! The chapter con-

1. The recent attempt by David M. Dalwood, “Solomon, God, and Sharon Walk into a
Song: Dialoguing Polysemy in the Song of Songs,” JHS 17 (2017): 1-16, perhaps best
embodies the opposite approach of using theory, in particular the ideas of Paul Ricoeur,
to understand biblical polysemy. I do not feel we can apply theory to a topic for which we
only have partial data. Moreover, as the following chapters will make clear, there is no
one type of polysemy or paronomasia to which a single theory might apply. For useful
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cludes with a brief discussion of the complexities that inform discussions of
function.

In chapter 4, 1 offer a taxonomy for the many kinds of devices labeled
“wordplay,” and I demonstrate each device, wherever possible, in Akkadian,
Egyptian, Ugaritic, Hebrew, and Aramaic texts. Periodically, I cite epigraphic
materials in other Semitic languages such as Moabite, Phoenician, and the lan-
guage of Deir ‘Alla.? I offer even fewer examples from Sumerian texts due to

recent surveys on the variety of methods applied, see Chaim Cohen, “New Directions in
Modern Biblical Hebrew Lexicography,” in Birkat Shalom: Studies in the Bible, Ancient
Near Eastern Literature, and Postbiblical Judaism Presented to Shalom M. Paul on the
Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday, ed. Chaim Cohen et al. (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2008), 441-73; Arthur Keefer, “Phonological Patterns in the Old
Testament: A Century of Studies in Sound,” CBR 15 (2016): 41-64.

2.There has been an increasing appreciation among scholars for the literary sophistication
of ancient inscriptions, especially in terms of style and structure. See, e.g., Jonas C.
Greenfield, “Stylistic Aspects of the Sefire Treaty Inscriptions,” 40 29 (1965): 1-18;
Greenfield, “Early Aramaic Poetry,” JANES 11 (1979): 45-51; Terence Collins, “The
Kilamuwa Inscription: A Phoenician Poem,” WdO 6 (1971): 183-88; Hayim Tawil,
“Some Literary Elements in the Opening Sections of the Hadad, Zakir, and the Nérab I1
Inscriptions in the Light of East and West Semitic Royal Inscriptions,” Or 43 (1974): 40—
65; Michael O’Connor, “The Rhetoric of the Kilamuwa Inscription,” BASOR 226 (1977):
15-29 (with some reservations on Collins’s study); Pierre Auffret, “Essai sur la structure
littéraire de la stéle de Mésha,” UF 12 (1980): 109-24; William H. Shea, “The
Carpentras Stele: A Funerary Poem,” JAOS 101 (1981): 215-17; Victor A. Hurowitz,
“Literary Structures in Samsuiluna A,” JCS 36 (1984): 191-205; Hurowitz, “Some
Literary Observations on the Sitti-Marduk Kudurru (BBSt. 6),” Z4 82 (1992): 39-59;
Hurowitz, “ABL 1285 and the Hebrew Bible: Literary Topoi in Urad-Gula’s Letter of
Petition to Assurbanipal,” S44B 7 (1993): 9-17; Hurowitz, Divine Service and Its
Rewards: Ideology and Poetics in the Hinke Kudurru (Beersheva, Israel: Ben-Gurion
University Press, 1997); Hurowitz, “‘An Heir Created by AsSur’: Literary Observations
on the Rassam Prism (A) of Ashurbanipal,” in Politics as Literature: Essays on the
Ancient Near East in Honor of Peter Machinist, ed. David S. Vanderhooft and Abraham
Winitzer (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2013), 223-68; Yitzhak Avishur, Phoenician
Inscriptions and the Bible: Select Inscriptions and Studies in Stylistic and Literary
Devices Common to the Phoenician Inscriptions and the Bible (Tel Aviv: Archaeological
Center Publication, 2000); Michael G. Hasel, “The Structure of the Final Hymnic-Poetic
Unit on the Merneptah Stela,” Z4AW 116 (2004): 75-81; Jan-Wim Wesselius, “Language
Play in the Old Testament and in Ancient North-West Semitic Inscriptions: Some Notes
on the Kilamuwa Inscription,” in The Old Testament in Its World: Papers Read at the
Winter Meeting, January 2003, The Society for Old Testament Study and at the Joint
Meeting, July 2003, The Society for Old Testament Study and Het Oudtestamentisch
Werkgezelschap in Nederland en Belgié, ed. Robert P. Gordon and Johannes C. de Moor,
OS 52 (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 253-65; Aaron Schade, “A Text Linguistic Approach to the
Syntax and Style of the Phoenician Inscription of Azatiwada,” JSS 50 (2005): 35-58;
Schade, “The Syntax and Literary Structure of the Phoenician Inscription of Yehimilik,”
Maarav 13 (2006): 119-22; Scott B. Noegel, “The Zakkur Inscription,” in The Ancient
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our limited knowledge of Sumerian poetics. Jacob Klein and Yitschak Sefati
explain:

A reliable analysis of Sumerian poetics, and especially the aspect of sound and
word play, is hampered by the structure of cuneiform writing and our translit-
eration system, as well as by the fact that Sumerian literature was committed to
writing by scribes whose mother tongue was Akkadian, and when Sumerian
was no longer a spoken language.’

Despite our limitations, a number of important publications on Sumerian com-
positions have shown that scribes employed several of the devices examined
here, so I would be remiss to leave them out.* Nevertheless, for the most part, I

Near East: Historical Sources in Translation, ed. Mark W. Chavalas (London:
Blackwell, 2006), 307-11; Gary A. Rendsburg, “Linguistic and Stylistic Notes to the
Hazon Gabriel Inscription,” DSD 16 (2009): 107—-16; Mario Liverani, “Literary-Political
Motifs in the Assyrian Royal Inscriptions: Measuring Continuity versus Change,” in
Vanderhooft and Winitzer, Politics as Literature, 269-84; Roland Enmarch, “Some
Literary Aspects of the Kamose Inscriptions,” JEA 99 (2013): 253—-63.

3. Jacob Klein and Yitschak Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” in Puns and
Pundits: Wordplay in the Hebrew Bible and Ancient Near Eastern Literature, ed. Scott B.
Noegel (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 2000), 25 n. 6.

4. See, for example, M. Civil, “The Anzu-Bird and Scribal Whimsies,” J40S 92 (1972):
271; Bendt Alster, “An Aspect of ‘Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta,” R4 67 (1973):
101-10; M. Civil, “Sumerian Riddles: A Corpus,” 4uOr 5 (1987): 17-35; Bendt Alster,
“Paradoxical Proverbs and Satire in Sumerian Literature,” JCS 27 (1975): 201-30;
Jerrold S. Cooper, The Return of Ninurta to Nippur: An-gim dim-ma, AnOr 52 (Rome:
Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1976); Cooper, “Puns and Prebends: The Tale of Enlil and
Namzitara,” in Strings and Threads: A Celebration of the Work of Anne Draffkorn
Kilmer, ed. Wolfgang Heimpel and Gabriella Frantz-Szabo (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2011): 39—43; Adele Berlin, “Shared Rhetorical Features in Biblical and
Sumerian Literature,” JANES 10 (1978): 35-42; Robert Seth Falkowitz, The Sumerian
Rhetoric Collections (PhD diss., University of Pennsylvania, 1980); Thorkild Jacobsen,
“Abstruse Sumerian,” in Ah, Assyria: Studies in Assyrian History and Ancient Near
Eastern Historiography Presented to Hayim Tadmor, ed. Mordechai Cogan and Israel
Eph-al, ScrHier 33 (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1991), 279-91; Jacob Klein, The Royal
Hymns of Shulgi, King of Ur: Man’s Quest for Immortal Fame, TAPS 71 (Philadelphia,
PA: American Philosophical Society, 1981); Annette Zgoll, Der Rechstfall der En-hedu-
Ana im Lied nin-me-sara, AOAT 246 (Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 1997); Klein and Sefati,
“Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 23—-61; Graham Cunningham, “In the Company of
ni; ‘Self” and ‘Fear(someness),”” in Analysing Literary Sumerian: Corpus-Based
Approaches, by Jarle Ebeling and Graham Cunningham (London: Equinox, 2007), 70—
104; Balint Tanos, “The Polysemy and Productivity of the Formative Element nam in Old
Babylonian Literary Sumerian,” in Ebeling and Cunningham, Analysing Literary
Sumerian, 250-72; Piotr Michalowski, “Where’s Al? Humor and Poetics in the Hymn to
the Hoe,” in Cuneiform Studies in Honor of David 1. Owen on His Seventieth Birthday,
ed. Alexandra Kleinerman and Jack M. Sasson (Bethesda, MD: CDL, 2010), 195-200.
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have left Sumerian out of my final analysis.® Hittite is beyond my ken and thus
not represented, though I hasten to refer to Ahmet Unal, who observes that “Hit-
tite literature seems rather devoid of all kinds of sophisticated literary
embellishments, eschewing, for instance, puns, puzzles, plays on words, riddles,
any sort of poetry, verse, alliteration, paronomasia, and rhyme.”®

I have placed the chapter on taxonomy after the chapter on proposed func-
tions, because it allows me to reconsider (and reorient) the proposed purposes for
each of the devices by discussing the effect that each has on readers/listeners. Of-
ten, these effects offer insights that help to redefine what we mean by “function.”

I have based the taxonomy of devices again on existing scholarship in order
to provide an up-to-date presentation of known examples, though in the interest
of comparative study and greater exactitude I employ terms that are less cultur-
ally bound or disciplinarily idiosyncratic. I distinguish devices that involve
meaning (polysemy) from those that involve sound (paronomasia) and note
wherever possible when a device operates aurally and/or visually. As in chapter
3, my interest here is in surveying the devices that scholars already have discov-
ered in order to develop a taxonomy from them, rather than offering examples to
fit a preconceived theoretical model. This enables me to present a consensus of
scholarship, even if some might dispute particulars. In several cases, I have
adopted terms that are Greek in origin, because they accurately identify the de-
vices and because they demonstrate that the devices are far more Eastern and
ancient than their Greek usage might suggest (fig. 3). Throughout I have made
no attempt to cite every scholar on every topic or every commentary for every
passage, though I have labored to be as inclusive as possible in the bibliography.
In many ways, I intend the book to serve as a reference work.

The fifth and concluding chapter synthesizes the preceding research. Here I
discuss what the evidence tells us about patterns of preference and distribution,
and the fundamental strategies that inform “wordplay” in ancient Near Eastern
texts. I also propose a number of directions for future research.

TRANSLITERATION GUIDE

Since it would be impossible for those unfamiliar with the languages studied in
this book to grasp many of its techniques without seeing them in transliteration,

5. On the difficulties confronting the study of Sumerian poetics, see Piotr Michalowski,
“Ancient Poetics,” in Mesopotamian Poetic Language: Sumerian and Akkadian, ed. Ma-
rianna E. Vogelzang and Herman L. J. Vanstiphout, CM 6 (Groningen: Styx Publications,
1996), 141-53.

6. Ahmet Unal, “Word Play in Hittite Literature,” in Hittite Studies in Honor of Harry J.
Hoffner Jr. on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, ed. Gary Beckman, Richard
Beal, and Gregory McMahon (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2003), 377.
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I herewith provide a guide. For pedagogical reasons, I resist explaining the na-
ture of the various writing systems until chapter 2.

In Egyptology and Assyriology/Sumerology, it is customary to publish in
transliteration, unless it is the first time a text appears. In such cases, a hand-
drawn copy and/or photograph of the text often accompanies the transliteration.
In biblical studies, it is customary to cite the text in the original without a trans-
literation. However, since I intend to make this research accessible to those
beyond biblical studies, I have provided both the original text and a translitera-
tion for all Hebrew and Aramaic passages. When discussing Egyptian, I
sometimes provide portions of the hieroglyphic text, because a particular device
is difficult to appreciate without it, but I do so always with an accompanying
transliteration.

Readers should be aware that our understanding of how some consonants
were pronounced is an approximation based on comparative evidence and/or
historical reconstruction—information that has emerged long after the translit-
eration systems were created. Consequently, in some cases there is something of
a dissonance between the conventions used for teaching the sounds of a lan-
guage and the way we believe phonemes actually were pronounced. I point this
out periodically in the guide below. While this creates a potential for confusion,
it is crucial for understanding the types of sound devices covered in the ensuing
chapters. For those phonemes that are peculiar to English speakers, I have
equipped the guide below with their equivalent representation in the Internation-
al Phonetic Alphabet (IPA).” Of course, it is important to note that regardless of
how one pronounces a consonant, we can assume that it had an alliterative effect
when repeated in subsequent words.

SUMERIAN

Sumerian is a language isolate, which is to say, it has no known relatives. More-
over, the writing system was mnemonic, and so it was never intended to render
pronunciation. The morphophonemics of Sumerian have been reconstructed
from this imperfect mnemonic system in conjunction with lexical lists and Ak-
kadian translations. Based on our current knowledge, we can say that the
consonants represented in the script include: b, b°,d, g, 8, h, b, k, k', [, m,n, p, r,
78, S, t, t°, z, though in standard transliteration practice, the post glottalized

7. Nevertheless, I have resisted employing the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA)
throughout the book for two reasons. First, each of the transliteration systems employed
herein has a very long and intractable history in its discipline, and each continues to be
the standard in publications. It only makes sense to retain these systems in order to make
the research accessible to scholars within these disciplines. Second, whichever
transliteration system I adopt inevitably will leave someone having to acquire it.
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stops (b, k’, t’) are rendered simply b, k, t. The consonant ¢ has been tentatively
labeled a velar nasal or palatal. It can be seen in Akkadian translations that treat
the sound as /ng/, as in the English word “sing” [IPA 1], and it is primarily rep-
resented by the syllabograms GA, AG, and ML® The consonant / is pronounced
like /ch/ in the Scottish “loch” but with more force [IPA x]. There is a lack of
agreement on the consonant 7. It perhaps represents a consonantal cluster /dr/. 1
have added it here for the sake of completion, but I have not reflected it in the
transliterations. The consonant § is pronounced like /sh/ in “sheep” [IPA [].
Some phonemes, like /h/, and the additionally proposed values /g%/ and /g,
only can be inferred from the comparative evidence and certain linguistic envi-
ronments. [ have not marked these in order to make the script as accessible as
possible. Sumerian also contained short and long vowels: a, 4, e, &, i, 1, u, i, and
possibly o, 0, though vowel length is usually inferred and not represented in the
script. I have disregarded vowel length in the transliterations to simplify the sign
values. There are various scholarly traditions on how to transliterate Sumerian. I
have opted to capitalize Sumerian signs to differentiate them from Akkadian,
which I italicize and place in lower case. Though Sumerologists sometimes em-
ploy H for the sound /h/, I have used H to avoid confusion with the consonant %
found in other languages in this book.’

The two primary dialects of Sumerian are known as EME.GIR, the standard
dialect, and EME.SAL, a much debated, perhaps literary dialect usually reserved
for the direct speech of women and goddesses and the ritual activities of the so-
called gala-priests.'® I shall refer to them periodically.

AKKADIAN

Akkadian is an East Semitic language that is represented mainly by two major
dialects, Babylonian and Assyrian, though there also were many peripheral dia-
lects. The language possesses the following consonants: ', b, d, g, b, k, [, m, n, p,
q,7,5,58,8,t t,w,y, and z. All of these occur in English except four: 4, $, s, and
t. The 4 and § are pronounced like their Sumerian counterparts; thus again, / is
like /ch/ in the Scottish “loch” [IPA x] but with more force, and § is like /sh/ in
“sheep” [IPA []. The ancient sounds of the s, ¢, and the third emphatic (q) are
unknown, so scholars have adopted the convention of pronouncing them like s,
t, and k, respectively. John Huehnergard offers possibilities based on modern
cognate languages:

8. The latter being the EME.SAL dialectical equivalent.
9. For those seeking deeper information on the Sumerian language, see Dietz Otto
Edzard, Sumerian Grammar, HOS 1, The Near and Middle East 71 (Leiden: Brill, 2003).
10. EME.SAL means “thin” or “high-pitched” language.
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The sounds corresponding to g, s, ¢ in the modern Semitic languages of Ethio-
pia and South Arabia are glottalized, that is, pronounced like %, s, and ¢ with
accompanying glottal closure and sharp ejection of air (¢ = [kK']; s = [s']; £ =
[t']). In Arabic the phonemes corresponding to the Akkadian emphatics are
pronounced as follows: ¢ is articulated farther back than & (at the uvula); s and ¢
resemble s and ¢, respectively, but with a simultaneous constricting of the throat
(pharyngealization).!!

Since Akkadian employs a syllabic script, vowels are represented. The vowels
are /a/, /e/, /i/, and /u/, and they can be short or long. I leave short vowels un-
marked and record long vowels with a macron.

EGYPTIAN

The consonants in the Egyptian language include: 3, Z, j, , w, b, p, f, m, n, r, h, h,
h oh, s, $ k q, g tt d and d.'> Many appear in English except: 3, 7, j, , h, b, I, $,
t, d. The dissonance between the conventional and actual pronunciation of con-
sonants discussed above is especially noticeable in ancient Egyptian, a language
that also underwent change over its more than three thousand year history.'* The
conventional way of teaching the consonant s is to treat it as an a-vowel, but it
once sounded like /r/ or perhaps /I/. It lost its consonantal value around 1500
BCE. Meanwhile, the sign rendered » and usually pronounced as /r/ represented
two different phonemes in early Egyptian: /t/ and /I/. When teaching the conso-
nants 7 and j, we typically pronounce the former like /y/ in “yes” and the latter,
like /ee/ in “sleep.” However, the former was a voiceless glottal plosive that
sounded like the last sound in uh-oh, while the latter may have been similar to
/i/. If the double reed leaf sign (1) is used, it probably sounded like /y(a)/. The
consonant ‘ too, we usually pronounce as an a-vowel, but it was a laryngeal fric-
ative that was pronounced by emitting an as-sound from very deep in the throat,
as if gargling [IPA 1]. It is identical to the consonant ‘ found in Ugaritic, He-
brew, and Aramaic. The £ is pronounced like the voiced /ch/ in German “Ich,”
and it too appears in Ugaritic, Hebrew, and Aramaic as / [IPA h]. The Egyptian
b [TPA x] is a much harder version of / and is equivalent to the same sound in

11. John Huehnergard, 4 Grammar of Akkadian, HSS 45 (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press,
1997), 2.

12. 1 have opted to transliterate the sound /q/ as ¢ rather than k in order to aid
comparative study with the other languages that contain this phoneme.

13. For those secking a more comprehensive linguistic approach to the Egyptian
language, more information on the phonological changes that occurred over time, and an
in-depth discussion of the different conventions for pronunciation that have emerged in
Egyptology, see Carsten Peust, An Introduction to the Phonology of a Dead Language,
MoAS 2 (Géttingen: Peust & Gutschmidt Verlag, 1999).
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Akkadian and Ugaritic. The value of % is less certain, but it appears to have been
a lateral form of 7, in some cases closer to the sound /§/, thus [IPA ¢]. The con-
sonant § is again like /sh/ in “sheep,” and is found in each of the languages in
this book. The conventional way of teaching the Egyptian ¢ is to pronounce it
like /ch/ in “chowder.” However, it sometimes renders Semitic /z/ and voiced
/th/, so it probably was more of an /s/ sound. The consonant transliterated as d is
conventionally taught as the /j/ sound in “journey” [IPA 3], but since it renders
Semitic /z/ and all dental/sibilant emphatics, it was closer to /ts/. The consonants
rendered as /k/, /g/, and /q/ are more complex than they might appear. In Old
Egyptian, the three graphemes represent three distinct phonemes: /k/ renders an
aspirate /k"/ or a phoneme that later develops into an aspirate, /q/ and /g/ repre-
sent two non-aspirate phonemes the distinction between which is impossible to
know. The phoneme /q/ was likely labialized, as was /g/, which was an allo-
phone. In the Middle and New Kingdoms the consonants became even more
complex. Carsten Preust explains:

So in total we have 5 or 6 phonemes: /k"/, /ki/, /ki"/, /ka/, /k2"/ (or ko*), and /q/.
They are rendered by only three different graphemes (or by four if we consider
the marginal grapheme »). Labialization is largely ignored in writing, and there
is no sign to unambiguously indicate /q/.'*

Indeed, the pronunciation of other consonants also changed over time. In
particular, in Late Egyptian, we find the depalatilization of ¢ to /t/ and d to /d/,
though the latter change is not necessarily represented in the writing. The con-
sonants ¢ and r also were often not pronounced in a variety of linguistic
environments (e.g., in final position), but remained in writing.!> Note too that the
signs [ and . (both rendered with s) were once separate sounds (i.e., /s/ and /ts/),
but the two became allographs from the Middle Kingdom on, when they perhaps
approximated the English /s/.!¢

Egyptian records no vowels, so Egyptologists reconstruct them mostly on
the basis of Coptic. Since Coptic was written so much later than the texts cov-
ered in this book, we cannot know whether vowel change has occurred, so |
have left assonance out of the study.

There are various methods of transliterating grammatical relationships in
Egyptian texts. I have opted to employ a dot to mark the verbal past tense and an
equal sign (=) for affixed verbal and nominal pronouns. I also mark feminine
singular nouns, masculine and feminine plural nouns, duals, and some other

14. Peust, Introduction to the Phonology of a Dead Language, 114.

15. See Peust, Introduction to the Phonology of a Dead Language, 151-54.

16. On the various proposals of how these consonants were pronounced, see Peust,
Introduction to the Phonology of a Dead Language, 126.
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distinct elements of the language with a period. Thus, hm.t “wife,” ts.w
“phrases,” ntr.wt “goddesses,” and £.wj “the Two Lands.”

UGARITIC

The consonantal inventory for the Ugaritic language includes: a, i, u, b, g, d, d,
hyw,z,h, b, t,z,y, k, [, m,n, s, 8, ,8,p,s,q,r,5, t,and t. Do not be confused by
a, i, u; Ugaritic does not record vowels. Instead, these are variations of the same
aleph glottal plosive followed (or in some cases preceded, according to some)
by an a, i, or u vowel. The sound of the consonant is identical to Hebrew and
Aramaic ’ (not to be confused with ° in each of them, which faces the other
way). Because Ugaritic does not render vowels, we cannot delineate cases of
assonance. As for the other consonants not found in English, T add: d, 4, 4, ¢, z, s,
S, ', &, 5, and t. The consonants #, 4, °, and § are pronounced the same way as
they are found in the languages discussed thus far. The problems that exist in
ascertaining the true values of the emphatics ¢, s, ¢, in Akkadian are also realized
in Ugaritic. Consequently, scholars regularly pronounce them as ¢, ts, and k, re-
spectively. Thus, the only new consonants to introduce include: d, z, s, §, g, and
t. In Ugaritic, d is a voiced sound that is pronounced like /th/ in “there” [IPA 8]
and sometimes also can represent /d/. The z is pronounced like /th/ in “thought”
but with the jaw open [IPA 8’]. The sign s is not like s in English, but a heavy
/ss/, as in “hiss,” but articulated again with the jaw open [IPA ts]. The § is iden-
tical to our s (as in “sun”), but readers might be unfamiliar with this
transliteration. The g is a richer, more guttural reflection of the consonant °, and
is produced as if saying the initial g in “gargle,” while gargling [IPA y]. The ¢ is
pronounced /th/, as in “thank” [IPA 0]."7

HEBREW AND ARAMAIC

Hebrew and Aramaic consonants are identical: °, b, g, d, h, w, z, h, t, y, k, |, m, n,
s, ,p, S, q, 1S S, and t. All of these have been discussed already in conjunction
with Ugaritic, except for . The phoneme  is identical to the Ugaritic variants a,
i, and u. It is a glottal plosive that one must distinguish from °, which faces the
opposite way. In Hebrew and Aramaic, the consonants b, g, d, k, p, and ¢ also
can be aspirated. Thus, when recorded, I have rendered their aspirated forms as

17. For a deeper treatment of the Ugaritic language, consult John Huehnergard, Ugaritic
Vocabulary in Syllabic Transcription, HSS 32 (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1987);
Daniel Sivan, 4 Grammar of the Ugaritic Language, HOS 1, The Near and Middle East
28 (Leiden: Brill, 2001).
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b, 3, d, k, p, and ¢.'"® In inscriptions and other texts in which aspiration is not rec-
orded, I transliterate as if not aspirated. Note that while I transliterate every 1 as
h and every P as °, evidence suggests that both consonants mask two potential
phonemic values. The 1 can represent 4 or / [IPA h or x], and the v can repre-
sent “or g [IPA T or y]. In fact, the two sets of sounds, which are the same as
those found in Ugaritic, were still articulated distinctly as late as 200 BCE, after
which /4 merged with s, and ¢ merged with “'° I raise this issue periodically
throughout when the underlying phonemic values matter to a word’s pronuncia-
tion and interpretation. As with Akkadian and Ugaritic, the ancient sounds of the
consonants ¢, s, and ¢ are unknown, so here too we adopt the convention of pro-
nouncing them as them as ¢, zs, and k.

The reader should take care to note the difference between Hebrew and Ar-
amaic d, the Egyptian d, and the Ugaritic d, each of which differs. As I noted
above, the Hebrew and Aramaic ¢ similarly differs from the same transliteration
signs found in Egyptian and Ugaritic.

Biblical Hebrew and Aramaic possess a notation system for recording vow-
els, which consists of a number of diacritical marks (Hebrew Tp1 nigqid
“pointing”), though it was added to the biblical text at a much later date (see
chapter 2). Periodically, I refer to this system as the vocalized text or the pointed
text. Hebraists will be able to understand which vowels correspond to which
transliterations, and so I will not provide this correspondence here. For those
unfamiliar with Hebrew and Aramaic, suffice it to note that I transliterate the
For those Hebrew and Aramaic texts that appear in inscriptions or elsewhere
without vowels, I simply transliterate the consonants. I do the same for other
Northwest Semitic scripts that do not record vowels.

For the few terms cited from medieval and modern Hebrew, I have followed
the common convention to leave the Hebrew unpointed and to transliterate it
without attention to vowel length, for example, D51 xW ziwwug millim “word
pairs.”

The chart below should help readers to distinguish the sounds of the conso-
nants that one could potentially confuse when moving from language to language.

18. The fricativization of these letters occurred sometime around 400 BCE, possibly
under Aramaic influence. See Gary A. Rendsburg, “Phonology: Biblical Hebrew,” in
Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language and Linguistics, ed. Geoffrey Khan (Leiden: Brill,
2013), 3:104-5.

19. See Rendsburg, “Phonology: Biblical Hebrew,” 104-5.

20. A note to Hebraists: I have elected to use 4 to transliterate cases of matres lectionis in
final he forms and cases in which the consonant / is pronounced (with a mappiq),
because I did not want the visual impression of the consonant marking a matres lectionis
to be lost to readers unfamiliar with the script. Those wanting to see which of these cases
an & represents in the transliteration can consult the adjoining Hebrew.



[A vdi] (u

jo uuoj [empn3
alow  ®) Suyded
IyMm “o[31e3 ur se 3 8
[0 vdr] Suts ur se Su s
[up vdil [up vdil [ vdi1l [ss vdil
p parendse p parendse oy urse yz|  A[J 95)-9S) Ul Se 57 p
[vq vdil [vq vdil
q porendse q porendse q
[y vdil [y vdil [y vdil [3 vdil
Sur3red j1 se yeoryy|ur3ies 1 se jeoxyy |Sur3res J1 se jeoayy |uried Ji se yeoly JAIIROLIY
oy ur doop Aoaloyy ur doop Amaloyy ur doop Awaloy ur dosp Aroa [eo3ukie]
woJyj Jnq ‘punos-y»|woIj nq ‘punos-yv |WoIj nq ‘punos-yv |Woij jng ‘punos-y» —u1dv
yo-yn
JO 9[qe[[AS PUOOIS
oy ur se—n 10
1 ‘v [omoa oy snjd aarsord
yo-yn Jo o[qe[i&s| yo-yn Jjo o[qe[jAs|ydap  jurUOSUOD [eno3
puoods oy} ul Se|puodds oyl ur seloy juosardor n ‘7 ‘v —ydap
I110] <
JTewIRIY MIIQIH onuesn uend4£3g UBIPEYY uBLIOWNG [ JUBUOSUO))

19qeydyy vdI pue suonduosaq yiim ofen3ue yoey ul sueuosuo)) ‘1 ‘31




uado mel oty ypm
‘SSTY Ul Se ‘ss AABoy

uado mel oty ypm
‘SSTU UI SB ‘ss AABoy

uado mel oty ym
‘SSTY UI Se ‘ss AABoy

(eman oy 1e)
¥ uey) oeq IoYIe]
paremonie b 1o [y
vdi] e jo uonoafo
dreys pue oinso[o

(eman ayy 1e)
¥ uey) yoeq IoYIe]
pajemonIe b 1o [y
Vdi] 1te jo uonsafo
dreys pue oinso[o

(eman ayy 1e)
¥ uey) yoeq IoYIe]
paremonte b 1o [y
Vdi] 1te jo uonsafo
dieys pue oinso[o

(eman ayy 1e)
¥ uey) yoeq IoYIe]
paremonte b 1o [y
vdi] e jo uonoafo
dieys pue oinso[o

enold e Wm y|eno[d B yum y|enold B oyum  y enoid e Wm y b
[vd v d1] d peyendse| [yd vd1] 4 poyendse d
[ VdI] ¥ porendse [y VdI] ¥ porendse ¥
(v)A (uS1s poax
d1qnop 31) 10 [1 v di]
doom w1 22 oy /|
yo-yn ut
punos 3ise[ oy} Y1 1
RURENG PR AR
& sdeyrod-urejrooun iq
[x vd1] yoor ut se 42| [x vd1] yooy ut se 42| [X vdI] yoo ut se y2| [x vdI] yooy ut se yo q
(4 vd1] yor wewsdn | [y vdr] yoy wewnan | [4 vd1] yor uewian | [4 vd1] yof uewidn
ur Yo pedtoAlur o> PadIoAfur  yo  pedloAlur Yo PIDIOA Y
[46 vdi1] 8 poyentdse| [46 vdi] 5 poyendse g
orewery MIIQOH onuesn uend4A3g ueIpeY ueLOWNS | JuBUOSUO))




[.e vdi]
uado mel oty yim

nq ‘gsnory ur se y7 z
(4 vail (4 vl
pajdenaI NU0) PpajdenaI aNu0)
Jjo 001 UYIm Jjo 1001 YIM 7 i
/U}/ POOIOA pue
L6 vdil L6 vdil [6 VdI]|/z/ onruag s1opual
J pojendse 7 pojenidse Juey) ur se y7 punos s jo od&y 7
[s vd1l [s vd1l [s vd1l
uns ui se § uns ui se § uns ui se § s
Uvdl Uvdl Uvdl Uvdl Uvdl Uwval
doays ur se ys doays ur se ys doays ur se ys doays ur se ys doays ur se ys doays ur se ys s
[ss vd1] poziead|  [is vdIl paziesd|  [is vdI] pazifess [ss vd1] paziessd
-ukreyd 1o [,s vd1]|-ukreyd 1o [,s vdi]|-ukreyd 1o [,s vdil -ukreyd 10 [,s vdil
pazireno[8  sdeyrod|pazijenol3 sdeyrod|pozieno|d sdeyrod pazirenols  sdeyrod
A osy-osyurse s7|  A[J os1-osyurse sz A[J 95)-9S) Ul Se 57 AJJ 9S3-08) UI Se 87 s
orewery MIIQOH onuesn uend4A3g ueIpeY ueLOWNS | JuBUOSUO))




1
THE PROBLEMS WITH PUNS

1.1. PREVIOUS TAXONOMIES AND VOCABULARY

One of the largest challenges confronting researchers on the topic of ancient
Near Eastern “wordplay” is the inconsistent terminology used to describe its
many devices. The terms “wordplay,” “pun,” and “paronomasia” appear with
the greatest frequency in scholarly publications, and sometimes are used inter-
changeably, while elsewhere they appear to be distinct. When distinguished,
scholars typically use “wordplay” and pun in a general way, whereas they usual-
ly restrict paronomasia to sound devices that have an alliterative effect, though
here too there is inconsistency. I, too, readily admit to having employed the
terms “wordplay,” pun, alliteration, and the like, more loosely in my earlier
works. As I noted in the introduction, they can serve a heuristic purpose by mak-
ing the subject more accessible to those beyond our discipline. However, I now
have come to believe that such terms can no longer be used without qualifica-
tion. With this work I hope to lend the discussion of these devices a greater pre-
cision and move the field forward.

Another challenge to researchers has been a lack of a comprehensive and
consistent taxonomy for all the devices labeled as puns or “word-plays.” To be
sure, there have been small-scale attempts, but the points of departure for defin-
ing the varied phenomena have been very different and inconsistent.! Let me

1. See the fitting remark of Werner Diem, “‘Paronomasie’: Eine Begriffs-verwirrung,”
ZDMG 157 (2007): 346: “Was den mehr literwissenschaftlichen Paronomasiebegriff
betrifft, so hat er, inbesondere in der englishsprachigen Hebraistik, eine derartige
begriffliche Erweiterung und Umformung erfahren und ist inzwischen, wie sich
inbesondere an der ausgefeilten Subkategorisierung in Sassons zeigt, so stark
differentziert worden, dal der Terminus ‘paronomasia’ nachgerade entbehrlich geworden
ist; an seiner Stelle liee sich ohne irgendeine Beeintricht-igung der bereits sehr iibliche
Terminus ‘wordplay,” also ‘wortspiel,” verwenden, freilich ebenfalls unter starker
Erweiterung dieses Begriffs.” Diem offers a fine survey of many, but not all, of the ap-
proaches to the topic examined here.

-15-
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demonstrate by turning to six of the most cited case studies from within the dis-
cipline of biblical studies. My focus on this discipline is due to the fact that,
though we possess several fine studies on “wordplay” in some of the other Near
Eastern languages, they mostly tend to survey a variety of devices under the
problematic rubrics discussed above. None has attempted to establish greater
precision or to offer a complete taxonomy of types and functions.

I begin with the now classic study by Immanuel Casanowicz authored in
1893 entitled “Paronomasia in the Old Testament.”?> Casanowicz first outlines
some methodological considerations for the study of paronomasia by establish-
ing which consonants he felt alliterate. His groupings include:

aleph (") and ‘ayin (')
‘ayin () and gayin (g)
bet (b) and pe (p)

bet (b) and mem (m)
dalet (d) and fet (f)
het (h) and kaph (k)
het (h) and het (h)

tet () and taw (¢)

mem (m) and pe (p)
qof (q) and gimmel (g)
qof (¢) and kaph (k)
lamed (I) and res ()

He excludes from consideration alliteration and assonance created by grammati-
cal necessity or verbatim repetition. Thus, cognate accusative and infinitive ab-

2. Immanuel M. Casanowicz, ‘“Paronomasia in the Old Testament,” JBL 12 (1893): 105—
67. The article derives from work found in Casanowicz, Paronomasia in the Old
Testament (PhD diss., Johns Hopkins University, 1892). Three earlier works deserve
notice here, though often neglected in surveys on the topic. The first is Samuel Waldburg,
Methods of (Hermeneutical) Transformations [Hebrew] (Lemberg: Menkes, 1870).
Waldburg examined a number of devices for their exegetical use, like homoeopropheron,
homoioteleuton, parasonance, anagrammatic paronomasia, and also gematria and
notarigon (see chapter 4 for definitions), but all under the rabbinic expression 5211 pwH
15 5 lason nopel ‘al lason (lit.) “language/tongue falling upon language/tongue.” He
even attempted to provide a taxonomy based on which words’ root consonants were
transposed, yet because it was authored in Hebrew, it never received wide attention.
Nevertheless, it offers a representative collection of several of the devices considered
here in biblical and later rabbinic texts. The second two publications, by Julius Ley,
Alliterierende Poesien der Hebrier (Leipzig, 1865); Ley, “Uber die Alliteration im
Hebrdischen,” ZDMG 20 (1866): 180-83, mostly aim to differentiate alliteration in
biblical Hebrew from that in Old Germanic texts.



1. The Problem with Puns 17

solute constructions, as well as the repetition of the same root with a different
vocalization (also called metaphony, polyptoton, polyprosopon) do not qualify.

Casanowicz then briefly discusses and demonstrates cases of alliteration,
assonance, rhyme, and epanastrophe.’> Afterwards, he moves to the category
“Play upon Words,” which he subdivides into various types, and “Plays upon
Proper Names.” He discusses diction as it relates to paronomasia and the use of
hapax legomena in creating it. An appendix on paronomasia in postbiblical liter-
ature and an index of examples surveyed conclude the work.

For Casanowicz, paronomasia represents a number of devices that involve
the manipulation of sounds, and “wordplay” is one of these devices. Alliteration
and assonance are the aural effects of paronomasia and not themselves types of
paronomasia. A close look at the section on “Play upon Words” reveals that he
includes examples of other devices classified differently by later scholars.
Moreover, Casanowicz understood paronomasia as an elevated element of style.

Paronomasia in the Old Testament is, like all other embellishments of speech,
an element of higher style, that is, of the poetical and prophetical diction. In the
historical books, except in the poetical passages embodied in them and the
plays on the etymology of proper names, cases in which it occurs are few and
far between. It is everywhere merely a casual, not an organic, element of dic-
tion. Hebrew poetical style hardly differs from the rhetorical; both have in
common all the peculiarities which distinguish them from the lower style.*

Casanowicz’s method and categories were largely adopted by scholars,® though
they contextualized them by employing more familiar contemporary nomencla-
ture.®

3. Casanowicz spells rhyme as “rime.”

4. Casanowicz, “Paronomasia in the Old Testament,” 120.

5. See, e.g., Antoine-Jean Baumgartner, “L’humour dans 1’Ancien Testament,” RTP 29
(1896): 497-535; Johann Déller, Rhythmus, Metrik und Strophik in der biblisch-
hebrdischen Poesie (Paderborn: Druck & Verlag von Ferdinand Schoéningh, 1899);
Eduard Konig, Stilistik, Rhetorik, Poetik in Bezug auf die Biblische Litteratur (Leipzig:
Dieterich’sche Verlagsbuchhandlung Theodor Weicher, 1900); Hermann Reckendorft,
Uber Paronomasie in den semitischen Sprachen: Ein Beitrag zur allgemeinen Sprachwis-
senschaft (Giessen: Topelmann, 1909); Franz M. T. Bohl, “Wortspiele im Alten Testa-
ment,” JPOS 6 (1926): 196-212; Bohl, “Wortspiele im Alten Testament,” OM (1953):
11-25; Ignac Gabor, Der hebrdische Urrhythmus, BZAW 52 (Giessen: Topelmann,
1929); David Yellin, “Polysemy in the Bible” [Hebrew], Tarbiz 5 (1933): 1-17; Ignac
Gabor, “Paronomasia in the Bible” [Hebrew], Leshonenu 5 (1933): 274-94; Gabor, “On
Biblical Rhetoric” [Hebrew], in vol. 2 of Selected Writings (Jerusalem: Kiryat Sepher,
1939), 1-149; Asher Weiser, “Wordplay in the Book of Proverbs” [Hebrew], PIBRS 7
(1959): 140-47; Weiser, “Wordplay in the Book of Isaiah” [Hebrew], BM 20 (1964): 25—
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Compare Casanowicz’s approach with Janus Gliick’s 1970 article on “Paro-
nomasia in Biblical Literature.”” Noting the lack of a comprehensive taxonomy,
Gliick attempts to provide one. His classification offers six types: equivocal pun,
metaphonic pun, parasonantic pun, farraginous pun, associative pun, and asso-
nantic pun.® Additionally, some of the categories he provides group together
quite different devices. Under the metaphonic group, Gliick includes the repeti-
tion of the same root with a different vocalization, a category excluded from
Casanowicz’s definition. Gliick’s treatment of parasonancy is broad enough to
include “the replacement of a word in the sentence by a new and unexpected
one.” Also unlike Casanowicz, his category assonantic treats assonance as a
type of paronomasia, rather than as the aural effect of paronomasia.'® However,
in keeping with Casanowicz, Gliick regards paronomasia as a flourish of high
style.

In contrast with modern rhetorical concepts and with classical usage generally,
the biblical paronomasia is no pun but an integral part of the elevated diction of
the Bible.... Biblical paronomasia seems to be an inseparable part of the word-
magic, the subtle eloquence of the Bible.!!

Quite a different approach was taken by Jack Sasson in his 1976 entry on
“Word Play in the O.T.” for the Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible. He begins

32; Robert Gordis, “Rhetorical Usages in the Sacred Writings” [Hebrew], in Articles in
Bible Research Presented to Dr. Moshe Seidel on the Occasion of His Seventy-Fifth
Birthday, ed. A. Eliner et al. (Jerusalem: Kiryat Sefer, 1962), 253-67; Yair Zakovitch,
Duplicated Midrashic Name Derivations [Hebrew] (Master’s thesis, Hebrew University,
1972); Zakovitch, “The Status of the Synonymous Word and the Synonymous Name in
the Creation of Midrashic Name Derivations” [Hebrew], Shenathon 2 (1977): 106-7;
Meir Paran, “Double Meanings in the Bible” [Hebrew], Beersheva 1 (1973): 151-61;
Raphael Weiss, “Derivation of Names in the Book of Chronicles” [Hebrew], in Biblical
Essays: The Bible in Qumran, the Samaritan Pentateuch (Jerusalem: Rubenstein, 1976),
90-91; Weiss, “Paronomasia in the Bible” [Hebrew], in Biblical Essays, 162—89.

6. The terms encountered most frequently in aforecited publications include: Wortspiele
(German), jeux de mots (French), and the Hebrew expressions nW9 *privn mishage lason
“plays of language,” mynwn 583 kepel masma ‘ut “polysemy,” NRMN MIWN misneh
hora’ah “ambiguity,” 5%n M ziwwug hassalil “homonymic pairs,” mpnwn H02 kepel
masma ‘ut “double entendre,” and 0w TN simmud Salem “antanaclasis.”

7.]. ]. Gliick, “Paronomasia in Biblical Literature,” Semitics 1 (1970): 50-78.

8. Chapter 3 provides definitions of these terms.

9. Gliick, “Paronomasia in Biblical Literature,” 66.

10. See also J. J. Gliick, “Assonance in Ancient Hebrew Poetry: Sound Patterns as a Lit-
erary Device,” in De Fructu Oris Sui: Essays in Honour of Adrianus van Selms, ed. lan
H. Eybers, PRS 9 (Leiden: Brill, 1971), 26-45.

11. Gliick, “Paronomasia in Biblical Literature,” 78.
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by discussing how paronomasia was used “by ancient Greek commentators
when referring to rhetoric devices designed to engage an audience.”'? He then
subdivides the topic into visual wordplay, oral wordplay, and extended word-
play. Into the first group, he places gematria (i.c., isopsephy), notarigon, acros-
tics, atbash, anastrophe, and epanastrophe. The second group includes equivocal,
metaphonic, parasonancy, farrago, assonance, onomatopoeia, and antanaclasis.'
The third section provides examples of Israclite writers employing these devices
across extended pericopes.

The reader will immediately note the shift from paronomasia to “wordplay”
as the umbrella term of choice. Sasson’s taxonomic division between visual and
aural devices provides a new and useful point of departure. Nevertheless, as 1
hope to make clear below, many visual devices also operate aurally and most
aural devices simultaneously operate visually. Sasson’s taxonomy does not dis-
tinguish forms from functions, and it deviates in small, but significant ways
from the earlier approaches of Casanowicz and Gliick. Thus, for Sasson, para-
sonancy “involves the use of verbal or nominal roots which differ in one of their
three consonants,”'* a more restrictive definition than offered by Gliick.!® More-
over, in the same section, he includes examples in which two words share all
three consonants, but in a different order. The example he provides (Job 3:15)
constitutes an anagram and, thus, also must be considered a visual device.

Sasson primarily sees “wordplay” as literary tool employed for serious and
lighthearted purposes alike.

The use of paronomasia promoted a certain aura of ambiguity, which was in-
tended to excite curiosity and to invite a search for meanings that were not
readily apparent. It is not surprising, therefore, that divine revelations were
couched in paronomastic forms. There were also times when Hebrew word-
plays expressed a spirit of playfulness.'®

Another influential treatment on the subject is that of Wilfred G. E. Watson.
In his now classic guide to biblical Hebrew poetry, Watson devotes an entire
chapter to the topic of sound in Hebrew poetry, which he divides into the fol-

12. Jack M. Sasson, “Word Play in the O.T.,” in IDB Supplement (Nashville: Abingdon,
1976), 968.

13. See chapter 3 for definitions. The approaches of Gliick and Sasson were adopted with
minor variations by Russell T. Cherry IlI, Paronomasia and Proper Names in the Old
Testament: Rhetorical Function and Literary Effect (PhD diss., Southern Baptist Theo-
logical Seminary, 1988).

14. Sasson, “Word Play in the O.T.,” 969.

15. However, only two of the words that appear in the verse he cites (i.e., Isa 5:7) share
two of the three radicals.

16. Sasson, “Word Play in the O.T.,” 968.
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lowing sections: assonance, alliteration, rhyme, onomatopoeia, and “word-
play.”'” Watson further divides the category “wordplay” into three types based
on whether the words involved derive from the same or different roots. Under
those that derive from identical roots (his first type), he includes: turn (root repe-
tition), rootplay (verbal roots used as the basis for alliterative transposition), and
polysemantic pun (words that have multiple meanings in a single context). He
labels his second type of “wordplay” “punning repetition” and applies it to true
homonyms (words of apparent different derivation that appear identical). His
third type, paronomasia, juxtaposes words of similar sound, but different mean-
ings (near-homonyms).

Watson finds that “wordplay” can function to amuse and sustain interest,
assist composition, lend authenticity (demonstrate mastery), link a poem or its
parts, denote reversal, show that appearances can be deceptive, or equate two
things. He further opines that it can instruct, assist memory, and even distract
mourners when found in laments.

Like Sasson, Watson employs the term “wordplay” as his overarching des-
ignation of choice, but he also uses pun synonymously. However, some of the
types that Watson offers differ in important ways from those of the aforemen-
tioned scholars. Watson’s inclusion of “turn or root repetition” is identical to
Gliick’s metaphonic group, which Casanowicz rejected as outside the parame-
ters of paronomasia. Watson’s rootplay category combines anagrams and allit-
eration. His use of “polysemantic pun” is equivalent to polysemy and what Wat-
son calls “punning repetition” is what Sasson labels “antanaclasis.” The term
paronomasia is here a subcategory of “wordplay,” just the opposite of the ap-
proach taken by Casanowicz. Though Watson understands the function of
“wordplay” primarily in literary terms, he also considers the possibility of so-
cial, mnemonic, and didactic purposes.

Another approach to the subject is that of Edward Greenstein’s 1992 entry,
“Wordplay, Hebrew,” written for the Anchor Bible Dictionary. Greenstein be-
gins by defining “wordplay” as “use in close proximity of words that display
similarity of sound with dissimilarity of meaning.”'® His method applies Cas-
anowicz’s definition of paronomasia to “wordplay” and adopts his method of
excluding repetition that is verbatim or required by grammatical necessity.
Greenstein’s approach usefully departs from previous attempts by distinguishing
form from function. In addition, his subcategories also differ. Thus, under forms
he includes “complete and incomplete sound repetition,” “explicit and implicit
wordplay,” and “types of wordplay.” A perusal of the first subgroup shows that
it includes, inter alia, antanaclasis, polysemy, farrago, and metathesis. His inclu-

17. Wilfred G. E. Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry: A Guide to Its Techniques,
JSOTSup 26 (Sheftield: JSOT Press, 1984), 222-50.
18. Edward L. Greenstein, “Wordplay, Hebrew,” ABD 6:968.
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sion of examples in which “inflection of a verb-stem alters sense”!® are what
Gliick and Sasson refer to as “metaphony” and what Casanowicz excludes.

In the section on “Types of Wordplay,” Greenstein suggests that there are
multiple ways of classifying “wordplay.”

We may classify forms of biblical wordplay in a variety of ways.... One may
distinguish between play on proper names and on common nouns..., or be-
tween explicit and implicit derivations.... One may taxonomize according to
the sound patterns involved.... Alternatively, one may differentiate between
polysemy in the strict sense and paronomasia, in which slightly dissimilar
sounds or words are entailed. Such a distinction is not hard and fast for a pun
may work in either way.?°

Greenstein divides his discussion of function into two categories: “general” and
“proper names.” The former includes euphony, “to highlight an idea or associa-
tion,” the leading word, allusion, irony, and satire. The second category proper
names encompasses etymology, “essence,” and “fate or destiny.” In a final sec-
tion, he briefly offers examples of bilingual wordplay, a category undiscovered
when the previous studies appeared.

Finally, I note the important article by Nathan Klaus, which appeared at
roughly the same time as Greenstein’s contribution.?! Since Klaus wrote his
study in Hebrew, it unfortunately has not enjoyed the circulation and influence
of the other works examined here. Nevertheless, Klaus taxonomizes biblical
Hebrew “word play” into thirty-four different types. While some of his taxa re-
flect the influence of previous works on the subject (e.g., transposition of conso-
nants, onomatopoeia, and polysemy), others appear as rubrics for a variety of
types.?? Still others constitute cases of root, particle, and word repetition, various
kinds of alliterative devices, poetic chains, ring structures, inclusio, and devices
that derive from grammatical necessity—categories all rejected by Casanowicz
and others, including myself. His title and taxonomy employ the partial calque
b pnwn mishage lason “plays of language.”

19. Greenstein, “Wordplay, Hebrew,” 969.

20. Greenstein, “Wordplay, Hebrew,” 970. He has recently taken up the topic again in
“Verbal Art and Literary Sensibilities in Ancient Near Eastern Context,” in The Wiley
Blackwell Companion to Ancient Israel, ed. Susan Niditch (Malden, MA: Wiley
Blackwell, 2016), 457-75.

21. N. Klaus, “Plays of Language in the Bible” [Hebrew], BM 129 (1991-1992): 170-81.
22. For example, Klaus’s first category, “similar words in close proximity,” includes
examples that one might classify more specifically as cases of homoeopropheron,
homoioteleuton, polyptoton, and superlative expressions like D™ Wi W Sir has-Sirim
“the Song of Songs,” which are required by grammar.
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The problems of taxonomy and terminology illustrated by these seminal
case studies only multiply when one considers that they represent a mere cross-
section of approaches found in the study of Hebrew, Aramaic, Ugaritic, Akkadi-
an, and Egyptian literature. Moreover, the same terminology has changed in
usage over time.?* Sasson’s aforecited statement with regard to the use of the
term paronomasia among ancient Greek rhetors rightly captures its function in
that cultural milieu, but it does not convey its original usage. In earliest parlance,
paronomasia referred to the repetition of the first one or two consonants of a
word (typically the word’s first syllable) in another word.>* A synonym for this
device, and one that I prefer in this volume is homoeopropheron.

However, scholars of the Hebrew Bible have long understood paronomasia
more loosely and they have applied it to the repetition of same or similar conso-
nants regardless of where they appear in words or whether the words are etymo-
logically related. This follows the approach of the early rabbis, who referred to
the device with the curious idiom 1w v a1 WY lason nopel ‘al lason. The
expression resists a smooth translation into English and literally means “lan-
guage/tongue falling upon language/tongue” (see Gen. Rab. 18:6, 31:8).2% Simi-
larly, the term alliteration, as used by grammarians and literary theorists of the
last several centuries, was restricted to the repetition of the initial consonants of
words.?® Today scholars apply the term alliteration as broadly as “wordplay.” As
a result, it has become too vague to be useful. In fact, as I show in chapter 4, the
term alliteration only obscures the presence of several distinct devices.

Even from this cursory chronological survey one can make the following
observations. First, despite the best intentions and deep erudition of all the
aforementioned scholars, a gradual shift in terminology has occurred from the

2

23. One finds an inconsistency in spelling with regard to “wordplay,” “word play,” and
“word-play.” The Oxford English Dictionary prefers “word-play,” but it is by far the least
frequently attested of the forms.

24. Already by the first century CE, Quintilian was using the term paronomasia loosely
and equating it with adnominatio. See Quintilian, Inst. 9.3.66.

25. The expression refers mostly to paronomasia. See chapter 2 for additional terms used
by the medieval commentators. I wonder if the expression relates to that of 77wha 51 npl
b-Iswn “slip of the tongue” in Ben Sira (e.g., 25:8). On the latter, see Bradley C. Gregory,
“Slips of the Tongue in the Speech Ethics of Ben Sira,” Bib 93 (2012): 321-39.

26. Giovanni Pontano coined the term alliteration (from Italian alliteratio) in 1519 to
describe the repetition of a word’s initial consonants. He used this term as a further
specification of the term annominatio (Latin adnominatio), which was used for ascribing
to a proper name its literal or homophonic meaning. Thus, pedantically speaking,
alliteration is synonymous with homoeopropheron. On adnominatio, see Quintilian, Inst.,
9.3.66. Hence Gliick, “Assonance in Ancient Hebrew Poetry,” 70-71: “Alliteration is
repetition of the same or cognate sounds at the beginning of words—as the term is
generally understood by literary dictionaries.”
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technical to the broad, with “wordplay” replacing paronomasia as the most gen-
eral designation. Whether the works of biblical scholars on “wordplay” reflect
the influence of rabbinic usage or the study of Western literature generally,?’
they have increasingly preferred flexibility over precision. Second, the survey
reveals an increasing confusion between types and functions and a growing
recognition that existing vocabulary and taxonomies are insufficient, or at least
difficult to disentangle. Finally, it illustrates that there has been a rather con-
sistent tendency to treat the many devices found in the Hebrew Bible primarily
as elements of literary style and rhetorical flare.?

This last observation is one worth reconsidering. In a number of publica-
tions and conference papers I have drawn attention to the problematic nature of
the term “wordplay.”? Indeed, in recent years it has become increasingly obvi-
ous that there is little that is “playful” about most of the devices considered here.
Second, the term “wordplay” implies that the word is the basic operative unit of

27. See, e.g., the term “midrashic name derivation” coined by Zakovitch, Duplicated
Midrashic Name Derivations (in Hebrew), and his other publications; and popularized in
the English speaking academic world by Moshe Garsiel, Biblical Names: A Literary
Study of Midrashic Name Derivations and Puns (Ramat Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press,
1991); Garsiel, “Puns upon Names as a Literary Device in 1 Kings 1-2,” Bib 72 (1991):
379-86; Garsiel, “Homiletic Name Derivations as a Literary Device in the Gideon
Narrative: Judges VI-VIIL” VT 43 (1993): 302-17; Garsiel, “Puns upon Proper Names
and Place Names in the Book of Samuel” [Hebrew], in Moshe Goshen-Gottstein—in
Memoriam, vol. 3 of Studies in Bible and Exegesis, ed. Moshe Bar-Asher et al. (Ramat
Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1993), 105-19; Garsiel, “Wordplays, Puns and Puns
upon Names as a Literary Rhetorical Device in the Book of Samuel” [Hebrew], BM 42
(1998): 1-14; Garsiel, “Name Midrashim on People and Places as a Literary Device in
the Book of Judges” [Hebrew], BM 53 (2008): 8-9*, 59-82; Garsiel and Robert Rehak,
“Puns on Names as a Poetic Device in the Book of Judges,” in Ben Porat Yosef: Studies
in the Bible and Its World: Essays in Honor of Joseph Fleishman, ed. Michael Avioz,
Omer Minka, and Yael Shemesh, AOAT 458 (Miinster: Ugarit Verpag, 2019), 271-87.
See also H. Barazin and Y. Zakovitch, “Name-Derivations and Word-Plays on Names in
the Book of Chronicles” [Hebrew], BM 13 (1968): 145-47; 1. H. Eybers, “The Use of
Proper Names as a Stylistic Device,” Semitics 2 (1971-1972): 280-81; Amos Frisch,
“Midrashic Name Derivations of Solomon’s Name in the Book of Kings,” BM 44 (2000):
84-96, Isaac B. Gottlieb, “Mashal le-Melekh: The Search for Solomon,” HS 51 (2010):
107-27; Ekaterina E. Kozlova, “What Is in a Name? Rahab, the Canaanite, and the
Rhetoric of Liberation in the Hebrew Bible,” OT 6 (2020): 573-86.

28. A welcome exception is Stefan Schorch, “Between Science and Magic: The Function
and Roots of Paronomasia in the Prophetic Books of the Hebrew Bible,” in Noegel, Puns
and Pundits, 205-22.

29. See most notably, Scott B. Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers: The Allusive Language of
Dreams in the Ancient Near East, AOS 89 (New Haven, CT: American Oriental Society,
2007).
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such devices. Yet, one could argue that consonants and syllables are the more
meaningful components in Ugaritic, Hebrew, and Aramaic and that the individ-
ual sign is the most important constituent when examining Akkadian devices. In
fact, Akkadian does not even possess a term for word as a distinct linguistic
unit; the term usually so rendered, amatu (like Sumerian INIM), means “speech,
utterance, news, report, text” and the like.® In Egyptian, too, one could argue
that the sign is the most significant component in the production of “wordplay,”
though some Egyptologists, like Friedrich Junge, have argued that we should
consider the colon as the basic unit—there being some flexibility between the
Egyptian terms mdw.t “word” or “colon” and s “phrase” or “verse.”*! As I shall
show, these distinctions are not merely semantic quibbling but are critical for
understanding how the ancients understood their many tools for manipulating
language. This is especially important for the comparative study of the phenom-
ena, which I undertake here. Ancient Israel’s debt to the scribal cultures of Mes-
opotamia and Egypt has long been recognized, and the comparative study of the
respective literatures has yielded numerous insights. However, few studies have
offered a comparative analysis of these cultures’ literary craft.’> Nevertheless, if
we are to appreciate the true influence of Israel’s neighbors on its scribal culture,

30. CAD A/2, s.v. “amatu A.” The term amatu/awatu may be etymologically connected
to the word “liver” (i.e., amiitum), as first suggested by Jean Nougayrol, “Note sur la
place des ‘présages historiques’ dans 1’extispicine babylonienne,” Annuaire EPHE
(1944-1945): 14 n. 54. Cited also in Ulla Jeyes, Old Babylonian Extispicy: Omen Texts
in the British Museum (Istanbul: Nederlands Historisch-Archaeologisch Instituut te
Istanbul, 1989), 17, 46. Note the related remark of Herman L. J. Vanstiphout, “Mihiltum,
or the Image of Cuneiform Writing,” in The Image in Writing, ed. Hans G. Kippenberg,
Van Den Bosch, L. Leertouwer, and Hazel A. Witte, VR 6 (Leiden: Brill, 1988), 160: “It
may not be too bold to suggest that one of the reasons why the liver was by far the most
frequently used organ in extispicy was a similarity they perceived between the liver and a
clay tablet, perhaps guided in this matter by shape and texture.”

31. Friedrich Junge, “Zur Sprachwissenschaft der Agypter,” in Studien zu Sprache und
Religion Agyptens zu Ehren von Wolfhart Westendorf iiberreicht von seinen Freuden und
Schiilern, ed. Friedrich Junge, vol. 1, SAuK 1 (Géttingen: Friedrich Junge, 1984), 491—
506; Antonio Loprieno, “Puns and Word Play in Ancient Egyptian,” in Noegel, Puns and
Pundits, 6-7. “Wordplay” has been used to demonstrate phonetic correspondence
between the consonants 3 and % in Egyptian. See Stefan Bojowald, “Der dgyptische
Lautwandel zwischen 5 und 4,” JAOS 136 (2016): 831-34.

32. Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, is an important exception, as he discusses parallels
with Akkadian, Ugaritic, and other Northwest Semitic languages. However, he does not
cover Egyptian.



1. The Problem with Puns 25

we must establish a neutral vocabulary and complete taxonomy of proposed
devices and functions.*?

1.2. TERMS AND TAXONOMY IN THIS BOOK

I concur with Greenstein that there are multiple ways to taxonomize the phe-
nomena under consideration here. However, as the previous survey demon-
strates, each of the proposed taxonomies has strengths and weaknesses. Herein 1
attempt to build upon the former by providing greater precision when distin-
guishing one device from another and by giving greater attention to the devices’
nonliterary functions. In short, I aim for greater exactitude and comprehensive-
ness. With Greenstein I distinguish sharply between forms and functions, though
I shall offer a more specific and complete taxonomy for both based on our cur-
rent state of scholarship. I recognize that several devices can be employed sim-
ultaneously and that each can have multiple functions. With Sasson, I distin-
guish those “wordplays” that operate only on a visual register from those that
operate aurally, though I acknowledge that some visual types work aurally and
most aural types also operate visually. Since aural and visual registers can over-
lap, I differ from Sasson by treating this distinction as a register, rather than a
taxon.

Herein I divide “wordplay” into two broad types: polysemy and paronoma-
sia.* I employ the term polysemy for devices that involve multiple meanings in
a single context, and I use the term paronomasia for sound devices that function
across word divisions and involve a dissimilarity in meaning.>® Thus, many (but
not all) cases of polysemy operate on a purely visual register, whereas all cases

33. It has been nearly three decades since the surveys by Greenstein and Klaus, and in
that time, scholars have discovered many new devices and have made significant
advancements. | integrated some of them into the taxonomy that I offered in the entries
“Paronomasia,” in Khan, Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language and Linguistics, 3:24-29;
and “Polysemy,” in Khan, Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language and Linguistics, 3:178-86.
However, 1 wrote these articles specifically for Biblical Hebrew, and so some of the
terms I employed were specific to the discipline, and thus not as neutral as those offered
here.

34. The publication of Hans Ausloos and Valérie Kabergs, “Paronomasia or Wordplay?
A Babel-Like Confusion; Towards a Definition of Hebrew Wordplay,” Bib 93 (2012): 1-
20, is something of a curiosity. It offers a refutation of the taxonomy I employ in this
book nine years before it has appeared. Not surprisingly, their characterization of the
taxonomy is wholly inaccurate.

35. The term moAdanpos, whence “polysemy,” is first attested in Democritus, Frag. 26
(sixth—fifth century BCE). We find mapovopacia “paronomasia” first used by Cicero, Or.
2.63.256 (first century BCE); Rutilius Lupus, Fig. Sent. 1.3 (first century BCE—first
century CE).
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of paronomasia operate both aurally and visually (in consonantal systems but
not always in pictographic ones). Where I differ from previous treatments is that
I treat alliteration not as a tool or type of paronomasia but as the sonic effect of
some devices.>® In essence, it is an generic term that masks a number of distinct
devices.’” I adopt Casanowicz’s approach that excludes from discussion cognate
accusative and normative infinitive absolute constructions, as well as the repeti-
tion of the same root with a different vocalization (i.e., metaphony, polyptoton,
polyprosopon).®® I reserve a discussion of the many subtypes of polysemy and
paronomasia for chapter 4.

36. The study of assonance in ancient Near Eastern texts is, with few exceptions,
nonexistent. While a few Assyriologists and biblicists periodically have noted the
presence of assonance, especially when discussing cases of paronomasia, the great
majority of examples are produced by way of repeated grammatical forms. As I exclude
from this study cases of paronomasia produced by grammatical necessity, I must do the
same for cases of assonance. For a useful early attempt, see J. P. van der Westhuizen,
“Assonance in Biblical and Babylonian Hymns of Praise,” Semitics 7 (1980): 81-101. In
addition, the lack of vowels in Egyptian script makes the study of assonance in that
language difficult. One must resort to using Coptic, which represents a much later form
of the language. Ugaritic too does not record vowels, but scholars frequently reconstruct
them based on a knowledge of comparative Semitic. In sum, we cannot say more about
assonance in Near Eastern texts, even those written in scripts that document vowels, other
than to note its presence in some passages.

37. Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 225-29, treats alliteration as a separate device. So
too does Baruch Margalit, “Alliteration in Ugaritic Poetry: Its Role in Composition and
Analysis,” UF 11 (1979): 537-57; Margalit, “Alliteration in Ugaritic Poetry: Its Role in
Composition and Analysis (Part II),” JNSL 8 (1980): 57-80, who further distinguishes
alliteration that is essential to the text (“constituitive”) from alliteration that is not
(“ornamental”). See similarly O. S. Rankin, “Alliteration in Hebrew Poetry,” JTS 31
(1930): 285-91; David F. Pennant, “Alliteration in Some Texts of Genesis,” Bib 68
(1987): 390-92; Gary A. Rendsburg, “Alliteration in the Exodus Narrative,” in Cohen et
al. Birkat Shalom, 83—-100; Rendsburg, “Alliteration,” in Khan, Encyclopedia of Hebrew
Language and Linguistics, 1:86-87; Rendsburg, “Alliteration in the Book of Genesis,” in
Doubling and Duplicating in the Book of Genesis, ed. Elizabeth R. Hayes and Karolien
Vermeulen (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2016), 79-95. Despite the important
contributions of these studies, I submit that we can classify each of their cases of
alliteration with greater precision.

38. Thus, I exclude herein the topics covered by the following studies P. Trost, “Der par-
onomastiche-potenzierende Genitiv Pluralis,” ZSG 10 (1935): 326-28; G. Schéfer, “Ko-
nig der Konige”—Lied der Lieder”: Studien zum paronomastischen (Heidelberg:
Abghandlungen der Hiedelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1974); Mats Eskhult,
“Hebrew Infinitival Paronomasia,” OrSu 49 (2000): 27-32.



2
METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

2.1. INTENTIONALITY

When interpreting the devices of ancient texts, we must be aware of the possibility
that we are engaged in an eisegetical, rather than exegetical, process. We must try
to create, wherever possible, emic categories based on the literary and cultural
frameworks provided by the cultures we study, in addition to the etic frames of
reference derived from our own literary and cultural horizons. On the other hand,
we also must caution ourselves not to give short shrift to the ancients, lest their
lingual and literary sophistication be lost on us.

Yet, establishing an emic taxonomy for ancient devices is a difficult task. The
ancients have left us little in the way of terminology. Akkadian hermeneutical
texts appear to understand “wordplay” as belonging to the nisirtii u piristi sa ilt
“the hidden things and secrets of the gods,”! but nowhere do they provide us with
specific nomenclature for its diverse devices.? Ludwig Morenz has shown that the
Egyptian phrase sd  sp sn “to read in two ways” was employed for texts that could
communicate different things phonetically and visually.> A bilingual Egyptian-
Greek inscription discovered at Kanopis also informs us that the Egyptian word
tj.t “hieroglyphic sign, image” can mean signs that cryptographically conceal a
message.* Yet, such terms represent hermeneutic strategies rather than the craft of
composition.

The Hebrew Bible provides no native terms for its many literary devices other
than SWn masal “parable,” n¥™on molisah “figure, enigma,” and N 7'n hidah “rid-
dle, ambiguous saying,” each of which the author of Proverbs presents as a key to

1. Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 36-45.

2. See Eckart Frahm, Babylonian and Assyrian Text Commentaries: Origins of
Interpretation, GMTR 5 (Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2011), 70-77.

3. Ludwig D. Morenz, Sinn und Spiel der Zeichen: Visuelle Poesie im Alten Agypten,
PPISVLK 21 (K6ln: Bohlau Verlag, 2008), 65-66.

4. Morenz, Sinn und Spiel der Zeichen, 66.

-27-
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unlocking the book’s hidden wisdom (Prov 1:6).> Nevertheless, a few expressions
have been proposed as references to polysemy and paronomasia, most of them
from the dialogues in Job, a text filled with such devices.® They include Eliphaz’s
reference to Job’s 0w WY [bson ‘arimim “crafty language” (Job 15:5);
Elihu’s use of the root P51 A-I-q “smooth, slippery” in reference to language (Job
32:17);" and his accusation about Job: 922 Pyn n7-523 3R-NRY? yipseh pihil
bi-blt da‘at millin yakbir “his mouth chirps without knowledge, he multiplies
words” (Job 35:16). Gliick proposed that Isaiah’s expression 1iw/%21 noWw w53
(lit. ‘another’) tongue” (Isa 28:11) refers to paronomasia.® Since diviners used
polysemy and paronomasia to interpret dreams, the following verbs are also rele-
vant: V91 halat “snatching” meaning (1 Kgs 20:33), 233 ganab “stealing” words,
and npY lagah “taking, learning” language (Jer 23:30-31, Prov 1:5, Job 4:12).° It
also may be that the oft-heard prophetic command to “listen” (e.g., Num 12:6,
Amos 3:1, Hos 4:1) signals the importance of paying attention to the speech’s
devices in addition to its content.

As emic as these references appear, they offer no taxonomic distinctions.
Even the terminology employed by the early rabbis and medieval sages is unhelp-
ful as it fossilizes very different cultural attitudes toward text and lingual dexterity
in very different times and contexts.! Nevertheless, though we lack native

5. The three also appear together in Hab 2:6, apparently in reference to taunting, though
the LXX reads mpéfAnua eis dujynotv “obscure speech.” See too Ps 49:5, 78:2 (in Sir 47:17
nYon malisah “figure” is parallel with 7w §ir “song”). The basic meaning of the root
YW m-§-/ means “resemble” (HALOT, s.v. “5wn”). The term n¥'9n moalisah derives from
P9 [-y-s, meaning “allusive expression, figurative language” and possibly relating to
“interpretation” (HALOT, s.v. “ng"m”; DISO, s.v. “lys”). The term 771 hidah perhaps
means something “locked” (HALOT, s.v. “77'n”), though Moshe Held, “Marginal Notes to
the Biblical Lexicon,” in Biblical and Related Studies Presented to Samuel Iwry, ed. Ann
Kort and Scott Morschauser (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1985), 93—-103, suggested the
Akkadian cognate hittu “utterance.” See CAD H, s.v. “hittu C.” Other native terms for
literary forms not relevant here include: "W §ir “song,” Xwn masa’ “oracle,” and n'p
qinah “lament-form.”

6. See Scott B. Noegel, Janus Parallelism in the Book of Job, JSOTSup 223 (Sheftield:
Sheffield Academic, 1996), 21-25.

7. Observed by John Briggs Curtis, “Word Play in the Speeches of Elihu (Job 32-37),”
PEGLMBS 12 (1992): 23-30.

8. Gliick, “Paronomasia in Biblical Literature,” 52. Nevertheless, most see the passage as
a derisive reference to foreignness.

9. On the ambiguity of oneiric experiences and the use of polysemy and paronomasia to
interpret dreams, see Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 183—89.

10. As mentioned in chapter 1, the early rabbis referred to the device as 1% 5y o1 pwh
lason nopel ‘al lason “language falling upon language.” The medieval exegetes also
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terminologies and classifications, we should not infer that such terms and taxon-
omies did not exist. We do not possess native terms for parallelism, word pairs,
and chiasmus, perhaps the most commonly shared features of ancient Near East-
ern poetry, but few would deny their existence.!! A comparison with “wordplay”
studies in Renaissance literature is enlightening. Experts in that field face similar
problems of vocabulary and recovery, even though they work in languages much
closer to our own in kind and time, and despite having a much larger textual cor-
pus.'? The unfortunate fact is that the bards of the ancient Near East did not leave
us with the terms for their craft, largely because they transmitted it orally and
regarded it insider information.

Though we lack an emic classification, we still can ascertain whether a device
represents ancient craft or modern imaginings. Three criteria aid this endeavor.
First among them is whether a particular device appears with frequency. If we
find multiple examples of a particular type of polysemy or paronomasia, then it
is reasonable to understand it as a convention. A second criterion is whether a
particular device displays a consistency in type and usage. Of course, we must
remain somewhat flexible and acknowledge that some devices might be restricted
to particular contexts and genres, which might diminish our ability to locate nu-
merous examples; but if they exhibit consistency in frequency and form, it stands

employed the expressions Mn 777 derek sahut “way of eloquence” or PWHn MmNy sahut
hal-lason “eloquence of the language.” Those familiar with Islamic learning sometimes
employ the Arabic term u«ia3 tfgjnis, but this can refer to many types of paronomasia as
well as figura etymologica. See W. Heinrichs, “Tajnis,” Encls 10:67-70. On the
problematic nature of applying Arabic terms to Western literary devices, see Hany
Rashwan, “Arabic Jinas Is Not Pun, Wortspiel, Calembour, or Paronomasia: A Post-
Eurocentric Approach to the Conceptual Untranslatability of Literary Terms in Arabic and
Ancient Egyptian Cultures,” Rhetorica 38 (2020): 335-70; Rashwan, Comparing the
Incomparable in Post-Eurocentric Poetics: Arabic Jinds in Ancient Egyptian Literature
(Cairo: American University in Cairo Press, forthcoming).

11. The term chiasmus first appears in Hermogenes, /nv. 4.3 (second—third century CE) to
refer to the reversed arrangement of clauses in a sentence. Saadia Gaon applies the
expression 3G 235 taqdim wa-ta’hir for chiasmus. On the latter, see Richard C. Steiner,
“Mugdam u-Me uhar and Muqaddam wa-Mu ahhar: On the History of Some Hebrew and
Arabic Terms for Hysteron Proteron and Anastrophe,” JNES 66 (2007): 43. Abraham ibn
Ezra and David Qimhi sometimes refer to cases of parallelism as 91923 oY fa ‘am kapul
“double sense.” On chiasmus, see also Elie Assis, “Chiasmus in Biblical Narrative: A Rhet-
oric of Characterization,” Prooftexts 22 (2003): 273-304.

12. See the remark of Sophie Read, “Puns: Serious Wordplay,” in Renaissance Figures of
Speech, ed. Sylvia Adamson, Gavin Alexander, Katrin Ettenhuber (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2007), 82: “There is, to begin with, no very exact correspondence
between the nomenclature of the rhetoricians and the slang terms—‘quibble’, ‘clench’,
‘catch’, and above all ‘pun’ itself—that coexisted with and then supplanted it.”
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to reason that they were deliberate and learned devices. A third supporting crite-
rion is whether a device appears in more than one ancient Near Eastern language.
If it does, we again may postulate that it was acquired in scribal academies or
other learned settings, or perhaps in the case of some of the Israelite prophets, in
discipleship circles. All of the devices examined in this book meet these criteria,
and thus, I contend that all of them were used intentionally.

2.2. TEXT RECEPTION

Studies on “wordplay” in ancient Near Eastern texts have focused primarily on
cataloging examples. Consequently, they seldom discuss the issue of reception.
Put simply, they do not address for whom such devices were intended. Neverthe-
less, depending on the function they attribute to the device, they imply one. If a
device operates aurally and is understood to be aesthetic or rhetorical in function,
the assumption is that the audience is public and perhaps large.!* However, if it is
understood as a display of erudition or act of concealment, the audience is as-
sumed to be much smaller, usually scribal elites, or in some cases, the gods.
Nevertheless, the situation was likely far more complex.

In Mesopotamia, we know that scribal masters in the Neo-Assyrian period
viewed themselves as integral links in a chain of transmission going back to the
gods, and in some circles, traced their genealogy back to Enmeduranki, the ante-
diluvian king of Sippar. Elsewhere, we are told that they transmitted knowledge
from the mouth of Ea, the patron god of scribes, whose recorded speeches abound
in “wordplay.”'* Master scribes were an interdisciplinary lot in Mesopotamia who
wielded enormous social and cosmological power, especially if they excelled in
the divinatory arts.'> While recitation and oral tradition played important roles for
Mesopotamian literate elites, it was the act of writing that was central to their
identity.'®

13. Representative is the remark of Cherry, Paronomasia and Proper Names in the Old
Testament, 115-16: “It is altogether likely that much of the Old Testament text was written
chiefly for oral presentation. As a result, throughout much of its history the Hebrew Bible
has had audiences rather than readers.”

14. See Samuel Noah Kramer and John Maier, Myths of Enki, the Crafty God (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1989), 145; Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 27-28; H. A. Hoffner,
“Enki’s Command to Atrahasis,” in Kramer Anniversary Volume, ed. B. L. Eichler et al.,
AOAT 25 (Kevelaer: Verlag Butzon and Bercker; Neukirchener Verlag: Neukirchen-
Vluyn, 1976), 241-45; Keith Dickson, “Enki and the Embodied World,” J40S 125 (2005):
499-515.

15. Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 50-55; John Z. Wee, “Pan-Astronomical Hermeneutics
and the Arts of the Lamentation Priest,” ZAW 107 (2017): 236-60.

16. One can know something of the conception of writing by the words used for “sign.”
See the interesting observation of Frahm, Babylonian and Assyrian Text Commentaries, 70
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Egyptians referred to the hieroglyphic script as mdw ntr “the words of the
gods” and the scribal art was to them a devotional occupation without equal. They
describe Thoth, the divine inventor of writing, as mnh hk; “excellent of magic”
and nb md.w ntr “Lord of hieroglyphs.”!” Artistic remains depict Thoth writing
the hieroglyphic feather sign representing maat (ms".f), a word that stands for the
cosmic force of equilibrium by which kings keep their thrones and justice prevails.
The link between writing and maat underscores the importance that scribes placed
on their craft for maintaining the cosmic order.'® Contributing to the perceived
power of writing was the nature of the script, for each hieroglyphic sign could
convey information far beyond its phonetic value, as Jan Assmann explains:

Die Hieroglyphenschrift enthélt daher eine Fiille von Zeichen, die keinen
Lautwert haben, sondern nur semantische Informationen vermitteln. Wahrend
die durch die Alphabetschrift vermittelten Informationen ziemlich vollstandig im
lauten Lesen horbar werden, enthélt die Hieroglyphenschrift zahlreiche Infor-
mationen, die sich nur dem lesenden Auge erschlieBen.'’

Moreover, according to the Memphite Theology, the created universe was the cre-
ator god’s idea, put into the form of hieroglyphic writing.?’ Even when expert

n. 338: “Note that gu-sum, the logogram used to write mihistu ‘cuneiform sign,” means
‘sound-giver’ in Sumerian; it expresses the idea of a close connection between graphemics
and phonemics. In contrast, the Akkadian mihistu, derived from mahdasu ‘to beat, to drive
in,” refers to the material realization of the signs.”

17. Robert K. Ritner, The Mechanics of Ancient Egyptian Magical Practice, SAOC 54
(Chicago, IL: Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 1993), 35. Cf. the famous
stela of Irtisen, overseer of artisans during the reign of Mentuhotep I, who describes the
process of writing as an act of 4k3 “magic.” See Winfried Barta, Das Selbstzeugnis eines
altigyptischen Kiinstlers (Stele Louvre C 14), MAS 22 (Berlin: Verlag Bruno Hessling,
1970).

18. See Chloé Ragazzoli, Scribes: Les artisans du texte en Egypte ancienne (1550—1000
BCE) (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 2019), 379-82, 551-52.

19. Jan Assmann, “Etymographie: Zeichen im Jenseits der Sprache,” in Hieroglyphen:
Stationen einer anderen abendlindischen Grammatologie, ed. Alieda Assmann and Jan
Assmann, ALK 8 (Miinchen: Fink, 2003), 52. See also Assmann, “Creation through Hier-
oglyphs: The Cosmic Grammatology of Ancient Egypt,” in The Poetics of Grammar and
the Metaphysics of Sound and Sign, ed. Sergio la Porta and David Shulman, JSRC 6 (Lei-
den: Brill, 2007), 17-34.

20. James P. Allen, “From the ‘Memphite Theology,”” COS 1:22 nn. 5, 11. See the
observation of Assmann, “Etymographie,” 56: “Die Hieroglyphen sind die Urbilder der
Dinge, die die Gesamtheit der Wirklichkeit ausmachen. Indem Ptah die Urbilder der Dinge
konzipierte, erfand er zugleich mit ihnen auch die Schrift, die Thoth nur aufzuzeichnen
braucht, so wie er als Zunge die Gedanken des Herzen nur aussprechen muf. Ein
Onomastikon, das heiflt eine nach Sachgruppen geordnete Wortliste ist daher
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poets are asked to speak eloquently, they often first commit their thoughts to writ-
ing. In the Prophecy of Neferti (P.St. Petersburg 1116B, 1. 13), when the pharaoh
instructs Neferti to speak mdw.t nfr.t ts.w stp.w “a nice speech (and) choice
phrases,” Neferti immediately commits his thoughts to writing. Given the cosmo-
logical import of writing, it is easy to understand why Egyptian master scribes
were considered powerful people whose knowledge of the divine was inherent to
their craft.?! Indeed, throughout the ancient Near East, devices of sound and mean-
ing constitute applications of divine knowledge and the experts who employed
them embodied that wisdom.??

We know less about audience and the production of texts in ancient Israel,
but given the Israelites’ shared sense of the ontology of words and their performa-
tive dimension, we may understand master Israelite scribes as operating among
priestly and/or mantic circles.?* This would fit with what we know from the ar-
chaeological record, which is making us increasingly aware of the role that ritual
professionals had in controlling a variety of textual materials, including literary,
magical, and lexical texts.?*

iiberschreiben als Auflistung ‘aller Dinge, die Ptah geschaffen und Thoth
niedergeschrieben hat.””

21. On this point, see Scott B. Noegel, “‘Sign, Sign, Everywhere a Sign’: Script, Power,
and Interpretation in the Ancient Near East,” in Divination and Interpretation of Signs in
the Ancient World, ed. Amar Annus, OIS 6 (Chicago: Oriental Institute of the University
of Chicago, 2010), 143-62.

22. On the relationship between literary devices, the literati, and conceptions of wisdom,
see Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 27-35, 177-82.

23. Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 176-82; Noegel, “‘Sign, Sign, Everywhere a Sign.””

24. This is confirmed, in part, by the archaeological record, which shows that ritual
professionals controlled a variety of textual materials, including literary, magical, and
lexical texts (e.g., at Ugarit, Emar, and Sultantepe). See, e.g., W. G. Lambert, “The
Sultantepe Tablets,” R4 3 (1959): 121-24; Jacques-Claude Courtois, “La maison du prétre
aux modeles de poumon et de foies d’Ugarit,” Ugaritica 6 (1969): 91-119; Dominique
Charpin, “Les archives du devin Asqudum dans la résidence du ‘Chantier A,”” MARI 4
(1985): 453-62; Daniel Arnaud, Textes sumériens et accadiens, vol. 6.3 of Emar:
Recherches au pays d’Astarta (Paris: ADPF, 1985-1987); Antoine Cavigneaux, “A
Scholar’s Library in Meturan? With an Edition of the Tablet H 72 (Textes de Tell Haddad
VII),” in Mesopotamian Magic: Textual, Historical, and Interpretive Perspectives, ed.
Tzvi Abusch and Karel van der Toorn, SAMD 1 (Groningen: Styx, 1998), 251-73. See
especially his comment that “this library, with its diversity, bringing together popular and
utilitary texts with higher literature, shows very concretely how Mesopotamian ‘holism’
coexisted with the intellectual production of the ‘hegemonic’, ‘theistic’ ideology” (257—
58). See also Olof Pedersén, Archives and Libraries in the City of Assur: A Survey of the
Material from German Excavations, part 2, SSU 8 (Uppsala: Acta Universitatis
Upsaliensis, 1986); Alasdair Livingstone, “Babylonian Mathematics in the Context of
Babylonian Thought,” in Intellectual Life in the Ancient Near East: Papers Presented at
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In sum, we may characterize the social context for the production of texts in
the ancient Near East generally as elite and interdisciplinary, and one in which
knowledge of divination and other ritual practices was transmitted by the same
individuals who steeped themselves in the learned readings of their sacred and
mythological texts. However, in some cases, we know that texts were transmitted
or performed beyond the elite group, which suggests that some of its devices could
have reached larger audiences.?’

Therefore, I propose that it is most useful to understand the reception of
ancient Near Eastern “wordplay” as a continuum that works on two intersecting
axes. The poles of the first axis are marked by a general and public audience, on
the one hand, and an elite and private one, on the other. The second axis represents
the abilities and erudition of any one individual to grasp the complexities of the
writing system, from the illiterate to the master. It is important to acknowledge
that both axes operate simultaneously and that people naturally possess different
levels of textual perception depending on their backgrounds. There is no reason
to assume that master bards expected or intended every learned device to be
caught by their pupils, much less a public audience, any more than scholars of
Shakespeare expect their students to catch all that is imbedded in his plays without
further study.

2.3. PROXIMITY

A common assumption in scholarship on paronomasia is that the lexemes in-
volved must be in close proximity to be effective.?® Certainly this would appear

the 43rd Rencontre assyriologique internationale, Prague, July 1-5, 1996, ed. Jiri
Prosecky (Prague: Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, Oriental Institute, 1998),
215-19; Gregorio del Olmo Lete, “(Bn) ‘agptr / (Binu) Agaptari’s House: A Functional
Analysis of an Ugaritic ‘Archive’ (PH Room 10),” J4OS 137 (2017): 483-503.

25. Though note the remark by Christopher J. Eyre, “Is Egyptian Historical Literature
‘Historical’ or ‘Literary’?,” in Ancient Egyptian Literature: History and Forms, ed.
Antonio Loprieno, PA 10 (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 433, concerning the relationship between
historical and literary texts: “Such cross-reference and cross-fertilization between genres
is an important indication that their audience was the same, and although the occasion for
performance is different, their patrons and authors are likely to be the same: historical text
and classical belles lettres, but both belong to a single context of the literary and
performance ‘arts.’”

26. Often such a view is grounded in the study of memory and retention in contemporary
Western cultures, where memorization and retention are not practiced as widely.
Notwithstanding the study of Ziony Zevit, “Cognitive Theory and the Memorability of
Biblical Poetry,” in Let Your Colleagues Praise You: Studies in Memory of Stanley Gevirtz,
part 2, ed. Robert J. Ratner et al. (Rolling Hills Estates, CA: Western Academic Press,
1993), 199-212.
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to be true of some devices that depend upon an immediate recognition of similar-
ity in sound, such as onomatopoeia. Nevertheless, some devices can operate over
extensive bodies of text. This should compel us to rethink our assumptions con-
cerning proximity. If the way we understand the function of a device affects how
we envision its audience, so also does our understanding of the audience for a
device shape our understanding of proximity as a compositional factor. If we
imagine a text being recited orally, we are likely to hold that paronomasia must
occur in close proximity to be effective. Nevertheless, in cultures that place em-
phasis on the memorization of performed texts, writing also plays a role in
preservation,?’ and there are individuals who can learn by heart lengthy texts upon
hearing them and recite them even after many years. Such is the case with modern-
day Somali and Ethiopian poets who not only memorize vast amounts of poetry
but retain it accurately over many years.”® Moreover, there is a great deal of
evidence that memorization by rote was standard practice in the ancient world.?’

David Carr has argued that Near Eastern literary texts generally served as
aide-mémoire for the performance of their contents and the enculturation of their
young, elite readers.’® If he is correct, and I believe him to be, we must ask how
the literati handled the presence of polysemy during recitation. What occurred,
for example, in a learning environment when bards recited Enuma Elish 7, fully
cognizant of the numerous esoteric and polysemous readings of Marduk’s names,
many of which communicate solely on a visual register? The sheer impossibility
of transmitting polysemous meanings during recitation, without endless pauses
and explanations, strongly suggests the existence of an accompanying oral tradi-
tion; an educational context in which master tradents passed on the learned
readings to their pupils. In this context, the presence of polysemes would have
offered teaching/learning moments of pause, reflection, and interpretation, and as

27. Deut 31:19 commands that Moses’s song (Deut 32), which scholars generally feel to
be representative of early Hebrew poetry, be committed to writing so that the Israelites may
teach it to their descendants.

28. See B. W. Andrzejewski and 1. M. Lewis, Somali Poetry: An Introduction (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1964), 45. On memory as it relates to paronomasia and variation in Hebrew
poetry, see Scott B. Noegel and Gary A. Rendsburg, Solomon’s Vineyard: Literary and
Linguistic Studies in the Song of Songs, AIL 1 (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature,
2009), 109-11.

29. See Paul Delnero, “Memorization and the Transmission of Sumerian Literary
Compositions,” JNES 71 (2012): 189-208. On the practice of reading texts aloud, see A.
K. Gray, “Murmuring in Mesopotamia,” in Wisdom, Gods, and Literature: Studies in
Assyriology in Honour of W. G. Lambert, ed. Andrew R. George and Irving L. Finkel
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2000), 301-8.

30. David Carr, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart: Origins of Scripture and Literature
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2005).
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items of special focus, they even might have abetted a text’s memorization.’!
Therefore, while we may see the learned interpretations contributing to an appren-
tice’s enculturation, the engagement with forms of polysemy had to have taken
place prior to performance.’? The recitation of a text thus already constituted an
authoritative interpretation of its ambiguities (see chapter 5).3

One also should remember that many of the texts studied here were chanted,
sung, and/or set to music, which may have helped listeners to remember them,
and we should keep in mind that an audience that reads or hears a text recited
many times is likely to catch more of its subtleties than a first-time reader/listener.
The fact that most of the texts examined in this book were recorded in multiple
copies demonstrates that they enjoyed repeated use.

Finally, I note that most forms of polysemy and paronomasia operate on a
visual register as well, and thus, they could be appreciated by a reader as much as
a listener. Thus, proximity probably was less of a factor in the effectiveness of
some forms of “wordplay” than others, depending on their functions, the audi-
ence, and the frequency with which a text was consulted.

2.4. SCRIPTS, WRITING SYSTEMS, AND SCRIBAL POTENTIAL

Since polysemy and paronomasia are conveyed in written texts, it is important
that we consider more fully the natures of the various writing systems examined
here. As will become clear, the potential for achieving polysemy and paronomasia
depends entirely on the interrelationship between the script and the writing system
in which it appears.

2.4.1. SUMERIAN

The Sumerian writing system is the oldest in human history, appearing first
around 3100 BCE. It began as a pictographic and logographic script used for ad-
ministrative purposes, but developed over two millennia into a series of
generalized logographic, and less so logosyllabic cuneiform signs. The script was
never intended to be an exact, phonetic representation of the living tongue, but
rather only a mnemonic system. Consequently, some aspects of the spoken lan-
guage were not expressed in writing. For example, in the earlier stages of the

31. For a similar observation concerning Ugaritic, see Jack M. Sasson, “Literary Criticism,
Folklore Scholarship, and Ugaritic Literature,” in Ugarit in Retrospect: Fifty Years of Uga-
rit and Ugaritic, ed. Gordon D. Young (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1981), 93.

32. Thus, while in the main I concur with Carr’s findings, the existence of polysemous
devices in Near Eastern literary texts generally reveals that written texts had to have
possessed more than a mnemonic function.

33. See Scott B. Noegel, “Kirtu’s Allusive Dream,” 4uOr 32 (2014): 299-316.
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script, a scribe could employ the sign AK meaning “do, make, act, perform” with-
out any indication of conjugation: no person, mode, or tense. This is because the
language and topic were known to the scribe, who could infer these things from
context. However, scribes gradually wrote down more of the spoken language
when Sumerian began to die. Indeed, much of what we know of Sumerian derives
from later lexical lists and bilingual texts that offer Akkadian equivalents, written
at a time when Sumerian had long ceased to be a living language.

I refrain from explaining the complexities of the language here (e.g., its split
ergativity and classification of nouns by animacy, etc.), since I am primarily in-
terested in providing readers with a sense of the writing system. Suffice it to say
that as a primarily logographic system, its signs can convey nominal and verbal
concepts or phonetic sounds. The signs are primarily consonant-vowel (e.g., BA,
BE, BU) or vowel-consonant (e.g., AB, EB, UB). More rare are consonant-vowel-
consonant signs, as scribes preferred to render such sequences with consonant-
vowel and vowel-consonant signs, for example, PA.AG rather than PAG.
Logosyllabic signs can have many different functions depending on where they
appear. They can reproduce phonetic elements, vocalic sequences, and mark pre-
fixes or cases.

The Sumerian script also masks a number of features that would be otherwise
invisible to nonspecialists such as the change of final /m/ to /n/ at word boundaries
and the use of consonant-vowel signs to represent a vowel as well as the last con-
sonant after a previous grapheme. Many final consonants also are omitted in the
writing. In addition, the script contains determinatives that serve to classify words.
In earlier times they appear to have been read aloud, but later they were not.

Because there were so many similar-sounding words, some logograms pos-
sessed the same phonetic values as others, and so, as a matter of convention,
scholars distinguish them with accents and numbers. Thus, SA, SA, SA, SAa, rep-
resent four different cuneiform signs that have the same phonetic value. The first
is unmarked, the second takes an acute accent, the third a grave accent, and the
rest from four and above take subscripted numerals. Scholars apply this transcrip-
tion system consistently to all similar cases, thus for BA, BA, BA, BAs, AH, AH,
AH, AHa, and so on.

2.4.2. AKKADIAN

Akkadian is a syllabic system that employs hundreds of cuneiform signs, most of
them with multiple phonetic, syllabic, and logographic values. So, for example,
there are different signs for ba, bi, bu, ab, ib, ub, and likewise for the other con-
sonants. The system was adopted from Sumerian and adapted by Akkadian
speakers to transcribe their own language, which we classify as East Semitic.
Thus, scholars transliterate different Akkadian signs that share the same
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pronunciation by way of the same accent and number system, that is, Sa, sd, 5a,
Saa, et cetera.

Some signs are used merely to classify words and are known as determina-
tives. They are read but not spoken. Akkadian also integrates many Sumerograms,
but they are read as their Akkadian equivalents. Thus, when Akkadian scribes
encountered the Sumerian sign DIGIR meaning “god,” they read it as ilu, the Ak-
kadian word for “god.” When the DIGIR sign was used as a determinative, scribes
simply noted its presence while reading and did not say ilu aloud. An example of
this in transcription would be “Marduk, in which the superscript d represents the
determinative DIGIR = ilu. When not used as a determinative, the same sign could
be read as the phonetic syllables an, él, les, sas, ana, or subul, depending on the
type of text in which it appeared and its date and provenance. Most cuneiform
signs possess multiple and simultaneous phonetic, syllabic, and logographic val-
ues. In addition, the signs do not distinguish voiced, voiceless, and emphatic
consonants. Consequently, a sign representing a syllable that contains a dental,
sibilant, or velar could represent three different phonemes. A sign containing a
labial could represent two. The following chart illustrates this.

Voiceless Voiced Emphatic
Dentals t d !
Sibilant s z s
Velars k g q
Labials p b

So for example, a sign that has the value ib also could represent ip, eg could be
read ek or eq, it could be id or if, and so forth. In this book, I typically transliterate
Akkadian texts in accordance with Assyriological practice in order to make the
syllabic structure of the writing system obvious to the reader (e.g., Se7-lib-bu “fox”).
When the writing system is less important to my point or when I want to emphasize
how a word or phrase was pronounced, I normalize it (e.g., sélibu “fox”).

The polyvalency of the cuneiform system allows for multiple readings in a
single context. Note, for example, the narrator’s gruesome description of Mar-
duk’s handling of Tiamat’s corpse in Enuma Elish 4.138—40:

138. mi-is-lu-us-Sa is-ku-nam-ma sa-ma-mi us-sal-lil

Half of her he set up and made as a cover, (like) heaven.
139. is-du-ud mas-ka ma-as-sa-ra u-Sa-as-bit

He stretched out the skin and assigned watchmen,
140. me-e-sa la Su-sa-a Su-nu-ti um-ta-"i-ir

And ordered them not to let her escape.
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Of note here is the word written mas-ka “skin, hide,” the signs of which one also
can read as pdr-ka “dividing line.”** As “skin,” the reading follows Tiamat’s dis-
membered body and the cover, which is made of her skin. As “dividing line,” it
establishes the boundary that follows, which watchmen are to protect. In essence,
the “skin” is literally a “dividing line.” This form of polysemy operates strictly on
a visual level (see 4.1.5).

Even when texts are written syllabically, the signs used to communicate one
thing can evoke something altogether different by way of their logographic values.
Thus, in the Tale of the Poor Man from Nippur we read: ana i-ris sira (UZU) u
Sikara (KAS) résti (SAG) lummunu zimiisu “due to his craving for meat and the
best beer, his face was disfigured” (I. 8). Of note is the Sumerogram SAG, which
we normally translate in Akkadian as resu “head.” Its use here as an adjective for
beer requires that we render it résti “the best,” as in “head of the class.” However,
the reader already has encountered the sign SAG read phonetically as 7i§ in i-ri§
“craving.” Moreover, the Sumerogram UZU is read as Siru “meat,” which paro-
nomastically and anagrammatically reflects iris(u) “craving.” Thus, in multiple
ways the reader sees and hears the word “head” before ending the line appropri-
ately with zimasu “his face.” In this way, Akkadian can communicate aurally on
one register and visually on another.>® In addition, all Akkadian signs were origi-
nally pictographic, even though they became more abstract in appearance over
time. Thus, the sign SAG looks more like a head in Sumerian than it does in later
Akkadian traditions that adopted and abstracted it. Nevertheless, Assyrian and
Babylonian literati were well aware of the pictographic associations of their signs.

2.4.3. EGYPTIAN

The Egyptian writing system is similarly complex and contains hundreds of signs.
It seamlessly integrates alphabetic signs with bi- and triconsonantal signs, as well
as logograms, many of which permit multiple options for reading. Like Akkadian,
Egyptian employs determinatives to classify words, and they too are read, but not
spoken. Egyptian authors can exhibit great cleverness in their use of determina-
tives and communicate information visually that is not evident while reading
orally.?¢ See, for example, the following dream omen: hr m3 [ ‘h wbn=f; nfi htp

34. For the rendering “dividing line,” see CAD M/1, s.v. “massaru.” The dual reading is
noted by Benjamin R. Foster, Before the Muses: An Anthology of Akkadian Literature
(Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 1993), 377, 402.

35. On the complexity and abilities of the cuneiform writing system, see Alex de Voogt
and Irving Finkel, eds., The Idea of Writing: Play and Complexity (Leiden: Brill, 2010).
36. See already Hermann Grapow, Sprachliche und schriftliche Formung dgyptischer
Texte, UAS 7 (Gliickstadt: Augustin, 1936), 17-20. See now more recently, Ludwig D.
Morenz, “Visuelle Poesie und Sonnen-‘Mysterium: Von bild-textlicher Kohdrenz und
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n=f'in ntr=f“seeing the moon when it rises; good, (it means) being clement to him
by his god” (P.Chester Beatty I11.r.5.22). Of note is the determinative of the falcon
god Horus 4, which occurs after the word wbn “rises” in the protasis. This is not
the usual determinative for this word (which is ). Its presence here provides the
interpreter with a reason for interpreting the omen as the sign of a ntr “god.”’

In the Egyptian Tale of Setna I, the author adds a phallus determinative (—)
next to four words that normally would not require one in order to lend those lines
(i.e., 3:6, 5:9, 5:19, 5:22) an erotic nuance and to underscore the presence of sex-
ual euphemisms (see 4.1.2).8

Consider also the Poetical Stela of Thutmosis III (CM 34010), in which we
hear the following boast: titi=k iwn.tjw stj r-mn-m $3.t m smm.t=k “you trample the
Nubian tribesmen; as far as Shat is in your grasp” (1. 22). Here the place name $3.¢
is written with a bird-claw hieroglyph (L), thus evoking the image of pharaoh as
Horus, and anticipating the word smm.t “grasp,” which is written with a human
fist determinative (=).>° This is reminiscent of the famous Narmer palette on
which Horus possesses both a bird claw and a human hand.

Another way to create polysemy is to employ signs as acronyms, that is, read-
ing the first consonant or sign of successive words (see 4.1.11). See, for example,
a Ptolemaic reading that stacks the signs: p.t “heavens,” hh “heaven’s pillars,” and
2 “land,” as . The signs visually depict a personification of the pillars of heaven
kneeling on the earth and supporting the sky with his hands. Yet they also are read
acronymically as p + ¢ + h = pth “(the god) Ptah.”** Throughout its long history,
hieroglyphic Egyptian remained pictographic. Consequently, even its cursive
form, hieratic, retained is pictographic associations.

Hieroglyphic Egyptian is extraordinary for its ability to communicate differ-
ent messages aurally and visually. Returning to the Poetical Stela of Thutmosis
I (CM 34010), we find the god Amun claiming that he showed the king miracles
on the battlefield: wr.w his.wt nb.(w)t dmd.(w) m hf =k “the princes of all foreign

offener Intertextualitdt auf dem Schutzamulett des Butehamon,”” DE 56 (2003): 57-65;
Hany Rashwan, “Ancient Egyptian Image-Writing: Between the Unspoken and Visual Po-
etics,” JARCE 55 (2019): 137-60.

37. Scott B. Noegel and Kasia Szpakowska, ““Word Play’ in the Ramesside Dream Man-
ual,” SAK 35 (2007): 205.

38. See Pieter Willem Pestman, “Jeux de déterminatifs en Démotique,” RdE 25 (1973):
27-28; Steve Vinson, “Ten Notes on the First Tale of Setne Khaemwas,” in Honi soit qui
mal y pense: Studien zum pharaonischen, griechen-romischen und spdtantiken Agypten zu
Ehren von Heinz-Josef Thissen, ed. Hermann Knuf, Christian Leitz, and Daniel von
Recklinghausen, OLA 194 (Leuven: Peeters, 2010), 45960, and n. 57; Jacqueline E. Jay,
Orality and Literacy in the Demotic Tales (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 103.

39. Found in Eyre, “Is Egyptian Historical Literature ‘Historical’ or ‘Literary’?,” 421.

40. Morenz, Sinn und Spiel der Zeichen, 47.
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lands I gathered into your grasp” (1. 4). Pictorially this line conveys the added
sense of trapping birds with one’s hand, for wr.w “princes” is written - s-s. and
dmd “gathered” is written **/ *! In addition, following the word 4f“ “grasp” is the
determinative of the clenched fist =.*? The scribe also achieves a nice symmetry
by writing A3s.wt “foreign lands” as wuiues,

In the Tale of Sinuhe (P.Berlin 3022), we similarly see how Egyptian can
operate simultaneously on different aural and visual registers. In line 110, Sinuhe
claims that a warrior of Retenu provoked him in Zms={ “my tent.” This is followed
immediately by pr.j pw nn sn.nw=f “a champion was this one without a peer.”
The visual imprinting is striking: ims=1 “tent” is written as ., with % resting below
it, and pr.j “champion” as —!#, with the house sign (pr) resting above the mouth
sign — (7). The juxtaposition not only uses the sign - as a determinative and then
immediately afterwards phonetically, it bring the images of “tent,” “men,” and the
“mouthing off” of the champion into greater relief.

In the Prophecy of Neferti (P.St. Petersburg 1116 B), Neferti predicts: itn
hbs.w nn psd=f ms; rh.jt “the sun-disk is covered, it does not shine for people to
see” (1. 24-25). Usually psd “shine” takes the sun-sign determinative «. But it is
nowhere present here in order to make a visual point and deprive the sun-disk of
its rays. Similarly, in line 26 he predicts: itrw swi n.w km.t “the waters of Egypt
are empty.” Here §wi “empty” appears without its usual solar-disk determinative
o, thus, again removing any sunshine from the text.

2.4.4. UGARITIC

Ugaritic employs a cuneiform script, but unlike Akkadian, the writing system is
not syllabic. Instead, the system uses a consonantal alphabet (in cuneiform script).
Its Semitic consonantal inventory includes thirty signs, some of which preserve
phonemes that merged and/or were written with the same consonantal sign in later
Hebrew and Aramaic. The consonantal system lends itself well to paronomastic
devices, but it provides fewer opportunities for polyvalency since each sign pos-
sesses a single value.*® The signs themselves are not polysemous, and so polysemy
must be created via homonyms. So, for example, in the Baal myth we read:

41. For a similar use of bird signs, see Barbara A. Richter, The Theology of Hathor of
Dendera: Aural and Visual Scribal Techniques in the Per-Wer Sanctuary, WSEA 4
(Atlanta, GA: Lockwood, 2016), 442.

42. See similarly the abundant images of rams and crocodiles for similar effect at Esna.
Christian Leitz, “Die beiden kryptographischen Inschriften aus Esna mit den Widdern und
Krokodilen,” SAK 29 (2001): 251-76.

43. Ugaritology has advanced significantly in “wordplay” research since the remark, now
nearly forty years old, by Sasson, “Literary Criticism, Folklore Scholarship, and Ugaritic
Literature,” 93: “It must be admitted, however, that Ugaritic scholarship has not reached
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yStn atrt | bmt ‘r

He sets Asherah on the back of an ass,
[ ysmsmt bmt phl

On the beautiful back of a donkey.
qds yuhdm sb'r

Qadish seizes. He §b 7.
amrr k kbkb [ pnm

Even Amrar like a star before him,
atr btit ‘nt

Marches the maiden Anat.

(CAT 1.4.iv.14-18)

The text exploits the homonyms b 7 1 “shine (like a star)” and b # II “leave.”** We
may translate §b 7 as “he shines (like a star)” or “he causes to leave.”* The men-
tion of a star just afterwards suggests the former, but the inherent movement of
the caravan suggests the latter.

2.4.5. HEBREW AND ARAMAIC

Both Hebrew and Aramaic are written with an alphabet of twenty-two consonants,
though not in a cuneiform script. Thus, like Ugaritic, ancient inscriptions and the
earliest versions of the Hebrew Bible recorded no vowels. During the early Middle
Ages, a rabbinic scribal group known as the Masoretes invented and added a vo-
calization system to the text. The system fossilized a particular tradition of
recitation that sometimes obscured the polyvalency of the consonantal text,

the stage in which paronomastic evidence is clearly recognized.” However, see M. Dahood,
“Some Ambiguous Texts in Isaias: (30,15; 52,2; 33,2; 40;5; 45,1),” CBQ 20 (1958): 41—
49; Wilfred G. Watson, “An Example of a Multiple Wordplay in Ugaritic,” UF 12 (1980):
443-44; Watson, “Ugaritic Poetry,” in Handbook of Ugaritic Studies, ed. W. G. E. Watson
and N. Wyatt, HdO 39 (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 165-92; Watson, “Puns Ugaritic Newly Sur-
veyed,” in Noegel, Puns and Pundits, 124; Scott B. Noegel, “A Janus Parallelism in the
Baal and ‘Anat Story,” JNSL 21 (1995): 91-94; Noegel, “Geminate Ballast and Clustering:
An Unrecognized Literary Feature in Ancient Semitic Poetry,” JHS 5 (2004): 1-18;
Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers; Noegel, “Kirtu’s Allusive Dream”; E. Shirly Natan-Yulzary,
“The Transgression and Punishment of the Goddess ‘Anat in the *Aght Story: A Literary
Perspective,” UF 41 (2009-2010): 581-99; Jonathan Yogev and Shamir Yona, “A Poetic
Letter: The Ugaritic Tablet RS 16.265,” SEL 31 (2014): 49-56; Yogev and Yona,
“Opening Alliteration in Biblical and Ugaritic Poetry,” Z4AW 127 (2015): 108-13.

44. The basic meaning of the verb b 7 is “burn, ignite,” unless put in the causative form as
it is here. See DULAT s.v. “b'r.”

45. Noegel, “A Janus Parallelism in the Baal and ‘Anat Story,” 91-94.
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because it imposed upon the text a single authoritative interpretation.*® The Mas-
oretes also proposed a number of corrections and alternative readings by placing
them in the margins of the biblical text. These readings are known as the ™p garé
“(what is) read,” as opposed the 2°n3 kaotib “(what is) written.” Herein, I have
placed these readings in brackets [ ].

Unlike Ugaritic, some signs in the Hebrew and Aramaic alphabets were used
for multiple phonemes that we know were pronounced distinctly. Thus, as I noted
in the Introduction, the letter N may represent the sounds /h/ or /h/ and the letter p
may reflect /°/ or /g/, depending on the etymology of the word. In addition, the
same letter W is used for the phonemes /$/ and /§/, and also can represent PS /t/.
Once the phoneme /t/ had merged with /8/ (and no longer existed as an independ-
ent phoneme), the letter w was used for both /$/ and /§/. In Aramaic, the phoneme
/t/ became /t/ and was represented by n. The Masoretes later distinguished the
sounds /$§/ and /$/ by dotting their tops as ¥ and W, respectively.

Epigraphic evidence shows that the Israelite alphabet was borrowed from
Phoenician and was pictographic in origin. The pictographic associations gave
rise to the names of the consonants. Thus, for example, the letter bet derives from
the word “house,” and was shaped like a tent, and the letter yod derives from the
word “hand” and resembled one. As with Akkadian and Egyptian texts, there is
evidence that Israelites were aware of these associations and exploited them in
some contexts (see 4.1.12).

Though Hebrew and Aramaic offer the same potential for creating paronomasia
that one finds in the other languages, Hebrew and Aramaic polysemy is restricted
to the word, phrase, and sentence levels, because, like Ugaritic, their individual
consonantal signs do not permit multiple readings, as do Akkadian and hieroglyphic
signs. Thus, there are three primary ways that Israelite authors could achieve poly-
semy—Dby exploiting homonyms, homographs, or single words with broad semantic
ranges. | shall demonstrate each method with examples from the Hebrew Bible.
Job’s lament demonstrates polysemy by way of homonyms (9:30-31).

......

19300 NNW3a 18

46. See Noegel, Janus Parallelism in the Book of Job; Choon Leong Seow, “Orthography,
Textual Criticism, and the Poetry of Job,” JBL 130 (2011): 63-85. On further challenges
that such devices pose for textual critics, see Viktor Golinets, “Considerations on Questions
Philology Cannot Solve While Reconstructing the Text of the Hebrew Bible,” in Philology
and Textual Criticism: Proceedings of the Second International Colloquium of the
Dominique Barthélemy Institute held at Fribourg on 10-11 October, 2013, ed. Innocent
Himbaza and Jan Joosten (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2020), 45-69.
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‘im hitrahastt bamo [ba-mé) saleg wa-hazikkott ba-bor kappay
‘az bas-Sahat titbalent

Even if [ should wash my hands with snow water,
and clean my hands 233 ba-bor,
You still would dip me in the pit.

In this passage the phrase 933 ba-bor can mean “with lye” or “in a pit.”
Though the readings derive from different roots, the former from 272 b-r-r “pu-
rify,” and the latter from 2R b-"-r “pit,” the nouns are indistinguishable in sound.
Of course, the primary meaning of 933 ba-bor is “with lye,” since it makes little
sense for Job to wash his hands in a pit. Nevertheless, the mention of a synonym
for pit (NNW Sahat) just afterwards makes one recontextualize the meaning of 923
ba-bor.H

Job 26:12-13 illustrates polysemy by means of homographs; words that look
alike but whose pronunciations differ.*® This form of polysemy obtains strictly on
a visual level.

207 von [in»ana1] iniaina o v inoa
n™a wn i AY9n mawv omw imna

ba-koho raga' hay-yam i-bi-tibnato [u-bi-tbiinato] mahas rahab
ba-ritho Samayim Siprah holalah yado nahas bariah

By his power, he ya1 raga’ the sea, and by his skill he smashed Rahab.
By his wind the heavens were calmed, his hand pierced the Fleeing Serpent.

The verb Y37 ra@ga’ in this passage usually is rendered “quieted,” “stilled,” or
the like, if derived from the PS root r-g-g. However, we also may derive it from
the PS root -g-* and translate it “disturbed.” Both readings are possible, though
they would have been distinguished in speech.** Thus, this polyseme operates
only on a visual register. Nevertheless, as a construction of opposites, it consti-
tutes a merism, expressing a totality of actions.

To demonstrate the third way of creating polysemy, which exploits the seman-
tic range of a single word, I turn to Pharaoh’s command to Moses in Exod 5:18:

47. There might be other additional layers of meaning here. The expression *23 93 bor
kappay also means “purity of my hands” (cf. Job 22:30, 2 Sam 22:21 [with T’ yad “hand”]),
and the consonants of NY Sahat “pit” also connote “destruction” (e.g., Gen 6:17) and
“misdeed” (e.g., Deut 32:5), though the word “pit” derives from a separate root (i.e., MY
S-w-h). I thank one of the publisher’s anonymous reviewers for this observation.

48. John H. Hospers, “Polysemy and Homophony,” Z4H 6 (1993): 114-23.

49. See also Joshua Blau, On Polyphony in Biblical Hebrew, PIASH 6/2 (Jerusalem: Israel
Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 1982).
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172D D'? WY wa- ‘attdh laki ‘ibdii “now get to your work!” Umberto Cassuto ob-
served that the verb in this passage 1720 ‘ibdii can mean “work, labor” or “worship,
serve.”? In the former sense, the statement fits Pharaoh’s command that the task-
masters increase the workload of the Israelites. However, as “worship,” it prefigures
Pharaoh’s release of the Israelites to worship Yahweh at Mount Sinai.

2.5. GRAMMATICALITY

An important point frequently unaddressed in publications on “wordplay” is that
polysemy and paronomasia need not accord with our conception of what consti-
tutes “correct” grammar to be effective.’! Grammatically speaking, Shakespeare’s
use of the word “grave” in Mercutio’s asseveration, “ask for me tomorrow, and
you shall find me a grave man” can only mean “solemn.”? However, its use as a
synonym for “dead” is not lost on the audience who knows that Mercutio has just
been stabbed.

In Mesopotamian literature, one finds many examples of ungrammaticality
in the service of polysemy and paronomasia. Stephen Lieberman points to Enuma
Elish (7.95-96), in which one of Marduk’s fifty names is written as LU-
GAL.DUR.MAH, but interpreted as markas “center, bond,” a translation that
reads his name as it if contains the cuneiform sign DUR rather than DUR, even
though that sign is not used.> Eckart Frahm remarks that such examples

demonstrate to what extent the Babylonian commentators’ idea of how etymol-
ogy was supposed to work differs from the more rigorous approach of the modern
linguist. Mesopotamian scholars thought a fairly superficial similarity, which did
not have to be based on universally applicable rules, was sufficient to link dif-
ferent words.... The reward for this apparent lack of rigor was that it opened up
for the ancient scholars multiple avenues to achieve meaningful associations.**

Egyptian texts too abound in nonnormative orthography, cryptographic
practices, and ungrammatical usage. In his treatment of “wordplay” in the Mid-
dle Kingdom autobiographical eulogy of Intef-son-of-Min, Antonio Loprieno
explains:

50. Umberto Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Exodus, trans. Israel Abrahams
(Skokie, IL: Varda, 1967), 71.

51. See, e.g., Meir Malul, “A Possible Case of Janus Parallelism,” ASJ 17 (1995): 341-42;
John F. Sawyer, “Root-Meanings in Hebrew,” JSS 12 (1967): 37-50.

52. Shakespeare, Romeo and Juliet, Act 3, Scene 1.

53. Stephen J. Lieberman, “A Mesopotamian Background for the So-called Aggadic
‘Measures’ of Biblical Hermeneutics?,” HUCA 58 (1987): 182.

54. Frahm, Babylonian and Assyrian Text Commentaries, 71.
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The title “leader who opened the secret” is rendered here by means of a graphic
pun in which the three words “leader,” “opener,” and “secret” are indicated by
two juxtaposed human heads, the first crowed with bovine horns (the sign for the
phonetic reading wp), the other with a fish (bz). Since both the sign <bovine
horns> and the sign <fish> are placed on a sign <human head>, which is phonet-
ically p, they also (crypto)graphically convey the value Arj-tp, lit. “Which is on
the head,” whose primary meaning is “leader.” The entire group, therefore, is to
be read hrj-tp wp bz “leader who opened the secret,” with a grapho-phonetic
dialogue between <head>, <horns>, and <fish> on the one hand, /rj-tp, wp, and
bz, on the other.>®

Genesis 2:23 informs us that the first man named the creature that Yahweh
created from his rib an WY ‘i§§@h “woman,” because “she was taken from a man
(W'R 15),” though the two terms are etymologically unrelated.’® Similarly, the
name 13 noah “Noah” derives from a root that means “rest” (i.e., M3 n-w-h), yet
the narrator tells us that his father named him saying 11213 yanahdmeénii “he will
comfort us” (Gen 5:29). Thus, his father “inaccurately” etymologizes his name by
connecting it to the root oM n-A-m “comfort.” One more biblical example: Leah
names her son j2I187 r2 ibén “Reuben,” explaining that “surely Yahweh looked
[87 @ ah] at my aftliction ["303 be- ‘onyi],” though the word “affliction” can in
no way explain or relate to the word 2 bén “son,” which is implicit in the birth,
but never explicitly related to the name (Gen 29:32). Moreover, even if Leah had
claimed that God had “seen” that she bore a “son,” it would not provide a true
etymology for the name Reuben, which likely means “lion.”>” James Barr’s ob-

servation with regard to such “folk etymologies” is instructive.

To us, indeed, it is clear that some of the etymologies do not fit.... But this is
being too logical; the etymologies did not depend on having the same ‘root’, as
we should call it. The phenomenon of popular etymology cannot be strictly sep-
arated from a whole series of other stylistic devices, such as assonance or
paronomasia.>®

55. Loprieno, “Puns and Word Play in Ancient Egyptian,” 5.

56. In fact, the words ¥R 7§ “man” (PS 'ys), TWR ‘iSSah “woman” (PS ty), D'WIR ‘anasim
“men” (sing. form WiiR ‘ends, PS 'ns), and oW} nasim “women” (PS nsy) are all
etymologically unrelated; the four comprising a heteroclitic paradigm.

57. See BDB, 8.v. “12R7”; HALOT, s.v. “12187.”

58. James Barr, Comparative Philology and the Text of the Old Testament (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 1987), 47-48. The terms folk etymology and popular etymology remain in
circulation, though I find them problematic. See, e.g., John F. A. Sawyer, “The Place of Folk-
Linguistics in Biblical Interpretation,” in Proceedings of the Fifth World Congress of Jewish
Studies, ed. Pinchas Peli (Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish Studies, 1969), 109-13; Leonid
Kogan, “Popular Etymology in the Semitic Languages,” in Studia Semitica, ed. Leonid
Kogan, OPOI 3 (Moscow: Russian State University for the Humanities, 2003), 120-40.
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Choon Leong Seow has shown that the numerous cases of defective spelling
in the pre-Masoretic text of Job permitted many more double readings than usu-
ally recognized:

the conservative orthography proves in many instances to serve a poetic function.
This orthography allows homographic wordplays in addition to the numerous
homophonic ones that scholars have long noticed. Poetry in Job, it seems, is writ-
ten not only for the ear. It is written as well for the eye. It is “visual poetry.”’

Naphtali Meshel similarly has drawn attention to some biblical proverbs that
rely on ungrammaticality to give readers pause for contemplating multiple read-
ings.®® One of his examples is Prov 19:18: inmna&1 mpn w3 113 9
TYa] xign-%g yasser binka ki yes tigwah wa- el hamito "al tissa’ napseka. As the
verse stands, one can interpret it in two different ways: (1) “chastise your son
since there is (still) hope, but do not strive to kill him,” or (2) “do not seek to have
your son killed, chastise him while there is (still) hope,” renderings supported by
a parallel in the Proverbs of Ahigar (C1 1:177).%! However, the pre-Masoretic text
would have read in'n Admito as wan, thus also permitting the vocalization
inmnn hemydto “his pleading/whining,” and the interpretation: “beat your son
while there is (still) hope, and pay no heed to his whining.” Meshel thus concludes
that Israelite poets often were “forced to resort to rare or awkward grammatical
constructions in order to retain the desired duality.”®

Such attestations—and the phenomenon is widespread in ancient Near Eastern
texts—should caution us not to impose our contemporary sense of what constitutes
“proper” orthography and grammar. Quite the contrary, as Niek Veldhuis keenly
asserts: “Ungrammaticality, or deviant grammar, is often a mark in that it draws
attention to something special, as readers of modern poetry well know.”%

59. Seow, “Orthography, Textual Criticism, and the Poetry of Job,” 83-84.

60. Naphtali Meshel, “Whose Job Is This? Dramatic Irony and Double Entendre in the
Book of Job,” in Aesthetics, Ethics, Hermeneutics, ed. Leora Batnitzky and Ilana Pardes,
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 2015), 51-52. Meshel refers to cases of “double-edged wording” as a
subcategory of double entendres. 1 would classify them simply as cases of polysemy or
amphiboly that have ironic or theological functions. In some cases, when touching on the-
ologically subversive themes, we also may consider them as double entendres, but not all
serve in this way.

61. The numbering system for the Proverbs of Ahiqar throughout is that of Bezalel Porten
and Ada Yardeni, Textbook of Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egypt, vol. 3 (Jerusalem:
Magnes, 1993).

62. Meshel, “Whose Job Is This?,” 53.

63. Niek C. Veldhuis, “The Fly, the Worm, and the Chain,” OLP 24 (1993): 46. I argue the
same in Noegel, Janus Parallelism in the Book of Job, 146—47. See also Veldhuis’s article,
“The Poetry of Magic,” in Abusch and van der Toorn, Mesopotamian Magic, 35-48.



3
FUNCTION

When one compares studies on “wordplay” in the Hebrew Bible with those that
focus on Akkadian and Egyptian texts, one finds that the disciplines contextualize
its function in very different ways. We have seen above that scholars of the He-
brew Bible tend to treat “wordplay” as having primarily literary or rhetorical
functions.' The situation is quite different in Assyriology and Egyptology, where

1. Representative examples include E. W. Bullinger, Figures of Speech Used in the Bible
(London: Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1898; repr. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1968);
E. A. Russell, Paronomasia and Kindred Phenomena in the New Testament (PhD diss.,
University of Chicago, 1920); A. First, “Duplication in Our Language” [Hebrew], Lesho-
nenu 16 (1948-1949): 196-208; Asher Weiser, “Letter Reversal as an Expression of
Reversal of Meaning in the Bible” [Hebrew], in The Study of the Bible in Memory of Tzvi
Karl, ed. A. Weiser and B. Z. Lourie (Jerusalem: Qiryat Sefer, 1960), 226-63; D. Leibel,
“Variant Readings” [Hebrew], BM 8 (1964): 187-97; D. F. Payne, “Old Testament Exege-
sis and the Problem of Ambiguity,” ASTI 5 (1967): 48-68; D. Lys, “Notes sur le Cantique,”
in Congress Volume: Rome, 1968, ed. J. A. Emerton et al., VTS 17 (Leiden: Brill, 1969),
170-78; William L. Holladay, “Form and Word-Play in David’s Lament over Saul and
Jonathan,” VT 20 (1970): 153-89; L. Peeters, “Pour une interprétation du jeu de mots,”
Semitics 2 (1971-1972): 127-42; William L. Holladay, “The Covenant with the Patriarchs
Overturned,” JBL 91 (1972): 305-20; Yosef Roth, “The Intentional Double-Meaning Talk
in Biblical Prose” [Hebrew], Tarbiz 41 (1972): 245-54; Stanley Gevirtz, “Of Patriarchs
and Puns: Joseph at the Fountain, Jacob at the Ford,” HUCA 46 (1975): 33-54; W. Her-
zberg, Polysemy in the Hebrew Bible (PhD diss., New York University, 1979); J. Levenson,
“The Paronomasia of Solomon’s Seventh Petition,” HAR 6 (1982): 135-38; Stanislav
Segert, “Paronomasia in the Samson Narrative in Judges XIII-XVL” V'T 34 (1984): 454—
61; S. Shaviv, “nabi and nagid in 1 Samuel ix 1-x 16,” VT 34 (1984): 108—19; Raphael
Sappan, “Literal Meaning and Metaphorical Meaning by Way of Ambiguity in Biblical
Poetry” [Hebrew], BM 30 (1985): 406—12; Gary A. Rendsburg, “The Mocking of Baal in
1 Kings 18:27,” CBQ 50 (1988): 414-17; Richard S. Hess, “Achan and Achor: Names and
Wordplay in Joshua 7,” HAR 14 (1989): 89-98; David F. Pennant, The Significance of Root
Play, Leading Words and Thematic Links in the Book of Judges (PhD diss., Council for
National Academic Awards, 1989); Robert P. Gordon, “Word-Play and Verse-Order in 1
Samuel XXIV-5-8,” VT 40 (1990): 139-44; Thomas P. McCreesh, Biblical Sound and

-47 -
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Sense: Poetic Sound Patterns in Proverbs 10-29, JSOTSup 128 (Sheffield: Sheffield Ac-
ademic, 1991); Al Wolters, “Untying the King’s Knots: Physiology and Wordplay in
Daniel 5,” JBL 110 (1991): 117-22; C. G. den Hertog, “Ein Wortspiel in der Jericho-
Erzdhlung (Jos. 6)?,” ZAW 104 (1992): 99-100; Patrick N. Hunt, “Subtle Paronomasia in
the Canticum Canticorum: Hidden Treasures of the Superlative Poet,” in Goldene Apfel in
silbernen Schalen: Collected Communications to the XIlIth Congress of the International
Organization for the Study of the Old Testament, Leuven 1989, ed. Klaus-Dietrich Schunck
and Matthias Augustin (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 1992), 147-54; Benjamin Qedar-
Kopfstein, “Paronomasia in Biblical Hebrew—Logical and Psychological Aspects” [He-
brew], in Moshe Goshen-Gottstein—in Memoriam, vol. 3 of Studies in Bible and Exegesis,
ed. Moshe Bar-Asher et al. (Ramat Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1993), 383-400; A.
Hurvitz, “Toward a Precise Definition of the Term 'Amon in the Book of Proverbs 8:30”
[Hebrew], in The Bible in the Light of Its Interpreters: Sarah Kamin Memorial Volume, ed.
Sara Japhet (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1994), 647-50; Gary A. Rendsburg, “Talpiyyot
(Song 4:4),” JNSL 20 (1994): 13—19; Amigqam Gai, ““You Are a Garden Locked Up, My
Sister, My Bride; You Are a Spring Enclosed, a Sealed Fountain’” [Hebrew], BM 42
(1996): 50-51; N. Lunn, “Paronomastic Constructions in Biblical Hebrew,” Notes on
Translation 10 (1996): 31-52; Shalom M. Paul, “Polysemous Pivotal Punctuation: More
Janus Double Entendres,” in Texts, Temples, and Traditions: A Tribute to Menehem Haran,
ed. Michael V. Fox et al. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1996), 369—74; N. Waldman,
“Some Aspects of Biblical Punning,” Shofar 14 (1996): 38-52; Shalom M. Paul, “A
Lover’s Garden of Verse: Literal and Metaphoric Imagery in Ancient Near Eastern Love
Poetry,” in Tehillah le-Moshe: Biblical and Judaic Studies in Honor of Moshe Greenberg
(Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1997), 99-110; Edward L. Greenstein, “Jethro’s Wit: An In-
terpretation of Wordplay in Exodus 18,” in On the Way to Nineveh: Studies in Honor of
George M. Landes, ed. S. L. Cook and S. C. Winter (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1999),
155-71; Victor A. Hurowitz, “Nursling, Advisor, Architect? /R and the Role of Wisdom
in Proverbs 8,22-31,” Bib 80 (1999): 391-400; Mazal Dori, “The Ambiguity of Double
Meaning” [Hebrew], Hagige Giva 7 (1999): 11-23; Nachman Levine, “Twice as Much as
Your Spirit: Pattern, Parallel, and Paronomasia in the Miracles of Elijah and Elisha,” JSOT
85(1999): 25-46; Bill T. Arnold, “Word Play and Characterization in Daniel 1,” in Noegel,
Puns and Pundits, 231-48; Nachman Levine, “The Tower of Babel Deconstructed: Lin-
guistic Structure, Social Structure, and Structural Structure,” Nachalah: The Yeshiva
University Journal for the Study of Bible 2 (2001): 131-45; Gary A. Rendsburg, “Hebrew
Philological Notes (II),” HS 42 (2001): 187-95; John S. Kselman, “Ambiguity and Word-
play in Proverbs XI,” V'T 52 (2002): 545-47; Nachman Levine, “Suffering and Thought in
Lamentations 3: Form and Content” [Hebrew], Megadim 35 (2002): 93-99; D. Dan, “Re-
flected Meaning, Sound Meaning and Sound in Song of Songs” [Hebrew], BM 48 (2003):
207-14; Amos Frisch, “Three Syntactical Discontinuities in I Regum 9-11,” ZAW 115
(2003): 88-93; Nili Shupak, “A Fresh Look at the Dreams of the Officials and of Pharaoh
in the Story of Joseph (Genesis 40—41) in the Light of Egyptian Dreams” [Hebrew], JANES
30 (2003): 103-38; Lawrence Zalcman, “Prov 5, 19¢: 12 'n mxaw,” ZAW 115 (2003):
433-34; David Henshke, ““When One Sets Out on a Journey’: On Double Meanings and
Their Consequences” [Hebrew], Leshonenu 67 (2004): 87-102; Nachman Levine,
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scholars generally ascribe to it magical, theological, or mantic hermeneutical
functions.? Sheldon Greaves’s comment is representative:

“Semantic-Sonant Chiasmus in the Torah: Reversed Sound and Reversed Sense” [He-
brew], BM 183 (2005): 313-28; Levine, “Sarah/Sodom: Birth, Destruction, and Synchronic
Transaction in Gen. 18-19,” JSOT 31 (2006): 131-46; Patrick N. Hunt, Poetry in the Song
of Songs: A Literary Analysis, SBL 96 (Bern: Peter Lang, 2008); Edward L. Greenstein,
“Reanalysis in Biblical and Babylonian Poetry,” in Birkat Shalom: Studies in the Bible,
Ancient Near Eastern Literature, and Postbiblical Judaism Presented to Shalom M. Paul
on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday, ed. Chaim Cohen et al. (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2008), 499-510; Lénart J. de Regt, “Wordplay in the OT,” NIDB 5:898-900;
Aaron D. Rubin, “Gen. 49:4 in Light of Arabic and Modern South Arabian,” V'T 59 (2009):
499-502; Charles Halton, “Samson’s Last Laugh: $/SHQ Pun in Judges 16:25-27,” JBL
128 (2009): 61-64; Karolien Vermeulen, “Eeny Meeny Miny Moe: Who Is The Craftiest
To Go?,” JHS 10 (2010): 1-13; Francis Landy, Paradoxes of Paradise: Identity and Dif-
ference in the Song of Songs, 2nd ed. (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix, 2011); Karolien
Vermeulen, “The ‘Song’ of the Servant—Gen 24:23,” VT 61 (2011): 499-504; Vermeulen,
To Play or Not to Play: The Role and Function of Wordplay in Genesis 1-11 (PhD diss.,
University of Antwerp/Ghent University, 2013); Moshe Garsiel, From Earth to Heaven: A
Literary Study of the Elijah Stories in the Book of Kings (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 2014);
David B. Schreiner, “Why 771 in Kings,” JSOT 39 (2014): 15-30; Valérie Kabergs, “Lovely
Wordplay in Canticles 8,6a,” ZAW 126 (2014): 261-64; Zvi Ron, “Wordplay in Genesis
2:25-3:1,” JBQ 42 (2014): 3-7; Karolien Vermeulen, “The Intentional Use of Polysemy:
A Case Study of 2no 727 (Judg 3:19),” in Approaches to Literary Readings of Ancient
Jewish Texts, ed. Karolien Vermuelen (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 115-36; Vermeulen, “Mind
the Gap: Ambiguity in the Story of Cain and Abel,” JBL 133 (2014): 29-42; Roland Mey-
net, Les huit psaumes acrostiches alphabétiques (Rome: Gregorian & Biblical Press,
2015); Robin Baker, Hollow Men, Strange Women: Riddles, Codes, and Otherness in the
Book of Judges (Leiden: Brill, 2016); Jeff Hayes, “Intentional Ambiguity in Ruth 4:5: Im-
plications for Interpretation of Ruth,” JSOT 41 (2016): 159-82; Karalina Matskevich,
“Double-Plotting in the Garden: Stylistics of Ambiguity in Genesis 2-3,” in Doubling and
Duplicating in the Book of Genesis: Literary and Stylistic Approaches to the Text, ed. Eliz-
abeth R. Hayes and Karolien Vermeulen (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2016), 167-82;
Jonathan Grossman, “The Ambiguity of ‘N7’ in Deuteronomy, Second Isaiah, and Enfima
Elis,” in Ben Porat Yosef: Studies in the Bible and Its World: Essays in Honor of Joseph
Fleishman, ed. Michael Avioz, Omer Minka, and Yael Shemesh, AOAT 458 (Miinster:
Ugarit Verlag, 2019), 253-69.

2. Representative in Egyptology are Kurt Sethe, “m-hnw ‘Im Innen’: Eine Rebusspielerei,”
ZAS 59 (1924): 61-63; Siegfried Schott, Mythe und Mythenbildung im alten Agypten (Leip-
zig: Hinrichs, 1945); Constantin Emil Sander-Hansen, “Die phonetischen Wortspiele des
dltesten Agyptischen,” 40 20 (1946-1947): 1-22; Fritz Hintze, Untersuchungen zu Stil
und Sprache neu-dgyptischer Erzihlungen, DAWB 6 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1952);
O. Firchow, Grundziige der Stilistik in den Altigyptischen Pyramidentexten, UAS 2 (Ber-
lin: Akademie-Verlag, 1953); Siegfried Morenz, “Wortspiele in Agypten,” in Festschrift
Johannes Jahn zum XXII. November MCMLVII (Leipzig: Seemann, 1957), 23-32; Jan
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Zandee, “Das Schépferwort im alten Agypten,” in Verbum: Essays on Some Aspects of the
Religious Function of Words, Dedicated to Dr. H. W. Obbink, ed. T. P. van Baaren et al.,
STRT 6 (Utrecht, Holland: Drukkerij en Uitgeverij, 1964); 33—66; Gerhard Fecht, Lit-
erarische Zeugnisse zur ‘personlichen Frommigkeit’ in Agypten: Analyse der Beispiele aus
den ramessidischen Schulpapyri (Heidelberg: C. Winter, 1965); Gerhard Fecht, Stilistiche
Kunst, HAO 1/2 (Leiden: Brill, 1970), 19-51; Helmut Satzinger, “A Pun in the Lansing
Papyrus,” JEA 59 (1973): 227-28; E. S. Meltzer, “A Possible Word-Play in Khamuas 1?,”
ZAS 102 (1975): 78; Ariel Shisha-Halevy, “A Shenoutean Pun and the Preservation of a
Precoptic Lexemic Distinction,” JEA 64 (1978): 141; Joris F. Bourghouts, “Magie,” LA 2
(1980): cols. 1137-1151; Waltrund Guglielmi, “Eine ‘Lehre’ fiir einen reiselustigen Sohn,”
WdO 14 (1983): 147-66; Pascal Vernus, “Ecriture du réve et écriture hiéroglyphique,” Lit-
toral 7-8 (1983): 27-32; Jan Assmann, Agypten: Theologie und Frommigkeit einer fiiihen
Hochkultur (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer Taschenbiicher, 1984); Herman te Velde, “Egyptian
Hieroglyphs as Signs, Symbols, and Gods,” VR 4-5 (1985-1986): 63-72; Waltraud
Guglielmi, “Zu einigen literarischen Funktionen des Wortspiels,” in Junge, Studien zu
Sprache und Religion, 491-506; Guglielmi, “Wortspiel,” LA 6 (1986): cols. 1287-1291;
John L. Foster, “Wordplay in The Eloquent Peasant: The Eighth Complaint,” BES 10
(1989-1990): 61-76; O. Goldwasser, “The Allure of the Holy Glyphs: A Psycholinguistic
Perspective on the Egyptian Script,” GM 123 (1991): 37-50; Joachim Friedrich Quack,
Studien zur Lehre fiir Merikare (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1992); O. Goldwasser,
From Icon to Metaphor: Studies in the Semiotics of the Hieroglyphs, OBO 142 (Fribourg:
University Press, 1995); Waltraud Guglielmi, “Der Gebrauch rhetorischer Stilmittel in der
dgyptischen Literatur,” in Ancient Egyptian Literature: History and Forms, ed. Antonio
Loprieno, PA 10 (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 465-97; Pascal Vernus, “Langue littéraire et diglos-
sia,” in Ancient Egyptian Literature: History and Forms, ed. A. Loprieno (Leiden: Brill,
1996), 555-64; Ludwig D. Morenz, “Der Erste sei Zweiter, oder: Der Leib als Kopf- ein
Wortspiel als diffamierendes und also textkonstituierendes Mittel,” GM 156 (1997): 81—
84; Antionio Loprieno, “Le sign étymologique: Le jeu de mots entre logique et esthétique,”
in Le pensée et [’écriture pour une analyse sémiotique de la culture égyptienne: Quatre
séminaires a I’Ecole Practique des Hautes Etudes Section des Sciences religieuses 15-27
mai 2000, ed. Antonio Loprieno (Paris: Cybele, 2001), 129-58; Loprieno, “Egyptian Lin-
guistics in the Year 2000,” in Egyptology at the Dawn of the Twenty-First Century:
Proceedings of the Eighth International Congress of Egyptologists, ed. Z. Hawass (Cairo:
American University in Cairo Press, 2003), 73-90; F. Servajean, Les formules des trans-
formations (Le Caire: Institut frangais d’archéologie orientale, 2003); Marleen de Meyer,
“Some Ptolemaic Spielerei with Scribal Palettes,” JE4A 90 (2004): 221-23; Mario H.
Beatty, “Translating Wordplay in the Eighth Petition of the Eloquent Peasant: A New In-
terpretation,” CCdE 9 (2006): 131-41; Emi Shirakawa, “Choice of Vocabularies:
Wordplay in Ancient Egypt,” in Current Research in Egyptology 2004: Proceedings of the
Fifth Annual Symposium, ed. R. Dann (Oxford: Oxbow Press, 2006), 133-37; Verena
Lepper, “New Readings of an Old Text: Papyrus Westcar,” in Proceedings of the Ninth
International Congress of Egyptologists, ed. Jean-Claude Goyon and Christine Cardin, vol.
2, OLA 150 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 1125-36; Joshua Roberson, “An Enigmatic Wall
from the Cenotaph of Seti I at Abydos,” JARCE 43 (2007): 93—112; Christian Leitz, Die
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Gaumonographien in Edfu und ihre Papyrusvarianten: Ein iiberregionaler Kanon
kultischen Wissen im spitzeitlichen Agypten, vols. 1-2, Soubassementsudien 3, SSR 9
(Weisbaden: Harrassowitz, 2014); Richter, Theology of Hathor of Dendera; D. Laboury,
“Tradition and Creativity: Toward a Study of Intericonicity in Ancient Egyptian Art,” in
(Re)productive Traditions in Ancient Egypt: Proceedings of the Conference Held at the
University of Liege, 6th—8th February 2013, ed. T. Gillen, AeLeo 10 (Liege: Presses Uni-
versitaires de Liege, 2017), 229-58.

In Assyriology, see G. Bostrom, Paronomasi iden dldre Hebreiska Maschallitera-
turen med sdrskild héinsyn till proverbial (Lund: Gleerup, 1928); E. A. Speiser, “Word
Plays on the Creation Epic’s Version of the Founding of Babylon,” in Oriental and Biblical
Studies: Collected Works of E. A. Speiser, ed. L. J. Finkelstein and M. Greenberg (Phila-
delphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1967), 53—61; Anne D. Kilmer, “Les jeux de
mots dans les réves de Gilgamesh et d’ Atrahasis” (Paper read at the Universitaire des Sci-
ences Humaines, Strasbourg, 1983); Walter Farber, “Associative Magic: Some Rituals,
Word Plays, and Philology,” JAOS 106 (1986): 447-49; Anne D. Kilmer, “The Symbolism
of the Flies in the Mesopotamian Flood Myth and Some Further Implications,” in Lan-
guage, Literature, and History: Philological and Historical Studies Presented to Erica
Reiner, ed. Francesca Rochberg-Halton, AOS 67 (New Haven, CT: American Oriental So-
ciety, 1987), 175-80; Piotr Michalowski, “Presence at the Creation,” in Lingering Over
Words: Studies in Ancient Near Eastern Literature in Honor of William L. Moran, ed. Tzvi
Abusch, John Huehnergard, and Piotr Steinkeller, HSS 37 (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press,
1990), 381-96; Nick C. Veldhuis, 4 Cow of Sin, LOT 2 (Groningen: Styx Publications,
1991); B. L. Eichler, “mar-URUs: Tempest in a Deluge,” in The Tablet and the Scroll:
Near Eastern Studies in Honor of William W. Hallo, ed. M. E. Cohen et al. (Bethesda, MD:
CDL Press, 1993), 90-94; Jack M. Sasson, “The Divine Divide: re FM 2.71.5",” NABU
(1994): 39-40; Scott B. Noegel, “A Flare for Style and Depth of Allusion: The Use of Fire
and Water Imagery in Enuma Elish Tablet [,” JAGNES 5 (1995): 82-87; Victor A. Hu-
rowitz, “Advice to a Prince: A Message from Ea,” SAA4. Bulletin 12 (1998): 39-53; Pierre
Villard, “Allusions littéraires et jeux de 1éttres dans les rapports des devins d’époque néo-
assyrienne,” in Intellectual Life in the Ancient Near East: Papers Presented at the 43rd
Rencontre assyriologique internationale, Prague, July 1-5, 1996, ed. Jiri Prosecky (Pra-
gue: Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, Oriental Institute, 1998), 427-37; Victor
A. Hurowitz, “Literary Observations on ‘In Praise of the Scribal Art,”” JANES 27 (2000):
49-56; Michael Roaf and Annette Zgoll, “Assyrian Hieroglyphs: Lord Aberdeen’s Black
Stone and the Prisms of Esarhaddon,” Z4W 91 (2001): 264-95; Benjamin R. Foster, “The
Sargon Parody,” NABU (2002): 79-80; Nathan Wasserman, Style and Form in Old-Baby-
lonian Literary Texts, CM 27 (Leiden: Brill; Boston: Styx, 2003); Anne D. Kilmer,
“Visualizing Text: Schematic Patterns in Akkadian Poetry,” in If'a Man Builds a Joyful
House: Assyriological Studies in Honor of Erle Verdun Leichty, ed. Ann K. Guinan et al.,
CM 31 (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 209-19; Andrea Seri, “The Fifty Names of Marduk in Eniima
elis,” JAOS 126 (2006): 507-19; Victor A. Hurowitz, “Finding New Life in Old Words:
Word Play in the Gilgamesh Epic,” in Gilgamesh and the World of Assyria: Proceedings
of the Conference Held at the Mandelbaum House, The University of Sydney, 21-23 July
2004, ed. J. Azize and N. Weeks, ANESS 21 (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 67-78; Hurowitz,
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Word play was thought to play an active role in magic by taking advantage of
the linkage that was thought to exist between the word for an object and the ob-
ject itself. In practical terms this means that if the magician can use a verb or an
object in the incantation that puns with the object or condition he or she is trying
to alter, the association creates a link to that object that will achieve the desired
result.?

The difference in contextualization is due in part to the different textual cor-
pora that have comprised the focus of “wordplay” research, but also to the fields
of literary and rhetorical criticism, which have had more sustained forays into
biblical studies than Assyriology and Egyptology.* Moreover, even when consid-
ered literary or rhetorical in aim, there still remains a great deal of variety within
biblical studies with regard to the specific functions that “wordplay” can possess
and the terminology used to describe them. Given this complex state of affairs, |
herewith provide a list and description of previously proposed functions. I have
adopted most of the terminology from other scholars, though in some cases, I offer

“‘Shutting Up’ the Enemy—Literary Gleanings from Sargon’s Eighth Campaign,” in Treas-
ures on Camels’ Humps: Historical and Literary Studies from the Ancient Near East
Presented to Israel Eph ‘al, ed. Mordechai Cogan and Dan’el Kahn (Jerusalem: The He-
brew University Magnes Press, 2008), 104-20; J. Bilbija, “Interpreting the Interpretation:
Protasis-Apodosis-Strings in the Physiognomic Omen Series Summa Alamdimmii 3.76—
132,” in Studies in Ancient Near Eastern World View and Society Presented to Marten Stol
on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, 10 November 2005, and His Retirement from
Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, ed. R. J. van der Spek (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 2008),
19-27; Illya Vorontsov, “Bemerkungen zu einigen in der Komposition an.gim.dim.ma zu
findenden Korrespondenzen zwischen einzelnen Trophéen von Ninurta und deren Veror-
tung,” NABU (2008): 31-33; Vorontsov, “Adapas Licht,” in Organization, Representation,
and Symbols of Power in the Ancient Near East: Proceedings of the 54th Rencontre Assyr-
iologique Internationale at Wiirzburg 20-25 July 2008, ed. Gernot Wilhelm (Winona Lake,
IN: Eisenbrauns 2012), 795-804; David Danzig, Name Word Play and Marduk’s Fifty
Names in Entima Elis (Master’s Thesis, Yale University, 2013); Enrique Jiménez, “‘As
Your Name Indicates’: Philological Arguments in Akkadian Disputations,” JANEH 5
(2018): 87-105. On the disciplinary disconnect between Egyptology, biblical studies, and
Assyriology, see Antonio Loprieno, “Defining Egyptian Literature: Ancient Texts and
Modern Theories,” in Loprieno, Ancient Egyptian Literature, 39-58.

3. Sheldon W. Greaves, “Ominous Homophony and Portentous Puns in Akkadian Omens,”
in Noegel, Puns and Pundits, 113.

4. Michael V. Fox, “Ancient Egyptian Rhetoric,” Rhetorica 1 (1983): 9-22, includes
wordplay in his discussion of Egyptian rhetorical features. See similarly L. Coulon, “La
rhétorique et ses fictions: Pouvoirs et duplicité du discours a travers la littérature égyp-
tienne du Moyen et du Nouvel Empire,” BIFAO 99 (1999): 103-32; Nadine Dokoui-
Cabrera, “La rhétorique dans le conte du Paysan Eloquent ou le Maitre de Parole,” CCdE
9 (2006): 143-53.
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different labels in order to obtain greater specification or to organize the functions
more efficiently. In this chapter, I resist classifying the types of “wordplay” that
appear in the proof texts in order to focus on the topic of function. Thus, as in
chapter 2, I simply refer to the device used with the terms paronomasia or poly-
semy, as | already have defined them. In general, I demonstrate each of the
functions that scholars have proposed for multiple Near Eastern languages, though
I have made no attempt to illustrate each function with all of the languages in
consideration. Instead, I intend the list to be representative and to prepare the
reader for the next chapter, in which I detail the many different polysemous and
paronomastic devices. [ have organized the entries to proceed from the aesthetic
to the rhetorical to the performative, though throughout I draw attention to the
nebulous nature of these distinctions. The seventeen functions, which I label
wherever possible in adjectival form, include: aesthetic, onomatopoeic, emphatic,
rhetorical, humorous, ironic, deceptive, referential, allusive, appellative, struc-
tural, mnemonic, hermeneutic, concealing, theological/didactic, displaying
erudition, and performative. All of the previously proposed functions for various
types of polysemy and paronomasia fit neatly into one (or more) of these broad
headings.

3.1. AESTHETIC

Some scholars have understood certain forms of “wordplay” as purely aesthetic
in purpose, sometimes referring to it as euphonous. The remark of the biblicist
Pietru Saydon is illustrative. He viewed paronomasia as “an endeavor to repro-
duce by means of the close connexion or juxtaposition of like-sounding words
that internal sensation of the Beautiful which is intended to affect the ear.””> My
choice of the term aesthetic over euphonous for this function recognizes that the
ancients appreciated texts on a visual level as well. This is most certainly the case
with monumental inscriptions, but also with texts on scrolls and tablets.

In Akkadian, scribes sometimes show a fondness for the visual effect of a
text. Thus, an Akkadian hymn to Nergal spells certain keywords first logograph-
ically and then syllabically.® Akkadian acrostics, discussed in the next chapter
(4.1.12), also furnish a visibly structural aesthetic. The cuneiform signs them-
selves also had their own aesthetic—what Herman Vanstiphout has called
“orthocalligraphy”—and writing them properly was held in high esteem.” More-
over, the tablets on which the scribes wrote their texts also possess their own
aesthetic. One also finds cuneiform texts written directly over artistic reliefs in

5. P. P. Saydon, “Assonance in Hebrew as a Means of Expressing Emphasis,” Bib 36
(1955): 37.

6. Noted by Foster, Before the Muses, 624.

7. See Vanstiphout, “Mihiltum, or the Image of Cuneiform Writing,” 152-70.
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palaces and on statues in a way that permits a blending of textual and artistic aes-
thetics. As the reliefs and Akkadian texts were painted, the visual effect must have
been stunning. Moreover, the placement of texts at eye level, which only a minor-
ity could have read, only reified the gap between those privy to divine secrets and
those outside the inner circle.

An excellent demonstration of the Akkadian aesthetic occurs on Sennach-
erib’s so-called King’s Prism, in which the signs KUR.U: in one line (col. 1, 1.
10) appear directly over U2.KUR in the next (1. 11).% In the first line, KUR.U: is
read Sadii “mountain,” whereas in the second, U2.KUR is read syllabically (i.e.,
u-sat) as part of the verb u-sSat-(li-ma-an-ni-ma) “granted me.” The juxtaposition
of one over the other is visually striking.

Egyptian inscriptions too exhibit a highly developed sense of aesthetics, often
displaying significant interconnections between images and texts.’ Arlette Da-
vid’s characterization is particularly insightful.

Wordplays (puns, rebuses) and sound-plays based on alliteration and paronoma-
sia are well known in ancient Egyptian literature, and this somewhat legitimizes
the idea that the same devices hide in representational contexts when the name
of a depicted object is associated by paronomasia with another meaningful con-
cept in the given environment. Such visual/scriptural plays and associations
would have been recognized by a member of the Egyptian elite, familiar with a
language and an iconography whose transparency is lost to us.'®

New Kingdom royal stelae (e.g., those of Ramesses 11, Merneptah, and Ramesses
IV) sometimes distribute their cartouches in well-organized zigzag patterns.'!
Other inscriptions are even more elaborate. Such is the case with the Shabaka
Stone (BM no. 498), which contains the well-known Memphite Theology. The
stela’s top horizontal register simultaneously provides the titulary from the middle
outwards in both directions. The one running right to left reads: ‘nh sb[3]g t.wj

8. Observed by Vanstiphout, “Mihiltum, or the Image of Cuneiform Writing,” 158. For the
inscription, see A. Kirk Grayson and Jamie Novotny, The Royal Inscriptions of
Sennacherib, King of Assyria (704-681 BC), part 1, RINP 3 (Winona Lake, IN:

Eisenbrauns, 2012), 128.

9. See Herman te Velde, “Egyptian Hieroglyphs as Linguistic Signs and Metalinguistic
Informants,” in Kippenberg et al., The Image in Writing, 169—79; John Baines, Visual and
Written Culture in Ancient Egypt (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007).

10. Arlette David, “Hoopoes and Acacias: Decoding an Ancient Egyptian Funerary Scene,”
JNES 73 (2014): 236.

11. See the excellent discussion in Kenneth A. Kitchen, Poetry of Ancient Egypt, DMA 1

(Jonsered: Paul Astroms Férlag, 1999), 476-77.
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nb.tl sb[3lqg B.wj hr.w-nb.w sb[3]qg B.wj nsw.t-bit nfr-k3 -r‘ s3 r* [$3-b3-k3] mr.j pth
rsi inb.w=f mrr ‘nh.(w) mir‘d.t (1. 1a)."?

The living Horus, who illuminates the Two Lands, who belongs to the Two La-
dies, who illuminates the Two Lands, the Golden Horus, who illuminates the
Two Lands, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Neferkare, the son of Re, [Sha-
baka], beloved of Ptah-South-of-his-Wall, who lives like Re forever.

Note here the three-fold use of sb[3]g “splendid,” which paronomastically an-
ticipates the name $3b3% “Shabaka” and recalls his Horus and Nebty name: sb[3]g-
t.wj “Illuminator of the Two Lands.” Enhancing the symmetrical composition,
common in Egyptian inscriptions, is the rest of the text, which contains a number
of less common features, such as a reversal of the normal order of reading. One
reads the majority of the inscription left to right in vertical columns, even though
the individual signs face to the right. The elaborate visual register permits a six-
fold representation of Horus to appear side by side in different lines on the left
side of the stone. A similar composition appears near the center of the stela. Else-
where horizontal registers cut into the vertical readings. So, for example, one
reads ntr.w hpr.w m pth “the gods who came into being in Ptah” (1. 48), horizon-
tally above four different vertically-oriented columns, each of which begins with
the name Ptah and contains an image of him. These lines visually underscore the
central message of the inscription—that Ptah is the creator of all other gods.

Concerns with sonic aesthetics appear to govern the creation of a Ramesside
period love poem, whose opening line classifies the work as: hs.t- “m rB.w n.w
shmh.t-ib 3.t “the beginning of the words of the great entertainer (lit ‘heart
pleaser’),” perhaps a songstress for the goddess Hathor (P.Chester Beatty 1 1.1).!3
Such texts were performed on special occasions like a Arw nfr “party” (lit. “good
day”). Since the love poem is filled with polysemy and paronomasia, it is likely
that it was meant to be appreciated for its sonic aesthetics. Indeed, as Christopher
Eyre reminds us:

The oft repeated modern myth that “the Egyptians” never created art for art’s
sake derives from inappropriate cultural assumptions, and essentially trivial com-
parisons. It is not based on any coherent argument from data, and should be
dismissed, to be replaced by a proper analysis of the integration of aesthetic

12. The right side has skr “Sokar” instead of “Ptah.” On the text, see A. El Hawary,
Wortschopfung: Die Memphitische Theologie und die Siegesstele des Pije—Zwei Zeugen
kultureller Reprdsentation in der 25. Dynastie, OBO 243 (Fribourg: Academic Press;
Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2010), 115.

13. See Michael V. Fox, The Song of Songs and the Ancient Egyptian Love Songs (Madi-
son: University of Wisconsin Press, 1985), 51-77, 393-99.
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motivation and reception with the context of patronage in which individual works
were produced.'*

We also should recall that the poem was sung and accompanied by instru-
ments, so some of the sonic pleasure might have derived from its musical
performance or the interaction of words and music. Eyre’s comment with regard
to the use of paronomasia in the Eloquent Peasant is ad rem.

The art lies in a technique that bears some comparison to a variation on a musical
theme—a theme of sounds—but little to that of a development of a philosophical
or narrative thesis. The limited number of sounds is central to the sophistication
of the thematic performance. '’

At the same time, we do well to recognize that a dichotomy between “enter-
tainment texts” and “cultural texts” (e.g., rituals and myths), categories coined by
Assmann,'® may be more apparent than real. In particular, Eyre and Richard Par-
kinson have drawn attention to the problematic nature of the dichotomy, the
former calling for “a more inclusive definition of literature, where liturgy and rit-
ual overlap in performance categories with more autonomous literary genres.”!’
Therefore, while we still can distinguish between “performed texts” and “per-
formative texts” (see 3.17), the same types of devices can operate in both for
aesthetic and nonaesthetic purposes.

Northwest Semitic inscriptions also exhibit a strong visual aesthetic. For ex-
ample, some Ugaritic texts employ anaphora, the repetition of words at the start
of successive lines, in a way that forms an extended vertical pattern of cuneiform
that is as evident visually as it is aurally.'® In many ways, such arrangements an-
ticipate the later Masoretic stichometry of Biblical Hebrew texts.!” Sometimes
texts are arranged in order to exploit polysemy and paronomasia, as in the Ugaritic
Tale of Kirtu (CAT 1.16.vi.22-23), in which the verb yzb “he returns” (from the

14. Christopher J. Eyre, “The Performance of the Peasant,” Lingdeg 8 (2000): 11.

15. Eyre, “Performance of the Peasant,” 23.

16. Jan Assmann, “Kulturelle und Literarische Texte,” in Loprieno, Ancient Egyptian
Literature, 59-82.

17. Eyre, “Performance of the Peasant,” 12; Richard B. Parkinson, “Imposing Words: The
Entrapment of Language in The Tale of the Eloquent Peasant,” Ling4eg 8 (2000): 27-51.
18. Jonathan Yogev and Shamir Yona, “Visual Poetry in the Ugaritic Tablet KTU 1.4,”
JANES 33 (2018): 203—10. I thank the authors for sharing their work with me.

19. On this, see Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 2nd ed. (Assen:
Royal Van Gorcum; Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 2001), 212—13, pls. 10-12.
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root f-w-b) appears just over ytb “he sits” (from y-£-b). Though the former is not
precisely atop the latter, the proximity brings the two into contrast.?’

An even more obvious example was engraved into the famous Mesha stela
(KAI 181.12—13), where the verb 2wy w-sb (1. 12) appears directly above the
verb awRY w-5b (1. 13) in the very center of the stela. Their visual juxtaposition
draws attention to the fact that the two visually identical forms are unrelated. The
first means “and I captured,” whereas the second is read “and I caused to settle.”?!
In addition, two uses of TaR 'nk “I”” are similarly juxtaposed in lines 28-29.22 The
combined visual imprint of the inscription reinforces the king’s actions: “I cap-
tured and I settled.”

Even aside from the physical arrangement of a particular text, some cases of
polysemy and paronomasia appear to have little function other than enhancing the
aesthetic of the text. For instance, the Egyptian Harper Song on the north wall of
the passage in the tomb of Neferhotep (TT 50) describes the arrival of funeral
processions to tombs by noting: s % ¢ s ‘h.w=sn “their mummies are erected” (1.
15). Here the scribe has employed the causative conjugation of the verb %°
“stand” in order to anticipate the same consonants found in s 2.w “mummies.”?
Though used to describe a funerary ritual, the paronomasia occurs in the literary
context of a song, and thus, it likely enhanced the music that accompanied it.

Similarly, in the poetic narrative of the Tale of the Shipwrecked Sailor, the
sailor recounts his sea voyage in perfect paronomastic parallelism: ph.n=n ph.wj
wiwsi.t sni.n=n snmw.t “we ended at the end of Wawat, we sailed alongside
Senmut” (11. 9-10).2* Here the ph.wj “end” of Wawat, echoes the verb ph “reach
an end” in the first stich, and the name snmw.t “Senmut” resounds the verb sni
“pass” in the second. Note also that the verb ph “reach an end” occurs at the start
of the line, which adds an aesthetic dimension to the stich.?’ Even if we assume
the sailor is trying to impress his superior with his linguistic skills, the devices
appear to be primarily aesthetic in function.

20. Frank H. Polak, “The Discourse Structure of the Mesha Inscription: ‘I-Style,’
Intonation Units, and Oral Performance,” in Marbeh Hokmah: Studies in the Bible and the
Ancient Near East in Loving Memory of Victor Avigdor Hurowitz, ed. Shamir Yona et al.
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2015), 422, observes the “wordplay” here but not the
placement of the verbs in the inscription.

21. On the rendering of the first verb, see Gary A. Rendsburg, “awn1 in Mesha Stela, Line
12,” Maarav 14 (2007): 9-25. Paronomasia between the two Semitic roots also obtains in
the biblical book of Ruth. See Jonathan Grossman, Ruth: Bridges and Boundaries, ATD 9
(Bern: Lang, 2015), 186-89.

22. I thank my former student Clinton Moyer for the latter observation.

23. See Miriam Lichtheim, “The Songs of the Harpers,” JNES 4 (1945): pl. VL

24. G. A. Rendsburg, “Literary Devices in the Story of the Shipwrecked Sailor,” J4AOS 120
(2000): 20.

25. 1 thank one of the publisher’s anonymous reviewers for this catch.
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In the Egyptian Admonitions of Ipuwer (P.Leiden 1.344.r), some of the elo-
quent remarks of the prophet also look to be aesthetic in purpose. One such
statement occurs when the prophet describes the future by predicting: wnm=tw m
smw s ‘ m=tw m mw “one eats plant-fodder and one swallows water” (6.1). The
repetition of the sounds /m/ and /w/, as well as the two-fold use of /s/, lend the
line an impressive, yet softened, sing-song effect.

Greenstein categorizes the function of some biblical Hebrew “rhyming word-
plays” as having a euphonic function.?® Among the expressions he cites are the
description of the Israelite tabernacle as having D’*_r;‘? D’n;‘? l>-battim l>-baddim
“holders for the poles” (Exod 25:27) and the mention of "Wp"NRY PO~ NR ‘et
qorasaw wa- et garasaw “its hooks and its frames” (Exod 35:11). Indeed, it is
difficult to ascribe to such cases a nonaesthetic purpose. However, we also must
remember that it is difficult to know what sounds pleased or displeased, and so
assessing a passage’s euphony or cacophony/dissonance remains a value judg-
ment. As for the kinds of device that the two examples represent, see hendiadic
paronomasia (4.2.10).

3.2. ONOMATOPOEIC

When paronomasia invokes the sound of something to which a text refers, it con-
stitutes onomatopoeia.?’” A fine Akkadian example noted by Watson occurs in the
Song of Erra, in which the line Sikar naspi dussupi “sweet light ale” evokes the
foaminess and drinking of beer (1.58).2 Andrew George has observed that one
hears the sounds of kisses when the officers bid Gilgamesh and Enkidu farewell
to the Cedar Forest in the Epic of Gilgamesh: Sakkanakkiissu unassaqii sépisu “the
officers were kissing his feet” (3.211).2° Onomatopoeia occurs elsewhere in the
epic, when Ishtar proposes marriage to Gilgamesh, who resists her advances by
listing the fates of her former lovers. His reference to Dumuzi is of special rele-
vance:

26. Greenstein, “Wordplay, Hebrew,” 970.

27. See Leo 1. Weinstock, Onomatopoeia and Related Phenomena in Biblical Hebrew: A
Survey of Certain Correlations between Sound and Meaning in the Lexical and
Phonological Levels of a Semitic Language (PhD diss., University of Pennsylvania, 1979);
Weinstock, “Sound and Meaning in Biblical Hebrew,” JSS 28 (1983): 49-62; Anne-
Caroline Rendu Loisel, Les Chants du monde: Le paysage sonore de [’ancienne
Meésopotamie (Toulouse: Presses universitaires du Midi, 2016), 68-74.

28. Noted by Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 235. On other devices in this text, see
Scott B. Noegel, ““Word Play’ in the Song of Erra,” in Heimpel and Frantz-Szabd, Strings
and Threads, 162-93.

29. Noted as alliteration by Andrew R. George, The Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, vols. 1—
2 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 817.
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46. a-na ‘DUMU-zi ha-mi-ri su-ub-re-ti-ki
To Dumuzi, the husband of your youth,
47. Sat-ta a-na Sat-ti bi-tak-ka-a tal-ti-mes-su
to him you have allotted perpetual weeping, year on year.
48. al-la-la bit-ru-ma ta-ra-me-ma
You loved the speckled allallii-bird,
49. tam-ha-si-Su-ma kap-pa-Su tal-te-eb-ri
You struck him and broke his wing,
50. iz-za-az ina qi-Sa-tim i-Sas-si kap-pi
(Now) he stands in the woods crying “my wing”!
(SB 6.46-50)

Here the bird’s cry kappt “my wing” is onomatopoeic.’ Moreover, informing
Gilgamesh’s remark is a lexical tradition that first equates the Akkadian allallu-
bird with the Sumerian bird known as SIPAD. TUR™" that is, “little shepherd-
bird,” hence its connection to the shepherd Dumuzi.3! In addition, as George in-
forms us, another lexical tradition reveals that the allallu is a homonym of allallu
“warrior.”*? In fact, we learned this a bit earlier in the epic when Gilgamesh asked
Ishtar:

42. a-a-u ha-me-ra-ki i-b[u]r ana da-ris
“What bridegroom of yours endured forever?”
43. a-a-u al-lal-ki [Sa ana Samé] i-lu-u
“What brave warrior [allalki] of yours is there [who] went up
[to heaven]?”
(6.42-43)%

Carleton Hodge has pointed out a fine Egyptian example that appears on the
gable in the west antechamber of the tomb of King Unas, where the Pyramid Texts
call for the cleansing of the deceased king in the field of rushes. The text invokes

30. See the commentary HAR-gud (recension C) to HAR-ra = hubullu (MSL 8:2, p. 172,
18): al-lal-lum kap-pa ip-pu-us “the allallii-bird makes a kappa-noise.” Noted by George,
Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, 834.

31.8See Hh 18; CAD A1, s.v. “allallii.” Also noted by George, Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, 834.
32.Malku 1.27: al-lal-lu = qar-ra-du. On the interpretation of animal sounds as demonstrations
of mantic ability, see Scott B. Noegel, “When Animals Speak,” JANES 34 (2020): 107-35. Our
understanding of Mesopotamian divinatory practices also has been applied fruitfully to the
famous serpent in Genesis. See Duane E. Smith, “The Divining Snake: Reading Genesis in the
Context of Mesopotamian Ophiomancy,” JBL 134 (2015): 31-49.

33. George, Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, 833, states that this passage “involves an
untranslatable word play.” “The former meaning anticipates the story of the bird maimed
by Ishtar and the latter provides a human parallel with zameru in the first line of the couplet,
and so introduces an implicit contrast between the capabilities of the bird and the man.”
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the wind god Shu by uttering: sw sswi sw $w sswi sw “O Shu, lift him up! O Shu,
lift him up!” (Spell 253, §275f).> One can hear the sound of the wind in the divine
name $w “Shu,” the verb sswi “lift,” and the pronoun sw “him.” Since the text is
an incantation, we may regard this case of onomatopoeia as also having a per-
formative function (see 3.17).

The Tale of the Shipwrecked Sailor illustrates onomatopoeia when the giant
serpent threatens the sailor by saying: “I will turn you into ash” (1. 72). Here the
noun “ash” ss, imitates the hissing of a snake. Jacqueline Jay points to another
example in the same text in the narrator’s description of the snake’s approach:
htw hr gmgm 8 hr mnmn “the trees were shaking, the ground was quaking” (I1.
59-60). Here the forms gmgm and mnmn, as well as the repeated sound /h/ mimic
the creaking of trees and grinding of the earth. This line also constitutes geminate
parallelism (see 4.2.12).%

Eyre also draws our attention to the following example of onomatopoeia in
the poetical stela of Thutmosis III, in which Amun-Ra inspires pharaoh by saying:
h.t=1 Im.jt tp=k sswn=s st iri=s Is hig m nbd.w-qd “my uraeus at your brow, she
burns them up and she makes easy prey of those of warped character” (1. 9). The
line brilliantly repeats the sibilant /s/ to reproduce the snake’s hissing sound.*®

In Ugaritic, paronomasia has an onomatopoeic function in the Tale of Aghat,
in a passage that announces the coming of a drought: b/ ¢/ bl rbb bl $r° thmtm bl
tbn gl bl “no dew, no shower, no roiling of the great deeps, no goodly voice of
Baal” (CAT 1.19.1.44-46). Though the text proclaims the lack of Baal’s voice,
that is, thunder, it evokes it in the rumbling of the repeated sounds /b/, /7, /1/, /m/,
and /1/, all of which resound the word “thunder” (cf. oY1 ra ‘am) and the very
name of the stormgod b 7 “Baal.”

A similar case appears in the Hebrew Bible. The repetition of the sounds /b/
and /°/, the sibilants /s/ and /§/, and the consonants in the words “mighty sound”
(51713 Bip qol gadol) permit one to hear a peal of thunder and howling wind in
Isaiah’s prophecy: mWwo1 N0 513 Hip) WY1 OVI2 bo-ra ‘am i-b-ra ‘as wa-qol
gadol sipah i-sa ‘arah “with thunder and quake and mighty sound, storm and
tempest” (Isa 29:6).37 In another of Isaiah’s well-known pronouncements we hear:
nianmb omRinum oRRY Onian IR we-kittatii harbotam la-ittim wa-
hanitotehem la-mazmérdt “they will beat their swords into plowshares and their
spears into pruning hooks” (Isa 2:4). As Watson cleverly espied, the seven-fold

34. Carleton T. Hodge, “Ritual and Writing: An Inquiry into the Origin of Egyptian Script,”
in Linguistics and Anthropology: In Honor of C. F. Voegelin, ed. M. Dale Kinkade et al.
(Lisse, The Netherlands: Peter de Ridder Press, 1975), 343.

35. Jay, Orality and Literacy in the Demotic Tales, 103.

36. Eyre, “Is Egyptian Historical Literature ‘Historical’ or ‘Literary’?,” 420.

37. One similarly hears the wind whistling when Eliphaz says that, because of the wind,
MWa nWY non tasammeér Sa’arat basart “the hair of my flesh bristled” (Job 4:15).
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rhythmic appearance of the consonant n (i.e., /t/ and /t/) along with the repeated
consonants 4 and k reproduce the sounds of pounding metal.*®

Isaiah uses the sibilants /8/ and /s/, and the bilabials /m/, /b/, and /p/ (the latter
two mostly aspirated as /b/ and /p/), to capture the sound of beating wings in his
description of the seraphim:D’AW23 1M1 NP’ DAY TNXRY 01012 WY 0013 WY
901 DEw Yo O §& kenapayim §& konapayim lo-ehad bi-Stayim
yokasseh panaw i-bi-Stayim yakasseh raglaw i-bi-Stayim ya ‘opep “six wings, six
wings to each, with two he covered his face, and with two he covered his legs,
and with two he flew” (Isa 6:2).%°

As Victor Hurowitz observed, Num 21:9 is equally onomatopoeic: nwin wum
T NYhIN UNyR OEN) WNTK YOI TWIDR M 0370 mnn mwhg v
way-ya ‘as moseh nahas nahoset wa-yasiméhii ‘al han-nés wa-hayah ‘im nasak
han-nahas ‘et ‘1S wa-hibbit ‘el nohas han-nahoset wa-hay “and Moses made a
bronze serpent, and placed it on a pole, and it was that if the snake bit a person he
would look at the bronze serpent and survive.” In this short passage, we hear the
sound of the pharyngeal fricative /h/ six times and the sibilants /s/, /§/, and /§/
eleven times. The paronomasia reproduces the sound of serpent’s hiss.*® A similar
case appears in Jer 8:17 (see 4.2.5). Richard Freund similarly has heard a snake’s
hissing in the explanation of the first woman: IR"WA Wnin han-nahds hissi ani
“the serpent deceived me” (Gen 3:13).4!

The narrative depicting the plague of frogs offers an extraordinary display of
onomatopoeia. Not only do we hear croaking in the very word w72y
saparda Tm “frogs,” itself an onomatopoeia, we hear it eleven times in only six-
teen verses, far more often than the story demands.** Three of the consonants in
the noun “frog” (p, r, *) repeat eight times in the title Y12 par ‘oh “pharaoh.”
Four times we also hear the sounds /r/ and /s/ repeated in ©¥n misrdyim “Egypt”
(Exod 8:2) and o™gn pIR ‘eres misrayim “the land of Egypt” (Exod 8:1, 2, 3). In
Exod 8:5, Moses asks pharaoh, “do you glorify yourself (\&ann hitpa ‘ér)?,” using
a verb that reverberates the consonants p and . The /s/ sound then echoes again,

38. Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 236.

39. Luis A. Schokel, 4 Manual of Hebrew Poetics, SB 11 (Roma: Pontifical Biblical
Institute, 1988), 31, viewed the reduplication of consonants in Isa 6:4 as evoking the trem-
bling of the temple: Wy N'?@? n"am R7ipn Yipn Dapn Niny W way-yanu i ‘ammaot has-
sipim miq-qol haq-qoré’ wa-hab-bayit yimmalé® ‘asan “and the doorposts and thresholds
trembled at the voice of the one who called and the house was filled with smoke.”

40. See Victor A. Hurowitz, “Healing and Hissing Snakes: Listening to Numbers 24:4-9,”
Scriptura 87 (2004): 278-87.

41. Richard A. Freund, “Lying and Deception in the Biblical and Post-biblical Tradition,”
SJOT 5 (1991): 46.

42. Exod 7:27, 7:28, 7:29, 8:1, 8:2, 8:3, 8:4, 8:5, 8:7, 8:8, 8:9.

43. Exod 7:26, 8:4, 8:5, 8:8 (2x), 8:11, 8:15 (2x).
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when the narrator states that “Moses and Aaron went out (8¥" way-yésé’) and
cried (pp¥7 way-yis ‘aq) to Yahweh” (Exod 8:8). We next hear that the dead frogs
began to pile up in the ngn hdsérot “courtyards” (Exod 8:9), again repeating the
sounds /s/ and /r/. The story reaches a fever-pitch of croaking in Exod 8:10, when
we learn that “they gathered (312%"1 way-yisbarii) them together in heaps (o700
0N homarim homarim) and the land (P80 ha- ‘ares) stank.”** Not only does
the rare verb for “gather” and the noun “land” again employ the sounds /s/ and /r/,
but the repeated plural for the heaps (lit. “heaps, heaps™) imitates the rhythmic
feel of croaking.

3.3. EMPHATIC

Polysemy and paronomasia can serve an emphatic function in several ways. They
can underscore a keyword (Leitwort) or theme (Leitmotiv) of a text, or, as Green-
stein observes, they can draw attention to an idea or association.*’

An example from Akkadian that serves to emphasize and connect ideas ap-
pears in the Legend of Sargon, King of Battle, where we read: sarru-gi-en sar
kissati Sum ni-iz-kur ur-ri-da-nu ni-ma-ah-ha-ra ki-is-su-ti u-ul gar-ra-da-nu “we
have invoked [Sargo]n, king of the universe. ‘Come down to us, that we may
receive strength for we are no warriors’” (verso 18). Connected here are the nouns
kissatu “universe” and kissatu “strength,” both of which emphasize the king’s ab-
solute rule.*® The paronomasia must have been appreciated since Sennacherib
uses it again later.*’

Another example that emphasizes an idea or association occurs in the Song
of Erra (4.123—125), where the god threatens:

44. Rendsburg, “Alliteration in the Exodus Narrative,” 89, examines Exod 8:15 as a case
of alliteration, but he does not treat the larger function of onomatopoeia operative here.
More accurately speaking, the paronomasia between the noun “frog” and the verb “gather”
in this verse demonstrates parasonance.

45. This category includes two separate functions proposed by Greenstein, “Wordplay,
Hebrew,” 970, i.e., “To Highlight an Idea or Association” and “The Leading Word,” since
both of them share emphasis as a motive.

46. In the previous verse (1. 17), in a fragmentary portion of the text, we also find kissu
However, according to Ernest F. Weidner, “Der Zug Sargons von Akkad nach Kleinasien:
Die élttesten geschichtlichen Beziehungen zwischen Babylonien und Hatti,” BS 6 (1922):
71, ki-is-5i might also be read as ki-mil-lim “revenge” or possibly ki millim “like a flood,”
even though the latter is “Sehr unwahrscheinlich.” Foster, Before the Muses, 252, sees 1.
18 as an example of “wordplay.”

47. See Sennacherib’s Annals 2.1-2, discussed below.
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123. ir-kal-la lu-un-nis-ma li-is-bu- u-u Sa-ma-mi
“I want to make Irkalla quake. May the heavens roll too!

124. §d Sul-pa-é-a §d-ru-ru-Su lu-Sam-qit-ma kakkabani (MUL.MES) $d-ma-
m[i] lu-Sam-sik
As for Shulpea, I want to annihilate its brilliance. I want to do away with
the stars in the heavens.

125. $a is-si Su-ru-us-su lip-pa-ri-ma la i-Sam-mu-ha pi-i-ri-su
As for the tree, [ want to cut its roots so that it sprouts cannot shoot.”

Each of the highlighted words repeats the sounds /§/ and /m/, while the terms
Samamiu “heavens” (2x), lusamgitma “1 want to annihilate,” /usamsik “I want to
do away with,” and iSammuha “shoot,” each contains the sound /Sam/. The verb
lunnisma “quake” comes close with the sound /Sma/. The repetition of these con-
sonants plus the relative pronoun sa (2x) reinforce the noun Samamiu “heavens,”
which is the focus of the passage. Observe too how paronomasia emphasizes
Erra’s intention to cut Surussu “(its) roots” off the cosmic tree and destroy the
Sariirusu “(its) brilliance” of the heavens.*®

An example of paronomasia emphasizing a keyword in Egyptian comes from
the Tale of the Shipwrecked Sailor, where the verb dp “taste” reminds us of the
dp.t “ship” that is central to the entire narrative (1. 124, 181).%° Line 124 is par-
ticularly pertinent: 75.wj sdd dp.t.n=f sni h.t mr “how happy is the man who relates
what he has tasted after a bitter thing passes.” Another case of polysemy in the
same text serves to emphasize the serpent’s wisdom. In particular, Parkinson has
drawn our attention to the sailor’s description of the serpent as rg sw r hnt “bent
forward” (1. 66), which suggests by homonymy 7q hnt “wise beforehand.”® Such
polysemy foreshadows the serpent’s foreknowledge that unfolds later in the story.

Elsewhere, paronomasia can emphasize a contrast. In the Tale of Sinuhe
(P.Berlin 3022, 1. 252), Sinuhe contrasts his fear of pharaoh with the pharaoh’s
stately presence by recalling: “I found his majesty (4m=f) on a great throne, on a
dais of electrum. I stretched out on my belly. I did not know (hm.n=i) myself in
his presence.” Here the near homonyms sm “majesty” and sm “be ignorant” are
brought into sharp relief. Emphatic paronomasia also emphasizes a Leitwort when
Sinuhe describes the pharaoh to the king of Byblos:

He is the one who strides ahead to shoot those falling back,

giving no end [ph.wj] to the one who turns his back [s3].
He is the one who is stout-of-heart in the moment of the attack [s3s5].
He is the turner who never gives his back [s3].

48. Discussed in Noegel, ““Word Play’ in the Song of Erra,” 170.

49. Rendsburg, “Literary Devices in the Story of the Shipwrecked Sailor,” 21.

50. Richard B. Parkinson, The Tale of Sinuhe and Other Ancient Egyptian Poems, 1940—
1640 BCE (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), 99 n. 10.



64 “Wordplay” in Ancient Near Eastern Texts

He is the broad-of-heart when he sees the soldiering-pack [ 's3.7].
(1. 56-59)

Note that the end of each stich is related paronomastically. The second and
fourth lines end with s7 “back,” but the former is the back of the enemy, while the
latter is the back of pharaoh. The third line concludes with s3s3 “battle charge,”
which echoes the two-fold use of s;7 “back.” The fourth line’s ‘$2.# “soldiering-
pack” reinforces the paronomasia by employing the sibilant /s/ with /7/. In the
second of these lines, the scribe utilized the noun ph.wj “end,” written with the
hind-quarter sign «, thus visually providing a “backside.”

An emphatic use of paronomasia appears in the autobiography of Ahmose
from his tomb at El Kab (1. 1-11).%! In his account of how Thutmosis I ran an
arrow through a Nubian rebel, Ahmose relates how the pharaoh returned to Kar-
nak n .t m hd “sailing downstream” with the corpse m shd m h3.t bik n hm=f“hung
upside-down on the prow of his boat, ‘Falcon’” (1. 35). Here Ad “downstream”
reverberates in shd “upside down,” even though the former takes the boat deter-
minative -, while the latter illustrates the act with the upside down man sign *.

In the Dispute between a Man and His Ba, the crocodile serves as a visual
Leitmotiv, sometimes featuring in the text and other times possessing solely a vis-
ual function. During the dispute, the ba-spirit offers an anecdote about a man who
rsmdp.tr hr ‘g pr.(f) hn‘ hm.t=f ms.w=f3q tp § Sn m grh hr mr.jt msh.w “gazing
from his boat, as the sun was setting, (he) disembarked with his wife and children
and got lost by a lake at night surrounded (by a) bank of crocodiles” (Il. 72-75).3
Here the verb sn “surrounded” atypically carries the crocodile determinative -...
The reader (but not the listener), thus sees a crocodile before hearing the noun
msh.w “crocodiles” (which is written with the pluralized logogram -..). A few lines
later, the man in the ba’s story laments: mhj=i hr ms.w=s sd.w m swh.t m3.w hr n
hntl ni ‘nh.t=sn “I will grieve for her (the mother’s) children, who were crushed
in the egg, who saw the face of Khenti before they had lived” (1. 78-80). Here
the determinatives -.. and * follow the name of the crocodile god Khenti. Soon
afterwards the man complains to his ba-spirit: b ‘h rn=i mk r st(i) msh.w r hmsj.t
hr ‘d.w hr mr.jt msh.w “my name reeks, behold, more than the smell of crocodiles,
more than a slaughter site with sandbanks of crocodiles” (1l. 96-97). In the first
stich, msh.w “crocodiles” is spelled phonetically and takes the determinative -...
In the second, it is simply spelled logographically as -... The ba-spirit then con-
tinues: b ‘h rn=t m- =k dmi n itj Snn bst.w m3 s3=f “my name reeks through you,
(more than) the city of a ruler that conspires against him when he turns his back”

51.Kurt Sethe, Urkunden der 18. Dynastie, vol. 1.4 (Leipzig: Hinrichs’sche Buchhandlung,
1905), 9.

52. The word here rendered “crocodiles” might also be understood as a determinative for
mrjt “bank,” and thus as a visual depiction of a riverbank filled with crocodiles.
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(1. 102-103). Here itj “ruler” is written logographically as -... Aurally and visually
the text teems with crocodiles.

Polysemy and paronomasia on keywords or themes can occur over an ex-
tended distance in Near Eastern texts.>® In the biblical narratives concerning Noah,
one frequently hears the flood survivor’s name echoed paronomastically.>* In the
previous chapter, I discussed the naming of ni noah (meaning “rest”) based on
his father’s prediction that 11012 yanahdameénii “he will comfort us” (Gen 5:29).
Yet paronomasia also obtains in the explanation for why Yahweh decided to save
Noah: “Noah found grace (i1 #én) in Yahweh’s eyes” (Gen 6:8). When the flood-
ing stops, the narrator recalls the name by recording that the ark mim wa-tanah
“rested” on a mountain (Gen 8:4). When Noah sends out a dove to look for dry
land, we learn that it could find no niin manéah “resting place” (Gen 8:9). As
Herbert Marks observes, the narrator references his name again when Noah offers
a sacrifice to God: “Yahweh smelled the smell of the soothing-odor (" han-
nihoah)” (Gen 8:21).%

3.4. RHETORICAL

Scholars ascribe a rhetorical function to polysemy and paronomasia particularly
when they perceive it as serving to impress or persuade. Usually, this occurs in
direct discourse, whether the recorded speech of individuals or prophecies.

In Akkadian, we find a particularly clever use of rhetorical polysemy in a
letter from Mari.® The missive seeks to impress the recipient with the scribe’s
verbal prowess in a way that bespeaks his adroitness with managing large military
projects.’” The relevant portion of the letter reads:

53. See similarly, Karolien Vermeulen, “To See or Not to See: The Polysemy of the Word
1 in the Isaac Narratives (Gen 17-35),” JHS 9 (2009): 2—11.

54. Sasson, “Word Play in the O.T.,” 970.

55. Herbert Marks, “Biblical Naming and Poetic Etymology,” JBL 114 (1995): 2142,
argues for an even more extended use of the appellative paronomasia here.

56. Such devices occur with some frequency in Akkadian and Sumerian letters. In addition
to those discussed herein, see, e.g., Hayim Tadmor, “The Aramaization of Assyria: Aspects
of Western Impact,” in Mesopotamien und seine Nachbarn: Politische und kulturelle
Wechselbeziehungen im Alten Vorderasien vom 4. bis 1. 595 Jahrtausend v. Chr., ed. Hans-
Jorg Nissen and Johannes Renger, BBVO 1 (Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 1982), 451; Jack M.
Sasson, “Water Beneath Straw: Adventures of a Prophetic Phrase in the Mari Archives,”
in Solving Riddles and Untying Knots: Biblical, Epigraphic, and Semitic Studies in Honor
of Jonas C. Greenfield, ed. Ziony Zevit, Seymour Gitin, and Michael Sokoloff (Winona
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1995), 599—608; Michalowski, “Ancient Poetics,” 148—49.

57. ARMT 26/2,11. 921"
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9. la-tam-ri-im u ir-mes-Su al-li-ik-ma

“I went (without taking the time to inform) Atamrum and his servants
10". i-na sa-bi-im $a be-li-ia si-ri-im-tam

into the army of my lord; I introduced the sirimtam and
11", as-ku-un-ma 8 gi-ha bu-ur-t[al-am ep-[tle[-e-ma]

I opened a well eight measures deep.
12'. me-e u-Se-li-ma a-na a-tam-ri-im me-e

I made the water rise, and Atamrum
13", u-tes-hi-ma a-tam-rum ma-di-is ih-du

I supplied with water, so that Atamrum is rejoicing greatly.
14'. u ki-a-am ig-bé-em um-ma-a-mi i-na qa-li-ka-m[a]

At that time, he said to me: ‘Certainly, by your care (alone)
15". i-na E DIGIR Se-tu na-ra-am Sa [be-)i-ka

in this temple, there is a na@rum/narim of your lord.
16'. a-na wa-ar-ki-it us-mi tu-[us)-zi-iz

For all the days to come you have erected (it)!’
17'. i-na-an-na mu-u Sa is-tu si-it ni-$i

Since the departure of the people, there is no water
18'. i-na bit (E) ilu (DIGIR) Se-tu ii-ul i-ba-as-Su-ii

in that temple.
19'. a-[n]a-[k]u [u-S]a-ab-5i sa-al-ma-am

I have created a statue
20", [Sa be-li-ila a-na wa-ar-ki-it us-mi

of my lord. For all the days to come,
21". [i-na E %né-iri\1-gal $a hu-ub-3a-lim" us)-zi-iz

I have erected (it) in the temple of Nergal of Hubsalum.”

Jean-Georges Heintz has pointed out that na-ra-am (1. 15’) can mean both
“water course” (narum) and “stela” (naram). As the former, it recalls the mention
of water and the clearing of a well (1. 11'-12"), and as the latter, it looks ahead to
the erection of a commemorative stela in line 19'.°® In addition, s@bim, certainly
means “army’ here, but its appearance with Sakanu suggests a “waterwork, irri-
gation.””® The author’s rhetorical use of polysemy allows him to dazzle the ruler

58. See J. G. Heintz, “Myth(olog)émes d’époque amorrite et amphibologie en ARMT
XXVI, 419, 11.3'-21"?,” NABU (1994): 59.

59. See CAD S, s.v. “sabii.” See Scott B. Noegel, “Yasim-El’s Sophisticated Rhetoric: A
Janus Cluster in ARMT XXVI, 419, 1. 10",” NABU (1995): 81-82. Wolfgang Heimpel,
Letters to the King of Mari: A New Translation, with Historical Introduction, Notes, and
Commentary (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2003), 358 n. 256, aptly notes that the text
reads ina sabim “among the army/waterworks” and not ana sabim ‘“for the
army/waterworks.” Nevertheless, as discussed in chapter 2, polysemy does not need to be
grammatically perfect to be effective.
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with his skill and to identify his concise mastery over words with his efficient
handling of the army and waterworks projects.

The Egyptian Tale of the Eloquent Peasant tells the story of a man who is
robbed and continuously mistreated by the district governor, whom he tries to
persuade by means of nine lengthy poetic pleas.®® At the end of his second peti-
tion, he bemoans: dr-s3ir n mw nb mk wi hr mtnw tw mni mh nb “O, remover of
all distress on the water. See, I am underway without a boat, as one, one who
moors all of the drowned” (P.3023 + P.Ambherst 1, 1l. 167-168). According to
John Foster, the repetition of the sounds /i/, /m/, and /n/ create paronomasia be-
tween nearly every word in the line, indicating that the author wanted these
passages to impress and persuade. Nevertheless, the aesthetic, rhetorical, and the
literary often blur in ancient texts. Persuasive here is Eyre’s comment that the Tale
of the Eloquent Peasant

is therefore worth encouraging and recording for re-performance. Whether or not
the text was, in local terms, of overwhelming aesthetic quality, we must assume
that the formal literary devices and structure found in both the speeches and the
narrative are characteristic of the aesthetic purpose, expectation and interaction
between author/performer and audience. They are the devices of “fine speak-
ing.”¢!

Moreover, we must be cautious not to emphasize the rhetorical and literary over
the performative, because in this same tale the peasant claims that the magistrate
cannot compensate him for his speech, because it prr.t m r n r* ds=f “emanates
from the mouth of Ra himself” (1. 350).%?

Paronomasia for apparent rhetorical effect also appears in monumental in-
scriptions. In the chronicle of Thutmosis III’s battle at Megiddo inscribed at
Karnak we find the pharaoh addressing his troops before the final capture of the
city:

mh=tn [lqr ms ‘= nht] mk rdi [h3s.wt nb.t m dmi htf wd] m hrw pn r ntt sr.w nb.w
n h3s.wt [mh.]t Stbw m hnw=fr ntt mh pw m dmi h3 p3 mh m mkt mh=tn dri sp 2.

Grasp well, [my excellent army]. Behold, [the foreign lands] are placed [in the
city according to the decree] of Ra today, because every chieftain of all

60. No manuscript of this text is complete, but there exist four copies, from which a
composite can be made: P.Berlin 3023, P.Berlin 3025, P.Berlin 10499, and P.Butler 527
(=P.BM 10274). See Richard B. Parkinson, The Tale of the Eloquent Peasant: A Reader’s
Commentary, LASM 10 (Hamburg: Widmaier Verlag, 2012).

61. Eyre, “Performance of the Peasant,” 11.

62. See Foster, “Wordplay in The Eloquent Peasant,” 67.
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[northe]rn lands is shut up inside it; the capture of Megiddo is the capture of a
thousand towns. Grasp well, grasp well. (1. 90)

Here the form mh occurs several times for “grasp,” alongside mh.¢ “northern,” and
the two-fold use of mh “capture.” Pharaoh’s remarks rhetorically connect his
troop’s ability to grasp fully what he is saying with the intended capture of Me-
giddo.

Arguably the most common function ascribed to polysemy and paronomasia
in biblical texts is a rhetorical one.®® Indeed, this view has dominated biblical
scholarship on the prophetic corpus, the Psalms, and the Jobian dialogues.®

63. See already David Yellin, “On Biblical Rhetoric” [Hebrew], in Selected Writings, vol.
2 (Jerusalem: Kiryat Sepher, 1939), 1-149.

64. Prophetic corpus: J. Jacobowitz, “Paronomasia: Mic 1:9-16" [Hebrew], Sinai 32
(1953): 196-208; James Muilenburg, “A Study in Hebrew Rhetoric: Repetition and Style,”
in Congress Volume.: Copenhagen 1953, ed. G. W. Anderson et al., VTSup 1 (Leiden: Brill,
1953), 97-111; Alexander M. Honeyman, “Mdagor Mis-sabib and Jeremiah’s Pun,” VT 4
(1954): 424-26; P. Wernberg-Moller, “The Pronoun ‘fmh and Jeremiah’s Pun,” VT 6
(1956): 315-16; Dahood, “Some Ambiguous Texts in Isaias,” 41-49; William L. Holladay,
“Style, Irony, and Authenticity in Jeremiah,” JBL 81 (1962): 44-54; D. W. Thomas, “A
Pun on the Name Ashdod in Zephaniah ii.4,” ExpT 74 (1962-1963): 63; Asher Weiser,
“Double Meanings in the Book of Isaiah” [Hebrew], BM 20 (1964): 25-32; James Barr,
“Did Isaiah Know About Hebrew ‘Root Meaning,”” ExpT 75 (1964): 242; D. F. Payne,
“Characteristic Word-Play in ‘Second Isaiah’: A Reappraisal,” JSS 12 (1967): 207-29;
Shalom M. Paul, “The Image of the Oven and the Cake in Hosea 7:4-1,” V'T 18 (1968):
114-20; Michael Fishbane, “Jeremiah IV.23-26: A Recovered Use of the Creation
Pattern,” V'T 21 (1971): 161-62; Jean Ouellette, “Le mur d’étain dans Amos VII.7-9,” RB
80 (1973): 329-30; William H. Irwin, “Syntax and Style in Isaiah 26,” CBQ 41 (1979):
240-61; Michael De Roche, “Zephanaiah 1 2-3: The ‘Sweeping’ of Creation,” VT 30
(1980): 104-9; P. Doron, “Paronomasia in the Prophecies to the Nations,” HebAbst 20-21
(1979-1980): 36-43; Yehoshua Gitay, “Deutero-Isaiah: Oral or Written?,” JBL 99 (1980):
185-97; J. N. Carreira, “Kunstsprache und Weisheit bei Micha,” BZ 26 (1982): 50-74;
Lawrence Boadt, “Intentional Alliteration in Second Isaiah,” CBQ 45 (1983): 353-63; E.
D. Mallon, “A Stylistic Analysis of Joel 1:10-12,” CBQ 45 (1983): 537-48; Shalom M.
Paul, “o™w 750 Rwn: Hos 8:8-10 and Ancient Near Eastern Royal Epithets,” ScrHier 31
(1986): 193-204; Lawrence Zalcman, “Ambiguity and Assonance at Zephaniah I 4,” V'T
36 (1986): 365-71; Baruch Halpern, “‘The Excremental Vision’: The Doomed Priests of
Doom in Isaiah 28,” HAR 10 (1986): 109-21; Robert B. Chisholm, “Word Play in the
Eighth-Century Prophets,” BSac 144 (1987): 44-52; B. Renaud, “La composition du livre
de Nahum,” ZAW 99 (1987): 198-218; D. Schmidt, “Critical Note: Another Word-Play in
Amos?,” Grace Theological Journal 8 (1987): 141-42; Al Wolters, “Wordplay and Dialect
in Amos 8:1-2,” JETS 31 (1988): 407-10; Ivan Jay Bell, A Rhetorical Study of Zephaniah
(Berkeley, CA: BIBAL Press, 1988); T. J. Finley, ““The Apple of His Eye’ (babat ‘éné) in
Zechariah IT 12,” VT 38 (1988): 337-38; R. D. Patterson and M. E. Travers, “Literary
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Analysis and the Unity of Nahum,” G7J 9 (1988): 45-58; John H. Walton, “Vision
Narrative Wordplay and Jeremiah XXIV,” VT 39 (1989): 508-9; Ellen F. Davis, “A
Strategy of Delayed Comprehension: Isaiah LIV 15,” V'T 40 (1990): 217-20; Anthony J.
Petrotta, Lexis Ludens: Wordplay and the Book of Micah, AUS 7, TR 105 (New York:
Lang, 1991); Knut Holter, “The Wordplay on 5% (“God”) in Isaiah 45, 20-21,” SJOT 7
(1992): 88-98; Katrina Larkin, The Eschatology of Second Zechariah: A Study of the
Formation of a Mantological Wisdom Anthology (Kampen: Kok, 1994); Anthony R.
Ceresko, “Janus Parallelism in Amos’s ‘Oracles against the Nations’ (Amos 1:3-2:16),”
JBL 113 (1994): 485-90; H. G. M. Williamson, “Sound, Sense and Language in Isaiah 24—
27,7 JJS 46 (1995): 1-9; Amos Frisch, “W 'nth* (Hosea 2:17)—An Ambiguity” [Hebrew],
Tarbiz 69 (1999): 445-47; James R. Linville, “What Does ‘It’ Mean? Interpretation at the
Point of No Return in Amos 1-2,” BI 8 (2000): 400-24; Al Wolters, “Wordplay in Zecha-
riah,” in Noegel, Puns and Pundits, 223-30; Hyun Chul Paul Kim, Ambiguity, Tension,
and Multiplicity in Deutero-Isaiah, SBL 52 (New York: Lang, 2003); Jonathan Grossman,
““Structural Ambiguity’ in Ezekiel 33-38” [Hebrew], BM 49 (2004): 194-224; David Mar-
cus, “Recovering an Ancient Paronomasia in Zechariah 14.5,” in Inspired Speech:
Prophecy in the Ancient Near East. Essays in Honour of Herbert B. Huffmon, ed. John
Kaliner and Louis Stulman (New York, NY: T&T Clark, 2004), 130-43; Herbert Migsch,
“Jeremia XXXV 8b—9—FEine Indirekte Rede?,” V'T 54 (2004): 119-24; James R. Linville,
“Letting the ‘Bi-word” ‘Rule’ in Joel 2:17,” JHS 5 (2004): 1-15; Daniel I. Block, “What
Has Delphi to Do with Samaria? Ambiguity and Delusion in Israelite Prophecy,” in Writing
and Ancient Near East Society: Essay in Honor of Alan Millard, ed. E. A. Slater, C. B.
Mee, and Piotr Bienkowski (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2005), 189-216;
Theodore A. Perry, “Cain’s Sin in Gen. 4:1: Oracular Ambiguity and How to Avoid It,”
Prooftexts 25 (2005): 258-75; James D. Moore, The Common-Sense of Wordplay: A Soci-
olinguistic Study of the Function of Wordplay in the Book of Nahum (Master’s Thesis,
Vanguard University of Southern California, 2007); Michael Rosenbaum, ““You Are My
Servant’: Ambiguity and Deutero-Isaiah,” in Bringing the Hidden to Light: Studies in
Honor of Stephen A. Geller, ed. Kathryn F. Kravitz and Daniel M. Sharin (Winona Lake,
IN: Eisenbrauns, 2007), 187-216; Benjamin D. Sommer, “Ambiguity and the Rhetoric of
Turning in Isaiah,” in Cohen et al., Birkat Shalom, 321-45; Christopher B. Hays,
“Damming Egypt/Damning Egypt: The Paronomasia of skr and the Unity of Isa 19, 1-10,”
ZAW 120 (2008): 612—17; Yair Hoffman, “The Wandering Lament: Micah 1:10-16,” in
Treasures on Camels’ Humps: Historical and Literary Studies from the Ancient Near East
Presented to Israel Eph‘al, ed. Mordechai Cogan and Dan’el Kahn (Jerusalem: Hebrew
University Magnes Press, 2008), 86-98; Nili Wazana, “Wordplays in the Visions of Amos”
[Hebrew], in Yona et al., Marbeh Hokmah, 101-21%*; Ronald L. Androphy, Paronomasia
in the Former Prophets: A Taxonomic Catalogue, Description, and Analysis (DHL diss.,
Jewish Theological Seminary, 2011); Tania Notarius, “Playing with Words and Identity:
Reconsidering w2 :’j'?, TIR, and P'R/Pp in Amos’ Visions,” V'T 67 (2017): 59-86.
Psalms: J. W. Bowker, “Psalm CX,” V'T 17 (1967): 31-41; Pirmin Hugger, “Die Al-
literation im Psalter,” in Wort, Lied, und Gottesspruch: Beitrige zu Psalmen und
Propheten; Festschrift fiir Joseph Ziegler, ed. J. Schrenier (Wiirzburg: Katholisches Bi-
blewerk, 1972), 81-90; A. Fitzgerald, “A Note on Psalm 29,” BASOR 215 (1974): 61-63;
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An excellent example of this is Benjamin Sommer’s keen insight into a num-
ber of Isaiah’s prophecies. In particular, he has shown that we may read some of
them both positively or negatively (Isa 6:11-13, 7:15-22), and others, as nega-
tively at first, but positive in the end (Isa 31:1-5, 29:1-24). As he explains, the
tension between the two readings “stands at the core of Isaiah’s rhetoric and in-
deed of his world view.”® In essence, the prophet wants the negative view to
linger and to keep his audience entertaining an ominous edge. James Roberts sim-
ilarly has remarked concerning Isaiah’s use of polysemy: “Some ambiguities, far
from impoverishing the impact of the message in which they are embedded, actu-
ally represent an intentional enhancement of its power.”*

3.5. HUMOROUS

Ascertaining what the peoples of the ancient Near East considered humorous is
extremely difficult, because humor is culturally defined and we lack an ability to

Patrick D. Miller, “Poetic Ambiguity and Balance in Psalm XV,” V'T 29 (1979): 416-24;
Wilfred G. E. Watson, “Reversed Rootplay in Ps. 145,” Bib 62 (1981): 92-95; Edward L.
Greenstein, “Mixing Memory and Design: Reading Psalm 78,” Prooftexts 10 (1990): 197—
218; Lowell K. Handy, “Sounds, Words and Meanings in Psalm 82,” JSOT 47 (1990): 51—
66; Paul R. Raabe, “Deliberate Ambiguity in the Psalter,” JBL 110 (1991): 213-27; Gary
A. Rendsburg and S. L. Rendsburg, “Physiological and Philological Notes to Psalm 137,”
JOR 83 (1993): 385-99; Sheri L. Klouda, “The Dialectical Interplay of Seeing and Hearing
in Psalm 19 and Its Connection to Wisdom,” BBR 10 (2000): 181-95; James R. Linville,
“Psalm 22:17b: A New Guess,” JBL 124 (2005): 733—44; John S. Kselman, “Double
Entendre in Psalm 59,” in The Book of Psalms: Composition and Reception, ed. Peter Flint
and Patrick D. Miller Jr. (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 184-89; Samuel W. Jess, Hooked on Word-
plays: Concatenation with Psalm Titles (Master’s Thesis, Acadia Divinity College, 2012).
Jobian dialogues: David R. Blumenthal, “A Play on Words in the Nineteenth Chapter
of Job,” VT 16 (1966): 497-501; Yair Hoffman, “The Use of Equivocal Words in the First
Speech of Eliphaz (Job IV-V),” V'T 30 (1980): 114-19; J. C. Holbert, ““The Skies Will
Uncover His Iniquity’: Satire in the Second Speech of Zophar (Job XX),” V'T 31 (1981):
171-79; Shalom M. Paul, “Job 4:15—A Hair Raising Encounter,” Z4AW 95 (1983): 119—
21; Curtis, “Word Play in the Speeches of Elihu (Job 32-37)”; Ellen van Wolde, “A Text
Semantic Study of the Hebrew Bible, Illustrated with Noah and Job,” JBL 113 (1994): 19—
35; Stanley M. Burstein, “Greek Contact with Egypt and the Levant, ca. 1600-500 B.C.:
An Overview,” Ancient World 27 (1996): 20-28; Edward L. Greenstein, “The Language
of Job and Its Poetic Function,” JBL 122 (2003): 651-66; Greenstein, “Features of
Language in the Poetry of Job,” in Das Buch Hiob und seine Interpretationen. Beitrdge
zum Hiob-Symposium auf dem Monte Verita vom 14.19. August 2005, ed. Thomas Kriiger
et al. (Ziirich: Theologischer Verlag Ziirich, 2007), 81-96. On such devices in the prose of
Job, see Michael Carasik, “Janus Parallelism in Job 1:20,” V'T 65 (2015): 1-6.
65. Sommer, “Ambiguity and the Rhetoric of Turning in Isaiah,” 334.
66. J. J. M. Roberts, “Double Entendre in First Isaiah,” CBQ 54 (1992): 48.
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comprehend fully the cultural matrices that inform it. We must be especially
careful not to classify a text as funny, simply because it appeals to our
contemporary Western sense of humor. Even if we broaden our definition of
humor to include satire and sarcasm, as I have done here, our task remains
difficult.®” Nevertheless, I share below a few of the proposals that scholars have
offered.

Sumerologists have seen a number of texts as having a humorous and/or
satirical effect, even if not exclusively so, including the Tale of the Three Ox
Drivers from Adab, the Song of the Hoe, the Rulers of Lagash, The Class Reunion,
paradoxical proverbs, and so-called nonsensical texts.’® Most of these employ
some sort of polysemy and paronomasia. To demonstrate, I offer a couple of
proverbs drawn from the work of Bendt Alster:

L.GIN.GIN.NA.KE4.ES

1. KAS4KAS,NAKE4ES
BA.AN.DU BA.AN.DU
MU.MU.SE BA.AN.DUG,

Because he always went,
Because he always ran,

“He went! He went!”
—They called him as a name.

67. An examination of terms for “laugh” in ancient Near Eastern languages demonstrates
this well. In Sumerian, ZU.LIy.LIy “laugh,” sometimes appears in contexts that we would
not consider funny. For simple joy and merry-making, Sumerian employs HUL (=
Akkadian hiditu). LSLIS.LA “break down, give way” occurs in reference to tears or
laughter. The Akkadian sa@hu “laugh,” like its Ugaritic and Hebrew cognates, does not
always correlate with the “funny” or “comical” by modern Western standards. See Benno
Landsberger, “sahu = ‘lachen,”” ZA 40 (1931): 297-98; Landsberger, “Lexikalisches
Archiv,” Z4 42 (1934), 163-65; Benjamin R. Foster, “Humor in Cuneiform Literature,”
JANES 6 (1974): 69-85.

68. See, e.g., Foster, “Humor in Cuneiform Literature”; Alster, “Paradoxical Proverbs and
Satire in Sumerian Literature,” 201-30; Alster, “Literary Aspects of Sumerian and Akka-
dian Proverbs,” in Vogelzang and Vanstipout, Mesopotamian Poetic Language, 9-10;
Edmond Sollberger, “The Rulers of Lagas,” JCS 21 (1967): 279-91; Civil, “Anzu-Bird and
Scribal Whimsies,” 271; Eckart Frahm, “Humor in assyrischen Konigsinschriften,” in
Prosecky, Intellectual Life in the Ancient Near East, 147-62; Michalowski, “Where’s Al?
Humor and Poetics in the Hymn to the Hoe,” in Cuneiform Studies in Honor of David 1.
Owen on His Seventieth Birthday; J. Cale Johnson and Markham J. Geller, The Class
Reunion—An Annotated Translation and Commentary on the Sumerian Dialogue Two
Scribes, CM 47 (Leiden: Brill, 2015).
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The proverb draws a paronomastic relationship between BA.AN.DU ‘“he
went” and BA.AN.DUG: “they called him” in order to “etymologize” a name.%’
See similarly, another proverb that operates on the meaning of a name.

The lion had caught a helpless she-goat:

(She said) “Let me go! I will give you an ewe, a companion of mine, in the
bargain!”

(The lion said) “If I am to let you go, tell me your name!”

The she-goat gave the lion the following answer: “You do not know my name?

‘I cheated you” [UMUM, MU.E.DA.AK_.E] is my name.””"

When the lion came to the fold, “I have released you!” he shouted.

She answered from the other side: “You have released me, You were clever

[UMUM MU.E.AK]: As far as sheep are concerned, there are none of them

here!”

Here the name UMUMx MU.E.DA.AK.E “I cheated you” provides the raw
materials for the nearly identical sounding response: UMUMx MU.E.AK “you
were clever.”’! Thus, both of the Sumerian examples also share an appellative
function (see 3.10).

Examples of humorous texts in Akkadian include a number or proverbs, love
poem parodies, a few royal inscriptions, At the Cleaners, the Aluzinnu texts, and
the Tale of the Poor Man of Nippur.”> The latter story offers some of the most
convincing examples. It follows a destitute man named Gimil-Ninurta who brings
a goat offering as a tribute to the mayor of Nippur. The mayor mistakenly assumes
that he is bribing him and so he throws him out. Gimil-Ninurta then takes

69. Alster, “Paradoxical Proverbs and Satire in Sumerian Literature,” 209.

70. The parallel to Homer, Od. 9.366 is remarkable.

71. Alster, “Paradoxical Proverbs and Satire in Sumerian Literature,” 214.

72. See F. R. Kraus, “Altmesopotamisches Lebensgefiihl,” JNES 19 (1960): 117-32; C. J.
Gadd, “Two Sketches of from the Life of Ur,” Iraq 25 (1963): 177-88; Foster, “Humor in
Cuneiform Literature”; Willem H. P. Romer, “Der Spassmacher im alten Zweistromland,
zum ‘Sitz im Leben’ altmesopotamischer Texte,” Persica 7 (1975-1978): 43—68; Erica
Reiner, “Why Do You Cuss Me?,” PAPS 130 (1986): 1-6; Alasdair Livingstone, “‘At the
Cleaners’ and Notes on Humorous Literature,” in Ad bene et fideliter seminandum:
Festgabe fiir Karlheinz Deller zum 21. Febraur 1987, ed. Gerlinde Mauer and Ursula
Magen, AOAT 220 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Verlag Butzon & Bercker; Kevelaer Neukirchener
Verlag, 1988), 175-87; Franco d’Agostino, “Some Considerations on Humour in
Mesopotamia,” RdSO 72 (1988): 273-78; d’ Agostino, Testi umoristici babilonesi e assiri,
TOA 2/4 (Brescia: Paideia, 2000); Frahm, “Humor in assyrischen Konigsinschriften”;
Andrew R. George, “Ninurta-Paqidat’s Dog Bite, and Notes on Other Comic Tales,” Irag
55 (1993): 63-75; Baruch Ottervanger, The Tale of the Poor Man of Nippur, SAACT 12
(Neo-Assyrian Text Corpus Project: Helsinki, 2016). On humor in Hittite texts, see Gary
Beckman, “Proverbs and Proverbial Allusions in Hittite,” JNES 45 (1986): 19-30.
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vengeance on the mayor three times through trickery, beating him senseless each
time. In his study of the text, Jerrold Cooper remarks: “The humor of deception
and satire is both created and maintained by numerous devices of language and
style, among which irony and sarcasm are prominent.”’®> Bolstering Cooper’s
observation is the text’s extensive use of polysemy and paronomasia.”* For
example, the tribute (i.e., biltu) that Gimil-Ninurta brings the mayor resounds
when the mayor refers to it as an outrage (hibiltu), and when Gimil-Ninurta,
disguised as a doctor, lures the mayor into a dark room by saying “my cures
(bultitya) only work in the dark.”” Such cases abound in the text, and perhaps
may be considered as contributing to the story’s humor. On the other hand, the
devices also demonstrate the principle of lex talionis (see 3.15.3).

A number of Egyptian texts have been classified as humorous and/or satirical,
including The Tale of Sinuhe, The Contendings of Horus and Seth, The Tale of
Setne I, and the so-called Demotic Satirical Poem,’® and these also display

73. Jerrold S. Cooper, “Structure, Humor, and Satire in the Poor Man of Nippur,” JCS 27
(1975): 167.

74. Scott B. Noegel, “Word Play in the Tale of the Poor Man of Nippur,” 4SJ 19 (1996),
169-86; see also Manfred Dietrich, “‘Armer Mann von Nippur’: Ein Werk der
Krisenliterture des 8. Jh. v. Chr,” in Of God(s), Trees, Kings, and Scholars: Neo-Assyrian
and Related Studies in Honour of Simo Parpola, ed. Mikko Luuko, Saana Svird, and Raija
Mattila, StudOr 106 (Helsinki: Finnish Oriental Society, 2009), 333-52.

75. As observed by Foster, Before the Muses, 447 n. 1, paronomasia on the noun biltu
“tribute” also occurs in the dream accounts of the Etana Myth (Middle Assyrian version),
where it appears in conjunction with bilfu “weight” and epeltu “reeds.” On the intimate
relationship between paronomasia, polysemy, and dream accounts, see Noegel, Nocturnal
Ciphers.

76. See Baudouin van de Walle, L humour dans la littérature et ’art de I"ancienne Egypte,
SABMD 4 (Leiden: Nederlands Instituut voor Het Nabije Oosten, 1969). For The Tale of
Sinuhe and The Contendings of Horus and Seth as satires, see Patrick F. Houlihan, Wit and
Humor in Ancient Egypt (London: Rubicon, 2001), 7-8, 10—12. On the Tale of Setne I, see
Richard Jasnow, “‘And Pharaoh Laughed...’: Reflections on Humor in Setne I and Late
Period Egyptian Literature,” Enchoria 27 (2001): 62-81. For the Demotic satirical poems
known as the Harpist’s Song and the Song for the Bastet Festival, see Friedhelm Hoffmann
and Joachim Friedrich Quack, Anthologie der demotischen Literatur, EAL 4 (Miinster:
Miinster Lit, 2007), 305-20, 370-72. For the Demotic tale of Amasis and the Skipper, see
Robert K. Ritner, “The Tale of Amasis and the Skipper,” in The Literature of Ancient
Egypt: An Anthology of Stories, Instructions, and Poetry, ed. William Kelly Simpson (New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2003), 450-52; Guglielmi, “Der Gebrauch rhetorischer
Stilmittel in der d4gyptischen Literatur,” 495-97. Ironically, the famous Satire on the Trades
is mostly regarded as a serious text. See also the joke examined by Nicole B. Hansen, “Still
Laughing after All These Years: An Ancient Egyptian ‘Joke’ Survives the Millennia,”
JSSEA 38 (2011): 7779, which also reads like a parable.
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evidence of polysemy and paronomasia.”’ Patrick Houlihan explains: “The
ancient Egyptians undoubtedly chuckled at writing that employed wit, satire,
word-plays, irony, puns, metaphors, similes, and other sophisticated literary
devices.””® Nevertheless, the use of the same devices in Egyptian incantations and
in other ritual and mythological texts gives cause to wonder whether we fully
understand ancient humor.”® Waltraud Guglielmi reminds us:

Im Unterschied zu unserem Sprachgebrauch iiberwiegt in Ag. die ernsthafte
Verwendung des Wortspiels. Es ist kein geistreiches oder heiteres Spiel, sondern
bekundet und begriindet durch Klangéhnlichkeit Wesensdhnlichkeit. Der gleiche
oder dhnliche Klang zweier Worter, sei es auch nur der im Konsonantenbau,
suggeriert einen Zusammenhang in der Sache.®°

Humor has been ascribed to a number of texts in the Hebrew Bible,?! though
again, often they illustrate irony or mockery rather than humor, per se. Sasson
asserts that Hebrew paronomasia can exhibit “a spirit of playfulness,” though he
does not specify with an example.®? Watson similarly suggests that biblical
“wordplay” can “amuse.”® Greenstein argues that one function of Hebrew
“wordplay” is to satirize, and points to Isaiah’s quip: =WiR1 " m‘mp‘b D"™Mia3 "in
"W JonY 0 hoy gibborim li-$tot yavin wa-"ansé hayil li-msok $ekar “Ah, to
those heroes in drinking wine, men of valor in mixing beer” (Isa 5:22). He
observes that the line references 023 gibborim “warriors” and ’771]"1?;3 ‘ansé
hayil “men of valor,” normally military men, in a new and ironic context.®* Yet,
while the passage does appear satirical, it involves neither polysemy nor
paronomasia.

77. See Waltrund Guglielmi, “Probleme bei der Anwendung der Begriffe ‘Komik,’
‘Ironie,” und ‘Humor’ auf die altdgyptische Literatur,” GM 36 (1979): 69-85.

78. Houlihan, Wit and Humor in Ancient Egypt, 1.

79. On the problems with defining humor in ancient Egypt, see Jasnow, “‘And Pharaoh
Laughed...,”” who notes that irony is often the primary operative feature.

80. Guglielmi, “Wortspiel,” col. 1287.

81. See, e.g., Baumgartner, “L’humour dans 1’Ancien Testament”; Francis Landy,
“Humour as a Tool in Biblical Exegesis,” in On Humour and the Comic in the Hebrew
Bible, ed. Athalya Brenner and Yehuda T. Radday (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1990),
101-17; E. A. Russell, “Some Reflections on Humour in Scripture and Otherwise,” /BS 13
(1991): 199-210; John Ellington, “Wit and Humor in Bible Translation,” The Bible
Translator 42 (1991): 301-13; David Marcus, From Balaam to Jonah: Anti-prophetic
Satire in the Hebrew Bible, BJS 301 (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1995).

82. Sasson, “Word Play in the O.T.,” 968.

83. Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 245. A similar approach also dominates such studies
in contemporary settings. See, e.g., Walter Redfern, Puns (Oxford: Blackwell, 1984).

84. Greenstein, “Wordplay, Hebrew,” 970.
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3.6. IRONIC

As the previous discussion illustrates, polysemy and paronomasia in the service
of humor, satire, or sarcasm also can demonstrate irony. Nevertheless, irony
differs as a functional category in that it is not always humorous, satirical, or
sarcastic. In its most basic sense, irony involves incongruity; it involves opposites.
It can be verbal, when words are used to convey something different from what
they appear to mean, or situational, when the outcome of events is contrary to
what one expects.®> Some texts exhibit dramatic irony in that they withhold
information from the character that is known to the reader/audience.®® Polysemy
is uniquely fitted to accomplish all three types of irony, as scholars of ancient
Near Eastern literature well know.

Thus in the Akkadian Song of Erra, we find an ironic use of polysemy in the
repeated noun Siptu, used for both “governance” and “destruction.”®” Peter
Machinist explains:

Lastly, there is the Sipfu (= “governing order”) of heaven and earth, which, as we
have observed, dissolves if Marduk leaves his seat (I 132, 170). So when Erra
promises, in taking Marduk’s place, that he will keep this Sipfu strong (I 182),
we are treated to the patent irony that Erra does indeed maintain sipfu—but the
Siptu of “destruction,” as is made explicit later (IV 76-77; V 53, 58).%8

One expects Erra’s Siptu to be righteous “governance,” but it turns out to mean
“destruction” for his subjects.

Irony pervades a number of Egyptian texts.®® In the Tale of the Eloquent Peas-
ant, we find a string of eulogistic statements that one can read ironically in more

85. Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 308-9.

86. The opposite also can occur, when information is withheld from the reader/audience,
but known to the character. See Scott B. Noegel, “A Crux and a Taunt: Night-Time Then
Sunset in Genesis 15,” in The World of Genesis: Persons, Places, Perspectives, ed. Philip
R. Davies and David J. A. Clines, JSOTSup 223 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1998),
128-35; Serge Frolov, “The Semiotics of Covert Action in 1 Samuel 9-10,” JSOT 31
(2007): 429-50.

87. See, Noegel, ““Word Play’ in the Song of Erra,” 175.

88. Peter Machinist, “Rest and Violence in the Poem of Erra,” J4OS 103 (1983): 224-25.
89. See, e.g., Gerhard Fecht, Der Habgierige und die Maat in der Lehre des Ptahhotep, 5.
und 19. Maxime, ADAIK 1 (Gliickstadt: Augustin, 1958); Richard B. Parkinson, “Literary
Form and the Tale of the Eloquent Peasant,” JEA 78 (1992): 163-78; Christopher J. Eyre,
“Irony in the Story of Wenamun: The Politics of Religion in the Twenty-First Dynasty,” in
Literatur und Politik im pharaonischen und ptolemdischen Agypten. Vortrige der Tagung
zum Gedenken an Georges Posener 5.-10. September 1996 in Leipzig, ed. Jan Assmann
and Elke Blumenthal, BdE 127 (Le Caire: Institut francais d’archéologie orientale, 1999),
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than one way. The peasant’s claim is a case in point: nn gr rdi.n=k mdw=f“there
is none whom you have made to speak (who is still) silent” (B1 316). About this
statement, Parkinson remarks: “(It) may express the High Steward’s power, but,
since ‘silence’ is a desired state for the peasant and his speaking a result of agony,
it implies a denunciation.”*® In fact, words previously used by the peasant in praise
of the high steward are used ironically to rebuke him later. At first, he is the “lord
who eradicates falsehood [grg], who creates [shpr] truth and creates [shpr] every
good thing [bw], who destroys every (evil) thing [bw]” (B1 272-273). Yet, later
we hear that “the cultivator of the wicked thing (bw) is watering his garden with
evil, to grow [shpr] his garden with falsehood [grg]” (B1 294-96). Parkinson
adds:

The effect of this irony has been considered humorous, but humour is not easily
identified and is not an inevitable concomitant or irony. Irony is, rather, ‘common
ground between tragedy and comedy’, and the context determines whether a
particular instance is humorous.’!

In the Ugaritic Tale of Kirtu, Kirtu has a dream in which the god El predicts
an oncoming siege during which a number of individuals who normally would be
exempt from service must join the expedition. One of these is the yhd “sole
survivor” (CAT 1.14.11.43). The yhd designates someone, like a widow or orphan,
who is bereft of family.”? Yet, technically speaking, Kirtu too is a yhd, since he
also has lost his family. The use of ykd offers an ironic critique of the king, for it
brings into contrast the sole survivor, who must leave home and enter military
service, and Kirtu, who conscripts him, risking the survivor’s life, for the very
purpose of finding a wife and starting his own family.%

Later in the text, verbal irony again obtains in the hungry cries of the people
who are faced with a drought while the king remains sick in his bed. They lament,
“emmer in the furrows, like wheat crowns [/ tI[m] k ‘trtrt] in the tilth ... spent is
all the bread from their storage” (CAT 1.16.iii.9-14)!°* Here the use of ‘trirt
“crowns” for “heads of grain,” allusively underscores the irony that normally it is

235-52; Jean Winand, “The Report of Wenamun: A Journey in Ancient Egyptian
Literature,” in Ramesside Studies in Honour of K. A. Kitchen, ed. Mark Collier and Steven
Snape (Bolton: Rutherford, 2011), 541-59.

90. Parkinson, “Literary Form and the Tale of the Eloquent Peasant,” 173.

91. Parkinson, “Literary Form and the Tale of the Eloquent Peasant,” 175.

92. DULAT, s.v. “yhd.”

93. Noegel, “Kirtu’s Allusive Dream,” 307. When the narrator describes the actualization
of the event (CAT 1.14.iv.21), he instead employs the numeral ahd “one,” which removes
any allusion to Kirtu.

94. The words appear to be placed in the mouth of El, though the beginning of the column
is missing some thirty lines.
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the king’s responsibility to ensure the land’s fertility through sacrifice to Baal.
Further emphasizing the irony is the phrase #/[m] k “furrows, like,” which
paronomastically suggests m/k “king.” Moreover, enforcing the allusion to a royal
crown immediately afterwards is the mention of “heads” in the narrator’s
description: nsu ris hrtm [ zr [ | ‘bd dgn “the plowmen raise their heads, toward [
], the servants of Dagan.”

Watson has drawn our attention to a euphemistic use of ironic language in
the narrator’s account of Anat’s search for the deceased Baal: “she reached
‘Pleasure’ [n ‘my], land of pasture, ‘Delight’ [ysmf], the fields by the shore of
Death’s realm” (CAT 1.5.vi.28-30). As he describes, “The immediate context
converts the euphemisms ‘Pleasure’ and “Delight’ into their opposites, both
belonging to the ‘code’ of death.” On euphemism and polysemy, see Double
Entendres (4.1.2).

Edwin Good has proposed a number of cases in the Hebrew Bible.’® One of
his finest comes from Isaiah’s pronouncement against the king of Babylon, which
brings into ironic contrast the king, whose oppression Naw Sabat “has ceased”
(Isa 14:4, 2x), and Yahweh, who 72W Sabar “broke” his VIV Sebet “staff” on
account of his hubris (Isa 14:5).°” An ironic use of polysemy involves the figure
of ‘7;1; nabal “Nabal,” whose name ostensibly means “noble, generous,” a
definition one is inclined to accept at first given the narrator’s introduction of him
as a powerful man with many possessions (1 Sam 25:2).°® We hear his name no

95. Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 309.

96. Edwin M. Good, Irony in the Old Testament (Sheffield: Almond, 1981), 121-25.
Good’s types correlate with what I call antanaclasis, polysemy, contronym, parasonance,
and allusive paronomasia. His work focuses entirely upon irony, which he sharply
distinguishes from sarcasm, invective, parody, and satire.

97. Good, Irony in the Old Testament, 163, observes the paronomasia between “cease” and
“break,” but he did not catch the additional case with “staff,” which I add here. More
accurately, these are cases of homoeopropheron (see 4.2.1).

98. The meaning “noble” for this root is attested in Arabic. See William Lane, Arabic-
English Lexicon: Supplement, vol. 8 (Beirut: Librairie du Liban, 1968), 3027, s.v. “Js.”
However, the earliest attestation appears to be in the ninth century CE, which makes it
possible that the word entered Arabic via French or Latin. On the other hand, the name also
appears in a Neo-Punic inscription, where it cannot mean “fool.” See K4/ 105. Whether
the name relates to the Hebrew '7;1; nébel “jar, pitcher, wineskin” or “harp, lute,” or to
Ugaritic (nbl) and Akkadian (nablu) “flame,” seems unlikely, though the story does
associate Nabal with a wineskin by way of paronomasia in 1 Sam 25:37. See Peter J.
Leithart, “Nabal and His Wine,” JBL 120 (2001): 525-27. In any event, even in a literary
context, we must assume that the primary meaning of the name Nabal in ancient Israel (and
in Phoenician) was not “fool,” since no parent would give a child such a name. For a
comprehensive discussion of the etymology and use of this root in Hebrew, see TDOT
9:157-71.
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less than seven times,” until his wife informs David: “as his name is, so is he:
Nabal (523 nabal) is his name and foolishness (n2an i#-nbalah) is with him” (1
Sam 25:25).'% Such cases are made explicit by figures in the story. However,
there are many cases of paronomasia on names in 1 and 2 Samuel that shape our
understanding of literary figures without doing so explicitly. As Moshe Garsiel
observes, such cases are “linked to the characterization of these personages and
the evaluation of their acts. At times the exposition derived from the name bears
an ironic character.”!%!

Some biblical scholars have shown polysemy to be an effective tool for
dramatic irony as well. For example, Meshel argues that the author of Job employs
polysemy in key passages that combine with

dramatic irony to serve as an organizing principle of the book, allowing for two
simultaneous, incompatible readings to coexist—one from the limited
perspective of one or more of the characters; the other from the privileged
perspective of the reader.'??

Thus, in Job 4:6, Eliphaz asks: 7"277 0N T0pR TNY03 TR 8O ha-16° yir 'atka
kislateka tiqwatka wa-tom dorakeka “is not your piety your confidence, your
blamelessness your hope?” Operative here are an odd syntax and polysemy. One
would expect to find the copula 1 wa “and” joined to TMIpR tigwdtka “your hope,”
but it is not. In addition, '[ﬂ’?D:) kislateka means “your confidence,” but also
echoes “your foolishness.”'%® As a result, Eliphaz could be understood to ask

not your piety, your hope, and your blamelessness your foolishness?”” One readlng
belongs to Eliphaz, while the other is the reader’s. Meshel concludes: “Eliphaz
certainly did not intend to denote that it was folly on Job’s part to be so righteous;

99. 1 Sam 25:3, 25:4, 25:5, 25:9, 25:10, 25:14, 25:19.

100. This chapter offers a veritable cornucopia of paronomasia and polysemy. See Moshe
Garsiel, “Wit, Words, and a Woman: 1 Samuel 25,” in Brenner-Idan and Radday, On Hu-
mour and the Comic in the Hebrew Bible, 161-68; Garsiel, “The Story of David, Nabal
and Abigail (1 Samuel 25): A Literary Study of Wordplay on Names, Analogies, and
Socially Constructed Opposites,” in Abigail, Wife of David, and Other Ancient Oriental
Women, ed. Daniel Bodi (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix, 2013), 66-78.

101. Moshe Garsiel, “Word Play and Puns as a Rhetorical Device in the Book of Samuel,”
in Noegel, Puns and Pundits, 182. See similarly the treatment of “wordplay” in Falkowitz,
Sumerian Rhetoric Collections; Cherry, Paronomasia and Proper Names in the Old
Testament; and Guglielmi, “Der Gebrauch rhetorischer Stilmittel in der dgyptischen
Literatur,” in Loprieno, Ancient Egyptian Literature, 479-81.

102. Meshel, “Whose Job Is This?,” 48. See also Carolyn J. Sharp, lrony and Meaning in
the Hebrew Bible (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2009).

103. Though the meaning “fool” is spelled 5'03 kasil, the paronomasia is effective.
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the reader, however, knows that in a very concrete sense it was Job’s greatest
error.”!1%4

3.7. DECEPTIVE

Scholars have suggested three different ways in which polysemy and paronomasia
serve deceptive ends. The first occurs when authors employ crafty words or signs
to trick their readers/audience. The second obtains when literary figures employ
polysemy in their speeches to deceive. Often the reader/audience also is gulled by
the ruse. The third happens when authors instill ambiguity in narratives that
involve deception and/or tricksters.

Concerning the first type: one could characterize many polysemous devices
as inherently deceptive. In fact, many types encourage readers and listeners to
interpret a sign, word, or line in one way as a kind of set up, only to prompt a
reinterpretation thereafter. The effect can be unsettling and produce uncertainty,
even anxiety, especially when it occurs in omens, oracles, or prophetic
discourse.'%

Of course, it is important to stress that while readers/listeners might feel
deceived in the process, the motive may not have been deception, but de-
stabilization. In fact, Isaiah sometimes uses polysemy to demonstrate that the
divine message is not what it might appear at first (see 3.4).!% Jeremiah at times
employs polysemy and paronomasia to illustrate the transformative power of the
divine word.'"” Indeed, while such devices may seem deceptive, they may simply
embody the process of revelation—the act of seeing one thing in another, like
seeing TRYW Soged ““(divine) watchfulness” in an TRYW Sagéd “almond tree” (Jer
1:11-12). Nevertheless, a few cases do appear patently deceptive in purpose.

Miguel Civil has found especially misleading a number of composite
Sumerian logograms that suggest one reading on the surface, but must be
understood as learned references to Akkadian.'°® One such usage occurs in the
hymn known as Inanna and Ebih. In this text, Inanna threatens to attack the people
of the mountains of Ebih for showing her no respect, and lists a number of

104. Meshel, “Whose Job Is This?,” 60.

105. See Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 46-50; Noegel, “Augur Anxieties in the Ancient Near
East,” in Ancient Divination and Experience, ed. Lindsay G. Driediger-Murphy and Esther
Eidinow (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019), 17-43.

106. Davis, “Strategy of Delayed Comprehension: Isaiah LIV 15”; Sommer, “Ambiguity
and the Rhetoric of Turning in Isaiah,” 334.

107. See Scott B. Noegel, “‘Literary’ Craft and Performative Power in the Ancient Near
East,” in Approaches to Literary Readings of Ancient Jewish Texts, ed. Karolien
Vermuelen (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 19-38.

108. See Civil, “Anzu-Bird and Scribal Whimsies,” 271.
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weapons she will ready against them: “I shall prepare arrows in the quiver. I
shall... slingstones with the rope (ES.MAH.GINy). I shall begin polishing my
lance. 1 shall prepare the throwstick and the shield” (ll. 41-44). Instead of
employing the signs ES.MAH.GINx “rope,” the text reads EN.TL.GINj, that is,
EBIH.GINx. The peculiar writing draws attention to the fact that the Sumerian
reflects both the Akkadian ebifiu “rope” and ebii*! “mount Ebih.”

Similarly, in the Curse of Akkade, we find an idiomatic expression for putting
a population under administrative control: marhasi<! li-um-ma GUR.RU.DE “to put
the (people of) Marhasi back on the tablets” (1. 20). One can read the Akkadian
signs li-um-ma as referring to I’ “writing tablets,” hence the translation, or as
le’n “wild bulls,” thus producing the translation: “to turn the (people of) Marhasi
into wild bulls.”'* Benjamin Foster also has characterized a case of bilingual
polysemy in the annals of Sargon as particularly misleading.!'? I treat this passage
below under Bilingual Polysemy (4.1.7).

Deceptive polysemy and paronomasia of the second type, in direct speech,
also occurs in ancient Near Eastern texts. In the Epic of Gilgamesh 11.43-47, the
god Ea, himself a trickster figure,!'! instructs Utnapishtim on what to tell the
villagers when he starts building the boat. He is to say: “he (Ea) shall rain upon
you abundance... in the morning, cakes [kukkii], and in the evening, he shall rain
down a pouring of wheat [kibatu].” Almost a century ago, Carl Frank noticed that
Ea’s kukkii “cakes” and kibatu “wheat” paronomastically suggest impending
kukkii “darkness” and kibittu “heaviness.”!'? Utnapishtim was able to “read
between the lines” of the deceptive message. The village would suffer for not
sharing his wisdom.

Others have argued that Ea’s advice to Adapa in the Tale of Adapa and the
Southwind is polysemously deceptive. To prepare Adapa for his presentation
before the divine tribunal, Ea instructs him: akala Sa mu-ti ukallunikkima la
takkal mé mu-u-ti ukallinikkiama la tasatti “they will offer you food of death, but
you must not eat, they will offer you water of death, but you must not drink” (B
29'-33"). However, later Anu offers him akal “food” and mé “water” of balati
“life” (B 60'—62"). Adapa does not accept the offering, and as a consequence, he
misses an opportunity to become immortal. Stephanie Dalley proposes that the
ruse hinges on reading akala sa mu-ti “food of death” as akala Samiiti “food of

109. Civil, “Anzu-Bird and Scribal Whimsies,” 271.

110. Foster, “Humor in Cuneiform Literature,” 82—-83.

111. Kramer and Maier, Myths of Enki; Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 27-28; Martin
Worthington, Ea’s Duplicity in the Gilgamesh Flood Story: The Ancient Word (London:
Routledge, 2019).

112. Carl Frank, “Zu den Wortspielen kukku und kibdti in Gilg. Ep. X1,” Z4 36 (1925): 218.
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heaven.”'"® Anne Kilmer suggests that we read the mé mu-ui-ti “water of heaven”
as me emiiti “water of transformation.”!'* Sasson opines that the polysemy here
involves understanding akala sa muti “food of death” as akala sa muti “food of
humankind.”'"® Shlomo Izre’el further argues that Ea’s deception rests on the
double meaning of balati, which not only means “life,” as opposed to “death,” but
“immortality.”!'° Clearly, Ea’s words, which gain him the epithet “the crafty one,”
require careful contemplation before they are heeded, for misunderstanding them
has serious consequences.

Deceptive paronomastic speech in Egyptian texts occurs in the Contendings
of Horus and Seth (P.Chester Beatty I, recto), in which the two gods compete for
the throne of Osiris and thus the “office” of kingship. Since the literary context
involves trickery, this example represents the latter two types of deceptive
“wordplay” defined above. According to Miriam Lichtheim, one finds
paronomasia on the noun w.¢ “office” (13.:%7) in the myth, which, of course, is
the object of the competition (1.2, passim).!'” We first see this when Isis plans a
ruse on the ferryman, who is given strict orders not to transport her to the island
court. In 5.7, she transforms herself into an w.z “old woman.” Though perhaps
etymologically related to the noun “office,” Bw.z is written here as (1.:% (with the
elderly man determinative), thus anticipating the theme. When Isis arrives at the
dock (5.10), she apprises the ferryman that she came to deliver flour to a hungry

113. Stephanie Dalley, Myths from Mesopotamia: Creation, the Flood, Gilgamesh and
Others (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), 88 n. 9.

114. Anne D. Kilmer, “Verse Translation of Adapa (Amarna Version),” in Mesopotamian
Poetic Language, 111-14.

115. Jack M. Sasson, “Another Wrinkle on Old Adapa,” in Studies in Ancient Near Eastern
World View and Society Presented to Marten Stol on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birth-
day, ed. R. J. van der Spek et al. (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 2008), 1-10. However,
Sasson argues that there is no deception here, but rather a misunderstanding on Adapa’s
part. He also questions whether Dalley and Kilmer’s proposals constitute “puns,” since
they are not homonyms. Nevertheless, as will be shown numerous times in this work, the
word is not the operative linguistic unit in Akkadian, but rather the sign.

116. Shlomo Izre’el, Adapa and the South Wind: Language Has the Power of Life and
Death (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2001), 137. See also Frank H. Polak, “Some
Aspects of Literary Design in Ancient Near Eastern Epic,” in kinattiitu Sa dardti: Raphael
Kutscher Memorial Volume, ed. Anson F. Rainey, TAUOP 1 (Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv
University, Institute of Archaeology, 1993), 135-46.

117. Miriam Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature, vol. 2 (Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press, 1973), 223 n. 10, notes that the nouns “office” and “cattle” sound alike,
but she does not note the extent to which they are homonyms or how important the
paronomasia is to the central theme of the narrative. I note that “office” (written as (T.:%)
appearsin 1.2,1.4,1.11,2.1,3.2,3.8,4:5,4.7 (2x),4.10,6.12-13, 8.7, 8.8, 8.11, 12.3, 13.3,
13.5, 15.13 (2x), 16.8 (final verse).
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young boy who herds flocks on the island. The word she uses for “herd” is Sw.t.
The normative orthography for “herd” is |%...", but here it appears as 13.:% (with
the standard and scroll determinatives). Thus, $w.t “herd” and w.t “office” are
written identically. After gaining access to the island, Isis then magically
transforms herself into a beautiful young woman (6.9), and she discloses to Seth
that she is the wife of a man who died and that she had borne a son who now herds
the flocks. The word for “flocks” is again sw.t. This time it is written slightly
differently, with an amphibolous orthography (see 4.1.14), employing both the
standard and animal tail determinatives, that is, {%.2%7 . In 6.11, Isis again refers
to the Sw.t “flock” and there it is spelled (.2 %7 . In fact, Isis’s story to Seth appears
to be a parable in which paronomasia give clues to the true meaning of a
statement.!!3

Let me say, my great lord [+]; as for me, [ was the wife of a herdsman and I bore
him a son. My husband died, and the boy began to tend the flock [1%.:%% ] of his
father [+]. But then a stranger came. He sat down in my stable and said to my
child [#]: “I shall beat you. I shall take the flock [1%.:%7 ] of your father [+], and
I shall throw you out.” (6.8-6.11)

In addition to the repetition of “flock,” which suggests “office,” note that the
divine horus determinative + appears after the personal pronouns in her statement,
thus suggesting the divine nature of the characters in her story, without orally
stating such. When Seth repeats the story to Pre-Ra-Horakthy, the falcon
determinative appears again (7.4—7.8). The trickster god Seth did not miss the
paronomastic allusion to the “office,”!' for in 7.7, he himself refers to the “flock”
in Isis’s story as an w.t “office” (17.:%).120

118. A similar use of paronomasia obtains in Nathan’s parable to David (2 Sam 12:1-12).
See below.

119. See Herman te Velde, “The Egyptian God Seth as a Trickster,” JARCE 7 (1968): 37—
40.

120. Paronomasia abounds in this text. After Seth’s own statement tricks him, Isis turns
herself into a dri “kite” and alights upon the dsds “tip” of an acacia tree. The former reminds
us of the drdr “stranger” (6.10, 6.12), and the latter of the d57 “ferrying” that brought Isis
to the island. In 9.9, Horus cuts off the head (d5d5) of his mother Isis. Later still, in 11.8,
Isis makes Horus’s penis drip semen into a cooking pot (dsds). In 10.8, after Seth removes
Horus’ eyes, Hathor finds Horus in the desert, milks a gazelle, and says to Horus: i-wn
ir.t=k di=i nsi=1 ir.t im “Open your eyes, that I may put this milk in it.” Paronomasia
obtains between the nouns #r.¢ “eyes” and ir.¢ “milk.” Moreover, both words contain the
sign .. She pours it into the right eye, then the left (10.8). In 10.9, she commands him
again saying “open your eyes,” and “she looked at them and found that they were whole.”
In 11.3, Seth’s penis (hnw) stiffens (nhf) and so he moves quickly (Anw) to put it in between
the thighs of Horus. In 12:2, they stand in the presence of the Ennead. The words “in the
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Deceitful speech in the Hebrew Bible abounds, perhaps most famously in the
mouth of the serpent in the garden of Eden. Immediately after we hear of the
couple’s oY ‘ardmmim “being naked” (Gen 2:25), the narrator paron-
omastically alerts us to the snake’s 01 ‘@rim “cunning” (Gen 3:1)."?! The clue
that deceptive speech is afoot is soon realized when the serpent gets the woman
to question what God had commanded by asking, “has God said ‘you shall not eat
of any tree of the garden?’” (Gen 3:1). The query reverses what God had said and
leaves out a crucial piece of information, for his words were “from any tree of the
garden you may indeed eat, but from the tree of knowledge of good and evil you
shall not eat, for on the day you eat from it you will surely die (mnn nin mot
tamiit)” (Gen 2:16-17). The woman’s response to the serpent represents an
eisegetical, albeit mistaken, paraphrase of the divine command: “of the fruit of
the trees of the garden we may eat, but of the fruit of the tree that is in the midst
of the garden, God said: ‘you shall not eat of it, neither shall you touch it, lest you
die (nnRRT2 pen tomutiin)’® (Gen 3:3). The woman not only changed the
emphatic verbal construction to an ordinary finite verb form, she added the
mention of “fruit” and the notion of “touching.” It is at this point that the snake
emphatically informs her: pnnm nin~&5 [6° mat tamiitiin “you shall not die” (Gen
3:4). Of course, the serpent meant “you shall not die ... immediately,” whereas
God meant “eventually,” since breaking the command resulted in human
mortality.

Another textbook example of deceptive speech comes from the mouth of
Nathan the prophet, who offers a “parable” to David:

There were two men in one city: one rich, and one poor [WX7 74 $]. The rich man
had many flocks and herds; but the poor man [¥7 7@5] had nothing except one
little ewe lamb, which he had acquired [} ganah] and reared; and it grew up
together with him, and with [op1 980 immo wa- ‘im] his children; it ate from his

presence of” (m-bsh) are written with the sign —, which of course, has been used for the
nouns “phallus” and “semen.” (It also is used in 13.9 when Seth builds his stone boat in
the presence of the Ennead.) In 12.3—-12.4, Seth tells the Ennead that he has done “the work
of a man” to Horus, which causes them to spit in Horus’ face. The word “man” is 3.1l
(®5~.%). The word “work™ is k:.z, which is homophonous with 3.z “vulva,” used of
Hathor in 4.2. The word “work” usually takes the determinative £, but in this passage it is
spelled U, thus making the paronomasia visually more obvious. In 4.2, “vulva” is spelled
as U+, . The bard underscores the connection when Hathor reveals her vulva, and the Lord
of All laughs (sbi3.) in response. After Seth makes his claim, Horus similarly laughs (sb3.f)
in 12.4.

121. Discussed fully by Ellen Robbins, The Storyteller and the Garden of Eden (Eugene,
OR: Wipf & Stock, 2012). Cf. nx 87p 0°2°02 29 NwT 105 DM DR ‘adam ‘ariim koseh
da ‘at wa-1éb kasilim yiqra’ “iwwelet “a wise man conceals what he knows, but the heart of
the foolish proclaims folly” (Prov 12:23).
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morsel (of bread), and drank from his cup, and lay in his bosom, and it was like
a daughter [N2 bat] to him. And a traveler came to the rich man, and he spared
to take [NNpRY la-qahat] from his own flock and from his own herd, to prepare
for the wayfarer who had come to him, but took [rp" way-yiggah] the lamb of
the poor man [WRI] WK ha- 1§ ha-ra’s], and prepared it [JWwM way-ya ‘aseha]
for the man who had come to him. (2 Sam 12:1-4)

David apparently realized that the parable was about adultery since he first
pronounced a death sentence upon the man (2 Sam 12:5), but then realizing it was
about him, he commanded a four-fold restitution for the lamb in accordance with
the law (Exod 21:37). It is then that Nathan reveals its meaning: “you are the
man!” (2 Sam 12:7). Nathan’s speech tricked David into passing judgment upon
himself. Yet, had David listened more closely, he would have realized that
Nathan’s words were loaded. Thrice the prophet refers to the victim as “poor.”
While imperceptible to the ear, readers will note that the text spells it defectively
once as W1 ras and twice as WX rd S. The defective spelling draws our focus to
the paronomasia implicit in the forms, as the root W& r- -5 also suggests “first,
former.” The effect is especially striking near parable’s end when Nathan uses the
full expression WX WRA hd- IS ha-ra’s “the poor man,” thus paronomastically
identifying him as the “first husband,” (cf. Hos 2:9 11WR71 "W 37 ha-ri 'son “my
former husband”). Moreover, the words WX ra’§ “poor” and Wy ‘asir “rich”
constitute a paronomastic word pair that features especially in proverbs that
contrast the two (Prov 14:20, 28:6).'?? The verb mp ganah “acquire” also can be
used for betrothal (Ruth 4:5),'** and the verb np% lagah “take” twice used, can
refer to marriage (Gen 4:19, 12:19, 25:1). Nathan’s addition that the lamb ip°121
22Wn #-b-héqo tiskab “lay in his bosom” also is rich in sexual overtones (cf.
Gen 19:33, Exod 22:15, Mic 7:5), and by fronting the words “Ais bosom” before
the verb, the phrase underscores Bathsheba’s rightful place with Uriah. The
prophet’s mention of the lamb’s treatment like a N2 bat “daughter” also evokes
the first part of the name paw~na bat-Seba * “Bathsheba,”!?* especially following

122. Studied by Solfrid Storgy, “On Proverbs and Riddles: Polar Word Pairs and Other
Poetic Devices, and the Words for ‘Poor and Needy’ in the Book of Proverbs,” SJOT 7
(1993): 270-84.

123. Noted already by David Qimhi (11601235 CE). Cf. Ben Sira (D II Recto 36:29): nip
Pl wRY AwR gnh Shor[Syt] glnyln “One who acquires a wife gets the best
acquisition.”

124. Observed also by Peter W. Coxon, “A Note on ‘Bathsheba’ in 2 Samuel 12,1-6,” Bib
62 (1981): 24750, who notes that the LXX records the restitution as seven-fold, which
reflects on the second half of her name, 2w Seba * “seven.” Noted also by Moshe Garsiel,
The Story and History of David and His Kingdom, part 1 of The Book of Samuel: Studies
in History, Historiography, Theology and Poetics Combined (Jerusalem: Rubin Mass,
2018), 463.
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the juxtaposed prepositions o1 iRY ‘immo wa- im “with him and with,” which
elicit the patronymic element 0y ‘am “people” in her father’s name (o) *éli ‘am
“Eliam” in 2 Sam 11:3, and 580y ‘ammi’él “Amiel” in 1 Chr 3:5). Note too the
use of the verb W™ way-ya ‘dseha “and he prepared it” (lit. “and he did her”), a
sexual double entendre found elsewhere (Gen 9:24, Ezek 23:3, 23:8, 23:21).1%5
Finally, Nathan’s repetition of the phrase “the man who had come to him” (once
with “wayfarer” instead of “man” [2 Sam 11:4]) recalls David’s summoning of
Uriah, who “came to him” from the battlefield (2 Sam 11:7).!2¢

A final example of deceitful speech appears in the mouth of King Jehu who
gathered all the people as a trick to sort out and kill all those who worshiped Baal.
At first, he told them:

Ahab worshiped [7av ‘@bad] Baal a little; Jehu will worship him [173w
va ‘abdennii] much. Now summon to me all the prophets of Baal, all his
worshipers [172) ‘0bdaw], and all his priests, let none be missing, for I will
make a great sacrifice to Baal. All who are missing [1p2” yippagéd] will not live.
(2 Kgs 10:18-19)

The narrator then clarifies his motive since it otherwise would be ambiguous:
“Jehu did it deceptively (n2ap3a ba- ‘6gbah) with the intent that he may destroy
(7287 ha-"abid) the worshipers (*72Y ‘0bdeé) of Baal” (2 Kgs 10:19). According
to Ora Prouser, the ruse is embodied in the paronomasia between 7av ‘abad
“worship” and 728 ‘abad “destroy.”'*” Moreover, Jehu’s threat that “whoever
shall be missing (7R8? yippdageéd) shall not live,” masks a polysemous promise,
since the verb Tpa? yippagéd “be missing” also means “shall be punished.”'?
One also finds deceptive polysemy and paronomasia in stories that involve
acts of trickery. Usually this takes the form of ambiguous passages or structural
arrangements that compel one to remain uncertain with regard to events or a

125. The story prepares the reader for the twist of meaning by employing the infinitive
niwyY la- ‘Gsét “to prepare” (lit. “do™) in 2 Sam 12:4.

126. In 2 Sam 12:4, we find both i’?'N;Ltl nR ‘oréah hab-ba’ 16 “the wayfarer who had
come to him” and 1”3&3 N2 YR IS hab-bah “élaw “the man who had come to him,” with a
change of nouns and prepositions. In 2 Sam 11:7, we hear that Yo% 78 Nan way-yabo’
‘ariyyah "élaw “And Uriah came to him.” That Uriah is the wayfarer in the parable is clear
in David’s query to Uriah: 82 nng 7770 890 hdlo” mid-derek “attah ba’ “did you know
come from a journey?” (2 Sam 11:10).

127. Found in Ora Horn Prouser, The Phenomenology of the Lie in Biblical Narrative (PhD
diss., Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1991), 96-97.

128. On the many meanings of this verb, see Bernard Grossfeld, “The Translation of Biblical
Hebrew Tpa in the Targum, Peshitta, Vulgate, and Septuagint,” ZAW 96 (1984): 83—101.
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figure’s character.'”® Aside from the cases of polysemy and paronomasia I
discussed above in the Tale of the Poor Man of Nippur, I know of no other uses
of these devices in Akkadian texts involving deception. For an Egyptian example,
I already have discussed the Contendings of Horus and Seth. With regard to the
presence of positive use of lying and deception in the Bible, Prouser’s
contextualization is worth stressing.

While the ideal of the truth is conveyed in biblical wisdom literature as well as
elsewhere in the Bible, in biblical narrative lying was not considered a moral
issue of absolutes. Rather, deception was considered an acceptable and generally
praiseworthy means for a weaker party to succeed against a stronger power. It
was not deemed appropriate, however, for a more powerful person to dissemble
in order to achieve his or her goals.'3°

The account of Jacob and Esau will illustrate. When the twins’ mother cooks up
a scheme to hoodwink Esau out of his blind father’s blessing, Jacob reminds her,
“behold my brother Esau is a hairy man, and I am a smooth man. Should my father
feel me, I shall seem to him like a deceiver” (Gen 27:11-12). Jacob’s contention
is polysemous for “smooth man” (P90 W& i halag) also means a “deceitful
man.”'3! When Esau’s father informs him “your brother came with deceit and has
taken away your blessing,” Esau replies:

Is he not rightly named Jacob [2pp? ya ‘dqob]? For he has deceived me [32ppm
way-ya ‘qabéni] these two times: he took away my birthright [*1722 bakorati],
and behold, now he has taken away my blessing [*0273 birkati]. (Gen 27:36)

129. Though here too one can find polysemous or paronomastic speech. See Jonathan
Grossman, “The Use of Ambiguity in Biblical Narratives of Deception and Deceit” [He-
brew], Tarbiz 73 (2006): 483-515.

130. Prouser, Phenomenology of the Lie in Biblical Narrative, 1 (abstract). Other useful
publications on the subject include: David Marcus, “David the Deceiver and David the
Dupe,” Prooftexts 6 (1986): 163—71; Susan Niditch, Underdogs and Tricksters (San
Francisco, CA: Harper & Row, 1987); Freund, “Lying and Deception in the Biblical and
Post-biblical Tradition”’; Michael James Williams, Deception in Genesis: An Investigation
into the Morality of a Unique Biblical Phenomenon, SBL 32 (New York: Lang, 2001);
Dean Andrew Nichols, The Trickster Revisited: Deception as a Motif in the Pentateuch
(New York: Lang, 2009); John E. Anderson, Jacob and the Divine Trickster: A Theology
of Deception and Yhwh'’s Fidelity to the Ancestral Promise in the Jacob Cycle, Siphrut 5
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2011).

131. Observed by Prouser, Phenomenology of the Lie in Biblical Narrative, 194. There is
additional polysemy here in that the line “I shall seem to him” literally reads “I will be in
his eyes,” thus reminding us that Isaac is blind (Gen 27:1).
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While polysemy and paronomasia are not here used to deceive, they feature
prominently in the narrative, because it is about trickery. Deception, polysemy,
and paronomasia combine also in the continued narratives involving Jacob and
Laban.'*

The story of Judah and Tamar offers another case study. It reports how Tamar
disguised herself as a prostitute in order to trick Judah into fulfilling the law of
the levir (Gen 38). After Tamar’s first husband dies, and also his younger brother,
Tamar waits for the last brother, Shelah, to reach marriageable age. Yet fearing
that his last son also would die (Gen 38:11), Judah reneges on his promise, and so
Tamar takes matters into her own hands. As Yair Zakovitch long ago espied, the
name n7Y Selah “Shelah” means “deceive” (cf. 2 Kgs 4:28), a connotation
amplified by the reference to his birth at 212 kazib “Kezib” (Gen 38:5), which
also connotes “lie.”'3* Moreover, the narrator describes Tamar’s disguise by
saying om0 ANINYYR 132 VoM wa-tasar bigde almaoniitah me ‘aleyha “and she
put off from her the garments of widowhood” (Gen 38:14). Here the verb on
tasar means “put off” as one would a garment, but also “reject, turn away” (Josh
11:15, Ps 66:20). In addition, the noun 733 beged “garment” also connotes an act
of “wickedness,” in this case one involving deception.!** Thus, we also may hear
“and she rejected the deceptive-wickedness of widowhood,” encapsulating in a
single line the means and motive of her actions. In many such cases, one finds
polysemy and paronomasia illustrating the principle of /ex talionis, so that the one
who dupes is duped in kind (see 3.15.3).1%

132. See Garsiel, Biblical Names, 53—54, who suggests that the root 1127 r-m-h “deceive”
plays a key role as a Leitwort that identifies Laban the “Aramaean” as Laban the
“deceiver.” For additional devices at work in Genesis and elsewhere, see Scott B. Noegel,
“Drinking Feasts and Deceptive Feats: Jacob and Laban’s Double Talk,” in Noegel, Puns
and Pundits, 163-80; Noegel, “Evil Looms: Delilah—Wicked Weaver of Wiles,” CBQ 79
(2017): 187-204.

133. Zakovitch, “Status of the Synonymous Word and the Synonymous Name in the Cre-
ation of Midrashic Name Derivations”; Garsiel, Biblical Names, 124-25.

134. Cf. 1 Sam 19:13, in which Michal helps David escape from her father by an act of
deception: “Michal then took the teraphim, placed it on the bed, and (put) a net of goat hair
at its head, and covered (it) with the cloth [7323 bab-baged]. The phrase “with the cloth”
also suggests “deceptive-wickedness.” Underscoring the ambiguity is the use of the verb
“cover” without a direct object, which allows one to think that she also “covered up (the
matter).” On the etymology and semantic range of the verb 7332 bagad “wickedness,
wrongful behavior, breach of trust,” see Edward L. Greenstein, “On the Use of Akkadian
in Biblical Hebrew Philology,” in Looking at the Ancient Near East and the Bible through
the Same Eyes, ed. Kathleen Abraham and Joseph Fleishman (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press,
2012), 335-53.

135. See Noegel, “Drinking Feasts and Deceptive Feats”; Noegel, “Evil Looms.”
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A final example, discovered by Gerald Morris, occurs in the prophecy of
Hosea against Ephraim:

As for the merchant, the balances of deceit are in his hand.

He loves to oppress.

And Ephraim said: “Surely I have found myself wealth [JiR ‘on].

In all my labors, they have found in me no iniquity [1i0 ‘@woén] that was sin.”
(Hos 12:8-9)

Underscoring the context of mercantile deception are the parallel lines 7iX *nRen
") masa 1t *on If “1 have found myself wealth” and 1ip "o-Ren? 85 [6° yimsa i IT
‘awon “they have found in me no iniquity,” which force one to recognize the
paronomasia between 1iX ‘on “wealth” and 1% ‘@won “iniquity.” As Morris
explains, the passage clarifies “that Ephraim’s wealth is inseparable from his
iniquity and guilt. Ephraim is hoist with his own petard.”!3¢

It is important to note that the very use of polysemy and paronomasia as tools
for conveying deception in narratives reveals that the authors were aware that such
devices indeed could deceive. As such, this function anticipates later Greek
works, like those of Homer, wherein one similarly finds polysemy and
paronomasia employed to deceive and to convey deception.'3’

3.8. REFERENTIAL

Polysemy and paronomasia also can have a referential function. As such, they
often establish comparisons and contrasts.'3® Two demonstrations of this function
occur in the Akkadian Epic of Gilgamesh, in the account of Enkidu and the
prostitute, Shamhat. The first appears in the narrator’s statement that “Shamhat
undid her skirts [didasa],” (1.188) which paronomastically references the hunter’s
prediction just two lines earlier: “his (Enkidu’s) love [dadiisa] will caress and
embrace you” (1.186). The second occurs shortly thereafter, in the narrator’s
report that “she treated the man [/ulla] to the work of a woman” (1.192), which
anticipates the line “afterwards, he (Enkidu) was sated with her delights [laldsa]”
(1.195). The paronomasia ties Shamhat’s skirt to his love and Enkidu to her
delights.

136. Gerald Morris, Prophecy, Poetry, and Hosea, JSOTSup 219 (Sheffield: Sheftield
Academic Press, 1996), 87.

137. See Bruce Louden, “Categories of Homeric Wordplay,” TAPA 125 (1995): 27-46;
Scott Richardson, “The Devious Narrator of the Odyssey,” CJ 101 (2006): 337-59.

138. This includes the function labeled by Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 245, as “to
equate two things.”



3. Function 89

In Akkadian, a referential function can operate on the level of individual signs
as well. In the Descent of Ishtar, the narrator describes the underworld by saying
that it is a place “where dust is their sustenance, their food is clay. They do see
not light, in darkness they dwell” (11. 8-9). Here the first sign used to write “see,”
that is, im (in im-ma-ru) also constitutes a logogram read as IM, which means fitfu
“clay,” the very word in the previous verse. The informed reader cannot help but
catch the reference. In fact, the Sumerogram appears later in line 33, in Ereskigal’s
rhetorical query, “should I eat clay (IM) like bread?” Similarly, in line 29, the sign
for the wood determinative GIS classifies the noun SSbini “tamarisk,” but in the
very next line it is read phonetically as is in is-/i-ma “became dark.” To offer just
one more example, I turn to line 33, in which the kal sign is read phonetically in
the verb a-kal “I shall eat,” but logographically in the very next line as GURUS
meaning etl/u “young man.”!

In Egyptian, one finds a referential function in the Autobiography of Ankhtifi
inscribed in his tomb at Mo‘alla.

ifw] tn.n [wi] hr r wis-hr n ‘w=s r grg=s [ir].n=<> hr wn hr hr mr.t grg=s hr in=f
wi r=s r grg=s gm.n=<i> pr hww ttf mi grg.t

Horus brought me to the nome of Edfu to reestablish it, and I did. For Horus
desired it to be reestablished, because he brought me to it to reestablish it. I found
the House of Khuu inundated like a marsh. (1a.2—1a.3)

Here the three-fold repetition of grg “reestablish” concludes by references to an
inundated grg.t “marsh,” thus identifying the reconstruction of the temple with
the primeval time of Egyptian creation.

The Ugaritic Tale of Kirtu also illustrates a referential use of polysemy. In
Kirtu’s dream, El informs him that the king will soon issue a call to arms so
complete that even those normally spared from conscription will serve. Even zb/
‘rsm ysu “the sick man will carry (his) bed” (CAT 1.14.11.45-46). EI’s nocturnal
message is polysemously potent. Since the noun zb/ can mean “sick man” or
“prince, ruler,” and the verb ysu can mean “carry” or “take,” we may also render
zbl ‘r$m y$u “the ruler will take (his) bed.”'*° When the conscription occurs, Kirtu
is healthy (CAT 1.14.iv.23-24), so zbl must refer to a drafted sick man.'*!
However, the alternative rendering of the god’s ominous missive is realized later

139. The defective spelling of a-kal for akkal perhaps serves to draw attention to the special
device.

140. DULAT, s.v. “zbl I” and “zbl 11I"’; s.v. “nsa.” On such devices in this epic, see Noegel,
“Kirtu’s Allusive Dream.”

141. Though ysu, rather the preterite nsa, remains problematic. Perhaps we should render
it as a jussive.
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when Kirtu finds himself on a sickbed for neglecting his vow to the goddess
"Athirat. At that time, Kirtu’s son Yassib chides him in a way that recalls El’s
prediction. Perceiving that his father’s illness had caused him to neglect his royal
duties, including those affecting those previously conscripted by him (!), he
berates him: km aht r§ mdw anst ‘rs zbln “illness has become your lover, sickness
a bed companion” (CAT 1.16.vi.35-36),'*? thus again utilizing zb! for its allusive
charge.

The Hebrew Bible contains numerous examples of polysemy and
paronomasia used for referential ends. Such a function is attested most famously
in the one-upmanship that takes place during the debates between Job and his
friends. As the repartee unfolds, one hears the words of one character used with
different meanings by another.!** For example, Job first uses the root Mmp g-w-A
“hope” when lamenting the day of his birth (3:9): “let one hope (12’ yagaw) for
light and have none.” Eliphaz then employs the nominal form Mmpn tigwah “hope”
in 4:6, but alludes to its other meaning “thread” by employing it with the noun 57
dal “poor,” which is related to n?*_r dallah “thread of a loom.” Job then retorts,
“my days go swifter than a weaver’s shuttle (398 ‘areg); they go without mpn
tigwah” (Job 7:6). In light of what Eliphaz has said, one cannot tell here if mpn
tigwah means “thread” or “hope.” Moreover, the former meaning matches the
previous stich, while the latter finds support in the next line. Bildad then enters
the debate and likens the “hope” (Mpn tigwah) of the godless to the web of an
WY ‘akkabis “spider” (8:13—14). The impact of his statement derives from the
fact that Job’s “weaver’s shuttle” (38 ’areg) also suggests a “spider.”'** Yet,
Job’s friends do not best him, for in the end Yahweh vindicates Job from a
whirlwind and asks, “who has laid its (the earth’s) pillars, do you know? Or who
has measured it with a plumbline [ gaw] (38:5)?

142. Koowon Kim, Incubation as a Type-Scene in the *Aqhatu, Kirta, and Hannah Stories:
A Form Critical and Narratological Study of KTU 1.14 I-1.15 111, 1.17 I-1I, and 1 Samuel
1:1-2:11, VTSup 145 (Leiden: Brill, 2011), 224, observes the irony but not the polysemy.
143. Noegel, Janus Parallelism in the Book of Job, 131-36.

144. Though the root 2R -r-g does not occur in the Bible as a noun meaning “spider,” we
do find the verb referring to a spider’s actions in Isaiah’s rebuke of liars who 137% ™1
U2V wa-qiiré ‘akkabis ye érogii “they weave the webs of a spider” (Isa 59:5). We also
hear how 7325 v N9 0P giiréhem 16° yihyi lo-beged “their webs do not become a
garment” (59:6). In the Near East, spiders are generally thought of as little “weavers.” The
Akkadian word for “spider” (uttiitu/ettiitu) informs the name of the Sumerian goddess of
weaving, Uttu. CAD E, s.v. “ettiatu.” The Sumerian and Akkadian terms for “weave,” i.e,
ZE-ZE = DUN-DUN (AKkk. satii), also refer to a “spider’s web.” CAD $/2, s.v. “Satii B.”
The Akkadian gii “thread” also means “spider web.” CAD Q, s.v. “qit A.”
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3.9. ALLUSIVE

Allusive paronomasia (sometimes called “translexical punning”) occurs when a
text evokes a word, text, or tradition that does not occur in the present context.'*’
Cases of allusive paronomasia appear already in Sumerian texts. See the following
proverb: KASKAL NiG.KU.DA LUNU.KUS.U Us.SU.US.E KI BL.IB.RI.RL.GE
“the widow scavages evenings on the road for something to eat.” According to
Robert Falkowitz, the signs Us.SU.US.E allude to the reading Us.SU.A (=
Akkadian berit) “hungry,” thus suggesting that the widow scavages hungrily/at
night.'*¢ Another proverb reads: SA.SUR NU.UB.RA.KAR Zi.NI NU.SUB.BE
GI.SA.SUR NU.UB.RA.KAR Zi.NI NU.SUB.BE “he did not take away the sieve
and his flour does not fall (through) it.” Here the signs GI.SA.SUR evoke SA.SUR
“diarrhoea,” and the sign ZI doubles for SE “feces.” The result alters the rendering
to “(though) the diarrhoea was not taken away, his feces do not fall.”!4

Allusive paronomasia occurs in an Old Assyrian text from Kanesh about
Sargon of Agade, about which Marc van der Mieroop states: “The author of this
text was extremely skillful and produced a piece of literature that contains
numerous puns and wordplays.”!*® Indeed, in the text the king reports, “for seven
days and fifteen days I stayed with my creditors (ummianu) at the meal” (1. 43), a
statement that van der Mieroop sees as an allusion to the royal ummanu “troops.”

There is a strange statement that he had spent his time with his creditors, a
common Old Assyrian term which can easily be confused with the term for
troops or soldiers. To an Old Assyrian audience, used to deal with these people
in their business practices, this may have had a special resonance.'*’

We find allusive paronomasia at work in some Akkadian omen texts as well,
such as the following extispicy reading: “when (the) lobe is (shaped) like (the
grapheme) kaskas, (then) Adad (the storm god) will inundate (with rain).”'>* The

145. Cherry, Paronomasia and Proper Names in the Old Testament, 33—34, employs the
adjective “adumbrative.” However, to my mind, this term suggests shadowing and/or
concealment and thus mischaracterizes the function. See similarly many of the observa-
tions found in Yair Zakovitch, The Hidden Biblical Dictionary [Hebrew] (Jerusalem:
Carmel, 2014).

146. Falkowitz, Sumerian Rhetoric Collections, 165.

147. Falkowitz, Sumerian Rhetoric Collections, 245.

148. Marc van der Mieroop, “Sargon of Agade and his Successor in Anatolia,” Studi
Micenei ed Egeo-anatolici 42 (2000): 148.

149. Van der Mieroop, “Sargon of Agade and his Successor in Anatolia,” 156.

150. Stephen J. Lieberman, “The Names of the Cuneiform Graphemes in Old Babylonian
Akkadian,” in Essays on the Ancient Near East in Memory of Jacob Joel Finkelstein, ed.
Maria de Jong Ellis (Hamden, CT: Archon Books, 1977), 148 n. 24.
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grapheme known as kaskas echoes the adjective kaskassu “overpowering,” which
is an epithet of the storm god Adad. Thus, the feature of the exta portends a flood
by the stormgod, even though Adad appears nowhere in the protasis.

Baruch Ottervanger observed a particularly clever use of allusive
paronomasia in the use of the interjection ua “woe, alas” in The Tale of the Poor
Man of Nippur: KI.MIN ina mahrisu us-a anhakuma qib[i] “Likewise, he (the
chief), said in his presence: ‘Alas, am I tired!”” (1. 93).!>! The scribe has employed
the sign us in the interjection, because it doubles as a logogram for lahru “sheep,”
and thus, it stands as a fitting follow-up to the pasillu-sheep, which the poem
mentions in the preceding line.

One also finds allusion at work in the Epic of Gilgamesh. Kilmer has
demonstrated how the two items seen in the hero’s dream, a kisru “meteorite” that
fell on top of him from anu “heaven,” and a hassinnu “axe” that one embraces as
“a wife,” paronomastically allude to a kezru “male prostitute” and an assinu a
“male servant of Ishtar,” respectively.!*?The allusions prefigure the hairy Enkidu
(2.111.23), whose dalliance with a prostitute transforms him from an animal of the
steppeland to a civilized human, and whose relationship with Gilgamesh becomes
intimate. Underscoring the force of the allusions is the prostitute’s statement to
Enkidu that Uruk is “the abode of Anu and Ishtar” (miisab “Anim “Istar, 1.iv.37, 44).

The Ramesside dream manual demonstrates allusive paronomasia in
Egyptian. One of its omens reads: hr wnm iwf n msh nfr wam h.t sr [pw]
“consuming the flesh of a crocodile; good, it means consuming the possessions of
an official” (r. 2.22). The dream’s protasis connects to its apodosis by way of the
repeated action of “consuming.” Yet, the crocodile in the dream alludes to an
official, because, as we have seen already, the logogram ... can be read as it
“ruler.”'>* Officials are often likened to crocodiles in other Egyptian texts,
because of their alleged greed. Elsewhere in the manual we find another example:
hr st th m dr.t=f nfr sm; p[?li=f iri-n-<h3.(¢) “cutting up a bull with his own hand,;
good, (it means that) his (own) opponent will be killed” (r. 4.16). The bovine sign
(i.e., «) is read as th “bull.” Nevertheless, it also forms a lexical association with
hs “killed” by way of the noun sms “wild bull” (the determinative for which is
also « or &), because sm3 also can mean “kill.” Nevertheless, the sms “wild bull”

151. Ottervanger, Tale of the Poor Man of Nippur, 36.

152. Anne D. Kilmer, “A Note on an Overlooked Word-Play in the Akkadian Gilgamesh,”
in Zikir Sumim: Assyriological Studies Presented to F. R. Kraus on the Occasion of His
Seventieth Birthday, ed. G. Van Driel, Th. J. H. Krispijn, M. Stol, and K. R. Veenhof (Lei-
den: Brill, 1982), 128-32; Kilmer, “More Word Play in Akkadian Poetic Texts,” in Noegel,
Puns and Pundits, 89—101. On additional polysemy in this passage, see Noegel, Nocturnal
Ciphers, 59-65. The Epic of Zimri-Lim (1.24) exploits the polysemy of kisru for “knot” of
rope and “soldiers.” See Adam Miglio, “Epic of Zimri-Lim,” COS 4:232 n. 14.

153. As shown above in reference to the Dispute between a Man and His Ba, 1. 102.
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does not appear in the text. Strengthening the allusion are a number of well-known
cases of paronomasia that connect bovines to smiting and killing in the Pyramid
Texts (Spell 580, §1543—1544).

O you who smote [iwi] my father, who killed one greater than himself.

You have smitten [Awi] my father, you have killed one greater than you.

O my father Osiris this king, I have smitten [aw?] for you him who smote you as
an ox [7h].

I have killed [sm3] for you him who killed [sm3] you as a wild bull [sm3].

I have broken [ng3] for you him who broke [ngs] you as a long-horn [ng3].

On whose back [/r s3=f] you were, as a subjected bull [Ar s3=f].

Janet Johnson and Robert Ritner proposed another example from the Demotic
Chronicle. In that text, a prophecy associates 7bj “honey” with the 57 “red crown”
(of Lower Egypt), based on paronomasia between 7bj “honey” and bi.t “crown of
Lower Egypt,” even though the latter does not appear (5.23-24).!3

Sometimes allusion is created solely on a visual register. Witness the
following description in the Memphite Theology (Shabaka Stone, BM 498): rd.n
wr.tl hid.w m tp=f “then there sprouted the two great magicians from his head” (I.
14b—c). Appearing after wr.ti hks.w “the two great magicians” are the
determinatives = and >, thus suggesting visually, but not audibly, that the crowns
of upper and lower Egypt are meant.

Similarly, much of the Tale of Wenamun (P.Moscow 120) is taken up with
Wenamun’s attempt to keep a statue of Amun out of sight of the Byblian king and
with the question of whether Amun is still present as lord over the Lebanon (and
Cyprus) as he was in times past. When a Byblian seer prophesies in an ecstatic
trance, “bring the god up! Bring the envoy who is carrying him up! It is Amun
who sent him! It is he who made him come!” (1.39-40), Wenamun allows him to
be entranced well into the night. Then, under cover of darkness, Wenamun hides
the statue of Amun, saying: hsj=f 3tp=1 p; nir r tmi di.t ptri sw k.ti ir.t “when it
(night) descends, I will load the god so that no other eye can see him” (1.42).!%
Though the verb imn “hide” does not occur, it is implicit in the act of hiding Amun

154. Janet H. Johnson and Robert K. Ritner, “Multiple Meaning and Ambiguity in the
‘Demotic Chronicle,”” in Studies in Egyptology Presented to Miriam Lichtheim, ed. Sarah
Israelit-Groll, vol. 1 (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1990), 496-97. For additional polysemy in the
Demotic Chronicle, see Sandra L. Lippert, “Komplexe Wortspiele in der Demotischen
Chronik und im Mythus vom Sonnenauge,” Enchoria 27 (2001): 88-100.

155. For the text, see Bernd U. Schipper, Die Erzihlung des Wenamun: Ein Literaturwerk
im Spannungsfeld von Politik, Geschichte und Religion (Fribourg: Academic Press; Got-
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2005).
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from sight, in the name of the god /mn “Amun” (“Hidden One”), and in the name
of the central character Wenamun (i.e., wn-Imn lit. “Amun is present”).!

A particularly savvy use of allusive paronomasia in Ugaritic appears in the
Tale of Aghat, in which Baal refers to the hero Danel as one: d in bn lh km ahh w
srs km aryh “who has no son like his brothers, no offspring like his kinsmen”
(CAT 1.17.1.18-19). The phrase d in bn [h “who has no son” subtly evokes the
name dnil “Danel.” Elsewhere in the story, we find another example in Danel’s
call to his daughter Paghit (CAT 1.19.ii.1-5):

1. Sm‘pgtthmt[ ] my
Listen, Paghit, bearer of water,
2. hsptlsrtlydt]
Collector of dew from the fleece,
3. hik kbkbm mdl ‘r
Who knows the course of the stars. Bridle the donkey.
4. smd phl st gpny dt ksp
Harness the ass. Lay on my silver bridle,
5. dtyrq ngbny
My golden harness.

Of note here is the verb mdl, which only can mean “bridle” in this context.
However, mdl also means “meteor, thunderbolt.”'>” Its use following kbkbm
“stars” cannot be accidental.

Paronomasia also has an allusive purpose in the Epic of Baal. When the god
Yam sends El a message demanding that he deliver Baal to him so Yam might
attack him, Yam prefaces his dictate by labeling the missive thm ym b ‘lkm “the
decree of Yam, your master” (CAT 1.2.i.17). Since Yam’s use of b lkm “your
master” usurps Baal’s authority by placing him below Yam, the use of b ‘Ikm here
belies Yam’s intention to harm b 7 “Baal.”

See too the following Ugaritic incantation against venomous reptiles (CAT
1.100.73-76).

156. For an additional paronomastic reference to the name Wenamun, see Winand, “Report
of Wenamun,” 550.

157. The meaning “thunderbolt” occurs in the Epic of Baal (CAT 1.5.v.7) where Baal is
commanded to take his clouds, winds, md/, and rains and head for the underworld. Of
interest is that, in 1. 11, he also is commanded to take his daughter f/y Tally (i.e., “Dew”).
The passage thus similarly joins mdl to dew. Cf. CAT 1.3.11.40-41: ¢l Smm tskh [r]bb nskh
kbkbm “Dew which the heavens pour on her (Anat), showers the stars pour on her.” The
belief that dew came from the stars was widespread. See Erica Reiner, 4Astral Magic in
Babylonia, TAPS 85.4 (Philadelphia, PA: American Philosophical Society, 1995).
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tn km [mhry] nhsm
Give as my [bride-price] snakes.
vhr tn km mhry
A serpent give as my bride-price,
w bn bin ittny
And the sons of adders as my gift.
it nhsm mhrk
I herewith give snakes as your bride-price,
bn btn itnnk
The sons of adders as your gift.

Since the charm uses three terms for snake in close succession, two of which
repeat, it is difficult not to hear and see in the repeated noun itnn “gift” the
primordial serpent tnn “Tannin.”!*8

The Hebrew Bible contains abundant demonstrations of the allusive function
of polysemy and paronomasia.'>® Ezekiel’s prophecy against Egypt rails against
“the young men of iniquity (I8 ‘@wen)” (Ezek 30:17) in a way that alludes to the
city of Heliopolis (jiX ‘on), spelled with the same consonants.

In 1 Kgs 18:4, the narrator informs us that Obadiah had hidden one hundred
of Yahweh’s prophets from Jezebel, who sought to kill them. The expression
oRanm way-yahbi’ém “and he hid them” offers a not-so-subtle allusion to
Jezebel’s husband, king a8nx ‘ak’ab “Ahab.”

Job’s comparison of his brothers to unreliable streams represents another fine
allusion: “(they) are dark [T hag-qodrim], because of the ice, and in which
[in'ow ‘a@lémo) the snow hides itself [09vm yit ‘allem). At the time they grow
warm, they vanish.... The caravans of Tema looked, the companies of Sheba
waited for them” (Job 6:16-19). As Moshe Garsiel points out, the toponyms 7R
gédar “Qedar” and ©p ‘élam “Elam” do not appear in the text, but their
association with Sheba and Tema elsewhere in the Bible suggests that they are
invoked by paronomasia—the former via 0™17p1 hagq-godrim “dark™ and the latter
by way of in"7p ‘alemé “in which” and 09w yit ‘allem “hides itself.”!%

158. Wilfred G. E. Watson, “Allusion, Irony and Wordplay in Mic. 1, 7,” Bib 65 (1984):
103-5, uses this text to shed light on the similar use of the cognate 13X ‘etnan “gift” twice
in Mic 1:7. Watson sees the lexeme as an allusion to Pin tannin “dragon.” I would add an
additional allusion to the dragon via ovn tannim “jackals” in Mic 1:8. For a similar con-
nection between the two words, see the discussion of Jer 51:34-37 (3.17). I merely have
extended Watson’s keen insight to the Ugaritic charm. I thank Wilfred Watson for his per-
sonal communication on the subject, September 11, 2017. Dennis Pardee, “Ugaritic Liturgy
against Venomous Reptiles (RS 24.244),” COS 1:298, translates ‘tnn as “wife-price.”
159. On allusion in the Hebrew Bible generally, see Ziony Zevit, ed., Subtle Citation,
Allusion, and Translation in the Hebrew Bible (Sheffield: Equinox, 2017).

160. Garsiel, Biblical Names, 142—43.
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Numerous allusions in the book of Jonah suggest that the fish that swallowed
the prophet was none other than Leviathan.'® When Jonah cries out: 12"5Wm
1220 0N o 2293 AN wa-taslikeni mésilah bi-lbab yammim wé-nahar

Implicit in the root 220 s-b-b is a twisting, undulating, or encircling motion, as
one would use of a watery serpent. Jonah’s complaint that Wa3-70 D% 1008
°322D? 0inn ‘dpapiini mayim ‘ad nepes tahom yasobabéni “waters engulfed me,
even to (my) throat, Deep surrounding me” (2:6), employs the noun 0ingn tohom
“Deep,” the lair of the tannin (Isa 51:9-10, cf. Job 41:24, Ps 148:7).

A related form of allusive paronomasia examined recently by Jonathan Kline
draws upon earlier textual traditions in order to reconfigure them to meet new
theological needs.'* For example, Mal 1:11-12 employs the idiom Wipw-nmnmn
IRTANTTYY mim-mizrah SemesS wé- ‘ad mabo’'6 “from the rising of the sun to its
setting” found only in Ps 50:1 and 113:3, to evoke the Psalms’ context of universal
praise for Yahweh’s name. However, whereas Ps 113:3 refers to the S5an
moahullal “praise” of his name, Mal 1:12 refers to the priests ©99nn mahallalim
“profaning” it. We may consider such examples generally as also having a
referential or hermeneutic function, though their lack of specific reference forces
me to classify them as allusions.!®3

A later example of an allusion of this kind appears in b. Ketub. 10b, in which
R. Abaye shares his mother’s advice on the best times to eat dates: "npn AN
RWTH RI2Y 2 KRNI N ,RNP™TY RN 22 KON tmry mgmy nhm’ ky nrg’ I-dygwl’
btr nhm’ ky ‘br’ [-ds’ “eating dates before ‘bread’ (a meal) is like an ‘axe’ to a
date palm,’ and after ‘bread’ (a meal) is like a ‘bolt to a door.”” Though the advice
is in Aramaic, it nonetheless depends on understanding it in Akkadian, though
Akkadian is nowhere present. As Markham Geller notes, understanding the advice
depends on knowing that the Akkadian aru can mean “frond of a date palm,” “to
cut branches (of a date palm),” but also “to vomit.” In addition, the “door” is here
a euphemism for the anus. The bolt, when understood as the Akkadian sikkiiru

161. See Scott B. Noegel, “Jonah and Leviathan: Inner-Biblical Allusions and the Problem
with Dragons,” Henoch 37 (2015): 23660, for the complete evidence.

162. Jonathan G. Kline, Allusive Soundplay in the Hebrew Bible, AIL 28 (Atlanta, GA:
SBL Press, 2016), 93-99, based on his dissertation Transforming the Tradition: Soundplay
as an Interpretive Device in Innerbiblical Allusion (PhD diss., Harvard University, 2014).
163. Benjamin D. Sommer, 4 Prophet Reads Scripture: Allusion in Isaiah 4066 (Stanford,
CA: Stanford University Press, 1998), 3661, sees the allusions in Isa 40—66 as having six
main functions: reversal, reprediction, repetition of a promise, fulfillment of earlier
prophecies, historical recontextualization, and typological linkage. Each of these is a
variant within the broader hermeneutic category.
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“bolt,” and derived from sekéru “stop up,” then becomes a subtle reference to
constipation.'®*

3.10. APPELLATIVE

Some forms of paronomasia reflect on the name of a god, person, place, or thing.
This function also has been called nomen omen and midrashic name derivation.'®
The former expression is unhelpful,'®® because not all appellative forms of

164. Markham J. Geller, “Akkadian Healing Therapies in the Babylonian Talmud,” MPIW
259 (2004): 1-60.

165. On nomen omen, see G. B. Gray, Studies in Hebrew Proper Names (London: Black,
1896); J. Fichtner, Die altorientalische Weisheit in ihrer israelitisch-jiidischen Aus-
prdgung, BZAW 62 (Giessen: Topelmann, 1933); A. Bertholet, Wortanklang und
Volksetymologie in ihrer Wirkung auf religiosen Glauben und Brauch, APAWPHK 6 (Ber-
lin: Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1940); J. Fichtner, “Die Etymologische Atiologie in
den Namengebungen der Geschichtlichen Biicher des Alten Testaments,” V'T (1956): 372—
96; Andrezej Strus, Nomen Omen (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1978); Lester L.
Grabbe, Etymology in Early Jewish Interpretation: The Hebrew Names in Philo, BJS 115
(Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1988); Beat Weber-Lehnherr, ““Nomen est omen.” Einige
Erwigungen zu Gen 32,23-33 und seinem Kontext,” BN 61 (1992): 76-83; Shamma
Friedman, “Nomen est Omen: Dicta of the Sages Which Echo the Author’s Name,” in
These Are the Names: Studies in Jewish Onomastics, ed. Aaron Demsky (Ramat Gan: Bar-
Ilan University Press, 1999), 51-77. On the midrashic name derivation, see Yair Zakovitch,
“Explicit and Implicit Name-Derivations,” HAR 4 (1980): 167-80; Zakovitch, “Status of
the Synonymous Word and the Synonymous Name in the Creation of Midrashic Name
Derivations”; E. Marino, Etimologia o paronomasia? 1l significato dei nomi del libro della
Genesi (Lugio, 1993); Yair Zakovitch, “Yabbok, Peniel, Mahanaim, Bethel: Name
Midrashim as Reflections of Ideological Struggles” [Hebrew], Arie/ 100-101 (1994): 191—
204; Garsiel, Biblical Names; Marks, “Biblical Naming and Poetic Etymology”; Richard
S. Hess, Studies in the Personal Names of Genesis 1-11 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
2009); Greg Goswell, “Royal Names: Naming and Wordplay in Isaiah 7,” WT.J 75 (2013):
97-109.

166. Despite the seminal contribution of Strus, Nomen Omen. With regard to classics,
paronomasia and polysemy on proper names in Greek and Latin is well known. See, e.g.,
Eugene S. McCartney, “Puns and Plays on Proper Names,” CJ 14 (1919): 343-58; Max
Sulzberger, “ONOMA EITQNYMON: Les noms propres chez Homére et dans la
mythologie Grecque,” RAEG 183 (1926): 381-447; C. J. Fordyce, “Puns on Names in
Greek,” CJ 28 (1932-1933): 44-46; J. Enoch Powell, “Puns in Herodotus,” CR 51 (1937):
103-5; Nathan A. Greenberg, “Epanastrophe in Latin Poetry,” RO 2 (1972): 1-17; Barbara
Weiden Boyd, “Cydonea Mala: Virgilian Word-Play and Allusion,” HSCP 87 (1983): 169—
74; M. 1. Davis, “The Tickle and Sneeze of Love,” AJA4 86 (1982): 115-18; Frederick Ahl,
“The Art of Safe Criticism in Greece and Rome,” AJP 105 (1984): 174-208; Ahl,
Metaformations: Soundplay and Wordplay in Ovid and Other Classical Poets (Ithaca, NY:
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Cornell University Press, 1985); Ahl, “Ars est celare artem (Art in Puns and Anagrams
Engraved),” in On Puns. The Foundation of Letters, ed. Jonathan D. Culler (Oxford: Black-
well, 1988), 17-43; D. P. Kubiak, “Piso’s Madness (Cic. In Pis. 21 and 47),” AJP 110
(1989): 237-45; K. Sara Myers, “The Lizard and the Owl: an Etymological Pair in Ovid,
Metamorphoses Book 5,” AJP 113 (1992): 63—68; Anne Helttulla, “Epigraphical Laugh-
ter,” in Laughter Down the Centuries, ed. Siegfried Jakel and Asko Tomonen, vol. 2.
(Turku: Turun Yliopisto, 1994-1997), 145-59; Nicholas M. Horsfall, “Style, Language,
and Meter,” in A Companion to the Study of Virgil, ed. Nicholas M. Horsfall, MS 151
(Leiden: Brill, 1995), 217-48; Michael Paschalis, “Names and Death in Horace’s Odes,”
CW 88 (1995): 181-90; Louden, “Categories of Homeric Wordplay”; Kenneth J. Reckford,
“Horatius: The Man and the Hour,” 4JP 118 (1997): 583—612; Howard Jacobson, “Violets
and Violence: Two Notes,” CQ 48 (1998): 314-15; W. H. Keulen, “Significant Names in
Apuleius: A ‘Good Contriver’ and His Rival in the Cheese Trade (Met 1,5),” Mnemosyne
53 (2000): 310-21; Barbara Weiden Boyd, “Arms and the Man: Wordplay and the
Catasterism of Chiron in Ovid, ‘Fasti’ 5,” 4JP 122 (2001): 67-80; Joan Booth and Robert
Maltby, eds., What's in a Name? The Significance of Proper Names in Classical Latin
Literature (Wales: Classical Press of Wales, 2006); Richardson, “Devious Narrator of the
Odyssey”; Norman Austin, “Name Magic in the Odyssey,” in Oxford Readings in Classical
Studies: Homer’s Odyssey, ed. Lillian E. Doherty (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009),
91-110; Jan Kwapisz, David Petrain, and Mikotaj Szymanski, eds., The Muse at Play:
Riddles and Wordplay in Greek and Latin Poetry, BA 305 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2013);
Philip Mitsis and loannis Ziogas, eds., Wordplay and Powerplay in Latin Poetry, TCSV
36 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2016); James J. Clauss, “The Near Eastern Background of Aetio-
logical Wordplay in Callimachus,” in Callimachus Revisted: New Perspectives in
Callimachean Scholarship, ed. J. J. H. Klooster et al. (Leuven: Peeters, 2019), 65-96. Such
devices also appear in the New Testament. See Neil J. McEleney, “153 Great Fishes (John
21,11)—Gematriacal Atbash,” Bib 58 (1977): 411-17; Earl Richard, “Expressions of Dou-
ble Meaning and Their Function in the Gospel of John,” N7S 31 (1985): 96-112; Karen H.
Jobes, “The Function of Paronomasia in Hebrews 10:5-7,” TrinJ 13 (1992): 181-91; S.
Fisher, “How Many Angels Can Dance on the Head of a Pun?,” BARev 19.3 (1993): 19,
76; J. A. Fitzmeyer, “Reply to Charles Abraham’s ‘The Pun on Peter,”” BARev 19 (1993):
68, 70; Thomas William Thatcher, The Riddles of Jesus in the Fourth Gospel (PhD diss.,
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 1996); Craig S. Keener, The Gospel of John: A
Commentary, vol. 2 (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2003), 1231-33; T. J. Lang, “‘You Will
Desire to See and You Will Not See [It]’: Reading Luke 17.22 as Antanaclasis,” JSNT 33
(2011): 281-302; Michael P. Knowles, “Serpents, Scribes, and Pharisees,” JBL 133 (2014):
165-78. For similar devices found farther afield, see H. Kokeritz, “Rhetorical Word-Play
in Chaucer,” PMLA 69 (1954): 937-52; Roberta Frank, “Some Uses of Paronomasia in Old
English Scriptural Verse,” Speculum 47 (1972): 207-26; C. D. Orzech, “Puns on the Hu-
mane King: Analogy and Application in an East Asian Apocryphon,” JAOS 109 (1989):
17-24.
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paronomasia prefigure future moments or destinies.'®’” The latter expression
derives from the study of rabbinic texts and implies a context and usage that is not
applicable to Akkadian and Egyptian materials. It usually also has been treated as
a device rather than a function, as it is here. Greenstein employs the taxon proper
names for what I call appellative, and groups them according to whether they
provide an etymology (signaling the past), comment on a person’s essence (set in
the present), or portend someone’s destiny (future).'®® Jan Assmann has coined
the term etymography for this phenomenon in Egyptian texts, and this term has
been adopted by some Assyriologists.!® However, not all appellative
paronomasia is based on etymology, nor does it always focus on a proper name.
Rather it functions to resound or reflect on the name of a thing and/or its
(potential) meaning or essence, or to draw connections—it is correlative in nature.
Hence my choice of the adjective appellative, which encompasses both proper
names and common nouns.

Informing many kinds of appellative paronomasia in ancient Near Eastern
texts is a widespread belief that knowing the name of a thing gave one a degree
of power over that thing. This belief lies at the heart of the Mesopotamian tradition
of composing vast lexical and omen collections, which Mogens Trolle Larsen
observes represent an effort “to present a systematic and ordered picture of the
world.”'”® Joan Goodnick Westenholz similarly remarks: “On the intellectual

167. The etiological nature of such texts also has been called into question. See, e.g., Burke
0. Long, The Problem of Aetiological Narrative in the Old Testament, BZAW 108 (Berlin:
Topelmann, 1968); Friedemann W. Golka, “The Aetiologies in the Old Testament: Part 1,”
VT 26 (1976): 410-28; Golka, “The Aectiologies in the Old Testament: Part 2,” VT 27
(1977): 36-47; Petrus J. van Dyk, “The Function of So-Called Aetiological Elements in
Narratives,” ZAW 102 (1990): 19-33. However, see still John Briggs Curtis, “A Folk
Etymology of ‘Nabi>,”” VT 29 (1979): 491-93.

168. Greenstein, “Wordplay, Hebrew,” 970. Appellative paronomasia may be related to
the literary use of names whose meanings convey information about their characters or
destinies. This phenomenon is well known to students of the Hebrew Bible, but it has been
studied most closely by Egyptologists, who sometimes refer to such names as
“charactonyms.” See Steve Vinson, “The Names ‘Naneferkaptah,” ‘Inhweret,” and
‘Tabubue’ in the ‘First Tale of Setne Khaemwas,”” JNES 68 (2009): 283-303, and n. 1, for
additional references.

169. See Assmann, “Etymographie,” 37-63; Eckart Frahm, “Reading the Tablet, the Exta,
and the Body: The Hermeneutics of Cuneiform Signs in Babylonian and Assyrian Text
Commentaries and Divinatory Texts,” in Divination and Interpretation of Signs in the
Ancient World, 96 n. 9; Enrique Jiménez, “‘As Your Name Indicates’: Philological
Arguments in Akkadian Disputations,” JANEH 5 (2018): 87-105.

170. Mogens Trolle Larsen, “The Mesopotamian Lukewarm Mind: Reflections on Science,
Divination, and Literacy,” in Language, Literature, and History: Philological and
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level, knowing the organization of the world made it possible to affect the universe
by magical means.”'”! Marduk’s fifty esoteric names appear to provide him a
means of being invulnerable. Egyptian gods are also said to possess secret names,
so that the power of sorcerers could not be used against them.!”? In Ugaritic, we
see this power deployed when the craftsman god Kothar-wa-Hasis names Baal’s
weapons, thus empowering their flight (CAT 1.2.iv.7-27). The belief is
manifested in various ways in the Hebrew Bible too. We see it in Yahweh’s secret
name (Exod 3:13—14), and in the angel’s refusal to let Jacob know his name (Gen
32:30).! Indeed, regardless of whether one refers to a common object or a divine
name, the ancients perceived the name to embody its identity, essence, and power.

There are two kinds of appellative paronomasia in ancient Near Eastern texts.
The first reflects on the name of a god, person, place, or thing within a text. The
second type, which is far more rare, reflects on the name of the author (or presmed
author) of a text.

3.10.1. APPELLATIVE PARONOMASIA WITHIN THE TEXT

Appellative paronomasia of the first kind occurs already in Sumerian texts. In
Gudea’s cylinder B 6.21-22, we find:

IG.GAL DIM GIR.NU.NA
GALs.LA GAL GIR.SUK!
4G.ALIM DUMU KI AG.GA NI

The great door, the post of Girnum,
the chief bailiff of Girsu,
Igalim, his beloved son.

As Klein and Sefati observe, paronomasia identifies the IG.GAL “great door”
with the minor deity ‘IG.ALIM “Igalim.”!"

In Cylinder A 2.20, the phrase GU.DE.A.NI GIS BA.TUKU.AM “his call
having been heard” echoes the name “Gudea.”'’”> A praise poem of Shulgi
similarly employs the sign SUL “young man” instead of the usual GURUS to echo

Historical Studies Presented to Erica Reiner, ed. Francesca Rochberg-Halton (New Haven,
CT: American Oriental Society, 1987), 20912, refers to lexical lists.

171. Joan Goodnick Westenholz, “Thoughts on Esoteric Knowledge and Secret Lore,” in
Prosecky, Intellectual Life in the Ancient Near East, 453.

172. Pascal Vernus, “Name,” LA 4 (1982): cols. 320-326; Guglielmi, “Wortspiel,” col.
1288.

173. H. B. Huffmon, “Name ow,” DDD, 610-12.

174. Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 56.

175. Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 59.



3. Function 101

the name Shulgi in a statement about his name: “your father, who begot you, holy
Lugalbanda, called your name: ‘Youth (SUL)-Whom-Anu-Knows-Among-the-
Gods’” (Shulgi P b 38-39).17¢

Perhaps the most prolonged case of appellative paronomasia in Sumerian
appears in the myth of Enki and Ninhursaga, which recounts how Ninhursaga
placed Enki in her vulva and gave birth to eight gods, each from a different part
of Enki’s body.!”” Each of the gods’ names derives from the connection to the
name of the body part. Thus, AB.U is created from the UGU.DILI “brainpan,”'78
ININ.SIKIL.LA from the PA SIKI “top of the hair,” ‘NIN.GIRI;7.U.DU from the
GIRI17 “nose,” ININ.KA.SI from the KA “mouth,” INA.ZI from the ZI “throat,”
dA.ZIMU.A from A “arm,” “NIN.TI from the TI “rib,” and EN.SAs.AG from the
ZAG “side” (Il. 250-268).

An excellent demonstration in Akkadian is the Babylonian treatment of the
name Babylon as if it derives from bab ilim “gate of the gods,” despite it being of
substrate origin (written as Pabil or Babil) and of unknown etymology.!”®
Elsewhere we find appellative paronomasia providing what William Hallo has
referred to as a “scurrilous etymology.”'®" This device could be used negatively
to shame, lampoon, or invite invective speculation about a person or place. With
regard to the way Akkadian scribes wrote the ethnonym habiru, Hallo observes:

The earlier (Old Babylonian) orthography used a logogram, SA.GAZ, which
may be a loanword from Akkadian Saggasu “murderer” and which was also used
to express Akkadian habbatu “robber.” The later (Middle Babylonian)
orthography employed logograms like LU.GAZ, ERIM.GAZ, and
(LU).SAG.GAZ, which may be interpreted as “smiter” or “crusher,” “people-
smiter” and “head-crusher,” respectively.'®!

176. Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 58.

177. See Pascal Attinger, “Enki et Ninhursaga,” Z4 74 (1984): 27-31, 45-48; Klein and
Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 55-56.

178. As pointed out by M. Civil, “From Enki’s Headaches to Phonology,” JNES 32 (1973):
57-58, the sign UGU in UGU.DILI “brainpan” was pronounced /ag™u/, and thus was close
in sound to ABU.

179. See 1. J. Gelb, “The Name of Babylon,” JIAS 1 (1955): 25-28; William W. Hallo,
“Nebukadnezar Comes to Jerusalem,” in Through the Sound of Many Voices: Writing
Contributed on the Occasion of the Seventieth Birthday of W. Gunther Plaut, ed. Jonathan
V. Plaut (Toronto: Lester & Orpen Dennys, 1982), 768. The Babylonians also created
KA .DIGIR.RA “gate of the gods™ as a back translation into Sumerian.

180. William W. Hallo, “Scurrilous Etymologies,” in Pomegranates and Golden Bells:
Studies in Biblical, Jewish, and Near Eastern Ritual, Law, and Literature in Honor of
Jacob Milgrom, ed. David P. Wright et al. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1995), 767-76.
181. Hallo, “Scurrilous Etymologies,” 776. See similarly, Christopher Rollston, “Ad No-
men Argumenta: Personal Names as Pejorative Puns in Ancient Texts,” in In the Shadow
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A similar case appears in an Assyrian administrative letter addressed to the
king, which refers derogatively to a recent wave of forced immigrants to Nineveh.
In that dispatch, the Ninevite native employs the noun Sagliti “deportees,” so as
to suggest sakliiti “ignorants.”!%?

The Akkadian use of polysemy and paronomasia for appellative ends also
can make theological points. The Atra-hasis Epic underscores the divine origins
of humankind by imbedding the noun awilu “human being” cryptographically into
the name of the god Wé-ila, who is slaughtered in order to create him.!83

223. Yye-e-i-la Sa i-Su-ii tes-e-ma
Weé-ila, who had intelligence,
224. i-na pu-uh-ri-Su-nu it-ta-ab-hu
They slaughtered in their assembly. (1.223-224)

Note that the sign PI, here read as we, also has the phonetic value aw,'®* thus,
producing ‘aw-e-i-la “divine human being.” Stephen Geller explains:

The god Wé(ila) was chosen to be slaughtered because his name contained the
phoneme /w/ through which the new creature, man [awilum], was to be
distinguished from divinity [i/um]. In the first line of the epic the phrase ilu-
awilum is to be regarded as a compound term.... It reflects an original unity of
humanity and divinity that was sundered by slaughter of the god and the resulting
differentiation of ifum and awilum.'8>

of Bezalel: Aramaic, Biblical, and Ancient Near Eastern Studies in Honor of Bezalel Por-
ten, ed. Alejandro F. Botta (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 367-86.

182. Observed by Tadmor, “Aramaization of Assyria: Aspects of Western Impact,” 451.
183. As observed by Karl Oberhuber, “Ein Versuch zum Verstiandnis von Atra-hasis I 223
und I 1,” in Zikir Sumim, 279-81; Jean Bottéro, “La Création de ’'Homme et sa Nature
dans le Poéme d’Atrahasis,” in Societies and Languages of the Ancient Near East: Studies
in Honor of 1. M. Diakonoff, ed. M. A. Dandamayev et al. (Warminster, England: Aris &
Phillips, 1982), 24-32; followed by Stephen A. Geller, “Some Sound and Word Plays in
the First Tablet of the Old Babylonian Atramhasis Epic,” in Frank Talmage Memorial
Volume I, ed. B. Walfish (Haifa: University of Haifa Press, 1993), 63—70; and Tzvi Abusch,
“Ghost and God: Some Observations on a Babylonian Understanding of Human Nature,”
in Self, Soul and Body in Religious Experience, ed. Albert I. Baumgarten, Jan Assmann,
and Gedaliahu Stroumsa (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 363—83; Bendt Alster, “ilu awilum: we-e il-
a, ‘Gods: Men’ versus ‘Man: God’: Punning and the Reversal of Patterns in the Atrahasis
Epic,” in Riches Hidden in Secret Places: Ancient Near Eastern Studies in Memory of
Thorkild Jacobsen, ed. Tzvi Abusch (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2002), 35-40.

184. Gelb, “WA = aw, iw, uw in Cuneiform Writing,” 194-96.

185. Geller, “Some Sound and Word Plays in the First Tablet of the Old Babylonian
Atramhasis Epic,” 41. Cited also in Abusch, “Ghost and God,” 368. Note that just as the
human was given an etemmu “spirit,” the god We-ila is said to have femu “intelligence.”
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Wilfred Lambert has pointed to an excellent example in an exorcistic prayer from
the first millennium BCE. The prayer employs the epithet amaru TUKUL “deluge
weapon” in order to evoke the name YAMAR.UD “Marduk.”!3¢

Some cases in Akkadian demonstrate incredible erudition. In the Song of
Erra, we find: Yen-gis-du-du belu muttallik miisi muttarri ru-bé-e “O Engidudu,
lord who goes about the night, who always is a guide to the prince[s]” (1.21).
Steve Tinney has shown how the sign gis in the name Yen-gis-du-du “Engidudu”
evokes the Sumerian GI7 (= Akkadian ru-bé-e “prince[s]”) by homophony, and
how du-du suggests DU.DU (= Akkadian muttarri “guides”), thus providing an
appellative etiology for the name. As he points out, ru-bé-e “prince[s]” is
ambiguous as to whether it is singular or plural, and as a singular, it naturally
evokes prince Marduk.

When one remembers that Marduk himself is practically always referred to in
Erra as rubii Marduk it becomes clear that this epithet is a key point in the
intertwining of the roles and characters of Ium, Erra and Marduk.'®’

A particularly interesting demonstration appears in the Epic of Gilgamesh in
reference to the monstrous Humbaba, about whom the counselors of Uruk ask:
mannu Sa igerriiSu ina %igi[gi] “who is there among the Igigi that can oppose him
(Humbaba)?” (2.226).'%® Here the phrase igerriisu “oppose him” (from gerii)
evokes Ygirru (GIR) “divine fire,” which was just said to issue from the monster’s
mouth (1. 222). Since fire is divinized (and carries the divine determinative), we
may see this as paronomasia with an appellative purpose.'*’

On the productive employment of paronomasia connecting these words, see Nils P. Heef3el,
Babylonisch-assyrische Diagnostik, AOAT 43 (Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2000), 269.

186. Observed by W. G. Lambert and reported by Foster, Before the Muses, 594.

187. Steve Tinney, “‘en-gig-du-du: muttarii rubé A Note on Erra121,” NABU (1989): 4.
188. The two lines are repeated by Enkidu to the elders of Uruk in 2.279, 283, and again
by the elders to Gilgamesh in 2.293, 296.

189. The Epic of Gilgamesh contains numerous cases of appellative paronomasia. See, e.g.,
the description of the battle against Humbaba in 5.134-135: ina sarisunu ubtappii sirara u
labananu issalim urpatum pesttum “in their whirling around Sirara and Lebanon were
sundered. White cloud was turned to black.” Here sdrisunu “their whirling around”
anticipates the name sirara “Sirara.” For other cases in Akkadian, see Victor A. Hurowitz,
“dNarru and “Zulummar in the Babylonian Theodicy (BWL 88:276-77),” JAOS 124 (2004):
777-78; Hurowitz, “As His Name Is, So Is He: Word Play in Akkadian Texts” [Hebrew],
in Jubilee Volume for Avi Hurvitz, ed. Steven E. Fassberg and A. Maman (Jerusalem: He-
brew University, 2008), 69—88; Hurowitz, “Name Midrashim and Word Plays on Names
in Akkadian Historical Writings,” in 4 Woman of Valor: Jerusalem Ancient Near Eastern
Studies in Honor of Joan Goodnick Westenholz, ed. Wayne Horowitz, Uri Gabbay, and
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That such examples were not intended to be literary whimsy can be seen in a
commentary to the Gula Hymn of Bullutsarabi, which reads: ‘Anum abi kima
Semisuma im-ba-an-ni “as Anu, my father, according to his name, called me.” As
Alasdair Livingstone observes: “The phrase ‘according to his name’ seems to
imply a play on Anu’s name: that is apparently imbanni, ‘he called me,’
understood as imbi ‘ani, ‘Anu called.””'*® Indeed, the expression kima Semisiima
“according to its name” appears also in Akkadian debate poetry, where it serves
to reveal the essence and character of gods, people, and objects. Enrique Jiménez
explains:

Such endeavors are extremely common in ancient Mesopotamian texts, where
etymology is an exploration into the true, hidden nature of the denotata. Thus, an
ancient commentary explains that the name of the wisdom god Ea, dissected into
its two syllables, means “the creator of the incantation,” since /e/ means “to
create” and /a/ means “incantation.” The purpose of this explanation is not only,
and certainly not primarily, to elucidate the linguistic origin of the god’s name:
rather, it aims to reveal his character and divine functions.'®!

A well-known example involving a common noun appears in the Egyptian
Coffin Texts (Spell 1130, §465a), in which the Lord of All proclaims: iw rmt m
rm.wt Ir.=i “I made humankind from tears,” a statement that recalls Spell 80,
§33d, in which Atum asserts: rm¢ pr.t m ir.t=i “humankind emerged from my eye.”
The same paronomasia occurs in the Hymn to Aten,'°? and in the Book of the Cow
of Heaven, where rmt “humankind” issues from the eye of the solar god.'?

Filip Vukosavovic, PBOA 8 (Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas,
2010), 87-104.

190. Alasdair Livingstone, Mystical and Mythological Explanatory Works of Assyrian and
Babylonian Scholars (Oxford: Clarendon, 1986), 45. See also W. G. Lambert, “The Gula
Hymn of Bullutsa-rabi,” Or 36 (1967): 105-32. Cf. the statement of Jesus in John 5:43, “I
have come in my Father’s name,” which underscores the fact that Yahweh’s name is
imbedded in Jesus’ name (i.e., Yehoshua, meaning “Yahweh saves”).

191. Jiménez, ““As Your Name Indicates,’”” 88—89.

192. In the Hymn to Aten it appears in column 6, where Aten is characterized as m-shpr
m3j m hm.wt irj mw m rmt s ‘nh s3 m h.t n mw.t=f sgrh sw m tm.t rmj=f “one who grows
seed in women, who turns semen into people, who sustains the son in the mother’s womb,
who soothes him, to hush his tears.” The same hymn contains another clever use of
paronomasia in column 7: iw 8 m swh.t mdw.j m inr di=k n=f tw m-hnw=s r s ‘nh=f “the
chick in the egg chirps in its shell, you give him breath in it to keep him alive.” Note
specifically the use of 2 “chick” and tw “breath.”

193. Noted also by Miriam Lichtheim, “Destruction of Mankind,” COS 1:36 n. 5. The same
paronomasia also occurs in the Demotic Chronicle 4.21.
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In a similar way, P.Westcar [= P.Berlin 3033] etymologizes infant names.
When performing birth rituals, the goddess Isis addresses the forthcoming infants:
“may you not kick [ss/] in her womb, in this name of yours Sahure [s34-r<] ... may
you not stay dark [kkw] in her womb, in this name of yours Keku (kkw)!” (10.16—
17, 10.23-24).1%

In the Poem of Victory in honor of Ramesses III, several cases of
paronomasia tie the pharaoh’s exploits to his many titles. After referring to
Ramesses by his title g:-iwn.w “ruler of Heliopolis,” the text boasts that fi3g.n=f
hss.t [tmh.jw] “he captured the foreign land of Temehu” and in.w r km.t “carried
(them and their spoils) to Egypt” (1.2-2.3). Here the verb /3g “capture” echoes
hqs “ruler,” and the verb in.w “carried” resounds /wn.w “Heliopolis.” The poem
later calls the king a [m31] hr hsrw “lion against Hurru” (3.8), an epithet that recalls
his name wsr-m; “.t-r * “Powerful One of Maat and Ra” (3.9).!%°

The Poetical Stela of Thutmosis III (CM 34010) similarly trumpets the
king’s exploits by suggesting his name (i.e., dhwtj-mss). Hence the use of mss
“totter” in hr mss n shm.w=s “the enemies were tottering before her (the uracus’)
might” (1. 10).

Deities too could be referenced by way of paronomasia. Such is the case in a
stela of Ramesses II from Abu Simbel (C 20, 1. 9-10), on which the pharaoh’s
military prowess is inscribed: mi shm.t nsn.ti m-pt 3d.t thib Ssr.w=f r=sn shm m
‘wt=sn “like Sekhmet raging during a plague, he flings his arrows against them,
seizing on their limbs.” Here the verb shm “seizing” resounds the name shm.t
“Sekhmet.”!%

The Pyramid Texts of Pepi I also illustrate this: ar r=f 1l wr pw hr gs=f ndi
r=f'im.I ndi.t “truly this great one has fallen on his side. He who is in Nedyt (i.e.,
the place where Osiris was killed) was cast down” (Spell 442, §819a). Note how
the verb ndi “cast down” serves as an inherent etymology for the toponym ndi.¢
“Nedyt.”!*7

194. Laura Parys, Le récit du Papyrus Westcar: Texte, traduction et interprétation, Textes
égyptiens 1 (Brussells: Safran, 2016), 70-73, 123. See similarly the many appellative cases
of paronomasia and polysemy studied by H. W. Fairman, “The Myth of Horus at Edfu-1,”
JEA 21 (1935): 26-36. Cf. the Ramesside Hymn to Sobek 1. 53: dd.n=k sk pn r it=f m rn=f
skr “you said, this one wipes (sk) the mouth () of his father in his name Sokar (skr).”
Found in Alan Gardiner, “Hymns to Sobk in a Ramesseum Papyrus,” RJE 11 (1957), 49
and n. 6.

195. Found in Kitchen, Poetry of Ancient Egypt, 211-12.

196. The god Ra exploits the same paronomasia for appellative purposes in the Destruction
of Mankind, 11. 14-15: iw=i r shm im=sn [im nsw] tw m s ‘nd.w st hpr shm.t ‘I shall have
power (shm) over them as king, diminishing them.” Thus, Sekhmet (shm.f) came into
being.”

197. See similarly the following excerpt from the Book of the Night: spr m hpri hfd r 3h.t
‘q m 13 pr.<t>m ki.t “coming into being as Khepri, rising toward the horizon, entering the
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Narrative texts like the Tale of Wenamun (P.Moscow 120) also exhibit this
function. See, for example, the seemingly banal line n-sw n-sw-bs-nb-dd.t n-sw
hr.i-hr.1 “it belongs to (pharaoh) Smendes (Nesubanebjed), it belongs to Herihor”
(1.15), in which the phrase n-sw “it belongs” immediately anticipates and follows
the first part of Smendes’ name.

Similarly, in the Tale of Sinuhe (P.Berlin 3022), we hear the name s3-nht
“Sinuhe” (“son of the sycamore™): nmi.n=t ms.tj m-hiw nh.t “I traversed the Seas
of Truth in the area of Nahat” (1. 8). Pharaoh’s children similarly illustrate their
lingual abilities when they refer to Sinuhe as ss-mh.jt “son of the northwind,”
rather than s3-nh.t “Sinuhe” (1. 276).'%8

One finds an appellative function for paronomasia in Ugaritic texts as well.
In EI’s report to Shapash, we hear the name of the goddess Anat (CAT 1.6.iv.1-3,
12-14):

1. pl ‘nt sdmy sps

“Parched are the furrows of the fields O Shapash,
2.pl ‘ntsdm [ ]il ystk

Parched are the furrows of the divine fields.
3.b1 ‘nt mhrit

May Baal restore the furrows of the plowed land.”

Each of the lines employs the noun ‘nz “furrows,” which is visually identical to
the name ‘n¢ Anat. It is impossible to know how similar the two words’
pronunciations were, but it is difficult to think the allusion would have been
missed, and in any event, the appellative function is visually obvious.

There are also echoes of the god Yam in CAT 1.6.v.1-4:

1. yihd bl bn atrt
Baal seizes the sons of Athirat.
2. rbm ymhs b ktp
The mighty he strikes with a mace,
3. dkym ymhs b smd
The attackers he strikes with a weapon.
4. sgr ym ymsh l ars
The young of Yam he drags back to the earth.

(birth) opening, emerging from the vulva.” Observed by Peter F. Dorman, “Creation on the
Potter’s Wheel at the Eastern Horizon of Heaven,” in Gold of Praise: Studies on Ancient
Egypt in Honor of Edward F. Wente, ed. Emily Teeter and John A. Larson, SAOC 58
(Chicago: Oriental Institute, 1999), 86.

198. The appellative s3-mh.jt also can be understood “son of Mehit,” a lion-headed goddess
of Thinis in central Egypt. See also Scott B. Noegel, “Appellative Paronomasia and
Polysemy in the Tale of Sinuhe,” Lingua Aegyptia 26 (2018): 233-38.
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The name Yam in line 4 is anticipated visually by the two-fold use of ymhs
“(he) strikes” and dkym “attackers.” The passage is abetted by paronomasia
between ymhs “(he) strikes,” smd “weapon,” and ymsh “(he) drags.”'*®

In CAT 1.15.v.19-21 we find paronomasia on the name of Kirtu’s son Yassib:

19. ... sbia sps

... the niche of the sun,
20. b'Iny w ymlk

our lord, therefore Yassib will reign
21. [ylsb ‘In ...

over us.

Observe how the noun sbia “niche” anticipates the name Yassib, and how the
connection is enhanced by paronomasia between b Iny “our lord” and ‘In “over
US.”ZOO

Paronomasia has an appellative function also in the Tale of Aghat, in which
Yatpan, the Sutean (s¢) warrior, informs the goddess Anat that Aghat has st trm
“set (down) a meal” (CAT 1.18.iv.14). In line 17 of the same text, Anat uses the
same verb st “set” in her reply to the Sutean: astk km nsr b hbsy “1 will set you
like a raptor in my belt.”

A final demonstration in Ugaritic occurs in Anat’s threat to El. After warning
that she will kill him, she adds: aght w ypltk bn [dnil ...] w y drk “(Then cry) to
Aghat and he will save you, to the son of Danel ... and he will rescue you” (CAT
1.18.1.13—14). Note how ypltk “he will save you” paronomastically anticipates
El’s title /tpn “Benevolent” in the next line (1. 15).

Biblical scholars have long attributed an appellative function to paronomasia,
especially in narratives involving the naming of infants.**' For example, app?

199. Yam’s name appears elsewhere in the same text when Yam does battle with Baal.
There we are told: z ym [ ymk “Yam is fierce, he does not sink” (CAT 1.2.iv.17). The Tale
of Kirtu also alludes to the names of gods in the description of how Kirtu lost his progeny:
“a third, in health they died (¢mf), a quarter by disease (zblnm) (CAT 1.14.1.16—17. Here tmt
“died” resounds mt “Mot” and zblnm “disease” echoes zb/ “prince (Baal).” The two lines
immediately following explicitly attribute Kirtu’s loss of progeny to “Reshep” and the
“Lad of Yam.” Note also that the seventh portion of his progeny was felled by s/ “the
sword,” which could allude to the chthonic deity $/h “Shaleh” (1. 20).

200. This pericope contains another example of appellative paronomasia between the noun
bhr “lad” and the toponym sbr “Hubur.”

201. See A. Guillaume, “Paronomasia in the Old Testament,” JSS 9 (1964): 282-90;
Andrew F. Key, “The Giving of Proper Names in the Old Testament,” JBL 83 (1964): 55—
59; Martin Noth, Die israelitischen Personnenamen im Rahmen der gemeinsemitischen
Namengebung (Hildesheim: Olms, 1966); James Barr, “The Symbolism of Names in the Old
Testament,” BJRL 52 (1969-1970): 11-29; Cherry, Paronomasia and Proper Names in
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ya 'dqob “Jacob” receives his name, because he grabbed the 2py ‘agéb “heel” of
his brother during birth (Gen 25:26). However, it is Garsiel’s seminal work that
has revealed how truly pervasive this device is in biblical texts.???

As I have discussed in reference to the name Noah (see 2.5 and 3.3), some
cases that have an appellative function are based on an aural connection, but not
an etymological one. This is the case also in 1 Sam 1:20, in which Hannah names
her son H8W Somii ‘el “Samuel” explaining: YRYRY M me-YHWH $a’ilttw
“I asked Yahweh for him.” Though the etymology of the name Samuel is debated,
scholars agree that it is unrelated to the verb Y®W §G’al meaning “ask.”®
Nevertheless, the presence of the sounds /§/, /°/, and /I/ in both “Samuel” and
“ask,” and in the same order, was sufficient to connect the two.?*

Lawrence Zalcman has uncovered a particularly pronounced case of
paronomasia that serves an appellative function in Zeph 2:4: 770 n2mw My "2
TPLR 1PY] IR DR TITWR WY 1OPWRY kT ‘azzah ‘dzibah tihyeh wa-
‘asqalon lismamah "aSdod bas-sohorayim yagarsitha wa- ‘eqron te ‘aqer “for Gaza
shall be forsaken, and Ashkelon a desolation, they shall drive out Ashdod at noon,
and Ekron shall become barren.”??> The name M ‘azzah “Gaza” resounds in the
verb nany ‘azitbah “forsaken” and 11pY ‘egron “Ekron” in the verb pwn té ‘dager
“shall become barren.”?*® In addition, the name T TWR ‘asdod “Ashdod” suggests
the verb 7TV sadad “destroy.” Moreover, as Zalcman adds:

the Old Testament; David Bivin, “The Pun on Peter Works Better in Hebrew,” BARev 19
(1993): 18-19; Robert Rehdk, Synchronni metody vykladu hebrejskych proprii ve Starém
zakoné a v rabinské literature [Synchronic Methods of Interpreting of Hebrew Proper
Names in the Old Testament and Rabbinic Literature] (PhD diss., Charles University,
2007).

202. Garsiel, Biblical Names. This work has been taken up by some of his students as well.
See, e.g., Jonathan Grossman, Ambiguity in Biblical Narrative and Its Contribution to the
Literary Formation [Hebrew] (PhD diss., Bar-Ilan University, 2006), 157-59; Grossman,
Esther: The Outer Narrative and the Hidden Reading, SLTHS 6 (Winona Lake, IN: Ei-
senbrauns, 2011); Grossman, Text and Subtext: On Exploring Biblical Narrative Design
[Hebrew] (Tel Aviv: Hakibbutz Hameuchad, 2015); and Grossman, Ruth.

203. Cf. Klaas Spronk, “Shamgar ben Anat (Judg 3:31)—A Meaningful Name,” ZAW 128
(2016): 684-87, argues that the name should be understood as suggesting W §am and 73
gar, meaning “a foreigner there.” The name would then mark his role as a foreign hero,
comparable to that of Jael. This reading depends on the device known as notarigon, see
4.1.11.

204. Similar appellative paronomasia informs the account of the necromancer of Endor in
1 Sam 28:3-25, in which we find %W Somii ‘¢l “Samuel,” 3RW $5a ‘il “Saul,” YRV §a al
“ask,” and 58w $2°6/ “Sheol” brought into close relief.

205. Zaleman, “Ambiguity and Assonance at Zephaniah II 4.”

206. m reflects PS gazzah, whereas nany represents PS ‘Gzithah, so the paronomasia
between them is effective primarily visually.
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Indeed, the verse comprises an elaborate sequence of double entendres, in which
the cities of the Philistines are personified as women and consigned to four of
the most bitter fates a woman can endure: abandonment, spinsterhood, divorce,
and barrenness.?"’

As Isaac Kalimi has shown, some cases of appellative paronomasia found in
the Chronicles represent changes that the Chronicler has made to Samuel and
Kings in order to drive home theological points or to draw hermeneutical lessons
from someone’s life. For instance, see the following addition to 1 Sam 31 found
in 1 Chr 10:13: “So Saul [%&W $a i/] died because of his unfaithfulness to
Yahweh ... and also for asking [91&W% /i-5'0/] counsel of a necromancer to seek
(advice).”?* See also 1 Chr 28:9: “And you Solomon [nid%W $alomoh], my son,
know the God of your father, and serve him with a perfect [0%W $além] heart and
a willing spirit.”?%

Paronomasia with an appellative purpose also informs the pious boast of the
Moabite king Mesha: “I built a high place of salvation [pw” ys ], because Chemosh
saved me [2pwn, h-§ ‘ny] from all kings” (1. 3—4). Here the highlighted words
recall the king’s name ywn [ms ] “Mesha.”?!°

The Phoenician inscription of Azitawadda (K47 26C, 1. 7) offers a particularly
clever example of paronomasia for appellative ends. After telling how he founded
a city that he named after himself, Azitawadda asks Baal of the Mace (5pa
wna2 b 1 krntrys) to bless it with prosperity: WM yaw nbya 1 napn 131 w-kn
h-qrt z b lt §b° w-trs “and may this city possess grain and new wine” (C, 1. 7).2!!
The petition echoes the name Baal in the verb npa b ‘It “possess” and the noun
WANIIa krntrys “mace” in the words 1P “city” and wAn £ “wine.”?!2

207. Zalcman, “Ambiguity and Assonance at Zephaniah I 4,” 367.

208. Isaac Kalimi, “Paronomasia in the Book of Chronicles,” JSOT 67 (1995): 37; Kalimi,
“Utilization of Pun/Paronomasia in the Chronistic Writing,” in An Ancient Israelite
Historian: Studies in the Chronicler, His Time, Place, and Writing, ed. 1. Kalimi (Assen,
the Netherlands: Royal Van Gorcum Press, 2005), 67-82.

209. Kalimi, “Paronomasia in the Book of Chronicles,” 38.

210. The repeated use of a8 b “father” in the inscription (1. 2-3) in conjunction with the
repeated name 28N “Moab” m’b (1. 1-2) also constitutes an appellative form of
paronomasia. Cf. Gen 19:37, in which the author understands the etymology of the name
“Moab” pejoratively to mean 2y ‘ab + 10 min “from the father,” i.e., by way of incest.
Zakovitch, “Explicit and Implicit Name-Derivations,” 168, notes that “in the Moabite
dialect the Hebrew d-vocalization is pronounced é. The name being derived, then is
Meé’ab.” He compares the forms with 7 mé- in Gen 19:32, 19:34, 19:36.

211. Cf. Prov 3:10.

212. On the interpretation “mace-bearer,” from the Greek xopuvytiptos, see Philip C.
Schmitz, “Phoenician KRNTRYS, Archaic Greek *KOPYNHTHPIOZ, and the Storm
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One also finds an appellative use of paronomasia in the Aramaic Levi
Document from Qumran. When the mother of Merari ("7 mrry) recalls his birth,
she states:

for 1 was bitter [*> 91 mr [y] on his account particularly, for when he was born
he was dying. And I was very bitter [*2 9" nWm whwwh mryr Iy] on his account
since he was about to die, and I implored and beseeched on his account, and there
was bitterness [ mrr] in everything. (XI, 8)

Amram (02 ‘mrm) too is given his name in XII, 4, as his grandmother recalls,
“for I said [nInKR ‘mrt] when he was born, ‘This one will raise up [RnY O™ yrym
‘m’] the people from the la[nd of Eg]ypt. Accordingly [his name] will be called
the exalted pe[ople] [RART RAY m " r'm .23

The Aramaic acrostic poem entitled The World Trembled provides a fine
example of appellative paronomasia when providing an explanation for the name
of the river Nile. In line 6, we read: “the morning [P nw $hrk] star shone forth
like light [79m3 nwhrh], to redeem the black one [nnw shwrh] from the land of
the Nile [7nw $hyrh].” Though the Hebrew term for the Nile derives from the
Egyptian s-hr “pool of Horus,” the consonants provide ample opportunity for a
false etymology that connects it to the “morning,” and notions of “blackness,”
with its connotation of “pollution.”?'* Adding to the paronomasia is 713 nwhrh
“light,” which repeats the final sound /ra/.?'* The employment of paronomasia for
appellative purposes would enjoy continued use by the later rabbis, as we find in
the Talmud and various midrashic texts.?!®

God of Aleppo,” KUSATU 10 (2009): 119-60, who also surveys previous interpretations
of this difficult word.

213. See Jonas C. Greenfield, Michael E. Stone, and Esther Eshel, The Aramaic Levi
Document: Edition, Translation, Commentary, Studia in Veteris Testamenti Pseudepigrapha
19 (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 94-95, 98-99, 191, 198. The first example in the passage about
Merari is in Hebrew, not Aramaic. The authors use the expression “name midrash” for the
device, which also occurs on the names Kohath, Jochebed, and Gershom in 11:6-7, 11:10,
18:3.

214. Alphons S. Rodrigues Pereira, Studies in Aramaic Poetry (c. 100 B.C.E.—c. 600 C.E.):
Selected Jewish, Christian and Samaritan Poems, SSN 34 (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1997),
63.

215. This late poem also might constitute paronomasia between the sounds /h/ and /h/,
since the gutturals might have been confused or might have lost some of their force by this
time.

216. See J. D. Wynkoop and P. Van den Biesen, “A Peculiar Kind of Paronomasia in the
Talmud and Midrash,” JOR 2 (1911): 2-23; Nachman Levine, “On Midrash on Talmudic
Names: A Literary Device and Its Significance” [Hebrew], JSIS 11 (2012): 1-21.
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3.10.2. APPELLATIVE PARONOMASIA ON THE AUTHOR’S NAME

An appellative function appears evident also in cases of polysemy and
paronomasia that invoke the name of an author (or supposed author) of a text,
which Garsiel has referred to as a “subtle colophon.”?!7 Enthusiasts of classical
music are familiar with this device in the work of Johann Sebastian Bach, who
imbedded his name into the notes that comprised his musical compositions.?'®

An excellent demonstration of colophonic paronomasia in Akkadian occurs
in the famous code of Hammurapi. Bill Arnold has shown that the king’s name
(‘ammu + rapi = “The [Divine] Kinsman Heals”) resounds in the noun ammi
“people” in the prologue: musépi kinatim mususir ammi “[1 am the king] who
proclaims truth, who puts the people in order” (4.53-54). In this way, the text
subtly avows that “the great ‘Kinsman-Heals’ has himself healed his people by
ordering them with truth and justice.”?"

On the Sitti-Marduk kudurru (land grant stone inscription), one finds the
epithet nasir kudurreti “guardian of the land-grant stones,” placed in the center of
the inscription. Hurowitz observed that the title is unique to this kudurru and that
it serves as a colophonic reference to the main subject of the inscription,
Nebuchadrezzar (i.e., NabG-kudurri-usur, lit. “O Nabi, guard my heir/land-grant
stone”).?2°

The Egyptian Tale of the Shipwrecked Sailor illustrates this function as well.
The text’s colophon informs us that the text is s5' ss.w igr n dbw=f imn.j s3 imn-
% “a writing of the writer, clever-fingered, Ameny’s son Amenaa” (1. 188—189).
According to Parkinson, the epithet “clever-fingered” recalls the sailor’s
“cleverness” at the start of the story (1. 1) and the count’s dismissal of it at the end

217. Moshe Garsiel, “Implicit Puns upon Names as Subtle Colophons in the Bible,” in
Haim M. L. Gevaryahu Memorial Volume, ed. Joshua J. Adler (Jerusalem: World Jewish
Bible Center, 1990), 1-8; Garsiel, “Puns upon Names: Subtle Colophons in the Bible,”
JBQ 23 (1995): 182-87.

218. For example, the last original page of Bach’s Art of the Fugue contains the cryptic
spelling of Bach’s name with musical notation. In music, the B-A-C-H motif is the
sequence of notes B flat, A, C, B natural. See Douglas R. Hofstadter, Gddel, Escher, Bach:
An Eternal Golden Braid (New York: Basic Books, 1979), 80.

219. Bill T. Arnold, “Wordplay on ‘Hammurapi’ in CH iv 54,” NABU (2016): 72.

220. Hurowitz, “Some Literary Observations on the Sitti-Marduk Kudurru (BBSt. 6),” 47—
48. Perhaps related to this device is the poet’s clever demonstration of the “truth of his
title” bin Sar dadmr in the Standard Babylonian version of the Anzu Myth. See Marianna
E. Vogelzang, “Kill Anzu! On a Point of Literary Evolution,” in Keilschriftliche
Literaturen Ausgewdhlte Vortrige der XXXII. Rencontre assyrio-logique internationale,
Miinster, 8.—12.7.1985, ed. Karl Hecker and Walter Sommerfeld, BBVO 6 (Berlin:
Dietrich Reimer Verlag, 1986), 70.
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(1. 183), thus creating a distance between the author of the story and its didactic
message:

The audience of the Tale can experience the incertainty of reality, and learn of
the cataclysmic end of the earth, but at a safe distance: the scribe is distanced
from all the cataclysms and is safely assured of his “cleverness”, although the
narrator cannot be.??!

In addition, the name Amun, twice contained in imn.j s3 imn- 3 “Ameny’s son
Amenaa,” also recalls the mni.t “mooring-post” at the start of the tale.???

In Ugaritic, we find the name of the scribe Ilimilku (ilmlk) imbedded in the
Tale of Kirtu in the queries of El to the grief-stricken hero: “what ails Kirtu that
he weeps, the gracious one, heir of EI? Is it the kingship of Bull El, his father that
he desires?” (CAT 1.14.1.40-42). Here the name i/ “El” and the noun mlk
“kingship” are juxtaposed in a way that allows one to see i/ mlk as a subtle
colophon. See also CAT 1.4.iv.38-39, where the line him yd il mlk yhss “does the
‘hand’ of El the king excite you?,” permits the reading: “Does the hand of Ilimilku
instruct you?”??3

There are many examples of colophonic paronomasia in the Hebrew Bible.
The Song of Songs contains several cases of paronomasia on the name of its
supposed author Solomon (739 $a/6moh). These occur in the lines “for why
(M9 Sallamah) should 1 be as one who strays” (1:7); “return, return, O
Shulammite ("R has-Silammir)” (7:1), and in the noun Di%Y $alom “peace”
(8:10). The name nYW $alomah itself follows the latter paronomasia closely in
8:11. Several lexemes in the Song reference Solomon’s other name 7T
yadidyah “Beloved of Yah(weh)” (2 Sam 12:25),2** in particular the repeated
forms 7"77 dodekad “your love” and *7i7 dodi “my beloved” (e.g., Song 1:4, 2:9,
2:17, etc.).

Another subtle colophon in Isa 12:2-3 exploits the root pw» y-s-*
deliver” to echo the name 310" yasa ‘yahii “Isaiah.”

triumph,

221. Richard B. Parkinson, “The Dream and the Knot: Contextualizing Middle Kingdom
Literature,” in Definitely: Egyptian Literature. Proceedings of the Symposium “Ancient
Egyptian Literature: History and Forms,” Los Angeles, March 24-26, 1995, ed. Gerald
Moers, LASM 2 (Géttingen: Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, 1999), 63-82,
quotation on p. 78.

222. As observed by Rendsburg, “Literary Devices in the Story of the Shipwrecked Sailor,”
20.

223. I thank my graduate student Corinna Nichols for these observations.

224. Garsiel, “Puns upon Names,” 187. I add to Garsiel’s fine collection paronomasia on
Job’s name (29"R 7yyob) in Job 13:24 and 33:10, which suggests 2R ‘oyéb “enemy.” See
also Scott B. Noegel, “Another Look at Job 18:2,3,” JBQ 23 (1995): 161.
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[ ha-yasi ‘ah].

In addition, the use of "1v ‘6zzi “my strength” (12:2) represents a subtle allusion
to King Uzziah (7MY ‘wzziyyahii), the king during whose reign Isaiah began
prophesying. The counterpart passages in 2 Chr 26:8-16 also demonstrate a
knowledge of the paronomasia by repeating the root Pn h-z-g “be strong,
strengthen,” a synonym for 19 ‘0z. Garsiel concludes: “These two implicit
references to the names of the prophet and the first king of his period seem to
constitute a subtle colophon.”??’ I add to Garsiel’s observations that the repetition
of the root 1 h-z-g recalls the name Hezeqiah (W21 yahizqivyahii), another
king in whose reign Isaiah prophesied.

3.11. STRUCTURAL

Some forms of paronomasia function to organize and connect textual units. This
category includes Watson’s proposed functions “to assist composition” and “to
link a poem or its parts.”??® Structural paronomasia differs from referential
paronomasia in that the former functions as a reason for a text’s organization and
composition, whereas the latter invites readers to compare and contrast the use of
lexemes within a text.

Paronomasia serves as an organizational principle in some Akkadian lexical
series like ERIM.HUS = anantu, AN.TA.GAL = Saqi, and SIG7.ALAN =
nabnitu.??’ The latter series, for example, places the entry erii “be pregnant”
closely before eru “grinding slab,” erii “eagle,” erii “copper,” and uri “to cut a
branch.”??® Indeed, as the editors of the series observe: “Any given entry that
occurs in a tablet may stimulate the inclusion of an item that is either

225. Garsiel, “Puns upon Names,” 184.

226. Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 245.

227. Antoine Cavigneaux, et al., eds., The Series Erim-hus = anantu and An-ta-gadl = Saqii,
MSL 17 (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1985); 1. J. Finkel and M. Civil, eds., The
Series SIG7.ALAN = Nabnitu, MSL 16 (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1982). See now
also Nick C. Veldhuis, History of the Cuneiform Lexical Traditions, GMTR 6 (Miinster:
Ugarit-Verlag, 2014), 106, 169, 220-22.

228. Finkel and Civil, Series SIG7.ALAN = Nabnitu, 32. A similar use of the polyseme erii
for “eagle,” “nakedness,” and “conception,” and possibly “copper” occurs in the Etana
myth. Noted by Abraham Winitzer, “Etana in Eden: New Light on the Mesopotamian and
Biblical Tales in Their Semitic Context,” JAOS 133 (2013): 441-65.
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homophonous, or shares at least one, usually two, of its radicals.”??° Paronomasia
also links several omens in the omen series for malformed animal births known
as Summa Izbu. 2>

A similar strategy appears in some Egyptian texts. The Ramesside dream
manual contains several examples. The omen in r. 2.8 reads: [/r] rdi.t n=f hmt m
[...]1 [nfr] bt [g]=f im=sn “giving him copper as [...]; [good], [it means]
something at which he will be exalted.” It is followed in r. 2.9 by [hr ... ] hm.t=f
n h3j [nfr] hm dw.wt pw irj=f [...] “his woman to a married man; [good], it means
that the bad things related to him will retreat.”>}! The two omens were written in
sequence, because /i “upon” and hmt “copper” in the protasis of the first omen
resound in /i “upon,” hm.t “woman,” and sm “retreat” in the second omen.

Some Egyptian poems use paronomasia to connect the first verse to the last
in a way that forms an inclusio. Such is the case, as Loprieno has shown, with the
love poem in P.Harris 500, which begins with the line “Absynth [s m] plants are
there, and one feels great [s 3] in front of them,” and concludes, “if I am met by
any of your glances, it would be better than food and drink [wm-swf].”?3?

To date no Ugaritic texts have provided evidence for an organizational
structure based on polysemy or paronomasia. The scribes of Ugarit did produce
lexical texts, wherein one might expect to find such a feature, especially as these
are not local traditions, but the result of Mesopotamian influence. Nevertheless,
many remain unpublished.?*3

However, the Hebrew Bible contains several examples of paronomasia
serving as an organizing principle.?** In Gen 4:20-22, the narrator states that

229. Finkel and Civil, Series SIG7.ALAN = Nabnitu, 31.

230. See Nicla De Zorzi, La Serie Teratomantica Summa Izbu: Testo, Tradizione, Orizzonti
Culturali, vols. 1-2, HANEM 15 (Padova: S.A.R.G.O.N. Editroce e Libreria, 2014), 194—
96; Markham J. Geller, “The Concept of the Semitic Root in Akkadian Lexicography,” in
Multilingualism, Lingua Franca and Lingua Sacra, ed. Jens Braarvig and Markham J.
Geller, Studies 10 (Berlin: Max Plank Institute for the History of Science, 2018), 299-306.
231. Noegel and Szpakowska, ““Word Play’ in the Ramesside Dream Manual.”

232. Cited by Loprieno, “Puns and Word Play in Ancient Egyptian,” 15, with some
variation. See also Guglielmi, “Zu einigen literarischen Funktionen des Wortspiels,” 491—
505. This is group C, no. 18, lines A, E in Fox, Song of Songs and the Ancient Egyptian
Love Songs, 26.

233. See Veldhuis, History of the Cuneiform Lexical Traditions, 27980, 297-99.

234. Joel Kaminsky, “Reflections on Associative Word Links in Judges,” JSOT 36 (2012):
411-34, has shown how certain keywords can serve to link individual stories in Judges. He
notes (430) how William L. Holladay once “presented an example of an associational
method of scribal editing in Jeremiah 18 in which a passage concerning a potter (Jer. 18.1—
12) sits next to an oracle that mentions Lebanon (Jer. 18.13—17). He pointed out that this
same juxtaposition of topics occurs in Isaiah 29, in which a potter and his clay are
mentioned in 29.16, immediately followed by 29.17, a verse that mentions Lebanon. Of
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Lamekh’s first wife was named Adah, and that she bore Yabal and Yubal, the
latter of whom was the “father of all those who play the lyre and flute.” The very
next verse begins with the name of his second wife Zillah (n‘?g sillah), whose
name derives from a root meaning “musical tone or ring,” whence uua‘;z_zr;
masiltayim “cymbals.” Thus, the passages about Adah and Zillah are connected
by means of paronomasia.?*> Moreover, the same verses relate the births of three
children with similar sounding names: 52’ yabal “Yabal,” 92» yitbal “Yubal,” and
1R YaIn tibal gayin “Tubal-cain.”

Some of the legal materials also appear to have been organized according to
paronomastic principles. Alexander Rof¢ has noticed that the law forbidding
prostitutes in the temple was placed after the law concerning the ill treatment of

runaway slaves (Deut 23:17-19), because the latter contains the noun 130K ‘etnan
2236

=

“fee” and the former the similar sounding verb 133in tonenni “oppress him.

Cassuto similarly opined that the list of Moses’s spies draws upon
paronomastic associations of their names. Thus, *7i0 12 5813 gaddri’él ben sodi
“Gaddiel the son of Sodi” naturally preceded the similar sounding 010 12 73
gaddl ben siist “Gaddi the son of Susi,” and 7N satiir “Sethur” was followed by
'an nahbi “Nahbi,” because both names bear the meaning “hide” (Num 13:10-
11, 13:13-14).2%7

Nachman Levine has argued that paronomasia can function to connect a
literary unit or even form an inclusio when carried on vertically through a poem
(much like the Egyptian poem cited above). For example, Ps 26 begins, “judge
me, O Yahweh, for I have walked in my integrity, and I have trusted in Yahweh
without wavering [Ton& ‘em ‘ad]” (26:1), and concludes: My foot stands [[ThY
‘amdah] in an even place, in the congregation will I bless Yahweh” (26:12). The

course, one still needs to explain why these two topics sit next to each other in Isaiah 29.
It turns out that this juxtaposition in Isaiah is most likely due to the fact that 29.16 and
29.17 each contain the same niphal third masculine singular imperfect form of awn, ‘will
be accounted’ or ‘will be reckoned’. Once the two oracles in Isaiah were firmly grouped
together it seems that the editors of Jeremiah drew on other elements of the already close
association between Isa. 29.16 and 29.17. In short, whoever edited Jeremiah remembered
that the idea of a potter and his clay creation resided next to a passage invoking Lebanon
in Isaiah, whereupon this associative link was used to order some of the random oracles in
Jeremiah. Holladay’s insight provides evidence of an ancient filing system based on
associations, which is exactly what one would expect to find in Israelite scribal culture in
which scribes living in a primarily oral culture were seeking to order scrolls of diverse
materials in associative ways.”

235. Garsiel, Biblical Names, 95.

236. See Alexander Rofé, “The Arrangement of the Laws in Deuteronomy,” ETL 64
(1988): 265-85.

237. “Sethur” from the root 7no s-t-r and “Nahbi” from 8an /-b-". Cassuto’s observations
are cited by Rofé, “Arrangement of the Laws in Deuteronomy,” 265.
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two verbal stems are anagrams and antonyms of each other and form an
inclusio.?®
He also points to Ps 64:9-10:

:02 NR97H2 17T 03Iy vy s won
abnawn npm ooy Hub 1T oY M

way-yaksilihii ‘alemo lasonam yitnodadii kol ro éh bam

Cwr—

And they shall cause themselves to stumble on account of their own tongues,
they shall shudder, all who see them.

And all men shall fear, and they shall declare the work of God and they shall
understand his doing.

The first verb in the first line (WM way-yaksilihii “and they shall cause
themselves to stumble”) and the last in the second line (352 hiskili “they shall
understand”) are paronomastic. So too are the penultimate word in the first line
(&7 ro°éh “who see”) and the first word in the second line (R way-yiyra i
“they shall fear”).?*° To these fine observations I add the inherent paronomasia
between 17730 yitnodadii “they shall shudder” and 1731 way-yaggidii “and they
shall declare,” the former derived from the root 13 n-w-d and the latter from 733
n-g-d.

The Aramaic Proverbs of Ahigar similarly employ paronomasia as an
organizational principle. In particular, proverbs C1 1:126, 1:128, and 1:129
appear to have been grouped together, because the first proverb contains the noun
vn At “arrow,” the second VYN At “arrow” and XVN /¢’ “sin,” and the third XnvVIN
hntt’ “wheat.”>*0

238. Nachman Levine, “Vertical Poetics: Interlinear Phonological Parallelism in Psalms,”
JNSL 29 (2004): 73, notes additional (nonparonomastic) lexical items tying the beginning
to the end. He argues for seeing the vertical use of paronomasia as a new device. However,
all texts are, in essence, vertical structures in which one finds paronomasia. So I see his
examples simply as additional cases of extended paronomasia, as found elsewhere in
biblical poetry and prose. See also John S. Kselman, “Semantic-Sonant Chiasmus in
Biblical Poetry,” Bib 58 (1977): 219-23, for related observations.

239. Levine, “Vertical Poetics,” 74.

240. Proverbs C1 1:127 and 1:129 also have nearly identical endings. On other poetic
features in the text, see Wilfred G. E. Watson, Traditional Techniques in Classical Hebrew
Verse, JISOTSup 170 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1994), 72-86.
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3.12. MNEMONIC

A mnemonic function has been attributed to some cases of polysemy and
paronomasia. Nathan Wasserman has argued that such devices abetted the
memorization of proverbs in Mesopotamian culture.?*! Loprieno has suggested
that aiding the memory was one of the primary functions of paronomasia in
Egyptian texts since it produced a rhythmic effect.?*> Since many poems were
sung or enchanted and enjoyed a musical accompaniment, it is likely that the
music also helped memorization. Aramaic paronomasia similarly served the later
Masoretes as memory aids.>*

However, the most frequent claims for a mnemonic function relate to the
creation of acrostics. Acrostics work by reading vertically the initial letter or sign
of each successive word in a poem (see 4.1.12). In the Hebrew Bible, many
acrostics proceed through the alphabet. Indeed, the compositional use of the
alphabet in some of these same acrostics is so sophisticated that a mnemonic
function seems likely.

Others have suggested that biblical acrostics functioned to convey a sense of
order,** or in the case of the book of Lamentations, to provide readers with a
mechanism for interacting with their emotions through reason.*> Still other
acrostics appear to demonstrate the erudition of a scribe or to perform a ritual
function (see 4.1.12). Thus, an Akkadian acrostic found in The Dialogue of
Saggil-kinam-ubbib reads: “I, Saggil-kinam-ubbib, the exorcist, am adorant of the
god and the king.” Other Akkadian acrostics spell out divine names and appear to
add power to prayers.?*® One Egyptian acrostic appears equally performative in
that it reads in multiple directions and contains a hymn to the goddess Mut.?*
Another from Egypt records the prayer of a man who is deceased.?*® Therefore,

241. In Akkadian proverbs, for example. See Wasserman, Style and Form in Old
Babylonian Literary Texts, 171.

242. Loprieno, “Puns and Word Play in Ancient Egyptian,” 15-17.

243. See David Marcus, Scribal Wit: Aramaic Mnemonics in the Leningrad Codex, TS 10
(Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2013).

244, Delbert R. Hillers, Lamentations: Introduction, Translation, and Notes, AB TA (New
York: Doubleday, 1992).

245. Elie Assis, “The Alphabetic Acrostic in the Book of Lamentations,” CBQ 69 (2007):
710-24.

246. On biblical and Mesopotamian acrostics, see John F. Brug, “Biblical Acrostics and
Their Relationship to Other Ancient Near Eastern Acrostics,” in The Bible in the Light of
Cuneiform Literature: Scripture in Context III, ed. William W. Hallo et al., ANETS 8§
(Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen Press, 1990), 283-304.

247. H. M. Stewart, “A Crossword Hymn to Mut,” JEA 57 (1971): 87-104.

248. Jan Zandee, An Ancient Egyptian Crossword Puzzle (Leiden: Ex Oriente Lux, 1966).
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while some acrostics likely functioned as aides-mémoire, others appear to have
been demonstrations of piety and/or devices of ritual empowerment.

3.13. HERMENEUTIC

Polysemy and paronomasia can function as hermeneutical tools. One primarily
finds them employed this way in four corpora: divinatory accounts, medical
diagnoses, commentaries, and riddles, though in some cases, paronomasia for
appellative purposes also can serve in this capacity (see 3.10).

3.13.1. DIVINATORY

Divinatory texts throughout the ancient Near East demonstrate strong
paronomastic connections between their protases and apodoses.?** Thus, in an
Akkadian dream omen compendium one finds: “if one dreams he is eating a raven
[arbu]; it means he will have plenty [irbu].”**° Here the similarity in sound
between the two highlighted nouns leads to the dream’s interpretation. Nicla De
Zorzi has discovered a number of examples in the omen series for malformed
animal births known as Summa Izbu.?*' For example, “if a sow gives birth, but
(the babies) die [imati]: its master will soon receive an order [amata].” The verb
imati “they will die” in the protasis connects paronomastically to amata “order”
in the apodosis (22.86). See also omen 6.42: “if there is a malformed birth, and in
its belly [/ibbisu] there is an egg [peliimmal, and inside [libbi] the egg [peli] there
is a chick [atmu]: the throne will change; the lake [t@mtu] will dry up [ibbal].” As
De Zorzi notes, paronomasia obtains between atmu “chick” and tamtu “lake.” To
her astute observations, I add that the repeated noun /ibbu “inside, heart” finds a
match in ibbal “it will dry up.” I further suggest that the change of throne in the
apodosis derives from the two-fold mention of the peli “egg,” which suggests
pali “reign, length of reign.”

249. See Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers; Noegel, “Dreams and Dream Interpreters in Meso-
potamia and in the Hebrew Bible (Old Testament),” in Dreams and Dreaming: A Reader
in Religion, Anthropology, History, and Psychology, ed. Kelly Bulkeley (Hampshire, UK:
Palgrave-St. Martin’s Press, 2001), 45-71.

250. Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 11-18; Stefania Ermidoro, “Eating and Drinking in
Dreams: Tablet A of the Assyrian ‘Dream Book,’” in Libiamo ne’ lieti calici: Ancient Near
Eastern Studies Presented to Lucio Milano on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday by
Pupils, Colleagues and Friends, ed. Paola Coro et al., AOAT 436 (Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag,
2016), 17274, 177-78.

251. De Zorzi, La Serie Teratomantica Summa Izbu, 192; De Zorzi, “The Omen Series
Summa Izbu: Internal Structure and Hermeneutic Strategies,” KASKAL: Rivista di storia,
ambienti e culture del Vicino Oriente Antico 8 (2011): 43-75.
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A more complex example is the following dream omen:

If (in a dream) he seizes a fox (KA.A = Akkadian sélibu); he will seize a Lamassu
(AN.KAL), but if he seizes a fox in his hand (SU), and it escapes; he will have
seized a Lamassu, but it also will escape from his hand (SU).252

The interpretation derives from the knowledge that if one writes the word for
“fox” syllabically as Se7-lib-bu, the same signs also have the values (A).AN.KAL-
u, meaning “Lamassu.” Though the reading is not exactly equivalent, it provides
enough of a correlation to justify the interpretation. Indeed, as I have discussed
above (2.5), polysemy need not be grammatically perfect to be effective.
Moreover, the dreamer is said to seize the fox in his SU (= Akkadian gatu) “hand.”
Elsewhere we find the following identification: ‘LAMMA = SU, LAMMA being
Sumerian for Lamassu.?*

Not only do Akkadian divinatory texts employ polysemy and paronomasia as
a hermeneutic, but literary texts that report divinatory activity do so as well.?>* In
the Old Babylonian version of the Epic of Gilgamesh, the interpretations that
Gilgamesh’s mother offers are linked to the objects in his dream by way of
polysemy and paronomasia. He reports his dream as follows (1.1.7-14):

7. [kis]-rum Sa a-nim im-qu-tam a-na se-ri-ia
A [meteor]ite of Anu fell down upon me.
8. as-Si-Su-ma ik-ta-bi-it e-li-ia
1 picked it up, but it was too heavy for me.
9.  u-ni-is-su-ma nu-us-sa-su v-ul el-ti-'i
1 pushed at it, but I could not budge it.
10.  wruk® ma-tum pa-hi-ir e-li-Su
The land of Uruk gathered around it.
11. et-lu-tum u-na-sa-qu Si-pi-Su
The young men were kissing its feet.
12.  v-um-mi-id-ma pu-ti
I braced my forehead
13. i-mi-du ia-ti
and they supported me.
14. as-Si-a-Su-ma at-ba-la-as-Su a-na se-ri-ki
1 picked it up and carried it off to you.

252. Scott B. Noegel, “Fox on the Run: Catch a Lamassu by the Pun,” NABU 73 (1995):
101-2.

253. CAD L, s.v. “lamassu.”

254. For other Akkadian dream accounts, see Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 57-88.
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Of particular interest is the noun kisru, which in the context of the dream means
“meteorite,” but also can mean a “steppeland plant” as well as “strength.” The
word sériya appears to be the preposition and suffix, that is, “upon me,” though
seri also can mean “steppeland.” His mother draws upon the alternate meanings
of these words when she says that his dream portends the coming of one who is
Gilgamesh’s equal and ina séri iwalidma “born of the steppeland.”?>

In the Egyptian dream manual, one finds that if a man dreams of: di=tw n=f
t hd nfr h.t pw hd hr=f [n=sn] “white bread being given to him; good, it means
something at which his face will brighten” (r. 3.4). Here the appearance of ¢ id
“white bread” in the protasis resounds in the verb id “brighten” in the apodosis.?>
The same device appears in the only extant literary report of a dream interpretation
in Bgypt.?y’

Examples of polysemy and paronomasia as hermeneutical tools in the Bible
abound, especially in prophetic contexts. Thus, in the vision of Amos in 8:1-2,
Yahweh shows the prophet a basket of P'p gayis “summer fruits,” which is
interpreted as signaling the yp gés “end” of Israel.*® Similarly, in the book of
Jeremiah, Yahweh shows the prophet a TRV Sagéd “almond-branch,” which is
decoded to mean that Yahweh will TR soged “watch” to ensure that his word is
fulfilled (Jer 1:11-12).

As in Akkadian texts, polysemy and paronomasia can serve a hermeneutical
purpose in biblical literary texts that report divinatory practice. Elsewhere I have
shown how the interpretation of the Midianite’s dream in Judg 7:13 derives from

255. The connection to strength is emphasized even more in the Standard Babylonian
version of the text where Gilgamesh says of the meteorite assiSuma dan eliya “it was too
strong for me” (1. 249), which his mother interprets as ina mati (KUR) dan emiiqi isu “he
is the mightiest in the land, he has strength” (1. 269). Here the noun dannu “strength” ties
the omen to its interpretation (contra OB 1.i.8: iktabit eliya “it was too heavy for me”). For
a complete discussion of the dreams in the Epic of Gilgamesh, see Noegel, Nocturnal
Ciphers, 57-82.

256. Noegel and Szpakowska, ““Word Play’ in the Ramesside Dream Manual,” 200.
“Wordplay” as a divinatory hermeneutic appears first in the New Kingdom in Egypt. See
Scott B. Noegel, “On Puns and Divination: Egyptian Dream Exegesis from a Comparative
Perspective,” in Through a Glass Darkly: Magic, Dreams, and Prophecy in Ancient Egypt,
ed. Kasia Szpakowska (Swansea, Wales: The Classical Press of Wales, 2006), 95-119.
Such devices also appear in the Demotic dream manual. See Aksel Volten, Demotische
Traumdeutung (Pap. Carslberg XIII und XIV Verso), AA 3 (Copenhagen: Einar
Munsgaard, 1942).

257. The dream stela of Tantamani, now housed in the Nubian Museum in Aswan, Egypt.
For a discussion, see Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 100—106.

258. See Shalom Paul, Amos, Hermeneia 30 (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 1991), 253-54;
Noegel, ““Sign, Sign, Everywhere a Sign,”” 143-62.
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the polyvalent meanings inherent in the words used to describe the dream.?® As
we are told, Gideon overheard the man saying: “Listen, I had this dream. (In it)
there was a moldy loaf of barley rolling through the Midianite camp. It came to
the tent and struck it, and it fell; it turned it upside down, and the tent collapsed.”
Immediately afterwards, the other soldier interprets his dream: “That can only
mean the sword of the Israelite Gideon, son of Joash. God is delivering Midian
and the entire camp into his hands” (Judg 7:13—14).

There are several words in the dream that inform its interpretation. First is
[99%] 5% salol [salil] “moldy, stale,” which also can mean “quivering” or a
“tingling sound” implying terrifying news (e.g., 2 Kgs 21:12, Jer 19:3, Hab
3:16).2%° The second is the expression D W onY lehem $2 ‘orim “loaf of barley,”
which David Yellin brilliantly espied as an echo of 0™WwW on% lahem $o ‘arim
“fighting in the gates” in the Song of Deborah (Judg 5:8).2%! Another Hebrew
word used in the account of the dream, which also carries military overtones, is
the verb 7971 hapak “overturn, overthrow,” used both of the whirling bread loaf
and the tent which the bread strikes. The verb appears in conjunction with violent
destruction so frequently that it will suffice to cite a few references: the overthrow
of Sodom and Gomorrah (Gen 19:21), the city of Ammon (2 Sam 10:3), and
Nineveh (Jon 3:4). When combined, the polysemes inherent in the words used to
describe the dream, much like the Mesopotamian omen and literary texts
discussed above, offer the raw materials for interpreting the dream.

The use of polysemy and paronomasia as hermeneutical tools anticipates its
later use in Greek oracles and divinatory texts, and rabbinic dream
interpretation.?6?

3.13.2. MEDICAL DIAGNOSES

Since various physical afflictions were deemed generally to be the result of
transgressions, impurity and/or the act of ghosts or demons in the wider Near

259. See Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 141-46, which offers additional evidence beyond that
provided here. See too now Robin Baker, “Double Trouble: Counting the Cost of
Jephthah,” JBL 137 (2018): 29-50.

260. Noted independently by Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1985), 506 n. 1. However, the observation was first made by M. Th.
Houtsma, “nnnn-oiny-ony,” ZAW 22 (1902): 329-31, see 330.

261. Yellin, “Polysemy in the Bible,” 2. Noted also by Robert G. Boling, Judges: A New
Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 6A (New York: Doubleday, 1975), 148.
262. See Konrad Ohlert, Rdtsel und Rdtselspiele der alten Griechen (Berlin: Mayer &
Miiller, 1912); Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 191-251; Simone Beta, Il labirinto della
parola: Enigmi, oracoli e sogni nella cultura antica, Saggi 956 (Torino: Giulio Einaudi
editore, 2016).
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East,?® the difference between divinatory compendia and medical diagnoses may
seem subtle to some. However, since medical diagnoses were the result of
observation alone and not based on the performance of divinatory acts (e.g.,
reading oil in water, animal entrails, or celestial bodies), I offer them here as a
separate category.

An example from Akkadian will demonstrate:

U, GIG SAG-sti NIGIN=$u ri-ta-5u it GIRMES-$u i-ra-ti-ba SU ra-bi-ti $a ki
Sa-as-sa-ti-ma

If the patient’s head seems to spin (and) his hands tremble: ‘hand’ of the great
one who is like tetanus.”

Here a connection between the symptom and the cause is based on paronomasia
between ra ‘dbu “tremble” and rabi “great one.”?%*
The Edwin Smith Surgical Papyrus also employs paronomasia at times to

diagnose a symptom:

It is seminal emission [mns’ | which befalls his penis. (It means) that his penis is
erect and has a discharge [#sw] from the end of his penis. It is said, “It remains
stationary [mn s 'w],” when it cannot sink downward (and) it cannot lift upward.
(10.19-21)265

Here the mns’ “seminal emission” and nsw “discharge” paronomastically suggest
the explanation mn s ‘'w “remains stationary.”

3.13.3. COMMENTARIES
The use of polysemy and paronomasia as hermeneutical tools also occurs in

ancient commentaries. A Babylonian commentary on the creation story Enuma
Elish extrapolates many fanciful and sublime interpretations from Marduk’s fifty

263. See Markham J. Geller, “Akkadian Healing Therapies in the Babylonian Talmud,”
MPIW 259 (2004): 1-60; JoAnn Scurlock, Magico-Medical Means of Treating Ghost-
Induced Illnesses in Ancient Mesopotamia, AMD 3 (Leiden: Brill/Styx, 2006); Scurlock
and Burton Andersen, Diagnoses in Assyrian and Babylonian Medicine: Ancient Sources,
Translations, and Modern Medical Analyses (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2005);
Susanne Beck, Exorcism, Illness, and Demons in an Ancient Near Eastern Context: The
Egyptian Magical Papyrus Leiden I 343 +345, PALMA 18 (Leiden: Sidestone, 2018).
264. Examined in Scurlock and Andersen, Diagnoses in Assyrian and Babylonian
Medicine, 68, with the “pun” noted on 693 n. 203.

265. Adopted from James Henry Breasted, Hieroglyphic Transliteration, Translation, and
Commentary, vol. 1 of The Edwin Smith Surgical Papyrus, OIP 3 (Chicago, IL: University
of Chicago Press, 1930), 329-30, with some minor changes.
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names. His first name is “Asari, bestower of civilization, who established surveys,
creator of grain and fibrous plants, who causes vegetation to sprout.” The
commentary explains Marduk’s epithets by deriving them from the polyvalent
syllabic and logographic components used to write them. Thus, in reference to the
name Asari it records that the sign RU (used for RI) = “bestow” (= Akkadian
Saraku), the sign SAR = “cultivation,” and the sign A = “border.” SAR also
suggests “grain” and “herbs,” and when SAR is read as MA4 it means “cause to
sprout” (= Akkadian asii). Moreover, SAR can refer to “vegetation.”?*® As Hallo
explains, the names “represent transparently “unscientific’ etymologies based on
the syllabic or logographic orthography of the name, and many others constitute
equally imaginative displays of linguistic acrobatics.”¢

One Mesopotamian medical commentary goes a step farther in attempting to
explain the word GUDUM: “ghost.” The exorcist’s gloss on this word splits the
cuneiform sign into two separate signs, in this case BAR “to open” and U (read
as BUR) “ear,” and renders it “the one who opens the ears.”>*® The same method
is applied elsewhere to the sign designating the gallii--demon, that is, HUL. In this
case, the cuneiform sign is read as if composed of SI and UR, and understood as
pseudo-Sumerian signs that yield IGI TES meaning “the eye that comes to
shame.”2%

Though some Egyptian texts show evidence of hermeneutical glosses based
on polysemy and paronomasia, the Egyptians never developed the commentary
as a literary genre.?’® The same can be said for the scribes of Ugarit and ancient
Israel.

Nevertheless, a tradition of textual commentary does emerge in formative
Judaism, as represented in the Dead Sea scrolls. Of particular interest are the

266. Jean Bottéro, “Les noms de Marduk, I’écriture et la ‘logique’ en Mésopotamie
ancienne,” in Memoirs of the Academy of Arts and Sciences: Essays on the Ancient Near
East in Memory of Jacob Joel Finkelstein, ed. Maria de Jong Ellis, vol. 19 (Hamden, CT:
Archon Books, 1977), 5-28. See similarly in Alan Lenzi, “Scribal Hermeneutics and the
Twelve Gates of Ludlul bél nemeqi,” JAOS 135 (2015): 733—49.

267. Hallo, “Scurrilous Etymologies,” 768.

268. As espied by Scurlock and Andersen, Diagnoses in Assyrian and Babylonian
Medicine, 437.

269. Scurlock and Andersen, Diagnoses in Assyrian and Babylonian Medicine, 437. They
also point out the connection between this demon, eye pain, and shame in the following
diagnosis for a psychiatric affliction: [DIS NA ma-alm-ma 1GI-ma TUG-su it-ta-na-as-
suk- ti-rap-pad 1GI"-§11 1i-ma-ha-as NA Bl HUL DIB-su “[if a person] sees somebody and
continually throws off his garment, he wanders about (and) strikes his eyes, a gallii afflicts
that person.”

270. Phillipe Derchain, “Theologie et Littérature,” in Loprieno, Ancient Egyptian
Literature, 351-60.
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commentaries on biblical texts known as pesharim.?’! The root “Wa p-$-r, whence
“pesharim,” essentially means “interpret,” and it has its origins in divination,
especially by way of dreams.?’”” In fact, as Alex Jassen remarks, “the pesharim
seem to reflect a systematic incorporation of several recurring structural and
formal aspects found in dream and omen literature.”?”?

A fine demonstration of paronomasia in the service of hermeneutics occurs
in the Qumranic text known as the Pesher to Habakkuk (1QpHab XIII, 9). In Hab
2:6, the prophet proclaims that the righteous will make of the defiant a Ywn masal
“proverb.” The Pesher to Habakkuk interprets the passage as alluding to the Priest
of Wickedness who became a Ywn msl “ruler.”?’*

In the Pesher to Nahum (3—4, 111, 1-5), 3'nnw1 wa-samtik “1 will make you
(a spectacle)” in Nah 3:6, is understood to mean onAWR “smim “I will make you
guilty.” As Shani Berrin observes, the interpretation relies on reading the
consonant Sin (V) in TRNWI wa-samtik as a Sin (V), and thus deriving the verb
from the root DAY §-m-m “be guilty.”?’> Elsewhere in the Pesher to Nahum (3—4
111, 8-9), we find the prophet’s reference to a »n hél “rampart” (Nah 3:8),
interpreted as 51 "war sy hyl “men of power.”?7

271. Lou H. Silberman, “Unriddling the Riddle: A Study in the Structure and Language of
the Habakkuk Pesher,” RdQ 11 (1961): 323—-64; Michael Fishbane, “The Qumran Pesher
and Traits of Ancient Hermeneutics,” in Proceedings of the Sixth World Congress of
Jewish Studies: Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 13—19 August, 1973, ed. Malka Jagendorf
and Avigdor Shinan (Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish Studies, 1977), 97-114; Robert
Eisenman, “Playing on and Transmuting Words—Interpreting ‘Abeit-Baluto’ in the Hab-
akkuk Pesher,” in Mogilany 1989: Papers on the Dead Sea Scrolls Offered in Memory of
Jean Carmignac. Part II: The Teacher of Righteousness, Literary Studies, ed. Z. J. Kapera
(Krakow: The Enigma Press, 1991), 177-96; G. Doudna, “Wordplay in Pesher Nahum,”
in 4QPesher Nahum: A Critical Edition (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2001), 253-65;
Alex P. Jassen, “The Pesharim and the Rise of Commentary in Early Jewish Scriptural
Interpretation,” DSD 19 (2012): 363-98.

272. See Isaac Rabinowitz, “‘Pésher/Pittaron’: Its Biblical Meaning and Its Significance in
the Qumran Literature,” RdQ 8 (1973): 219-32; Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 24, 131.

273. Jassen, “Pesharim and the Rise of Commentary in Early Jewish Scriptural Interpreta-
tion,” 397.

274. Noted by William H. Brownlee, The Midrash Pesher of Habakkuk, SBLMS 24
(Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1979), 133, 143-44.

275. Shani L. Berrin, The Pesher Nahum Scroll from Qumran: An Exegetical Study of
40169, STDJ 53 (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 259 n. 89.

276. Berrin, Pesher Nahum Scroll from Qumran, 279.
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The hermeneutic application of polysemy and paronomasia would continue
in Judaism, often under some degree of Mesopotamian influence, and as such, it
appears in the Talmud and later midrashic literature.?”’

3.13.4. RIDDLES

Riddles have long been associated with polysemy and paronomasia. The earliest
riddles appear in Sumerian tablets from Lagash dating to the twenty-fourth
century BCE.?’® A local product, they provide clues to the names of a number of
towns by referring to a canal, divine name, name of a fish, and name of a snake.
The reader is left to ponder the solution as the text offers none. However, a number
of other riddles, perhaps known by the rubric A.DA “contest,” and dating to the

277. Norman Walker, “The Masoretic Pointing of Jeremiah’s Pun,” VT 7 (1957): 413;
Lieberman, “A Mesopotamian Background for the So-Called Aggadic ‘Measures’ of
Biblical Hermeneutics?”’; Jonah Fraenkel, “Paronomasia in Aggadic Narratives,” ScrHier
27 (1978): 27-35; R. Brown, The Enjoyment of Midrash: The Use of the Pun in Genesis
Rabba (PhD diss., Hebrew Union College, 1980); Jeffrey H. Tigay, “An Early Technique
of Aggadic Exegesis,” in History, Historiography, and Interpretation: Studies in Biblical
and Cuneiform Literatures, ed. Hayim Tadmor and Moshe Weinfeld (Jerusalem: Magnes,
1983), 169-89; Antoine Cavigneaux, “Aux sources du Midrash: L’herméneutique baby-
lonienne,” 40 5 (1987): 243-55; H. Eilberg-Schwartz, “Who’s Kidding Whom? A Serious
Reading of Rabbinic Word Plays,” JAA4R 55 (1988): 765-88; D. Stern, Parables in Mid-
rash: Narrative and Exegesis in Rabbinic Literature (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1991); S. T. Lachs, “Sexual Imagery in Three Rabbinic Passages,” JSJ 23 (1992):
244-48; Daniel Boyarin, “Thoughts on Midrashic Hermeneutics: Manna and Quails in the
Mekhilta” [Hebrew], in Moshe Goshen—Gottstein-in Memoriam, vol. 3 of Studies in Bible
and Exegesis, ed. Moshe Bar-Asher et al. (Ramat Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1993),
41-52; Galit Hasan-Rokem and David Shulman, eds., Untying the Knot: On Riddles and
Other Enigmatic Modes (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996); Zvi Malachi, “‘Cre-
ative Philology’ as a System of Biblical and Talmudic Exegesis: Creating Midrashic
Interpretations from Multi-Meaning Words in the Midrash and the Zohar,” in Noegel, Puns
and Pundits,269—87; Chaim Milikowsky, “Rabbinic Interpretation of the Bible in the Light
of Ancient Hermeneutical Practice: The Question of the Literal Meaning,” in “The Words
of a Wise Man’s Mouth are Gracious” (Qoh 10,12): Festschrift for Giinter Stemberger on
the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, ed. M. Perani, SJ 32 (de Gruyter: Berlin, 2005),
7-28; Shamir Yona, “Rhetorical Features in Talmudic Literature,” HUCA 77 (2006): 90;
Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 235-51; Jonathan Grossman, “The Abarbanel’s Stance to-
wards the Existence of Ambiguous Expressions in the Bible” [Hebrew], BM 52 (2007):
126-38; Victor M. Armenteros, “La Creatividad en el Reposo: La Sinagoga como Marco
Hermenéutico en el Judaismo Antiguo,” DL 9 (2010): 69-102; Uri Gabbay, “Akkadian
Commentaries from Ancient Mesopotamia and Their Relation to Early Hebrew Exegesis,”
DSD 19 (2012): 267-312.

278. Robert D. Biggs, “Pre-Sargonic Riddles from Lagash,” JNES 32 (1973): 26-33.
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eighteenth century BCE, conclude with the formula KI. BUR.BI “its solution,” and

then give the answer.?’”® Civil remarks: “Phonological ambiguities, double-

entendres, and all kinds of word plays are everywhere essential features of the
29280

genre.

1. E AN.GIN; URU,; KL.GAR.RA

2. E DUB.SEN.GIN; GADA MU.UN.DU
3. E UZ.GIN; K.GAL.LA GUB.BA

4. 1GILNU.GAL BA.AN.KU,4

5. 1GI .GAL BA.AN.TA.E

6. KL.BUR.BI E.DUB.BA.AM

A house based on a foundation like the skies,

A house one has covered with a veil like a (secret) tablet box,
A house set on a base like a “goose,”

One enters in blind,

Leaves it seeing.

Its solution: the school.

The DUB sign in DUB.SEN “chest” (1. 2) offers a clue to its interpretation, as
does the repetition of E “house” three times (1. 1-3), for both combine to suggest
the E.DUB.BA “school.” In addition, several signs are polysemous. AN can mean
“heaven,” but also “god” or “ear of grain.” URU4 “foundation” can be read as
ENGAR “farmer” or ABSIN “furrow.” We may understand DUB.SEN as “tablet
box,” but also YRVPASEN “kettle” or YRUPADUR o “ax.” As a result, we also may
read the first line as “a house placed in a furrow like an ear of grain.”?8!

1. HE.EEL.SUKA [...] A BL.IN.[GAR?]
2. GUMU.DA HE.[IM.DA.LA]
3. KL.BUR.BI GAL4.LA.[AM]

The [...] mouth (?) has vanquished the fortress,
so that I can embrace it (?).
Its solution: the vagina.

279. Civil, “Sumerian Riddles,” 17-35; Civil, “Sumerian Riddles, Additional Remarks,”
NABU (1988): 29-30, adds also the noun I.BIL.U, which Izi = isatu 5.31-32 identifies with
the Akkadian hittu and téltu, the former cognate with Hebrew n7'n1 hidah “riddle.” The list
(1. 33) also offers I.BIL.U.DUG4.GA = hi-a-du, which appears to be cognate. See also Held,
“Marginal Notes to the Biblical Lexicon.”

280. Civil, “Sumerian Riddles,” 17. See pp. 18—19 for the original sources.

281. Civil, “Sumerian Riddles,” 19-20.
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Here the Sumerian HE.EL.SU is a loanword from Akkadian jalsu “fortress” (with
a by-form Ailsu), a noun selected to evoke the Sumerian HI.LI.SU “full of (sexual)
charm.”?82

1. SUSKINKLSE 1. DU.DE.EN.MA.A
2. EGIRMU.SE LIM.GUR.RE.EN
3. [KI].BUR.BI SNIMBAR.A[M]

I had to go to Susa,
and then I have come back.
Solution: the date palm.

The solution to this riddle rests on the realization that Susa was in the NIM “upper
country,” and on the knowledge that one of the words for “back” was BAR. Thus,
NIM + BAR = NIMBAR “palm tree.”?33 A few other Sumerian riddles are known,
but their interpretations are difficult.?%

The production of Sumerian riddles at a time when the language was no
longer spoken would suggest that we should find riddles in Akkadian. Indeed,
several do exist, though most of them are too fragmentary to know if they employ
polysemy or paronomasia. Those from the Old Babylonian period provide their
own solutions, albeit without the formula “its solution,” whereas the few Kassite
exemplars provide the Sumerian formula.?$

The Egyptians have not left us riddles as a distinct literary genre.?®® However,
some texts appear to function like riddles. Michael Fox has suggested some
Egyptian love poems as cases in point. Concerning P.Harris 500 B, in which a
young girl works bird traps, he explains:

282. Civil, “Sumerian Riddles,” 26.

283. Civil, “Sumerian Riddles,” 28.

284. A. Cavigneaux, “Miettes de 1’edubba,” in Tablettes et images aux pays de Sumer et
d’Akkad. Mélanges offerts a Monsieur Limet, ed. O. Tunca and D. Deheselle (Liége:
Université de Liege, 1996), 11-26. There also are “quasi-riddles” or seemingly impossible
challenges imbedded in the plotline of the Sumerian tale of Enmerkar and the Lord of
Aratta. See Herman L. J. Vanstiphout, Epics of Sumerian Kings: The Matter of Aratta,
WAW 20 (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003), 49-96.

285. Jan J. van Dijk, Texts of Varying Content, Texts in the Iraq Museum 9 (Leiden: Brill,
1976), 53; M. Stol, “Malz,” RIA 7 (1989): 328; Niek Veldhuis, “Kassite Exercises: Literary
and Lexical Extracts,” JCS 52 (2000): 72; Michael P. Streck and Nathan Wasserman,
“Dialogues and Riddles: Three Old Babylonian Wisdom Texts,” Iraq 73 (2011): 123-24.
286. Thus, Guglielmi, “Der Gebrauch rhetorischer Stilmittel in der dgyptischen Literatur,”
495 n. 191, who cites Fox and states: “Die literarische Gattung Ritsel ist nicht belegt; zur
Ratselesung in Liebesliedern, die zugleich kithne Metaphorik darstellt.”
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This song presents a riddle. At the end of the song we learn that the girl did not
set her trap today, but at the start we are told that the goose was trapped in a net.
How so? To solve a riddle one must look for levels of meaning beyond the
obvious, and indeed this song may be understood in two ways.?*’

The solution to the problem is that the “trap” is “love.”?®® In a similar way, the
capture of the wd dsr “red fish” in the Cairo Love Songs (Group A), presents a
riddle, to wit: “the fish is identified with the boy’s heart. The girl ‘captures his

heart’ as one captures a fish.”?®" Another poem poses the following conundrum:

How skilled is she, (my) sister, at casting the lasso,
yet she’ll [draw in] no cattle!
With her hair she lassoes me,

with her eye she pulls (me) in,

with her thighs she binds,

with her seal she sets the brand.?*°
The reader is forced to ponder how the man’s beloved can be skilled with a rope,
but can catch no cattle. The answer, which is metaphorically laid out in the next
few lines, is that the lover is the catch, and she has captured him with her very
being. While such texts certainly force one to explore the meaning of extended
metaphors, they do not constitute riddles in a formal sense, as they are not pithy
puzzles that possess a formula for alerting the audience to a solution. They are not
posed as problems to be solved, and they do not rely on polysemy or paronomasia.
On the other hand, the most ancient Sumerian riddles provide no answers to their
puzzles and the Old Babylonian riddles offer no formula before providing the
answers. Therefore, it would seem that the difference between riddles and
metaphorical puzzles may be one of degrees.

Riddles do not appear in Ugaritic texts, but they do appear in the Hebrew
Bible.?*! In fact, the start of the book of Proverbs informs us that in order to obtain
wisdom and insight into the proverbs one must try: 0231 127 N9 Hwn pan?
onTm lo-habin masal i-mlisah dibré hdkamim wa-hidotam “to understand
parables and figures, the words of the wise and their riddles” (Prov 1:6).2°2 See

287. Fox, Song of Songs and the Ancient Egyptian Love Songs, 18-20, 34, 73, 289.

288. I thank Michael Fox for discussing his use of the title “riddle” here, which is not in a
formal generic sense. “Sort of riddle” is perhaps more apt. Personal communication,
September 22, 2017.

289. Fox, Song of Songs and the Ancient Egyptian Love Songs, 34.

290. Fox, Song of Songs and the Ancient Egyptian Love Songs, 73.

291. James L. Crenshaw, “Riddles,” ABD 5:721-23.

292. See similarly the Sumerian proverbs examined in Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in
Sumerian Literature,” 55-56.



3. Function 129

similarly Samson’s famous riddle: pinn Ry w1 I8N RY YIRNN mé-ha- okel
yasa’ ma akal u-mé- ‘az yasa’ matog “out of the eater, something to eat; out of the
strong, something sweet” (Judg 14:14), the answer to which, as Joshua Porter has
shown, hinges on the polysemy of ™& ‘ari for both “lion” and “honey.”** Levine
suggests that additional ties to the riddle come from its geographic setting, which
the narrator places in Timnah just west of the camp of 17 dan “Dan,” which settled
between Ny sor ‘@h “Tzorah” and Eshtaol (Jud 13:25). The Danites lived in v
layis “Laish” (Judg 18:29), meaning “lion,” and the place name Tzorah means
“hornet, bee” (Exod 23:28), which evokes the “honey.”?%*

It may be that, much like the evidence from ancient Egyptian, some biblical
texts themselves appear to function like riddles. They are inherently ambiguous,
offer extended metaphors, and demand interpretation that is not readily obtainable
without linguistic clues, either explicitly found in the text or implicit to it. In fact,
Greenstein argues that we may understand the entire story of Sampson like a
riddle.?®> Such also is the account of Daniel’s “writing on the wall,” which Al
Wolters observes, functions like a riddle.?*® Karel Deurloo has made similar
arguments for Ps 19.2°7 For Doug Ingram, the entire book of Qoheleth constitutes
a riddle—a deliberate didactic tool to encourage his audience to question the
meaning of his words and the ambiguities of life.2%8

It bears stressing that riddles can have very different functions depending on
the social setting in which they are posed, many of which are serious affairs—
initiations, weddings, funerals, and verbal contests (recall the Sumerian term
A.DA). Samson’s riddle took place at a wedding. The queen of Sheba presented
riddles to Solomon to test him (1 Kgs 10:1, 2 Chr 9:1). Ezekiel and Habakkuk
understood the riddle as a synonym to the 5Wn masal “proverb,” in essence, an
extended metaphor (Ezek 17:2, Hab 2:6). Other texts suggest that the riddle has a
didactic function (Ps 49:5, 78:2, Prov 1:6). Still elsewhere the riddle is connected

293. J. Roy Porter, “Samson’s Riddle: Judges XIV, 18,” JTS 13 (1962): 106-9. The
meaning “honey” for "X dri is not attested in biblical Hebrew, but it does appear in
Ugaritic.

294. Nachman Levine, “Samson The Riddle: Place Names, Wordplay, Structure, and
Meaning” [Hebrew], Megadim 45 (2007): 61-72. Levine also argues that the answer to the
riddle may be Samson himself.

295. See Edward L. Greenstein, “The Riddle of Samson,” Prooftexts 1 (1981): 237-60.
296. Al Wolters, “The Riddle of the Scales in Daniel 5,” HUCA 57 (1991): 155-77.

297. Karel A. Deurloo, “Psalm 19: Riddle and Parable,” in Goldene Apfel in silbernen
Schalen: Collected Communications to the XIIith Congress of the International Organiza-
tion for the Study of the Old Testament, Leuven 1989, ed. Klaus-Dietrich Schunck and
Matthias Augustin, BEATAJ 20 (Frankfurt am Main: Lang, 1992), 93—100.

298. Doug Ingram, Ambiguity in Ecclesiastes, LHBOTS 431 (New York: T&T Clark
International, 2006); Ingram, “The Riddle of Qohelet and Qohelet the Riddler,” JSOT 37
(2013): 485-506.
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to oracles received through indirect means (Num 12:8, Dan 8:23). As a formal
literary genre, the riddle continued to have a long life in Judaism and in the
Mediterranean world generally.?%’

3.14. CONCEALING

Some forms of “wordplay” were intended to conceal secrets. We find this already
in a number of Sumerian texts composed by Akkadian scribes in a highly artificial
style best labeled as “Crypto-Sumerian.” Thorkild Jacobsen explains: “such a
style was considered a proof of supreme learning and that what to us appears as
blunders and ignorance, to them was seen rather as profound erudition posing
challenging riddles to less acute minds.”* These texts were Sumerian
translations of Akkadian. To demonstrate, I turn to a bilingual inscription of
Shamash-shum-ukin commemorating his rebuilding of the city wall of Sippar. In
line 18, we encounter the Sumerian ZE.EB.BL.DA.AS HU.MU.NLIN.RI, which
the scribe used to render the Akkadian tabis Iu irme “he comfortably took up
residence.” Without the Akkadian as a guide, one usually would render the signs
ZE.EB.BL.DA.AS as containing ZEBBED, the EME.SAL dialectal equivalent for
DUGUD, meaning “heavy, importantly.” Instead, it is read as ZEB.ED.A.S(E)
“become good,” and thus, “took up residence that he would enjoy (i.e., be
comfortable in).” Moreover, ZEBBED suggests by dint of sound, ZEBED
“honored.”"!

In the same text, the Sumerian KUS4.BI MUS.GA.E.NE oddly renders the
Akkadian pilludiisunu nussugiitu “their choice rituals” (1. 21). Though MUS.GA
is EME.SAL for MUS.TUM naparkii “cease work,” the Akkadian reads
nussuqutu “choice.” The writing constitutes a learned extrapolation on naparkii,
for naparkii also translates Sumerian SAHx (HA.A), which the author identifies
with SUH nasagu “choose, pick out.”3%

299. Dan Pagis, A Secret Sealed: Hebrew Baroque Emblem Riddles from Italy and Holland
[Hebrew] (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1986); Pagis, “Toward a Theory of the Literary Riddle,” in
Untying the Knot: On Riddles and Other Enigmatic Modes, ed. Galit Hasan-Roken and
David Shulman (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996), 81-108; Galit Hasan-Rokem,
“‘Spinning Threads of Sand’: Riddles as Images of Loss in the Midrash on Lamentations,”
in Hasan-Roken and Shulman, Untying the Knot, 109-24; Dina Stein, “A King, a Queen,
and the Riddle Between: Riddles and Interpretation in a Late Midrashic Text,” in Hasan-
Roken and Shulman, Untying the Knot, 125-47; Kwapisz, Petrain, and Szymanski, Muse
at Play.

300. Jacobsen, “Abstruse Sumerian,” 291.

301. See Jacobsen, “Abstruse Sumerian,” 287.

302. Jacobsen, “Abstruse Sumerian,” 287.
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A number of Akkadian commentaries employ cryptographic writing in order
to keep their contents from the non-initiated.3** Often these involve the use of
signs that double as numbers. I treat these in the next chapter under Isopsephy
(4.1.10). Elsewhere it involves a sophisticated rendering of Akkadian into
Sumerian or vice versa, as we saw in the inscription of Shamash-shum-ukin
above. George’s comment on cryptography in Mesopotamian texts is worth citing
in full:

The purpose of cryptography in the scribal life of ancient Mesopotamia, whether
employed in the body of a text ... or, as is more common in the late period, in
the colophon, was to restrict understanding to the small band of élite scholars,
who were initiated, presumably by a long apprenticeship, into the most esoteric
traditions of cuneiform learning. As the scribal commentaries and other
expository texts show, the intellectual traditions of Sumero-Babylonian learning
were intimately bound up with the inherent ambiguity and flexibility of
cuneiform orthography. The invention of Sumerian versions of Akkadian names
can thus be seen as a device typical of the learned scribe, who seeks at once to
show off his scholarship and to render his work inaccessible to those of lesser
learning. The use of this device throughout our story clearly marks the text out
as belonging to the world of scholarship.3%

There are numerous examples of cryptographic writing in Egyptian texts,%
most notably in later Ptolemaic inscriptions, like those at the temples of Esna and

303. Otto Neugebauer, “Unusual Writings in Seleucid Astronomical Texts,” JCS 1 (1947):
217-18; Ernst F. Weidner, “Geheimschrift,” RI4 3 (1957): 185-91; Hermann Hunger,
“Kryptographische astrologische Omina,” in Lisan mithurti. Festschrift Wolfram Freiherr
von Soden zum 19.4.1968 gewidmet von Schiilern und Mitarbeitern, ed. Wolfgang Rollig,
AOAT 1 (Kevelaer: Verlag Butzon & Bercker; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag,
1969), 133-45; Erica Reiner, “Deux cryptogrammes akkadiens,” R4 63 (1969): 170-71;
Henri Limet, “Le secret et les écrits: Aspects de 1’ésotérisme en Mésopotamie ancienne,”
Homo Religiosus 13 (1986): 243-54; Livingstone, Mystical and Mythological Explanatory
Works of Assyrian and Babylonian Scholars; George, ‘Ninurta-Paqidat’s Dog Bite, and
Notes on Other Comic Tales,” 64-65; Eckart Frahm, “The ‘Exorcist’s Manual’: Structure,
Language, ‘Sitz im Leben,”” in Sources of Evil: Studies in Mesopotamian Exorcistic Lore,
ed. Greta Van Buylaere et al., AMD 15 (Leiden: Brill, 2018), 9-47.

304. George, “Ninurta-Paqidat’s Dog Bite, and Notes on Other Comic Tales,” 64.

305. See Etienne Drioton, “Essai sur la cryptographie privée de la fin de la XVIII® dynas-
tie,” RdE 1 (1933): 1-50; Drioton, “Une figuration cryptographique sur une steéle du Moyen
Empire,” RAE 1 (1933): 203-29; Drioton, “La cryptographie égyptienne,” CdE 9 (1934):
192-206; Drioton, “La cryptographie égyptienne,” Revue lorraine d’anthropologie 6
(1934): 5-28; Drioton, “Les jeux d’écriture et les rébus de I’Egypte antique,” Le Rayon
d’Egypte 8 (1935): 173-75; Drioton, “Notes sur le cryptogramme de Montouemhet,”
AIPHO 3 (1935): 133-40; Drioton, “Un rébus de I’ancien empire,” MIFAO 46 (1935):
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Dendera.’?® While there is consensus that such writing served to conceal, the
purpose of the concealment is debated. Some suggest that the writing was
intended solely for the gods, and thus hidden from mortal eyes. However, it could
have been concealed because it contains the secrets of priests. Alternatively, it

697-704; Drioton, “Le cryptogramme de Montou de Médamoud,” RJE 2 (1936): 21-33;
Drioton, “Les protocols ornementaux d’Abydos,” RdE 2 (1936): 1-20; Drioton, “Note sur
un cryptogramme récemment découvert a Athribis,” ASEA 38 (1938): 109-16; Drioton,
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cryptographe,” in Atti del XIX Congresso internazionale degli Orientalisti, Roma, 23-29
settembre 1935-XIII (Roma: Tipografia del Senato, G. Bardi, 1938), 132-38; Drioton,
“Cryptogrammes de la reine Nefertari,” ASEA 39 (1939): 133-44; Drioton, “Recueil de
cryptographie monumentale,” AS4E 40 (1940): 305-429; Drioton, “La cryptographie du
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phonique ou principe consonantal?,” ASEA 43 (1943): 319-49; Drioton, “Chawabtiou a
inscriptions cryptographiques,” ASEA 45 (1945): 72-81; Drioton, “Le cynocéphalie et
I’écriture du nom de Thot,” ASEA 45 (1945): 69-72; Drioton, “Plaques bilingues de
Ptolémée IV,” in Discovery of the Famous Temple and Enclosure of Serapis at Alexandria
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by Alan Bowe, ASEAS 2 (Le Caire: Imprimerie de I’Institut francais d’archéologie orien-
tale, 1946), 97—112; Drioton, “La cryptographie de la chapelle de Toutankhamon,” JEA 35
(1949): 117-22; Drioton, “Les principes de la cryptographie égyptienne,” CRAIBL (1953):
355-64; H. G. Fischer, “Hieroglyphen Cryptography,” LA 11 (1977): col. 1196; David Sil-
verman, “Cryptographic Writing in the Tomb of Tutankhamun,” SAK 8 (1980): 233-36;
John Coleman Darnell, The Enigmatic Netherworld Books of the Solar-Osirian Unity:
Cryptographic Compositions in the Tombs of Tutankhamun, Ramesses VI and Ramesses
1X, OBO 198 (Fribourg: Academic Press; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2004);
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calembours et images subliminales dans 1’iconographie égyptienne,” in Rébus d’ici et
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could have had a ritually performative function or simply could have
demonstrated a scribe’s expertise. Still others view it merely as visual poetry.3

Some Akkadian texts equate the use of polysemy with “the hidden things and
secrets of the gods.”3%® One finds this especially in hermeneutic texts and those
that read cuneiform signs for their numerical values (see 4.1.10).3% Moreover,
hiddenness in itself can constitute a divine attribute, and so concealment via
polysemy can provide a means of demonstrating a theological tenet (see 3.15.2).

There is little evidence that Israelite writers employed polysemy in order to
conceal secrets, though one cannot rule it out entirely, for as Prov 25:2 relates:
927 000 D’T_l"7§ 732 kobod ‘€lohim hastér dabar “the glory of God is to conceal
a matter (lit. “word”).” Indeed, the Israelites appreciated clever speech, as the
following proverb informs us: 1398-5p 927 927 702 NP*2WN2 AN "Man tapihé
zahab ba-maskiyyot kasep dabar dabur ‘al ‘apanaw “apples of gold in settings of
silver are (like) a word skillfully spoken in the (right) circumstance” (Prov 25:11).
If there is any one type of polysemy in Hebrew that we might consider a form of
concealment it is transposition (see 4.1.13). Nevertheless, even these polysemes
must be revealed to be understood.

3.15. THEOLOGICAL/DIDACTIC

One often finds polysemy and paronomasia making theological or other didactic
points. This usually has one of four primary aims. The first is to show that two
things, whether people, cities, divinities, or objects, possess a shared essence in
substance and/or character. The second intends to illustrate the ineffable, to
express incomprehensibility of a divine text, even the impenetrability of the
godhead. The third is to demonstrate the principle of lex talionis “the law of
retribution” and thus to posit a relationship of cause and divine consequence. The
fourth aim is to offer lessons by way of moral precepts, advice on statecraft, or
other forms of wisdom.

3.15.1. DEMONSTRATE SHARED ESSENCE

In the Atra-hasis Epic, the god Nintu creates the first mortal by mixing clay with
the flesh and blood of the slain god Wé-ila (1.225-226). In order to demonstrate

307. On this form of writing, see especially Morenz, Sinn und Spiel der Zeichen.

308. Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 36-45.

309. Erle Leichty, “The Colophon,” in Studies Presented to A. Leo Oppenheim, June 7,
1964, ed. Robert D Biggs (Chicago, IL: Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago,
1964), 147-54; Laurie E. Pearce, Cuneiform Cryptography: Numerical Substitutions for
Syllabic and Logographic Signs (PhD diss., Yale University, 1982); Pearce, “The Number-
Syllabary Texts,” JAOS 116 (1996): 453-74.
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shared essence, the text draws a paronomastic connection between the divine
etemmu “spirit” of the god Wé-ila and the femu “intelligence” of the first awilu
“man.”310

The biblical counterpart to this account is the stream of paronomastic terms
that inform how God created the first DI& ‘adam “human” from the nRTR
‘adamah “soil” (Gen 2:7). The paronomastic association between the two, which
we also may see as serving an appellative purpose (see 3.10), compels one to infer
that the two possess a shared essence. Indeed, the reddish color (i.e., DX ‘adom)
inherent in both terms suggests their fertility.3!! Moreover, the implicit suggestion
in both of 07 dam “blood” (implied, but not present in the text),*'* and the use
of IR ’ed “subterranean water” to form the clay from which God creates Adam
(Gen 2:6), together invoke the common Semitic idiom for giving birth: “water and
blood.”*!3 The paronomasia between the terms for “human,” “soil,” “blood,” and
“subterranean water,” naturally places the water used to make clay in contrast
with blood, for both are vital to human existence. In fact, man’s procreation
ultimately depends upon the soil and water as much as it does upon his own life-
giving blood and the blood of menstruation and parturition.>'* Likewise, the land
depends on the man to till the field as much as it does upon water to produce the
blood of grapes and all other seed-bearing plants. Thus, the land and the man not
only share essence, they are codependents.’!®

3.15.2. DEMONSTRATE DIVINE INEFFABILITY

The ability of polysemous signs and words to convey multiple meanings also can
illustrate the incomprehensibility of the godhead. A Sumerian exemplar occurs in
the poem Ninmesarra, composed by Enheduanna, the first poet in the historical
record. Annette Zgoll has shown that there are two entirely different ways of
reading the opening line of her poem: NIN ME SAR.RA Us DALLA E.A. The

310. On the allusive paronomasia in the Akkadian text, see Abusch, “Ghost and God”;
Alster, “ilu awilum,” 35-40.

311. Scott B. Noegel, “Scarlet and Harlots: Seeing Red in the Hebrew Bible,” HUCA 87
(2017): 1-47.
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“Etimologija i interpretacija drevnepis’mennyh pamjatnikov: Biblejskie terminy ‘sem’ja,’
‘potomstvo,” ‘plemja,” ‘narod,” ‘Celoveceskij rod,”” Vestnik Eurejskogo Universiteta 7
(2002): 7-58.

313. On water and blood in reference to births, see M. Stol, Birth in Babylonia and the
Bible: Its Mediterranean Setting, CM 14 (Groningen: Styx Publications, 2000), 125.

314. Gen 2:7 identifies God’s breath as giving life to the first human, though elsewhere we
find blood as a source of life (e.g., Gen 9:4, Lev 17:11).

315. See Noegel, “Scarlet and Harlots.”
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first underscores the positive aspects of Inanna: “queen of all the MEs, too
numerous to count, rising forth as glorious light.” The second emphasizes her
destructive leanings: “queen of innumerable battles, (as) a rising raging storm.”!°
The readings pivot on a double polysemy (see 4.1.6): the sign ME means “divine
properties that permit cosmic activity” (= Akkadian parsu) or “battle” (=
Akkadian tahazu); and the sign Us means “light, day” (= Akkadian @mu) or
“storm” (= Akkadian @mu). In one line, Enheduanna has portrayed the dual nature
of Inanna, a goddess of paradoxes and liminality.

Demonstrating this function in Akkadian are a number of polysemous
merisms in Ludlul bél n€meqi (Poem of the Righteous Sufferer), which force one
to realize the unknowable nature and character of Marduk.*'” Throughout the
opening hymn the poet describes Marduk as a god of extreme contrasts. Indeed,
we hear that he is eziz musi muppasir urri “furious at night, relaxed at dawn”
(1.2.4). The line does more than characterize the god’s fickleness, for as Lambert
observes, the Marduk cult held that “all other powers of the universe were but
aspects of him.”*!® Moreover, many of the merisms are ambiguous and impel one
to contemplate the meaning of Marduk’s actions. With regard to the
aforementioned expression muppasir urri, William Moran observes that it:

compels attention, and by leaving us to supply the object it also creates rich
ambiguity. The indefiniteness allows us to think not only of Marduk’s wrath but
of the “loosening” of other things as well—the sins that provoke wrath, the clutch
of the demon, disease and pain, the tangle of troubled dreams ... or does (it)
depart even further from expectation and make urru ... (the) object, the day
cleared and the cloudless symbol of Marduk’s mercy...?3!°

The poem continues:

8. mu-us-sah-hir ka-ra-as-su ka-bat-ta-su ta-a-a-rat
His mood turns, his emotion pivots,

9. Sa nak-bat qa-ti-su la i-na-as-su-u Sa-ma- u-u
The force of whose hand, the heavens cannot hold,

316. Zgoll, Der Rechstfall der En-hedu-Ana im Lied nin-me-sara, 2-3, 177.

317. See Scott B. Noegel, “Suffering Ambiguity in Ludlul bél némegi: On Erudition,
Ideology, and Theology in Tablet I,” BiOr 73 (2016): 613-36.

318. W. G. Lambert, “The Historical Development of the Mesopotamian Pantheon: A
Study in Sophisticated Polytheism,” in Unity and Diversity: Essays on the History, Litera-
ture, and Religion of the Ancient Near East, ed. Hans Goedicke and J. J. M. Roberts
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1975), 198.

319. William Moran, “Notes on the Hymn to Marduk in Ludlul Bél Néemeqi,” JAOS 103
(1983): 256.
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10. rit-tus rab-ba-a-ti vu-kas-su mi-i-ta
Whose palm is gentle, it assists the dying.
11. YAMAR.UTU $d nak-bat qa-ti-sti la i-na-as-su-ii $a-ma-"u-ii
Marduk, the force of whose hand, the heavens cannot hold,
12. rab-ba-a-ti rit-ta-su u-kas-Su mi-i-ta
Gentle is his palm, it assists the dying.
13. $d i-na lib-ba-ti-su up-ta-at-ta-a qab-ra-a-tum
On account of whose wrath, graves are opened. (1.9-13)

Here the poet simultaneously lauds and arraigns Marduk’s extreme qualities.
Observe the ambiguity of 1.8: musahhir karassu kabattasu tarat “his mood turns,
his emotion pivots.” One can read the line positively or negatively; it is impossible
to know in which direction Marduk’s mood is said to swing. In addition, the verbs
saharu and taru have semantic parameters that permit the meanings “turn, return,
repeat, and transform.”*2° Further, since Marduk is the subject of the previous line,
it is possible to read him as the subject of musahhir rather than his karasu “mood.”
This becomes meaningful when we recognize the paronomasia by which karasu
“mood” suggests karasi “catastrophe,” and kabattu “passion” suggests kabittu
“grievous matter.”*?! The allusions characterize Marduk as the one who brings
catastrophe and his emotion as a grievous matter. Polysemy also obtains in the
repeated verb kdsu (1.10, 12), which means “help, assist” or “delay.”3*> When
understood as the former, the hymn describes Marduk’s care for the dying, but
when read as the latter, it casts him as a god who cruelly prolongs the death of the
sufferer. The former finds support in Marduk’s rittus rabbdt “whose palm is
gentle,” whereas the latter anticipates the mention of Marduk’s wrath and open
graves (1.13) and the sufferer’s own protracted illness for which others prepare
an open tomb (2.114).323 Note too the two-fold use of rabbdtu, which means
“gentle, calm” or “large, powerful, grievous, overbearing.”3** One simultaneously
hears that the very palm that is gentle can be overbearing, even for the heavens
(1.9, 11). The combined polysemes characterize Marduk as the one who brings
compassion and understanding, or conversely, catastrophe. His being and actions
are unpredictable and incomprehensible; even a master diviner cannot fully know
what Marduk intends, whether for weal or woe. The union of all things into his
godhead also forces one to contemplate the ultimate source of human suffering.

Pondering the source of human suffering has a biblical analogue in Eliphaz’s
quip to Job: 79" Snph 0183 ki ‘adam lo- ‘amal yillad “for mankind is born

320. CAD S, s.v. “saharu”; CAD T, s.v. “tdru.”

321. CAD K, s.v. “karasi”; CAD K, s.v. “kabittu.”

322. CAD K, s.v. “kasu A, B.”

323. Ludlul 2.114: peti kimahhi (KLMAHB) ersii Sukaniia “open is my tomb, my grave-
ornaments prepared.”

324. CAD R, s.v. “rababu”; CAD R, s.v. “rabbu A”; CAD R, s.v. “rabdtu (rabbatu).”
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for toil/trouble” (Job 5:7).3% Typically, scholars suggest repointing the verb to
make it a passive (niphal) form 797 yiwwaléd. However, before the Masoretes
added vowels, the verb 751 also permitted the reading 751" yoléd (qal active
participle) or 79" yolid, a causative (hiphil) conjugation, thus allowing us to
render the line with quite the opposite sense: “humankind begets trouble.”32¢ In
fact, many manuscripts also read 75, which would permit a reading 79 yulad (a
gal or hophal passive) or 79 yolid (hiphil).>*’ Thus, the pre-Masoretic text leaves
ambiguous whether humans are born into a divinely created world of suffering or
if they cause their own suffering. Meshel’s comment with regard to Hebrew
polysemy is apposite:

It could be viewed as an art of subversive writing in the face of intellectual
persecution, or it could be viewed as reflecting the authors’ fundamental doubt
with regard to the nature of the divine. Alternatively, it may be viewed more
generously as reflecting a religious experience that encapsulates the tension
between diametrically opposite understandings of the workings of Yhwh.328

Perhaps the most well-known biblical example of polysemy to express divine
ineffability is the divine name that God reveals to Moses: & TWR MR ‘ehyeh
‘aser “ehyeh (Exod 3:14). Given the modal possibilities of the Hebrew imperfect
verb, one may render variously as “I am who I am,” “I will be who I will be,” “I
am who I will be” or “I will be who I am.” It also is ambiguous whether TWx mnx
‘aser ‘ehyeh is part of the name or the explanation the deity offers for why his
name is MR ‘ehyeh.?’ The deity’s name is a first person imperfect verb that
defies a single translation, and thus it remains beyond the certainty of human ken.
Of course, typically the name appears in the third person: M “Yahweh” (lit. “he
is who he is, will be who he will be, etc.”).

3.15.3. DEMONSTRATE LEX TALIONIS
Lex talionis is a legal, theological, and literary principle sometime called

“measure for measure” or “poetic justice.” It is operative in law, e.g., “an eye for
an eye” (Hammurapi’s Code 196-201; Exod 21:23-25), and in prophecies and

325. See Seow, “Orthography, Textual Criticism, and the Poetry of Job,” 77.

326. Suggested already by Ferdinand Hitzig, Das Buch Hiob, iibersetzt und ausgelegt
(Leipzig: Winter, 1874), 35.

327. The alternative readings are widely discussed in commentaries on Job and require no
citation here.

328. Meshel, “Whose Job Is This?,” 73.

329. For this latter observation I thank one of the publisher’s anonymous reviewers.
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narratives that seek to link cause and consequence. As such, this category
incorporates the function “to denote reversal,” suggested by Watson.>*°
Sennacherib’s Annals (2.24-25) offer a fine demonstration.**!

1. UN.MES KUR.KUR ki-Sit-ti SU l-ia INA lib-bi 1i-Se-Sib
I populated the land with those that I had conquered.
2. UN.MES KUR YWkas-§i-i 11 KUR “ig-su-bi-gal-la-a-a
The people of the land of the Kassites and the land of the Yasubigallai ...

Here the name kassi “Kassites” echoes “Vkisitti “I conquered,” thus drawing a
connection between the peoples and their punishment. Reinforcing the
paronomasia is the word order of the two verses, which both begin with UN.MES
KUR = nisi mat (matati for KUR.KUR). This particular example also serves an
appellative function (see 3.10).

Paronomasia in the service of /ex talionis also occurs in the Akkadian Tale of
the Poor Man of Nippur. When the poor man is wronged by the mayor, he
threatens him by saying: “For the single offense that you inflicted on me (piltu
tem(id]anni), 1, for one, will pay you back three-fold” (1. 67—68). Here the noun
piltu is a by-form of pistu “offense, insult.” Its appearance here with the verb
emédu suggests that we also read piltu as biltu “tribute, load” (cf. the idiom bilta
emédu “impose tribute”).>*? The polysemy reinforces the connection between the
tribute that the mayor exacts unfairly on the poor man and the offense that will
justify his punishment.

In Egyptian, the concept of lex talionis appears in the Prayer of Paheri in his
tomb in El Kab: sw tb=k m ski=k m $d=k n sh.t i;r.w hpr hr.t=k m ir.t.n=k “your
heart rejoices as you plow in your plot in the Field of Reeds. You are rewarded
for what you have done” (ll. 15-16).3%* In the Tale of Sinuhe (P.Berlin 3022),
Sinuhe boasts the principle after felling the foreign champion: “what he planned
to do to me, I did to him” (1l. 144—145).

We see the concept of lex talionis expressed positively in paronomastic form
in the Poetical Stela of Thutmosis III (CM 34010), in which Amun specifically
credits the pharaoh with building his sanctuary: ir n={ mrr.t nb.t k3=i s 'h‘.n=k
iwnn=1 m k3.t nhh “who does for me all that my ka desires. You have built my

330. Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 246.

331. Grayson and Novotny, Royal Inscriptions of Sennacherib, 3.

332. Noegel, “Word Play in the Tale of the Poor Man of Nippur,” 173-74. See also Nicla
De Zorzi, “Literature as Scholarship: Some Reflections on Repetition with Variation and
the Construction of Meaning in Samas Hymn 112-117,” KASKAL: Rivista di storia,
ambienti e culture del Vicino Oriente Antico 16 (2019): 159-82.

333. Sethe, Urkunden der 18. Dynastie, 116.
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sanctuary as a work of eternity” (1. 24). Note how the connection is realized by
way of paronomasia between k3 “ka-spirit” and k3.t “work.”

The demonstration of /ex talionis is intimately related to the use of polysemy
and paronomasia to interpret omens of all kinds. We have seen several instances
of Akkadian and Egyptian omens connected to their apodoses by way of a
similarity of sounds and/or the learned readings of individual signs used to record
the omens (3.13.1).33* This is because omens are divine messages and their
interpretations are divine judgments. They must in fact demonstrate a causal
relationship between an omen and its consequence.

In the Hebrew Bible, prophets often draw attention to the punishment that
Yahweh will mete out by tying it paronomastically to the people’s
transgression.>*> Often this serves, with Watson, to denote reversal.3* Jeremiah’s
prophecy illustrates this well:

Make known in Noph [9i2 ba-nop] and in Tahpanes [On18n021 i-b-tahpanhés];
say, “stand forth and prepare yourself, for the sword has devoured round about
you. Why is your strong one overthrown [qm03 nishap]? He did not stand,
because Yahweh thrust him down.” (Jer 46:14-15)

The sounds /n/ and /p/ in 4101 nishap “overthrown” appear in the toponym Noph,
and all of its consonants occur in the toponym Tahpanes, thus creating a link
between the transgressors and their shared punishment.

Isaiah similarly declares:

But as for you who forsake Yahweh and forget my holy mountain, who spread a
table for Fortune [73 gad] and fill bowls of mixed wine for Destiny [*3n mani], I
will destine [*11"an maniti] you for the sword, and you will all bend down for the
slaughter. (Isa 65:11-12)

Two cases of paronomasia obtain here. The first connects the worship of *3n mani
“Destiny” with Yahweh’s promise *n"n maniti “I will destine.”*¥” The second is
the punishment by “sword,” which reminds us of the audible connections between

334. See Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers.

335. On lex talionis as a literary device, see Marcus, “David the Deceiver and David the
Dupe”; Yael Shemesh, “Measure for Measure in Biblical Narrative” [Hebrew], BM 158
(1999): 261-77; Shemesh, “Measure for Measure in the David Stories,” SJOT 17 (2003):
8-10; Noegel, “Drinking Feasts and Deceptive Feats.”

336. Levine, “Vertical Poetics,” 65-82, also examines cases of paronomasia that demon-
strate reversal.

337. See Shalom M. Paul, Isaiah 40-66: Translation and Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2012), 600.
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73 gad “Fortune” and the verb 773 gddad “cut off,” even though the latter does
not appear (see 3.9).
Francis Landy has drawn attention to similar use of paronomasia and
polysemy in Hos 10:5:
The inhabitants of Samaria feel dread [193! yagiri] for the calves [N ‘eglot]
of Beth-aven. Its people mourn for it, and so do its idolatrous priests—those who
rejoiced [17°3) yagili] over it and over its glory—for it has departed [1%3 galah]
from them.

The paronomasia that obtains between 173 yagili “rejoiced” and %3 galah
“departed” underscores a connection between the act (idolatrous worship) and
consequence (exile). Moreover, as Landy remarks, the verb n%3 galah “also may
mean ‘to uncover’. In that case, the motif of exposure, associated in the Hebrew
Bible with sexual shame, combines with that of captivity.”**® To his observations,
I note the presence of additional paronomasia between these words, the verb 1713
yagiri “feel dread,” and noun nivw ‘eglot “calves.”

Paronomastic demonstrations of lex falionis in biblical narratives often
illustrate how characters receive measure-for-measure for what they do to others.
The biblical stories of Jacob are replete with this use of paronomasia.’*° To cite
one example, one hears the name 2% /gban “Laban” echoed in the narrative
involving Jacob’s manipulation of Laban’s flocks (Gen 30:25-43), when Jacob
selects all the animals that have 12% laban “white” on them (Gen 30:35), and
collects fresh rods of n32% libneh “poplar” (Gen 30:37), in which he peels ni12%
Iabanot “white streaks” in order to reveal their 1297 hal-laban “whiteness” (Gen
30:37). The reader will note that each of the examples cited in this group
simultaneously functions appellatively. The use of polysemy and paronomasia to
demonstrate lex talionis would enjoy a long life in later Jewish texts as well.3*0

[lustrating lex talionis in Aramaic is a wisdom saying in the Proverbs of
Ahiqar: “[if] you have [dr]awn your bow and shot your arrow (Vv /f) at a more
righteous man than yourself, it is a sin (Xon A¢’) against the gods” (C1 1:128).
Here paronomasia connects the act of shooting the arrow and the sin.

338. Francis Landy, Hosea, 2nd ed. (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix, 2011), 128.

339. Noegel, “Drinking Feasts and Deceptive Feats.”

340. Note the rabbinic expression: 19 T 13 TN DIRY AN b-mdh §-'dm mwdd bh
mwddyn Iw “by the measure that a man measures, by it he is being measured.” See also
Ishay Rosen-Zvi, “Measure for Measure as a Hermeneutical Tool in Early Rabbinic
Literature: The Case of Tosefta Sotah,” JJS 58 (2006): 269—86.



3. Function 141
3.15.4. DEMONSTRATE LESSONS

Polysemy and paronomasia also can serve didactic purposes that are less
theologically motivated, whether to demonstrate moral precepts, offer advice on
statecraft, or impart wisdom to apprentices. Such is the case in the Akkadian
Counsels of Wisdom, where a wise man warns his son against getting into dis-
putes by saying: saltumma Suttatum Setitum “disputes are a covered pit” (1. 38).34!
The repetition of the /t/, /m/, and /§/ sounds, combined with the two emphatics (s
and ¢), strengthens the connection between disputes and a covered pit. Later, we
also hear:

81. ma-ri lu-u lib-ba-Su-ma Sa ru-bé-e at-ta

My son, if it be the wish (lit. “his heart”) of the prince that you are his,
82. na-as-ra-am-ma “AKISIB (kunukka)-sa lu al-lat

If you attach his closely guarded seal (around your neck),
83. pi-ti-ma na-sir-ta-su e-ru-ub ana lib-bi

Open his treasury, enter within.*?

Note how the sounds /b/ and /§/ in libbasu “his heart,” repeat in Sa rubé “of the
prince” (1. 81). Echoes of rubii (1. 81) are heard again in erub “enter” (1. 83), and
libbu (1. 83). Moreover, the first /ibbu (1. 81) is used of the king’s mind (lit.
“heart”), while the second refers to the inside of the treasury (1. 83). The advice
also offers a subtle twist in that by guarding (nasramma) the seal, the son will
have access to the nasirtu “treasury.”

In the Egyptian Instructions of Ptahhotep (P.Prisse 9.9-9.13 [1l. 281-297]),
Ptahhotep urges against having illicit sex with women of the household.>#

Be mindful of getting near the women.
No place in which it is done can be good.
No face can be sharp while splitting it open [/r phs st],
For a thousand men are diverted from what is best for them:
A short moment, the likeness of a dream,;
One attains death by experiencing it [hr rh st].
It is a wretched liaison [#3s], an inimical shooting [s?],
One emerges from doing it with the mind of rejecting it.
As for him who fails by lusting for it,
No plan can succeed with him.

341. BWL, 100-1.

342. BWL, 102-3.

343. The versification of P.Prisse is that of Zbynék Zaba, Les Maximes de Ptahhotep
(Prague: Editions de I’ Académie Tchécoslovatique des Sciences, 1956).
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According to James Allen, a number of polysemes present in the text comprise
sexual innuendos.>** The expression Ar phs st “splitting it open” can refer to the
private area of the house and also female sexual organs. The words Ar rh st “ex-
periencing” (lit. ‘knowing’) it can mean “have sexual relations.” The #s “liaison”
(lit. *knot’) too can mean “sex.” Finally, we may understand the verb st “shooting”
as “ejaculation” as well. For similar examples of Egyptian polysemy, see 4.1.2).

A didactic use of polysemy that similarly informs matters of statecraft occurs
in the biblical book of Proverbs, in which one is instructed on how to deal with
the shifting moods of a king (Prov 16:14—16).

The king’s wrath is a messenger of death,
But a wise man can appease it.

By means of the light of the king’s face there is life.
His favor is like a rain cloud in spring.

We are then told: 9021 9123 A3 NiIPY PINN 20NN NNINTNIR gonoh hokmdah
mah tob méharus u-qnot binah nibhar mik-kasep “how much better to acquire
wisdom than gold, and to acquire understanding is to be chosen more than silver!”
Tying this line to the previous two is the polyseme is P11 harits, which one can
read as the noun “gold,” and thus a perfect parallel with 903 kasep “silver,” or as
a passive participle from the root yon A-r-s, meaning “decree, decision” (e.g., 2
Sam 5:24, 1 Kgs 20:40, Isa 10:22). The latter reading permits us to understand the
preposition {R min, not in the comparative sense (i.e., “more than”), but with a
causative force (i.e., “due to”). Thus the first stich of 1. 16 allows us to see it as a
follow-up to the previous verse: “how good it is to acquire wisdom due to a (royal)
decree.” The alternative reading underscores the importance of currying the king’s
favor. Moreover, the appearance of 111 nibhar “be chosen” before 792 kasep
“silver” in this passage offers an ironic turn of phrase on the expression 9113 702
kesep nibhar “high-grade (i.e., select) silver” (Prov 10:20).

In Prov 22:22, we find polysemy and paronomasia used for delivering moral
precepts: WW1 "I RITAHRY RT3 10N OR al tigzal dal ki dal hi’ wo-
‘al tadakeé’ ‘ant bas-sa ‘ar “Do not rob the poor for he is poor/a door, and do not
crush the needy at the gate.” Of interest is the word 57 dal used here for its dual
meaning “poor” and “door.” When read as the former it emphasizes the poverty
of the victim. When read as the latter, it offers a fitting parallel for W §d ‘ar
“gate.” G. R. Driver explains:

344. The translation is also that of James P. Allen, Middle Egyptian Literature: Eight Lit-
erary Works of the Middle Kingdom (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 191—
92.
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The meaning is that a poor man must not be robbed simply because he is poor
and helpless and, having little or nothing to lose, does not take the trouble to shut
the door of his house when he goes out, thus leaving it open as invitation to a
thief to enter and take what he can find.3#’

We find a similar purpose behind such devices in the Hebrew text of Ben
Sira, which Eric Reymond has shown, “evinces numerous expressions whose
impact depends, to some extent, on ambiguity created through various kinds of
wordplay and metaphor, the purpose of some of which seems to be increasing the
linguistic dexterity of his students.”**® Indeed, as Ben Sira (8:8; Ms A) instructs
us:

WOINA NTNAT DA AW won 9K
ow uab avnnd  npb T(i]ndn unn

'l 1S Syhh hkmym w-b-hydtyhm htrts
ky mmnw timwd Iqh Ihtysb Ipny srym

Do not forsake the meditation of the wise,
In their riddles abandon yourself.

For from it you will learn understanding,
To stand before princes.

3.16. DISPLAYING ERUDITION

Scholars also have suggested that some forms of polysemy and paronomasia serve
to demonstrate an author’s mastery of the scribal arts—what Watson categorizes
as “lending authenticity.” Throughout the ancient Near East, scribal expertise in
polyvalent readings belonged to a privileged few who kept their knowledge secret.
We may characterize this as an ideology of privilege and erudition.’*’

This ideology wielded a great deal of perceived social and cosmological
power. When the decoding of divine omens is involved, the act of interpretation

345.G. R. Driver, “Playing on Words,” in Proceedings of the Fourth World Congress of
Jewish Studies. Papers, vol. 1 (Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish Studies, 1967), 123.
346. Eric D. Reymond, “The Wisdom of Words in the Wisdom of Ben Sira,” Bib 95 (2014):
226. See also Nicolas Seger, L 'Utilisation de la polysémie des racines hébraiques chez Ben
Sira (PhD diss., Université Strasbourg, 2005).

347. Note the similar view of Chaim Cohen and Jacob Klein, “Akkadian Hapax Legomena:
Scribal Ego and Foreign Words,” Maarav 21.1-2 (2014): 103-25, who note concerning
hapax legomena in cuneiform lexical texts: “Thus the rationale for such massive usage of
hapax legomena in the lexical lists (including the large percentage of foreign words therein)
can only be the scribes’ desire to take pride in and exhibit their vast erudition” (105). On
the ideology of Egyptian scribes, see Ragazzoli, Scribes, 467-89.
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shapes behaviors and beliefs. By harnessing the performative power of a divine
message, interpreters determined an individual’s fate. Thus, the interpretation of
signs by way of polysemy and paronomasia functioned also as a form of social
control. Since one must go to the experts to obtain an interpretation, the display
of erudition empowers the interpreter while demonstrating and promoting his/her
cosmological and ideological systems.**? It is possible that such a function also
lies behind the polysemy and paronomasia that appear in colophons and acrostics
(see 4.1.10 and 4.1.12).

Moreover, when literary figures decode divine messages, they typically do so
with great success. Their abilities therefore justify the divinatory or insider
establishment that they represent, and reify the ideologies that support the notion
that such work demands well-trained and divinely inspired experts. In this way,
figures like Utnapishtim, Joseph, and Daniel are not merely literary characters in
a story, but embodiments of the divinatory establishment. We find this already in
the Sumerian Tale of Enlil and Namzitarra. There we learn of a gudug-priest
named Namzitarra who, while hurrying home from serving in Enlil’s temple,
meets a raven that asks: “where (are you coming) from Namzitarra?” (1. 3).3%
Though he hears the message in Sumerian, the context clarifies that the raven was
croaking.

12. YEN.LIL.LE IGI.NI MU.NLIN.GI,
Enlil had changed his appearance:

13. UGA™*"-AS U.MU.NLIN.KU,
having turned into a raven,

14. GU AL.DE.DE.E
he was croaking.

Namzitarra then realizes that this is no ordinary raven, but the god Enlil in
disguise, and he immediately replies: “you are not a raven, you are Enlil!” (1. 15).
Amazed, the raven asks: “how did you recognize that I am Enlil, the one who
decrees the fates?” (1. 16).3°° Namzitarra responds:

17. Us “EN.ME.SAR.RA SES AD.DA.ZU ESEs.DA.A
When Enmesharra, your uncle, was captured,
18. NAM.YEN.LIL BA.E.DEs.A Uy DE EN.GIM NAM GA.ZU.E.SE

348. See Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 50-55, 176-82; Noegel, “‘Sign, Sign, Everywhere a
Sign.””

349. See M. Civil, “Enlil and Namzitarra,” AfO 25 (1974-1977): 65-71. Bendt Alster,
Wisdom of Ancient Sumer (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 2005), 327, classifies the text as a
fable, but I see no personification here.

350. W. G. Lambert, “A New Interpretation of Enlil and Namzitarra,” Or 58 (1989): 508—
9, translates this line: “How do you know that I, Enlil, am the one who decrees the fates?”
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And you carried Enlilship away (from him), (you) said: “Now I shall surely
know the fates, like a lord.”

Civil points out that Namzitarra’s discovery derives from his ability to decode the
croaking.3! Specifically, Namzitarra’s statement in line 18 evokes the words
UGA ZU, that is, “to know the raven.”3*? Vanstiphout also observes that the last
few signs in line 18 permit the reading NAM.GA.ZU meaning “I surely know
this/you.”>* Namzitarra’s special ability to understand the language of the animal
kingdom is a literary trope in ancient Near Eastern texts that is founded in bona
fide divinatory praxis.>** It marks his wisdom and priestly status. Indeed, as a
reward for his wisdom, Namzitarra receives a hereditary prebend.’>

3.17. PERFORMATIVE

The ubiquity of polysemy and paronomasia in so many diverse textual contexts
tells us much about the perceived utility that it had in erudite circles. It also
underscores the importance of recognizing the underlying conceptual framework
that informs them, for it evidences the existence of a perception in which written
signs and words have the potential to be a great deal more than what they
signify.3>® Lying behind this is a belief in the performative or “illocutionary”
power of words, a concept made familiar by more theoretical works on “magic.”
Scholars who discuss this concept (also known as “speech act theory™), point out
that words can function at times not merely as expressions, but as vehicles of
performance, in that they themselves affect a particular action. Thus, in a more
contemporary context, saying “I do” in a wedding ceremony constitutes the very
means by which a wedding becomes legal. Though often discussed in juridical
and ritual contexts (like the wedding), the performative dimension of words was

351. Civil, “Enlil and Namzitarra.” See also Bendt Alster, “Scribes, Sages, and Seers in
Ancient Mesopotamia,” in Scribes, Sages, and Seers: The Sage in the Eastern
Mediterranean World, ed. Leo G. Purdue (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2008),
47-63.

352. Civil, “Enlil and Namzitarra,” 67, and Herman L. J. Vanstiphout, “Some Notes on
‘Enlil and Namzitarra,”” R4 74 (1980): 6771, attribute 1. 18 to Enmesharra, whereas
Alster, Wisdom of Ancient Sumer, 329, and Lambert, “A New Interpretation of Enlil and
Namzitarra,” 5089, attribute the line to Enlil.

353. Vanstiphout, “Some Notes on ‘Enlil and Namzitarra,”” 68.

354. See Noegel, “When Animals Speak,” 107-35.

355. See Vanstiphout, “Some Notes on ‘Enlil and Namzitarra,”” 68; Cooper, “Puns and
Prebends.”

356. See Noegel, “‘Sign, Sign, Everywhere a Sign,”” and the essays in Magali De Haro
Sanchez, ed., Ecrire la magie dans [’antiquité: Actes du colloque international (Liége, 13—
15 octobre 2011), PL 5 (Liége: Presses Universitaires de Liége, 2015).



146 “Wordplay” in Ancient Near Eastern Texts

far more pervasive in antiquity. In ancient Mesopotamia, the very act of writing
was credited with divine origins, and so the illocutionary element of language
naturally played a more significant role. Georges Contenau explains:

Since to know and pronounce the name of an object instantly endowed it with
reality, and created power over it, and since the degree of knowledge and
consequently of power was strengthened by the tone of voice in which the name
was uttered, writing, which was a permanent record of the name, naturally
contributed to this power, as did both drawing and sculpture, since both were a
means of asserting knowledge of the object and consequently of exercising over
it the power which knowledge gave.’’

This mindset has been used to explain the paronomastic connections between
protases and apodoses in divinatory contexts, as Jean Bottéro remarks:

In Mesopotamia, where nouns were not considered to be arbitrary epiphenomena
and consequently subjective elements, but were thought to be the real objective
expression of the proper essence of things, each phonetic similarity was to be
considered serious and very significant: two realities whose names coincided
were bound as closely together as their designations.?

Given such a context, we should not be surprised to find polysemy and
paronomasia operative in Akkadian magical texts. Indeed, as Wasserman
observes, incantations are “the richest genre in rhetorical inventiveness.”>
Witness for example the following potency incantation: a-kan-nu MIN re-mu
MIN man-nu u-[ram-me-kla ki-ma qi-i ra-mu-ti “Wild ass, wild ass, wild bull,
wild bull! Who made you as limp as untied cords?*3*® The spell connects rému
“wild bull” with rami “untie” and ramiiti “slack.”>®!

357. George Contenau, Everyday Life in Babylon and Assyria (London: Edward Arnold,
1955), 164.

358. J. Bottéro, Mesopotamia: Writing, Reasoning, and the Gods (Chicago, IL: University of
Chicago Press, 1992), 121.

359. Wasserman, Style and Form in Old Babylonian Literary Texts, 178.

360. Robert D. Biggs, SA.ZI.GA: Ancient Mesopotamian Potency Incantations, TCS 2
(Locust Valley, NY: Augustin, 1967), 19.

361. It is of some note that Akkadian and Babylonian scholars made productive use of the
similarity in sound between “untie” (CAD R, s.v. “ramii”), rimu “love” (CAD R, s.v.
“ramu”), “wild bull” (CAD R, s.v. “rimu”), rému “womb, pity” (CAD R, s.v. “rému”),
and ramii “set, bestow, occupy” (CAD R, s.v. “ramii”). A few examples will demonstrate.
In a Hymn to Sin, we find: rimu alid naphari Sa itti Siknat napisti Subtu elleti ramii
“womb that gives birth to all things, that has occupied a holy residence among mankind.”
The line ties rimu “womb” to ramii “set, bestow, occupy” Cited in CAD R, s.v. “ramii.”
The text appears in Edmund Guthrie Perry, Hymnen und Gebete an Sin (Leipzig:
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An Akkadian ritual for pacifying a crying baby offers the following
instructions: “in a tavern, where the beer barrels [hubiiru] are, during the silent
time [giiltu] of night you sweep together dust from between them.” The dust from
the vats of hubiiru “beer” linguistically assists in making a salve to silence (giltu)
the infant’s hubiru “noise.””3%?

See also the Akkadian anti-witchcraft series Maqli 1.126-130, which
contains twenty-five consecutive words that derive either from the root kasapu
“bewitch” or epésu “do (magic)”:

kassapu iksipanni kispt iksipanni kisipsu
kassaptu taksipanni kispt takSipanni kisipsi
épisu ipuSanni ipSii ipusanni epussu
épistu tépuSanni ipSii tepuSanni epussi
mustépistu tepusanni ipSii tepuSanni epussi

The (male) witch who bewitched me,

bewitch him with the witchcraft with which he bewitched me.
The (female) witch who bewitched me,

bewitch her with the witchcraft with which she bewitched me.
The hexer who hexed me,

hex him with the hex with which he hexed me.
The hextress who hexed me,

hex her with the hex with which she hexed me.
The sorceress who hexed me,

hex her with the hex with which she hexed me.>%

The repetition of the sounds /p/, /§/, or /s/ evokes the verb pasasu “break,
annul, cancel,*% while mustépistu suggests the pistu “revilement” of the witch.3%

Hindrichs, 1907), 1. In the Epic of Gilgamesh 1.35-36, the hero is described as: rimu
(AM) $a “lugalbanda ‘G1S-gimmas gitmalu emiiqi éniq arhi sirti rimat-“ninsun “wild bull
of Lugalbanda, Gilgamesh, perfect of strength, suckling of the exalted cow, Wild-Bull-
Ninsun!” Concerning rimu, which could mean “beloved” or “wild bull,” George,
Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, 783, notes: “There may be intentional ambiguity in the
expression rim Lugalbanda,” even though the meaning “wild bull” takes preference.

362. Observed by Farber, “Associative Magic,” 448; Farber, Schilaf, Kindlein, Schlaf!:
Mesopotamische Baby-Beschwérungen und Rituale (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
1989), 44-45.

363. On this series, see Tzvi Abusch, The Witchcraft Series Maqlii, WAW 37 (Atlanta:
SBL Press, 2015), 50-53.

364. CAD P, s.v. “pasasu.”

365. The latter was suggested by Victor A. Hurowitz, “Alliterative Allusions, Rebus Writ-
ing, and Paronomastic Punishment: Some Aspects of Word Play in Akkadian Literature,”
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Daniel Schwemer’s remark with regard to first millennium Akkadian incantations
is apposite:

The marked word order and parallelisms are often further augmented by phonetic
figures of speech; especially common are the repetition of vowel patterns
(assonance) or the repetition of sounds in the stressed syllables of words or at the
end of words (alliteration; homoioteleuton).3¢®

According to James Ford, polysemy empowers an Akkadian incantation
against the demoness Lamastu.>®” The pertinent passage reads: usésiasi a-pa-ni
usahlipassi se-er-re-nim (YOS 11:19.13—14). It is ambiguous whether one should
read a-pan-ni as “window” (appanu) or “cane-brake” (apu), and sé-er-re-nim as
“door-pivot” (serru), “snake” (serru), or “steppe” (séru). Therefore, the
incantation permits multiple options: “they made her [Lamashtu] go out through
the window/to the cane brake, they made her slip (out) through the door-pivot/like
a snake/to the steppe.” Ford summarizes the performative impact of the multiple
readings: “Lamastu is not only expelled from the house but at the very same time
is also sent back to the place from which she came, thus ensuring a far more
effective exorcism.”368

The Egyptian conception of text was very similar, as David Frankfurter points
out: “Egyptian letters were the chief technology of a hierocratic scribal elite who
preserved and enacted rituals—and by extension the cosmic order itself—through
the written word.”*®° In fact, there is good reason to see many of the so-called
“literary devices” of Egyptian scribes as possessing a performative function. Not
only did Egyptian scribes conceive of their writing system as divine in origin, they

PR3

were particularly concerned with being 34 r3 “effective in speech,” spd dsis.w
“clever of sayings,” and mnh tpj.w-r3 “excellent of utterances,” notions grounded
in the proper performance of magical texts.’’® As the text known as the
Immortality of Scribes (P.Chester Beatty IV, BM 10684, verso 2.5-3.11) informs
us: Imn=st hkz.w=sn r 3 tmm $d m sbs,jt “they (scribal masters) hid their magic

from the whole land, to be read in (their) instructions” (8.6—7). According to the

in Noegel, Puns and Pundits, 86—87, who also opined that the repetition of the consonants
might have served like the spitting sounds “pooh pooh” to ward off evil.

366. Daniel Schwemer, “‘Form Follows Function’? Rhetoric and Poetic Language in First
Millennium Akkadian Incantations,” WdO 44 (2014): 281.

367. J. N. Ford, “Wordplay in the Lamastu Incantations,” in Cohen et al., Birkat Shalom,
585-95.

368. Ford, “Wordplay in the Lamastu Incantations,” 595.

369. David Frankfurter, “The Magic of Writing and the Writing of Magic: The Power of
the Word in Egyptian and Greek Traditions,” Helios 21 (1994): 192.

370. See, e.g., Richter, Theology of Hathor of Dendera, 17-19. See also Ragazzoli, Scribes,
506-10.
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Memphite Theology, the entire world is essentially a hieroglyphic text that
records the god Ptah’s concept of creation. Therefore, we may understand
polysemy and paronomasia in Egyptian texts as a manipulation of the cosmos
through the written word.?”! This perceived power explains a Coffin Text spell
(§647) that invokes Ptah by referring to him as “creative” (pth) and “strong”
(ph.tj), adjectives that evoke his name.”

Equally performative are Amun’s declaration to Thutmosis III in his so-called
Poetical Stela (CM 34010): sn.ti=k di.n=i sn s3 hhw=k ‘wj hm=1 hr hr hr shr dw.t
“(as for) your sisters (i.e., Isis and Nephthys), I have placed them as protection
behind you. The arms of my majesty are raised to crush evil” (1. 23). Note how
the act of crushing is amplified by the four-fold repetition of the consonants /ir,
once as the verb “raise,” twice as the preposition “up” or “upon,” and then in
embedded form in the verb shr “crush.” Strengthening the connection visually is
the appearance of the face sign < 47 in each word.’”

On a situla in the Louvre is an inscription that ritually connects Osiris with
Khnum of Elephantine by employing the following words: hAnm=s n=k hnm.w
“she (Sothis) associates you with Khnum.”*’* Here the ritual of identification
takes place in the very word snm “associate,” which anticipates znm.w “Khnum.”

One finds paronomasia in the service of magic also at Ugarit. Consider the
following incantation, in which the deity Horon removes the poison of a snakebite
(CAT 1.100, 65-67).°"

r'rm yn ‘rnh
With the tamarisk, he scatters it,
ssnm ysynh
With the date-palm branch, he slashed it,

371. Assmann, “Etymographie: Zeichen im Jenseits der Sprache,” 54-56.

372. A connection between execration texts and the Tale of Sinuhe demonstrates well the
difficulty in distinguishing performative from the literary. See the keen observations of
Hans-Werner Fischer-Elfert, “The Hero of Retjenu: An Execration Figure (Sinuhe B 109—
113),” JEA 82 (1996): 198-99.

373. Additional paronomasia obtains between sn.wt “sisters” and sn “them.” A similar
paronomastic use of /i appears in the Tale of Sinuhe (P. Berlin 3022), 11. 277-278, where
pharaoh’s children say of Sinuhe: rwi.n=f 8 n hr.(it)=k nn 3jt hr n m3 hr=k “he abandoned
the land for dread of you. There will be no destruction for the face that sees your face.”
Here hr is used for “dread,” then twice for “face,” each time using the sign o.

374. Cited in Martin Bommas, Der Temple des Khnum der 18. Dyn. auf Elephantine (PhD
diss., Agyptisches Institut, 2000), 8. From Paul Pierret, Recueil d inscriptions inédites du
musée égyptien du Louvre, vol. 2 (Paris: F. Vieweg, 1878), 116.

375. Sheldon W. Greaves, “Wordplay and Associative Magic in the Ugaritic Snake-Bite
Incantation RS 24.244.” UF 24 (1994): 165-67.
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‘dtm y ‘dynh

With a flowing current, he made it disappear,
ybltm yblnh

With a stream, he took it.

Note how the spell embeds the sounds of the noun 77 “tamarisk” in the verb n r
“shake,” the ssn “date-palm” in the verb nsy “slash,” the ‘dt “current” in the verb
‘dy “cause to disappear,” and the yblt “stream” in the verb ybl “took.” In essence,
the success of the charm depends on the sympathetic connection between the
names of the ritual objects and the purpose they effect.

A similar use of paronomasia occurs in the following Ugaritic performative
charm.

1. ydydbbmdgzr ... tg htk 1| ]
(Baal) shall drive off the young man’s accuser, the affliction of your staff [ ].
2. bltghtkwtsulpnqlt'y
Baal, the aftliction of your staff. So, you shall depart before the voice of the
incantation priest,
3. kqtrurbtm k btn ‘mdm
Like smoke through an aperture, like a snake up a pillar,
4. ky'lmzrh k Ibim skh
Like goats to a rock, like lions to a lair.
5. htnghuqrb ht thta | gbk
Staff, attention! Draw near, staff! May it harm your back
6. witrs I mntk tihm [hm
And waste your figure. (CAT 1.169)37°

It is unclear whether the spell aims to protect one from sorcery or to heal
impotence, because the noun /¢ “staff” serves elsewhere in Ugaritic texts as a
euphemism for “penis” (e.g., CAT 1.23, 37-49). Nevertheless, the performative
nature of the text obtains by way of voice-empowered similes that involve
polysemy and paronomasia. The first identifies the removal of the pain of a /¢
“staff” with yhta “harm.” The second relies on reading #g Atk “the affliction of the
staff” as a single word tghtk “may you cast out!”*’” The latter echoes the start of
the spell: “(Baal) shall drive off [ydy]!”

Polysemy and paronomasia can have a performative function in the Hebrew
Bible as well. This occurs in two different ways. Either an author can make
reference to a performative act and employ it in a way that captivates the
transformation, or a text can represent a speech act itself and embody

376. Adopted from Daniel Fleming, “Ugaritic Incantation Against Sorcery,” in COS
1:301-2, with some variation.
377. See DULAT, s.v. “ght.”
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transformation via polysemy and paronomasia. For an example of the former, I
turn to Ps 107:33, where Yahweh’s power is described: *®¥i 73705 nivng o
ﬁw;s_z‘? o' yasem nohardt la-midbar w-mosa’é mayim la-simma’on “he
transformed rivers into a desert, flowing springs into drought-land.” Here the
Psalmist captures the transformation by rearranging the letters of the spring that
is "j¥h mosa ¢ “flowing” to create 1iRRY simma ‘on “drought-land.”’®

For an example of an extended speech act that embodies the performative
transformation via polysemy and paronomasia, I refer to Jer 51:34-37, a prophecy
of Yahweh’s judgment against Babylon.3”

34. Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon has devoured us:
He has thrown us into confusion; he has made us an empty jar.
Like the primordial dragon [0 tannin] he has swallowed us and filled his
stomach with our delicacies, and then he has spewed us out.

35. “May the violence done to us and our children be upon Babylon,” say the
dwellers of Zion.
“May our blood be on those who live in Babylonia,” says Jerusalem.

36. Therefore, this is what Yahweh says:
“See, | will defend your cause and avenge you;
I will dry up her sea, and make her fountain run dry.

37. Babylon shall become rubble heap [0%3 gallim], a den of jackals [D73n
tannim], an object of horror and hissing, without inhabitant.”

In this prophecy a series of powerful devices serves as the ritual instruments
by which the spoken word enacts Babylon’s violent reversal of fortunes. The first
is 093 gallim in line 37, a polyseme that can mean “rubble heap” or “water
waves.” Since God has just stated that he will dry up Babylon’s waters, gallim
first suggests the meaning “waves.” It is only when we hear the remainder of the
passage and its reference to wasteland that we realize it must mean “rubble heap.”
The prophecy has transformed Babylon’s abundant “waters” into “rubble” simply
by changing the linguistic context of the word—the transformation happens in the
recitation.

Bolstering these connections in line 37 is the noun 0'n tannim “jackals.” Just
previously, Yahweh had described the king as a in fannin, i.e., “the primordial
dragon,” who was swallowing Jerusalem (1. 34). By altering one consonant, the
prophet transforms the dragon of chaos into wasteland jackals.

The prophecy continues with performative language in 1. 44 where Yahweh
issues his sentence: “I shall punish Bel (52 bél) in Babylon (5323 ba-babel), and
I will make him disgorge what he has swallowed (2 bil ‘0).” The paronomasia

378. Ps 107:33 is nearly identical to Isa 41:18. Only the person is different: the former in
third person, the latter in first person.
379. See also Noegel, “‘Literary’ Craft and Performative Power in the Ancient Near East.”
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between “Bel,” “Babylon,” and “swallow,” reminds us of the primordial dragon,
while providing a talionic tie between the nation’s crime and God’s verdict against
its national god (see 3.15.3).

The combined impact of these cases of paronomasia and polysemy, like those
in divinatory texts, is more than literary or rhetorical style. It constitutes the ritual
means by which divine judgment is put into effect and by which the divine word
is understood to transform one reality into another. In this case, the prophet’s
words quite literally transform Babylon the dragon into a lair for jackals and its
abundant water into wasteland rubble.>%°

3.18. COMPLEXITIES

It is important to recognize that many of the proposed functions surveyed here are
not mutually exclusive and depend to some degree on perspective. A device in a
prophetic utterance may have a rhetorical effect, demonstrate lex falionis, draw
attention to erudition, and also pack a performative punch. Paronomasia can be
both appellative and allusive.>®! Acrostics may help in the memorization of texts,
but also demonstrate erudition and serve as a ritual means of giving order to the
cosmos. Applicable here is Yuri Lotman’s observation: “Texts, as a rule, are
multifunctional: the same text fulfills not one, but several (sometimes many)
functions.”*%2

Scholars often draw a sharp distinction between the literary and the
performative, but the ancients did not share this view.3¥* Wasserman’s comment
with regard to the “literary” aspects of Old Babylonian incantations is on point:

There was no such intrinsic Mesopotamian concept of “literary corpus,” or of
belles lettres at all, and the modern concept of the “belletristic text” is totally
alien to the Mesopotamian literary system. This does not mean, however, that we
should deprive the Mesopotamian mind from admiring and enjoying
aesthetically their own literary tradition.3%

380. See Scott B. Noegel, “The Ritual Use of Linguistic and Textual Violence in the He-
brew Bible and Ancient Near East,” in State, Power, and Violence , ed. Margo Kitts et al.,
RDSR 3 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2010), 33—46.

381. See Sheree E. Lear, “The Daughter of a Foreign God: Wordplay as an Interpretive
Key in Malachi 2:11,” VT 65 (2015): 467-73.

382. Yury Lotman, Analysis of the Poetic Text, trans. D. Barton Johnson (Ann Arbor, MI:
Ardis, 1976), 6. Quoted by Wasserman, Style and Form in Old Babylonian Literary Texts,
183.

383. On this point, see Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers.

384. Wasserman, Style and Form in Old Babylonian Literary Texts, 183.
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I concur with Wasserman that literary approaches to ancient Near Eastern
texts have contributed profoundly to our understanding of their subtleties and
complexities, but I also contend that our modern conceptions of “literature” and
the impact of literary and rhetorical criticism (especially in biblical studies)
sometimes deter us from deriving the full import of many Near Eastern textual
devices. Elsewhere I have shown how “wordplay” served as a techne of
performative power and how it reveals mantic preoccupations and anxieties.*
aver that it might be worthwhile to consider whether performative functions lie
behind the early use of other “poetic” devices such as parallelism, chiasmus, and
keywords. Perhaps we similarly should see intertextual references as efforts to
embed the power of one text or tradition into another. Such are very real
possibilities given the interdisciplinarity of ancient literati and their ontological
understanding of speech and script.

385. Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers; Noegel, “‘Literary’ Craft and Performative Power in the
Ancient Near East”; Noegel, “Augur Anxieties in the Ancient Near East.”






4
TAXONOMY

In this chapter, I provide a taxonomy for the study of “wordplay” in ancient Near
Eastern texts. This taxonomy divides the phenomenon into two major classes. The
first is that of polysemy, of which there are fourteen types, and the second is
paronomasia, of which there are twelve types. All forms of polysemy involve
multiple meanings and/or readings in a single context. All forms of paronomasia
operate across word divisions and involve a dissimilarity in meaning. Thus, many
(but not all) cases of polysemy are effective on a purely visual register, whereas
all cases of paronomasia (in a consonantal writing system) are effective both
aurally and visually. If accomplished in a nonconsonantal writing system, some
cases of paronomasia may not operate simultaneously on aural and visual
registers. With Casanowicz, | treat alliteration and assonance not as types of
paronomasia, but as the audible effects of many different devices.

Since we lack an emic terminology, I have elected to use terms from ancient
Greek for those devices that have counterparts in that language. In addition to the
rubric terms, polysemy and paronomasia, these include: acrostic, amphiboly,
anagram, anastrophe, antanaclasis, epanastrophe, homoeopropheron, homoio-
teleuton, homonymy, isopsephy, and notarigon.! The fact that these terms
accurately identify the Near Eastern devices makes their adoption wholly
felicitous. Moreover, my use of Greek terminology serves to clarify that the
devices are far more ancient and Eastern than Greek usage might suggest. It is
likely that they made their way west along with the itinerant seers and diviners
who transmitted so many other aspects of their craft.> Wherever possible, 1

1. The Greek terms are attested from the fifth century BCE-fifth century CE, depending
on the device. In fig. 3, I list all of the devices and their first attested textual references in
chronological order.

2. Literature on the transmission of Near Eastern thought to the Mediterranean world is
voluminous. Representative publications include: Walter Burkert, Greek Religion, trans.
John Raffan (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1985); Burkert, “‘Homerstudien
und Orient,” in Zweihundert Jahre Homer-Forschung: Riickblick und Ausblick, ed.
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demonstrate each type of polysemy and paronomasia as it appears in Akkadian,
Egyptian, Ugaritic, Hebrew, and/or Aramaic, and less often in Sumerian and
Northwest Semitic epigraphic remains.

4.1. TYPES OF POLYSEMY

To date scholars have identified fourteen types of polysemy. These include:
contronymic polysemy, double entendre, antanaclasis, unidirectional polysemy,
multidirectional polysemy, double polysemy, bilingual polysemy, polysemy
clusters, numerical polysemy, isopsephy, notarigon, acrostics (also telestichs and
menostichs), transposition, and amphiboly. Each of these may perform different
functions depending on its context. Moreover, these types and their functions can,
and often do, overlap. Thus, a case of double polysemy or of amphiboly may also
constitute a multidirectional polysemy, and be part of a polysemy cluster;
unidirectional polysemy and antanaclasis also can serve as double entendres, and
so on. There appears to be no limit to the sophistication of ancient writers.

4.1.1. CONTRONYMIC POLYSEMY

A word that bears its own meaning and its opposite is called a contronym (also
called auto-antonym or enantiosemy). Those familiar with Semitic languages

Joachim Latacz, ColR 2 (Stuttgart: de Gruyter, 1991), 155-81; Scott B. Noegel, “Greek
Religion and the Ancient Near East,” in The Blackwell Companion to Greek Religion, ed.
Daniel Ogden (London: Blackwell, 1993), 21-37; Martin L. West, “Ancient Near Eastern
Myths in Classical Greek Religious Thought,” in Civilizations of the Ancient Near East,
ed. Jack M. Sasson (New York: Scribner, 1995), 33-42; Stanley M. Burstein, “Greek
Contact with Egypt and the Levant, ca. 1600-500 B.C.: An Overview,” Ancient World 277
(1996): 20-28; Stephanie Dalley, “Occasions and Opportunities: 1. To the Persian
Conquest,” in The Legacy of Mesopotamia, ed. by Stephanie Dalley (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1998), 9-33; Dalley and A. T. Reyes, “Mesopotamian Contact and
Influence in the Greek World: 1. To the Persian Conquest,” in Dalley, Legacy of
Mesopotamia, 85-106; Robert Rollinger, “The Ancient Greeks and the Impact of the
Ancient Near East: Textual Evidence and Historical Perspective (ca. 750-650 BCE),” in
Mythology and Mythologies: Methodological Approaches to Intercultural Influence:
Proceedings of the Second Annual Symposium of the Assyrian and Babylonian Intellectual
Heritage Project Held in Paris, France, October 4—7, 1999, ed. Robert M. Whiting
(Helsinki: Neo-Assyrian Text Corpus Project, 2001), 233—-64; Christopher A. Faraone,
“From Magic Ritual to Semiotic Game: The Transformation of Neo-Assyrian Love Spells
in Classical and Hellenistic Greece,” in Ideologies as Intercultural Phenomena:
Proceedings of the Assyrian and Babylonian Intellectual Heritage Project, Chicago,
October 27-31, 2000, ed. A. Panaino and G. Pettinato, MelS 3 (Helsinki: Associazione
Culturale Mimesis, 2002), 61-74; Jan N. Bremmer, Greek Religion and Culture, the Bible
and the Ancient Near East, JSRC 8 (Leiden: Brill, 2008).
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sometimes refer to the phenomenon as ) “addad, a term that derives from
medieval Arabic parlance.® An example of a contronym in English is “cleave,”
which means both “join” and “separate.” Contronymic polysemy occurs in ancient
texts when writers exploit contronyms for their opposing meanings. For the
present purpose, it does not matter whether contronyms are the result of two
unrelated words that have assimilated or a widening semantic range of a single
lexeme. Such linguistic matters mattered little to the ancients.

Contronyms appear to be a rare phenomenon in Mesopotamia. In Sumerian, I
can think only of one possible example, GALAM.MA. Usually, the signs carry a
positive meaning as “artful, exalted one,” but in the Instructions of Shuruppak (1.
255), they take on the negative meaning “despot.”* Nevertheless, GALAM.MA
simply may be an oxymoron meaning something like “clever fool.”

To my mind, the only possible case of contronymic polysemy in Akkadian
occurs in a hymn to the god Shamash, in which the poet employs the noun arnu
for its meanings “crime” and “punishment”: “you give the unscrupulous judge
experience of fetters. Him who accepts a present and yet lets justice miscarry, you
make bear his arnu” (1. 97-98).° Here the mention of fetters in the previous line
suggests that we understand it as “punishment.” However, the reference to bribery
and injustice forces us to understand it also as “crime.” As such, the contronymic
polysemy underscores the notion of lex talionis (see 3.15.3).

Contronyms are difficult to locate in Egyptian texts.” Indeed, the appearance
of contronyms is sometimes the unintended result of translation. For example, one

3. The first major work on the subject is that of Abii Bakr ibn al-Anbari (885-940 CE),
Kitab ‘al-Addad. See also Carl Abel, “Uber den Gegensinn der Urworte,” in
Sprachwissenschaftliche Abhandlungen (Leipzig: Verlag Wilhelm Friedrich, 1885);
Theodor Noldeke, Neue Beitrige zur semitischen Sprachwissenschaft (Strassburg:
Triibner, 1910), 67-108; Robert Gordis, “Studies in Hebrew Roots of Contrasted
Meaning,” JOR 27 (1936-1937): 33-58; David Cohen, “Addad et ambiguité linguistique
en arabe,” in Etudes de linguistique sémitique et arabe (Paris: Mouton, 1970), 79-100;
Cohen, “Ambivalence, indifférence et neutralization de sémes,” in Etudes de linguistique
sémitique et arabe, 101-4; Rudolf Meyer, “Gegensinn und Mehrdeutigkeit in der althebr.
Wort- und Begriffsbildung,” UF 11 (1979): 601-12; Hans-Peter Miiller, “Polysemie im
semitischen und hebrdischen Konjugationssystem,” Or 55 (1986): 365-89; John H.
Hospers, “Das Problem der sogenannten semantischen Polaritdt im Althebrdischen,” ZAH
1 (1988): 32-39.

4. Observed by Alster, “Paradoxical Proverbs and Satire in Sumerian Literature,” 203.

5. See Bendt Alster, The Instructions of Shuruppak: A Sumerian Proverb Collection,
Mesopotamia 2 (Copenhagen: Akademisk Forlag, 1974), 113.

6. See W. G. Lambert, Babylonian Wisdom Literature (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
1996), 132-33, who does not discuss the contronym.

7.1 would like to thank Thomas Schneider for his insights on contronyms in Egyptian, all
of which inform this section. Schneider has pointed out to me that the proposed cases of
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might think that the common Egyptian lexeme #m is a contronym since it can mean
“complete, whole,” but also serve as a verb of negation. However, the basic
meaning of tm may simply be “exhaustion,” and thus it can have positive and
negative applications. Consider the similar case of the lexeme nfi- “perfection,
goodness,” which also is employed for “zero” and for negation. It too may simply
express ineffability. Some have considered the nouns sm “majesty” and /im
“servant” a single contronym, but they are unrelated homonyms.® In any event, I
know of no case in which /im is exploited for both potential meanings in a single
context. The two nouns sw “light” and sw or sw.t “shade” are perhaps
contronyms,” but again, I know of no place where they are employed
polysemously in a single context. Moreover, since we do not know whether any
of the proposed contronyms were pronounced the same, at most they would
function paronomastically and/or visually.

Ugaritic texts also give no evidence of contronyms. In addition, the Ugaritic
script records no vowels, so the same restrictions apply concerning visual
contronyms as in Egyptian.

Contronyms do exist in biblical Hebrew and sometimes they are employed
for paronomastic purposes.!® We already have seen a strictly visual Hebrew
contronym in Job 26:12, in which Yahweh both stilled and stirred the sea, thus
creating a type of merism (see 2.4.5). A contronym that operates aurally appears
in the account of Saul, who tells Samuel that he rushed to perform the sacrifice in
his absence: “ParnR) wa- ‘et ‘appag and 1 offered the burnt-offering” (1 Sam
13:12). As Jonathan Grossman observes, the verb paR ‘apag, here in the reflexive
conjugation, can mean “I compelled myself” or “I restrained myself.”'! In one
strike, the author has captured in Saul’s own words his impetuousness and his
attempt to soften his statement upon realizing that he had usurped Samuel’s cultic
role.

Targum Pseudo-Jonathan captures well the latter contronym in Aramaic by
translating the verb with another contronym n"omnNy wa-‘ithasnét, which

Egyptian contronyms found in Abel, “Uber den Gegensinn der Urworte,” 311-67, are all
erroneous.

8. See Thomas Schneider, “Contextualizing the Tale of the Herdsman,” in Egyptian
Stories: A British Egyptological Tribute in Honour of Alan B. Lloyd on the Occasion of
His Retirement, ed. Thomas Schneider and Kasia Szpakowska, AOAT 347 (Miinster:
Ugarit-Verlag, 2007), 311-12 n. 12.

9. Unless the one is a nisba form of the other, in which case “shade” is simply “that which
belongs to the light.”

10. See already David Yellin, “The Full Contronym in the Bible” [Hebrew], Leshonenu 5
(1938): 276-94.

11. Grossman, Ambiguity in the Biblical Narrative and Its Contribution to the Literary
Formation, 154-57.
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similarly means both “I strengthen myself” and “I restrained myself.”!? On the
rendering of polysemy in the textual witnesses, see chapter 5 (5.3.7).

Due to its inherent polarity, contronymic polysemy has a particularly
unsettling effect on readers/listeners, for it is one thing for a sign or word to have
multiple meanings, but quite another for those meanings to be opposite to each
other. For traditional exegesis, such divergent readings are impossible. Yet the
tension between contradictory meanings is precisely the point of the device. It can
encapsulate conflicting actions and intents, as in the case of Saul, or embody all
actions, as a type of merism, as in the case of Yahweh and the sea. Contronymic
polysemy can be effective visually and/or aurally.

4.1.2. DOUBLE ENTENDRES

A double entendre is an idiom or other figure of speech that may be understood
in two ways. The first is straightforward and innocuous, whereas the second is
usually risqué. This is what Arab grammarians referred to as 4,55 tawriya or ae
itham."

Often double entendres serve as euphemisms.!* Consider the following
Sumerian proverb.

[NU.UM.ME.DJA.NA AL.PES;.A
[EN?.E.S]E NU.KU.DA.AN.NI
[AJL.KUR4.RE.EN.E.SE

Can she be pregnant without having had sex?
Without having eaten
Can she be fat?

Here the verb for “eat” (KU) constitutes a sexual euphemism for sex.

See also the poem NinmeSarra, which describes the cessation of all
lovemaking that resulted when the goddess Inanna forsook her city: “its (the
city’s) woman no longer speaks of love with her husband. At night she does not
‘speak’ (AD NA.AN.DLNLIB.Gl4.Gl4) with him” (1l. 55-56). As Hallo and Van

12. Jastrow, p. 489.

13. Tawriya is the use of a word with multiple meanings by an author in order to exploit
its secondary (“hidden”) meaning. S. A. Bonebakker, “Tawriya (a.),” Encls 10:395.

14. Though note the comment of Guglielmi, “Wortspiel,” col. 1289. “Ein amphibolischer
Gebrauch als Euphemismus, etwa fiir ‘Tod’, ist selten.” On euphemisms in Egyptian
generally, see Guglielmi, “Der Gebrauch rhetorischer Stilmittel in der &dgyptischen
Literatur,” 490-91. See also Antonio Loprieno, “Sprachtabu,” LA V (1984): cols. 1211—
1214.
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Dijk point out, the highlighted Sumerian can be read as referring to “speaking” or
“intercourse.”!” Indeed, Sumerian is rich in sexual euphemisms.

A first millennium Mesopotamian incantation for increasing the prosperity of
a tavern keeper offers several examples of the device. It prescribes a series of
rituals and incantations that employ several types of polysemy and paronomasia
in an effort to secure Ishtar’s aid. Addressing the goddess, the charm reads:

Come, enter our house! With you, may the sweet one, who sleeps with you, enter
your seducer and your paramour. Let my lips be lallaru-syrup, let my hands be
a sexual charm! Let the lip of my “ring” be a lip of date syrup. Like a snake,
going out from a hole, and birds twittering over it. (11. 28-33)'¢

Here the “ring” and “snake” constitute double entendres for “vulva” and “penis.”
Moreover, at the end of one of the incantations, the tavern keeper is instructed to
say “may the malt-baskets (kuruppir) become plentiful!” (1. 34). As Walter Farber
informs us, the statement’s use of the rare noun kuruppii “malt-baskets™ evokes
the verb garabu “draw near,” and thus, functions as a double entendre that is
tantamount to a proposition for sex.!” Mesopotamian poets often employ rare
words to make their devices effective (see 5.2.6).'8

Egyptian texts too employ polysemy in order to create double entendres.'® In
the Instructions of Ptahhotep one learns: ir ski=k rd m sh.t di st ntr wr m =k “if
you plow for plant(s) in the field, god will make it great in your hands (lit. ‘arm”)”
(1. 161-162). As in Near Eastern languages generally, the verb sk3 “plow” can
mean “have sex.”?° In fact, elsewhere this text teaches that a man should love his
wife and treat her well, because 34.t pw 3h.t n nb=s “she is a field of fertility for

15. William W. Hallo and J. J. A. van Dijk, The Exaltation of Inanna, YNER 3 (New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1968), 22, and 53 n. 20. See also Markham J. Geller,
“Discourse or Intercourse Revisited,” NABU (2005): 86—87.

16. Adopted with slight changes from Strahil V. Panayotov, “A Ritual for a Flourishing
Bordello,” BiOr 70 (2013): 285-310, who also provides the text’s publication history.

17. See Farber, “Associative Magic,” 449.

18. See Cohen and Klein, “Akkadian Hapax Legomena.”

19. Double entendres are not restricted to belles-lettres in Egypt. See Steven Blake Shubert,
“Double Entendre in the Stela of Suty and Hor,” in Egypt, Israel, and the Ancient
Mediterranean World: Studies in Honor of Donald B. Redford, ed. Gary N. Knoppers and
Antoine Hirsch, PA 20 (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 143-65.

20. David Marcus, “A Famous Analogy of Rib-Haddi,” JANES 5 (1973): 281-86; Stefan
Schorch, Euphemismen in der Hebrdischen Bibel, OBC 12 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz,
2000), 121-122; Shalom M. Paul, “‘Plowing with a Heifer’ in Judges 14:18—Tracing a
Sexual Euphemism,” in Sacred History, Sacred Literature: Essays on Ancient Israel, the
Bible, and Religion in Honor of R. E. Friedman on His Sixtieth Birthday, ed. Shawna
Dolansky (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2008), 163-67.
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her lord” (1. 330).2! Note too that the scribe has written the noun “plant(s)” as =
(i.e., dr) instead of = (i.e., rd). Scholars usually note this and add sic!, assuming
it to be a textual error.?2 However, as we have seen, non-normative orthography
often draws attention to the presence of cleverness. In this case, it is particularly
fitting that the hand-sign () appear first, since the noun “hand” (i.e., dr.t), can
serve as a euphemism for “penis.”?

The Egyptian Tale of Setna I also employs a sexual euphemism as a double
entendre. In the dialogue between Tabubu and Setna, Tabubu thrice repeats her
promise that iw=k r ph p3ji=k ‘wj p3 n.tj iw iw=k n-im=f*“you will reach your house,
the thing that you are in” (1l. 5.19, 5.23, 5.25). According to Ritner, the verb ph
“reach” is rich in sexual connotation also meaning “to penetrate” and “attain
orgasm.””* Steve Vinson observes that ‘wj means “house,” but that entering a
woman’s house is a euphemism for sexual penetration. Moreover, as he notes, ‘wj
paronomastically intimates ‘. wj “two arms, two hands,” thus suggesting that Setne
will reach orgasm only by masturbating.”> Moreover, as Pieter Pestman has
discussed, the nouns mr “love” and sdm “sleep” take a phallus determinative ()
in the text, contrary to typical usage, thus nuancing said lexemes to mean “sexual
desire” and “sleeping with a woman,” respectively.?®

21. Giinter Burkard, Textkritische Untersuchungen zu dgyptischen Weisheitslehren des
Alten und Mittleren Reiches, AgAbh 34 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1977), 250, treats this
passage as a case of amphiboly.

22. Noted by Burkard, Textkritische Untersuchungen zu dgyptischen Weisheits-lehren des
Alten und Mittleren Reiches, 250.

23. See already Siegfried Schott, Altdgyptische Liebeslieder: Mit Mdrchen und
Liebesgeschichten (Zirich: Artemis, 1950), 56. This also is the case in Hebrew and
Akkadian. See conveniently in Schorch, Euphemismen in der Hebrdischen Bibel, 127-30;
Shalom M. Paul, “The ‘Plural of Ecstasy’ in Mesopotamian and Biblical Love Poetry,” in
Zevit, Gitin, and Sokoloff, Solving Riddles and Untying Knots, 593 n. 30. The use of dr.t
“hand” for “penis,” is also suggested in the Memphite Theology (Shabaka Stone, BM No.
498, 1. 55): psd.t=f m bih=f m ibh.w sp.i(l) mtw.t dr.tj itm.w “his Ennead is before him as
teeth and lips. They are the semen and hands of Atum” (but lit. “his Ennead is before him
as teeth, semen, lips, two hands of Atum”). Note that the phrase bsh=f “before him”
employs the sign —, and that “hands™ appears as =. Teeth and semen are equated by reason
of color and their connection to the skeleton, whereas the lips and hands are associated by
their duality. The line implicitly connects “hands” with the “penis.” On the connection
between semen and the skeleton, see Carleton T. Hodge, “Egyptian Beliefs about the Bull’s
Spine: An Anatomical Origin for ANKH,” AL (1982): 445-79.

24. Robert K. Ritner, “The Romance of Setna Khaemuas and the Mummies (Setna 1),” in
Simpson, Literature of Ancient Egypt, 464 n. 31. Noted also by Jay, Orality and Literacy
in the Demotic Tales, 103.

25. Vinson, “Ten Notes on the First Tale of Setne Khaemwas,” 457-58, 460—-61.

26. Pestman, “Jeux de déterminatifs en Démotique,” 27-28. Cited also by Jay, Orality and
Literacy in the Demotic Tales, 103—4 n. 73.
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At Ugarit we find a similar use of the word “hand” in El’s advance to Athirat:
hm yd ilmlk yhssk ahbt tr t ‘rrk “does the ‘hand’ of El, the king, excite you, the
love of the Bull arouse you” (CAT 1.4.iv.38-39)? The same usage appears in The
Birth of the Gracious Gods in the narrator’s description of the god’s “prowess”
(CAT 1.23,33-35):

tivkm yd il kym

El’s “hand” grows long like the sea,
wyd il kmdb

Indeed, EI’s “hand,” like the flood,
ark yd il kym

El’s “hand” is long like the sea,
wyd il kmbd

Indeed, EI’s “hand,” like the flood.

El then lowers his /¢ “scepter” and is “generous with the ‘staff” (m¢) in his hand”
(CAT 1.23, 37). After charming two maidens, they cry out: “O husband! Husband!
Lowered is your ‘scepter,” generous is the ‘staff” in your hand” (CAT 1.23, 40).
We then learn that “the pair became his wives, wives of El, his wives forever”
(CAT 1.23, 48-49).

A double entendre in Hebrew occurs in the command of David to Uriah,
whom he has just summoned from the battle field: 7937 pny 70725 11 réd lo-
bétka ii-rhas ragleka “go down to your house and wash your feet” (2 Sam 11:8).
Though one could read his command literally—after all Uriah had just come from
the campaign—~Uriah understands it to mean “go down to your house and have
sex with your wife.”?” This is clear by his reply the next morning. When David
asks him why he did not return to his home, Uriah responds: ’n’;r‘n__z RiIR "IN
MYURTDY 23W NInW DRy wa-ani ‘abo’ el-béti le-¢kol wa-li-5tot wa-li-
Skab ‘im ’isfr “and 1 should go to my home to eat and drink and sleep with my
wife!?” (2 Sam 11:11).%

27. Gary A. Rendsburg, “Wordplay in the Hebrew Bible: An Eclectic Collection,” in
Noegel, Puns and Pundits, 152-53. On other euphemistic cases of double entendre, see S.
H. Smith, ““Heel” and “Thigh’: The Concept of Sexuality in the Jacob-Esau Narratives,”
VT 40 (1990): 464-73; Shalom M. Paul, “Polysemous Pivotal Punctuation: More Janus
Double Entendres,” in Texts, Temples, and Traditions: A Tribute to Menehem Haran, ed.
Michael V. Fox et al. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1996), 369-74; Paul, “A Double
Entendre in Job 15:32 in the Light of Akkadian,” in Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew Bible,
Septuagint and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov, ed. Shalom M. Paul et al.
(Leiden: Brill, 2003), 755-57; Paul, “‘Plowing with a Heifer’ in Judges 14:18,” 163-67.
28. The pericope about Tamar and Amnon that follows this story is equally loaded with
double entendres. See Pamela Tamarkin Reis, “Cupidity and Stupidity: Woman’s Agency
and the ‘Rape’ of Tamar,” JANES 25 (1997): 43—60.
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John Kselman has discovered a sophisticated double entendre in Ps 59:7
(repeated in 59:15): 7w 13210M 2922 M WY 1AW yasibi [a- ‘ereb yehémii kak-

kaleb wi-sobabui ‘Tr. As he has shown, one can interpret the Hebrew text as either
“In the evening they return, they howl like dogs, they prowl about the city” or “by
night they prove faithless, they roar like dogs, they surround the city.” The former
refers to the national enemies of the king, while the latter refers to the “rebels who
treacherously attack the city of their suzerain.”?’

A final case of double entendre occurs in Hebrew text of Ben Sira from
Qumran (Sir 51:19, 11Q5 XXI, 17, Ms A):

[mww Alnna
pnang eanyn[a]

ydy pth[h § ryh]
[w-b)-m rmyh “tbwnwn

My hand open[ed her gates],
[That] I could consider hidden things.

Here the nouns “hand,” “opened,” “gates,” and “hidden things” all function as
sexual euphemisms. As Reymond put it: “The effect of this language is, in the
context of Sir 15:13-30, an emphasis on the idea that Wisdom should be pursued
with the enthusiasm one might (but perhaps should not) show in the pursuit of a
human bride.”3°

Double entendres need not always be sexual in import. In the Phoenician
inscription of Azitawadda (KA 26), the king brags that he brought peace to the
peoples under his rule by saying *nia 55 oath I-dnnym Il bymty “As for the
Danunians, there was no night in my days” (K47 26B, 16—17). Rather than use the
term for “evil,” the king elected to employ the word 5 /I “night,” which creates a
perfect fit for *nna bymty “my days,” which follows.

29. See also Kselman, “Double Entendre in Psalm 59,” 187. See also K. Fullerton, “Double
Entendre in the First Speech of Eliphaz,” JBL 49 (1930): 320-74; Shalom M. Paul, “An
Overlooked Double Entendre in Jonah 2:5,” in The Honeycomb of the Word: Interpreting
the Primary Testament with André LaCoque, ed. W. Dow Edgerton (Chicago: Exploration
Press, 2001), 155-57.

30. Eric D. Reymond, “Wordplay in the Hebrew to Ben Sira,” in The Texts and Versions
of the Book of Ben Sira: Transmission and Interpretation, ed. Jean-Sébastien Rey and Jan
Joosten, JSJSup 150 (Leiden: Brill 2011), 41. For additional double entendres see
Reymond, “Sirach 51:13-30 and 11Q5 (=11QPs?®) 21.11-22.1,” RdQ 23 (2007): 207-31.
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An example of a double entendre in Aramaic occurs in the description of
Belshazzar’s fearful reaction to the mysterious writing on the wall.3! The narrator
relates: “then the king’s color changed, and his thoughts alarmed him, his limbs
gave way, and his knees knocked together” (Dan 5:6). Wolters has shown that the
line “his limbs gave way” (PIRWR AYIN "MVP1 wa-qitré harséh mistarayin)
literally means “the knots of his loins were loosened (or untied),” and refers
euphemistically to the king soiling himself as his sphincter muscle loosens out of
fear. The tale recalls this event again when Daniel is said to have the power to
YR RN masaré’ gitrin “loosen the knots,” that is, “solve enigmas” or “break
spells” (Dan 5:12).3?

The Proverbs of Ahiqar offer a case of double entendre in the form of a
wisdom saying: “I have tasted (nnYv ¢ ‘mt) even the bitter medlar, and have eaten
endives, but there is nothing more bitter (7" mryr) than poverty” (COS 1:89).
The proverb hinges on the dual meaning of nnyv ¢'mt, both “taste” and
“experience,” and 9™ mryr, both “bitterness” and an “unpleasant experience.”>?

Double entendres offer gentler ways of conveying matters that otherwise
might be too explicit, offensive, or discomfiting. They also permit poets an escape
from potential censure should they cross the line between decorum and taboo.
Accordingly, double entendres can be as subversive as they are elusive. Since
they primarily serve as euphemisms, they often blur the boundary between
polysemy and metaphor. While poets often convey the literal or surface meaning
of double entendres with exquisite literary artistry, they do not encourage
listeners/readers to focus upon that reading, but instead compel them to entertain
the euphemistic or risqué meaning. Thus, double entendres differ from other
forms of polysemy that prompt one to contemplate both meanings simultaneously.
They operate aurally and visually.

4.1.3. ANTANACLASIS

Antanaclasis is the repetition of the same sign, word, or expression, each time
with a different meaning.>* It can be obtained by use of homonyms or by way of

31. For an example of double entendre from later Aramaic, see Matthew Morgenstern, “A

Rather Risqué Pun in Jewish Babylonian Aramaic,” in Cohen, Birkat Shalom, 881-90, who

discusses the use of 8n718 pwrt’ in a Yemenite midrashic text for “a little bit” and “a turd.”

32. On the latter meaning, see Shalom M. Paul, “Decoding a ‘Joint’ Expression in Daniel

5:6, 16,” JANES 22 (1993): 121-27.

33. Cf. the realization of the sailor in the Tale of the Shipwrecked Sailor: rs.wy sdd dp.t=n=f
sn h.t mr “how happy is the man who relates what he has tasted after a bitter thing passes”

(1. 124).

34. dvravdxlaois “antanaclasis” refers originally to a reflection of light or echo. It did not
become a literary term until much later. Quintilian, uses “contraria significatio” in Inst.
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signs, words, and expressions of a single etymological derivation, but with a wide
enough semantic range to provide sufficiently different meanings. Therefore,
while antanaclasis can have a paronomastic effect, it belongs more properly to the
realm of polysemy. It differs from homonymic paronomasia in that the signs,
words, and expressions employed do not merely sound alike, but appear identical
(see 4.2.6).

Antanaclasis occurs in the Sumerian text known as the Self Praise of Shulgi
(Shulgi D 216-218).

GAL.GAL.BI SU.GL,.TA GA.AM.GL4
NUMU.U.GL.ES
NU.MU.U.DAGAL.E.SA.A

Us LA.BA.DA.AB.SUD.RA.AS
LUGAL.ME.EN SU URU.GA GA.GAM.GL4

Its (the foreign land’s) adults, I will kill in revenge.
Those whom I will not kill,

those whom I will not disperse,

they will not live long!

I, the king, will avenge my city.

As Klein and Sefati note, the scribe has used the sign Gl “return,” along with SU
“hand,” to mean “kill in revenge” (= Akkadian gimilla turru “return vengeance”).
However, in line 218, he used Gl4 to mean “smite (Akkadian ddku).”*

A similar case occurs in The Return of Ninurta (1. 94-97), as Cooper
observes:

UR.SAG KUR SAG UM.MA.AB.GL;.A.AS
ZA.ZU A.A.ZU DIGIR.DIS NU.UM.MA.SLIN.GL,.Gl4

Warrior, because you have smitten the mountains,
Your father need send out no other god beside you.

In this passage, the sign Gls means “smite” in the first line, but reduplicated as
Gl4.Gls in the second line, it means “send.”*°

An excellent demonstration of antanaclasis in Akkadian occurs in the
Gilgamesh Epic 1.65-66, in which the poet exploits two meanings of the verb
tebii in close succession: ul isi Saninamma tebii kakkisu (TUKUL.MES) ina
pikkisu tebu rit ‘usu “the attack of his weapons verily has no equal, on account of

9.3.68 (first century CE). The Greek term occurs in the Scholiast to Apollonius Rhodius,
Argonautica 1.746 (fifteenth century CE).

35. Observed by Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 31.

36. Cooper, Return of Ninurta, 72; Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 31.
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his ball (game) his companions are (constantly) aroused!”*” The first occurrence
of tebii means “attack,” whereas the second means “arouse.”®

Enuma Elish also contains antanaclasis. In 1.14, the noun mummu means
“creator”: mummu tiamat muallidat gimrisun “the creator Tiamat, who gave birth
to them all.” However, later it refers to “thunder”: mummu erpéti listaksibamma
“may the cloud’s thunder diminish” (7.121).%°

Given the polysemous values of Akkadian signs, it is not surprising that
erudite scribes often obtained antanaclasis by exploiting the signs’ multiple values
within the same text. An excellent demonstration of this appears in the Descent of
Ishtar, where the sign GAB occurs eighteen times, most often with the
logographic reading “Yatii “gatekeeper,” where it is read as DUs (i.e.,
LU.1.DUs).* However, we first encounter it with the phonetic value kap in line
10 in the noun kap-pi “wings.” In line 21, it possesses the value gab in i-qab-bi
“he spoke” (repeated 1. 66). In line 40, the same sign is again read logographically
as DUs, but this time in the name of the city of the underworld “Kutha” (i.e.,
GU.DUs.A KI). Ten lines later, the same sign appears logographically as GABA
meaning irtu “breast” (1. 50, 52, 122). The last time it occurs it is read as gab in
gab-bi-sa-ma “all of her” (1. 75). There are numerous cases of this device in the
Descent of Ishtar and other cuneiform masterpieces.

Since hieroglyphic Egyptian does not record vowels we cannot know whether
examples of antanaclasis were pronounced the same way. Nevertheless, we can
note cases of visual antanaclasis.*! An excellent example appears in the Tale of
Wenamun (P.Moscow 120). In this text, the author has employed the verb #i
“take” cleverly in multiple contexts in order to exploit its rather wide semantic
range. We first hear it in 1.10 and 1.13 in reference to the thief who i “stole”
Wenamun’s gold and silver. Soon afterwards, Wenamun asks the king of Byblos
to 7 “take” him back to Egypt (1.36). Two lines later we hear about a Byblian
god who B “possesses” a seer in the harbor (1.38). Then in 2.15, the prince
rhetorically asks Wenamun to give him the sails and ropes he brought so that he

37. See Jacob Klein, “A New Look at the ‘Oppression of Uruk’ Episode in the Gilgames
Epic,” in Abusch, Riches Hidden in Secret Places, 187-201.

38. See CAD T, s.v. “tebur.” Mesopotamian scribes were acutely aware of homonyms, as
their lexical texts attest. For example, Miguel Civil, Margaret W. Green, and Wilfred G.
Lambert, Ea A = ndqu, Aa A = ndqu, with their Forerunners and Related Texts, MSL 14
(Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1979), 194 (1.342-343), list two near homonyms for
the Sumerian sign SU: erébu Sa Samsi “entering of the sun (i.e., ‘setting’)” and erépu Sa
umi “darkening of the day.”

39. On the various meanings of mummu, see already Alexander Heidel, “The Meaning of
Mummu in Akkadian Literature,” JNES 7 (1948): 98—105; CAD M/2, s.v. “mummu A”; s.v.
“mummu B”; s.v. “mummu C.”

40. The title occurs in 11. 13, 14, 21, 25, 37, 39, 43, 46, 49, 52, 55, 58, 61.

41. Antanaclasis has been treated extensively with regard to the inscriptions in Hathor’s
temple by Richter, Theology of Hathor of Dendera.
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might 7 “move” (lit. “take”) his ships. We find the lexeme again in the prince’s
words, “take (#7) him to see the tomb wherein they (previous merchants from
Egypt) lie” (2.52). The verb £ appears yet again in 2.69, when the prince sends
Wenamun an Egyptian singer and tells her to sing for him and not to let his heart
be anxious (i.e., £ hs.ti=f shr.w, lit. “let his heart take plans”), which is repeated
in 2.70 by the singer. Such visual antanaclasis lends the story greater coherence
by providing a Leitwort.

Visual antanaclasis occurs in P.Westcar. The papyrus contains several
pericopes concerning high-ranking priests who demonstrate their expertise in
magic by performing miraculous acts. One of these involves the transformation
of'a wax crocodile made into a living one of seven cubits (m/) that promptly seizes
(mh) a man from the shore (3.13—14). The text exploits the semantic range of the
root mh for two different meanings.*? The relationship is underscored visually; the
arm sign that comprises part of the word “cubit” () grasps a stick in the verb
“seize” (..).* In addition, the same consonants resound in the nouns msh
“crocodile” and mnh “wax” (3.13).4

Another case of visual antanaclasis appears in the Pyramid Texts of Unas.*
In Spell 217, §152a, we read: stm.w il n=k wnis pn 3h.l thm sk “Atum says, he
comes to you this Unas, an akh-spirit of the circumpolar stars.” Yet, a few lines
later (§152d) the text lauds: wbn=tn m 3h.t m bw sh.n=tn Im “you shine in the
horizon in the place that is beneficial to you.” Observe how 34 is first used for
“akh-spirit” and then 34 “shine.” It also resounds paronomastically in 3.t
“horizon.” Moreover, all three words employ the ?4-sign %.*¢

The scribes of Ugarit employed antanaclasis in the Epic of Baal (CAT 1.5.1.7—
15). In the persiflage between Mot and Baal, Mot first tells his messengers to tell

42. A cubit is the length of the elbow to the fingertip, thus its relationship to “seize.”

43. For antanaclasis in the Tale of the Eloquent Peasant, see the treatment of the noun zp
(i.e., sp) “time,” “occasion,” “fortune,” “moment,” etc., discussed by Foster, “Wordplay in
The Eloquent Peasant,” 67 (though Foster does not use the term “antanaclasis”).

44. Parys, Le récit du Papyrus Westcar, 30-31.

45. There are numerous cases of antanaclasis in the Pyramid Texts of Unas. So, for
example, in Spell 217, §155b we read: dws is hr.(J) h(‘)p “like the morning star above
Hapi,” and in §155¢: dw; sw sh.w Im.w mw “who, the spirits of the water worship,” where
dws “morning” appears as dw; “worship” in the next line; both words suggesting dws.t “the
Duat.” Similarly, in §160c d.t occurs for both “yourself” and “forever” (i.e., ss=k pw n d.t=k
n d.t “he is your [Ra-Atum] son, of yourself, forever”). In Spell 440, §815a (Pyramid Texts
of Pepi I) we find: in mri=k ‘nh=k hr.w hr.(j)-tp m nh.t=fn.t ms ‘.t “If you love life, O Horus,
upon his staff of truth.” Note the use of ‘nh “life” and m ‘nh.t “staff,” also observed by
Miriam Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature (Berkeley, CA: University of California
Press, 1973), 1:45 n. 1, as a “wordplay.”

46. In §153a, the text instructs Seth and Nephthys to proclaim the arrival of Unas to the
gods of lower Egypt and their sh.w “spirits” (repeated §156a, §156d, §157a with Thoth to
the gods of the West and also elsewhere with different gods and cardinal directions).

99 ¢
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Baal the following: lyrt bnps bn ilm mt “surely you will descend into the throat of
the son of the gods, Mot” (6—7). Baal then responds by asking: pnp [ 1§ nps lbim
thw “Is my appetite the appetite of a lion in the wasteland?” (14—15). In Mot’s
remark nps means “throat,” but in Baal’s response it means “appetite.”

Note too the goddess Anat’s threat to Aghat in the Tale of Aghat: km gtr baph
u ap mprh ank lahwy “like smoke from his nose, indeed, (in) his convulsing, I
shall take his life” (CAT 1.18.iv.25-26). The passage is not without its
difficulties,*” but it is clear that it uses ap first as “nose” and then as the particle
“indeed.”

A well-known example of antanaclasis in the Hebrew Bible noted by David
Marcus appears in the prose narrative that reports the portended results of the
dreams of Pharaoh’s chief cupbearer and chief baker (Gen 40). In this short
pericope, we find three variations of the phrase W& nX X1 nasa’ ‘et ro’s “lift up
the head of (+ noun/pronoun),” always with a different meaning.*® In Gen 40:13,
Joseph uses it to predict that Pharaoh will “lift up his (the cupbearer’s) head,” that
is, pardon him. However, when interpreting the baker’s dream, Joseph employs
the same idiom for his death by “beheading” or perhaps “impaling” (Gen 40:19).
Finally, the narrator uses the expression in Gen 40:20 in reference to the
exoneration of the cupbearer.

Gary Rendsburg has spotted a particularly clever example of antanaclasis in
the prose account of the fifth plague 727 deber “pestilence” (Exod 9:3, 9:15). As
he observes, the story differs here with regard to the verb that Yahweh uses to
address Moses. Instead of using the usual PR wa- ‘amartd “and you shall say,”
he uses 13T wa-dibbarta “and you shall speak” (Exod 9:1).* In addition, the
author employs the related form 2270 had-dabar “the thing (lit. ‘word”)” three
times in the brief account (Exod 9:4, 9:5, 9:6), but nowhere else in the lengthy
saga of the plagues.®® Thus, the author has employed antanaclasis to connect
Yahweh’s word with the fifth plague.

An example of antanaclasis in poetry occurs in Qoh 4:1.

47. Just how gtr “smoke” would come from a nose in unclear. The u-aleph also lacks
explanation. Furthermore, the word mprh is difficult. I relate it to the Egyptian npsps
“convulsion,” with Richard M. Wright, “Egyptian npsp>: A Cognate for Ugaritic mpr
‘convulsion,”” UF 26 (1994): 539-41.

48. David Marcus, “‘Lifting up the Head’: On the Trail of a Word Play in Genesis 40,”
Prooftexts 10 (1990): 17-27.

49. Rendsburg, “Alliteration in the Exodus Narrative,” 89-90.

50. The use of the same root for “speak” and “thing” derives from the ontological conception of
language that informs the Israelite view of speaking and script (a general ancient Near Eastern
view). See Isaac Rabinowitz, 4 Witness Forever: Ancient Israel’s Perception of Literature and
the Resultant Hebrew Bible (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 1993).
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DmIR DY PRI DPWYR NYRT NI
‘0TI DAY PR N2 DPRYY T

wa-hinnéh dim ‘at ha- ‘asuqim wa- én la-hem manahém
a-miy-yad ‘0Sqehem koah wa-én la-hem manahém

Behold the tears of the oppressed with no one to comfort them;
And the power of their oppressors with no one to avenge them.

As Sasson has pointed out, Qoheleth employs the same phrase twice: "X
oman onY wa- ‘én la-hem monahém. The first time it means “no one to comfort
them,” but the second time we must translate “no one to avenge them.”! This
example of antanaclasis is in step with other uses of the device in this work.>?

A final, well-known demonstration of antanaclasis in the Bible occurs in 2
Sam 7, in which 2 bayit is used for “palace” (7:2), “temple” (7:5-7), and
“dynasty” (7:11-16)—a flexible semantic parameter attested also in the Aramaic
stela of Panammuwa (ca. 730 BCE).>

In the Hebrew text of Ben Sira from Qumran, we also find cases of
antanaclasis. See, in particular, Sir 13:10 Ms A:

PN 19 29pNn HR
RIWN 18 PRAna YR
'l htqrb pn htrhg
w-"1 htrhq pn tsn’

Do not bring yourself forward lest you become a stranger.
But do not keep far off, lest you are hated.

As Reymond observes, the verb prn rig, “in the Hithpael implies in its first
occurrence a passive notion, ‘to be made far off,” and in its second implies a
reflexive notion, ‘to make oneself far off.””>* As such, Ben Sira demonstrates “that
an utterance made in one context can have a different meaning or significance in

51. Sasson, “Word Play in the O.T.,” 970.

52. See A. R. Ceresko, “The Function of Antanaclasis (ms’ “to Find”// ms’ “to Reach,
Overtake, Grasp”) in Hebrew Poetry, Especially in the Book of Qoheleth,” CBQ 44 (1982):
551-69; Scott B. Noegel, ““Wordplay’ in Qoheleth,” JHS 7 (2007): 21-23. See also Mi-
chael Carasik, “Qohelet’s Twists and Turns,” JSOT 28 (2003): 192-209.

53. See K. Lawson Younger, “Panammuwa and Bar-Rakib: Two Structural Analyses,”
JANES 18 (1986): 91-103. It also occurs in 2 Kgs 22:7. I examine these in Scott B. Noegel,
“The Women of Asherah: Weaving Wickedness in 2 Kgs 22:7,” CBQ 83 (2021): 208-19,
and also treat the Panammuwa inscription.

54. Reymond, “Wordplay in the Hebrew to Ben Sira,” 43.
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another context. That is, the same words uttered at two different times and/or by
two different people can have two entirely different meanings and effects.”

Antanaclasis also appears in the eighth century BCE Phoenician stela of
Prince Kilamuwa (KA4/ 24), which also exhibits a great deal of repetition and a
complex literary structure.>® In line 2, the prince informs us that >8> 5y 223 77
[7¥]5 221 mlk gbr ‘I y’'dy w-bl p ‘1 “Gabbar ruled over Yaudi, but he did nothing.”
At the end of this section of the inscription, he then describes the plight of the
war-stricken Danunians: Mo 92y wa 0 ytn bs w-gbr b-swt “They gave a slave
girl for a sheep, and a man for a garment.” The first use of 723 gbr is the personal
name “Gabbar,” the second is the noun “man.”>’ Moreover, both uses contain 72
br “son,” which recalls Kilamuwa [&]'1 92 br Ay’ “son of Haya,” immediately
prior. The stela also employs 5pa b 7 for the deity Baal (1l. 15, 16) and the noun
“lord, owner” (I1. 11 [2x], 12 [3x], 16).® Abetting the antanaclasis is parasonance
with the repeated negative particle 5a bl (11. 2, 3 [2x], 4, 5, 11 [2x], 12) and the
verb 5va p I “make, do” (I1. 3 [2x], 4 [2x], 5).%°

The Aramaic text of Daniel contains several cases of antanaclasis. See, for
example, the use of the verb X7 §r” for “dwell” (Dan 2:22), “loosen” (Dan 3:25),
and “solve” (Dan 5:12, 5:16). Similarly exploited is the root opv f--m for
“counsel” (Dan 2:14), “decree” (Dan 3:10, 3:29), “regard” (Dan 3:12), “cat, taste”
(Dan 4:22, 4:29, 5:21), and “account” (Dan 6:3). The root 713 g-z- occurs in Dan
4:4 for N3 gazrayya’ “astrologers,” but in Dan 4:14 for gazérah n13 “decree.”
See also the use of 18V Sapar “pleased” to introduce Dan 6:2, and X7972%2 bi-
Sparpara’ “in the morning” in Dan 6:20. The text also employs the verb nva b2 ‘ah
antanaclastically for “seek” to harm (Dan 6:5), “pray” (Dan 6:8, 6:14), and “make
a petition” (Dan 6:12).%°

Since antanaclasis operates across text it generally invites comparison. When
readers/listeners encounter it, they naturally place the two or more signs or
lexemes in mental juxtaposition, which results in a differentiation of literary
contexts. The comparison and contrast that ensues prompts readers/listeners to

55. Reymond, “Wisdom of Words in the Wisdom of Ben Sira,” 226.

56. See Collins, “Kilamuwa Inscription.” O’Connor, “Rhetoric of the Kilamuwa
Inscription,” raises doubts concerning some of Collins’ examples of alliteration, as they
are more aptly considered cases of repetition. The devices illustrated here are of a different
nature.

57. The personal name also occurs at the end of the inscription in 1. 15.

58. Antanaclasis on this root appears also in the Bible (e.g., Hos 2:18-19).

59. The closeness between the phonemes /b/ and /p/ in the dialect of the stela is clear also
in the repeated nouns w21 nbs “affection, life, appetite,” instead of the more usual wai nps
(1. 13 [2x]). The same form appears also in other Yaudi inscriptions and in the Aramaic
inscriptions from Sefire. Noted by Avishur, Phoenician Inscriptions and the Bible, 168.
60. See Bill T. Arnold, “Wordplay and Narrative Technique in Daniel 5 and 6,” JBL 112
(1993): 483-84. For a general discussion of literary features in biblical Aramaic, see
Stanislav Segert, “Aramaic Poetry in the Old Testament,” ArOr 70 (2002): 65-79.
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draw mutual inferences concerning the literary figures, plots, and/or
circumstances involved. The effect, therefore, is connective, referential, and
contrastive, and it is both aural and visual.

4.1.4. UNIDIRECTIONAL POLYSEMY

Unidirectional polysemy occurs when a polyseme produces two meanings that
both face a single direction, either back to a previous line or ahead to one that
follows.

An early demonstration occurs in a Sumerian proverb, in which we find:
UR.GI7 MAS.GIs MUDs.AM “to a dog a dream means joy.” Klein and Sefati have
shown that the signs MAS.Gls can mean “dream” or “black goat.” In addition, the
sign MUDs, suggests by way of paronomasia the sign MUD (= Akkadian gilittu)
“fright, terror.”®! The devices leave us with the following interpretations: “to a
dog a black goat/dream means joy/fear.” Both polysemes face back to the dog.

The following Sumerian proverb takes advantage of the sign KUR, meaning
“mountain” or “underworld”:

Ni UNU.GU; AM.KUR.RA KA
NI A NUNAG MAS.DA.KUR.RA.KA

That which does not eat food

is a wild bull of the mountain/underworld.
That which does not drink water

is a gazelle of the mountain/underworld.®?

When read as mountain or as underworld, the meanings face back to the animals
of the liminal steppe that do not eat or drink.

For an Akkadian example, I refer to the case of contronymic polysemy I
discussed above (4.1.1), in which a hymn to Shamash used the noun arnu for both
“crime” and “punishment.” In that case, both meanings face backwards, the
former to “fetters” and the latter to the description of bribery and injustice.

I demonstrate unidirectional polysemy in Egyptian by returning to P.
Westcar. In that story the pharaoh’s son tells him about a chief priest named Djedi,
who is great of “magic”: tiw=frh.w rdi.t Sm m3i hr-s3=f ~=f hr  “he knows how
to make a lion walk behind him, its -~ upon the ground” (7.4-5). As for the bull,
shr tp=fr & “its head was felled to the ground” (8.25), and yet % “.n p3 iw? ‘h'w

61. Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 30; Bendt Alster, Proverbs of
Ancient Sumer: The World’s Earliest Proverb Collections (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press,
1997), 135.
62. Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 28; Alster, Proverbs of Ancient
Sumer, 12.
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hr-s;=f ~=fhr r t “the bull stood up behind him, its ~ fallen upon the ground”
(8.26-9.1). The active polyseme in these lines is the untranslated hieroglyphic
sign ~. We can read it either as s§d “rope,” which seems fitting, or as fi “loosen,
unleash,” in which case we must render the phrase ~=f hr r 7 “its restraint
expelled.”®® The scribe’s use of - draws attention to the polysemy, because it is
not the usual sign used for “rope” or “bind” (which is +). In its meaning “rope,” it
points back to the similar statement about the lion. As “release” it also points back,
but to the previous tale in which the priest Webaoner enchants a crocodile to
release a man it had seized (3.24).%* Moreover, the text contains an additional
paronomastic reference back to the number sfi “seven,” used of the crocodile’s
size (i.e., seven fingers [wax] and seven cubits [real], 2.22-23, 3.13) and the
seven-day detention of the pharaoh (3.15).%

Another case appears in the Tale of the Eloquent Peasant in the peasant’s
charge: mk tw m hwr.w n rhtj ‘wn-ib hr hd.t hnms “look, you are a wretch of a
washerman, an envious one who destroys a friend” (P.3023 + P.Ambherst I, 1L
199-201). The determinative for /d.t is -, suggesting that we translate it “destroy.”
However, the existence of an unrelated word /d.t meaning “white linen,” allows
us to entertain the reading: “envious of fine clothes.”®® Both readings face
backwards. As “white linen” the polyseme looks to the washerman, and as
“destroy,” it faces nht-hr “violent” in the prior verse.

Another Egyptian example appears in the Admonitions of Ipuwer (P.Leiden
1.344), in Ipuwer’s pondering: iw pr-hd r m.w m hm.t n bik.w=f nfr is ib n.({) nsw
iwl n=f m3 .t “what is the treasury for, without its revenues? For the heart of the
king is happy when truth comes to him” (recto 3.12). Here Ipuwer employs m;<.t
both as “truth,” which faces back to b n nsw “the heart of pharaoh,”®” and as
“tribute,” which faces back to pr-hd “the treasury.”®®

A particularly involved example occurs in the Demotic Chronicle. In 2/11 we
read: 1 'h phr3 p: mtre r p3 hry r ir 88 qtyt (n) p? 8 dr=f“the moon phr’s the water;
the ruler will make the circuit of the entire land.” As Johnson and Ritner conclude,
the verb phr has three meanings in the text, each of which fits the context that

63. See Christopher J. Eyre, “Yet Again the Wax Crocodile: P. Westcar 3, 123ft.,” JEA 78
(1992): 281 n. 13; Parys, Le récit du Papyrus Westcar, 4849, 106.

64. There is a lacuna here, but Eyre, “Yet Again the Wax Crocodile,” plausibly suggests
that the verb for “release” here is sfh.

65. This same paronomasia occurs elsewhere in Egyptian. See Ramses Moftah, “Ara-
Datierungen, Regierungsjahre und Zahlwortspiele,” CdE 39 (1964): 51, 54-57.

66. Even though the determinative that usually goes with Ad.7 “white linen” is .

67. The heart is naturally connected to ms<.t, because, according to Egyptian belief, m; ¢ is
weighed against the heart in the afterlife.

68. Noted also by Parkinson, Tale of Sinuhe and Other Ancient Egyptian Poems, 1940—
1640 BCE, 192 n. 24.
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follows.®® The first is “circumambulate, surround,” which anticipates “make the
circuit.” Yet, since the verb appears with the hand-to-mouth determinative (£) and
not the usual legs determinative (), one can interpret “enchant” and “control.”
The former evokes water spells, while the later faces ahead to the ruler.

An example of unidirectional polysemy in Ugaritic appears in El’s dream
speech to Kirtu (CAT 1.14.i1.45-46). Since I have discussed the dream in the
previous chapter (3.8), suffice it to note here that the noun zb/, which is used
ambiguously in EI’s dream message, is understood first as a “sick man”
conscripted into Kirtu’s military (CAT 1.14.1v.23-24). Yet, later we learn that zb/
also could mean “ruler, prince,” when Kirtu finds himself on his death bed (CAT
1.16.vi.35-36). Since both realizations represent successive fulfillments of the
divine dream, EI’s statement constitutes a case of unidirectional polysemy.

I have had occasion to discuss Yahweh’s stilling/stirring of the sea in Job
26:12-13 twice in different contexts (2.4.5, 4.1.1). I add here that this form of
homographic polysemy also constitutes a case of unidirectional polysemy.
Whether read as “stilled” or “disturbed,” 37 raga faces forward to both the
calming of the heavens and the smashing of Rahab. An example of unidirectional
polysemy, this time facing backwards, appears in the Song of the Sea (Exod 15:1—
2):

‘072 127 1209 DD R ARITD MM ATUR
A oy nan

g

‘Ozzl wa-zimrat yah wa-yaht It li-ysii ah

I will sing to Yahweh, for he has triumphed gloriously, horse and rider he
hurled into the sea.
My strength 77 NN wa-zimrat yah, he is my deliverance.

Here the phrase 7 NN wa-zimrat yah can mean “and Yah(weh) is (my) might”
(PS dmr) or “and Yah(weh) is (my) song” (PS zmr). As “Yah(weh) is (my) might”
A DnN wa-zimrat yah faces back to "y ‘ozzi “my strength.” As “Yah(weh) is
(my) song” it looks back to m7"WN “asirah “1 will sing.”

Unidirectional polysemy in Hebrew also occurs in Ps 2:9: 513 vawa opan
oY|In Wi 923 1ar0 ‘em ba-Sebet barzel ki-kit yoser tanappsém “you will break
them with an iron staff, you will shatter them like pottery.” We can derive opin
toro ‘em, from ypa r*°, which renders it “break them,” or we may derive it from
the root nYa r- A, in which case it means “shepherd them.” The latter would
require us to revocalize as DYIn tir ‘ém, but the pre-Masoretic text would be

69. Johnson and Ritner, “Multiple Meaning and Ambiguity in the ‘Demotic Chronicle,”’ 498.
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ambiguous. Both meanings face ahead, the former to D¥a1n tanappséem “you will
shatter them,” and the latter to VW2 ba-Sébet “with a staft.”

Unidirectional polysemy is not limited to poetry. Jeremy Schipper has drawn
attention to the polysemous nature of Mephibosheth’s self-debasing speeches to
David (2 Sam 9:6-8, 19:25-31). For example, when David decrees that
Mephibosheth and Ziba divide their inherited property, Mephibosheth declares:
“Let him take it all, as long as my lord the king has come 0i>Wa ba-§alom. The
Hebrew expression can mean “safely” or “in peace.” The former expresses
concern for David, while the latter reveals his relief that the king has not come to
kill him as a political opponent. As Schipper concludes:

The reader cannot easily discern whether or not he is loyal to David. He or she
cannot be sure of Mephibosheth’s intentions based on his speech. Rather than
clarifying his position, his exchanges with David only add to the ambiguity of
the situation and the complexity of his character.”

A final demonstration of unidirectional polysemy comes from the Hebrew
text of Ben Sira from Qumran (Sir 6:22 Ms A).

K17 72 ANWI MONA "2
a1 R0 0705 8
ky hmswr k-Smh kn hw’
w-1" [-rbym hy’ nkwhh

For discipline, like its name, so it is.
It is not obvious to many.

The polysemy here relies on reading 701 mwsr either as a noun derived from
10" y-s-r meaning “discipline,” or as the identically pronounced hophal participle
from 710 s-w-r “withdrawn,” as Reymond describes:

Presented with only the first colon of 6:22, a reader might be forgiven for
connecting 70 (“discipline”) to the common verb 70 “to discipline,” and
expecting in the next colon to read something about how it causes instruction
(meyasser, the Piel participle) or how it causes someone to become a chastened
person (meyussar, the Pual participle). But, in the second colon, the
understanding of 7011 as discipline no longer seems entirely satisfactory, and the
reader must search for another meaning. This disruption of sense and the reader’s
expectation complements the message of the verse; reading the text demonstrates
the dedication one must have in order to acquire wisdom.”!

70. Jeremy Schipper, ““Why Do You Still Speak of Your Affairs?” Polyphony in
Mephibosheth’s Exchanges with David in 2 Samuel,” V'T 54 (2004): 351.
71. Reymond, “Wordplay in the Hebrew to Ben Sira,” 42.
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Since both meanings of 70 mwsr face forward to contents following the passage,
this again is a case of unidirectional polysemy.

The effect of unidirectional polysemy upon the reader/listener is both aural
and visual. It is one of discovery as well, though the means of discovery differs
depending on whether it faces forwards or backwards. When facing backwards,
one cannot discover the polysemy until one reaches the polyseme, whereas when
facing forwards, one potentially could perceive it when first coming to the
polyseme, but its multiple meanings would not be reified until afterwards. The
difference may appear subtle, but it is meaningful, because it determines when
one is capable of discerning polysemy. In the former case, the process is one of
thinking back to the matching material that found realization in the polyseme; in
the latter, it involves thinking back to the polyseme when reaching the matching
text. Thus, the textual foci are different. Nevertheless, whether facing forwards or
backwards the polysemy creates textual instability, since multiple meanings must
be considered either way.

4.1.5. MULTIDIRECTIONAL POLYSEMY

Multidirectional polysemy, frequently called “Janus parallelism” or less often
“pivotal polysemy,”’? is distinguished from unidirectional polysemy in that it

72. For “Janus parallelism,” see Gary A. Rendsburg, “Janus Parallelism in Gen. 49:26,”
JBL 99 (1980): 291-93; Eduardo Zurro, “Disemia de brh y paralelismo bifronte en Job
9,25,” Bib 62 (1981): 546—47; Duane L. Christensen, “Anticipatory Paronomasia in Jonah
3:7-8 and Genesis 37:2,” RB 90 (1983): 261-63; David Toshio Tsumura, “Janus
Parallelism in Nah 1:8,” JBL 102 (1983): 109—-11; Shigeo Takeuchi, “The ‘Kakekotoba’ in
Hebrew Poetry: Janus Parallelism” [Japanese], BSNESJ 31 (1988): 75-86; Amos Frisch,
“ona (I Reg 12,7): An Ambiguity and Its Function in the Context,” Z4W 103 (1991):
415-18; Shin’ichi Hisamatsu, “A Janus Parallelism in the Gilgamesh Flood Story,” 4SJ 13
(1991): 419-21; Gary A. Rendsburg, “Notes on Genesis XV,” V'T 42 (1992): 266—72; Kar-
rar Husain, “An Asymmetrical Janus Parallelism in the Gilgamesh Flood Story,” ASJ 16
(1994): 307-8; Scott B. Noegel, “An Asymmetrical Janus Parallelism in the Gilgamesh
Flood Story,” 4SJ 16 (1994): 10-12; Noegel, “Janus Parallelism Clusters in Akkadian Lit-
erature,” NABU (1995): 33-34; W. Horowitz and Sh. Paul, “Two Proposed Janus
Parallelisms in Akkadian Literature,” NABU (1995): 11-12; Ceresko, “Janus Parallelism
in Amos’s ‘Oracles Against the Nations,” (Amos 1:3-2:16)”; Jun Ikeda, “Another Janus
Parallelism in the Atrahasis Epic,” ASJ 17 (1995): 342-44; Ikeda, “A Possible Case of
Janus Parallelism in the Epic of Gilgamesh XI, 130,” 4SJ 17 (1995): 338-42; Scott B.
Noegel, “Janus Parallelism in Job and Its Literary Significance,” JBL 115 (1996): 313-20;
Noegel, Janus Parallelism in the Book of Job; Noegel, “Kirtu’s Allusive Dream”; Paul,
“Polysemous Pivotal Punctuation”; Meir Malul, “Janus Parallelism in the Hebrew Bible:
Two More Cases (Canticles 4,9.10),” BZ 41 (1997): 246-49; Shigeo Takeuchi, “A
Polysemous Phrase (kakekotoba) in Psalm 100:3” [Japanese], Exegetica 10 (1999): 107—
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exploits a single word that has two meanings, one of which faces back to a
previous line, while the other faces forward to one that follows. Since the initial
discovery of the device in the Hebrew Bible,”> dozens more have been found in
ancient Near Eastern texts. There are two types of multidirectional polysemy:
symmetrical and asymmetrical.”* The former obtains in three stichs of poetry
while the second over one or two.

[llustrating the device in Sumerian is the following hymn to Inanna (1. 14-17):

DIGIR BURUs.ME.ES

ME.E MU.TIN.MEN
DIGIR.A.NUN.NA DI.DA.ME.ES
ME.E SUN.ZL.MEN

SUN.ZI A.A ‘EN.LIL.LA.MEN
U.SUN.ZI SAG.GA DL.A.NI

The gods are mere sparrows,

I, I am a falcon,

The Anunna-gods merely wander about,

I, I am a rampant/true wild cow

I am the rampant/true wild cow of Enlil,

His rampant/true wild cow, who leads the way.

Here we may derive the adjective ZI from ZI(G) “be high, rise” or ZI(D) “true,
faithful.” As the former, it faces back to DL.DA.ME.ES “wander about,” and as
the latter it looks ahead to SAG.GA DI.ANI “leads the way.””® This is a
symmetrical case.

An Akkadian example of symmetrical multidirectional polysemy occurs in
Ludlul bél némeqi in a passage that describes the god Marduk.”®

13; John S. Kselman, “Janus Parallelism in Psalm 75:2,” JBL 121 (2002): 531-33; David
Toshio Tsumura, “Janus Parallelism in Hab. III 4,” V'T 54 (2004): 124-28; Herb Basser,
“Did Rashi Notice a Janus Parallelism in Ezek 20:37?,” JHS 8 (2008): 2—4; Carasik, “Janus
Parallelism in Job 1:20.”

The term pivotal polysemy is used by Daniel Grossberg, “Multiple Meaning: Part of
a Compound Literary Device in the Hebrew Bible,” EAJT 4 (1986): 77-86; Grossberg,
“Pivotal Polysemy in Jeremiah XXV 10-11a,” V'T 36 (1986): 481-85; Paul, “Polysemous
Pivotal Punctuation.”
73. Cyrus H. Gordon, “New Directions,” BASP 15 (1978): 59-66.
74. Cyrus H. Gordon, “Asymmetric Janus Parallelism,” £/ 16 (1982): 80-81%*.
75. Willem H. Ph. Romer, “Eine sumerische Hymne mit Selbstlob Inannas,” Or 38 (1969):
97-114; Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 27-28, refer to this example
as a double entendre. See similarly Zackary M. Wainer, “Janus Parallelism in Sulgi V,”
Bible Lands e-Review (2013/S2): 1-7.
76. See D. J. Wiseman, “A New Text of the Babylonian Poem of the Righteous Sufferer,”
AnSt 30 (1980): 101-7; Takayoshi Oshima, Babylonian Poems of Pious Sufferers: Ludlul
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18. ik-kar-ra[f]-ma za-mar-ma x x a-lit-tus

Yet quickly takes pity ... on the one who begets,
19. id-du-ud-ma ri-ma-s[a) vu-kan-ni

He acts quickly and assigns (bad fortune) on the one he loves,
20. u ki-i a-ra-ah bu-u-ri it-ta-na-as-ha-ra EGIR-su

Yet, like a cow with a calf, he keeps turning back to him.

As Benjamin Foster has noted, ri-ma-s[a] in line 19 can be understood as if
derived from rdmu “love,” but it also resonates rimu “wild bull.” The former
follows nicely upon ikkarra[f]ma “takes pity” and the latter anticipates arah biri
“cow with a calf.””’

An asymmetrical example, first discovered by Kilmer, occurs in the Atrahasis
Epic 3.viii.9-17.

9.  ki-ma ni-is-ku-nu [abitba]
How we have brought about [the flood],
10. a-wi-lum ib-lu-tu i-na [karasi]
yet a man survived [the cataclysm].
11.  at-ta ma-li-ik i-li ra-bu-ti
You, a counselor of the great gods,
12. te-re-ti-is-[ka]
at [your] command,
13. u-Sa-ab-si [gabla]
I caused the [destruction].
14. Sa-ni-it-ti-is-ka
For your praise,
15. an-ni-a-am za-ma-ra
this song
16. li-is-mu-ma “I-gi-gi
let the Igigi-gods hear!
17. li-is-si-ru na-ar-bi-ka
Let them make famous your greatness!

The form Sa-ni-it-ti-is in line 14 can derive either from Sanittu, in which case it
means “praise,” or from Sanitu, in which case we render it “hostility.” The former
faces ahead to “song,” while the latter looks back to the “flood,” “cataclysm,” and
“destruction.””®

Bél Nemegqi and the Babylonian Theodicy, ORA 14 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2014),
78-79.

77. Called a “word play” by Foster, Before the Muses, 311 n. 1.

78. The double meaning was espied by Anne D. Kilmer, “Fugal Features of Atra-Hasis:
The Birth Theme,” in Vogelzang and Vanstiphout, Mesopotamian Poetic Language, 138,
and then classified as a Janus parallelism by Scott B. Noegel, “Another Janus Parallelism
in the Atra-hasis Epic,” ASJ 17 (1995): 342-44.
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Another asymmetrical form of multidirectional polysemy occurs in the Epic
of Gilgamesh 11.14: sakan abiibi ubla libbasunu ilant rabuti “the great gods, their
hearts wanted to bring about the deluge.” Polysemous here is ubla (from wabalu).
It can mean “want, desire, yearn for,” or “carry off, sweep away” in the context
of flooding. The former anticipates libbasunu “their hearts,” whereas the latter
relates back to abibu “flood.”

For a symmetrical case in Egyptian, I turn to a love poem found in P.Chester
Beatty 12.10-3.1.

sw tff m mk=tw=f

It (my heart) has leapt from its place.
bw di=f 3j=1 mss

It does not allow me to don a tunic.
bw wnh=i p3j=i bhn

I cannot put on my over-garment.

Of note is the noun mss “tunic,” here written |li with the cloth determinative
5. The consonants mss are polysemous and also can be read “totter, leap.””® In
addition, the semantic range of #j (here rendered “don”) includes “take, seize.”
This allows us to render the line “it does not allow me to seize my tottering.” In
its meaning “totter” mss faces back to #fj “leap,” but as “tunic” it faces forward to
bhn “over-garment.”

The Epic of Baal demonstrates the same device in Ugaritic (CAT 1.4.iv.14—
18). I have examined this text above (2.4.4), but not as a case of multi-directional
polysemy. Here I add that the causative verb $b 7 can mean “shine (like a star)”
or “leave.” The former anticipates kbkb “star” and the latter reiterates the
movement of the caravan just prior.%°

Another example from Ugaritic appears in the message of the god El to Kirtu
in his dream (CAT 1.14.ii.23-27).8!

23. Saydk

Raise your hands
24. Smm dbh [ tr

to heaven. Sacrifice to Bull,
24. abkilsrd bl

your father, El. Adore Baal

79. Though one expects the determinatives a#, the consonants imply the connection.

80. Noegel, “Janus Parallelism in the Baal and ‘Anat Story.” The narrator’s use of
ambiguity in the Ugaritic texts anticipates similar devices in Homer’s Odyssey. See
Richardson, “Devious Narrator of the Odyssey.”

81. On the close relationship of polysemy to dreams and their interpretations, see Noegel,
Nocturnal Ciphers. However, the passage here is not included in that book.
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25. b dbhk bn dgn

with your sacrifice, the son of Dagan
26. bm sdkw yrd

with your offering. And let (Kirtu) descend
27. krtlggt

from the rooftops.

Notable here is the lexeme srd in line 24. We may derive it from the root s-
r-d “adore” or take it as a causative of y-r-d “descend” and render the line “adore
Baal with your sacrifice” or “cause Baal to descend to the sacrifice.” As the
former, srd faces back to “raise your hands,” and as the latter it faces forward to
“let Kirtu descend.” The polysemy is likely strictly visual since the two
presumably would be pronounced slightly differently (the former as Sarid and the
latter as Sarid), though admittedly the sound difference appears negligible.®?

I offer one more demonstration from the Ugaritic Epic of Baal (CAT
1.4.vi1.49-52). After Baal is enthroned, he boasts:

49. ahdy d ym
I myself am the one who reigns
50. Ik lilm I ymru
over the gods, indeed, who commands
51. ilmw nsm d ysb
gods and men, who satisfies
52. ['] hmit ars
the multitudes of earth.

In line 50, the verb ymru can mean “who commands” or “who fattens.”®* As
the former it parallels ym/k “who reigns,” and as the latter it faces ahead to ysh "
“who satisfies.”

A Hebrew example of symmetrical multidirectional polysemy was detected
by Rendsburg in God’s promise to Abram in Gen 15:1.34

D3 NTRON
T2 10 7238
RN 1370 T

‘al-tira’ "abram
‘anoki magen lak
Sokarka harbé ma’od

82. See Noegel, “Kirtu’s Allusive Dream,” 303—4.

83. Though only the nominal form mru “commander” is attested at Ugarit, the flexibility
of the Semitic root system permits such derivations. Cf. the title mru mlk “commander of
the king” cited in DULAT, 572.

84. Rendsburg, “Notes on Genesis XV,” 266—68.
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Fear not, Abram!
I am a 13n magen to you.
Your reward shall be very great!

The noun 131 magen bears the meaning “shield” (if derived from the root 113
g-n-n) or “gift” (if from the root 131 m-g-n). As “shield” it faces back to God’s
protective command to “fear not,” and as “giver, donor” it faces ahead to 712W
Sakarka “your reward” (cf. Exod 2:9, 1 Kgs 5:30). The polysemy is highlighted
for the reader, because Melchizedek had just blessed Abram in Gen 14:20 saying,
“blessed is El Elyon who has given (j3n miggén) your enemies into your hands.”
This polysemy functions also like antanaclasis, though in this case the two
Hebrew roots are not identical.®’

An example of an asymmetrical type in biblical Hebrew appears in Song 1:7.

MY N2 WS MATRY b 1P
D03 P30 AR

haggidah It Se-'ahabah napst “ekah tir ‘eh
‘ekah tarbis bas-soharayim

Tell me, O whom my inner-being loves, where do you nyIn tir ‘eh?
Where do you cause-(them)-to-lie-down at noon?

At first blush, the verb nyvIn tir ‘eh appears to mean “pasture,” as if derived
from the verb np7 ra@‘'ah (PS r-*-y). This meaning anticipates the mention of
reposing flocks at midday in the next line. However, the verb also may represent
the Aramaic phonemic reflex /d/ > //, and thus serve as a dialectical equivalent
of the Judahite Hebrew form n¥7 rasah (PS r-d-y) “desire.” Read in this way, the
lexeme follows nicely upon the mention of 12a& ‘@hdbah “loves.” The former
reading finds support in Isa 27:10, where the roots 1y - -k “shepherd” and Y29
r-b-s “lie down” constitute a word pair. Reinforcing the latter reading are the word

85. T add that the same roots create a multidirectional polysemy in Ps 18:35-36: “he trains
my hands for battle, my arms can bend a bow of bronze. You give me your 130 mageén of
victory, and your right hand sustains me; you stoop down to make me great.” As “shield,”
1an magen goes with bow in the previous line. As “gift” it follows nicely the verb 1nn fitten
“you give” (cf. the related noun |10 mattan “gift”) and goes with 37000 T wi-yminka
tis ‘adent “your right hand sustains me.” Note that in Ugaritic, mgn means “entreat with
gifts,” and that these gifts are often wine or food (in Ugaritic yn and /hm). Hence, the fitting
parallel with s ‘d “sustain,” which essentially means “feed” (Gen 18:5, Judg 19:5). In Ps
104:15, the root Y0 s- -d is used of bread and wine.
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pairs ¥ r-s-h “desire” and anR -A-b “love” in Prov 3:12.%% As this polyseme
operates within two poetic stichs, it constitutes an asymmetrical multidirectional
parallelism.?” The pronunciation of the two readings was likely identical.

This device was not lost on the Jewish exegetes of the Middle Ages, though
they did not provide a term for it. In the previous chapter (3.8), I made reference
to Job 7:6, in which mipn tigwah was used for both “thread” and “hope,” the
former facing the previous stich and the latter looking to the next. This
observation was made already by Abraham ibn Ezra (1089-1164 CE). Note
similarly Ps 33:9, in which Thp” way-ya ‘dmod “and it endured” can also mean
“and it put to an end.” As Nahum Ben-Yehuda observes,®® David Qimhi (1160—
1235 CE) already saw this as a case of multidirectional polysemy: “If you desire,
you can interpret it according to the meaning of that which precedes: concerning
the creation of the world. Or according to the meaning that comes after it: “the
L(ord) destroys the plans of nations.”%’

Multidirectional polysemy operates both aurally and visually. It differs from
unidirectional polysemy in that it allows one to realize the meanings of the
polyseme only when reaching the supporting lines that follow it. The text that
precedes the polyseme matches only one of its meanings, so unless
listeners/readers catch the potential for a double meaning when coming to the
polyseme, they cannot fully realize its second meaning until the lines that follow
make it possible. It is only then that the full polysemy is achieved. The effect,
then, is one of delayed comprehension, and unlike unidirectional polysemy, this
device creates a false sense of textual stability until after the polyseme is realized.
Therefore, the device encourages one reading, only to destabilize it afterwards. In
essence, it is a form of retrospective patterning.*

4.1.6. DOUBLE POLYSEMY

Double polysemy exploits two words in successive stichs, each of which projects
multiple meanings.®' I have drawn attention to double polysemy in the Sumerian

86. Typically one prefers to find the polyseme in parallelism in each of its meanings with
lexemes that precede and follow, or to have a word pair in common with them, but this is
not always possible. Sometimes the context makes the connection obvious.

87. Noegel, Janus Parallelism in the Book of Job, 154-55.

88. I thank Nahum Ben-Yehuda for sharing this with me via personal communication on
December 31, 2019.

89. The Hebrew reads: 11X X277 Pavi ¥ WX .02 NRM2 9V :07pW 1Pavi ¥ 10X W5 7870 aX
O NXY 1O N ‘m trsh tprs witw I h'nyn Sqdm: ‘1 bry’t h'wim. 'w ‘I h'nyn hb’ "hryw: b’
hpyr ‘st gwym. See similarly Basser, “Did Rashi Notice a Janus Parallelism in Ezek 20:37?”
90. See Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 64.

91. Gary A. Rendsburg, “Double Polysemy in Genesis 49:6 and Job 3:6,” CBQ 44 (1982):
48-51; Rendsburg, “Double Polysemy in Proverbs 31:19,” in Humanism, Culture, and
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poem Ninmesarra in the previous chapter, where it functioned to demonstrate the
divine ineffability of Inanna (3.15.2).

To illustrate double polysemy in Akkadian, I turn to Ea’s command to
Utnapishtim in the Epic of Gilgamesh 11.25-27:

25, mus-ir mesram-ma (NIG.TUKU) e -i napsati (ZLMES)
Reject riches and seek life!

26. [m]a-ak-ku-ru ze-er-ma na-pis-ti bul-lit
Spurn property and save life.

27. [$lu-li-ma zér nap-$d-a-ti ka-la-ma a-na lib-bi eleppi (MA)
Put the seed of all living creatures into the heart of the boat.

Elsewhere I have discussed the polysemous dimension of Ea’s secret
warning.”? Specifically, I noted that the line “spurn property, keep living beings
alive” employs two polysemes: zérma “spurn,” which can be read as sérma
“construct”; and makkiiru “property,” which suggests makiru “boat” (from
Sumerian MA.GURs), thus reinforcing the two central messages of Ea’s
instructions.”® As “spurn property” the double polysemy faces backwards. As
“construct a boat” it faces forward to the mention of the elippu “boat.” Therefore,
this case of double polysemy is multidirectional as well.

Representative of double polysemy in Egyptian is a well-known love poem
in P.Chester Beatty 1 (C 4.10-5.1), in which the lover extols his beloved as
follows:

pi nty s ‘nh ib=i 3h n=i sn.()=1 r phr.wt nb.wt wr sw n=i r tt dmd.jt p3j=i
wds.(2) p3i=s(f) ‘q.w n bnr ptr st k3 snb wn=s(¢) ir.t(j)=s(¢) rnpj h ".t=1

that is what will revive my heart, the spirit of me, my sister, more than any
medicine. Greater is she to me, than the compendium.

The eye of Horus is her entering from the outside. Seeing her, then, is health. She
opens her eyes, rejuvenating my body.

The polysemes in these two lines offer a veritable cornucopia of meanings.
The noun dmd.t can mean “amulet” or a “compendium” of medical spells. The
noun wd3(.f) is written simply as =, and is typically understood as the “eye of

Language in the Near East: Studies in Honor of Georg Krotkoff, ed. Asma Afsaruddin and
A. H. Mathias Zahniser (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1997), 267-74.

92. Scott B. Noegel, “A Janus Parallelism in the Gilgamesh Flood Story,” 4SJ 13 (1991):
419-21.

93. The passage is also rich in paronomasia, especially in the repeated sounds /b/, /1/, and
/m/, and the phrases mussir mesré “abandon wealth,” libbi elippi “heart of the boat,” and
the words zérma “spurn” and zér “seed.”
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Horus,” but it also can mean an “amulet” depicting the healing power of the eye
of Horus. Thus, dmd.jt faces back to phr.t “medicines” and forward to wds.(¢), in
both its senses; and wds.(¢) looks back to dmdj.t in both its senses, but as an eye,
it faces forward to the verb ptr “see.” The polysemes gain added reference in the
last stich, when the lover states that “secing her” is snb “health” and then describes
the opening of her eyes (the verb with the determinative ) as having the power
to rejuvinate his body.**

For another demonstration of double polysemy in Egyptian, I point to the
beginning of the later Book of Thoth (P.Vienna VO1), which describes the bas of
Ra, an esoteric metaphor for “sacred books™: st n nb.[w dnlh i-ir=w hl r p3rh ...
mh p3j ps sh n3j=f d[w.w ...] ns dm * “they are possessors of wings. They fly to the
Wise-One (Thoth).... The document is a nest. The books are its/his young ones”
(col. 3, 1. 14-15).%° Richard Jasnow has shown that the line contains two
polysemes.’® The first is sk (= s§), meaning both “nest” and “document,” and the
second is dm ‘, both “papyrus-roll” and “generation.”

A wonderful example of double polysemy in Ugaritic occurs in the Tale of
Aghat (CAT 1.19.1.36-42). In this pericope the hero Danel learns of his son
Aghat’s death and mourns by tearing his mantle (1l. 36-37). Afterwards, the
narrator informs us that Danel:

39. ysly rptb

Curses the clouds in the
40. hmunyr rpt

grievous heat, the (early) rain. “Let the clouds
41. tmtr b qz tl ytll

rain in the summer. Let the dew lay dew

42. | gnbm
upon the grapes.”

Here both un and gz are polysemous. The first we may understand as
“grievous,” in the sense of a “grievous heat.” The context of the story is, after all,
a drought. Yet at the same time, we may read it as a reference to Danel’s grief for

94. Noegel, Janus Parallelism in the Book of Job, 179-80.

95.The fragments of this Demotic text date to the first-second centuries CE. See Richard
Jasnow and Karl-Th. Zauzich, The Ancient Egyptian Book of Thoth: A Demotic Discourse
on Knowledge and Pendant to the Classical Hermetica, 2 vols. (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz,
2005), 153-54, 158. On the bas of Ra, see Louis V. Zabkar, A Study of the Ba Concept in
Ancient Egyptian Texts, SAOC 34 (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1968), 49.
96. Richard Jasnow, “‘Caught in the Web of Words’—Remarks on the Imagery of Writing
and Hieroglyphs in the Book of Thoth,” JARCE 47 (2011): 300. He also notes that the same
polysemes occur in the Nag Hammadi Coptic tractate, The Discourse on the Eighth and
the Ninth.
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his son, that is, “in the heat of (his) grief.” The former meaning points forward to
the absence of Baal and the lack of rain (1l. 44—46), whereas the latter points back
to Danel’s mourning ritual. In addition, gz can mean “summer” or “figs” (i.e.,
“summer fruit”). As the former, gz faces back to the im “heat” in line 40, and as
the latter, it faces forward to gnbm “grapes.” It is thus a case of multidirectional
double polysemy.®’

Illustrating double polysemy in Hebrew is a ingenious case, spotted by
Rendsburg, in the last testament of Jacob (Gen 49:6).°8

"wo3 Nap~Hy 0703
733 TROR 0Ynpa

ba-sodam °al-tabo’ napst
bi-qhalam *al-tehad kabodt

Let not my person Xan tabo’ their council,
Let not my being TR téhad in their assembly.

Two polysemes are active here—the verbs Xan tabo’ and Tnn téhad. The
former is vocalized as if it derives from the verb Kia b6’ meaning “enter.”
However, we also can derive it from the verb naX ‘@bah meaning “desire.” The
verb 00 tehad is pointed as if it derives from the root Tm* y-h-d, in which case it
means “unite with, be one with.” However, it also could derive from the root nTn
h-d-h, meaning “rejoice.” Both verbs require revocalization to achieve their dual
meanings. To read “desire,” we must point the verb as 8an t6bé’, and to read
“rejoice,” we must vocalize IR tthad (a similar double polysemy appears in
Job 3:6). Nevertheless, the earlier consonantal text would have been ambiguous.

Demonstrating the Israelites’ keenness for combining polysemous devices is
Job 14:7, in which the poet achieves a double polysemy by way of two
contronyms. The line reads: 5700 &% inpi 95m Tiy) M2-or Mpn pu5 W °2
ki yés la-‘es tigwah im yikarét wa-‘od yahalip wa-yonaqto 16’ tehdal “at least
there is hope for a tree. If it is cut down it will renew (itself), and its new shoots
will not fail.” The verbs in question are §"51? yahalip and 5701 tehdal. The former
can mean “renew’” or “pass away’’ and the latter “cease” or “survive.”® Thus, we
can render the same line more pessimistically: “indeed, there is hope for a tree. If
it is cut down it might pass away, and its new shoots might not survive” (cf. Ps
90:5-6).

97. 1 owe this discovery to my former student Katherine Burge.

98. Rendsburg, “Double Polysemy in Genesis 49:6 and Job 3:6,” 48-51.

99. On these meanings, see Gordis, “Studies in Hebrew Roots of Contrasted Meaning,”
3841, 50-51.
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Daniel’s prayer of thanksgiving offers a fine case of double polysemy in
Aramaic. After God discloses Nebuchadnezzar’s dream to Daniel, the prophet
proclaims, “he reveals the deep and secret things, he knows what is in the
darkness, and the light dwells with him” (Dan 2:22). In Aramaic, the line rendered
“light dwells with him” is X ARY [RINN] RN @-nhird’ [id-nhord’] ‘immeéh
Saré’. It contains two polysemes. The first is 873 nahira’ “light” or “insight.”
See, for example, 173 nahirii in Dan 5:11, 5:14, which is identified with 10921
nnIM wa-soklatanii wa-hokmah “understanding and wisdom,” and is closer in
form to the Kethib. The second is W Saré” “dwells,” which also means “loosen,
(dis)solve,” as in knots or dreams (Dan 3:25, 5:12, 5:16). Moreover, the double
polysemy here demonstrates multidirectional polysemy as well. As “the light
dwells within him,” the line looks back to “he knows what lies in darkness” in the
previous stich. As “insight is solved with him,” it faces forward to “you have
given me wisdom and power” and “you have made known to us the matter of the
king” in the next two lines. The multidirectional double polysemy combines
God’s ability to decode dreams and disclose deep things from darkness.

Double polysemy has a destabilizing effect on readers/listeners. In addition
to forcing one to consider the multiple meanings of each polyseme, one must
contemplate the relationship of one polyseme to the other. Consequently, double
polysemy has a halting effect on the exegetical process. While it might be possible
for readers to engage the text by pausing, focusing, and arriving at interpretive
options, it is virtually impossible for a listener, especially in cases that require a
change in vocalization. Double polysemy is a natural extension of unidirectional
and multidirectional polysemy.

4.1.7. BILINGUAL POLYSEMY

Bilingual polysemy occurs when a word or signs may be read as reflecting more
than one language in a single context. Such cases illustrate the multilingual
environments of the ancient literati. Inherent in the writing of Akkadian is the use
of Sumerian. Throughout the history of Akkadian, scribes retained a knowledge
of Sumerian, even centuries after it had ceased to be a living language. Moreover,
As Frahm explains:

Mesopotamian scholars regarded these two languages, in spite of their great
differences, as closely related and, unlike other idioms, capable of conveying
essential truths. These beliefs provide the foundation for their strategy to
interpret individual elements of Akkadian words (as well as names and
logograms) in the light of Sumerian.'®

100. Frahm, Babylonian and Assyrian Text Commentaries, 72.
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Therefore, it is not surprising that we should find examples of bilingual polysemy
in Akkadian texts involving Sumerian. The thirty-third name that the gods bestow
upon Marduk in Enuma Elish 7.83-84 demonstrates this well. Here we read:
IA.GILIM.MA Saqii nasih agi asir Salgi banu K1-tim elis AMES mukin eldti
“dA GILIM.MA, the lofty, who drives out waves, who marshals snow. Creator of
the earth above the waters, establisher of the on-high.” An ancient commentary to
this text reads the Sumerian sign MA in the name ‘A.GILIM.MA as the equivalent
of MU meaning banii “create, build,” and thus also phonetically as mii, that is, the
Akkadian word for “water.” Moreover, the Sumerian A also means “water.” Thus
the commentary sees the name ‘A.GILIM.MA as meaning banu ersetim eli§ mé
“the creator of Earth on top of the waters.”!®" As Lambert reminds us, “such
explanations are often spoken of as folk etymology or word play in the modern
world, but this may trivialize what was serious to the ancients. To understand their
thought we must take these matters seriously.”!?

Less expected, yet attested, is a case of bilingual polysemy between Akkadian
and Egyptian noted by Rykle Borger. In the annals of Sargon II, we find the
following account in the campaign against rebel Syrians: MSIPA-’e ki “USIPA sa
senasu habta édanussu iparsidma “SIPA fled alone like a SIPA whose flock has
been stolen.” The Sumerogram SIPA appears twice in the passage. Typically it
means ¢ i “shepherd” in Akkadian, and certainly this is the sense it bears in the
second instance. However, the first SIPA is different. The determinative informs
us that it must be a name or title, and as Borger has shown,'* it is a case of learned
paronomasia that understands the Akkadian ¢ as the Egyptian name Ra (r ),
the sungod pharaoh. This permits us to translate the line “Re fled alone like a
shepherd (= ré i) whose flock has been stolen.” Since the Egyptian pharaoh was
regarded as the “shepherd” of his people, the barb is particularly apt. This case is
effective both visually, since the scribe used the Sumerogram SIPA in both
instances, and aurally, since the polysemy would be realized when recited in
Akkadian.

A possible second case of Sumerian/Akkadian and Egyptian polysemy
appears in a Late Assyrian commentary to the exorcist text known as Marduk’s
Address to the Demons. In particular, Frahm has questioned whether the signs
dMES used to designate Marduk reflect the Egyptian ms? “give birth,” since the
context is one of Marduk’s auto-creation.'%

101. Discussed by A. R. George, Babylonian Topographical Texts, OLA 40 (Leuven:
Peeters, 1992), 387. For other forms of bilingual polysemy, see Michalowski, “Where’s
Al?”

102. W. G. Lambert, “Etymology,” in 4 Dictionary of Biblical Interpretation, ed. Richard
J. Coggin and Jamie Leslie Houlden (London: SCM Press, 1990), 215.

103. R. Borger, “Das Ende des Agyptischen Feldherrn SIB’E = xip,” JNES 19 (1960): 49—
53.

104. Frahm, Babylonian and Assyrian Text Commentaries, 358 n. 1708.
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Egyptian texts have not yielded any evidence of bilingual polysemy. A likely
reason for this is the Egyptians’ relative early geographic isolation from the other
cultures of the Near East. This isolation fostered a negative attitude toward non-
Egyptian cultures and languages that also informed its cosmic borders. Indeed,
Egypt’s closest neighbors, the Libyans, Ethiopians, and Levantine Semites, are
typically portrayed as subjugated enemies on pharaoh’s footstool and are directly
identified as embodiments of isf.¢ “chaos,” the opposite of m; ‘.t “truth, justice.”!%
Moreover, even in the fourteenth century BCE, when Egyptians at Amarna
learned Akkadian, they did so with a select purpose, as Veldhuis observes: “The
main and perhaps only use of cuneiform in this context was international
correspondence—there was little virtue in collecting traditional cuneiform
scholarly literature for its own sake.”!%

Additional evidence for Egyptian knowledge of other languages appears in at
least three texts that capture foreign tongues for the purpose of style switching. In
each case, the language is Semitic. In the famous Merneptah (“Israel”) stela, the
king boasts: nb.w phd hr dd ssrm “all the princes (of Syro-Canaan) lie prostrate
saying, ‘peace’” (1. 26). Here §3rm renders the Semitic Salam “peace” in Egyptian.
The author chose to use this term, and not the ordinary Egyptian word Atp “peace,”
in order to capture the foreigners’ pleas. The Tale of Sinuhe (P.Berlin 3022, 1.
219) also makes reference to the mki of Qedem (or perhaps Qatna), which renders
the Semitic noun mlk “king.”'? Similarly, in the satirical letter in P.Anastasi I, a
scribe demonstrates his mastery of the scribal arts over his superior by describing
numerous cities and other topographical features in the land of Syro-Canaan. At
one point (17.7-17.8), he satirizes his opponent by addressing him as twpsr yd 3,
the Egyptian reflection of Northwest Semitic spr yd‘ “learned scribe.”!%

105. Nevertheless, since the Amarna period, the Egyptians appeared to have developed a
complex universalistic theological view concerning foreigners and their languages. See the
comment of Serge Sauneron, “La différenciation des langages d’apres la tradition
égyptienne,” BIFAO 60 (1960): 41: “Au dela de cette question ‘technique’ des langages,
un point intéressant ressort aussi de cette recension. Dans un monde stable, les différences,
comme les similitudes, ne sont pas des caractéres fortuits, apparaissant a des moments
donnés de I’histoire: elles sont éternelles, et prévues dés la création.”

106. Veldhuis, History of the Cuneiform Lexical Traditions, 302. It appears that Hittites
introduced Akkadian to the Amarna scribes, though the texts also show Mesopotamian
influence. For additional evidence of knowledge of Semitic in the Bronze Age, see Ariel
Shisha-Halevy, “An Early North-West Semitic Text in the Egyptian Hieratic Script,” Or
47 (1978): 145-62; Richard C. Steiner, “Northwest Semitic Incantations in an Egyptian
Medical Papyrus of the Fourteenth Century B.C.E.,” JNES 51 (1992): 191-200.

107. See Thomas Schneider, “Sinuhes Notiz iiber die Konige: Syrisch-anatolische
Herrschertitel in dgyptischer Uberlieferung,” AL 12 (2002): 261-63, who suggests that the
text also refers to the Luwian term for “king” (Antiws “Hantawattish™).

108. See Hans-Werner Fischer-Elfert, Die satirische Streitschrift des Papyrus Anastasi I:
Ubersetzung und Kommentar, AgAbh 34 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1986), 152; Edward
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Nevertheless, despite evidence that some Egyptians possessed a working
knowledge of other languages,'* we lack examples of bilingual polysemy.'!°

F. Wente, Letters from Ancient Egypt, WAW 1 (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1990), 110
n. 10. The Egyptian text employs the scribe and man determinatives (#%) after the first
word, and the hand to mouth determinative (), after the second. The scribe also uses group
writing to spell other Semitic words including m 7k3bit (= Semitic mrkbt “chariot,” 19.7;
26.1), b’ks “balsam tree” (= Semitic b'k, 23.7), and possibly wsb usually meaning
“respond,” but here (20.4) for “dwell” (= Semitic w/ysb).

109. Additional evidence for knowledge of Semitic in Egypt includes a number of
execration texts that transcribe Semitic proper names. See Kurt Sethe, Die Achtung
feindlicher Fiirsten, Vélker und Dinge auf altdgyptischen Tongefdfsscherben des Mittleren
Reiches: Nach den Originalen im Berliner Museum herausgegeben und erkldrt, mit 33
Tafeln (Berlin: Verlag der Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1926); Georges Posener, Princes
et pays d’Asie et de Nubie Textes hiératiques sur des figurines d’envoiitement du Moyen
Empire, suivis de Remarques paléographiques sur les textes similaires de Berlin par B.
can der Wall (Bruxelles: Fondation égyptologique Reine Elisabeth, 1940). See also the
papyrus discussed by Thomas Schneider, “Die semitischen und dgyptischen Namen der
syrischen Sklaven des Papyrus Brooklyn 35.1446 verso,” UF 19 (1987): 255-82. In the
New Kingdom, the Egyptian script also was used to write several words and phrases. See
Shisha-Halevy, “Early North-West Semitic Text in the Egyptian Hieratic Script”; also
P.Anastasi I, studied by Fischer-Elfert, Die satirische Streitschrift des Papyrus Anastasi I,
198-200; James E. Hoch, Semitic Words in Egyptian Texts of the New Kingdom and Third
Intermediate Periods (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994), no. 6; Thomas
Schneider, “Mag.pHarris XII,1-5: Eine kanaandische Beschworung fiir die Léwenjagd?,”
GM 112 (1989): 53-63.

110. In the Achaemenid period there is evidence that some elite Egyptian scribes had a
working knowledge of Aramaic, and of course, still later, the PGM texts and several
archives reveal that some scribes knew Greek as well. See Sven Peter Vleeming and J. W.
Wesselius, “An Aramaic Hymn from the Fourth Century B.C.,” BiOr 39 (1982): 502-9;
Richard C. Steiner and Charles F. Nims, “You Can’t Offer Your Sacrifice and Eat It Too:
A Polemical Poem from the Aramaic Text in Demotic Script,” JNES 43 (1984): 89-114;
Steiner and Nims, “Ashurbanipal and Shamash-shum-ukin: A Tale of Two Brothers from
the Aramaic Text in Demotic Script,” RB 92 (1985): 60-81; Steiner, “The Aramaic Text
in Demotic Script: The Liturgy of a New Year’s Festival Imported from Bethel to Syene
by Exiles from Rash,” JAOS 111 (1991): 362-63; Steiner, “Papyrus Amherst 63: A New
Source for the Language, Religion, and History of the Aramaeans,” in Studia Aramaica:
New Sources and New Approaches, ed. M. J. Geller, J. C. Greenfield, and M. P. Weitzman,
JISSup 4 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), 199-207; Steiner, “The Scorpion Spell
from Wadi Hammamat: Another Aramaic Text in Demotic Script,” JNES 60 (2001): 259—
68; Katelijn Vandorpe, The Bilingual Family Archive of Dryton, His Wife Apollonia and
Their Daughter Senmouthis (P. Dryton), CH 4 (Brussels: Peeters, 2002); Vandorpe and
Sofie Waebens, Reconstructing Pathyris’ Archives: A Multicultural Community in
Hellenistic Egypt, CH 3 (Brussels: Peeters, 2009); Joachim Friedrich Quack, “The
Interaction of Egyptian and Aramaic Literature,” in Judah and the Judeans in the
Achaemenid Age: Negotiating Identity in an International Context, ed. Oded Lipschits,
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Ugarit was an international port in which no less than seven different
languages are attested, thus it should not surprise us to find cases of bilingual
polysemy in Ugaritic texts.!!" A particularly adept example in the Tale of Kirtu
also constitutes a case of double polysemy: ‘db akl [ gryt htt [ bt hbr “prepare food
for the city, wheat for the house of Khubur” (CAT 1.14.ii.27-29).''?> Here gryt
means “city,”!!3 but also reflects the Akkadian garitu “granary.”!'* Similarly, bt
hbr means “house of Khubur,” but also renders the Akkadian bit hubiiri “beer
room,” that is, a room devoted to the storage and fermenting of grains.!'> Thus,
we have a case of double bilingual polysemy."''®

Biblical scholars thus far have proposed the existence of Hebrew-Egyptian,
Hebrew-Akkadian, Hebrew-Aramaic, Aramaic-Akkadian, and Hebrew-Greek
bilingual polysemes. A Hebrew-Egyptian example appears in the insult of
Pharaoh to Moses in Exod 10:10: 0212 731 77 "2 IR 79 ‘il ki ra ‘ah neged panékem
“see, indeed evil is before you!” The noun rendered “evil” (i.e., w7 @ ‘ah) also
can be read as the name of the Egyptian solar god Ra, thus allowing us to translate
the verse: “see, indeed Ra is against you!”” The bilingual polysemy on Ra repeats
in Exod 5:19, 32:12, and possibly occurs in Exod 32:22 and Num 11:1.!'7 Another
Hebrew-Egyptian example is that of the name Moses, which we can derive from
the Hebrew verb for “draw water” (nWn masdah, PS m-t-y) or the Egyptian lexeme

Gary N. Knoppers, and Manfred Oeming (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2011), 375-401;
Marja Vierros, Bilingual Notaries in Hellenistic Egypt: A Study of Greek as a Second
Language, CH 5 (Brussels: Peeters, 2012).

111. See Anne-Sophie Dalix, “Exemples de bilinguisme a Ougarit. [loumilkou: La double
identité d’un scribe,” in Mosaique de langues, mosaique culturelle: Le bilinguisme dans le
Proche Oriente ancien, Actes de la table ronde du 18 novembre 1995 organisée par |’'URA
1062, ed. Francoise Briquel-Chatonnet, AnS 1 (Paris: Librairie d’Amérique et d’Orient,
1996), 81-90. On the multilingual erudition of Ugarit’s scribes, see Ignacio Marquez-
Rowe, “Scribes, Sages, and Seers in Ugarit and Syria,” in Scribes, Sages, and Seers: The
Sage in the Eastern Mediterranean World, ed. Leo G. Perdue (Gottingen; Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2008), 95-108.

112. See Noegel, “Kirtu’s Allusive Dream,” 304-5.

113. DULAT, s.v. “qryt.”

114. CAD Q, s.v. “qaritu.”

115. CAD H, s.v. “hubiiru A.”

116. The passage also constitutes unidirectional polysemy, since gryt as both “granary”
and “city” points ahead to the next line, the former to h#f “wheat” and bt hbr “beer room,”
and the latter to bt hbr as “house of Khubur.”

117. Cassuto, 4 Commentary on the Book of Exodus, 72; Gary A. Rendsburg, “Bilingual
Wordplay in the Bible,” V'T 38 (1988): 357-62; Rendsburg, “The Egyptian Sun-God Ra in
the Pentateuch,” Henoch 10 (1988): 3—15; Rendsburg, “Targum Ongelos to Exod 10:5,
10:15, Numb 22:5, 22:11,” Henoch 12 (1990): 15-17.
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mss meaning “infant” (Exod 2:10).!'® It also has been suggested that we read the
name 0N ham “Ham” in Gen 9-10 bilingually as the Hebrew name and the
Egyptian noun sim “servant.” The latter underscores his role as the progenitor of
the Egyptians (Gen 10:6) and it anticipates Noah’s curse that Ham will become a
T2Y ‘ebed “servant” to his brothers (Gen 9:25).!"” A final example of a Hebrew-
Egyptian polyseme discovered by Christopher Hays occurs in Isa 14:19. Here the
prophet describes the fallen king: “you are cast forth away from your grave, like
a defiled g1 [néser].” As Hays shows, the Hebrew noun meaning “shoot,” here
also reflects the Egyptian ngr “divinized dead.”'?* Hays also has suggested that we
understand Isaiah’s rebuke of Judah’s covenant with nmn mawet “death” (Isa
28:15) as a polysemous reference to the Egyptian goddess mwt “Mut,” and
therefore, as a reference to the Egyptian alliance.'?!

A Hebrew-Akkadian example of bilingual polysemy appears in Isa 10:8,
which Machinist has shown, portrays the Assyrian king as rhetorically asking 857
D’:_)‘y?; I MW hd-16° Saray yahdaw moalakim ‘“‘are not my commanders all
kings?”’'?? The noun "W $aray “princes” is a bilingual polyseme that reflects the
Akkadian Sarri “kings,” even as the Hebrew 07%1 malakim reflects the Assyrian
malkii “foreign rulers.”!??

118. The narrative of Moses’s birth encourages one to connect the meaning of his name
with the statement of pharaoh’s daughter, 10"Wn 007N min ham-mayim masitihi “1 drew
him from the water” (Exod 2:10). However, we then should expect the Hebrew form of his
name to be "Wn masiy (masculine singular passive participle), meaning “he was drawn
(from the water).” It is not until the events at the Reed Sea that the grammatical form of
the name (singular masculine active participle) is realized, as he draws the Israelites
through to dry land. Cherry, Paronomasia and Proper Names in the Old Testament, 41,
sees no paronomasia in the passage, since the daughter’s words “were not intended as a
play on the name, but as an explanation of the name.” Nevertheless, Cherry was unaware
of the bilingual polysemy inherent in his name.

119. Rendsburg, “Wordplay in the Hebrew Bible,” 144-45. On the Egyptian conception of
peoples that underlies the portrayal of Ham’s sons, see Abraham Malamat, “The
Conception of Ham and His Sons in the Table of Nations (Gen 10:6-20),” in Knoppers and
Hirsch, Egypt, Israel, and the Ancient Mediterranean World, 359—60.

120. He also reads 0™ nasirim in this way in Isa 65:4. See Christopher B. Hays, “An
Egyptian Loanword in the Book of Isaiah and the Deir ‘Alla Inscription: Hebr. nsr, Aram.
nqr, and Eg. ntr as ‘[Divinized] Corpse,”” JAEI 4 (2012): 17-23.

121. Christopher B. Hays, “The Covenant with Mut: A New Interpretation of Isaiah 28:1—
22,” VT 60 (2010): 212-40.

122. Peter Machinist, “Assyria and Its Image in the First Isaiah,” J40OS 103 (1983): 734-35.
123. William Morrow, “‘To Set the Name’ in the Deuteronomic Centralization Formula:
A Case of Cultural Hybridity,” JSS 55 (2010): 365—83, has proposed that the Deuteronomic
expression W 13wy lo-Sakken Samé “to set the name” (Deut 12:11, 14:23, 16:2, 16:6,
16:11, 26:2) constitutes bilingual polysemy on the Akkadian phrase Suma sakanu “to set
the name.” A departure from the usual Hebrew expression inw 0% lo-iim Somo (Deut
12:21, 14:24), Morrow suggests that the polyseme has a subversive function: “In the very
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More recently Shira Golani has advanced the proposal that the famous images
of swords made into plowshares and spears into pruning hooks (or vice versa)
found in Isa 2:4, Mic 4:3, Joel 4,10, constitute cases of bilingual Hebrew-
Akkadian polysemy. In particular, she suggests that onian harbotam “swords”
can be understood as “plows” or as a part of a plow (as in m. Kelim 21:2 and in
Syriac), and that nip mazmeérot “pruning hooks” echoes the Akkadian
azmaru “spear, lance.” According to the taxonomy I offer here, one also can
understand this as a case of double polysemy. Golani concludes that the device
here “serves for more than just aesthetics, and is not a mere ‘play’ on words.
Rather, it is a rhetoric device, enhancing the prophetic message, revolving around
the theme of reversal of war and peace.”'?* I add that we also can understand it as
performative in function. In the process of grasping the polysemy, the weapons
are transformed.

An example of Hebrew-Aramaic polysemy appears in Eliphaz’s query (Job
4:2-3):

997 " PoRA TR ARYR TR 3T eI
PIOn Nign oY 037 mer M

ha-nissah dabar ‘éleka til 'ch wa- ‘sor ba-millin m1 yikal
hinnéh yissartda rabbim wa-yadayim rapot tohazzéq

If one tries a word with you, will it be too much? But who can withhold words?
See, you have admonished many, you have strengthened weakened hands.

Of note in this passage is the verb m1©” yissarta. Typically, exegetes derive
it from the Hebrew verb 10! yasar and translate “you have admonished.”
However, numerous Aramaic features in the book of Job (including pon millin
“words” in this passage), permit us to read it as if derived from the Aramaic verb
70 yasar meaning “bind, strengthen.” Supporting the reading is the parallel
PN tahazzéq “you have strengthened,” and the fact that these two roots and
meanings appear together elsewhere (Isa 8:11, Hos 7:15). Thus, the bilingual
polyseme casts Eliphaz as offering an encouraging word that acknowledges Job’s

act of mimicking the dominating culture’s linguistic forms, there is an effort to make an
ideological expression that serves the interests of the colonized, not the colonizer.... The
expression ISkn §mw simultaneously acknowledges the reality of Neo-Assyrian hegemony
while also subverting it” (382). The difficulty in seeing the expression as a case of bilingual
polysemy derives from the fact that the Hebrew root -2-W §-k-n “set, establish,” while indeed
cognate with the Akkadian verb Sakanu, is well attested in Hebrew. Therefore, while it
might constitute an allusion to an Akkadian idiom, it cannot be considered polysemy, since
the expression in Hebrew means the same as it does in Akkadian.

124. Shira J. Golani, “Swords that are Plowshares: Another Case of (Bilingual) Wordplay
in Biblical Prophecy?,” Bib 98 (2017): 432-33.
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prior support of others, while simultaneously suggesting that it is now his turn for
chastisement.'?

Another case of Hebrew-Aramaic polysemy appears in Exod 16:15, where
the Aramaic query X1 {0 man hii’ “what is it?” serves as an exegesis for the
name of the {3 man “manna” in Exod 16:33.12

A third case of Hebrew-Aramaic polysemy appears in the story of Jacob and
Laban when Jacob swears an oath to him by the “Tn& pahad of Isaac” (Gen
31:53). Here one can read 108 pahad as Hebrew for “terror,” and thus as an epithet
of Yahweh, or as Aramaic for “flock,” “tribal clan,” or “thigh” (PS phd).'*” The
polyseme would have operated solely on a visual level. It fits well the Aramaean
setting of the story and draws attention to key elements in the cycle (cf. Gen
31:47).128

Wolters has discovered a fascinating case of Hebrew-Greek polysemy in
reference to Lady Wisdom in Prov 31:27.'2° There we hear that an»a niavhn mroiv
sopiyyah halikot betah “she oversees the ways of her household.” Here maiy
sopiyyah can be understood as Hebrew for “she oversees” or as a bilingual
reference to the Greek noun godia sopia “wisdom.”

An Aramaic-Akkadian bilingual polyseme appears in Dan 2:41, in reference
to the feet of the statue in Nebuchadnezzar’s dream, which Daniel describes as
composed of N3 pehar “clay.” When the king recounted his dream for Daniel
he did not use this term, but rather the synonym X201 haspa’ “clay” (Dan 2:33—
34). Daniel’s switch of lexemes provides him with the means for interpreting this
part of his dream as portending a “divided kingdom” (Dan 2:41). The mantic
interpretation is akin to Mesopotamian omen texts,'*° and rests on the reading of
N pehdr, not as the Aramaic word for “clay,” but as the Akkadian puhru
“assembly (of nations).”'?!

The Aramaic Proverbs of Ahiqar also contain a fine example of bilingual
Aramaic-Akkadian polysemy: 815 Raph PRI’ 12 5V R 1R R IR rvh [
yty b-ym’ ‘L kn yqr'wn [-gp’ Ib’ “there is no lion in the sea, therefore they call the
gp -fisha b’ (C1 1:165). Here the name X315 /b’ means both “lion” (in Aramaic

125. Noegel, Janus Parallelism in the Book of Job, 43—44.

126. Greenstein, “Wordplay, Hebrew,” 971.

127. The same bilingual polysemy may be active in Job 3:25, Job 4:14.

128. Noegel, “Drinking Feasts and Deceptive Feats,” 171.

129. Al Wolters, “Sopiyya (Prov 31:27) as a Hymnic Participle and Play on Sophia,” JBL
104 (1985): 577-87.

130. Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers.

131. Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 148-49.
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and Akkadian) and also the mythological sea dragon labbu (in Akkadian).'*? As
James Lindenberger remarks, the bilingual polysemy

would indicate an original audience of quite erudite character, able to get the
point of a rather arcane bilingual pun. The professional scholars of the Neo-
Assyrian court (to whose number Ahiqar belonged, according to both the
Aramaic narrative and Mesopotamian tradition) were just such a group, and it is
plausible to attribute the saying to that milieu.'33

It is likely that additional examples of bilingual polysemy remain to be
discovered in Near Eastern texts. The device certainly continued to be employed
well after the Second Temple Period in rabbinic texts,'>* as well as in Greek and
Latin literature. '

Bilingual polysemy is a device of high learning and it can operate both aurally
and visually depending on how it is achieved. It differs from other types of
polysemy in that it inherently constitutes a cultural statement about the Other.
Depending on the cultures involved, these statements can be very different.
Polysemy between Akkadian and Sumerian represents the adoption of Sumerian
learning and culture by Akkadian speakers. As Piotr Michalowski explains:

that for pedagogical purposes serious language play was a useful tool for
instilling a sense of the living authority of Sumerian by means of the polyglottic
simultaneous presence of the vernacular Akkadian embedded in the classical
tongue. In some respects this would serve a didactic purpose, as it would rehearse
once again, if on a more profound level, the lessons learned earlier in the study

132. See James M. Lindenberger, “Ahiqar,” OTP 2:502 n. i; Bezalel Porten and Ada
Yardeni, Textbook of Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egypt, vol. 1 (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 1986), C1.1: frag. 1, 1. 3; recognized as a “bilingual play on words.”

133. James M. Lindenberger, The Aramaic Proverbs of Ahigar (Baltimore, MD: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1983), 105, see also 247 n. 299.

134. Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 235-44; Hasan-Rokem, “‘Spinning Threads of Sand,””
109-24; Hasan-Rokem, “An Almost Invisible Presence: Multilingual Puns in Rabbinic Lit-
erature,” in The Cambridge Companion to the Talmud and Rabbinic Literature, ed. Martin
S. Jaffee and Charlotte Elisheva Fonrobert (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2007), 222-39.

135. See F. Cairns, “Horace’s First Roman Ode (3.1),” PLLS 8 (1995): 91-142; Cairns,
“M. Agrippa in Horace Odes 1.6,” Hermes 123 (1995): 211-17; David Petrain, “Hylas and
‘silva’: Etymological Wordplay in Propertius 1.20,” HSCP 100 (2000): 409-21; Philip
Hardie, Ovid’s Poetics of Illusion (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 253;
Alessandro Barchiesi, ed., Ovidio: Metamorfosi, Volume I (Libri I-1I). Traduzione di
Ludovica Koch (Milan: Fondazione Lorenzo Valla/Arnoldo Mondadori Editore, 2005),
221; John Moles, “Reconstructing Plancus (Horace, C. 1.7),” JRS 92 (2009): 99; Robert
Cowan, “Alas, Poor Io! Bilingual Wordplay in Horace Epode 11,” Mnemosyne 65 (2012):
753-63.
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of lexical texts. However, we should not underestimate the use of interlingual
puns and games as a means of developing a sense of Mesopotamian learned
cultural identity and historical consciousness among the children of elites in Old
Babylonian times, inscribing Akkadian and Sumerian into one another and
thereby creating one scholarly world with an ancient pedigree.'3¢

On the other hand, when the text describing Sargon II’s campaigns employs
polysemy on the Egyptian title “shepherd,” it does so to cast him in a pejorative
light, as a shepherd in flight.

Ugaritic texts that polysemously reflect Akkadian appear as displays of
erudition. Far from being disparaging, they represent the high esteem in which the
scribes of Ugarit held Mesopotamian learning. In much the same way that
Akkadian-speaking scribes demonstrated their learning of Sumerian by way of
bilingual polysemy, the scribes of Ugarit employed the device to illustrate their
mastery of Akkadian.

Hebrew texts represent the widest use of bilingual polysemy, because the
Israelites lived in a geographical location that saw the pervasive influence of
Mesopotamian, Egyptian, Aramaean, and later Greek cultures. Interestingly, the
cases of bilingual polysemy that demonstrate knowledge of Akkadian and
Egyptian occur in polemical contexts that rhetorically debase the dominant
cultures. Whether one looks to Isaiah’s sally that transforms Mesopotamian kings
to counselors or Ham’s name that makes of him an Egyptian servant, the contexts
are derogatory. Even Moses’s bilingual name finds true meaning later in the
Exodus saga, when he draws the people through the Reed Sea, thus shedding any
former association with Egyptian origins.

Quite a different situation obtains in cases of Hebrew polysemy on Aramaic.
They represent neither a lauding nor a disdain for Aramaean culture, but rather
the increasing influence of Aramaic as the lingua franca of the region. They
demonstrate the partial or complete bilingualism of the authors and the cultural
world in which they lived.

The sole case of Hebrew polysemy on the Greek word for “wisdom” may
also serve a polemical end. It occurs in a literary context that describes proper
behavior by reliance on the fear of Yahweh. Thus, one could see the device as
reconfiguring Greek wisdom in an Israelite theological context.

The two cases in Aramaic texts of bilingual polysemy upon the Akkadian
language are informative when brought into comparison. The one that occurs in
the biblical story of Daniel takes place in a context that demonstrates the
Israelite’s mastery of mantic wisdom over and against the Babylonian king and
his retinue of magicians, sorcerers, and astrologers. The polyseme here serves to
interpret the king’s dream, and thus seal his fate. However, the same device in the

136. Michalowski, “Where’s Al?,” 199.
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Proverbs of Ahiqar aims to display Ahiqar’s erudition as a member of the
Assyrian court.

The combined evidence shows that both the absence and presence of
bilingual polysemy reveal cultural attitudes toward other peoples and their
languages. In the case of Egyptian texts, the absence of the device indicates the
Egyptians’ perceived superiority of their language and script and their low esteem
for non-Egyptian cultures. Polysemes that evoke Sumerian in Akkadian texts,
Akkadian in Ugaritic texts, and Akkadian in Aramaic texts, do the opposite. They
reflect the perceived superiority of cultures to which the respective authors felt
culturally indebted. The Akkadian text that contains Egyptian polysemy portrays
the pharaoh, but not Egyptian culture, in a negative light. This case belongs more
accurately to the boastful nature of military propaganda. All of the bilingual
polysemes found in Hebrew serve polemical ends, with the exception of those on
Aramaic, which signify the changing linguistic landscape of the authors. The
polysemy involving Akkadian, Egyptian, and Greek manifests negative and/or
polemical attitudes towards the dominant cultures that the Israelites found
invasive and oppressive.

It is worth noting that, with the exception of Akkadian authors who created
polysemes with Sumerian, the words selected in each case were common enough
that a generally educated audience probably would know them (e.g., pharaoh, Ra,
servant, king, assembly, wisdom). The authors did not select arcane terms in the
target language, because they would have fallen on deaf ears. This speaks to the
intended audience of the texts, which was likely urban and at least partially
educated, and it contrasts with cases of polysemy in Akkadian based on Sumerian,
which were produced in highly educated scribal environments for other erudite
elites.

4.1.8. POLYSEMY CLUSTERS

When multiple polysemes appear in close proximity they constitute a polysemy
cluster. I adopt the term cluster from Jonas Greenfield, who used it to describe the
poetic strategy found at Ugarit and Israel of culling from the repertoire of word
pairs and associations to create new meaningful contexts.!’” So, to use his
examples, at Ugarit spn “Zaphon” is the name of Baal’s sacred mountain, which
poets sometimes modify with mrym “summit” or srrt “remote parts.” These
lexemes are used by Hosea, but transformed, when he proclaims: “Ephraim’s guilt
is bound up (7Y sarir), his sin stored away (M18% sapiinah)” (Hos 13:12). Note
how one hears the sounds of srrt in sarir, and those of spn in sapinah. See
similarly Ps 27:5: “He will hide me ("318%’ yispanéni) in his pavilion on an evil
day, grant me the protection of his tent, raise me (*3RRi7! yarémamént) upon a

137. Jonas C. Greenfield, “The ‘Cluster’ in Biblical Poetry,” Maarav 55-56 (1990): 159—
68.
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rock (M sir).” In addition to hearing spn in yispanéni and mrym in yaromament,
the noun sizr “rock” recalls Baal’s mountain by allusion to sr7f and in its Ugaritic
cognate gr “mountain.” Such examples demonstrate that the Israclite bards were
working with constellations of words and their associations that long had been in
circulation (see 5.2.5, 5.2.6). They were picking from “clusters.” I find
Greenfield’s label especially fitting for describing the general ancient Near
Eastern poetic strategy of clustering several cases of the same literary device
within a single work. In this section, I examine only polysemy clusters, but below
I treat geminate clusters as well (4.2.12).!38

A classic illustration of a polysemy cluster in Sumerian is the Song of the
Hoe."?® Indeed, Michalowski has shown that the entire text is filled with
homonymic polysemy on the noun “SAL “hoe” and numerous uses of the sound
/al/ (and /ar/). It is a polyglottal masterpiece that cannot be understood properly
without knowledge of Akkadian. Just a few examples from many will
demonstrate. In lines 2627, we find only one AL sound, but many more lurk in
the underlying Akkadian.

ERES EN U.TU.DE LUGAL U.TU.DE
dNIN.MEN.NA.KE; TU.TU AL.GA.GA

The mistress, to create sovereigns, to create kings,
Nin-mena established birthing.

In addition to the sound /al/ in AL.GA.GA “birthing,” we find TUD = Akkadian
walddu “bear,” ERES = béltum “mistress,” EN = bél “sovereign,” and
ININ.MEN.NA = Bélet-ili “mistress of the gods.” In line 61, we find: URU
EN.SE NU.SE.GA SU.SE AL.GA.GA “(Ninurta) subdues any city that is
disobedient to its lord.” Not only do we find the sign AL, here as a prefix
indicating habitualness, the sign URU, when read as Akkadian, is alum “city.”
Similarly, line 98 reads: “SAL SSTUBSIK NiG URU DU.DU.DAM “The hoe
and corvée basket, those are for building cities.” Here “SAL “hoe” is followed by
URU = alum “city.” Moreover, lines 83—84 constitute a latent “riddle.”

138. See Noegel, “Geminate Ballast and Clustering,” 1-18; Noegel, “Bodily Features as
Literary Devices in the Hebrew Bible” [Hebrew], in Studies in Bible and Exegesis Pre-
sented to Samuel Vargon, ed. Moshe Garsiel et al., SBE 10 (Ramat-Gan: Bar Ilan
University Press, 2011), 509-31; Noegel, “More Geminate Ballast and Clustering,” in
History, Memory, and Hebrew Scriptures: Studies in Honor of Ehud Ben Zvi on the
Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, ed. lan Wilson and Diana Edelman (Winona Lake,
IN: Eisenbrauns, 2015), 417-32; Noegel, “The Shame of Ba‘al: The Mnemonics of
Odium,” JNSL 41 (2015): 69-94.

139. See Michalowski, “Where’s Al?,” for the examples used here.
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AN.SE AL.TLRI.GU; MUSEN DIGIR.RA.AM
KIL.SE SSAL.LAM GIS.GLA UR.RA TIR.RA USUMGAL.AM

As for the heavens—the wren is the divine bird.
As for the earth it is the hoe, it is a beast in the canebrake, a lion in the forest.

See how the text employs the sound /al/ in the name of the wren (ALTIRI), thus
anticipating the AL in the next line. Plus, the paronomasia between ALTIRI
and DIGIR = ilum “divine” explains its identification as a divine bird."*" In turn,
this encourages us to read the remainder of the passage as a riddle, which one
might pose as follows: “if one finds /al/ in the heavens in the (name of the) divine
wren, where does one find /al/ on earth?” The answer: in the UR = kalbu “dog,
beast” and USUMGAL = labbu “lion, dragon.”

An excellent demonstration of a polysemy cluster in Akkadian is the Epic of
Gilgamesh 11.43-47. In the previous chapter, I described how Ea instructed
Utnapishtim to deceive the villagers by telling them that Ea: eli kdsunu
uSaznanakkunisi nuhSamma ... [ina Ser| kukki ... ina lilati uSaznanakunisi
Samiitu kibati “shall rain upon you abundance ... in the morning, cakes (kukkii),
and in the evening, he shall rain down a pouring of wheat (kibatu),” thus masking
the coming of kukkii “darkness” and kibittu “heaviness.” However, equally
polysemous in the passage are the verb zananu, which can mean “provide with
food” or “rain down,” and the noun nuhsu “abundance,” which can refer to
“agricultural yield” or “flood waters.”!*! The result is a polysemy cluster.

Also representing polysemy clusters in Akkadian are the ends of Enuma Elish
and Ludlul bél némeqi, which list the fifty names of Marduk and the twelve gates
of Babylon, respectively.'*> Both texts offer erudite exegetical readings of the
names, employing many of the various types of polysemy and paronomasia
surveyed here. Since I already have commented on the fifty names, I limit my
examples here to the gates in Ludlul.

According to Alan Lenzi, the gates through which the sufferer passes at tale’s
end bear names that are exegetically reflected in the sufferer’s experience. Thus,
in 5.49, we find: ina bab dalili (KA KA.TAR.RA) istala piva “in the ‘Gate of
Praise’ my mouth inquired.” Not only does the sign KA (= Akkadian bab “gate”)
also mean pi “mouth, but the sign KA (in Sumerian KA.TAR for Akkadian dalilu
“praise”) does the same by way of homophony on KA. In addition, the sign TAR

140. To Michalowski’s observations I add the paronomasia between ALTIRI “wren” and
TIR “forest.”

141. Scott B. Noegel, “Raining Terror: Another Wordplay Cluster in Gilgamesh Tablet XI
(Assyrian Version, 1. 45-47),” NABU (1997): 39—40.

142. See Bottéro, “Les noms de Marduk, I’écriture et la ‘logique’ en Mésopotamie
ancienne”; Lenzi, “Scribal Hermeneutics and the Twelve Gates of Ludlul bél némeqi.”
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can mean §dlu “inquire, ask.” Hence the line: istala piya “my mouth inquired.”'*
The listing of each of the gates in subsequent lines, each with a polysemous and/or
paronomastic connection to what follows, constitutes a polysemy cluster.

As seen many times above, the Egyptian literati relished their abilities to
create polysemous readings. Nevertheless, there does not appear to have been
great interest in creating long, sustained polysemy clusters. Instead, Egyptians
restricted the use of polysemes to one or two in sequence, and placed them
prominently for particularly heightened effect, such as at the beginning and ends
of lines. One exception to this is a sustained case of amphiboly in the Instructions
of Ptahhotep that employs ambiguous grammatical structures. Since I discuss
amphiboly below, I refer the reader to that section (4.1.14.1). Other rather
pronounced exceptions to the dearth of polysemy clusters are the so-called “cross-
word” inscriptions, which provide two entirely different readings when read
vertically or horizontally. Since these belong properly to the category of acrostics,
I direct the reader to that section (4.1.12). Suffice it to say here that the inscriptions
are quite remarkable for their linguistic and scriptorial skill.'**

Though the scribes of Ugarit employed many kinds of polysemy, including a
few cases of double polysemy (see 4.1.6 and 4.1.7), there is no evidence that they
ever gathered them into sustained clusters, with the exception of idioms involving
body parts, which I distinguish below (4.1.8.1). Even the polysemes that enhance
El’s speech to Kirtu in his dream do not follow closely upon each other.!'*

A classic polysemy cluster in Hebrew appears in Jacob’s last testament: 12
MUY AT Nia P-hY M 13 qoi nb bén porat yosép bén porat ‘Glé ‘ayin
banat sa ‘adah ‘alé sur “Joseph is a fruitful son by a spring, daughters run over
the wall” (Gen 49:22). There are multiple polysemes in this line. The first are |2
bén and niaa banot, which literally mean “son” and “daughters,” respectively, but
also can be used figuratively for offspring or the offshoots of plants. The noun
& porat can mean “fruitful” or “wild ass.” Thus, we also may translate the line
“Joseph is a wild ass, a wild ass by a spring, wild colts on a hillside” or “Joseph
is a fruitful bough, a fruitful bough by a spring. Its branches run over a wall.”
When we also consider that we may render v ‘@yin as “well” or “eye” and W
Siir as “wall” or “gaze,”'*® we can only be dazzled at the author’s dexterity with
words.

Equally adept is Isaiah’s famous prophecy against the “drunkards of
Ephraim” in Isa 28:13. After indicting them for their gluttony and drunkenness
(28:1) and likening them to wilted flowers (28:1, 28:4), he castigates the priests
and prophets as being so muddled by liquor that they mistake their hallucinations

143. Lenzi, “Scribal Hermeneutics and the Twelve Gates of Ludlul bél némeqi,” 739.
144. See J. J. Clere, “Acrostiches et mots croisés des anciens égyptiens,” CdE 13 (1938):
35-58; Stewart, “Crossword Hymn to Mut.”

145. See Noegel, “Kirtu’s Allusive Dream.”

146. These meanings were noted already by Rashi.
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for divine visions. They even have befouled their tables with vomit and excrement
(28:8). He then rhetorically asks to whom might Yahweh offer instruction,
suggesting perhaps an infant who has just stopped breast feeding (28:9).
Thereupon follows one of the most enigmatic lines in the Bible (28:10-11).

oW TR OW PR IR R 07 12 %% 1w Y 1 0D
ST BYIIOR TAT) NINR W73 now w3 2

ki saw la-saw saw la-saw qaw la-qaw qaw la-qaw za ‘ér Sam za ‘ér Sam

_______

Scholars have proposed multiple interpretations for the polysemy cluster in verse
10."7 These include reading ¢ saw and 1P gaw as (1) the babbling talk of
drunkards; (2) the unintelligible sounds a baby might make; (3) abbreviations for
My sawah “command” and Mp gawah “hope”;'*® (4) the names of the alphabetic
letters ¥ s and p ¢ in proper sequence, and thus, as a school-master-like
instructional rebuke that likens his targets to children;'*’ (5) a sequence of
imperatives in the Assyrian language that read st liasi g7 lugqi seheru seme “Get
out. Let him get out! Wait! Let him wait! Slave! Listen!”;'*° (6) an imitation of
unintelligible Assyrian;'*! (7) baby talk for excrement (7&¥ 56 °'ah) and vomit (X'p

999

147. Halpern, “‘Excremental Vision,
options.

148. Vincent Tanghe, “Dichtung und Ekel in Jesaja XXVIII 7-13,” V'T 43 (1993): 235-60.
Tanghe also observes that the LXX’s At émt OATw “affliction upon affliction” suggests
that we render 1% saw as 7% sar “affliction.” He further proposes that 1¢ saw in v. 13 be
rendered ¥ siir “rock,” since a measuring line and stone are found elsewhere as a word
pair (e.g., Isa 34:11, though there the word used is 128 ‘eben).

149. See William W. Hallo, “Isaiah 28,9—13 and the Ugaritic Abecedaries,” JBL 77 (1958):
324-38.

150. The suggestion, which belongs to J. van Selms, “Isaiah 28, 9—13: An Attempt to Give
a New Interpretation,” ZAW 85 (1973): 332-39, reads 1% saw as from the Assyrian verb asi
“go out,” 1 gaw as from qu ’iim “wait,” the preposition 5 [ “to” as the precative particle
lig, p1 za ‘er “little” as suhru “slave,” and Sam “there” as an imperative of the verb Semii
“hear.” The interpretation finds refrain with nn& u’w"g lason "aheret “foreign tongue” in
28:11 (cf. 7R *ia g0y gaw gaw “the nation [i.e., Assyria] of gibberish” in Isa 18:2, 18:7).
It is possible that 171 gaw gaw here means “power.” HALOT, s.v. “1” entertains both
meanings but settles on gibberish.

151. Thus, Joseph Blenkinsopp, Isaiah 1-39: A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary, AB 19 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2000), 389, who sees the line as
quoting the opposition by turning their own words against them. In effect they are presented
with the sounds of another language: “such as the (to them) unintelligble Akkadian they
are destined to hear in due course from their Assyrian conquerors.”

offers a convenient survey of previously proposed
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gi"),'>? thus referring back to the tables of filth (28:8); and (8) an imitation of the
chirping sounds that necromancers made when practicing their craft.">* Adding
additional food for thought in 28:17, is Yahweh’s promise to apply judgment “as
a plumbline /9% lo-gaw].” Moreover, it remains debated whether the passage
continues Yahweh’s castigation of the city’s elite or if it constitutes the words of
Isaiah’s detractors against him.

Choosing a single interpretation is made impossible by verse 11, which
bolsters each of the options: “Indeed, with a stammering lip and in a foreign (lit.
‘another’) tongue, is one who speaks to this people.” The difficulty of verse 10
has encouraged J. J. M. Roberts to translate the line: “Doo-doo to doo-doo, doo-
doo to doo doo, Yuk-yuk to yuk-yuk, yuk-yuk to yuk-yuk.”'>* It is no wonder that
Isaiah states that the people cannot understand it (28:10). In fact, at least some
members of the Qumran community as well as some early Christians understood
the line as evidence of glossolalia.'>> As a polysemous cluster, the passage leaves
us spinning in contemplation. We must consider multiple options while deciding
upon none.

Another exquisite polysemy cluster occurs in Job 29:20-23.

TN T3 MR TRy W T3
DIRY 0% T I WY

2nYn qon P Y 85 3T MINR
Vipa? g3 DT 982

kobodr hadas ‘immadr wa-qasti ba-yadr tahalip

It sam ‘it wa-yihéllii wa-yiddamii lamo ‘asatr
‘ahare doabart I6° yisnii wa- ‘alemé tittop millatt
wa-yihalii kam-matar I ii-pthem pa ‘ari lo-malqos

Men would listen to me and 1" wa-yihélli. At my counsel they would 1711
wa-yiddamii.

152. J. A. Emerton, “Some Difficult Words in Isaiah 28:10 and 13,” in Biblical Hebrew,
Biblical Texts: Essays in Memory of Michael P. Weitzman, ed. Ada Rapoport-Albert and
Gillian Greenberg, JSOTSup 333 (Sheftield: Sheffield Academic, 2001), 51-54; see also
Hays, “Covenant with Mut,” 234. Note that 1QIsa® reads *¥5 *% sy [-sy here and in Isa 28:13.
153. Karl van der Toorn, “Echoes of Judaecan Necromancy in Isaiah 28,7-22,” ZAW 100
(1985): 199-217.

154.].J. M. Roberts, First Isaiah: A Commentary, Hermeneia (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress,
2015), 348.

155. See O. Betz, “Zungenreden und siisser Wein: Zur eschatologischen Exegese von Jesaja
28 in Qumran und im Neuen Testament,” in Bibel und Qumran: Beitrdge zur Erforschung
der Beziehungen zwischen Bibel- und Qumran-wissenschaft: Hans Bartke zum 22.9.1966, ed.
S. Wagner (Berlin: Evangelische Haupt-Bibelgesel-schaft, 1968), 20-36.
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After I spoke they did not 11w yisniz. My words 5%n titfop upon them.
They waited for me as for rain, for the late rain, their mouths open wide.

There are no less than five polysemes in this brief passage. The first, 5510
tahalip, we can render “renews” (777, PS klp) or “made to pierce” (791, PS Aip).
We may understand the second, 4‘7137] wa-yihelli, as “they awaited” (from ‘71]:
yahal) or “they pierced” (from 5511 halal and repointed as a pi ‘el 15 yohallii).'>
The third polyseme, 7" wa-yiddamii, means both “they waited” (from nnT
damah) or “they were silent” (from onT damam and repointed as a niph ‘al TN
wa-yidammii), and the fourth, 13" yisni, we can translate as “reply” (from mw,
PS tny) or “was sharpened” (from 13, PS §nn and repointed as a niph ‘al 120°
yissannii [cf. Isa 49:2]). Each of these polysemes is strictly visual. Capping off
the polysemous cluster is the verb fyon fiffop, whose semantic range includes
“prophesy, argue against” (Amos 7:16, Mic 2:6, cf. Deut 32:2) and “dew upon”
(Job 36:27). The result is a concatenation of multiple meanings.

Representing the polysemy cluster in Aramaic is the famous “writing on the
wall” that Belshazzar saw appear in his palace: "0121 Ypn R 810 moné” moné’
tagel u-parsin (Dan 5:25). Each of the words bears multiple meanings that ancient
and modern commentaries have multiplied.'>” The conventional interpretation
reads each as a verb, and provides Daniel’s interpretation: “numbered, numbered,
weighed, and divided,” though the last verb also paronomastically anticipates the
079 paras “Persians” (5:26-28).!%% Yet, the cryptic writing also suggests units of
currency: “a mina, a shekel, and two half minas.”'>® Furthermore, Wolters has
pointed out additional examples of paronomasia and the relationship of the written
cryptogram to the constellations of the zodiac.'®°

Encountering a polysemy cluster has an even more dizzying effect on the
reading/listening process than double polysemy, since it multiplies exponentially
the text’s meanings and the relationships between the polysemes. The cluster

156. One of the publisher’s anonymous reviewers has suggested the possibility that the
dagesh in the lamed might reflect the Masoretes’ attempt to preserve both meanings by
creating an ungrammatical form. See similarly the remarks concerning Job 42:6 by Naph-
tali S. Meshel, “Dramatic Irony and Double Entendre in the Book of Job” [Hebrew],
Shnaton 25 (2017): 134-35 and n. 80.

157. See Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 160—-62; Marian Broida, “Textualizing Divination:
The Writing on the Wall in Daniel 5:25,” V'T 62 (2012): 1-13.

158. The root ©1a p-r-s also could reflect the Akkadian parasu “interpret, render (divine)
judgment.”

159. C. Clermont-Ganneau, “Mané, Thécel, Pharés, et le festin de Balthasar,” J4 8 (1886):
36-67.

160. Wolters, “Riddle of the Scales in Daniel 5°; Wolters, “An Allusion to Libra in Daniel
5,” in Die Rolle der Astronomie in den Kulturen Mesopotamiens, Beitrdge zum 3. Grazer
Morgenldndischen Symposium, 23.—27. September, 1991, ed. Hannes D. Galter, GMS 3
(Graz: GrazKult, 1993), 291-306.
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destabilizes the text to such a degree that it produces an enigma; hence its use in
a divine missive to Utnapishtim and in Daniel for the cryptic writing on the wall.
The clusters that produce the names of Marduk in Enuma Elish and gate names in
Ludlul b&l némeqi also constitute divine mysteries. The polysemy cluster in Job
reflects well Job’s destabilized life and search for meaning. It is curious that
Egyptian and Ugaritic texts have yielded no examples of the device, since they do
contain cases of double polysemy. In the former, it may simply be that examples
await discovery. In the latter, it may be that the device did not suit the extant
corpus, which itself is rather small. In general, polysemy clusters can be effective
aurally and/or visually.

4.1.8.1. POLYSEMY CLUSTERS OF BODY PARTS

A special type of polysemous cluster exploits the literal meanings of idioms
containing body parts by using them in tandem with literal references to body
parts as well as polysemes that suggest body parts.'®! The result is an assembly of
human features that provides a subtext that reinforces key themes.'®?

In her study of a cuneiform oracular text from Ishchali, Maria de Jong Ellis
observed a series of idiomatic and paronomastic references to different parts of
the human body.'®* The oracle, which purports to transmit a promise of the
goddess Kititum (Ishtar) to King Ibalpiel, reads as follows:

1-2 O King Ibalpiel! Thus the goddess Kititum!

34 The secrets [nis-is-re-tum] of the gods are placed before me,
5-7 (and) because you even have the words [zi-ik-ru-um] of my name in
your mouth [pi-kal],

7-8 I continually reveal the secrets of the gods for you.

9-13 At the advice of the gods, (and) by the command [si-ip-fi] of Anu, the
country is given you to rule

14-15 You will loosen/ransom [Si-in ma-tim] the x of the upper and lower

country
16-17 (and) you will amass/ransom the riches of the upper and lower country.
18 Your economy [ma-hi-ir-ka] will not diminish.

161. See Noegel, “Bodily Features as Literary Devices in the Hebrew Bible,” 509-31; Ka-
rolien Vermeulen, “Hands, Heads, and Feet: Body Parts as Poetic Devices in Judges 4-5,”
JBL 136 (2017): 801-19.

162. For an outward use of body parts in a list, see the description of idols in Ps 115:4-8,
where we hear of a mouth, eyes, ears, nose, hands, feet, and throat.

163. Maria de Jong Ellis, “The Goddess Kititum Speaks to King Ibalpiel: Oracle Texts
from Ishchali,” MARI 5 (1987): 235-61. I adopt her transliteration and translation in what
follows. I note that de Jong Ellis credits William Hallo with some of the observations (245
n. 47). The text is in the Free Library of Philadelphia (= FLP 1674).
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19-21 Whenever in the land your hand [ga-at-ka] has laid hold, the “food of
peace” will be secure (for you/for it) [or: will enjoy the “food of peace.”]

22-24 (And) I, Kititum, will strengthen the foundation of your throne.

24b-25 I have established a protective spirit for you.

26 Be ready to hear me! (lit. “May your ear be available [/i-ib-ba-Si-a-am)
to me™!)

Though she did not discuss the feature in depth, de Jong Ellis drew attention
to the oracle’s use of paronomasia as a means of cataloging body parts.!** For
example, the text employs the noun Sipfu “command” in line 10, which echoes
Saptu “lip” and constitutes an orthographic reflection on §iptu “incantation.”!% In
addition, the oracle mentions “your mouth” (pika) in line 6, “your hand” (gatka)
in line 19, and “your ear” (uzunka) in line 26. The phrase “loosen/ransom the land
of” (sén matim) also contains a “(hidden) reference to ‘teeth’ on one and ‘food’
in the other, thus reinforcing the conceptual framework with concrete imagery.”!6
To these references I add several more: the seven-fold use of the syllabic sign ka
(appearing four times as the pronominal suffix -ka), which itself is a Sumerogram
(KA) meaning “mouth,” the allusion to zikru “penis” found in zikriam “words” in
line 5, and the use of libbu “inner body, heart,” resounding in /ibbasiam “be
available” (from basii) in line 26.

The oracle is filled with orthographic and paronomastic devices that extend
beyond the mention of body parts. For example, it treats mahirka in line 18
ambiguously as “your economy” or “your rival,”'%” and it offers an inclusio that
connects by way of paronomasia nis-is-re-tum “secrets” (1. 3, 7) and na-sez-er-
tam “protective” (1. 25). In addition, the word for “secrets” in the phrase “secrets
of the gods” employs a peculiar form (i.e., the arcane plural nisrétu) and non-
normative orthography in order to draw attention to the polysemous readings of
the signs used to write it. De Jong Ellis notes that by writing the noun with the
cuneiform sign nis = NE, the diviner also hints by way of allusion at the more
common reading of nis as bix, thus suggesting bisru (“physician’s bag,
commentary”), that is, “the tools (used in the activity) of the diviner.”!%® Indeed,
throughout the oracle the diviner alludes to his craft.

It may be no accident that the person who composed the text chose to describe
the source of the knowledge for the goddess’ message by a term which in
meaning and in spelling can be thought to contain allusions to the arts of the
diviner.'®

164. de Jong Ellis, “Goddess Kititum Speaks to King Ibalpiel,” 263.

165. de Jong Ellis, “Goddess Kititum Speaks to King Ibalpiel,” 245 n. 47.
166. de Jong Ellis, “Goddess Kititum Speaks to King Ibalpiel,” 245.

167. Noted by de Jong Ellis, “Goddess Kititum Speaks to King Ibalpiel,” 242.
168. de Jong Ellis, “Goddess Kititum Speaks to King Ibalpiel,” 242.

169. de Jong Ellis, “The Goddess Kititum Speaks to King Ibalpiel,” 243.
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The inclusion of bodily features in Akkadian texts may be related to the
Mesopotamian scribal practice of creating exhaustive lexical lists. Indeed, one
such list, an Old Babylonian catalogue that lists parts of the human body, contains
270 entries.!”® This practice would provide a background for the oracle’s
sophisticated referencing (see 5.2.6). As de Jong Ellis observes, the oracle “draws
on a number of different aspects of Mesopotamian scholarship and textual
tradition,” which serve “to validate the authenticity of the message itself.”!”! The
oracle’s hidden references to body parts, therefore, underscore the diviner’s
erudition, and thus establish his credentials. Moreover, the goddess’ urging that
the king make his ear available to her (i.e., listen closely to her words) in line 26
may draw attention to the presence of polysemy while establishing the rhetorical
nature of her plea (see 2.1).!7?

The Egyptian script makes wide use of body parts as consonants, ideographs,
and determinatives. As a result it is difficult to know whether the clustering of
body parts in Egypt is being manipulated for effect by the ancient scribes or
simply the way a word or expression is naturally written. Nevertheless, some
idiomatic clusters do appear deliberate. For example, in the Tale of the
Shipwrecked Sailor (1. 103), the sailor prefaces his remarks by saying tp-‘ ssh
“before we could reach (land).” One sees in the phrase, which is written o, e, a
head, an arm, toes, and legs. The clever use of signs reinforces the loss of bodies
that the ship would experience, as the sailor recalls: “then the ship died. Of those
on board, not one survived” (11. 106—107).

Barbara Richter has observed a similar use of the leg sign | four times in the
following line describing the king’s offering found in the temple at Dendera:
ind=t hr=t m bs.t m stj hnts ib=t m wbn.t m w ‘.t “I greet you with what emerges
from the leg (of Osiris). Your heart rejoices over what appears from the leg.”!’?
Not only does the sign | serve as a determinative for sz and w 7.¢, both “leg,” but
the verb bs.t “emerge” is a combined ligature containing the legs sign a attached
to the fish sign <., and Ants “rejoice” is written with a sign that depicts the

170. Indeed some omen collections use bodily features as an organizing principle. This has
been observed, for example, in CT 38.1, where “the arrangement of omens 1316 is based
on logographic writings for parts of the body: 13: KA, 14: IGLMES 15: SAG, 16: SU.SI.”
Noted by Ann Guinan, “The Perils of High Living: Divinatory Rhetoric in Summa Alu,” in
DUMU-E>-DUB-BA-A: Studies in Honor of Ake W. Sjoberg, ed. Hermann Behrens et al.,
OPSNKEF 11 (Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Museum, 1989), 234 n. 38.
171. de Jong Ellis, “Goddess Kititum Speaks to King Ibalpiel,” 241, 243.

172. Calls to listen closely often comprise clues to the presence of polysemy and
paronomasia, because they are intimately tied to ancient Near Eastern conceptions of divine
wisdom. This was first suggested by Cyrus H. Gordon, “New Light on the Hebrew
Language,” HebAbst 15 (1974): 29. For a more complete discussion of the evidence, see
Noegel, Janus Parallelism in the Book of Job, 136-39.

173. See Richter, Theology of Hathor of Dendera, 198.
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foresection of a horse dangling its two legs (&=). Moreover, the leg of Osiris is
associated with the inundation, which is alluded to further by the fish sign in bs.¢
and the lexeme stj, which paronomastically suggests s#/ “pour out.”!’*

The Ugaritic corpus also contains examples of this device. In the Epic of Baal

(CAT 1.16.1.41-42, 46-48), we read:

41. qhapkbyd
Take your nose in your hand,
42. [blritk bm ymn
Your gorge in your right hand ...
46. apnk gzr ilhu
Thereupon, the hero Ilhu
47. [mlrhh yihd b yd
took his spear in his hands,
48. [glrgrh bm ymn
his lance in his right-hand.

As Watson espied, following the ritual in which the deity touches his nose and
throat are mrh “spear,” which suggests rh “nose,” and grgr “lance,” which also
means “throat.”!”® To his observations, I add the clever use of apnk “thereupon,”
which resounds ap “nose.” When considered in conjunction with the two-fold use
of both yd “hand” and ymn “right hand,” the clustering of body parts becomes
obvious.

The device also has been observed in the Hebrew Bible.!”® In the episode
detailing Gideon’s campaign against the Midianites (Judg 7:1-25), one finds 7
yad “hand” used abundantly as a keyword.!”” In addition, the word “hand”
constitutes a partial anagram with the name 11 midyan “Midian,” with which it
comes into juxtaposition three times (Judg 7:7, 7:14, 7:15). The frequent idiomatic
use of this body part heightens one’s awareness of others in the story including:
“ears” (7:3), “tongue” (7:5), “knees” (7:5, 7:6), and “mouth” (7:6), as well as
idioms that contain body parts, such as 0’1 naw sapat hay-yam “lip of the sea”
for “shore” (7:12), ©'WR1 ra §im “heads” for “men” (7:16), W& ro s “head” for
the “beginning” of the middle watch (7:19), Sag-naw sapat ’abel “lip of the
meadow” for “border” (7:22), and ax8M 279W-WK1 ro 'S ‘oreb i-z’éb “head(s) of
Oreb and Ze’eb” for “leaders” (7:25). In turn, these are reinforced by polysemes
that suggest body parts such as 02w way-yaskem “get up early” (7:1), which
suggests DIV Sakem “shoulder,” Py ‘én “spring” (7:1), which suggests "0 ‘ayin
“eye,” and NT¥ sédah “provisions” in 7.8, which reminds one of T sad “side”

174. See Richter, Theology of Hathor of Dendera, 174-75.

175. Watson, “Puns Ugaritic Newly Surveyed,” 124.

176. See Exod 4:1-17, Judg 3:12-30, 7:1-25, 1 Sam 5:1-6, Jon 2:3-10, Prov 6:1-35, and
Prov 8:1-36, in Noegel, “Bodily Features as Literary Devices in the Hebrew Bible.”

177. It appears in Judg 7:2 (2x), 7:6, 7:7, 7:8, 7:9, 7:11, 7:14, 7:15, 7:16, 7:19, 7:20 (2%).



206 “Wordplay” in Ancient Near Eastern Texts

(7:8). The combined impact of the numerous body parts, and the audible
connection between T yad “hand” and 17 midyan “Midian” intensifies the
narrative’s central theme that Yahweh has promised Gideon that he would deliver
the Midianites into his hand (7:7).

In Aramaic, polysemy clusters involving body parts are best represented by
the court tale in Dan 5. The account provides the perfect literary context for
assembling body parts as it centers around the appearance of a man’s hand that
writes a mysterious cipher upon a wall. The first time the narrator introduces it as
WIR™T? ™7 WaARR ‘esha ‘Gn di yad ‘énas “the fingers of the hand of a man” (5:5).
Nevertheless, we are told that the king perceived it as N7’ 02 pas yadah “the palm
of the hand” (5:5). Later, it is again called XT™7 802 passa’ di yada’ “the palm
of the hand” (5:24). A close look at the pericope reveals a number of other body
parts that set the stage for the polysemes. These include: A¥n VR gitré harséh
“joints of his loins” and AN ‘arkubdteh “his knees” (5:6), repeated mention
of AR sawwa réh “his neck” (5:7, 5:16, 5:29 [“your neck”]) and *7i" ziwohi
“his face (lit. ‘countenance’)” (5:6, 5:9, 5:10), H;l;‘? libabéh “his heart” (5:20,
5:21, 5:22 [“your heart”]), and ARW3 gismeéh “his body” (5:21). Building upon
these are VPR gitrin “knots, enigmas” (5:12, 5:16), which recalls the “joints,”
8IWY lisSanayya’ “languages” (lit. “tongues™) (5:19), and A2 bideh “in his
power” (lit. “hand”) (5:23). Note too how the verb "3 §a@nayin “changed” in Dan
5:9 suggests “teeth” (cf. 1V Sinnayin “teeth” in 7:7), and how the verb pavy
yistaba ‘ “wet” (5:21) recalls the noun “fingers.”!”® Given the concatenation of so
many body parts and allusions to them, one cannot help but hear 1*1°2 bidayin “in
hands” in the repeated introductory particle ™82 bé ‘dayin “then” in various forms
(5:3,5:6,5:8,5:9,5:13,5:17, 5:24, 5:29). In addition, there are two other Aramaic
words in the story that evoke body parts in Hebrew. The first is the verb o"wm
rasim “writing” (5:24, 5:25), which resounds the noun ©'Wx ra sim “heads.” The
second is RMNN mo zanyd’ “scales” (5:27), which echoes the Hebrew DN
‘0znayim “ears.”'”® Given the bilingual nature of the book, such interplay between
Aramaic and Hebrew should not surprise us.!®" The use of so many body parts
and allusions to them adds importance to, even as it embodies, the notion of a
man’s hand writing hidden code.

The clustering of body parts differs from polysemy clusters in that it does not
create an enigma. In fact, this kind of polysemy is unique in that only one of the
meanings of each polyseme operates in the text, often as part of an idiom or
metaphor, while the other, the literal meaning of the body part, is significant only
as part of the collective. Thus, it is the cluster itself that is the most relevant

178. Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 158.

179. The Aramaic term for “ear” is NITR ‘edndh or RITIR “idna’.

180. See Bill T. Arnold, “The Use of Aramaic in the Hebrew Bible: Another Look at Bi-
lingualism in Ezra and Daniel,” JNSL 22 (1996): 1-16. On bilingual Aramaic-Akkadian
polysemy in Daniel, see 4.1.7.
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feature. Since readers/listeners cannot perceive the cluster without moving
through a pericope, recognition of polysemy is delayed. Nevertheless, the purpose
of the device may differ depending on the text. In the Akkadian exemplar, the
litany of body parts underscores the erudition and authority of the author. In the
Egyptian, Ugaritic, and biblical texts, the device reinforces key themes, some of
which focus on body parts or their actions. Of course, one cannot rule out the
notion that these same texts also represent a display of literary skill. In general,
the device is effective aurally and visually.

4.1.9. NUMERICAL POLYSEMY

Numerical polysemy occurs when the names of numbers are exploited for non-
numerical meanings.'®! Certainly, the scribes of antiquity were as adept with
numbers as they were with letters, as cases of isopsephy illustrate (see 4.1.10),
and in many of the writing systems covered in this study, signs or consonants had
numerical values. Moreover, throughout the ancient Near East one finds a
“literary” interest in numbers. %2

The Mesopotamian literati sometimes exploited the numerical value of
cuneiform signs to encode and empower names (see 4.1.10). They also used
numerals to write the names of some of the main gods in their pantheon. Thus, the
number 10 = Adad, 15 = Ishtar, 20 = Shamash, 30 = Sin, 40 = Ea, 50 = Enlil, and
60 = Anu (also 21).' Arguably the most famous demonstration of the
relationship between numbers and divine names is the tradition found in Enuma
Elish that Marduk possessed fifty names, the last of which was hansa “Fifty”
(7.143-144). Since the number fifty also represented the name Ea, Marduk’s
name represents the subsuming of his nature and power. Thus, at the end of Enuma
Elish, Ea proclaims: “let him (Marduk) control the sum of all my rites, let him
administer all my decrees” (7.141-142). Aside from the numerical values of gods’
names, | know of no cases of numerical polysemy in Akkadian texts.

Egyptian scribes used specific signs for numbers one through ten, but for
larger decimals they employed signs that also had phonetic and logographic
values. Thus, the number one hundred (<) also could be read as the consonant w,
1000 as I 43 “lotus plant,” 10,000 as | gb * “finger,” 100,000 as <« Afnr “tadpole,”
and 1,000,000 as ¥ hh, one of eight hk-gods who holds the sky aloft. Nevertheless,
while the name of the number and the object used to represent it glyphically were

181. Moshe Garsiel, “Punning upon the Names of the Letters of the Alphabet in Biblical
Acrostics” [Hebrew], BM 39 (1994): 326.

182. See, e.g., Yitzhak Avishur, Comparative Studies in Biblical and Ugaritic Languages
and Literatures (Tel Aviv-Jaffa: Archaeological Center, 2007), 84—107.

183. On “One” as a name of God in the Hebrew Bible (e.g., Deut 6:4, Zech 14:9, Job
23:13), see Cyrus H. Gordon, “His Name Is ‘One,”” JNES 29 (1970): 198-99; Gordon,
“The Seventh Day,” UF 11 (1979): 299-301.
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based on a similarity of sound, to my knowledge, authors did not have an interest
in exploiting the numerical value of words or the logographic value of numbers. '8
On the other hand, they do show a great interest in numerical paronomasia, as |
show below (4.2.7).'%°

A textbook example of numerical polysemy in Ugaritic appears in the Epic
of Baal (CAT 1.5.vi.18-20). When El first learns that Baal has died, the narrator
describes his mourning ritual of self-mutilation:

18. ydypsitmby'r

He cuts two incisions with a razor,
19. yhdy lhm w dgn

He cuts cheeks and beard.
20. ytltqndr'h

He furrows the measure of his arm.

Here the poet follows the dual form psitm “two incisions” with two objects, /hm
w dgn “cheeks and beard,” and then with the verb ytlt “furrow,” which derives
from the word ¢t “three.” Thus, he deftly combines numerical polysemy with
graded numerical parallelism known from other Ugaritic and biblical texts (e.g.,
CAT 1.5.v.8-9, Hos 6:2).!8¢

An even more sustained demonstration occurs in the Ugaritic Epic of Kirtu.'8’
Here again the device appears near numbers and/or numbered sequences, which
creates a textual environment that the poet exploits for numerical polysemy. For
instance, El commands Kirtu to make provisions that will last five (Ams) or six
(tdf) months (CAT 1.14.11.30-31). He then describes Kirtu’s army as “soldiers
beyond number, archers beyond count” (CAT 1.14.1.37-38), who “march by the
thousand [alpm] (like) a downpour, in myriads [rbf] like the early rains” (CAT
1.14.11.39-40). Following the description is the counting of marchers: “after two

184. One possible exception to the former is the cryptographic writing of numerals on cubit
rods that date to at least the New Kingdom. See G. Priskin, “Cryptic Numerals on Cubit
Rods,” GM 192 (2003): 61-66. The number seven also appears to have been of cryptic
interest to the Egyptians for unknown reasons. See Warren R. “Dawson, The Number
‘Seven’ in Egyptian Texts,” Aegyptus 8 (1927): 27-107.

185. See, e.g., the Prayer to Thoth for Skill in Writing (P.Anastasi V 9.2), which cleverly
begins “Come to me, Thoth, noble ibis, the god who desires Hermopolis, the letter-scribe
of the Ennead.” Here the site of Hermopolis, written as 8-nw (i.e., imnw), is followed by
the Ennead (psd.t), which means “9,” thus providing a well-attested parallelism in which
the B-line contains a larger number than the A-line. Hermopolis (lit. “Eight-town”) was
named after the Ogdoad, a group of eight primordial deities whose cults were centered
there. The Ennead was a group of nine primordial deities associated with Heliopolis. While
this line exploits the numerical value of the Ennead, it does not constitute numerical poly-
semy.

186. On graded numerical parallelism, see Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 145.

187. Noegel, “Kirtu’s Allusive Dream,” 299-316.
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[tn], two [tn] will march, after three [tlf], all of them” (CAT 1.14.i1.41-42). A
numerical theme continues in column iii with the description of the march
according to a seven day typology: “march a day, and then a second [¢#], a third
[¢lt], and a fourth [rb * ], a fifth day [hms], and a sixth [¢df], then at sunrise on the
seventh [sb |7 (CAT 1.14.ii1.2—4). After attacking the environs of Udum, El then
instructs Kirtu to “halt, a day and a second [1], a third [¢/f] day, and a fourth [rb "
], a fifth [Ams] day, and a sixth [#d¢] ... then (to proceed) at sunrise on the seventh
[$b 17 (CAT 1.14.iii.10-12, 14-15).

The concatenation of so many numerical references within such a short
pericope offers a rich context for numerical polysemy. Thus, in CAT 1.14.ii.2-3,
Kirtu mentions a “charioteer [¢/¢, lit. ‘third’] with chariot horses,” a phrase that
repeats twice more within the narrative frame (CA7 1.14.iii.24, 36). Note similarly
the description of Kirtu’s army as containing ¢/t mat rbt “a million charioteers”
(CAT 1.14.11.36). After describing the march of the soldiers, El tells Kirtu that “the
sole survivor will lock his house,” using yhd (lit. “only”) for “sole survivor,” but
when the narrator describes the fulfillment of this event (CAT 1.14.iv.21), he uses
ahd “one.” The archers are referred to as ¢nn, a noun that naturally evokes the
number tn “two,” as the second man in the chariot. Note too the use of tn for
“another man” (lit. “second”) in CAT 1.14.i1.48, which, as noted above, also
serves a polysemous function. The use of numerical polysemy gives the
orthographic impression that the text’s soldiers, like its numbers, are beyond
count.

Numerical polysemy in Hebrew appears in Qoh 4:8—12.

PR NI D3 730 PRYTOR W

WY pawn-Ns [irp] vrpos Hop-u PR PRy

SR Y7 I 920 NrDs naien "Whatny 9enm Ynp K |
:090P2 210 10w YW WK TNRNTIN DUWR 0L

HPNY IW PR DIZNY TIRD R A0TNN D) TR 192708 °
:0M TR TIRDY DO DM DY 122008 D)

TPIR NN N WHwnD 0N 133 17007 0w TRY 19pnoR)

yes ‘chad wa-"én sént gam bén wa-'ah ‘én lo

wa-'én qeés la-kol ‘amalo gam ‘énaw [ ‘énod) 16 tisba * ‘0ser

a-1-mi ‘ant ‘amel i-mhasser ‘et-napst mit-toba gam-zeh hebel wa- ‘inyan rda “ hii’
tobim has-Sanayim min-ha-'ehad "aser yes la-hem Sakar tob ba- ‘amalam

ki “im yippoli ha-’ehad yaqim ‘et habéro wa- 116 ha- ‘ehad Sey-yippol wa-'én sént
la-haqimo

gam ‘im yiskabii Sonayim wa-ham lahem i-1'chad "ek yeham

wa-im yitqapo ha- ehad has-Sonayim ya ‘amdii negdo wa-ha-hiit ha-masullas 16°
bi-mhérah yinnatéq

The case of one person [TN& ‘ehdd], with no companion [*3W §éni], who has
neither son nor brother.



210 “Wordplay” in Ancient Near Eastern Texts

Yet he amasses wealth without limit, and his eye is never sated with riches [~X5
WY yawn Io° tisha* ‘03er].

For whom, now, is he amassing it while denying himself enjoyment. That too is
a futility and unhappy business.

The two [07W1 has-Sonayim] are better off than the one [N ha- ‘ehdd)], in that
they have greater benefit from their earnings.

For should they fall, the one [T ha- ‘ehad] can raise his friend; but woe to the
one who is alone [TnR7 hd- ‘ehad] and falls with no companion [*3¥ $éni] to raise
him!

Further, when two [0V Sanayim] lie together they are warm; but how can one
alone [TX ‘ehad] get warm?

Also, if the one [T1I87] ha- ehad] attacks, the two [00Wi has-Sanayim] can stand
up to him. A three-fold [Wywnn ha-masullas] cord is not easily broken!

Note how the number one (T8 ‘ehdd) is used idiomatically for someone who
is “alone” in lines 8, 9, 10 (2x), 11, and 12, and how the number “two” (Wi
has-Sanayim) appears variously in lines 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12, often with the
meaning “friend, companion.”'®® Moreover, in the consonantal text, the phrase
WY Yawn R 16° tisha“ ‘65er “never sated with riches,” resembles the numbers
YW Seba ““seven” and WY ‘eser “ten.” The passage finishes by making reference
to a “three-fold” (WHwn masullas) cord in line 12.'% The numerical polysemy
underscores Qoheleth’s point that it is best not to be alone.

The different uses of numerical polysemy depend upon the writing system
employed. In Akkadian, cuneiform signs used for writing divine names also had
numerical values, so that when one wrote a certain number one could evoke the
name of a god. In Ugaritic and Hebrew, the device takes advantage of the names
of numbers for nonnumerical meanings. In both, authors exploit literary contexts
that contain literal references to numbers. In Akkadian, numerical polysemy is
ensconced in a scribal tradition of secrecy and the knowledge of divine wisdom.
Only informed readers could access the meaning of the device; listeners would
only hear the name of the god when the text was recited. In Ugaritic and Hebrew,
the effect on the reader and listener is the same—a sense of numerical abundance,
as if the text is multiplying numbers as it unfolds. It is primarily a visual device.

188. Note similarly, Deut 32:30: 1237 10°3 DWW A58 TR 477 N8 ‘ekah yirdop ‘ehad
‘elep w-Snayim yanisii robabah “how can one pursue a thousand, and two put a myriad to
flight.”

189. Noegel, ““Wordplay’ in Qoheleth,” 1-28.
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4.1.10. ISOPSEPHY

Another form of polysemy that involves numbers is isopsephy (called gematria
in early Jewish parlance).!”® Isopsephy involves reading the consonants that
comprise a word for their numerical values (and in Greek and Latin, also the
vowels). Nevertheless, some Akkadian signs doubled as numbers, and there is a
great deal of interest among Mesopotamian scribes in line and tablet counts!!—
much like the Israelite 0™2i0 saparim “scribes” (lit. “counters™).!”? Indeed, some
Akkadian scribes encoded their names numerically in colophons.'®® For example,
one text records the signs 21.35.35.26.44.A.21.11.20.42. This permits the
following equations: 21 = Anu, 35.35 = abu, 26 = GUR (= taru), and 44 = ri. In
total, the numerical values constitute isopsephy for the name Anu-abu-uttirri.'**
Another case of isopsephy in an Akkadian colophon reads: NU.MUD. 21.33.20.
LID.30. NAGAR. Decoded, the line reads NU = Akkadian la, MUD = palih, 21
= Anu, 33 = zéru, 20 = su, LID.30.NAGAR = li}liq, thus producing the reading:
la palih Anu zérsu lihlig “may Anu destroy the seed of the irreverent.”!*> These
are just two examples from several that Erle Leichty has brought to our attention,
and since his seminal publication additional examples of numerical cryptography

190. For the earliest uses of igoyndos “isopsephos,” see the epigrams of Leonidas of
Tarentum (third century BCE), found in Anthologia Graeca 6.321. The term was later used
in dream interpretation; see Artemidorus Daldianus, Oneirocritica 3.34, 4.24 (second
century CE). The rabbinic term gematria derives from the Greek yewpetpia “geometry,”
and relates to the manipulation of numbers. See Franz Dornseiff, Das Alphabet in Mystik
und Magie (Leipzig: Tiibner, 1925), 91-118; Shmuel Sambursky, “On the Origin and
Significance of the Term Gematria,” JJS 29 (1978): 35-38.

191. Note similarly, the observation by Collins, “Kilamuwa Inscription,” 188, that the
Phoenician inscription has a verse structure of twenty-two lines in accordance with number
of letters in the alphabet. Also representative is the end of some of Sennacherib’s historical
inscriptions, e.g., [1 US 11.TA.AM] MU.DIDLI MU.SAR-e ITLsi-bu-ti li-mu MUATI-ZU
LU.GAR.KUR URU.LIMMU-DIGIR “the line count of the inscription is [71] (lines).
Sibati, eponymy of Nabi-1€’i, governor of the city of Arbela.” See Grayson and Novotny,
Royal Inscriptions of Sennacherib, 47, 1. 72.

192. Jacob Bazak, “Numerical Devices in Biblical Poetry,” V'T 38 (1988): 33337, offers
several examples of biblical texts that exploit the number of words in a passage.

193. Leichty, “Colophon,” 152-53.

194. See, e.g., Leichty, “Colophon,” 152.

195. Leichty, “Colophon,” 152-53.
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have come to light.'”® As Hermann Hunger remarks: “The preferred place for
scribes to play around with the writing system is the colophon.”**’

Mesopotamian scribes did not restrict such devices to colophons. It is by way
of isopsephy that Sargon II (727-707 BCE) could claim that he built the walls of
the city of Khorsabad to reach 16,283 cubits so that its size corresponded to the
numerical value of his name.'”® Moreover, isopsephy was employed as a
hermeneutic in commentaries.'*

While Egyptian hieroglyphic signs had both alphabetic and logographic
values, they did not do double duty to render numbers, and therefore, one does
not find isopsephy in Egyptian texts. Similarly, there is no evidence that Ugaritic
signs doubled as numbers. Hence, the lack of evidence for isopsephy in Ugaritic.

As discussed above, the alphabet and numbers were intimately connected in
ancient Israel. Thus the first letter aleph = one, bet = two, and so on up to ten;
subsequent numbers hold values of ten, that is, twenty, thirty, forty, et cetera, and
then of hundreds after one-hundred. Yet, how ancient was this correlation? The
earliest discussion of isopsephy in the Hebrew Bible occurs in rabbinic texts,
where the device is called gematria. Consequently, scholars debate whether the
proposed cases represent later eisegetical readings or exegetical traditions passed
on from an earlier age. Evidence for the latter comes from Akkadian texts, like
those I discussed above, that employ isopsephy as an exegetical tool.??° Additional
evidence comes from some biblical acrostics, which appear to reflect an
awareness of the consonants’ numerical values, in addition to an abecedary and

196. Kurt Jaritz, “Geheimschriftsysteme im alten Orient,” AM 8 (1966): 11-15; C. J. Gadd,
“Omens Expressed in Numbers,” JCS 21 (1967): 52—63; Hermann Hunger, Babylonische
und assyrische Kolophone, AOAT 2 (Kevelaer: Butzon u. Berker; Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag des Erziehungsvereins, 1968); Hunger, “Kryptographische
astrologische Omina,” 133-45; Pearce, Cuneiform Cryptography; Andrew R. George,
“Babylonian Texts from the Folios of Sidney Smith, Part Two: Prognostic and Diagnostic
Omens, Tablet 1,” RA 85 (1991): 137-67, esp. 147, Matthew T. Rutz, “Textual
Transmission between Babylonia and Susa: A New Solar Omen Compendium,” JCS 58
(2006): 86; Jeremiah Peterson, “A New Source for Diri Tablet 7,” NABU (2007): 5-6.
197. Hermann Hunger, “Playful Writings in Cuneiform Colophons,” in Haim M. I. Gevar-
yahu: Memorial Volume, ed. Joshua J. Adler, vol. 2 (Jerusalem: World Jewish Bible
Center, 1990), 34.

198.Weidner, “Geheimschrift”; Andreas Fuchs, Die Inschriften Sargons II. aus Khorsabad
(Géttingen: Cuvillier Verlag, 1993), 42:65, pp. 294-295: SAR SAR SAR SAR GES + u
GES + u GES + u 1 US 3 ga-ni 2 KUS (ammati) nibit Sumiya misthti dirisu askunma eli
aban Sadé zaqri usarsidma temménsu “1 made the measure of its wall 16,283 cubits,
(equaling) my name, and established the foundation platform upon the bedrock of the high
mountain.”

199. Frahm, Babylonian and Assyrian Text Commentaries, 76—79.

200. Lieberman, “A Mesopotamian Background for the So-Called Aggadic ‘Measures’ of
Biblical Hermeneutics?”’; Tigay, “Early Technique of Aggadic Exegesis.”
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the names of the consonants (see the discussion of Prov 31:21 below [4.2.7]).
Nevertheless, the acrostics do not offer definitive proof. Indeed, solid evidence
for isopsephy does not exist in Israel until the start of the first century BCE, where
it appears on coins.?’! During the monarchic period, evidence from ostraca shows
that the Israelites used the Egyptian hieratic numeral system.?’? Later the
Mesopotamian sexigesimal system was adopted. This has suggested to some that
Hebrew isopsephy represents an adaptation of later Greek practice.?* P. R. Weiss
suggested the existence of isopsephy in the War Scroll from Qumran,?®* but his
proposal has been held in reservation or rejected.?’®

On the other hand, it is possible that in early Israel isopsephy was purely an
exegetical device employed in elite circles, and so perhaps we should not expect
to find it on common objects.?’® Indeed, the most ancient proposals for isopsephy
in the Bible are exegetical in nature. Thus, b. Ned. 32a states that the 318 soldiers
who battled with Abram against the kings of the east (Gen 14:14) is an isopsephy

201. See the coins of Alexander Jannaeus minted in the twenty-fifth (i.e., n2) year of his
rule in paleo-Hebrew script.

202.Yohanan Aharoni, “The Use of Hieratic Numerals in Hebrew Ostraca and the Shekel
Weights,” BASOR 184 (1966): 13—19; Ivan Tracy Kaufman, “New Evidence for Hieratic
Numerals on Hebrew Weights,” BASOR 188 (1967): 39-41. There also is an ostracon
found in Israel that contains only Egyptian numerals and some hieratic logograms with
Hebrew words, which suggests that the entire text was read in Hebrew. See Shemuel
Yeivin, “Studies in Comparative Egypto-Semitic,” Kémi 6 (1969): 63-80.

203. See Georges Ifrah, From One to Zero: A Universal History of Numbers (New York:
Viking Penguin, 1985), 267-70.

204. Pinkas R. Weis, “The Date of the Habakkuk Scroll,” JOR 41 (1950): 149 n. 79. The
proposal entails reading the three highlighted consonants in 1QM 1V, 3-4: Tnyn 5N
N2 0w hdl m ‘md s ‘ym bgbwrt “ceased is the stand of the wicked by the might (of
God),” as 8 + 40 + 2 = 50, and thus as an isopsephy for the company of fifty that goes to
war against the sons of darkness. However, isopsephy is typically not so selective with
regard to which letters count across word boundaries but instead counts all the consonants
of a single word. For additional suggestions of isopsephy in the texts from Qumran, see
Driver, “Playing on Words,” 127.

205. For reservations, see William H. Brownlee, “Biblical Interpretation among the
Sectaries of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” B4 14 (1951), 71 n. 44; Fishbane, “Qumran Pesher and
Traits of Ancient Hermeneutics,” 97—114. Rejections include: Shani 1. Berrin, “Qumran
Pesharim,” in Biblical Interpretation at Qumran, ed. Matthias Henze (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2005), 110-33; Daniel A. Machiela, “The Qumran Pesharim as Biblical
Commentaries: Historical Context and Lines of Development,” DSD 19 (2012): 313-62.
206. Note the observation of Abraham Winitzer, “Assyriology and Jewish Studies in Tel
Aviv: Ezekiel among the Babylonian Literati,” in Encounters by the Rivers of Babylon:
Scholarly Conversations between Jews, Iranians and Babylonians in Antiquity, ed. Uri
Gabbay and Shai Secunda, TSAJ 160 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2014), 163-216, that the
numerical value of the consonants in the expression %R "1 yome masir “days of siege”
in Ezek 4:8 adds up to 390, the very figure appearing in Ezek 4:9.
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for Abram’s servant Eliezar, whose name equals 318.27 Another proposal has
been the name Gad in Gen 46:16, because its numerical value is seven, and the
name appears in a chapter replete with sevens (including the number of his sons)
and multiples of sevens.?%

In more recent times there have been additional proposals. Addison Wright
has drawn our attention to a number of cases in Qoheleth,>*’ though they have
been met with some skepticism.?!? Riidiger Heinzerling has argued that “using a
key layed down in the context and a number of statistical observations,” one can
decode the exaggerated census totals in Num 1 and 26 by isopsephy to produce
the formula: “Yahweh is One,” as well as the number forty, a reference to the
years of Israel’s wandering.?!! Casper Labuschagne and Israel Knohl have
suggested that some texts, particularly psalms, contain stanzas of twenty-six
words (or fifty-two, its double) in order to reflect the name Yahweh (i.e.,
Y+H+W+H =10+ 5+ 6 + 5 =26).212

Whether one sees isopsephy at work in the Hebrew Bible depends to a large
extent on how one weighs the comparative evidence from Mesopotamia and the
limited evidence from biblical acrostics, as well as to what degree one sees the
practice in rabbinic texts as a continuance of older hermeneutic traditions.

Isopsephy in Aramaic is represented by the well-known proclamation in Rev
13:18 concerning the name of the beast (666, var. 616). Lying behind the New

207. Tigay, “Early Technique of Aggadic Exegesis,” 179-80; Fishbane, Biblical
Interpretation in Ancient Israel, 464; Gideon Bohak, “Bereshit Reshit in Gematria: New
Sources for the Study of the Jewish Esoteric Tradition in the Talmudic and Gaonic Periods”
[Hebrew], Tarbiz 83 (2015): 513-29. The notion that 318 represents a similar case of
isopsephy in the Epistle to Barnabas, has been refuted by Reidar Hvalvik, “Barnabas 9.7—
9 and the Author’s Supposed Use of Gematria,” NTS 33 (1987): 276-82.

208. Sasson, “Word Play in the O.T.,” 969.

209. For example, ™27 dibré “words of” has the numerical value of 216, the number of
verses in the book, excluding the epilogue. For this and others, see Addison G. Wright,
“The Riddle of the Sphinx: The Structure of the Book of Qoheleth,” CBQ 30 (1968): 313—
34; Wright, “The Riddle of the Sphinx Revisited: Numerical Patterns in the Book of
Qoheleth,” CBQ 42 (1980): 38-51; Wright, “Additional Numerical Patterns in Qoheleth,”
CBQ 45 (1983): 32-43.

210. See Choon Leong Seow, Ecclesiastes: A New Translation with Introduction and Com-
mentary, AB 18C (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1997), 44.

211. Ridiger Heinzerling, “Bileams Ritsel: Die Zahlung der Wehrféhigen in Numeri 1 und
26,” ZAW 111 (1999): 415. Cf. Ps 136, which contains twenty-six verses, thus totaling the
numerical value of the name Yahweh.

212. Casper Labuschagne, “Significant Compositional Techniques in the Psalms: Evidence
for the Use of Number as an Organizing Principle,” VT 59 (2009): 583-605. See also
Ronald Youngblood, “Divine Names in the Book of Psalms: Literary Structures and
Number Patterns,” JANES 19 (1989): 171-81; Isracl Knohl, “Sacred Architecture: The
Numerical Dimensions of Biblical Poems,” V'T 62 (2012): 189-97.
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Testament passage is the Aramaic form of the name 70p 1173 “Neron Caesar,” i.e.,
50+200+ 6+ 50+ 100 + 60 + 200 = 666 (var. 70p 173 “Nero Caesar,” i.e., 50 +
200 + 6 + 100 + 60 + 200 = 616).2"3 Isopsephy would live on as a hermeneutical
practice and would continue to be adopted by later Jewish, Samaritan, and
Christian exegetes, who would expand its applications.?'*

Generally speaking, isopsephy is a visual, not an aural, device. One cannot
readily unpack the numerical values of signs and words when a text is recited.
Indeed, isopsephy is a learned device, hermeneutical and/or didactic in purpose,
and at home in scholarly circles where such matters could be contemplated and
discussed. It is essentially a form of cryptography.

4.1.11. NOTARIQON

Notarigon (also called acronymy or etymography) is the practice of explaining or
deriving the meaning of a word by reading the first consonant of each word (or
signs used to write the word) successively so that they spell out an entirely
different word or sentence.?!® As Stefan Maul observes, one finds notarigon in
Akkadian texts mainly as a hermeneutical tool, and often working across
languages, that is, Akkadian and Sumerian.?'® Thus, one commentary interprets
the Sumerian KISIMs “sour milk” (= Akkadian kisimmu) as meaning a
“shepherd’s pen,” by breaking it up into the Sumerian signs KI “deep place” (=

213.The variant is derived by using the Hebrew/Aramaic alphabet to render the Latin form
of his name. Josef Schmidt, “Die Rétselzahl 666 in Offb 13:18 Ein Losungsversuch auf der
Basis lateinischer Gematrie,” NT 44 (2002): 35-54, argues that the isopsephy here spells
the name Claudius when based on the Latin numeral system.

214. See Dornseiff, Das Alphabet in Mystik und Magie, 91-118; Robert K. Johnston, The
Christian at Play (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1983); Joel Kalvesmaki, Formation of
the Early Christian Theology of Arithmetic Number Symbolism in the Late Second Century
and Early Third Century (PhD diss., Catholic University of America, 2006); David
Derovan, et al., “Gematria,” EncJud 1:424-27; Mark Kiley, “Three More Fishes (John
21:11),” JBL 127 (2008): 529-31.

215. “Notarigon” derives from the word votaptog “shorthand writer, secretary,” which in
turn derives from Latin notarius “notary.” See Athanasius, Apologia ad Constantium
imperatorem 2035.011 (fourth century CE); Johannes Chrysostum, Ad Innocentium papam
2062.094 (fourth—fifth century CE). On the use of “etymography” see Assmann,
“Etymographie,” 37-63; Frahm, Babylonian and Assyrian Text Commentaries, 70.
216.See Stefan M. Maul, “Das Wort im Worte, Orthographie und Etymologie als
hermeneutische Verfahren babylonischer Gelehrter,” in Commentaries—Kommentare ed.
Glenn W. Most, AKSP 4 (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1999), 15-18; Illya
Vorontsov, “Material und Wesen des Mittleren Himmels,” NABU (2008): 27, has
discovered notarigon in KAR 307 in reference to the stone named saggilmud. The
notarigon associates it with Middle Heaven.
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Akkadian tarbasu “pen”) and SI (= Akkadian ré’iti) “sheep.”'” In another
commentary, we find the following interpretation, again based on notarigon: hur-
da-ti: hur-ri da-di, da-du: ma-ra “(the term) ‘Vulva’ (hurdatu) means ‘cavity of the
loved-one’ (hurri dadi), where ‘loved-one” (dddu) means ‘son’ (maru).”'8

In some cases, a Sumerian reading of a logogram was used to provide an
Akkadian etymology. Thus, in a magico-medical commentary, we find:

SAHAR : eperi : SAHAR : sahar u sahar isténma “(the sign read as) SAHAR
(in Sumerian means) ‘dust’ (in Akkadian, but note also concerning) SAHAR
(that) sahar and (the Akkadian) sahar ‘small child’ are one.” (N11-T3)

Here the commentary uses the similarity in sound between the Sumerian reading
of the logogram for “dust” (SAHAR) and the Akkadian sahar “small child” to
suggest that dust played a role in bringing forth the baby.?!

Jiménez has pointed out that notarigon also is employed in Akkadian
disputation poems, where: “decoding the origin of a word is not simply an
exercise in etymology: inasmuch as the names are related to the inner nature of
things, etymology is a true epistemological endeavor.”??* In this context,
notarigon has an appellative function that also seeks to ascertain the true essence
of a person, place, or thing.

In chapter 2, I presented a particularly striking case of notarigon in Egyptian
(see 2.4.3). However, such cryptic writing was rather widespread, especially on
monumental inscriptions of later periods. The Egyptian temple of Esna offers a
number of fine examples, each of which offers a cryptographic reading of the
name of a god, for example, Heka, Isis, Khnum, Menhyt, Nebetu, Neith, and
Osiris. For example, the name of the god Khnum is written as 87 @. On the
surface, one may read the inscription as Apr.w ntr mrj “the beloved divine being.”
However, if one reads just the first consonant of each of the logographic signs it
yields 4 + n + m = hnm “Khnum.”??!

To date, no examples of notarigon have been found in Ugaritic texts. Either
examples await discovery or the device was not employed.

217. The commentary focuses on the forty-first pirsu-section of Aa (= Ea 8.3), 11. 3-4.
218. The commentary elaborates the meaning of the text entitled EN MUNUS
U.TU.UD.DA.ANI “Incantation for a Woman in Labor,” 1l. 42-43. See now Gabbay,
“Akkadian Commentaries from Ancient Mesopotamia and Their Relation to Early Hebrew
Exegsis,” 287-89; discussed also by Frahm, Babylonian and Assyrian Text Commentaries,
71.

219. Found in Frahm, Babylonian and Assyrian Text Commentaries, 73.

220. Jiménez, “‘As Your Name Indicates,”” 88.

221. Cited in Jochen Hallof, “Esna,” in UCLA Encyclopedia of Egyptology, ed. Willeke
Wendrich (Los Angeles, CA: UCLA, 2011), 10. By this time, the phonemes /4 and 4 had
become interchangeable.
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Notarigon in the Hebrew Bible has been proposed for Jeremiah’s use of the
phrase “temple of Yahweh,” which he repeats verbatim three times followed by
nnn hemmah “these” (Jer 7:4). The odd line has encouraged some to conclude
that the three consonants that comprise nn hémmah (i.e., h + m + h) are an
acronym for M oippa  [Alam-[mlagom [hlaz-zeh “this place.”™? Like
isopsephy, notarigon is more common in later rabbinic texts and talismans, where
it bears a performative and/or ritual function.???

Another example appears in Esther’s statement to the Persian king: Xix
oin M 10 [V]abo® [ham-melek [wlo-haman [hlay-yom “let the king and
Haman come today” (Esth 5:4). The initial consonants of each of these words (i.e.,
i yhwh) spell out the divine name Yahweh, which otherwise appears nowhere
in the book.?2*

Some authors use notarigon for appellative purposes. Thus, Gen 16:11
combines YNV §ama* “he heard” and M “Yahweh” to name ’7&9@1?7 yisma‘e’l
“Ishmael,” Gen 17:4-5 reads 07728 ‘abraham “Abraham” as the conjunction
of 2y ‘@b “father” and 1in hdmon “many (nations),” Gen 31:48 explains the place
name w93 gal‘ed as if derived from 930 hag-gal “the heap” and Ty ‘ed
“witness,” and Judg 6:32 accounts for the name Hva7 yaruba ‘al “Jerubaal” by
noting that the people said 5van ia 27 yareb bo hab-ba‘al “let Baal contend
against him.”*?

Notarigon continued in Aramaic as an exegetical tool. Thus, b. Shab. 77b
explains the difficult Aramaic word Kn»"2nn mwkylt’ by way of notarigon:
N7 *Han iR ymity tkly d’ “When will it end?” Elsewhere the rabbis use
notarigon to render the Hebrew word o%R ’illem “dumb” in Ps 38:14 into
Aramaic: 90 DpnwR ystqyl mylwlyh “his speech has been removed” (b.
Hag. 2b [= Git. 71a]).

In Akkadian and Egyptian texts, notarigon is primarily a visual device,
because it operates on the level of the sign. Indeed, it constitutes a form of
cryptography. However, in Hebrew and Aramaic texts, one can detect notarigon
visually, but aurally as well, especially if one is attentive to the paronomastic
rendering that derives from the device. This is because notarigon employed in
these scripts operates on the level of the consonant. The visual and aural effect of
notariqon generally is one of metonymization. Its function is primarily
hermeneutic or perhaps didactic.

222. Sasson, “Word Play in the O.T.”; though Alan D. Corr¢, “ élle, hemma = sic,” Bib 54
(1973): 263—64, argues that 777 hemmad is an equivalent to sic.

223. See Lieberman, “Mesopotamian Background for the So-Called Aggadic ‘Measures’
of Biblical Hermeneutics?”; Tigay, “Early Technique of Aggadic Exegesis.”

224. B. Beitzel, “Exodus 3:14 and the Divine Name: A Case of Biblical Paronomasia,”
TrinJ n.s. 1 (1980): 7-8.

225. These examples of notarigon, and many more from talmudic and midrashic texts,
appear in Waldburg, Methods of (Hermeneutical) Transformations, article 4, section 1.
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4.1.12. ACROSTICS (ALSO TELESTICHS, MESOSTICHS, AND
MENOSTICHS)

An acrostic is a form of polysemy that works by reading vertically the initial letter
or sign of the first word in successive lines.??® Since each of the lines also bears
meanings horizontally, we may consider an acrostic a structural form of
polysemy. A telestich is an acrostic that reads the final letters or signs of
successive lines. A mesostich is an acrostic that reads the middle consonants of a
word (on this form see below under Transposition 4.1.13). When an acrostic,
telestich, or mesostich spells out a name, word, or sentence it is called a
menostich. Though telestichs and menostichs are more frequently attested in
Akkadian and Egyptian texts than in the Hebrew Bible,?’ a few do appear. The
examples illustrated here anticipate the long history that acrostics would have in
later Greek and Latin literature.??®

226. axpoaTiyis “acrostic” first occurs in Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom. 4.62 (first
century BCEfirst century CE). Cicero, Div. 2.54.111 (first century BCE), does not employ
the word, but describes the device.

227. Clére, “Acrostiches et mots croisés des anciens égyptiens”; Stewart, “Crossword
Hymn to Mut”; William Michael Soll, “Babylonian and Biblical Acrostics,” Bib 69 (1988):
305-22.

228. See, e.g., Ralph Marcus, “Alphabetic Acrostics in the Hellenistic and Roman Periods,”
JNES 6 (1947): 109—-15; Martin L. West, “Magnus and Marcellinus: Unnoticed Acrostics
in The Cyranides,” CQ 32 (1982): 480-81; Don P. Fowler, “An Acrostic in Vergil (deneid
7.601-4)2,” CQO 33 (1983): 298; James J. Clauss, “An Acrostic in Vergil (Eclogues 1 5-8):
The Chance that Mimics Choice?,” Aevum Antiguum 10 (1997): 267-87; Clauss,
“Theriaca: Nicander’s Poem of the Earth,” SIFC 4 (2006): 160-82; Denis C. Feeney and
Damien Nelis, “Two Virgilian Acrostics: Certissima Signa?,” CQ 55 (2005): 644-46;
Jeffrey Gore and Allan Kershaw, “An Unnoticed Acrostic in Apuleius Metamorphoses and
Cicero de Divinatione 2.111-12,” CQ 58 (2008): 393-94; Alexei A. Grishin, “Ludus in
undis: An Acrostic in Eclogue 9,” HSCP 104 (2008): 237-40; Grishin, Acrostics in Virgil’s
Poetry: The Problem of Authentication (Master’s Thesis: Harvard University, 2009);
Selina Stewart, “‘Apollo of the Shore’: Apollonius of Rhodes and the Acrostic
Phenomenon,” CQ 60 (2010): 401-5; Ted Somerville, “Note on a Reversed Acrostic in
Vergil Georgics 1.429-33,” CP 105 (2010): 202-9; Cristiano Castelletti, “A ‘Greek’
Acrostic in Valerius Flaccus (3.430-4),” Mnemosyne 65 (2012): 319-23; Robert Colborn,
“Solving Problems with Acrostics: Manilius Dates Germanicus,” CQ 63 (2013): 450-52;
Mathias Hanses, “The Pun and the Moon in the Sky: Aratus’ AEITTH Acrostic,” CQ 64
(2014): 609—14; Jan Kwapisz, “Behaghel’s Club,” CQ 64 (2014): 615-22; E. Giusti,
“Caesar Criss-Crossing the Rubicon: A Palindromic Acrostic in Lucan (1.218-22),” CQ
65 (2015): 892-94; Jerzy Danielewicz, “One Sign after Another: The Fifth AEITTH in
Aratus’ Phaen. 783-47 CQ 65 (2015): 387-90; Stephen M. Trzaskoma, ‘Further
Possibilities Regarding the Acrostic at Aratus 783-7,” CQ 66 (2016): 785-90; Neil Adkin,
“Valerius Flaccus’ Laniabor-Acrostic (Argonautica 4.177-84),” CQ 67 (2017): 327-28;
Evelyn Patrick Rick, “Cicero Belts Aratus: The Bilingual Acrostic at Aratea 317-20,” CQ
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Since Akkadian is a syllabic system, it lends itself well to these devices.?*’
Perhaps the most well-known acrostic in Akkadian occurs in the colophon to
Ludlul b&l némeqi, wherein each of the twenty-seven stanzas begins with a
different sign, which it repeats for eleven lines, before moving to a new sign. In
total, the beginning signs of all the stanzas spell out a-na-ku sa-ag-gi-il-ki-[i-na-
am-ulb-bi-ib ma-as-ma-su ka-ri-bu Sa i-li u Sar-ri “l, Saggil-kinam-ubbib, the
exorcist, am adorant of the god and the king.”?3°

Two learned prayers from Khorsabad, one to Marduk and another to Nabu,
also contain acrostics that read “Nabu-usebsi, the exorcist.”?*! Moreover, both
prayers contain telestichs. The telestich in the prayer to Marduk reads: “the
servant who proclaims your lordship.” The one in the prayer to Nabu records: “the
suppliant servant who reveres you.”?3> Moreover, the author, presumably Nabu-
usebsi, alerts the reader to the presence of the acrostic by noting that the res mihilti
u qit mihilti ana Sinisu isSassu “one can read the start and end of each line in two
(directions).”?** Another lengthy acrostic in an Assyrian hymn to Marduk reads:
“I am Assurbanipal, who has called out to you. Give me life, Marduk, and I will
praise you.”?3*

An exorcistic prayer from the first millennium BCE contains thirty-six lines
that are grouped into sections of four. Each of the sections begins and ends with
the same sign, which allows one to read it vertically as spelling u-5-ab-du-du ma-
ru-us-tu “1 will cause him to pity the distress” on the left and right of the
incantation.”® The imbedding of words and use of script is especially applicable
to this text since it calls upon Nabu, the patron god of scribes.

69 (2019): 222-28; Matthew Robinson, “Looking Edgeways. Pursuing Acrostics in Ovid
and Virgil,” CQ 69 (2019): 290-308.

229. See William W. Hallo, “New Viewpoints on Cuneiform Literature,” /EJ 12 (1962):
14-15. For a comparative look at acrostics, see Brug, “Biblical Acrostics and Their
Relationship to Other Ancient Near Eastern Acrostics,” 283-304; Klaas Spronk, “Acrostics
in the Book of Nahum,” ZAW 110 (1998): 209-22.

230. See Lambert, Babylonian Wisdom Literature, 63; Oshima, Babylonian Poems of
Pious Sufferers, 121-23.

231. W. G. Lambert, “Literary Style in First Millennium Mesopotamia,” J4OS 88 (1968):
131-32; R. F. G. Sweet, “A Pair of Double Acrostics in Akkadian,” Or 38 (1969): 459—
60; Oshima, Babylonian Poems of Pious Sufferers, 473-77.

232. For another acrostic hymn to Nabu, see S. A. Strong, “A Hymn of Nebuchadnezzar,”
PSBA 20 (1898): 154-62.

233. As noted by Foster, Before the Muses, 620, but not by Lambert, “Literary Style in
First Millennium Mesopotamia,” 130, who suggested it meant to recite the prayers twice.
234. A. Livingstone, Court Poetry and Literary Miscellanea, SAA 3 (Helsinki: Helsinki
University Press, 1989), 6-10.

235. Published with a number of similar acrostics and telestichs already by S. A. Strong,
“On Some Babylonian and Assyrian Alliterative Texts-1,” PSBA4 17 (1895): 131-51. See
too the crossword-like inscriptions on two sixth century BCE Babylonian cylinders
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Since many cuneiform signs have multiple values, authors may use them with
one value to create the vertical reading of the acrostic, while exploiting them for
a different phonetic value when read horizontally. Thus, for example, in the
Babylonian Theodicy, we find:

140. bi-it-bi-ti-is lu-ter-ru-ba lu-nu-"i bu-bu-ti
From house to house I will go (lit. “enter”), I will drive
away hunger.

141. bi-ri-is lu-ut-te- "e-lu-me su-le-e lu-sa-a-[a-ad)]
I will roam around from one place to another/hungrily, I will
prlowl] the streets.?3

142. pi-is-nu-qis ana ger-bi lu-ter-ru-ba ... |
Wretchedly, I will en[ter] inside [...]

Note that when read vertically, the first sign in each line is read as bi, even though
one must read it horizontally as pi in the third line. This occurs quite often in the
poem,?” and it is a feature shared by lexical lists organized acrographically.?3
Egyptian scribes often exploited their script for its ability to communicate in
multiple directions, sometimes with stunning results. An astonishing hymn to the
goddess Mut inscribed on a limestone stela bears two entirely different readings

discussed by Paul-Alain Beaulieu, “Divine Hymns as Royal Inscriptions,” NABU (1993):
69-71.

236. Oshima, Babylonian Poems of Pious Sufferers, 141, reads biris as “side, ridge” rather
than “hungrily.” This creates a case of unidirectional polysemy.

237. The acrostic in the third strophe (11. 23-33) relies upon the reading ku, but 1. 26 must
be read gu. The fifth strophe (11. 45-55) relies upon ak, but 11. 46 and 53 start with ag, and
1. 50 with ag. The sixth strophe (1. 56—66) relies upon gi, but 11. 61 and 65 must be read ge.
The seventh strophe (1. 78-88) relies upon the reading ki, but 1. 83 starts with g7, and 1. 87
with gé. The twelfth strophe (1l. 122—132) relies upon the reading up, but 11. 125, 127, 128,
130, and 132 must be read ub. The thirteenth strophe (1. 133—143) relies upon bi, but 1L
135 and 142 start with p/, and 11. 136, 138, 139, and 143 start with bé. The fourteenth
strophe (11. 144—154) relies upon ib, but 1. 145 and 148 start with ep and 1. 147 with ip.
The twentieth strophe (1. 210-220) relies upon the reading 7, but 1l. 216, 218, and 220
start with re. The twenty-first strophe (11. 221-231) relies upon the sign BU (= bu [first line
is broken]), but 11. 224-228, 230 must be read pu. The twenty-fourth strophe (11. 254-264)
relies upon /e, but 11. 255, 256, 258-262, and 264 start with /i. The twenty-sixth strophe (11.
276-286) relies upon sar, but 11. 280 and 285 read it as sar. The twenty-seventh strophe (11.
287-297) relies upon the reading re, but 11. 288, 290, 292, and 295 must read it as 7i. See
Oshima, Babylonian Poems of Pious Sufferers, 157, 358.

238. Thus, one lexical text lists successive entries that begin with same cuneiform sign,
HAR, though one must read each with the following phonetic values: hur, mur, urs, aras,
and kiny. See Veldhuis, History of the Cuneiform Lexical Traditions, 166—68.
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when read vertically or horizontally. Though partly damaged, the vertical reading
runs eighty lines and the horizontal one extends to sixty-seven lines.?*’

The lack of vowels in the Egyptian script and existence of homophones in the
language help to create the flexibility required for such linguistic feats. For
example, in another Egyptian “cross-word,” the poet uses the sign i. for mwt
“mother,” when read horizontally, but as the goddess “Mut,” when read vertically.
Similarly, when read in one direction, the signs % are understood as /w meaning
“to be,” but when read in another, with the determinative %, they are understood
as I(3)w “adoration.” Such incredible creativity is much more difficult to achieve
in purely phonetic scripts.?*

The Ugaritic corpus has yielded no alphabetic acrostics, though the system
for ordering the alphabet is known.?*! However, the texts do offer cases of what
Watson has called “quasi-acrostics” or “anaphoric alliteration,” in which a poem
begins successive lines and/or stichs with the same consonant.”?*? Thus, CAT
1.14.4v.19-22:24

19. atrtn tn hik
After two, two went,
20. atr tit kihm
After three, all of them.
21. ahd bth ysgr
A bachelor closed up his house.
22. almnt Skr tskr
A widow became a mercenary.

Each successive line starts with an a-aleph. See similarly CAT 1.6.1i.30-35:

tihd bn ilm mt
She seizes divine Mot.
b hrb thqnn
With a sword she splits him,

239. See Stewart, “Crossword Hymn to Mut.”

240. See similarly the bilingual Demotic and Greek inscription on the Stela of Moschion
in Rachel Mairs, “‘Proclaiming It to Greeks and Natives, Along the Rows of the
Chequer-board’: Readers and Viewers of Greek, Latin and Demotic Acrostich
Inscriptions,” CQ 67 (2017): 228-46. For an image of the object, see Jeffrey Spier,
Timothy Potts, and Sara E. Cole, eds., Beyond the Nile: Egypt and the Classical World
(Los Angeles, CA: Paul Getty Museum, 2018), 151.

241. Aaron Demsky, “Abecedaries,” in COS 1:362-65.

242. W. G. E. Watson, “Quasi-Acrostics in Ugaritic Poetry,” UF 12 (1980): 445-47;
Watson, Traditional Techniques in Classical Hebrew Verse, 89-91, 431-34; Yogev and
Yona, “Opening Alliteration in Biblical and Ugaritic Poetry,” 108—13.

243. Watson, Traditional Techniques in Classical Hebrew Verse, 432.
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b htr tdrynn

With a sieve she winnows him,
b ist tsrpnn

With fire she burns him,
b rhm tthnn

With a millstone she grinds him,
b $d tdrnn

In a field she sows him.

This stanza employs the preposition b at the start of each line after the first.
Sometimes the device builds upon successive uses of the same verbal con-
struction. This occurs in CAT 1.15.iv.14-16:%4

14. tsm* mtt [h]ry

The woman Hurray obeyed:
15. ttbh Smn [m]rih

She slew the fattest of her fatlings,
16. tpth rhbt yn

She opened flagons of wine.

Watson suggests that

it is probable that the quasi-acrostic, which is basically an extension of initial
alliteration, was originally just a by-product of pervasive parallelism and that it
was only made overt when the oral poetry of ancient times was committed to
writing. 243

Nevertheless, 1 suggest that at least four cases in Ugaritic constitute

meaningful menostichs. The first occurs in the Tale of Kirtu (CAT 1.16.1.12—-17):

ybky wysnn
He cries, and gnashes his teeth,
ytn gh bky
He makes his voice heard while crying,
b hyk abn [n]smh
“In your life, our father, we delighted.
bl mtk ngin
In your not-dying we rejoiced.
k klb b btk n‘tq
Like a dog you pass into your (eternal) house,

244.

111.
245.

Observed by Yogev and Yona, “Opening Alliteration in Biblical and Ugaritic Poetry,”

Watson, Traditional Techniques in Classical Hebrew Verse, 434.
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k inr a[p] hstk
Like a cur into your grave.”

Here the quasi-acrostic reads y-y, b-b, k-k, thus twice spelling ybk “he cries,” the
central theme of the stanza and the very verb that chiastically starts and ends the
first two lines.?*® When the stanza is repeated in the third person feminine
imperfect in apparent reference to Thitmanit, it fittingly spells ¢-¢, b-b, k-k, that is,
tbk “she cries” (CAT 1.16.i1.35-39).

A second possible acrostic appears in the Epic of Baal (CAT 1.1.111.24-25):

ygly dd i[l w ybu]

He enters E[1]’s mountain [and comes]
[grs mlk] ab snm

[To the tent of the king], the Father of Years.
[ [p ‘n il yhbr wgl]

At EI’s feet he bows down and falls].

Here the entrance of the god Kothar-wa-Hasis is marked by a partial acrostic
that spells ygql “he falls,” thus perfectly matching the subject matter. In fact, the
same verb concludes the third line. The passage is repeated in CAT 1.2.1i1.5-6,
and again in 1.4.iv.23-25 and 1.6.1.34-36, where it refers to Anat, that is, g/ “she
falls.”

A third case occurs in the same text, in the mouth of Mot (CAT 1.6.vi.14-16):

ahym ytnt b 'l spuy

“My brothers, O Baal, you gave as my food,
bnm umy klyy

My mother’s sons for my consumption!”

The brief acrostic spells ab “father,” in a context that employs the words
“brothers,” “mother,” and “sons.”?*’

Immediately afterwards, we find yet another menostich in the description of
the battle between Baal and Mot (CAT 1.6.vi.16-22):

yt'n k gmrm
They eye each other like fighters,

246. Long after catching this acrostic, I came upon Yogev and Yona, “Opening Alliteration
in Biblical and Ugaritic Poetry,” 113 n. 16, who arrived at this observation independently.
They do not note that it repeats in a different person later in the text.

247. Cf. Song 8:2 "R n*;rbz;; INAR ‘abiaka ‘el bet immi “1 would bring you into my
mother’s house.” Here the phrase 828 ‘abi dka “I would bring you” suggests *a8 ‘abi
“my father.” Such devices evince a desire to cluster terms for family members.
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mt zb'l z

Mot is fierce, Baal is fierce,
ynghn k rumm

They gore each other like aurochs,
mt zb'l z

Mot is fierce, Baal is fierce,
yntkn k btnm

They bite each other like serpents,
mt zb'l z

Mot is fierce, Baal is fierce,
ymshn k Ismm

They drag each other like runners,
mt ql bl ql

Mot falls, Baal falls.

When read acrostically, the passage offers a four-fold repetition of the name y-m
“Yam.” The subtle integration of Yam into the battle with Mot forces us to recall
Baal’s previous deathmatch with Yam, from which he emerged victorious (CAT
1.2.iv.15-27). The parallel fights and the nature of the conflicts reveal aspects of
Baal’s character. Mark Smith explains:

Yamm and Mot are cosmic figures, and they show Baal’s heroism in equally
cosmic stature and proportions. Furthermore, as Yamm represents the chaotic
waters and Mot signifies death in its cosmic proportions, Baal embodies order
and life in equal, if not greater, universal proportions.?*®

Most acrostics in the Hebrew Bible proceed alphabetically from the first letter
(aleph) to the last (taw), but there are a variety of ways this is achieved.?*’ A new
letter can commence with every line (Pss 25, 34, 145, Prov 31:10-31, Lam 1, 2,
4), couplet (Ps 37), or even every stich/half-line (Pss 111, 112).2°° The acrostic in
Lam 3 moves to a new alphabetic letter every fourth verse, repeating the acrostic

248. Mark S. Smith, Introduction with Text, Translation and Commentary of KTU 1.1-1.2,
vol. 1 of The Ugaritic Baal Cycle (Leiden: Brill, 1994), 19.

249. See K. C. Hanson, Alphabetic Acrostics: A Form Critical Study (PhD diss., The
Claremont Graduate School, 1984); David Noel N. Freedman, “Acrostic Poems in the He-
brew Bible: Alphabetic and Otherwise,” CBQ 48 (1986): 408-31; Freedman and David
Miano, “Non-Acrostic Alphabetic Psalms,” in Flint and Miller, Book of Psalms, 87-96; N.
M. Sarna, “Acrostics,” EncJud 1:368—69; Thomas Renz, “A Perfectly Broken Acrostic in
Nahum 1?2,” JHS 9 (2009): 2-26; Roland Meynet, Les huit psaumes acrostiches
alphabétiques (Rome: Gregorian & Biblical Press, 2015).

250. Paul W. Gabelein Jr., “Psalm 34 and Other Biblical Acrostics: Evidence from the
Aleppo Codex,” in Sopher Mahir: Northwest Semitic Studies Presented to Stanislav Segert,
ed. Edward M. Cook (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 127-43.
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letter in each of the three successive verses.?>! The acrostic in Ps 119 starts with
a new letter every ninth verse. Some broken or fragmentary alphabetic acrostics
are also present in Nah 1:2-8,%52 Prov 24:1-22,%5% and Prov 29:22-27.2%* 1t is
worth noting that while Israclite poets typically start the twenty-second verse of
an acrostic with the letter W s, they also could use a & s, because the diacritic that
distinguishes the two consonants was an invention of a later age (e.g., "WV sist
“rejoice” in Lam 4:21, 0w sarim “princes” in Ps 119:161, WY sas “rejoice” in
Ps 119:162, *maw Sibbarti “1 hope” in Ps 119:166, etc.). Nevertheless, this does
suggest that the acrostic was primarily a visual device, since the two consonants
were pronounced differently.

Various functions have been proposed for acrostics. Some might have been
employed as mnemonics®®® or to convey a sense of order.?® Those in
Lamentations might have provided readers with a tool for interacting with their
emotions through reason.?’

Scholars have pointed out the presence of several menostichs as well, each of
which is imbedded in an acrostic. After moving through the entire Hebrew
alphabet, the poet of Ps 34 adds an extra line that begins: “Yahweh redeems the
life of his servants.” The addition allows the poet to start the last verse with the
verb N2 podeh “redeems,” and thus with the letter a pe. This produces an inner
acrostic and menostich in which the first, center, and final lines of the poem read
acrostically as A% “alap “learn.”?*® A nearly identical menostich using the same
verb appears in Ps 25. It also has been suggested that Ps 145 contains a reverse
mini-acrostic in lines 11-13. Here the initial consonants of the first words (i.e.,
7122 kobod “glory,” v 1IN lo-hodi‘'a “to make known,” and Tmwan malkitka

251.J. Renkema, “The Meaning of the Parallel Acrostics in Lamentations,” V'7T 45 (1995):
379-82. Mitchell First, “Using the Pe—Ayin Order of the Abecedaries of Ancient Israel to
Date the Book of Psalms,” JSOT 38 (2014): 471-85, argues that the earlier order of the
alphabet explains a number of acrostics including Lam 24, Prov 31 (LXX), and Pss 9-10,
25, 34, 37.

252. Duane L. Christensen, “The Acrostic of Nahum Once Again: A Prosodic Analysis of
Nah 1, 1-10,” ZAW 99 (1987): 409—14; Spronk, “Acrostics in the Book of Nahum”; Aron
Pinker, “Nahum 1: Acrostic and Authorship,” JBQ 34 (2006): 97-103.

253. Victor A. Hurowitz, “An Often Overlooked Alphabetic Acrostic in Proverbs 24:1—
22,” RB 107 (2000): 526-40.

254. Victor A. Hurowitz, “Proverbs 29:22-27: Another Unnoticed Alphabetic Acrostic,”
JSOT 92 (2001): 121-25.

255. Soll, “Babylonian and Biblical Acrostics.”

256. Hillers, Lamentations. O. Palmer Robertson, “The Alphabetic Acrostic in Book I of
the Psalms: An Overlooked Element of Psalter Structure,” JSOT 40 (2015): 225-38, argues
that the acrostics in Psalms organize the poems into smaller sections.

257. Assis, “Alphabetic Acrostic in the Book of Lamentations.”

258. Brug, “Biblical Acrostics and Their Relationship to Other Ancient Near Eastern
Acrostics.”
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“your kingdom”) in each verse offer a reverse spelling of T melek “king,” a
keyword throughout the poem.?>® Though the line starting with the letter 3 nun is
lacking in Ps 145, it appears in the version from Qumran (11QPs?*). When one
reads the first two words of Lam 5:1-3 in conjunction with a half-line acrostic,
the text yields the menostich: 8237 3121 zakaryahit han-nabi’ “Zechariah the
prophet.”?%® Philippe Guillaume has suggested that this is followed in Lam 5:19—
22 by an acrostic, telestich, and menostich that produces: Th 07 798 ‘eloheka
ram moa[’lod “your God is exalted greatly.”?! Other menostichs have been
suggested, but with varied success (e.g., Ps 2,292 Ps 9,29 Ps 10,2%4 and Lam 5:17—
1 8265).

Israelite poets sometimes further enhance the art of Hebrew acrostics by
matching the alphabetic letters comprising an acrostic with the names of those
letters. In Prov 31:10-31, the lines beginning with the letters * yod, 2 kaph, and a
pe use the words T yadeyhda “her hands,” 783 kappah “her palms,” and i°a piha
“her mouth,” respectively. Another way to enhance an acrostic is to emphasize
the acrostic letter in the verse. Thus, the beth verse in Prov 31:11 contains no less
than four 2 beths: A903 2% n2 V2 batah bah 1eb ba ‘alah “the heart of her husband
trusts in her.” The same can be said of the lines in this poem that begin with the
letters 1 waw, 5 lamed, 8 pe, and ¥ sade.?®° In this way, some acrostics demonstrate
what Ceresko has rightly called “alphabetic thinking.”?%” As seen above (4.1.10),
they also can demonstrate “numerical thinking.”

The quasi-acrostics known to Ugaritic texts also appear in the Hebrew Bible,
and some of them show an awareness of alphabetical arrangement.*® Thus, Prov
22:2-3 reads:

259. Watson, “Reversed Rootplay in Ps. 145.”

260. Siegfried Bergler, “Threni V, Nur ein alphabetisierende Lied? Versuch Einer
Deutung,” VT 27 (1977): 304-20; A. Rosenfeld, “An Acrostic in Lamentations 5”
[Hebrew], Sinai 110 (1992): 96.

261. Philippe Guillaume, “Lamentations 5: The Seventh Acrostic,” JHS 9 (2009): 1-6.
262. Marco Treves, “Two Acrostic Poems,” VT 15 (1965): 81-90, refuted by Barnabas
Lindars, “Is Psalm 2 and Acrostic Poem?,” VT 17 (1967): 60—67.

263. Patrick W. Skehan, “A Broken Acrostic and Psalm 9,” CBQ 27 (1965): 1-5.
264.Treves, “Two Acrostic Poems,” refuted by Lindars, “Is Psalm 2 and Acrostic Poem?”
265. Bergler, “Threni V, Nur ein alphabetisierende Lied?”’; but supported in part by
Guillaume, “Lamentations 5.”

266. See M. Garsiel, “Punning upon the Names of the Letters of the Alphabet in Biblical
Acrostics” [Hebrew] BM 39 (1994): 313-34.

267. Anthoy R. Ceresko, “The ABCs of Wisdom in Psalm XXXIV,” V'T 35 (1985): 99—
104. See also Garsiel, Story and History of David and His Kingdom, 1048, who finds the
device at work in the lyrics reported in 1 Sam 18:7. See also Victor A. Hurowitz, “Addi-
tional Elements of Alphabetical Thinking in Psalm XXXIV,” V'T 52 (2002): 326-33.

268. See Patrick W. Skehan, “Strophic Patterns in the Book of Job,” CBQ 23 (1961): 125—
42.
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The rich [y ‘asir] and the poor meet together.

The maker [ ‘0séh] of them all is Yahweh.

A prudent man [D1W ‘Griim] sees the evil and hides himself,
But the fools [0"n91 u-ptayyim] pass on and are punished.

The first three lines begin with the consonant y ‘and the last with a a p, the very
next consonant in the Hebrew alphabet.?®® See similarly Exod 15:11-13:

Who ['n mi] is like you, among the mighty, O Yahweh?

Who ['n mi] is like you, glorious in holiness?

Fearful [X7i3 nora’] in praises, doing wonders?

You stretched out [0} natitd] your right hand the earth swallowed them.

You have led [n°'m3 nahita] the people with your love whom you have redeemed,
You have guided [n9n3 néhalta) them with your strength to your holy habitation.

This passage repeats the consonant 1 m at the start of the first two lines, and then
the consonant 1 n at the start of the next four. The latter consonant follows the
former in alphabetical order.?”

The Israelite writers’ attention to the alphabet also appears in Zeph 3:8.

WY P DY MTDRY 77Ian 197
ninynn waph o qoKY Toawn 12

08 1170 93 "t 07w TEYh
PIRIT92 DORD NP WRA D

laken hakkii It no 'um YHWH lo-yom qimi la- ‘ad
ki mispati le-"ésop goyim la-qobst mamlakot
li-Spok ‘alehem za ‘ami kol haron “apt

ki ba-'és qin ati te’akel kol ha-"ares

Therefore, wait for me says Yahweh, for the day when I arise as a witness.
For my decision is to gather nations, to assemble kingdoms,

To pour out upon them my indignation, all the heat of my anger;

For in the fire of my passion all the earth shall be consumed.

As noted in the Masora, this brief passage is one of twenty-six pangrams in
the Hebrew Bible. A pangram is a passage that contains every letter of the
alphabet.?”! However, this passage also includes the five sophit or “final” forms,

269. Found in Yogev and Yona, “Opening Alliteration in Biblical and Ugaritic Poetry,” 111.
270. Yogev and Yona, “Opening Alliteration in Biblical and Ugaritic Poetry,” 111, cite the
passage, but do not observe the alphabetic order of the consonants.

271. The other passages include Exod 16:16, Deut 4:34, Josh 23:13, 2 Kgs 4:39, 6:32, 7:8,
Isa 5:25, 66:17, Jer 22:3, 32:29, Ezek 17:9, 38:12, Amos 9:13, Hos 10:8, 13:2, Zech 6:11,
Song 3:8, Dan 2:45, 3:22, 4:20, 7:19, Qoh 4:8, Esth 3:13, Ezr 7:28, 2 Chr 26:11. There are
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and three of the six begadkepat letters (i.e., N 982732 b, g, d, k, p, f) that retain
their aspirated and non-aspirated pronunciations (i.e., beth, kaph, and taw).

Elsewhere, Israclite authors appear to have delighted in including the same
consonant in every word of a particular verse. Thus, each word in 2 Kgs 14:12
contains the consonant * yod: ["9R5] 19787 W 1011 HRIW? 197 AT 937 way-
yinnagep yahudah li-pné(y) yisra’el way-yanusii ‘15 ('ys) la-'aholo [la- ohalaw)
“and Judah was struck before Israel; and they fled every man to his tent.” Though
the yod in Wy ’y§ and ¥Ry [o- ohaldayw are not consonantal, they are visually
present. Such devices, most of which the Masora records, appear to represent a
display of erudition.?”?

The acrostic that concludes the Hebrew text of Ben Sira from Qumran
(51:13-30 = 11QPs* XXI, 11-17, XXII, 1) represents a continuation of earlier
traditions.?”® Though only a little more than the first ten verses remain, it stands
as a fitting crown for a text that contains many other examples of polysemy and
paronomasia in the name of wisdom.?’*

Acrostics also appear in Aramaic in late antiquity, and many are found
imbedded in Targumic manuscripts.?’”> However, scholars debate whether they
represent a continuation of practice in biblical times or the influence of a tradition

also three passages that contain every letter of the alphabet except the © samekh, which
appears at the end of the verses as the abbreviation for the setumah: Isa 17:11, Dan 5:7,
Neh 3:15.

272. Thus, the Mp to 2 Kgs 14:12 states that there are six other verses that contain seven
words, each containing the consonant * yod. Actually, there are ten others: 2 Sam 22:49,
Ezek 14:1, 30:19, Hos 6:2, Ps 3:6, 68:2, Job 7:13, Song 1:2, 1 Chr 4:36, 2 Chr 25:22. 1
thank David Marcus for this information. In his Mm 729, Gerard Weil, ed., Massorah
Gedolah, 2nd ed. (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 2001), 88 lists eleven verses that
start and end with the consonant 3 nun (Lev 13:9; Num 32:32; Deut 18:15; Jer 50:8; Pss
46:5, 77:21, 78:12; Prov 7:17, 20:27; Song 4:11; 1 Chr 12:2). See also Israel Yeivin,
Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, trans. E. J. Revell (Missoula, MT: Scholars Press,
1980), 73-74, for similar observations. At the same time, one must be cautious when
counting letters and verses due to variations in the manuscript traditions. See the sobering
study of Sheldon Epstein, Bernard Dickman, and Yonah Wilamowsky, “Symmetrically
Designed Sifrei Torah: A Quantitative Analysis,” Hakira: The Flatbush Journal of Jewish
Law and Thought 5 (2007): 171-225.

273. See Isaac Rabinowitz, “The Qumran Hebrew Original of Ben Sira’s Concluding
Acrostic on Wisdom,” HUCA 42 (1971): 173-84.

274. See Reymond, “Wordplay in the Hebrew to Ben Sira.”

275.See Pereira, Studies in Aramaic Poetry (c. 100 B.C.E.—c. 600 C.E.), 58-109; Michael
Sokoloff and Joseph Yahalom, eds., Jewish Palestinian Aramaic Poetry from Late
Antiquity [Hebrew] (Jerusalem: Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 1999); Yosef
Ofer, “Acrostic Signatures in Masoretic Notes,” V'T 65 (2015): 230-46.
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that was more widespread during this period. Functions proposed for these
acrostics range from the didactic and the liturgical to the mystical 2’

Since an acrostic is an organizational form of polysemy, it is primarily a
visual device. This is especially the case when a text is written on a scroll, for it
is the acrostic that first meets the eye in the process of unscrolling.?”” One also
must view the Akkadian and Egyptian acrostics as visual devices, since they
depend on polyvalent readings of individual signs. One cannot access these
acrostics aurally without reading them aloud vertically. Whether this was done
before or after reciting the text or at all, is impossible to know, but either way one
cannot recite the text in both directions simultaneously. The same can be said of
Hebrew pangrams, which one discovers only through study. On the other hand,
Hebrew acrostics may have been as accessible to listeners as to readers, since they
depend on the order of the Hebrew alphabet, which any literate Israclite would
have committed to memory as a child. Moreover, some Hebrew acrostics also
employ the name of the consonant or a paronomastic reflection of it in the line to
which it belongs, thus offering clues to the letters of the acrostic. For both readers
and listeners the effect that acrostics have is one of delayed fulfillment, or in the
Akkadian and Egyptian texts, delayed comprehension. Israelite poets composing
alphabetic acrostics structurally convey the notion that their poem is instructive,
perhaps even successively pedagogical, since the alphabet is the foundation of
education. Thus, one learns successive lessons from the poem as one learns
consecutive letters of the alphabet. This differs from the Akkadian and Egyptian
acrostics, which appear to be displays of piety and erudition.

4.1.13. TRANSPOSITION

Devices of transposition involve replacing one letter with another based upon a
recognized standard of order or value. To demonstrate transposition in Akkadian,
I turn to an inscription of Esarhaddon in which Marduk shortens the period of
Babylon’s abandonment from seventy to eleven years simply by reversing the
cuneiform signs that comprise the numerals:

He had written seventy years as the number for its abandonment, but the
compassionate Marduk quickly softened his heart and, reversing the order,
pronounced eleven years (as the period) of its resettlement.?’®

276. See Pereira, Studies in Aramaic Poetry (c. 100 B.C.E.—c. 600 C.E.), 107-8.

277. 1 thank Julia Hejduk for this observation.

278. See R. Borger, Die Inschriften Asarhaddons, Kénigs von Assyrien (Graz: Weidner,
1956), 15, episode 10; Paul Beaulieu, “An Excerpt from a Menology with Reverse
Writing,” 4SJ 17 (1995): 5.



230 “Wordplay” in Ancient Near Eastern Texts

The fate of the city was changed simply by reversing the ligature from (GES + U
=60 + 10) “seventy” to (U + DIS = 10 + 1) “eleven.” The cuneiform signs GES
and DIS are identical, but read with different values when preceding or following
the U sign.

Paul Beaulieu has pointed to a similar transposition of the numerical values
of Akkadian signs that produces different results in a philological commentary
that focuses on sacred numbers. Here the signs U + DIS (i.e., GES) “eleven,”
which also may be read as the god “Nergal,” are reversed and multiplied to
produce the equation GES x U (60 x 10) “six hundred.” In this way, the
commentary is able to correlate the chthonic god Nergal with the six hundred
denizens of the underworld known as the Anunakki.?”

Since Egyptian distinguishes numerals from other signs, a reversal of the type
known in cuneiform is impossible. Moreover, while there is some evidence for
Egyptian abecedaries, it is incomplete, and there is no way to know if such an
order was standardized across time and across all of Egypt. Thus, there is no way
to know how the available Egyptian signs might have provided opportunities for
learned readings when metathesized. Consequently, we cannot demonstrate the
presence of transposition in Egyptian.

The Ugaritic corpus provides no evidence of alphabetic transposition, despite
the existence of abecedaries that inform us as to how they ordered their alphabetic
script.280

We are far better off in biblical Hebrew, since the order of the alphabet is
well known. However, most of the proposed cases of transposition in the biblical
corpus have come from periods long after the biblical texts were composed. Even
the term for transposition in Hebrew, “atbash” (W''ank b"s), derives from a later
period.?8! Still, the evidence for literary transposition is compelling.

In Hebrew, “atbash” operates by replacing the first letter of the alphabet with
the last, the second with the penultimate, the third with the antepenultimate, and
so on. Hence, the name “atbash,” which juxtaposes the first and last, and second
and penultimate letters of the alphabet, that is, aleph (R), taw (D), bet (2), and sin
(W). Though some consider atbash an exegetical device of a later generation who
imposed such readings on biblical texts, the clear use of atbash on a twelfth
century BCE abecedary from ‘Izbet-Sarta shows it to be in use well before the
Israelite monarchy.?®? Moreover, scholars often treat atbash as if it functions as a

279. See Beaulieu, “Excerpt from a Menology with Reverse Writing,” 5.

280. Demsky, “Abecedaries,” COS 1:362-65.

281. In later rabbinic circles, atbash was considered a form of gematria. See Derovan et
al., “Gematria.”

282. Aaron Demsky, “A Proto-Canaanite Abecedary Dating from the Period of the Judges
and Its Implications for the History of the Alphabet,” Tel Aviv 4 (1977): 19-20; M.
Koszeghy, “Zur Tww-Frage,” ZAW 117 (2005): 616-20.
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cipher,? though there is limited evidence that it served such a purpose.?3* I have
argued elsewhere that atbash was employed as a performative device of
illocutionary power.?%

There are three types of transposition in the Hebrew Bible. The first employs
a word that makes little sense unless it is transposed. In this group, I place Jer
25:26, 51:1, 51:41, and a possible fourth case spotted by Cyrus Gordon in 1 Kgs
9:1.286 The most famous of them appears in Jeremiah’s prophecy that a number of
nations will drink the wrath of Yahweh: “and last of all, the king of JWw sesak
shall drink” (Jer 25:26). As the Targum translates and medieval Hebrew
commentators observe, the consonants in the word WY sésak are a transposition
for 923 babel “Babylon.” Here the meaning Babylon is the only one that makes
sense. Jeremiah encapsulated the destruction of Babylon by turning its name into
a meaningless heap of letters.

A second type of transposition makes perfect sense both as it appears and
when transposed. All of these occur in Jeremiah (Jer 18:2—4, 20:8, 22:10, 25:20—
26, 25:30, 25:38; 34:14, 48:2).287 See, for example, Jer 48:2, where the prophet
declares:

Moab’s glory is no more.

In Heshbon they have planned evil against her (saying):

“Come, and let us cut her off [130122) wa-nakritennah] as a nation!”
You too, Madmen, shall be silenced.

The sword is going [77n telek] after you.

When transposed, 1‘7n telek “going” becomes ‘7;:3 ‘akal “devour,” which also
is used in reference to swords (e.g., Deut 32:42, 2 Sam 2:26). The devouring
sword is anticipated nicely by putting the ironic statement nIn™M211 wa-
nakritennah “let us cut her off” into the Moabites” mouths. The device thus offers
a linguistic tie that underscores the lex talionis inherent in the Moabites’
punishment. Moreover, the end of this prophecy offers an inclusio of sorts by
using 22X °akal “devour” again, this time to describe a fire that will destroy the
Moabites (Jer 48:45).

283. See Mark Leuchter, “Jeremiah’s Seventy-Year Prophecy and the *'np 35/7ww Atbash
Codes,” Bib 85 (2004): 503-22; Richard C. Steiner, “The Two Sons of Neriah and the Two
Editions of Jeremiah in Light of the Two Atbash Code-Words for Babylon,” V'T 46 (1996):
83-84.

284. Marjo C. A. Korpel, “Kryptogramme in Ezechiel 19 und im <Izbet-Sarta-Ostrakon,”
ZAW 121 (2009): 70-86.

285. See Noegel, “Ritual Use of Linguistic and Textual Violence in the Hebrew Bible and
Ancient Near East.”

286. Noted in Sasson, “Word Play in the O.T.,” 969.

287. Scott B. Noegel, “Atbash in Jeremiah and Its Literary Significance: Part 1,” JBQ 24
(1996): 82-89; “Part 2,” JBQ 24 (1996): 160—66; “Part 3,” JBQ 24 (1996): 247-50.
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A third type of transposition is even more sophisticated in that the consonants
to be transposed appear vertically in the form of a mesostich. It is in such a light
that Marjo Korpel suggests we read Ezek 19:1-5.2%% Here the third consonant in
the first word of each successive line produces the consonants wWynn ¢m ‘s, which
is a transposition for 21K 'yzb(/) “Jezebel,” and thus it identifies the metaphorical
lioness in line 1. The letter lamed needed to form the name Jezebel derives from
hypothesizing that line 5 originally read n?r_y_: "2 RIM wa-tikda’ ki mahalah “but
she was shaken when he remained ill (referring to Jezebel’s son Ahaziah),” and
that Ezekiel changed it to n7mi1 "2 XM wa-tére’ ki nohalah “when she saw she
had despaired.” The third letter kaph in X2m wa-tika’ would thus be a lamed in
transposed form.?%

Aramaic forms of transposition appear in some of the incantation bowls from
Late Antiquity, in which the consonants yn ms stand as a cipher for the sacred
name 7" yh “Yah.” Thus, we read: Pn Yn PR pn PR PR WA w-b-Swm ms ms ms
ms ms ms “and in the name of Yah, Yah, Yah, Yah, Yah, Yah” (MS 2053/278, 9—
10). It also appears in magical formulae in manuscripts from the Cairo Genizah:
1302 IwnY H3mRT RPIT R 130 PR PR Awa b-Smyh dms ms rbh gybr’ w-
dhyl’ d-"ytgly I-msh b-snh “in the name of Yah, Yah, the great, mighty, and
awesome, who appeared to Moses in the bush.”?%°

Transposition is a learned device that appears to have been performative in
purpose, with the transposing of signs or consonants intending to manipulate a
change or reversal in reality. Its use in magic texts, perhaps to conceal the divine
name or to avoid saying it, would suggest the same. Since it is impossible to hear
the polysemy inherent in transposition, we must consider it solely a visual device.
Nonetheless, it is not readily accessible visually either, unless one contemplates
it as a transposition. In many ways, transposition is a device of concealment that
requires study to reveal its secrets.

288. Korpel, “Kryptogramme in Ezechiel 19 und im ‘Izbet-Sarta-Ostrakon.”

289. A later form of transposition involves substituting the letter v ¢ for 1 £, and the letter
K “for 2 b, etc. It is known as atbah or “the alphabet of Hiyya” (b. Sukk. 52b). Some of the
later rabbis used it to explain the writing on the wall in Dan 5 (b. Sanh. 22a, cf. b. Shab.
104a). Since it represents a later development, it falls outside of this study. See Derovan et
al., “Gematria”; Yakir Paz, “From Encoding to Decoding: The ATBH of R. Hiyya in Light
of a Syriac, Greek and Coptic Cipher,” JNES 74 (2015): 45-65.

290. On atbash in both sets of texts, see Matthew Morgenstern and James Nathan Ford,
“On Some Readings and Interpretations in the Aramaic Incantation Bowls and Related
Texts,” BSOAS 80 (2017): 191-231.
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4.1.14. AMPHIBOLY

Amphiboly (also called amphibology) is the employment of an ambiguous
morphology or grammatical structure for polysemous effect.?’! There are three
types of amphiboly in ancient Near Eastern texts. The first suggests multiple
readings by combining two different morphologies into a single form, while at the
same time making a clear reading of one or the other impossible. This type of
amphiboly is sometimes referred to as farrago,?*? forma mixta, portmanteau, or a
blend. A second type of amphiboly derives from nonnormative grammatical
structures beyond the word level that can be read in multiple ways. A third type
combines an infinitive absolute (sometimes called a tautological infinitive)
derived from one root with a finite verb derived from another. The last type is
found only in biblical Hebrew.

4.1.14.1. AMPHIBOLY: MIXED MORPHOLOGY

Demonstrating the first kind of amphiboly in Akkadian is the Hymn to Shamash,
which states about Shamash: st ikkamsa el-let-si-na ta-pat-tar (1. 163). The
phrase el-let-si-na ta-pat-tar is a conflation of enneta pataru “dispel the troops”
and illata pataru “pardon the sins.”?** Consequently, we may read the line as “you
(Shamash) dispel the troops for those who bow down” or “you (Shamash) pardon
the sins of those who bow down,” while it does not quite say either. As Foster
remarks, the amphiboly suggests that “the submissive are spared the discipline
reserved for the others.”?*

An example of this type of amphiboly in Egyptian appears in P.Harris, a
delightful Ramesside love poem, in which the scribe cleverly applies a
determinative that belongs with one word to another, thus suggesting both
meanings, while grammatically providing neither. In the poem, the lover declares
to her beloved: gsb=k wsh hr g3b.t=1 phr n=k mrw.t=1 “your arm rests on my arm,
for my love has surrounded you” (5.3-5.4). The noun ¢sb.t normally means
“breast,” but here it takes the arm determinative (._). The determinative
encourages us to read it as gsb “arm,” thus representing a coalescing of the
phonemes /q/ > /g/ known to occur in this period. However, the use of gsb “arm”
immediately prior make us think twice. Thus, the phrase suggests both “your arm

291.The term dudtfBoria “amphiboly” occurs first in Aristotle, Poet. 1461a25 (fourth
century BCE).

292. Gliick, “Paronomasia in Biblical Literature,” 70-72.

293. As observed in CAD K, s.v. “kamasu.”

294. Foster, Before the Muses, 542 n. 3, adds “if intentional.”
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rests on my arm” and “your arm rests on my breast,” but grammatically offers
neither.?%

Visual forms of this type of amphiboly occur in the temple of Hathor at
Dendera. In fact, several inscriptions combine signs normally not found together
in order to create new ideograms. In one case, the scribe has written nb.t iwn.t
“the lady of Iunet (i.e., Dendera)” by replacing the head of the cobra sign & with
the cow-head sign » in order to emphasize Hathor’s bovine and serpentine
manifestations.?%

A possible case of amphiboly of this type in Ugaritic occurs in the Epic of
Baal (CAT 1.5.11.6): yraun alyn bl. The form yraun contains two different aleph
signs a and u. The odd orthography forces one to consider both yra “fear” and un
“misfortune, grief.” As such it foreshadows CAT 1.5.vi.15, in which El descends
from his seat in un “grief.”

The first type of amphiboly appears in Hebrew in Jotham’s parable, in which
the Olive replies to the other trees that would make him king: “have I ceased
yielding [’B'?'IDD he-hodalti] my rich oil, by which God and men are honored,
that I should go and wave above the trees?” (Judg 9:9). Here, the verb combines
two different morphologies—either it is a first person singular perfect Aiph il of
the verb “cease” or a first person singular perfect gal of the same root, preceded
by an interrogative he. If the former, the vowel under the /et should have been a
Sewa or hateph-seghol. If the latter, then we would expect to see a games rather
than a hateph-qames as the vowel marking the first syllable of the verb.?*” While
both readings are possible in the consonantal text, neither is possible in the
vocalized text. Thus, the Masoretes pointed the verb so that it contains elements
of both readings.

Ezekiel’s description of his vision while God afflicted Jerusalem also
contains amphiboly of this type: “while they were smiting and I IRWR1 né’sa ‘ar,
I fell upon my face and I cried out” (Ezek 9:8). As seen already by Radaq, the
form RWNK3 né Sa ‘ar combines the gal conjugation (in the imperfect tense) and
niph ‘al conjugation (in the past tense) of the verb RW §4 ‘ar “remain” into one
form. As he explains, the device allows the prophet to express concisely the notion
that he looked around and saw no one and the observation that he alone remained.
Other proposed cases of amphiboly include n751 wi-yoladat in Gen 16:11 and
Judg 13:5, 13:7 (combining BT wa-yoladot and N1 wa-yoleder), 19833
nago alii in Isa 59:3 and Lam 4:14 (combining 19831 nig alii and 1983 go ‘alii), 77

295. Fox, Song of Songs and the Ancient Egyptian Love Songs, 22 n. b, suggests this
reading is an aural error or “deliberate pun.”

296. Richter, Theology of Hathor of Dendera, 288-89, 430.

297. Jan Joosten, “Hechadalti forma mixta?,” ZAW 102 (1990): 96-97.
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yiradop in Ps 7:6 (combining q77 yirdop and 977 yoraddep), and 57302 ko-
hindop in Ps 68:3 (combining 47373 ko-hinnadep and 5733 ki-ndop).*®

4.1.14.2. AMPHIBOLY: AMBIGUOUS GRAMMATICAL STRUCTURES

I know of no cases of amphiboly in Akkadian texts that rely upon deliberately
ambiguous grammatical structures.?®® However, in Egyptian we find this type of
amphiboly in the fifth maxim of the Instructions of Ptahhotep (P.Prisse 6.3—6 [Il.
90-987).300

90. iw hsf=tw=s n sw3 hr hp.w=s

He who transgresses its laws is punished,
91. ws.t pwm hr ‘wn-ib

it is what escapes the attention of the greedy.
92. inndjtitt ‘h'w

It is the small-minded that seizes riches,
93. npiw djj.t mini sp=s

but crime never managed to land its rewards.
94. iw=fdd=f sht=i r=i ds=i

Who ever says, “I snare for myself,”
95. ndd.n=fsht=t hr hn.t=i

does not say “I snare for my needs.”

298. Cited by Joosten, “Hechadalti forma mixta?,” 97. The two sets of superimposed
vowels (patah and gamas) on the word "138 pny in Exod 20:3 and Deut 5:7, and on nnnn
mtht in Exod 20:4, represent different reading traditions that divide or join the verses, and
not mixed forms. Beitzel, “Exodus 3:14 and the Divine Name,” 10, characterizes the line
12 wn Y50 9nn mahér salal has baz “swift is (the) booty, speedy is (the) prey” (Isa 8:1)
as a case of farrago. Nevertheless, strictly speaking, each of the words makes grammatical
sense, even if the combined reading lends the line a helter-skelter, if not speedy, feel.

299. This type of amphiboly resembles the device known as slesa that first appears in
Sanskrit poetry in the sixth century CE. See Yigal Bronner, Extreme Poetry: The South
Asian Movement of Simultaneous Narration (New York: Columbia University Press,
2010).

300. R. J. Williams, “The Sages of Ancient Egypt in the Light of Recent Scholarship,”
JAOS 101 (1981): 6, refers to this passage as an example of amphiboly, and in support he
cites the works of Fecht, Der Habgierige und die Maat in der Lehre des Ptahhotep, 5. und
19. Maxime, and Burkard, Textkritische Untersuchungen zu dgyptischen Weisheitslehren
des Alten und Mittleren Reiches. However, these scholars use the word amphiboly to refer
to all sorts of lexical or semantic ambiguity (i.e., polysemy generally), not just to polysemy
that derives from portmanteau or nonnormative morphology, grammar, or syntax.
Nevertheless, this particular passage does exhibit some amphiboly in addition to polysemy.
Fecht (p. 12) reads ‘wn-ib in 1. 91 as pm-ih.t. Guglielmi, “Der Gebrauch rhetorischer
Stilmittel in der dgyptischen Literatur,” 493-95, also uses amphibolie for various types of
ambiguous devices.
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96. wn ph.wj ms<.t wih=s

The final part of what is right is its endurance,
97. ddw s w iti=i pw

of which a man says “that is my father.”

As Gerhard Fecht has shown, several aspects of this pericope make it
amphibolous. First, is the s in Ap.w=s (1. 90). One cannot tell if it is a pronominal
suffix attached to sp.w or if it is attached to ws.z, making it a causative, that is,
sw3.t.3%! The options are thus sp.w “the laws” or hp.w=s “its laws” (referring to
Maat in 1. 88) and ws.t “way” or sws.t “escape.” The line may be read as “he who
transgresses the law is punished” or “he who transgresses its (Maat’s) law is
punished.”

Line 91 reads: “it is what escapes the attention of the greedy” or “it is a distant
thing in the sight of the greedy.” Enhancing the amphiboly are cases of polysemy.
The verb sws (1. 90) can mean “happen, pass, escape, become distant” or “fell,
chop off, strike.” The preposition /r (i.e., <) “in the sight of, attention of” that
follows also can be understood as the noun “face.” This permits us to read iw
hsf=tw n sw3 hr hp.w as “he who escapes the attention of the laws is punished” or
“he who strikes the face of the law is punished.” Underscoring the notion of
striking is the determinative %, which appears after Asf“‘punish.”

In line 92 the verb ##f appears with the determinative %, suggesting it means
“take” or “rob.” However, the verb also means “bring forward” or “use.” In
addition, the noun 7% ‘w appears to mean “possessions, heaps, riches” since it
carries the determinative ». However, in the context of mooring a boat, which
immediately follows, it suggests its other meaning “landing, location, position.”
Moreover, % ‘w can mean “life.” Thus, we may render the phrase in ndj.t iti ‘h‘.w
as “it is arrogance that robs possessions” or “it is arrogance that takes (its)
landing,” or “it is arrogance that uses (its) position,” or even “it is arrogance that
takes (one’s) life.” In line 93, it is sp=s that is polysemous. Indeed, sp possesses
many varied meanings including “times, quality, choice, affair, thing, article,
topic, point, nature, character, and measurement.” The verb mni usually means
“moor, land, dock,” but it can be euphemistic for passing beyond death, in the
sense of mooring in the afterlife.’*> Thus, we may translate n p3 d3j.t mni sp=s as
“corruption has never brought its articles to harbor” or “corruption has never
become immortal.” The four lines that comprise this passage are an exquisite
example of amphiboly. Moreover, adding to the nautical language of the passage
is the mast sign f, which provides the triconsonantal value 7% ‘in the word % "w.

301.Fecht, Der Habgierige und die Maat in der Lehre des Ptahhotep, 5. und 19. Maxime,
15-16.

302. See, e.g., the Tale of Sinuhe B 310. A similar use of nautical terminology has been
proposed for the literary texts known as Menna’s Lament. See Hans Goedicke, ““Menna’s
Lament,”” RJE 38 (1987): 71.
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Amphiboly also occurs in lines 95-96, where we can understand sh¢ as
“acquire” or s “man” + (D)h.t “thing(s), possession(s), wealth.”3% Also
amphibolous is line 97: wn ph.wj ms .t wih=sj. The orthography permits us to read
the last word as wsh=sj or wsh=s. Thus, we may read the line: “in the end it is Maat
that endures” or “the final part of what is just, is its endurance.”3%

In Ugaritic, this type of amphiboly appears in EI’s charge to Kirtu that he: srd
bl b dbhk bn dgn bm sdk (1.14.11.24-26). I have discussed this passage above
under multidirectional polysemy (4.1.5). Suffice it to add here that the grammar
is ambiguous. One cannot tell whether srd is an imperative (or perhaps jussive
form) of the root s-r-d “serve, honor,” or if it is a $-causative form of the root y-r-
d “cause to descend/set down.”3%

For an example of this type of amphiboly in Hebrew, I turn first to Isa 6:13:
WP P71 D3 Nagn npwa W 1R ApRa Wb Amm nawl wvp A3 T
AR2RN wa- ‘'0d bah “dsiriyyah wa-Sabah wa-haytah la-ba ‘ér ka- élah wa-ka- allon
‘aser bo-Salleket massebet bam zera“ qodes massabtah. J. A. Emerton has
identified the passage as ambiguous, because we can divide it two different ways.
The first permits us to translate: “and though a tenth remains there it will be
destroyed again like a terebinth and like an oak, in which are stumps when they
have been felled; holy seed is their stump.” The second parses the passage: “and
though a tenth remains there, it will be destroyed again. Like a terebinth and like
an oak, in which are stumps when they have been felled, (so) the holy seed is their
stump.”* Adding to the amphiboly is the verb 7wa ba ‘ar, which Torsten Uhlig
notes, can mean “burn” or “destroy, plunder.” The former encourages the first
reading, the latter the second.3"

Paul Raabe has espied a number of examples of amphibolous passages in the
Psalms.>*® A brief example occurs in Ps 4:9: 32win nva% 7725 M ARR™3 AT
‘attah YHWH la-badad la-betah tosibéni. The placement of 772 badad “alone” is

303.Fecht, Der Habgierige und die Maat in der Lehre des Ptahhotep, 5. und 19. Maxime,
22.

304. A less sustained example of amphiboly of this type occurs in an inscription in the
temple of Hathor at Dendera. According to Richter, Theology of Hathor of Dendera, 36—
38, each of the paronomastic words in the line 34.¢ 35.¢1 m 3h.w=s permits multiple readings.
The word 4.t may be understood as “divine eye,” “shining one,” “uraeus,” or “cow;” the
verbal construction .47 as “is effective” or “is luminous”; and the phrase m h.w=s as “in
its elements” (i.e., the Divine Eye), “in her creative powers,” or “in her magical spells.”
However, Richter does not employ the term amphiboly.

305. See Noegel, “Kirtu’s Allusive Dream.”

306. J. A. Emerton, “The Translation and Interpretation of Isaiah vi.13,” in Interpreting
the Hebrew Bible: Essays in Honor of E. 1. J. Rosenthal, ed. J. A. Emerton and S. C. Reif
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), 85-118.

307. Torsten Uhlig, The Theme of Hardening in the Book of Isaiah: An Analysis of
Communicative Action, FAT 2/39 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009), 81-82.

308. Raabe, “Deliberate Ambiguity in the Psalter.”

99 .
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ambiguous. One may attach it to God or the believer and thus render: “for you
alone, Yahweh, make me dwell in safety” or “for you, Yahweh, make me dwell
alone in safety.” Some amphibolous passages in the Psalms employ indeterminate
verbal subjects and pronouns to extend over several verses. Such is the case for
Ps 7:12—17, about which Raabe states:

By the time one finishes reading the poem, one is not sure who does the
repenting, whose weapons are prepared, and for whom! Upon reflection, the
reader realizes all options are true. Unless God repents, the wicked will die. And
unless the wicked repent, they will die by killing themselves. Here the ambiguity
is caused by the unspecified verbal subjects and the indeterminate suffixal
antecedents.>?

Richard Steiner has pointed out another fine case of this type in Gen 49:10:
oy nap i [(PW] AP &3 T o pan pphm AR vaw workH o
yasir sebet mi-yhudah i-mhogeq mib-bén raglaw ‘ad ki yabo' stloh [Stlo] wa-lo
yiggahat ‘ammim “the rod will not depart from Judah, nor the staff from between
his legs, as long as men come from Shiloh, and unto him shall the obedience of
the peoples be.”*!® The translation is only provisional, since there are different
ways of understanding the sentence depending on how one understands the
preposition TV ‘ad, here rendered “as long as.” One also can read it as “until,”
“forever,” or even “not ever.” In fact, the entire passage is loaded with polysemy.
As a double entendre, the passage alludes to the tradition reported in Gen 38 in
which Judah gave Tamar his staff as collateral (with the staff between the legs
providing added sexual euphemism). The first stich may be a curse, that is, “the
rod (punishment) will not depart from Judah.” Or it may refer to the rulership not
departing from Judah’s hand. Moreover, the word [iW[ 75" Siloh [5116] “Shilo”
may be read as a dialectical reflex of the words 1% "W $dy I6h “tribute belongs to
him,”3!!

In Ps 17:14, the Psalmist advises: 13 £33 waw» 0301 Kynn [F3091] 710w
0"y o d-spinka [a-spianka) tamalle’ bitnam yisba ‘i banim wa-hinnihii
yitram la- ‘0laléhem “As for your treasured ones, fill their bellies. Their sons shall
be satisfied, and have something to leave over for their young.” Of interest here
is the grammatical ambiguity posed by the words 012 Waw? yisba it banim. One
can read 032 banim “sons” either as the subject or object of the verb, that is, their

309. Raabe, “Deliberate Ambiguity in the Psalter,” 225.

310.Richard C. Steiner, “Four Inner-Biblical Interpretations of Genesis 49:10: On the
Lexical and Syntactic Ambiguities of T as Reflected in the Prophecies of Nathan, Ahijah,
Ezekiel, and Zechariah,” JBL 132 (2013): 33-60.

311. Steiner, “Four Inner-Biblical Interpretations of Genesis 49:1”; Steiner, “Poetic Forms
in the Masoretic Vocalization and Three Difficult Phrases in Jacob’s Blessing: n&® 1
(Gen 49:3), n%p "wv? (Gen 49:4), and "W ¥27 (Gen 49:10),” JBL 129 (2010): 219-26.
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sons shall be satisfied” or “they will be sated with sons.” As such, this case of
amphiboly illustrates multidirectional polysemy as well. As the subject, “sons”
parallels D%%iy ‘0lalehem “their young,” but as the object, it forces one to rethink
D1v2 bitnam as “their issue, progeny”—the notion being here that one’s children
also may be one’s sustenance.’!?

A final demonstration of amphiboly appears in Ben Sira (4,21; Ms A): w* "3
1M T30 NWa W Y NRW NRWA ky v§ bS tms 't ‘wn w-y§ bst kbwd w-hn “for there
is a shame that causes one to bear guilt, and a shame (that causes one to bear)
honor and grace.” The syntax is ambiguous. Either the second stich reflects the
ellipsis of the participle and can be rendered as above, or the second stich is in the
construct state, which allows us to interpret it “there is a shame of honor and
grace.” As Reymond remarks, “the juxtaposition of words that should be mutually
exclusive is jarring and makes the reader pause and, subsequently, reflect on Ben
Sira’s message that not all shame is bad.”!* Note also that Ben Sira alerts us to
the amphiboly by employing the odd orthography for “shame” (nXwa2 b5 7) in the
first stich, which is also visually striking immediately before nXwn ms’t (see
above 2.5).

4.1.14.3. AMPHIBOLY: INFINITIVE ABSOLUTE AND FINITE VERBAL
FORMS

A third type of amphiboly combines an infinitive absolute derived from one root
with a finite verb derived from another. It appears only in biblical Hebrew, and
only a handful of these exist (Isa 28:28, Jer 8:13, 42:10, 48:9, Zeph 1:2).3!* The
prophecy against Judah in Jer 8:12—13 will demonstrate:

312. The masculine suffix on “bellies” should not deter us. Cf. 7302 bitnoka “your womb”
in Ps 132:11. For other examples of amphiboly, see Jonathan Breuer, “Dissonance between
Masoretic Accentuation and Vocalization in Verse Division (of the Biblical Text)”
[Hebrew], in Jubilee Book for Rabbi Mordechai Breuer, ed. M. Bar-Asher (Jerusalem:
Academon, 1992), 191-242.

313. Reymond, “Wisdom of Words in the Wisdom of Ben Sira,” 236.

314. Scott B. Noegel, “A Slip of the Reader and Not the Reed: (Infinitive Absolutes with
Divergent Finite Forms). Part I,” JBQ 26 (1998): 12—19; “Part I1,” JBQ 26 (1998): 93—100.
On the existence of the infinitive absolute construction in other Semitic languages, see
Yoo-Ki Kim, The Function of the Tautological Infinitive in Classical Biblical Hebrew,
HSS 60 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2009); Holger Gzella, “Emphasis or Assertion?
Remarks on the Patronomastic Infinite in Hebrew,” BiOr 67 (2010): 488-98. Though
Targumic Aramaic employs an infinitive absolute construction when rendering the same
in Hebrew texts, there is no case in which the translator employed different roots for the
infinitive and finite forms. Even for the Hebrew cases I examine below, the Targumim
render the infinitive absolute and finite forms from the same roots.
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WP N2IN "2 Wan

W 8 Dham warsh wians

ST DR YWD DOTRE Npa 07053 108 127
1933 D230 1Y NITDR] D'OR DY

DAY D7 TR 033 MU MINAD 0IRA PR)

hobisii ki to ‘ebah ‘asii

gam bos 16° yebosi wa-hikkalem 160° yada ‘i

laken yippalii ban-néplim ba- ‘ét paqudatam yikasli ‘amar YHWH
‘asop ‘asipem na 'um-YHWH ’én ‘anabim bag-gepen

Wa-'én ta ‘eénim bat-ta eéndh wa-he ‘aleh nabél wa- sttén lahem ya ‘abriim

Are they ashamed of the abomination they do?

Indeed, they are verily not ashamed, they do not even know to be humiliated.
Therefore, they will fall among the fallen, in the time of their punishment they
shall stumble, says Yahweh.

DO'OR 40K declares Yahweh.

No grapes on the vine, no figs on the fig tree, the leaves all withered, that which
I gave them shall pass from them.

Amphibolous is Yahweh’s proclamation: 020X 70X ‘dsop ‘dsipém. The
infinitive absolute derives from the root oKX *-s-p “gather,” but the finite verb
derives from the verb 710 s-w-p “make an end of.” In suggesting the meaning
“gather,” the phrase anticipates the agricultural reference in the next line: “no
grapes on the vine, no figs on the fig tree, the leaves all withered” (Jer 8:13).3!% In
suggesting a violent “end,” the pronouncement follows Jeremiah’s guarantee that
the people of Judah “will fall among the fallen, in the time of their punishment
they shall stumble” (Jer 8:12). The prophet has cleverly prepared the
listener/reader for a similar verbal surprise just prior. Note how in 8:12, he
employs an infinitive absolute form followed by the expected finite verb of the
same root in WArNY Wia bos 167 yébosia “they are verily not ashamed.”
However, immediately following we hear the infinitival form 092m wa-hikkalem
“to be humiliated,” which by parallelism would suggest that the finite form 152
yikkalmii “they are humiliated” would come next; but instead we hear W1 &5 /6”
yada ‘i “they do not even know,” which is derived from a wholly different verb.3!
This, then, prepares us for the amphiboly of 020X qdR ‘Gsop ‘dsipém, which
functions like a multidirectional polysemy, but by combining different roots
where a single root would be normative.

Amphiboly causes immediate confusion for readers/listeners, because it
deliberately breaks the normative rules of morphology, grammar, and syntax. It
produces polysemy by creating nonnormative forms and arrangements. As a

315. For o8 °asap in reference to agricultural yields, see Exod 23:10, Jer 40:10, Job 39:12.
316. I thank one of the publisher’s anonymous reviewer for this observation.
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result, when one comes upon a case of amphiboly, one’s first reaction is to assume
that the text is in error. It is not until one continues reading/listening that one
realizes that the morphological and grammatical peculiarities represent
polysemous neologisms. It is this rupture of language that makes amphiboly
unique among the known types of polysemy. It operates both aurally and visually.

4.2. TYPES OF PARONOMASIA

Unlike polysemy, paronomasia operates across word divisions and is primarily a
sound device, though all forms of paronomasia are effective visually as well in a
consonantal system. There are twelve ways that ancient scribes could create
paronomasia. These include: homoeopropheron, homoioteleuton, anastrophe,
epanastrophe, parasonance, homonymic paronomasia, numerical paronomasia,
bilingual paronomasia, anagrammatic paronomasia, hendiadic paronomasia,
rhyme, and geminate parallelism and clustering. The sound effect produced in
each case we may call alliterative.

4.2.1. HOMOEOPROPHERON

Homoeopropheron is the repetition of the initial sounds of words.?!” Examples of
homoeopropheron occur in Sumerian texts, though the writing system demands
that we count the intervening vowel as well. See, for example, a prayer in the form
of a poetic letter sent to Enki by one Sin-§amuh.3'®

LU IN.NA SU.LUM.MAR.SE BA.KU,.RE.EN
NAM.TAR.MU BA.KUR.E.EN

The taunter has made me enter into shame,
estranged my fate.

Observe how the sounds /kur-en/ in KUsRE.EN “enter” paronomastically
anticipate KUR.E.EN “estrange.” This example also represents a case of end
rhyme (see 4.2.11).

See too the following proverb:

GUD SUN GU7.A.GIM
GIRI (GIRxKAR) GU,.UD.DE.ZA

317. The term byotompédepov “homoeopropheron” appears first in Martianus Capella,
Grammaticus Latinus 5.167 (fifth century CE).

318. William W. Hallo, “Individual Prayer in Sumerian: The Continuity of a Tradition,”
JAOS 88 (1968): 83; Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 33.
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Like an ox that has eaten malt,
is your jumping/dancing with your feet.

Here the sound of the noun GUD “ox” in the first stich finds paronomastic balance
with GU4.UD “jump” in the second stich.3"’

Another pithy proverb exploits the similarity in sound between two
biconsonantal signs:

[EN].GIM DU SAG.GIM DU
[S]JAG.GIM DU EN.GIM DU

Build like a [lord], walk like a slave!
Build like a slave, walk like a lord!

In this case, the poet emphasizes the paronomasia between DU “build” and DU
“walk” by placing the nouns they govern in chiasmus.*?°
One more Sumerian example from a bilingual Shuilla prayer of Nanna-Suen:

AMAR BAN.DA SI GUR,.GUR4.RA
A.UR SUDU,

SUs ZA.GIN.NA SU.SU HI.LI
LA.LA MA.AL.LA.TA

Impetuous calf with sturdy horns,
Perfected limbs.

Adorned with a lapis lazuli beard,
Full of voluptuousness and allure.

Paronomasia in this passage occurs between SUs “beard” and SU.SU “adorn.”32!

Ludlul b&l némeqi demonstrates homoeopropheron in Akkadian. Near the
end of the first tablet we read: arhu innamma inammera %5amsi (‘UTU) “the moon
will change and the sun will shine.”*?? Here the initial consonants of the word
innamma “will change” are repeated immediately afterwards in inammera “will
shine.”??3

319. Alster, Proverbs of Ancient Sumer, 63, 370; Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian
Literature,” 34.

320. Alster, Proverbs of Ancient Sumer, 71; Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian
Literature,” 33.

321. Ake W. Sjoberg, Der Mondgott Nanna-Suen in der sumerischen Uberlieferung
(Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 1960), 166; Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian
Literature,” 34.

322. Line 120 of the third fragment published by Wiseman, “New Text of the Babylonian
Poem of the Righteous Sufferer,” 107.

323. Noted as a “sound play” by Wiseman, “New Text of the Babylonian Poem of the
Righteous Sufferer,” 107.
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A particularly striking case of homoeopropheron occurs in the Atra-hasis
Epic 1.93, in which the divine vizier Nusku rouses the god Enlil from his sleep by
saying: béli binii binuka “my lord, the sons are your nobility.”3?* In addition to
repeating the phoneme /b/ in each of the three words, the statement twice repeats
the /n/.

The Epic of Gilgamesh also demonstrates the device. When the hunter brings
a prostitute (Shamhat) to a watering hole that the wildman Enkidu frequents, he
tells her to reveal her nakedness to Enkidu when she sees him. As he promises:
dadusu ihabbubu eli (UGU) séri (EDIN)-ki “his love will caress and embrace
you” (1.86). Shortly after this, the narrator tells us: wurtammi Samhat didasa
“Shambhat untied her skirts” (1.18).3?° The use of didasa “her skirts,” reminds us
of dadusu “his love.”3?% Afterwards we are informed: ipussuma lulld §ipir sinniste
“she treated the man to the work of a woman” (1.192), and ultu isbii laldsa “after
he (Enkidu) was sated with her delights” (1.195). Homoeopropheron between
lulla “man” and lalasa “her delights” connects the two statements.

A particularly sustained example of homoeopropheron in Akkadian appears
in the Hymn to Shamash (1. 178—181).

178. [m]u-Sah-lu-ii uy-mu mu-Se-rid an-qul-lu ana ersetim qab-lu u,-me
Who makes the day to shine, who sends down scorching heat to the earth at
midday,
179. [mlu-Sah-mit ki-ma nab-li ersetim ra-pa-ds-tum
Who makes the broad earth glow like flame,
180. [m)u-kar-ru-it us-me mu-ur-ri-ku musati
Who yet shortens the days and lengthens the nights,
181. [mu-sab-su-lu ku-su hal-pa-a Su-ri-pa sal-gi
[Who causes] cold, frost, ice, and snow.

324. W. G. Lambert and A. R. Millard, Atra-hasis: The Babylonian Flood Story (Oxford:
Clarendon, 1969), 49, leave the word binu untranslated. I take it to mean “nobility,” since
the emphasis is on the gods’ relationship to Enlil. This emphasis continues in 1. 94 with the
query: mari ramanika minsu tadur “why do you fear your own sons?”” On the translation
“nobility,” see CAD B, s.v. “binu C.”

325. The use of the verb ramii “untie” here (i.e., in urtammi) is powerful in its subtlety. In
1.180, the hunter first had told the prostitute: rummi kirimmiki “Release (lit. “untie’) your
hold,” a statement that repeats the /r/, /m/, and /k/ sounds. Interestingly, when the event
happens, we are not told that she “released” (i.e., ramii) her hold, but instead that she
“untied” (i.e., ramit) her skirts. The audience is thus expecting to hear one paronomastic
phrase, but instead is treated to another.

326. As caught by Benjamin R. Foster, “Gilgamesh: Sex, Love, and the Ascent of
Knowledge,” in Love and Death in the Ancient Near East: Essays in Honor of Marvin H.
Pope, ed. John H. Marks and Robert M. Good (Guilford, CT: Four Quarters Publishing
Company, 1987), 24.
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Homoeopropheron obtains both vertically, in that each of the successive lines
starts with /mu/ (the first two with /musahb/), and horizontally through the
repetition of the /mu/ sound in @mu “day” and musérid “sends down” in line 178,
murriku “who lengthens” and musdti “nights” in line 180, and musabsii in line
181. Here ersetim “land” (2x), kima “like,” and rapastum “broad,” and the two-
fold appearance of ume “day,” offer additional repetition of the sound /m/.

An Egyptian case of homoeopropheron appears in P.Westcar in a description
of how the goddess Meskhenet approached newly born triplets of the royal house:
‘h.n ms.n sj mshn.t r=f “then Meskhenet approached him” (10.20).3?’ Here the
consonants of the verb ms “approach” are repeated in the same order in the name
mshnt “Meskhenet.” This example also represents paronomasia for appellative
purposes.

On the Stela of Neferabu (BM 589 verso, 11. 6-7), Neferabu states that the
god Ptah made him mi iwiw.w n iwj.t iw=1 m dr.t=f “like the dogs of the street, I
being under his hand (i.e., power).” Here the consonants iw repeat four times:
twice in the word iwiw.w “dogs,” once in iwyj.t “street,” and again in the copula
w.

Similarly, in the Hymn to Amun-Ra inscribed on the stela of Suty and Hor,
Amun is praised as follows: snhp=k r wbn dws.w hddw.t=k wbi=s ir.tji ‘w.t “you
rouse to rise at dawn, your brightness, it opens the eyes of the flocks™ (1. 7). Note
how the first consonants in wbn “shine” repeat in wbs “opens.”

The Prophecy of Neferti offers a similar example in line 51: wr ip.t hsi=tw=s
m wbn [iw] r twd=fsw rmt [wb] n=f wn wnw.t “it (the measure) is measured to
overflowing. Ra will withdraw from humankind, his shine exists for but an hour.”
Here the phonemes /w/ and /b/ repeat in wbn “overflowing” and wbn “shine,” and
the /w/ and /n/ repeat in wn “exists” and waw.t “hour.”?8

On the granite monolith inscribed with the Triumph Hymn of Thutmosis I11
(CM 34010.9-10), we read: ir=s is-hiqg m nbd.w-qd sm=s imj.w nb.w=sn m nsr.t=s
“she (Pharaoh’s uraeus) made easy prey of the perverse-minded, she consumed
those in their entirety, with her flame.” Homoeopropheron here occurs between
nbd.w “peverse” and nb.w “entirety.”

A final demonstration in Egyptian was noted by Lawrence Stager.
appears near the end of the famous Merneptah Stela, and boasts that, due to the
pharaoh’s might, ssrw hpr.w hsr.t “Hurru has become a widow.” The sounds /h/
and /1r/ repeat in all three words, and the sound // in the first and last. This case
also serves an appellative function.

329 It

327. Parys, Le récit du Papyrus Westcar, 70-71.

328.The use of whn “overflowing” and wbn as “shine” also constitutes homonymic
paronomasia (see 4.2.6).

329. Lawrence E. Stager, “Merneptah, Israel, and the Sea Peoples: New Light on an Old
Relief,” EI 18 (1985): 56.
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There are numerous cases of homoeopropheron in Ugaritic. See, for example
the Rephaim Text (CAT 1.22.1.4-8):

4. tm
There
5. thkm bm tkm ahm qym il
shoulder to shoulder, brothers, attendants of El.
6.  blsmt tm y[ “1bs Sm il mtm
There mortals ... the name of El,
7. y'bs brkn Sm il gzrm
... heroes bless the name of El.
8. tmtmqrpub’ ..
There Thumugan (and) the shades of Baal ...

The passage presents some difficulties such as the unknown etymon 5.
Nevertheless, the presence of homoeopropheron is clear in the thrice repeated
particle ¢m “there” and the divine name fmg “Thumugan.” Supporting the
homoeopropheron is the two-fold use of thm “shoulder.” In addition, line 17
makes reference to the mythological toponym fmk “Thamuku.”

See also the phrase drkt dt drdrk “the dominion of your eternity” in the words
of the craftsman god Kothar-wa-Hasis to Baal (CAT 1.2.iv.10). Here the sounds
/d/ and /r/ in drkt “dominion” resound in drdr “everlasting,” which the relative
pronoun dt assists. The prominence that the poet gave this line also is evident in
that he gave the stich its own line on the tablet.?3°

A Hebrew example of homoeopropheron occurs in the prophet Isaiah’s
declaration that Yahweh will bring upon the people n21 nna) T2 pahad wa-pahat
wa-pah “terror, pit, and a snare” (Isa 24:17), also found in Jer 48:43, and in partial
form in Lam 3:47. Each of the nouns begins with the letters pe and /het (and an a-
vowel).

See similarly Isa 26:1, which begins: > ninin nw» apawr 5w MY 7 oz
lanii yasi ‘ah yasit homaot wa-hél “we have a strong city, he (Yahweh) established
salvation, walls, and a rampart.” The first two words begin with an ‘ayin (), the
second two with a yod and sin (v), and the last two with a ket (7).

Hosea 10:10 offers a particularly fine example: D"y 19081 D70R) "MK
[oniiy] ondp "AWYH 070R2 ORY ba- awwati wa- essorém wa- ussapii ‘alehem
‘ammim ba-"osram li-sté ‘éndtam [ ‘onotam] “when it is my desire, I will chastise
them, and the peoples shall be gathered against them, when they are tied to their
two rings.” Here the prophet immediately follows the verb 07p& ‘essorem “I will
chastise them” with 1908 ‘ussapii “shall be gathered,” which repeats the first two
phonemes /°/ and /s/. The use of D708 ‘osram “they are tied” does as well, and

330. See Jonathan Yogev, “Visual Poetry in the Ugaritic Tablet KTU 1.2,” UF 46 (2015):
447-53.
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provides homonymic paronomasia with D08 ‘essorem “I will chastise them.”!
See too Hosea’s complaint that 0T 977 037 NP7 0MAR ‘eprayim ro ‘eh ritah wa-
rodep qadim “Ephraim shepherds the wind, and pursues the east wind” (Hos
12:2). Following the /r/ in Ephraim are three successive words beginning with the
sound /1/.

The device also appears in Yahweh’s description of Leviathan: =12 3325
LJ'?Q";I;:S 1‘7"13@7:!; wp‘a nWp [6° yabrihennii ben qaset la-qas nehpakii 16 "abné
qala ““an arrow (lit. ‘son of a bow”) does not make him flee, slingstones are turned
into stubble” (Job 41:20).33? The chiastic arrangement allows for the juxtaposition
of NWp gaset “bow” and WpY lo-gas “into stubble,” which lets the poet repeat the
consonants p goph /q/ and W sin /§/ in close succession.

Shalom Paul has drawn attention to another example of homoeopropheron in
Amos’ prophecy concerning Samaria’s elite: D10 NN 01 wa-sar mizrah
sarithim “the revelry of those who stretch themselves shall pass” (Amos 6:7).333
The phonemes /s/ and /r/ in 70 sar “shall pass” are identical to the first two
consonants in 0110 sarithim “those who stretch themselves.”

Proverbs 23:13 offers another demonstration: 3207 701 TWIN PINR-HNR
mn Nyl VW1 ‘al timna * min-na ‘ar misar ki takkennii bas-sébat 16° yamiit “do not
withhold correction from the child, for though you beat him with a rod, he will
not die.” In Hebrew, the words “withhold” and “from the child” are juxtaposed as
Wi YRR timna® min-na‘ar. The very root of the verb resounds in the
preposition 1 mi- “from” and noun W3 na‘ar “boy.” The effect is achieved
syntactically by placing the direct object after the indirect object.

The Moabite stela of King Mesha (ca. 840 BCE) also illustrates
homoeopropheron. We hear the initial consonants 7p /qr/ repeated several times
when the king boasts that he built banks for the reservoir “inside the city [29pa
apn, b-qrb h-gr], but there was no cistern inside the city at Qarho [Ypn 39pa
nnap3a, b-grb h-gr b-qrhh]” (1. 23-24). The latter demonstrates an appellative
function as well.

See also the boast of King Azitawadda in his Phoenician inscription (KA/
26A.6-7): D0 5 DO TIR Hya1 WA MPY TIR KON w-ml’ nk ‘qrt pr w-p I ‘nk ss
I ss “I filled the arsenals of Paar, and I added horse upon horse.” Note how the
verb Hpa p T “added” (lit. “made”) immediately follows upon the toponym =2
p r “Paar,” the two sharing their first two consonants. Later the king similarly
promotes his success at making his subjects live nnp1 Nawal opin yawa b—sb

331. Noted as a “pun” by Morris, Prophecy, Poetry, and Hosea, 87. The gere/kethib onip
[oniiy] “enotam [‘onotam] raises the question of whether one should read “their two rings” or
“their iniquities.”

332. The words ug’j;ftﬁ 10" yabrihennii also can mean “do not penetrate, pass through”
(cf. Exod 26:28, 36:33). I thank one of the publisher’s anonymous reviewers for this
observation.

333. Paul, Amos, 210.
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w-b-mn ‘m w-b-$bt n ‘mt “in satedness, and in pleasantness, and in pleasant living”
(B, 11. 12—13). Visual homoeopropheron occurs here between yaw sb * “sated” and
naw bt “living” (lit. “dwelling”). Assisting the device is the repeated preposition
2 b “in” and the use of the root o1 n- -m “pleasant” twice with different nuance.
The book of Daniel contains a number of cases of homoeopropheron in
biblical Aramaic. In particular, observe the frequent use of the phrase 58237 n37
donah daniyyé’l “this Daniel” (Dan 2:24), which appears in various forms (Dan
6 4, 6:6, 6:29), as well as the phrase 11113127 27 00 lohem rab lo-rabrabanoht
“a great feast for his nobles” (Dan 5:1). See also Dan 6:22: 82070 HRIT IR
" PRYYY RI Y9n edayin daniyye’l ‘im malka’ mallil malka’ l>-‘almin héyr
“then Daniel said to the king, O king, live forever!” There also are the repeated
consonants mem and lamed (51) in 8391 91 8391 malka’ mallil malka’ “said to
the king, O king,” which are bolstered by their appearance in a different order in
Y Io- ‘almin “forever” and the preposition DY ‘im “to.” Another instance of
homoeopropheron occurs in Daniel’s vision in which he sees a Pa TX T M
nahar di nitr naged wa-napéq “stream of fire issued and came forth” (Dan 7:10).33
Each of the primary words in the line begins with a nun (1). See similarly the
repeated initial gaph (p) in [0170R] 0P RPN R 99 gal garna’ masroqita’
qitaros [qatros] “the sound of the horn, pipe, harp” (Dan 3:5, 3:7, 3:10, 3:15).
Adding to the device is anagrammatic paronomasia between DR KRN'PIIWNA
masroqita’ qitaros, which exploits the sounds /q/, /t/, and /r/. The repeated listing
of these instruments, along with &1 "1 591 M8M0 PINIDD R8I0 sabka’
pasantérin sumponyah wa-kol zoné zomara’ “trigon, psaltery, dulcimer, and all
kinds of music,” also represents onomatopoeia by replicating the sounds of
musical instruments.33
Like most cases of paronomasia, homoeopropheron is primarily an aural
device, though one also can appreciate it visually. Since it involves the repetition
of the initial sounds of words, it is tied to syllable formation, and so we may deem
its effect accentual or emphatic. In Hebrew and Aramaic, where the accent tends
to fall on final syllables, it perhaps serves as a counter-accent or paronomastic

334. A brief case of homoeopropheron also introduces Daniel’s vision in 7:2: P28 181
wa-"arii ‘arba‘ “behold the four (winds of heaven).”

335. The dulcimer does not appear in Dan 3:7. Homoeopropheron with the zayin (1) also
obtains in the phrase N1 31 zoné zamara’ “kinds of music,” as does anagrammatic
paronomasia between the words 7173800 "MINI02 pasanteérin siimponyah, which repeat the
sounds /p/, /s/, and /n/ in a different order. A similar case involving onomatopoeia appears
in the Egyptian text Neferkare and the General (P.Chassinat I, X +2/x + 7-x + 13), as noted
by Jay, Orality and Literacy in the Demotic Tales, 103: is [rf spr] n mn-nfr spr rl...]1[]
=f'm hs hs.w m Sm* Sm'w m ti3 ti[z.w m gliw; msw[3.w r] pr spr n mn-nfi- [...] “now the
[pleader] of Memphis had reached [...] He was [prevented (?)] by the smgmg of the
sin[gers, the music] of the musicians, the acclamations of the a[cclaimers, and the
w]histling of the whist[lers, until] the pleader of Memphis went forth [...].”
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prelude to the accent. In poetry it is likely that it contributed to the rhythm or
meter of musical accompaniment. Homoeopropheron lends cohesiveness to a text.
Often it encourages one to form meaningful relationships between the words
involved, to see them as embodying a transformation from one thing to another,
or to connect action to consequence.

4.2.2. HOMOIOTELEUTON

Homoioteleuton is the repetition of the final sounds of words.?*® An example of
this device occurs in the Sumerian tale of the Return of Ninurta to Nippur (1l. 92—
93)'337

LUGAL SSRAB AN.NA GU.GAL DIGIR.RE.E.E
KISIB.LA ‘ENLIL.LA ZL.SA.GAL E.KUR.RA

O sovereign shackle of An, foremost among the gods,
Seal-bearer of Enlil, inspired by Ekur.

As Cooper has shown, the poet has repeated the final sound /gal/ in the words
LUGAL “sovereign,” GU.GAL “foremost,” and ZI.SA.GAL “inspired.”

In Akkadian, we find homoioteleuton in Ludlul bél némeqi, in which the
erudite sufferer laments: Sarru §ir ili “Samsi Sa nisisu “the king, flesh of the gods,
who is the sun of his people” (1.55). Note how both %Samsi “sun” and nisisu “his
people” repeat the syllable /8i/. Reinforcing the homoioteleuton is
homoeopropheron between sarru “king” and sir “flesh,” the relative pronoun sa
“who,” and the suffixed pronoun su “his.”

Assonantal homoioteleuton also occurs in the Hymn to Shamash, which
records the people praising the sun god: Sinama palhaka [i|Stammara zikirka
“they in their reverence of you, laud the mention of you” (1. 165). Observe how
each of the four words in this line ends with /a/. Reinforcing the homoioteleuton
is the repeated a-vowel in the syllables /na/, /pal/, /ha/, /tam/, and /ma/.

The Instructions of Amenemope (P.BM 10474) demonstrate homoioteleuton
in Egyptian. I refer to Amenemope’s advice in 16.1-5:

m Irj Irj mt n mdw.t n ‘d3
Do not brush aside with false words,

336.We first find the term épototédeutov “homoioteleuton” in Aristotle, Rher. 1410bl
(fourth century BCE); Demetrius Phalereus, Demetrius on Style 26 (fourth century BCE).
In Quintilian’s day (9.3.77), rhetors usually employed homoioteleuton at the end of stichs
in a tricolon.

337. See Cooper, Return of Ninurta to Nippur, 72-73, 162, who lists it in an appendix
labeled “rhyme, alliteration, and assonance.”
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mtw=k rmni kj m ns.i=k

So as to brush aside a man by your tongue.
m Irj Irj hsb ti nkt mtw=k s ‘'d; pjjw=k ‘r

Do not assess a man who has nothing, and thus falsify your stylus.
ir gmi=k wd3 .t n nmh

If you find a large debt against a poor man ...

Here the final consonants in ‘d5 “false,” resound in the realted verb s ‘d> “falsify,”
and wd? “debt.”

Homoioteleuton also appears on the stela of Suty and Hor. Note in particular
line 10, which characterizes Amun-Ra as Anm.w imn hnmm.t “a Khnum and Amun
for humanity.” The three words repeat the final consonants # and m, in one case
anagrammatically.

A pronounced case of homoioteleuton appears in an Ugaritic incantation for
sexual potency (CAT 1.169.1). The exorcist uses the line tghtk r[ht] bl “may the
hand of Baal cast you out” at the beginning of the incantation (zghtk appears again
in 1. 2). The final consonants /¢ in tghtk repeat in the verb ght “cast out” and the
noun r{ /] “hand.” Paronomasia on these same consonants recurs in line 5: Af ngh
ugrb ht thta | gbbk “he has prepared the staff, he has brought the staff near, that it
may harm your body.” In particular, note the euphemistic use of /¢ “staff (i.e.,
penis)” and the verb Ata “harm.”

Homoioteleuton also occurs in an Ugaritic incantation against the evil eye
(CAT 1.96.5-13).

5. tpnn'n
The eye of
6. bty ‘nbtttpnn
the wizard distorts, the eye of the witch distorts.
7. ‘nmhr nphr
(As for) the eye of the tax collector, the eye of the potter,
8.  ‘nitgr nitgr
(and) the eye of the gatekeeper: The eye of the gatekeeper,
9. ltgruth 'nphr
will revert to the gatekeeper, the eye of the potter,
10. [ phr ttb ‘'n mhr
will revert to the potter, the eye of the tax collector,
11. I'mhrtth n bty
will revert to the tax collector, the eye of the wizard,
12. bty tth ‘n [btt]
will revert to the wizard, the eye of the witch,
13. Ibttdeh ...]
will revert to the witch ...

Observe how the final phonemes /h/ and /r/ repeat in mpr “tax collector” and
phr “potter.” Additional paronomasia appears between bty “wizard” (and the
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female form bt “witch”) and #b “revert,” which in themselves represent a
reversal, and thus likely were intended to contribute to the efficacy of the spell.
Moreover, both /t/ and /t/ further resound in the repeated noun #gr “gatekeeper.”

A concise example of homoioteleuton in Ugaritic appears in the Epic of Baal
(CAT 1.2.111.15-16): sSm “m * [ ‘ttr ytlir tr il abk “hear now, O Athtar, Bull El, your
father, will avenge.” Note how the final consonants of sm ‘ “hear” repeat in m
“0.” The homoioteleuton is strengthened by repetition of the sounds /t/ and /r/ in
‘ttr “Athtar,” ytir “he will avenge,” and ¢ “bull.”

Homoioteleuton appears in the Hebrew Bible in the prophecy of Nahum:
D272 PoI ORI A7 R NP ApIa biigah d-mbiqah d-mbullagah wa-1b
nameés i-piq birkayim “Desolation, devastation, and destruction! Heart(s) melt,
knees buckle” (Nah 2:11). Observe how the prophet ends each of the first two
nouns with the syllables /bliqah/ and the third with /bullaqah/.

See also Prov 12:25: “anxiety in a man’s heart depresses him [n3nw?
yashennah], but a kind word cheers him up [P3INnY? yasammahennah).” The verbs
for “depress” and “cheer up” share a ket (1) as their final consonant. The poet has
used these verbs in conjunction with identical suffixes in order to repeat the sound
/hennah/ at the end of each stich.

Lady Wisdom employs homoioteleuton in Prov 9:4: “‘whoever is simple turn
[ yasur] here,” to those who lack [701 hdsar] judgment she says it.” The
highlighted words share the same two final consonants © samech /s/ and " resh
/r/. Enhancing the visual impact of the device is the defective spelling of 70? ydsur.
Homoioteleuton continues in 9:7 with 79° yosér “he who chastises.”

We also find homoioteleuton at work in Job 28:16: “it (wisdom) cannot be
purchased with the gold of Ophir ["aiR ‘pir], with precious onyx or sapphire
[7"2D sappir]. Here the sound /pir/ occurs at the end of the words “Ophir” and
“sapphire.” See also Job’s complaint about God:"5p P73’ PI935 P19 "¢
71332 yipraséni peres ‘al pané pares yarus ‘alay ka-gibbor “he breaches upon me
breach upon breach, he runs upon me like a warrior” (Job 16:14).33® The final two
consonants of the verb “breaches” (i.e., P rs) repeat in the two cognate nominal
forms 78 peres “breach,” and in the first verb of the second stich Y7 yarus “he
runs.” As Seow observes, the impact is visual as well:

1333

The repeated bilabial p opens to a glide, y, thus graphically (and phonologically)
representing the eventual breach that spells the end of Job.... The conservative
spelling of P77 (as opposed to p177) enhances the poetry.3*

In Aramaic, we find homoioteleuton in the description of Nebuchadnezzar’s
transformation, during which 2% *ni9Y fiprohi ka-siprin “his nails (became)

338. If the fricativization of the 8 /p/ did not yet take place, then the repeated consonant
would have been even more pronounced.
339. Seow, “Orthography, Textual Criticism, and the Poetry of Job,” 80.



4. Taxonomy 251

like birds’ (talons)” (Dan 4:30). Here the last two consonants of both roots are
identical (78 pr). See also Daniel’s interpretation of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream,
which includes a kingdom that will never be pTR pANWN fistabig tadiq “left over,
but it shall break” (Dan 2:44). Both verbs end with the consonant  /q/, supported
by a preceding /i/ vowel.

The late antique Aramaic double acrostic and astrological poem known as
The Moon Was Chosen also illustrates homoioteleuton. In lines 21-22, we find:
“if it (the light) is abundant like snow [M3%n falgah] in the middle of Elul, know
then that it will be struck with snow [n39n talgah]. There will be great strife [1279
palagii] in the world.”**" Here the last two consonants of the root for “snow” (5 /I/
and 1 /g/) repeat in the verb for “strife” (1399 palagii).

Homoioteleuton is primarily an aural device, though like homoeopropheron,
it works visually as well. Its effect on the listener/reader is similar to that of
homoeopropheron, as it creates cohesion and encourages meaningful connections.
However, since it relies on the repetition of final sounds, the paronomastic
inflection differs. In Hebrew and Aramaic, where the accent typically falls on the
final syllable, homoioteleuton provides added emphasis. As with
homoeopropheron, it may have played an accentual role in poetry with regard to
the musical rhythm or melody that supported it.

4.2.3. ANASTROPHE
Anastrophe is the use of nonnormative syntax (also considered a type of

hyperbaton) for paronomastic effect.>*! An excellent demonstration in Akkadian
occurs in the Epic of Gilgamesh 1.37-39.

340. Pereira, Studies in Aramaic Poetry (c. 100 B.C.E.—c. 600 C.E.), 86, 313.

341. The word dvactpody dates as least to Athenaeus of Naucratis, Deipnosophistae
11.493d (third century CE). Hyberbaton is a more general term for the employment of
nonnormative syntax for effect. Another type of hyberbaton is hysteron proteron, which
involves the use of nonnormative syntax that displaces the normative temporal sequence.
Unlike hysteron proteron, anastrophe has no temporal consequence. An example of
hysteron proteron in the Hebrew Bible appears in Job 14:10: wWHrm iy 9231 wa-geber
yamiit way-yehélas “a man dies and grows weak.” Here becoming weak should precede the
mention of dying. For hysteron proteron in Ugaritic see Oswald Loretz, “Die Figur
Hysteron Proteron in KTU 1.14 1 28-30,” UF 33 (2001): 299-302. For the device in
Akkadian see Kai Alexander Metzler, ‘“Perfekta im jungbabylonischen
Weltschopfungsepos,” in Ex Mesopotamia et Syria Lux. Festschrift fiir Manfried Dietrich
zu seinem 65. Geburtstag, ed. Oswald Loretz, Kai Alexander Metzler, and Hanspeter
Schaudig, AOAT 281 (Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2002), 474-77. On the equation of
hysteron proteron and the early rabbinic usage of IR DTPIN PR 'én milqdam i-ma “ithar
“there is no early or late,” see Steiner, “Muqgdam u-Me uhar and Mugaddam wa-
Mu’ahhar.” As Steiner notes, the rabbinic treatment of anastrophe, under the expression
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37, Si-i-hu 9GIS-gim-mas git-ma-lu ra-Sub-bu
So tall, Gilgamesh, perfect, awesome,

38. pe-tu-u né-re-bé-e-ti Sa hur-sa-an-ni
Who opened passes in the mountains,

39.  he-ru-ii bu-ti-ri 56 kisad (GU) Sadi (KUR)
Who dug wells on the hills.

Here the text fronts the adjective sihu “tall” in line 37, rather than placing it
after the name Gilgamesh where one would expect it syntactically. While the
syntax emphasizes the king’s height,3*? it also has a paronomastic effect in that it
allows the poet to start three consecutive stichs with a word ending in /u/.
Buttressing the anastrophe is repetition of the sounds /b/ and /t/ in the words
rasubbu “awesome,” nérebeti “passes,” and biirii “wells.”**

Anastrophe in Egyptian occurs in the Tale of the Shipwrecked Sailor, in the
sailor’s reports about a fearful moment when a wave struck the ship, ripping it
apart:

Bt sw rj=f whmj.t nwj.t im=f n.t mh hmn in bt h(w)h n=i s(v) ‘h'n dp.t
m(w)t=t(7) n.tj.w im=s ni spi w " im hr-h.w=t mk wi r gs=k

the wind blew repeatedly, a wave over it of eight cubits. Only the mast, it (the
wave?) broke it for me. Then the ship died. Of those on board, not one survived,
except me, and see I am beside you. (1. 103-108)

Here the broken syntax in the line in st h(w)h n=i s(y) “only the mast, it (the
wave?) broke it for me,” conveys the fear and confusion of the moment,*** while
also providing an opportunity to repeat the sound /h/, found in smn “ecight” and
h.w “except,” and the consonant 4, found in whmyj.t “repeat,” mh “cubit,” %"
“then,” and hr “upon.” Adding to the striking image is the prosopopoeial death of
the ship and the employment of a number of hieroglyphs with nautical

significance, including the sail (**) in the noun #w “wind,” the mast (¥) in %"

07ion RPN migra’ masoras “inverted verse,” differs in that it represents clauses that are
out of temporal order. Over time, it became synonymous with Aysteron proteron.

342. George, Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, 783, suggests the inversion may be for
emphasis.

343. The effect continues with the first two words of 1. 40: ébir ayabba “he crossed the
ocean.” Note also in 1. 37 the repetition of the phonemes /g/, /I/, and /m/ in GIS-gim-mas
gitmalu “Gilgamesh, perfect” (i.e., GIS is a logogram that was read as gilga). See George,
Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic, 84. The line also appears in 11. 1.35, 211, 218.

344. On the use of confused syntax to express excitement here, see Rendsburg, “Literary
Devices in the Story of the Shipwrecked Sailor,” 22.
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“then,” and the harpoon (-) in w* “one,” in addition to the expected boat
determinative (.») in dp.t “ship.”?*%

I am aware of no cases of anastrophe in Ugaritic texts. Given that it appears
in so many other Near Eastern texts, it may be just an accident of discovery.
Perhaps future researchers will change this state of affairs.

An example of anastrophe in Hebrew occurs in Reuben’s statement after
returning to the pit and finding Joseph gone.>*® In a panic he asks his brothers
RIVIR IR IR WP T20 hay-yeled “énennit wa-"ani “anah “ant ba’ “the child is
not, and I, to where shall I come?” (Gen 37:30). The awkward syntax conveys
Reuben’s anxiety and creates a paronomastic relationship between the consonants
aleph, yod, and nun in the two-fold use of 1R ‘ani “1,” and in MPR ‘énennii “is
not” and MR ‘@ndh “where.” Abetting the anastrophe (and homoeopropheron) is
the repeated a-vowel.

Anastrophe occurs in conjunction with antanaclasis in Daniel 5. The court
tale relates how the king commanded his servants paia hanpég “to bring out” the
sacred vessels that once belonged to the temple of Yahweh (Dan 5:2). We then
are told that 1231 hanpiqii “they brought” them so that the king and his entourage
could drink wine from them (Dan 5:3), when suddenly, the fingers of a man’s
hand [npa3] ¥p21 napaqii [napaqdh] “appeared” (Dan 5:5). Arnold observes that
the antanaclastic change in meaning of the verb paj from “bring” to “appear”
presents a pe ‘al form in an atypical usage, and that the sudden switch in syntax
from verb-subject, as opposed to subject-verb in lines 2, 3, and 6, serves “to
dramatize divine retribution against human sin.?*’ Combined with the
antanaclasis, the anastrophe “demonstrates God’s response both to Belshazzar’s
mindless sacrilege and to Nebuchadnezzar’s former arrogance in ‘bringing forth’
the vessels from God’s temple.”3*3

Much like amphiboly, anastrophe initially causes confusion for
listeners/readers. It encourages them to think the text is in error, because it relies
on nonnormative syntax. The paronomasia in anastrophe contributes to the
confusion by lending the line a tongue-twister type quality. In direct discourse, it
often conveys emotional excitement or fear by creating anacoluthons. In
narration, it can communicate speed, confusion, and mayhem. It is effective
aurally and visually.

345. For similar cases of prosopopoeia involving ships, see Isa 23:1, Jon 1:4.

346. Gary A. Rendsburg, “Confused Language as a Deliberate Literary Device in Biblical
Hebrew Narrative,” JHS 2 (1998-1999): 6-8.

347. Arnold, “Wordplay and Narrative Technique in Daniel 5 and 6,” 481; David M.
Valeta, “Polyglossia and Parody: Language in Daniel 1-6,” in Bakhtin and Genre Theory
in Biblical Studies, ed. Roland Boer (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2007),
91-108.

348. Arnold, “Wordplay and Narrative Technique in Daniel 5 and 6,” 481-82.
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4.2.4. EPANASTROPHE

Epanastrophe occurs when the author repeats the final syllable of one word or line
in the first syllable of the next.3*’ It is not common in Akkadian, but it does exist.
See, for instance, two examples from the Hymn to Shamash (11. 36-37):3%

36. §a Yi-gi-gi la i-du-1i qi-rib lib-bi-5a
37. %amas (UTU) bir-bir-u-ka ina ap-si-i ii-ri-du

The depth of which the Igigi know not.
Shamash, your glare reaches down to the Apst.

Here the last syllable of the first stich /Sa/ resounds in the first word of the second
stich, %Samas, even though the latter is written logographically. Witness also lines
136137, in which the sound /ka/ ends the first line and starts the second:!

[ina] Su-ru-bat séri (EDIN) re- -t i-mah-har-ka
[ka)-par-ri ina te-Se-e na-qi-du ina “Onakri (KUR)

The shepherd [amid] the terror of the steppe confronts you,
The herdsman in warfare, the keeper of sheep among enemies.

A particularly sustained example of epanastrophe appears in Enuma Elish 4.13—
16, in which each of the successive verses begins with the same syllable that ends
the previous line (i.e., /ni/, /ti/, and /ka/).3>?

13. Ymariituk at-ta-ma mu-tir-ru gi-mil-li-ni

14. ni-id-din-ka Sar-ru-tus kis-sat kal gim-re-e-ti

15. ti-Sab-ma i-na pubri lu-u Sa-qa-ta a-mat-ka

16. SSkakki (TUKUL)-ka a-a ip-pal-tu-ii li-ra-i-su ma-ki-ri-ka

You are Marduk, our avenger,

We have given you kingship over the sum of the whole universe.
Take your seat in the assembly, let your word be exalted,

Let your weapons not miss the mark, but may they slay your enemies.

See also the clever use of the device in Enuma Elish 6.7-8.33

349. The word émavaotpodn “epanastrophe” appears first in Hermogenes of Tarsus, Peri
Ideon 1.12 (second century CE).

350. See Lambert, Babylonian Wisdom Literature, 128-29.

351. Lambert, Babylonian Wisdom Literature, 134-35.

352. W. G. Lambert, Babylonian Creation Myths, MC 16 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
2013), 86-87.

353. Lambert, Babylonian Creation Myths, 110-11.
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7. lu-ub-ni-ma lulld (LU-Ug-LU-a) a-me-lu
8. lu-1i en-du dul-lu ilani-ma Su-nu lu-u pa-as-hu

I will create Lulli-man.
On whom the toil of the gods verily will be laid that they may rest.

Not only does epanastrophe connect the two lines with the syllable /lu/, but the
sound /lu/ is morphemically meaningful to the passage, as it suggests the creation
of the first man Julld (LU-Us-LU-a). In fact, the sound /lu/ also starts the first line
as a precative particle in “I will create” (lubnima), and it appears in “man”
(amélu), “toil” (dullu), and “verily” (lir). It also is supported by the sound /la/ in
Iulld “Lulld-man” and ilani “gods.” Moreover, LU means “man” in Sumerian.

A fine example of epanastrophe in Egyptian appears in the Pyramid Texts of
King Unas (Spell 273, §519): fiw wnis nsb=f sbsS.w im.iw dsr.t “Unas detests
licking the coils of the red (crown).” Here the /s/ and /b/ of nsb “licking” repeat
in shs.w “coils.”

Epanastrophe in Ugaritic texts occurs visually, but not aurally, in the Epic of
Baal:

thts[b] bn qrytm
tmhs lim hp y[m]

(Anat) battl[es] between the two towns,
She fought the peoples of the se[a] shore (CAT 1.3.ii.6-7)

Though the consonants #m end the first line and start the second, they would not
have sounded the same. The last word in the first line would have been vocalized
giryatémi and the first word in the second line as timhasu.

There also are a few cases of near epanastrophe, again effective only visually.
In the Epic of Baal (CAT 1.4.vi.4-5), the divine craftsman Kothar-wa-Hasis
implores Baal:

Sm m“lallilynb'l
bl ast ur[bt] b bhtm

Please listen, O mi[ght]iest Baal,
Shall I not install a win[dow] in the house?

Note how the name b 7 “Baal” at the end of the first stich is resounded in the
negative particle b/ “not” in the second. The first would have been pronounced
ba ‘Iu and the second bal.

See similarly in the same text (CAT 1.4.vii.49-51):
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ahdy d ymlk ‘lilm
L ymru ilm w nsm

It is I alone who reign over the gods,
Indeed who fattens gods and men.

Again, we have a case of near visual epanastrophe between ilm “gods”
(pronounced ‘ilima) and Ilymru “indeed who fattens” (pronounced la-yimra u).

We can appreciate epanastrophe in Hebrew in Qoheleth’s contention that God
tests humankind 0% 107 NRNA"DNY NIR) wa-li-r ‘0t So-hem bahemah hemmah
lahem “so that they can see for themselves they are like animal(s)” (Qoh 3:18).
The end of nnNa bahémah “animal(s)” produces the same sound as the start of
the next word 1R hémmah “they.” Assisting the epanastrophe is additional
repetition of third person masculine pronoun in DV $a-hem “that they” and 07?
lahem “for themselves.”>*

Visual epanastrophe appears in the line *237% nwn W18 paras reset lo-raglay
“he has spread a net for my feet” (Lam 1:13). The first word ends with the sounds
/r$/ and the second begins with /r$/. Though the letters sin and sin are distinguished
in speech, they are visually identical in the pre-Masoretic consonantal text.

An Aramaic case of epanastrophe occurs in Daniel’s vision of a fourth beast
that will RpI8-92 928D & kul kol "ar'a’ “devour the entire earth” (Dan 7:23).
Note how the last syllable of the first word and the first two consonants of the
next are both 93 /kl/. A more sustained use of epanastrophe occurs in the artful
repetition (with slight variation) of the introductory formula 5%237 1183 be- dayin
daniyyé’l “then Daniel” (Dan 2:14, 2:17, 2:19 [2x], 4:16, 5:13, 6:22). In Dan 6:4,
it is strengthened by the addition of the demonstrative pronoun: 137 58717 IR
‘edayin daniyyé’l donah “then this Daniel.” This phrase also demonstrates
homoeoproheron as noted above (4.2.1).

Epanastrophe is certainly an aural device, but its reliance on juxtaposition
also makes it a visual one. Epanastrophe lends the text a reduplicating, stuttering
effect that naturally compels one to connect the words involved, almost as if they
are one. In the Akkadian and Ugaritic examples, epanastrophe joins one line to
the next. Thus, it also can serve a structural purpose.

4.2.5. PARASONANCE

Parasonance occurs when two or more roots are employed that contain the exact
same radicals, and in the same order, except one.>>® Demonstrating parasonance

354. Beitzel, “Exodus 3:14 and the Divine Name,” 8.

355. Sasson, “Word Play in the O.T.”; cf. Gliick, “Paronomasia in Biblical Literature.”
Parasonance and anagrammatic paronomasia are more specific terms for what Isaac Ka-
limi calls metathesis. See 1. Kalimi, Metathesis in the Hebrew Bible: Wordplay as a
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in Akkadian is the narrator’s report in the Epic of Gilgamesh about the hunter
complaining to his father about the wildman Enkidu:

130. [um-tal-li bul-u-ri Sa u-har-ru-u [ana-ku)
[He has filled in the] pits that I dug.

131. [ut-ta-as-si-ih nlu-bal-li-ia sa us-n[i-lu]
[He has uprooted] my traps that I laid.

132. [us-te-li ina qati-ia] bu-lam nam-mas-Sa-a sa sé[ri
(EDIN)]
[He has set free from my hand] the herd, the animals of
the steppe.

Parasonance obtains here between biiru “pits” (1. 130) and balu “herd” (1. 132),
and also between bilu “herd” (1. 132) and nuballiya “my traps” (1. 131).

Parasonance also appears in the Egyptian stories found in P.Westcar. While
describing the amazing feats of a magician who could transform a wax crocodile
into a living one, the narrator relates: wn=in=f m dr.t=f msh n mnh “in his hand
it was a crocodile of wax” (4.2-3).%3¢ The nouns msh “crocodile” and mnh “wax”
share two of their three consonants. The device continues in the next two verses:
“Then the chief lector priest Ubainer reported (whm) the thing that the commoner
had been doing in his house with his wife (hm.f) to the majesty (fm) of the king
of Upper and Lower Egypt, justified” (4.4-5). Each of the highlighted words
contains the consonants 4 and m, found in msh “crocodile” and mnh “wax.”

See also the love poem in P.Harris 500 (2.2-2.3): “my heart is not lenient
with your love, my wolf cub [wns]! Your liquor is your lovemaking. I will not
abandon it until blows drive (me) away to the land of Hurru to spend my days
[wrs] in the marshes.” Here wns “wolfcub” and wrs “spend the day” differ in only
one root consonant.

In the Tale of the Eloquent Peasant, the peasant tells the overseer: ir hsj=k r
5t nm3 .t sqd=k im=f m m3".w “if you go down to the Lake of Truth, you shall sail
in it with a breeze” (P.3023 + P.Amherst I, 1. 85-86). The noun ms "¢ “truth”
differs in only one consonant from m3 ‘.w “breeze.”’

Literary and Exegetical Device (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2018). See similarly N. H.
Tur-Sinai, “Metathesis in the Biblical Text” [Hebrew], in vol. 2 of The Language and the
Book (Jerusalem: Mosad Byalik, 1948-1955), 106—49.

356. Parys, Le récit du Papyrus Westcar, 32-33.

357. Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature, 1:183 n. 10, refers to this as a “wordplay.”
The same lexemes are used similarly in the Harper Song inscribed on a pillar in the hall of
the tomb of Paser (TT 106). Line 7 of that text reads: tw=k hr ms w tw nfir ms .t “you sail
with the good wind of righteousness.” Espied also by Lichtheim, “Songs of the Harpers,”
203 n. j, who notes that the sail determinative v does double duty for both (inscription on
pl. III).
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Similar parasonance on these consonants appears in the Tale of the
Shipwrecked Sailor, in which the storyteller describes the sailors of his mission:
m#=sn p.t m#=sn 8 m 'k ib=sn r ms.w “they see the sky, they see the land, fiercer
their hearts than lions” (Il. 28-30). The repeated verb ms “see” reverberates in
m k3 “fierce” and ms.w “lions.”

In Ugaritic, we find parasonance in the Tale of Aghat (CAT 1.17.vi.30-32):

kbl kyhwy
Like Baal, when he revives,
ysr
He prepares a banquet,
hwy y sr
Prepares a banquet for the revived,
w ySqnyh
And he offers him drink,
ybdw ysr ‘Ih
Intones and sings over him,
n‘m[n wy| ‘nynn...
with pleasant (sound) he choruses ...

Parasonance exists between the repeated form y §r “he prepares a banquet”
and ysr “he sings” (i.e., /y/, /$/, and /r/) and between n ‘mn “pleasant (sound)” and
y ‘nynn “he choruses” (i.e., /n/ and /*/).

An exquisite case of parasonance occurs in the performative speech of
Kothar-wa-Hasis to Baal in the Epic of Baal (CAT 1.2.iv.8-10).

8. htibk

Now your enemy
9.  b'lm ht ibk tmhs ht tsmt srtk

Baal, now strike your enemy, now vanquish your foe!
10. tqh mlk ‘Imk drkt dt drdrk

Take your eternal kingship, your everlasting dominion!

Note in particular the parasonance between tmhs “strike,” tsmt “vanquish,”
and srtk “your foe” (i.e., the first two share the phonemes /m/ and /s/, the latter
two share /s/ and /t/). Additional parasonance occurs between m/k “kingship” and
‘Imk “your eternal” (/m/, /1/, and /k/) and between drkt “dominion” and drdrk
“your everlasting” (/d/, /r/, and /k/), cited above as a demonstration of
homoeopropheron. The latter is supported by the relative pronoun dt, which
repeats two consonants in drkt “dominion.”

In the Hebrew Bible, we find the device in the story of how Yahweh punished
“Babel” (722 babel) by “confusing” (522 balal) the language of its people (Gen
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11:9). The two roots involved differ in only one radical letter, each of which the
other possesses.>®

The famous cry of Isaiah works similarly: npT¥Y nawn nim vawny 11
RYY M wa-yagaw la-miSpat wa-hinnéh mispah li-sdagah wa-hinnéh sa ‘dqah
“he (Yahweh) hoped for justice, but behold bloodshed, for righteousness, but
behold a cry” (Isa 5:7). Technically speaking, only npT¥ sadagah “righteousness”
and NPYY sa ‘dgdah “a cry” constitute parasonance, since they differ in only one
radical. Nevertheless, the parasonance is strengthened by the repetition of the
consonants mem, pe, and §in in VAWN miSpdt “justice” and the mem, pe, and Sin
in Mawn mispah “violence.” Of course, in the pre-Masoretic text, the two words
would be visually parasonantic, because the sin and sin would both appear as w.

Jeremiah’s pronouncement against Judah offers a dazzling -case:
PRI DINK 190N WN7 DIYTR TR TIPSR DWNI DI N7 137 °3 AT hinoni
masalleah bakem nahasim sip ‘onim ‘aser ‘én lahem lahas wa-nissokii ‘ctkem
na'um YHWH “Lo, 1 will send serpents against you, adders that cannot be
charmed, and they will bite you, declares Yahweh” (Jer 8:17). Parasonant here
are NYWn masalleah “send,” ©WNI nohdasim “serpents,” WY lahas “charmed.”
Note too that 19W3 nissakii “bite” is parasonant with D"Wn3 nahasim “serpents.” >
Moreover, the parasonance onomatopoetically resounds the hissing of a snake
(see 3.2).

Consider the following two case of parasonance from the Hebrew text of Ben
Sira from Qumran. The first occurs in Sir 40:13 MS B: ir°R 5n1a 51 5& 5in hwl
‘I hwl k-nhl "ytn “From sand to sand like an eternal wadi.” This brief line repeats
the noun 9n Awl “sand” before the noun 5ni nhl “wadi” with which it shares two
consonants.>*® The shared consonants bespeak a shared essence that the simile
invites us to compare.

The second case appears in Sir 4:9 MS A.

PRIRAN PYIN PWIN
WY LAYHI TN PIPN ORI

hws “ mwsq m-msyqyw
w- "l tqws rwhk b-mspt ywsr

358. Noegel, “Ritual Use of Linguistic and Textual Violence in the Hebrew Bible and
Ancient Near East.” Jonathan Grossman, “The Double Etymology of Babel in Genesis 11,”
ZAW 129 (2017): 36275, argues that Gen 11:9 also reflects a derivation of the name Babel
from the Akkadian verb babalu, meaning “sweep away (of people or animals), carry off
with water.” On double etymologies, see also Yair Zakovitch, “A Study of Precise and
Partial Derivations in Biblical Etymology,” JSOT 15 (1980): 31-50; Zakovitch, “Explicit
and Implicit Name-Derivations.”

359. See the discussion by Riidiger Schmitt, Magie im Alten Testament, AOAT 313
(Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2004), 110-12.

360. Reymond, “Wordplay in the Hebrew to Ben Sira,” 51.
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Deliver the oppressed from their oppressors,
let your spirit not dread just judgment.

Note how pxin mwsg “oppressed” and 1pen msyq “oppressors,” share two of
their three consonants with Y1pn tgws “dread.” Reymond observes that implicit in
the verse is the notion “that oppression survives due to the fear or trepidation of
those responsible for applying justice.”3¢!

Several cases of parasonance in Aramaic appear in Daniel’s description of
Nebuchadnezzar’s transformation into a wild man:

1MIND RIPY AT RITWDY] [1MY] W ROPITDY 7339 T RYIN 32T
mahna [ARow] R RIOR VHYT YTT T PIOY ANYI RDY SO ARNYYY
(%] A0 DR NAY TN RUIR

@-min bené ‘anasa’ terid we-libabeh ‘im hewta’ Sewi [Sawwiyaw] we- im
vistaba * ‘ad di yeda " di sallit “elaha’ ‘illaya’ | illa’ah) be-malkit “anasa’ i-
l-man drt yisbéh yehagém ‘alayeh | ‘alah)

He was driven from the sons of men, his heart was made like the beasts, and
his dwelling was with the onagers; he was fed grass like oxen, and his body
was wet with the dew of heaven, until he knew that God Most High ruled
in the kingdom of men, and that he appoints over it whomever he desires.
(Dan 5:21)

Note in particular 70 forid “driven,” AT madoréh “his dwelling,” and K770
‘aradayya’ “onagers,” which share the consonants 7 d and 1 r. See also Xawy
i$bd’ “grass,” pavY’ yistaba * “wet,” and N2y yishéh “desires,” the first two of
which share p “ and 2 b, and the latter two, ¥ s and 2 b.

Parasonance also occurs in the Proverbs of Ahiqar: pay *n 7P nwR 15 Tpa
D072y pqyd Ik st yqdh hy “bg ‘bdt[y] “(when a royal word) is commanded to you,
it is a burning fire, hurry, do it!” (C1 1:87). Here 7'pa pqyd and 17" yqdh share
the phonemes /q/ and /d/. The verbs pay ‘bg “hurry” and ["]nTap ‘bdt[y] “do it”
share /°/ and /b/, though this also constitutes homoeopropheron.¢?

A pronounced case of parasonance in Old Aramaic occurs in the Sefire Treaty
Inscription (3.A.4-6) of the eighth century BCE. There we read:

361. Reymond, “Wordplay in the Hebrew to Ben Sira,” 44. On parasonance in the scrolls
from Qumran, see James E. Harding, “The Wordplay between the Roots w3 and 52w in
the Literature of the Yahad,” RdQ 19 (1999): 69-82.

362. The Aramaic Levi Document contains at least one case of parasonance in 13:11.
N1 NRN "023 1203 w-ynsbwn nksy m't w-mdynh “and they will seize the possessions
of land and country.” Note the repetition of the sounds /n/ and /s/ in the first two words.
See Greenfield, Stone, and Eshel, Aramaic Levi Document, 111-12.
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If a fugitive flees from me [P 30 PP yrqrq mny qrq],

Pacify them [Dnpn npa rqh trqghm) and restore them to me.
And if they do not [dwell] in your land [TpR 'rgk],

Pacify [1p7 rqw] (them) there.

Here the consonants 2 /r/ and { /q/, which form the start of the root pap g-r-¢g
“flee,” also appear in the root 1P r-g-h “pacify,” and again in PR ‘rg “land.”3%3

Parasonance continued to have a long life in Jewish literature, as
demonstrated by b. ‘Erub. 65b: “a person can be identified by three things: his
drinking habits (Y0122 b-kwsw), his spending habits (Y0221 w-b-kysw), and the way
he behaves when he is angry (Yoy221 w-b-k 'sw).”3%* All of the highlighted words
share the sounds /k/ and /s/, plus the preposition /b/.

Since parasonance involves the exact repetition of two of the three
consonants in a Semitic root, it comes the closest to repeating the entire lexeme.
Consequently, parasonance forces listeners/readers to differentiate between the
two words. A differing first radical is the easiest to catch; others can be harder to
distinguish. In Egyptian, parasonance is primarily an aural device, whereas in the
consonantal scripts, like Ugaritic, Hebrew, and Aramaic, it is both aural and
visual. In some texts, it encourages one to think that the words involved are
related, or that one should contemplate a relationship between them.

4.2.6. HOMONYMIC PARONOMASIA

Homonymic paronomasia exploits words that sound alike, but have different
derivations.?® It differs from polysemy in that the device operates between words,

363. Noted by Bezalel Porten, “The Root Pair 21w—-2w» in Jeremiah,” in Hamlet on a Hill:
Semitic and Greek Studies Presented to Professor T. Muraoka on the Occasion of His Sixty-
Fifth Birthday, ed. M. F. J. Baasten and W. Th. van Peursen, OLA 118 (Leuven: Peeters,
2003), 381.

364. Observed by Yona, “Rhetorical Features in Talmudic Literature,” 84, along with other
examples.

365. The earliest attestation of the word opwvupia “homonymy” appears in Aristotle, Rhet.
1404b (fourth century BCE). Alejandro Diez-Macho, “La Homonimia o Paronomasia = al-
muyanasa = lason nofel ‘al lason,” Sefarad 8 (1948): 293-321; “La Homonimia o
Paronomasia = al-muyanasa = lason nofel ‘al lason,” Sefarad 9 (1948): 269-309. On the
difficulty of differentiating polysemy and homonymy, see G. R. Driver, “Confused Hebrew
Roots,” in Occident and Orient, Being Studies in Semitic Philology and Literature, Jewish
History and Philosophy and Folklore in the Widest Sense, in Honour of Haham Dr. M.
Gaster’s Eightieth Birthday, ed. B. Schindler (London: Taylor’s Foreign Press, 1936), 73—
82; Joshua Blau, “Uber Homonyme und Angeblich Homonyme Wurzeln,” VT 6 (1956):
242-48; Moshe Held, “Studies in Biblical Homonyms in the Light of Akkadian,” JANES
3 (1970-1971): 46-55; Hospers, “Polysemy and Homophony”; Adina Moshavi, “On
Distinguishing Polysemy from Generality in the Biblical Hebrew Verb: An Analysis of the
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not within a single word. Moreover, the relationship between words is
paronomastic, and thus not exact. This distinguishes it from antanaclasis (see
4.1.3). Homonymic paronomasia may involve homographs, but this is not always
the case, because words do not need to look identical to sound alike (cf. English
air and heir). Also, in the case of Egyptian, which does not record vowels,
homonymic paronomasia is based entirely on consonants.

Two excellent examples of homonymic paronomasia in Sumerian occur in
the poem Ninmesarra. The first, in line 16, reads: BILUDA GAL.GAL.LA
NiG.ZU A.BA MU.UN.ZU “the rites are yours, who else could know their
meaning?” Here the first sign ZU means “yours,” whereas the second ZU means
“know.”% In line 27, we find: NIN.GU1o A NI.ZA N4ZU ZU 1.GU~.E “my lady,
through your own power, the tooth grinds (even) flint.” As Zgoll notes, the first
sign NAZU means “flint,” whereas the second ZU, a homonym of the former,
means “tooth.”*®” Though in each case the signs appear visually identical, they
would have been pronounced differently.

[Nlustrating homonymic paronomasia in Akkadian is the Legend of Sargon,
King of Battle (1. 16—17), where we read: “We have invoked [Sargo]n, king of the
are no warriors.”” Here the noun kissatu “universe” echoes in kissitu “strength” in
the next line.3%® Though the two sound similar, they are etymologically unrelated;
the former derives from kasasu and the latter from kasadu.

Egyptian writers also made use of homonymic paronomasia. Indeed, we find
it in all types of texts and in all periods of Egyptian history. One of the most
extensive displays appears in the Contendings of Horus and Seth (P.Chester
Beatty I, recto). I discussed this text in the previous chapter with regard to its use
of paronomasia in deceptive speech and literary contexts involving trickery (3.7).
Suffice it to add here that the use of w.t for both “flock, herd” and “office”
represents homonymic paronomasia.

Verb wpa” [Hebrew], Leshonenu 67 (2004): 31-48; Mehahem Zevi Kadari, “Homonymy
and Polysemy in the New Modern Hebrew Lexicon of the Hebrew Bible,” in Biblical
Hebrew in Its Northwest Semitic Setting, ed. Steven E. Fassberg and Avi Hurvitz
(Jerusalem: Magnes Press; Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 149-53.

366. Zgoll, Der Rechstfall der En-hedu-Ana im Lied nin-me-sara, 2-3, 173.

367. Zgoll, Der Rechstfall der En-hedu-Ana im Lied nin-me-Sara, 4-5, 173; cited by Klein
and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 33.

368. Foster, Before the Muses, 252, refers to this as a “word play.” A similar case occurs
in Sennacherib’s Annals IT 1-2: UN.MES KUR.KUR ki-sit-ti SU.MIN-ia INA SA ti-Se-sib
UN.MES KUR YWkas-§i-i i KUR “Uya-su-bi-gal-la-a-a “I populated the land with those
that I had conquered. The people of the land of the Kassites and the land of the
Yasubigallai.” Here kisitti “I conquered” (from kasdadu) is echoed in kassi “Kassites” (from
kassi). The paronomasia is reinforced by the word order of the two verses, which both
begin with UN.MES KUR = ni7 mat (matdati for KUR.KUR).
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Another, more concise, example appears in the tomb of Qenamun in a song
about a garden festival. The text in question reads: Ssp ‘nh n dsr ntr=k hr ‘nh wss
n hr=k mri.ti “receive a bouquet, that your god has sanctified, bringing life and
prosperity to your dear face” (11). The song employs the homonyms ‘nj
“bouquet” and ‘nh “life.”

The Tale of Two Brothers (P.D’Orbiney, BM 10183) contains a number of
cases of homonymic paronomasia. In particular, it adopts the same homonymic
paronomasia that occurs in Contendings of Horus and Seth, just discussed, in
which w.t appears for “flock, herd” and “office” (1.2). As such, the device fits
well the political interpretation of the story.*® It occurs again when Anubis’s wife
takes a piece of ‘dsw “fat” to make it look like she had been beaten ‘d>.w “unjustly”
(4.6). In 4.8, the narrator says that her husband returned home to find her
seemingly sick (lit. ‘d5.w “falsely” sick). The device appears yet again, first when
the sea ‘s “calls” to the ‘s “pine tree” (10.7), and it is enhanced again when the
woman coaxes the pharaoh to §'d “cut down” the § “pine tree” (12.4);
paronomasia that repeats in 12.6 and 12.7-8. We find it one last time when
Anubis’s beer and wine Aws “ferment” (12:10). The lexeme recalls Bata’s
reference to Anubis’s wife’s k3.1 7 hw.t “vagina that is rotting” (7.8), and the iws.¢
“sore” heart of the washerman grieved by his quarrels with pharaoh (11.1).

The Tale of the Eloquent Peasant (P.3023 + P.Ambherst I, 1. 253-254)
employs homonymic paronomasia in the peasant’s plea to the overseer: shtm.w m
rdj htm=tw “Destroyer, let not perish!” The entreaty employs two homonymic
verbs. The first is a causative conjugation of itm “provide.” The second Atm is an
unrelated verb that means “perish.”*’° The peasant’s eloquence brings into focus
the overseer’s maltreatment of the peasant, by suggesting that the overseer is
doing the opposite of what is expected of him.

In a statement reminiscent of Yahweh’s punishment on Babylon (Gen 11:7—
9), Ramesses III’s Poem of Victory states: sdm.w mdw.t rmt hr Sms nsw Iri=f stwhi
mdw.t=sn pn[ * |=f ns=w “they (the captives) heard the (Egyptian) language in
serving the king, He (Ramesses) banished their language, he changed their
tongue” (1. 3—4). The passage connects the nsw “king” with the people’s ns=w
“tongue” (lit. “their tongue”) by way of homonymic paronomasia.

In the Admonitions of Ipuwer (P.Leiden I 344, r.12.5-6), Ipuwer laments:
n(n) 1 $-n.(1)-h.t m wnw.t=sn ... n iS.n=tw n=k m Swi 3d r=s “there are no pilots
on duty ... no one can call upon you, being one free of aggression against it.” The

369. See Thomas Schneider, “Innovation in Literature on Behalf of Politics: The Tale of
the Two Brothers, Ugarit, and 19th Dynasty History,” Agypten und Levante 17 (2008):
315-26.

370. Noted by Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature, 1:183 n. 22, who simply calls it a
“wordplay.”
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poet here exploits the compound noun 7 §-n.(7)-hs.t “pilot” for its relationship to
the verb 7 5.n “call” (with the marker of the perfect).*”’

To demonstrate homonymic paronomasia in Ugaritic, I turn to the Tale of
Kirtu (CAT 1.16.v.24-25), in which the god El asks his royal sons seven times
which of them can remove a zb/ “sickness.” Though the column is fragmentary,
the frequent repetition of zb/ “sickness” is clear (12, 15, 18, 21, 25, 28, 50). When
none of the sons steps forward, El quips:

24. tb bny | mtbtkm

Stay seated on your seats,
25. [kht zblkm...]

On your princely thrones.

El employs zbl “princely” as a not-so-subtle indictment of the noble’s
ineffectuality. The use of zb/ first for “sickness” before using it for zb/ “princely”
constitutes homonymic paronomasia. This example also represents antanaclasis
(see 4.1.3).

The Hebrew Bible contains numerous examples of homonymic paronomasia.
Qohelet 7:6 illustrates it well: 037 P 12 o0 NN o™ER YiP2 "3 AT ko-gol
has-strim tahat has-sir kéen sahog hak-kasil “like the crackling of the thorns under
the cooking-pot, such is the laughter of a fool.” Qoheleth exploits the homonymity
of 0™ has-sirim “the thorns” and 707 has-sir “the cooking-pot.” The
connection between the thorns and the fool is strengthened by repetition of the
phonemes /s/ and /1/ in '7’!_3:;)3 hak-kasil “the fool,” and the liquid lamed /1/, which
shares alliterative space with the rolled liquid res /r/.*7? It is emphasized further
by the phrase 0371 phw Sahog hak-kasil “laughter of the fool,” which imitates
the sound of crackling thorns (see 3.2).

Demonstrating homonymic paronomasia in Aramaic is Daniel’s
interpretation of the writing on the wall: 0791 *12% N2 7Ma%M No™o oI8
pares parisat malkitak wi-yhibat lo-maday u-paras “Peres—your kingdom is
assessed, and it is given to the Medes and Persians” (Dan 5:28). Here Daniel
decodes the enigmatic 072 parés via paronomasia that identifies it with no™a
porisat “assessed” and the homonym 018 paras “Persia.”"

371. Parkinson, Tale of Sinuhe and Other Ancient Egyptian Poems, 1940—1640 BCE, 197
n. 97, refers to this as a “wordplay.”

372. See Noegel, ““Wordplay’ in Qoheleth.”

373.The meaning “assessed” is in accordance with the divinatory use of Akkadian pardsu
“render legal (divine) verdict.” Of course, it also means “cut off,” so multiple meanings are
possible. See CAD P, s.v. “parasu.”
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The plaster wall inscription from Deir ‘Alla (eighth century BCE) also
exhibits the device.?’* The text, which records the visions of Balaam, son of Beor,
the seer vilified in Num 22-24, describes a topsy turvy world that operates
contrary to nature: *MMaY 7% PRI 233 [T0]N 7YY 1AM HPY Wi NaTn P00 "D
DWW T B ky ss ‘gr hrpt nsr w-ql rhmn y ‘nh hsd bny nhs w-srh ‘prhy ‘nph drr
nsrt “Indeed the swift reproached the raptor, and the voice of vultures cried out.
The st[ork has] the young of the nhs-bird, and tore up the chicks of the heron”
(Combination I, 1l. 7-8). Here the consonants in Wi nsr “raptor” echo soon
afterwards in the verb nw1 nsrt “tore up.”

In the Aramaic Sefire inscription, we also find an excellent visual case amidst
the stela’s curses (1.A.22-23).

pawr H81 5 1pa oo paws
Yaw® HR1 D3 [P W pawn
YW SR 0K [P IRY pawt

w-5b “ssyh yhyngn ‘1 w-"l ysb*
w-sb “Swrh yhyngn ‘gl w-"1 ysb
w-sb “$'n yhyngn ‘mr w-"1 ysb

May seven mares suckle a colt, but may it not be satisfied.
May seven cows suckle a calf, but may it not be satisfied.
May seven ewes suckle a lamb, but may it not be satisfied.

Each of the three curses starts with the number yaw §b  “seven” and ends with the
verb yaw sh° “satisfy.” The homonymic paronomasia is visually striking,
constitutes homoioteleuton, and creates an inclusio.>”

Even more than parasonance, homonymic paronomasia forces
readers/listeners to differentiate the lexemes involved. At the same time, one

374. The language in which the inscription is recorded is debated. Gary A. Rendsburg,
“The Dialect of the Deir ‘Alla Inscription,” BiOr 50 (1993): 309-29, argues that it is
Israclian Hebrew, a dialect of northern Israel. Dennis Pardee, “The Linguistic
Classification of the Deir <Alla Text Written on Plaster,” in The Balaam Text from Deir
‘Alla Re-Evaluated: Proceedings of the International Symposium Held at Leiden 21-24
August 1989, ed. 1. Hoftijzer and G. van der Kooij (Leiden: Brill, 1991), 100-105, posits
that it is Aramaic. Edward Lipinski, Studies in Aramaic Inscriptions and Onomastics 11,
OLA 57 (Leuven: Peeters, 1994), 168-70, opines that it represents a North Arabian
linguistic substratum or possibly a dialect that has borrowed some words from a pre-Islamic
Arabian dialect.

375. The paronomasia here is discussed by Melissa Dianne Ramos, Spoken Word and
Ritual Performance: The Oath and the Curse in Deuteronomy 27-28 (PhD diss., University
of California, Los Angeles, 2015), 89, 93, who also ties it to the oral performance and
mnemonics of the texts. The second curse also appears in Sefire 1.A.22-23. For stylistic
parallels in Ugaritic and biblical texts, see Greenfield, “Stylistic Aspects of the Sefire
Treaty Inscriptions,” 12—15.
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cannot help but link them. In Sumerian and Akkadian texts that employ
homographs for homophones, the device is effective aurally and visually.
However, in Akkadian and Egyptian texts that use different signs for the same
sounds, it is primarily an aural device. In Ugaritic, Hebrew, and Aramaic, it
operates both aurally and visually. Ancient authors exploit it generally to highlight
words’ interconnectedness, to underscore an irony, or to promote the notion of a
causal or transformative relationship between them.

4.2.7. NUMERICAL PARONOMASIA

Numerical paronomasia occurs when words are used that suggest or relate to
numbers, but cannot be read as numbers themselves. While Mesopotamian scribes
show a great deal of interest in the numerical values of their cuneiform signs (see
above 4.1.9, 4.1.10), to date scholars have discovered no cases of paronomasia on
the names of numbers, even in contexts where numbers are plentiful.

However, in ancient Egypt, numerical paronomasia abounds. In fact, Bau-
douin van de Walle has suggested an affinity between Egyptian numerical
paronomasia and Hebrew and Greek acrostics, because the consonants in Hebrew
and Greek double as numbers.’’® Yet the Egyptian signs for numbers are not
employed, and so I treat the phenomenon separately. A wonderful demonstration
in Egyptian occurs in Spell 99 of the Book of the Dead, in which the celestial
ferryman tells the deceased, here called a k3, “magician,” that if he cannot count
his fingers, he will not receive transport. Kurt Sethe long ago observed that the
deceased’s response, which constitutes the oldest form of “this little piggy went
to market,” evokes the numbers one through nine in paronomastic ways: “I know
how to count [my fingers]: take one [w"f], take the second alone [sn#j w"#],
quench [ ‘am] it, remove it, give [di] it to me. You have wiped [fd] at it, be friendly
[snsn.t] towards me; do not let go [sfhh] of it; have no pity [45th] on it; make the
Eye bright [shd]; give the Eye to me.”*”” The highlighted terms evoke the numbers
w“one,” sn “two,” hmt “three,” fd “four,” dw “five,” srs or sis “six,” sfh “seven,”
hmn “eight,” and psd “nine.” Far from being a whimsical demonstration of the
deceased’s ability to count, the vignette demonstrates a performative ritual to
evoke the Eye of Horus.”

376. Baudouin van de Walle, “Formules et poémes numériques dans la littérature égyp-
tienne,” CdE 60 (1985): 371-78.

377. Kurt Sethe, “Ein altigyptischer Fingerziihlreim,” ZAS 54 (1918): 16-39.

378. See Sethe, “Ein altdgyptischer Fingerziihlreim,” 27-28, who draws attention to a
similar device in the Pyramid Texts, Spell 670, §1978: fd.n=f dw.t ir.t NN m fd-nw=f hrw
hm.n=fir.t ir=f m hmn.nw=f hrw “he has wiped away [fd] the evil, which was NN, on his
fourth [fd-nw] day. He has canceled [/4m] what has been done against him on his eighth
[Amn.nw] day.” He also highlights a ritual to Amun (p. 18 n. 1): ‘b.n=k psd.t m d.t. wy=k m
ntr 10 tnw m db “w=k m ntr 10 tnw p; m ssh=k “you have gathered the gods (lit. ‘Ennead’)
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A love poem found in P.Chester Beatty I also illustrates numerical
paronomasia. Each of its stanzas is numbered, and the opening words of each
stanza contain lexemes that remind one of that number. Thus, hw.t mh.t sn.nw.t
“the second full stanza” begins with sn={ “my brother,” hw.t mh.t hmt “the third
full stanza” begins hmt.n ib=1 “my heart expected,”3”® the hw.t mh.t fdw.t “fourth
full stanza” starts with ifd sw ib=i “a fleer it is, my heart,” and the hw.t mh.t diw.t
“fifth full stanza” opens with dws=i nb.t “1 will praise the Golden-One” (i.e.,
Hathor).38

In the Hymn to Amun, one finds numerical paronomasia between the number
of the stanza and its introductory verse, which proceeds by digits to tens and then
hundreds to the perfect number one thousand.>®!

Sixth full stanza [hw.t mh.t-ssw]:
Each region [sws] succumbs to the fear of you,
its inhabitants are curbed at your glory ...
Seventh full stanza [hw.t mh.t-sfh]:
Misery is dissolved [sff1] in Thebes, city of Ra, Mistress of cities, which conquers
whatever is useful to the Universal Lord ...
Ninth full stanza [hw.t mh.t-psd):
The Nine gods [psdt] who came out of the Ocean
gather to worship you, great of awe ...
Tenth full stanza [Aw.t mh.t-mdw]:
Thebes is more famous [m¢i] than any city,
water and earth were here in the First Time ...
Twentieth full stanza [hw.t mh.t-dwti]:
How pleasantly you ferry [d3.wi tw], O Harakhte,
in performing your eternal duty every day ...
Thirtieth full stanza [Aw.t mh.t-m ‘b3]:
The harpoon [m ‘5] is in the Evildoer,
who has fallen by its blade ...
Fortieth full stanza [/w.t mh.t-hmw]):
The One who crafted [hmw] himself,
whose shapes are unknown ...

with your two hands as ten gods, counted on your fingers, as ten gods, counted on your
toes” (P.Berlin 3055, 1. 15, 2/3); as well as a line from the tomb inscription of Harhotep (11.
414-415): ‘q.n=t m db " s3h n isir “I have entered in a finger and toe of Osiris.”

379.The fifth stanza also contains the paronomastic line sm.t ib=i “my heart was ignorant.”
380. The words “first full stanza” do not appear, but the first line of the poem (and the last!)
is w 't “one, unique-one.” The hw.t mh.t srs “sixth full stanza” is less paronomastic as it
starts with swsi.n=f“he passed by.” The seventh and final stanza simply repeats the number
sfh “seven” by opening with “for seven days” and concluding with “seven days.”

381. Jan Zandee, De Hymnen aan Amon van Papyrus Leiden I 350, OudMed 28 (Leiden:
Rijksmuseum van Oudheiden, 1947); passage cited from Loprieno, “Puns and Word Play
in Ancient Egyptian,” 14.
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In the Admonitions of Ipuwer (P.Leiden I 344, r.12.13-14), we read: mk kj
hr wdi.(¢) r kj sni=tw r wd.().n=k ir Smi s 3 hr wi.t gmm=tw m s 2 “look, one
person sets (himself) against another, one transgresses what you commanded. If
three men go on a road, two are found.” The brilliance of this line rests in the use
of sni “transgress,” which echoes sn “two,” thus anticipating the numbers three
and two in the next line.*%?

The Tale of Sinuhe (P.Berlin 3022, 11. 110-112) too exhibits numerical
paronomasia. There the hero recounts: pr.j pw nn sn.nw=f dr.n=f s(j) r-dr=s
dd.n=f ‘hs=f hn ‘=l hmt.n=f hwt(f)=f wi ““a champion was this one without a double.
He drove out the whole of it. He said he would fight with me. He thought to rob
me.” The noun sn.nw “double” reminds us of snw “two,” while Amt “thought”
recalls simt “three.” Moreover, the larger number naturally follows the smaller.

As demonstrated above (4.1.9), Ugaritic scribes were adept at spicing literary
contexts filled with numbers with numerical polysemy. They also did so with
numerical paronomasia. Thus, in the Kirtu Epic, EI’s two-fold reference to “Udum
of the rains” (rbm) in CAT 1.14.iii.4, 29, recalls the rbt “myriads” of soldiers (CAT
11.40), while the lowing of the alp “ox” during the siege (CAT 1.14.iii.18), recalls
the “marches by the thousand (alpm)” (CAT 1.14.ii.39).

An example of numerical paronomasia in Hebrew appears in the account of the
Chronicler: D8%% MwY P12y T N2HA K3 T2 IDYTNR 303 PN MR
wa-amasyahit hithazzaq way-yinhag ‘et ‘ammo way-yelek ge’ ham-melah way-
yak ‘et bané sé ir ‘aseret ‘alapim “then Amaziah grew strong and led his people,
and he went to the Valley of Salt and smote the Children of Seir, ten thousand” (2
Chr 25:11 = 2 Kgs 14:7). As espied by Kalimi, the name "0 sé 7 “Seir”
paronomastically anticipates the number MY ‘aserer “ten.® In fact, this
example is also anagrammatic in nature.

Vermeulen has examined a literary strategy which employs linguistic devices
of doubling in biblical narratives that reference twins. In particular, she
demonstrated that Israclite authors employed several devices, including dual
forms, gemination, doubled vocabulary, polysemy, and paronomasia on the
number two, in order to match form to content. With regard to numerical
paronomasia she pointed to the narrator’s description of the births of Perez and
Zerah: “and it came to pass, when she travailed, he put out a hand, and the midwife
took and bound upon his hand some scarlet [*3¥ $aniy], saying: ‘This one came

382. This is followed in 13.1 by an allusion to the number one in the statement n(?) mrw.t
is pw w " “one is beloved.”

383. 1. Kalimi, An Ancient Historian: Studies in the Chronicler, His Time, Place and
Writing, SSN 46 (Assen: Van Gorcum, 2005), 72. On paronomasia in the Chronicles
generally see Kalimi, “Paronomasia in the Book of Chronicles,” 27-41; Kalimi,
“Paronomasie im Buch der Chronik: Ein Beitrag zur literarischen Forschung an der
Arbeitsweise des Chronisten,” BZ 41 (1997): 78-88; and Weiss, “Derivation of Names in
the Book of Chronicles.”
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out first [IWRA ri Sonah]™” (Gen 38:28). The noun "W Saniy “scarlet” suggests
"W séniy “second,”®* thus perfectly (and also paronomastically!) anticipating
MWK ri Sonah “first.”**° T add to her observations that the inversion of numbers,
here second before first, reinforces the pattern of ultimogeniture that pervades the
Genesis patriarchal narratives (e.g., Isaac over Ishmael, Jacob over Esau, Judah
over Reuben). Vermeulen also points to Song 4:2: “your teeth [7°3W Sinnayik] are
like a flock of shorn-ones, who come up from the washing; all of whom are
twinned [Nin*&nNn mat imot).” This time the noun 01W Sinnayim “teeth” (here
with suffix) paronomastically evokes W Sanayim “two” in the context of
twinning.

In fact, the strategy of doubling also appears in narratives that feature pairs
or the doubling of amounts, that is, not necessarily texts that employ the noun
“twin.” Thus, in the acrostic poem of the woman of valor we read: Ana% X7n-&>
oW WY Anva92 "2 39w 16 fira’ lo-betah mis-Saleg ki kol bétah labus Sanim
“She does not fear for her household on account of snow, because all of her
household are dressed in a scarlet” (Prov 31:21).%%¢ Here “scarlet” also can mean
a “two-ply-garment,”*®” which, when followed by ww sés “linen” in the next
verse, allows us to hear Ww ses also as “six” by way of numerical paronomasia.
The doubleness of the garment finds contextual reinforcement in the use of n*a
bét “household,” a lexeme that also suggests the name of the letter 2 b, that is,
which doubles as the number two. Moreover, as if to emphasize the reference to
“two” the poet has employed n'a bér twice in the verse. Bolstering the pivot
function of the polyseme 03w $anim is the fact that the verse in which it occurs
occupies the central position of the acrostic, that is, it is the last word in the
eleventh of twenty-two lines (the acrostic % / line). Thus W Sanim divides the
poem into two equal halves. Moreover, at the very center of this verse is the phrase
3Wn mis-Saleg “on account of the snow,” whose segholate pausal form allows
one to hear in it the word YWn masal “proverb.”

384. See similarly 01w Sanim in Prov 31:21; Victor A. Hurowitz, Proverbs: Introduction
and Commentary [Hebrew], vol. 2 (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 2012), 601.

385. See Karolien Vermeulen, “Two of a Kind: Twin Language in the Hebrew Bible,”
JSOT 47 (2012): 135-50, who observes that many of the cases involve repetition and gem-
inate clustering (see 4.2.12), which also emphasize the dualities present in the text. There
may be an analogue to this device in the following Sumerian proverb: KAs.A MAS.BI
MU.UN.SUB MAS.TAB.BA.NI AM.LI “the fox dropped her young. Her twins came out.”
As Alster, Proverbs of Ancient Sumer, 416, notes: “Since MAS means ‘young’ (of an
animal), MAS.TAB.BA means ‘double cubs,” but also ‘twin.”” Cited by Klein and Sefati,
“Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 35 n. 39.

386. See Scott B. Noegel and Corinna E. Nichols, “Seeing Doubles: On Two of a Kind,”
JSOT 45 (2019): 1-12.

387. See Gary A. Rendsburg, “Literary and Linguistic Matters in the Book of Proverbs,”
in Perspectives on Israelite Wisdom: Proceedings of the Oxford Old Testament Seminar,
ed. John Jarick, LHBOTS 618 (London: Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2016), 120-21.
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Numerical paronomasia has differing effects on listeners/readers depending
on how it is used. The Egyptian examples show it to be a structural device that
organizes text into discrete units. On the other hand, it also creates expectation
and alertness. Once one realizes the device is present, one not only expects other
numbers to follow in sequence, but for paronomasia to follow those numbers.
Thus, the device is anticipatory and primarily aural in effect. In Ugaritic and
Hebrew, it is both aurally and visually effective. Numerical paronomasia
generally suggests connections and relationships and/or gives the impression that
numbers are multiplying in the text. In Hebrew, it reinforces the very real
interconnectedness between consonants and numbers.

4.2.8. BILINGUAL PARONOMASIA

Bilingual paronomasia involves homonyms or near-homonyms that operate
across languages. As noted above, many, if not most peoples of the ancient Near
East were multilingual, and elite scribes in major urban centers often were trained
in multiple languages and scripts.

As with cases of bilingual polysemy, Akkadian examples of bilingual
paronomasia are achieved by way of Sumerian. One of the most sophisticated
examples appears in the god Anu’s description of his newborn son Marduk in
Enuma Elish 1.101-102:

101. ma-ri-i-tu ma-ri-v-tu
“The son Utu, the son Utu,

102. ma-ri ‘UTU-§i “UTU-si §¢ DIGIR. DIGIR
The son, the sun, the sunlight of the gods!”

The statement understands the Sumerian signs AMAR.UD, normally used to
write “Marduk,” as a combination of the Akkadian noun maru “son” and the
Sumerian UTU “sun.” What makes Anu’s statement especially effective is the
description of Marduk given in the previous line: mes-re-tu-su Su-ut-tu-ha i-lit-ta
Su-tur “his limbs were gigantic, he was surpassing at birth” (1. 100). The line
anticipates Anu’s statement visually. Note how the sign re in mes-re-tu-su “his
limbs” occurs three times as ri in ma-ri “son,” and the sign ut in Su-ut-tu-ha
“gigantic” appears logographically in the quotation twice as UTU. The sign /it in
i-lit-ta also is very close to AMAR, the first component in Marduk’s name.3%8
Enuma Elish is replete with bilingual Sumerian-Akkadian devices.*®’

388. The sign differs only by lacking two Winkelhaken at the right end of each of its two
horizontal wedges.

389. This is especially the case in the list of Marduk’s fifty names at the end of the epic.
See Bottéro, “Les noms de Marduk, 1’écriture et la ‘logique’ en Mésopotamie ancienne.”
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Another Akkadian-Sumerian case of bilingual paronomasia occurs in the
Song of Erra, in which Marduk asks: “where is the mesu-tree, the flesh of the
gods, the ornament of the king of the universe? That pure tree, that august
youngster (etlu) suited to supremacy” (1.150—152)? Here the Akkadian mésu-tree
evokes the Sumerian MES meaning “youngster,” thus anticipating the Akkadian
etlu “youngster” shortly thereafter.3*

Ottervanger espied another case of bilingual paronomasia in the Tale of the
Poor Man of Nippur.*! In particular, he observed the interplay between the
Akkadian infinitive Sum ‘ud “to increase” and the Sumerian signs SUM (= tabahu
“slaughter”) and UDU (= immeru “sheep”) in line 92: NU.BAN.DA ana $iim- "u-
ud ma-ka-li-sti SUM-uh UDU.AS4.[LUM] “The chief slaughtered a pasil[lu]
sheep to in[cre]ase his meal.”

We lack strong evidence for the existence of bilingual paronomasia in
Egyptian texts. As discussed in conjunction with bilingual polysemy, this state of
affairs is likely to be attributed to a negative attitude toward foreigners.’?
Nevertheless, a possible case of paronomasia between Egyptian and Semitic
occurs in the Poem on the King’s Chariot.>** The pertinent passages read:

6. The handgrip [#] of your chariot [mrkb.t (Semitic)],

7. takes away [#3i=s] the troops’ courage and pride, whereas the side panels
[bt.w (Semitic?)]

8. of your chariot are Bata [bf] lord of

9. Saka [sk] who is in the arms of Bastet [bss.#t],

10. sent out against all foreign countries. The weapons [Ahmi.t] of your (chariot)

11. are the steering oars [hmi.f] behind the foreign lands. The javelin [n{] of
your chariot—

12. the terror of you [nrw=k] enters into them (i.e., the foreigners).

390. First observed by Luigi Cagni, The Poem of Erra, SANE 1.3 (Malibu, CA: Undena
Publications, 1977), 35 n. 45. Dalley, Myths from Mesopotamia, 314 n. 22, notes that the
same paronomasia appears in the late third millennium poem Shulgi King of Abundance,
and cites Klein, Royal Hymns of Shulgi, King of Ur, 11. Moreover the sign MES occurs
again in the very next line in “its foundation” (i-Sid-su), but there the sign is read
phonetically as §id. Moreover, the MES sign is suggestive of YMES, which stands for
Marduk, who speaks these lines to Erra. On polysemy and paronomasia in this poem, see
Noegel, ““Word Play’ in the Song of Erra.”

391. Ottervanger, Tale of the Poor Man of Nippur, 36.

392. Even as late as the Ptolemaic era, dream interpreters preferred to translate dreams in
Egyptian rather than Greek. See Stephen Kidd, “Dreams in Bilingual Papyri from the Ptol-
emaic Period,” BASP 48 (2011): 113-30. On the central role of polysemy and paronomasia
in Egyptian dream interpretation, see Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers.

393. Cited in Loprieno, “Puns and Word Play in Ancient Egyptian,” 19; W. R. Dawson and
T. E. Peet, “The So-Called Poem on the King’s Chariot,” JEA 19 (1933): 167-74; Alan R.
Schulman, “The So-Called Poem on the King’s Chariot Revisited. Part I,” JSSEA 16 (1986):
19-49; Guglielmi, “Zu einigen literarischen Funktionen des Wortspiels,” 495-96.
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13. The sword [Arp (Semitic)] of your chariot
14. terrifies [hri=f] those who are in your hand ... Recto 6-14

1. The knife [sf.f] of your
2. chariot—when your right arm smites [sf.z], the hills
3. collapse ...

14. As for the thong [m#hs3]
15. of your chariot, it
16. binds [mhi=f] those who are evil. Verso 1-3, 14-16

In addition to the paronomasia between Egyptian words (mostly homonymic or
examples of homoeopropheron), there are two, or perhaps three, cases of
paronomasia between languages. The Semitic noun mrkb.t “chariot” resounds in
the bt.w “panels” (perhaps a Semitic word itself), and in b¢ “Bata” and bss.#t
“Bastet.” The Semitic noun Arp “sword” finds balance in the Egyptian hri=f
“terrifies” (lit. “he is terrified”). Since this text appears only on school ostraca, we
can say that such devices were passed on in the scribal academies, the Egyptian
Houses of Life. Nevertheless, it is possible that the Semitic words employed in
the text already had become part of the Egyptian language.

Though Ugaritic texts have produced evidence for bilingual polysemy, thus
far no cases of bilingual paronomasia have been discovered.

In Hebrew, we find an excellent example of bilingual paronomasia in Jon 3:7,
in which we are told that the “decree [DVV ta ‘am] of the king and his great ones”
is to “let them not taste [1YY’ yit ‘dmii] a thing.” The noun DYV fa ‘am means
“taste” in Hebrew, but “decree” in Aramaic.’** In addition, the Hebrew Do ta ‘am
also means “sense, judgment,” which calls into question the ridiculousness of the
king’s decree that animals should fast, pray, and wear sackcloth.*®® This example
also constitutes a form of antanaclasis.

Berrin has suggested the possibility that the Pesher to Nahum (3—4 I, 4-6)
from Qumran interprets the Hebrew noun §70 forep “prey” in Nah 2:13 with the
verb 123 nakah “smite,” because the root 470 ¢-r-p in Palestinian Aramaic also
bears the meaning “hit, throw down.”3% If this is the case, we have yet another
example of bilingual paronomasia.

394. Rendsburg, “Wordplay in the Hebrew Bible,” 142.

395.1 thank one of the publisher’s anonymous reviewers for this observation. The reviewer
also suggested that DYV mit-ta ‘am in Jon 3:6 paronomastically suggests the Aramaic
oYIn mid-da‘am “‘anything,” which is the semantic equivalent of Hebrew nnixn
moa ‘umah “anything” near the end of the passage. However, | have been more restrictive in
positing which consonants have paronomastic relationships, and I do not see © f and 7 d as
an alliterative pair.

396. Berrin, Pesher Nahum Scroll from Qumran, 147 n. 55.
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An Aramaic example of bilingual paronomasia occurs in the narrator’s
description of Nebuchadnezzar’s transformation during which Anw3 8w Hom
Yavy i-mittal Samayyd’ giSméh yistaba® “his body was wet from the dew of
heaven” (Dan 5:21). The Aramaic noun 0W3 gesem “body” is homonymous with
Hebrew w3 gesem “rain.” While Anws gi§méh only can be read as “his body”
in this context, the bilingual paronomasia is strengthened by the fact that his body
became “wet” with the “dew of heaven.”?*” Indeed, “dew” and “rain” constitute a
well-known word pair (e.g., Deut 32:2, 2 Sam 1:21, 1 Kgs 17:1, Job 38:28, and in
Ugaritic).

Bilingual paronomasia is a display of erudition. In Akkadian and Egyptian, it
is primarily an aural device, whereas in the consonantal scripts it is effective both
aurally and visually. As with bilingual polysemy, it demonstrates cultural attitudes
toward the target language involved. Thus, Akkadian texts that employ
paronomasia on Sumerian reflect the high esteem in which Sumerian culture and
learning were held. If the Egyptian example truly reflects the deliberate use of
Semitic words, it is telling that the objects that the words represent are
appropriated in the poem and also culturally as the weapons of pharaoh. In
essence, like the horse-drawn chariot itself, it has become thoroughly Egyptian.
Paronomasia between Hebrew and Aramaic reflects the growing influence of
Aramaic as the lingua franca.

4.2.9. ANAGRAMMATIC PARONOMASIA

An anagram is a word that contains the same consonants as another word, but in
a different sequence.’®® Anagrams function on both visual and aural registers.
Nevertheless, the inherent repetition of consonants across words qualifies
anagrams as forms of paronomasia.

A case of anagrammatic paronomasia in Akkadian occurs in the Tale of the
Poor Man of Nippur, in which the poor man approaches the mayor with a Sulman
“gift” in his sumelisu “left hand” (1l. 29, 35). Here the consonants m and / are
reversed.

Enuma Elish 4.57 describes the armor of the god Marduk thusly: nahlapta
apluhti pulhati halipma “he was garbed in a ghastly armored garment.”**® The
sounds /h/, /1/, and /p/ appear in each of the four words, but in a different order.

Note similarly the Hymn to Shamash, which says of the sungod: [m]ukarri
ume murriku musati “he shortens the days and lengthens the nights” (1. 180). Note
that [m]itkarru “shortens” and mirriku “lengthens” are consonantal anagrams of

397. Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 158.

398. The noun “anagram” derives from the verbs dvaypappatiley and dvaypappatiouds
first attested in Artemidorus Daldianus, Oneirocriticus 4.23 (second century CE); PGM
13.107 (fourth century CE).

399. The alliterative rendering is that of Foster, Before the Muses, 374.
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each other, though the former derives from karii and the latter from ariku.
Moreover, [mlukarrii and mirriku reverse the length of each other; the former
ends with a long @ vowel, while the latter starts with one.

Another particularly apt demonstration of anagrammatic paronomasia in
Akkadian comes from the Atra-hasis Epic 1.39-40, in which the narrator
describes the actions of the primordial Igigi gods:

39. [i-da-bul-bu-ma i-ik-ka-lu ka-ar-si
They [were complaining], backbiting,

40. [ut-ta-az]-za-mu i-na ka-la-ak-ki
Grumbling in the excavation.

The verb ikkali ‘“backbiting” (from akalu lit. “eat”) anticipates the
anagrammatic kalakku “excavation.” Assisting the anagram is additional
repetition of the phoneme /k/ in the noun karsu “calumny.” Moreover, the
repetition of the sounds /k/ and /1/ suggests a word not present in the text, namely
ikkillu “clamor, din, cry.” Indeed, we are soon told (1.76—77) that the gods became
so angry that they set fire to their tools and raised a “loud noise” (here the noun is
rigmu). Fittingly, as if to remind us of the anagrammatic paronomasia in this
passage, the text states that the noise disturbed the god %“kal-kal “Kalkal” (1.74—
76). Moreover, the next time the noun kalakku “excavation” appears (1.147), it
again is reinforced with paronomasia on the same consonants. Thus, when the
chief god asks why the Igigi gods have declared war, they say:

146. ku-ul-la-a[t ka-la i-li-ma ni-ig-ra-am tu-qu-um-talm
Every single [one of us gods has declared] war.
147. ni-is-ku-u[n x x-ni i-na ka-la-ak-ki
We have ... our [...] in the [excavation].
Observe how kullat kala “every single one” anticipates kalakki “excavation.”*%°

Anagrammatic paronomasia appears in Egyptian as well. In the Tale of the
Eloquent Peasant, the peasant tells the overseer: sl 2 wdn.w hmw m sbn ssw m gs3
b3l m irj nwd.w “Plumbline supporting the weight. Rudder, do not drift. Beam, do
not tilt. Plumbline, do not misdirect” (P.3023 + P.Ambherst I, 1. 122-123).
Consonantally, wdn.w “weight” and nwd.w “misdirect” are anagrams of each
other.

See also the Pyramid Texts of King Unas, on the east wall of the antechamber:
wnis pi wam rmt ‘nh m ntr.w nb in.ow b3 wp.wt in thm  wp.wt im.1 khs.w sph sn n
wnis “Unas is he who eats humans and lives on all gods, lord of messengers who
dispatches instructions. It is horn-grasper in Kehau who lassoes them for Unas”
(Spell 273, §509). Two paronomastic relationships exist here between wp.wt

400. This line repeats in 1.159-161.
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“instructions” and wp.wt “horns,” and between khs.w “Kehau and /iks.w “magic”
(in §506). The latter is anagrammatic. The consonants wp occur again: wpw.t pw
h3b.w=fr hsf “he is the messenger who is sent to punish” (§511).

The Tale of Sinuhe (P.Berlin 3022, 1. 24-25) exhibits anagrammatic
paronomasia in Sinuhe’s statement: sdm.n=i hrw nmi n mnmn.t “I heard the sound
of the bleating of goats.” Here nmi “bleating” and mnmn.t “goats” are partial
anagrams.*"!

In the Admonitions of Ipuwer (P.Leiden I 344, r.14.14-15.1), Ipuwer
proclaims: mdsij.w ndm.w hn " km.t mi-m ir=f's nb hr smsmw sn=f dsm.w tsi=n n=n
hpr.w m pd.1(7) “the Medjay are sweet toward Egypt; how, when every man slays
his brother, and the youth whom we raised for ourselves have become bowmen
(having fallen to destroying).”*? Note in particular the anagrammatic relationship
between md3j.w “Medjay” and dsm.w “youth,” which finds support from partially
anagrammatic paronomasia with ndm.w “sweet.”

There also is the case of the magical rn “name,” found on two ostraca with a
divine determinative, whose consonants are metathesized to produce nr, thus
suggesting “terror” (from nr?) and “protection” (from nr?7).4%

An Ugaritic case of anagrammatic paronomasia occurs in the Epic of Baal in
reference to Baal’s servant who prepares his meal (CAT 1.3.1.4-7):

4. gm ytr
He arises, prepares
5. w yslhmnh
and he feeds him.
6. ybrd td Ipnwh
Slices a breast before him
7. b hrb mlht
with a salted knife.

The anagrams in this passage are yslhmnh “feeds him” (from the root /--m) and
mlht “salted” (from m-I-h).

A clever example from Hebrew enhances Job’s cry that he would have rather
been stillborn, like infants who 7R 187 @ it "or “never saw light” (Job 3:16). The
two words are anagrams of each other. Elihu’s statement about God also employs

the device: o pn2a 9 P2 2w vom yohalles ‘ant ba- ‘onyo wo-yigel bal-

401. The usual translation for mnmn.t is “cattle,” but the determinative in B is & (not «).
Indeed, goats are what one expects to see in the Lavant, not cattle. The same word and
determinative appears in B 84, 103, 112, 144, 147, 240 and for ‘w.wt hss.wt “wild goats”
in B 89.

402. In 14.2 of the same text we also find the anagrammatic phrase wrs.w n.w sr.w
“headrests of officials.”

403. Georges Posener, “Le mot égyptien pour désigner le ‘nom magique,’” RdE 6 (1964):
214.
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lahas ‘oznam “he delivers the afflicted from his affliction, and opens their ears
through distress” (Job 36:15). The verb p9n halas “deliver” is an anagram of the
noun ynY lahas “distress.”*** Seow suggests that the visual component of the
anagram conveys additional meaning: “Visually the first two radicals mirror each
other. The point is that suffering may, ironically, be the mirror image of
rescue.”%

Wilhelm Rudolph observed an anagrammatic turn of phrase in Hosea’s
prophecy to Judah and Ephraim.**® Here Yahweh follows his plea 23wn 783
bé-"loheka tasub “and you must return to your God” (Hos 12:7) with the promise
DRI JIWIR 0Sibka ba-'chalim “1 will cause you to dwell in tents” (Hos
12:10), which both reverses the order of the verb and object and rearranges the
consonants in “God” to form “tents.” As Morris notes, the preposition beth for
“to” here is not normative, but still deliberate, as the “spelling was altered to make
a wordplay more evident.”*"”

Proverbs 14:19-20 offers another example: ~5p DwW7 0210 19 D7 MY

err—

before the good, and the wicked at the gates of the righteous. The poor man is
hated even of his neighbor, but the rich has many friends.” As Rendsburg has
shown, the passage offers a clever manipulation of consonants, specifically
between the words DWW radd im “wicked,” "WV Sa ‘Gré “gates,” and WY ‘asir
“rich.” Each word is an anagram of the other. Bolstering the paronomasia is ¥
ras “poor,” and homoeopropheron between 0w rd im “evil” and 1Y ré ‘éhii “his
neighbor.#8

The Mesha stela from Moab also illustrates the device. When describing the
spoils he took during the campaign against Nebo, King Mesha brags:

I killed the entire population: seven thousand men and male foreigners, and
women and female foreigners, and servant women [n1an7 rhmt]. For I had put it
to a ban [AnnNn hhrmth] for Ashtar Kemosh. (K47 181.17)

404. Noegel, Janus Parallelism in the Book of Job, 144; adopted by Seow, “Orthography,
Textual Criticism, and the Poetry of Job,” 84.

405. Seow, “Orthography, Textual Criticism, and the Poetry of Job,” 84.

406. Wilhelm Rudolph, “Eigentiimlichkeiten der Sprache Hoseas,” in Studia Biblica et
Semitica: Theodoro Christiano Vriezen qui munere professoris theologiae per XXV annos
functus est, ab amicis, collegis, discipulis dedicata, ed. W. C. van Unnik and A. S. van der
Woude (Wageningen: Veenman, 1966), 317.

407. Morris, Prophecy, Poetry, and Hosea, 88 n. 59.

408. Rendsburg, “Literary and Linguistic Matters in the Book of Proverbs,” 114,
categorizes these examples simply as alliteration. However, one may taxonomize each of
the examples offered in this fine article more specifically if one recognizes that alliteration
is not a device, but rather the aural effect of many different devices.
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Here nnnn rhmt “servant women” and nnnann Ahrmth “put it to a ban” are
anagrams.

A fine case of anagrammatic paronomasia in Aramaic occurs in Daniel’s
prophesy that Nebuchadnezzar will become like a wild beast: “seven times [P3Tv
‘idanin] will pass over you until you know [V711n tinda ‘] that the Most High rules
the kingdom of men” (Dan 4:29).

We also find the device in the visions of Balaam inscribed at Deir ‘Alla
(Combination II, 1. 10). In a rather fragmentary portion of the text we read: |1
WIRY IRIWN hn tSn'n y 'ns “If you are unkind to him (lit. ‘hate him”), he will be
weak.” The two verbs here are visual anagrams of each other, the first from the
root s-n- " and the second from -n-s.

4.2.9.1. PALINDROME

A palindrome is a specific form of anagram in which the consonants of one word
are read the same way forwards or backwards or appear in another word in reverse
order. Uri Gabbay and Claus Wilcke spotted a Sumerian palindrome in a bilingual
inscription of Gudea (iii.8'—9'). The pertinent passage and its Akkadian and
English translations read:

KUR E.HULYYLUUY )/ g as-sii-nu ti-{x}-pdr-ri-dam
And frightening the foreign land // and frightened their land.

As the editors remark:

HUL'HUL' (with one vertical in the end instead of the broken one) is
unorthographical for LUH.LUH and LUH, to be read huluh, and agrees with
parddu... LUH looks like an intentional palindrome.... It is interesting to note
that this palindrome works on the level of logograms, not on those of phonemes
or syllabograms.*%°

An Akkadian palindrome appears in the Tale of the Poor Man of Nippur: ana
iris Sivi u Sikari resti lummunu zimisu “due to his craving for meat and beer, his
face was disfigured” (1. 8).*!° Note how iris “craving” mirrors Siri “meat.” The
same palindrome appears in the Poem of Erra III A: “in vain will the sick man be

409. Uri Gabbay and Claus Wilcke, “The Bilingual Gudea Inscriptions CUSAS 17, 22:
New Readings and Interpretations,” NABU (2012): 99 n. 18. They cite Manfred Krebernik,
“Zur Entwicklung des Sprachbewusstseins im Alten Orient,” in Das geistige Erfassen der
Welt im Alten Orient: Sprache, Religion, Kultur und Gesellschaft, ed. Claus Wilcke
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2007), 48.

410. The name of the sungod Samag, like its Sumerian counterpart UTU, also constitutes a
palindrome, though I know of nowhere in Akkadian literature that this aspect of the name
is exploited.
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craving [irrisma)] after some roast meat [siri] for his voluntary offering [bibil
libbisu]” (1. 24). However here, bibil “offering” and /ibbi “voluntary” (lit. “heart’)
also are virtual palindromes.*!!

An Egyptian example of palindromic paronomasia is the name of the famous
sage pth-htp “Ptahhotep,” whose teachings represent the wisdom of ancient
Egypt. Whether read forwards or backwards the name reads the same. That this
was recognized by the Egyptians is clear from the cryptographic use htp “peace”
for pth “Ptah” in other texts.*'?

Another example, examined by Stefan Bojowald, is the phrase wbn m nbw
“arise in gold,” said of Amun, Hathor, Ra, Horus, Isis, Ra-Horakhty, and Mut in
their solar aspects.*!* Though we do not know what the vowels are, its consonants
read the same way in either direction.

Reverse ligatures appear to possess performative functions in Egyptian texts.
Hence, the Pyramid Texts, Spell 236 (§ 240) in the tomb of Unas, which records
sovereign, the ibis, the falcon.” The text conveys the notion that the one before
Osiris is none other than the deceased king who stands before him [4f# lit. “face
to face”] to serve as his scribe.*'* Elsewhere we find palindromes as cryptographs:
gn for ng “bull of sacrifice,”*"® nr for rn “name,”*'® and n-m-jw for imn
“Amun.”*!”

An Ugaritic example of palindromic paronomasia occurs in an incantation
against the evil eye (CAT 1.96.12—13). I have examined this spell in relation to
homoioteleuton (4.2.2), but it also contains an anagram.

411. The phrase bibil libbi is a common idiom for “voluntary offering.” Note too that there
is additional polysemy here involving /ummun, which in this line means “disfigured,” but
in 1. 2 was used to describe Gimil-Ninurta as a /ummunu amélu “poor man.” Noted by
Dietrich, “‘Armer Mann von Nippur,’” 342.

412. See Friedrich Junge, Elephantine XI. Funde und Bauteile, DAIAK Archédologische
Ver6ffentlichungen 49 (Mainz am Rhein: Philipp von Zabern, 1987), pl. 47g, pp. 76-77.
413. Stefan Bojowald, “A Wordplay between the Egyptian Words WBN ‘Arise’ and NBW
‘Gold?,”” A0OASH 64 (2011): 357-62, characterizes the phrase as a “wordplay” but does
not describe it as a palindrome.

414. Bernard Matthieu, “Les formules conjuratoires dans les pyramides a textes: quelques
réflexions,” in La magie en Egypte: a la recherche d’une définition. Actes du colloque
organisée par le musée du Louvre les 29 et 30 Septembre 2000, ed. Yvan Koenig (Paris:
Musée du Louvre, 2002), 191, 203, fig. 4.

415. Pierre Montet, Scénes de la vie privée dans les tombeaux égyptiens de L’ancien
Empire (Paris: Strasbourg University, 1925), 138-39.

416. Posener, “Le mot égyptien pour désigner le ‘nom magique,’” 214.

417. Bernard van Rinsveld, “Un cryptogramme d’Amon,” in Individu, société et spiritualité
dans I’Egypte pharaonique et copte: Mélanges égyptologiques offerts au Professeur Aristide
Théodorides, ed. Christian Cannuyer and Jean-Marie Kruchten (Ath-Briissel-Mons: Illustra,
1993), 263—68.



4. Taxonomy 279

12. bty tth ‘n [btt]

will revert to the wizard, the eye of the witch,
13. Ibetdeh ... ]

will revert to the witch.

Note specifically the verb #b “will revert” and bzt “witch,” which are palindromes
of each other. Such linguistic reversal fits with the overall structure, theme, and
aim of the text to reverse the harm that has been done to the victim and revert it
to the one who cast it. We may thus attribute a performative function to this case
of anagrammatic paronomasia.*!®

An example of palindromic paronomasia appears in Hebrew in the incipit of
the oracle of Agur: Y281 HRIPRY DRMRY 1237 ORI no 'um hag-geber lo-'iti el lo-
‘i1’ el wa- ukal “thus says the warrior to Ithiel, even to Ithiel and to Ukal” (Prov
30:1). The name ‘7:3’1_1’172‘? la-"1tr°él reads the same way forwards and backwards.
By repeating it twice verbatim, the oracle draws attention to the device.

A palindrome appears in Job’s rhetorical query to his friends: San 5281
mnYn M3 DPOTWTDR NYRTYaAn hd-ye akel tapel mi-bali melah im yés
ta ‘am borir hallamit ““is tasteless food eaten without salt, or is there flavor in the
juice of a pursain-plant?” (Job 6:6). The nouns N9 melah “salt” and mnn
hallamut “pursain-plant” are palindromes of each another.

In Gen 38:7, we find: M P23 Y AT 72 W AN wa-yahi ‘ér bokor
vohiidah ra“ ba-‘éné YHWH “and Er, Judah’s firstborn, was evil in eyes of
Yahweh.” Here 7p ‘ér “Er” and p1 ra‘ “evil” are palindromes. The device here
draws attention to the man and his deeds.

Aeclred Cody has suggested an even more elaborate palindrome in Isa 40:4:
nYpaY 003VM WY 2P MM wa-hayah he- ‘aqob l>-misor wa-harkasim lo-
big ‘ah “the rugged land shall be made a plain, the impassable-country a broad
vale.” In particular, he suggests, that if one emends the difficult hapax legomenon
D020 wa-hdrkasim to a presumed original D'WiT rosim “mountain tops” (a
later attested spelling for DWW 7@ 'Sim), the four nouns following the initial verb
constitute a perfect palindrome. If the emendation is accepted, the effect is both
aural and visual and embodies the theme of reversal in the poem.*°

An implicit palindrome also occurs in Gen 6:8-9. As Sasson pointed out, the
entire passage is craftily constructed so that it ends with the fronted predicate: N
ni=79nnn oYRn et ha- élohim hithallek noah “with God walked Noah.”

It is rather obvious that this inversion was purposely made in order to take
advantage of a sentence which thus began and ended in the name of Noah.

418. See James Nathan Ford, “‘Ninety-Nine by the Evil Eye and One from Natural
Causes’: KTU? 1.196 in Its Near Eastern Context,” UF 30 (1998): 252 n. 171.

419. Aelred Cody, “A Palindrome in Isaiah 40:4b: Allowing Restoration of an Original
Reading,” CBQ 66 (2004): 551-60.
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Additionally this sequence of ten words no doubt underscored the fact that Noah
formed the tenth generation since creation.*?°

Sasson adds that the inverted syntax allowed the author to end the verse with the
consonants Nn—3-3 k-n-h, which are a palindrome for the name of his illustrious
ancestor 7130 hanok “Enoch,” who also “walked with God” (Gen 5:22, 5:24).

Anagramatic paronomasia differs from parasonance in that it involves all
three of the consonants of a Semitic root, instead of just two, and in a shuffled
sequence, rather than in the same order. Therefore, it is more difficult to achieve
given that it restricts the lexical repertoire. Creating palindromes limits the
repertoire even more. While anagrammatic paronomasia comes even closer than
parasonance to repeating the entire lexeme, the jumbled sequence of its
consonants resists easy identification while listening/reading. Nevertheless, the
alliterative effect of the device invites comparison and contrast. Anagrammatic
paronomasia often appears to be performative in function enacting reversals,
inversions, overturnings, and the like through the transposing of signs and
consonants. In Egyptian, anagrammatic paronomasia, along with its palindromic
subset, is primarily an aural device, whereas in Akkadian, and in the consonantal
scripts, like Ugaritic, Hebrew, and Aramaic, it can operate on both visual and aural
registers.

4.2.10. HENDIADIC PARONOMASIA

A hendiadys is an idiom that combines two words to convey a single idea or
action.*?! Some cases of hendiadys also possess a paronomastic effect. There also
are forms that employ three words, called hendiatris.*?> According to the Arab
grammarians, this device usually fell under the heading g\ itha“.***> Numerous
examples of hendiadic paronomasia exist in English, for example, fiddle-faddle,

420. Jack M. Sasson, “Word-Play in Genesis 6:8-9,” CBQ 37 (1975): 165. The passage
reads: MImT7N0R DEYRATNR YOATA M0 00D PR YR N néah I saddig tamim hayah bo-
dorotaw ‘et ha- elohim hithallek noah “Noah was a righteous man, he was blameless in his
age; Noah walked with God.”

421. See E. Z. Melamed, “Hendiadys (EN AIA AYOIN) in the Bible” [Hebrew], Tarbiz 16
(1945): 173-89.

422. An extraordinary case of five verbs joined (with one following a pause) appears in
Gen 25:34: mPan Ny WY 1AM I 0PN AWM I8N way-yo kal way-yést way-yagam
way-yelak way-yibez ‘esaw ‘et hab-bakorah “he ate and he drank, and he got up, and he
left, and Esau despised the birthright.” However, this passage does not constitute
paronomasia.

423. Joseph Reider, “Itba‘ in Hebrew and Aramaic,” JOR 24 (1934): 321-30. The term
also was used periodically for cases of parasonance.
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flim-flam, higgledy-piggledy, hocus-pocus, hodge-podge, hub-bub, jibber-jabber,
and topsy-turvy.**

I know of only one case of hendiadic paronomasia in Sumerian, the
exclamation U.LUM A.LAM, which essentially means “hurry scurry.”*?*

Both nominal and verbal hendiadys appear in Akkadian texts, the latter
mostly in hymns.*?® Nevertheless, only a few of them appear to be paronomastic.
One might suggest as exceptions ligeamma alkam 1 shall proceed” (lit. ‘let me
take and I come’), found in Old Babylonian letters,*?” and the rare hendiatric
example in the Cuthah Legend (1. 121): arkisunu ardud ahmut urrih “after them I
harried, I hurried, I hied.”*?®

An excellent example of hendiadic paronomasia in Egyptian is the relatively
common idiom ‘d wd? “safe and sound.”**° It also appears in the Admonitions of
Ipuwer (P.Leiden I 344, r.12.13), in which Ipuwer prophesies the coming of Airw
hnnw “noise and tumult.” The equally paronomastic rw.tj-wr.tj “double gate”
occurs in the Tale of Sinuhe (P.Berlin 3022, 1. 189).

Another case of hendiadic paronomasia appears in the inscription detailing
Hatshepsut’s expedition to Punt.**® There we hear how she opened the road to
Punt and obtained access to stj.w- ‘nt.jw “myrrh-terraces” (49.6-7, 52.9).4!

An example in Ugaritic occurs in the Tale of Aghat, when Anat laments the
death of Aqghat, crying: abky w agbrnh I shall weep and I shall bury him” (CAT
1.19.1i1.5, 20, 34). A case of hendiatristic paronomasia occurs in Baal’s urgent
message to the goddess Anat in the Epic of Baal: isk ‘sk ‘bsk “hasten, hurry,
rush!” (CAT 1.3.iv.11). The repetition of the /s/ and /k/ phonemes reinforce the
singularity of action.**?

424. Cf. the German Kuddelmuddel meaning “mess, muddle, mix up.”

425. Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 41-44.

426. See the important study by Wasserman, Style and Poetry in Old-Babylonian Literary
Texts, 5-28.

427. Discussed by Sergey Loesov, “Marginalia on the Akkadian Ventive,” in Babel und
Bibel: Annual of Ancient Near Eastern, Old Testament, and Semitic Studies, ed. Leonid
Kogan, OC 3 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 110.

428. Noted by Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 235, but as an onomatopoeia.

429. For example, the idiom occurs with some variation in a Middle Kingdom letter, an
inscription of Thutmosis I, and another belonging to a high priest of Osiris under Thutmosis
III. See Francis L. Griffith, The Petrie Papyri: Hieratic Papyri from Kahun and Gurob
(London: Bernard Quartich, 1898), 32.12; Kurt Sethe, Urkunden der 18. Dynastie, vol. 4.1
(Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1906), 56.16, 209.14.

430. The numeration here follows that of Adriaan De Buck, Egyptian Readingbook
(Chicago, IL: Ares Publishers, 1948).

431. In 50:6, we encounter the expanded form htjw n.w ntjw.

432. The line appears also in CAT 1.1.ii.1, 21-22, 1ii.10, 1.3.iii.18.
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The Hebrew Bible contains a number of examples of hendiadic
paronomasia.*** Such include: T3 P na ‘wa-nad “perpetual wanderer” (Gen 4:12),
P23 1N ba-masor ii-b-masoq “in dire siege” (Deut 28:53), 135 198 palont
‘almoni “someone” (1 Sam 21:3), kN2 yna peta * pit ‘om “suddenly” (Isa 29:5),
3T Tin hod wa-hadar “glory and splendor” (Ps 21:6), Wym wWuim wa-tig ‘as
wa-tir ‘a$ “rocked and quaked” (Ps 18:8),** nnim Sn héel wa-homah “wall and
rampart” (Lam 2:8, cf. Isa 26:1), 27iR) 2R ‘6yeb wa-'oréb “enemy and
ambusher” (Ezra 8:31), and Din2M 0127 way-yakiim way-yaktim “they smote and
defeated them” (Num 14:45). Martin Noth also once proposed that the names
TT TI9R ‘eldad i-medad “Eldad and Medad” (Num 11:26-27) were fictitious,
because of their inherent paronomasia.**

An example of hendiadic paronomasia in Aramaic occurs in Dan 2:14 in the
phrase DpVI RVY ‘éta’ ii-t ‘ém “counsel and discretion” used to describe Daniel’s
response to the captain of the king’s guard. For a paronomastic hendiatris, see
NIV RN RDDY ‘amomayya’ ‘umayya’ wa-li-SSanayya’ “peoples, nations,
and languages” (Dan 3:4, 3:7, 3:31, 5:19, 6:26, and 7:14). Dan 7:23 also provides
an example: MIPTNY AIWITM d-tdiSinnah wa-tadginnah “and trample it, and
break it.”

Given that hendiadic paronomasia involves juxtaposition, syndetic or
asyndetic, it naturally operates aurally and visually. It is its juxtaposition that
distinguishes it from other forms of paronomasia. It reinforces what the
paronomasia also achieves—a union of forms or motions. Like polysemy, it
combines two meanings into one, but without the elegance of singularity. In texts
that preserve vowels, the device also is as assonantal. The sing-song effect
perhaps contributed to making some examples of hendiadys common sayings.
When combining nouns, hendiadic paronomasia can be metonymic (e.g., “noise
and tumult” = “chaos,” “wall and rampart” = “defense system”), whereas when
combining verbs, it can give the perception of totality or combined force and
speed (e.g., “smote and defeated” = “destroyed,” “I harried, I hurried, I hied” =
“I sped”).

433. Most cases in Hebrew are syndetic, whereas in Arabic, most are asyndetic. See Reider,
“Itha “in Hebrew and Aramaic,” 323, who offers a number of additional examples from the
Hebrew Bible. The breaking up of a hendiadys also is a device in the Hebrew Bible. See
E. Z. Melamed, “Break-Up of Stereotyped Phrases as an Artistic Device in Biblical
Poetry,” in Studies in the Bible, ed. Chaim Rabin, ScrHier 8 (Jerusalem: Magnes Press,
1961), 115-53.

434. The pair in Ps 18:8 also constitutes a case of homoioteleuton.

435. Martin Noth, Numbers: A Commentary, trans. James D. Martin (Philadelphia, PA:
Westminster Press, 1968), 90; cited also by Cherry, Paronomasia and Proper Names in
the Old Testament, 122. Cf. b. Hul 19a: R3pT p>a 891 Ry pyn &Y Rk w1 hylg yd'n’
w-1" bylg yd ‘n’ “I know neither Hillak nor Billak” (i.e., “I know no authoritative opinions”).
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4.2.11. RHYME

Rhyme is rare in ancient Near Eastern texts, but it is attested in small portions.**®
An example of end rhyme from Sumerian occurs in the Gudea cylinder B 12.26—
13.2:

AN.KU.GE ZLDE.ES MU.GAR
dEN.LIL.E SAG.BA GUR BI.DAR
ININ.HUR.SAG KE, IG1.ZI BA.SL.BAR

Holy Anu established (the temple) properly,
Enlil wound the turban round its head.
Ninhursag looked at it favorably.

Here the signs GAR, DAR, and BAR provide the rhyme.**” End rhyme also occurs
in the first five verses of the poem Ninmesarra, each of which concludes with the
sound /a/.*¥

NIN ME SAR.RA U; DALLA E.A

MUNUS ZI ME.LI, GUR.RU KI.LAG AN URAS.A
NU.GIG AN.NA SUH.KESE GAL.GAL.A

AGA Z1.DE KI.AG NAM.EN.NA TUM.MA

ME INIM.BE SU SA DU,;.GA

Queen of all the Mes, too many to count, rising as a brilliant light.

Woman, most energetic, clothed in terrifying brightness, beloved of Anu and
Uras.

Anu’s hierodule, you are above all the sulikese-pectorals,

You, who love the right aga-crown, who is fitting for the en-priestood,
Empowered with all of its seven Mes.

436. P. Schmalzl, “Der Reim in Hebrdischen Texte des Ezechiel,” TQ 79 (1897): 127-133;
C. F. Burney, “Rhyming in the Song of Songs,” JTS 10 (1908—1909): 554-57; Gliick, “As-
sonance in Ancient Hebrew Poetry,” 71-84; Stanislav Segert, “Assonance and Rhyme in
Hebrew Poetry,” Maarav 8 (1992): 171-80; Jeremy Corley, “Rhyme in the Hebrew
Prophets and Wisdom Poetry,” BN 132 (2007): 55-69.

437. Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 24 n. 4. For other, perhaps less
convincing, attempts to establish thyme in Sumerian, see Raymond-Riec Jestin, “La rime
sumérienne,” BiOr 24 (1967): 9—12; Jestin, “La rime interne en sumérien,” R4 63 (1969):
115-20; Claus Wilcke, “Formale Gesichtspunkte in der sumerischen Literatur,” in
Sumerological Studies in Honor of Thorkild Jacobsen on His Seventieth Birthday, June 7,
1974, ed. Stephen J. Lieberman, AS 20 (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1975),
205-316.

438. Zgoll, Der Rechtsfall der En-hedu-Ana im Lied nin-me-sara, 2-3, 173.
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In Akkadian, one finds rhyming couplets (also called homoioteleutic
couplets), especially in incantations, doxologies, and exclamations.*** See, for
example, an incantation against Wardat-lilim (YOS 11, 92).440

28. [blit errubu
The house I enter,
29. [lla terrubima
you shall never enter!
30. [éma] ruti addu
[Wherever] I spit,
31. [la tallappatima
[you shall not] touch.

Note how the first and third lines end in /u/ and the second and fourth in /ima/.
This kind of “grammatical rhyming” in incantations appears to have served a
performative function while also, according to Wasserman, “signaling the
transitional point between the recitanda and the agenda sections of the magical
procedure.”*!

A sustained example of rhyme in Akkadian occurs in the Song of Erra III D
5_7:442

5. tam-tam-ma dal-ha-ta Sad-de-ma gam-ra-ta
The oceans you convulse, the mountains you finish off.

6. UN.MES (nisi)-ma re-da-ta bu-lam-ma re’a-a-ta
Men you govern, the herds, you shepherd.

7. é-Sar-ra-ma pa-nu-uk-ka é-engur-ra-ma qa-tuk-ka
Esharrama is before your face, Engurrama is in your hands.

Note how every word ends in /a/, with every other word (starting with the first) in
the entire passage ending in /ma/, every other word (starting with the second) in
the first two lines ending in /ata/, and every other word in the final line ending
with /ukka/.*+3

The Egyptian script records no vowels, making it impossible to identify cases
of rthyme. It is possible that some cases of thyme existed, but without knowing
the vowels, one only can speculate.

439. See Wasserman, Style and Form in Old Babylonian Literary Texts, 157-73.

440. Offered in Wasserman, Style and Form in Old Babylonian Literary Texts, 162.

441. Wasserman, Style and Form in Old Babylonian Literary Texts, 168.

442. Observed by Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 230. On the use of thyming couplets
in Akkadian, see also Wasserman, Style and Form in Old Babylonian Literary Texts, 157—
73. See especially p. 168, where he characterizes the function of rhyming couplets as
performative speech acts.

443. See Noegel, ““Word Play’ in the Song of Erra.”
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Since Ugaritic does not record vowels, proposing the existence of rhyme
depends on reconstructing the text.*** With this in mind, Watson suggested that
the poet has created end rhyme in the Epic of Baal (CAT 1.2.1.36-37) by repeating
the enclitic particle ma. I cite the text below with the vocalization reconstructed
in parentheses:

‘bdk bl yymm (ya-yammu-ma)
‘bdk bl [nhrlm (naharu-ma)
bn dgn asrkm (Casiruka-ma)

Baal is your slave, O Yamm,
Baal is your slave, O River,
Dagan’s son, your prisoner.

See also in the same text (CAT 1.2.iv.10) (also with vocalization reconstructed):*4¢

tiggahu mulka ‘alamika
darkat dit dar darika

Assume your eternal kingship,
Your everlasting dominion.

Biblical Hebrew offers a handful of examples of rhyming, though not all
proposals have been convincing.**” The lament of Jeremiah offers one of the more
profound examples: "7 *2% *5v 1y "9 mrHan mabligitc ‘ale yagon ‘alay libbi
dawway “when in grief | would seek comfort, my heart is sick within me” (Jer
8:18). Strengthening the repetition of the consonants beth, gimmel, lamed, and
mem is assonance of the short and long a- and i-vowels. See also Isaiah’s prophecy
of 212N NoIAM NNINN O yom mahimah i-mbisah u-mbikah “a day of tumult,
trampling, and terror” (Isa 22:5). The same vocalic structure (/4i/ >/a/) repeats
three times and finds reinforcement in the repetition of the beth and mem.

444. As discussed in the introduction, the Ugaritic script has three different ways of writing
the consonant aleph depending on whether it takes an a, i, or u vowel, but this is the only
exception.

445. Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 230, records the enclitic particle as mi, based on a
reconstruction by Frank Moore Cross, “The Song of the Sea and Canaanite Myth,” JThC
5(1968): 3 n. 8. I opt for an enclitic particle as found in Akkadian.

446. Also suggested by Watson, Classical Hebrew Poetry, 230 n. 29.

447. See, for example, the early effort of Burney, “Rhyming in the Song of Songs.” Corely,
“Rhyme in the Hebrew Prophets and Wisdom Poetry,” 56, argues that “rhyme can have a
decorative role, contributing to the euphony of the poetry.” He also suggests it can intensify
expressiveness and aid memory. Most of the examples cited in this work rely on the
repetition of gender matched nouns and verbal and pronominal suffixes.



286 “Wordplay” in Ancient Near Eastern Texts

Rhyme appears, though not frequently, in later Aramaic texts too, such as the
Targum Jonathan to 2 Sam 22, and the acrostic poems A Dispute Arose and O
Have Mercy on Us, though often these involve repeated suffixes.**®

Some cases of hendiadic paronomasia also constitute miniature rhymes, as
seen above. I add the following: q¥p q¥Wa ba-Sesep gesep “in a torrent of anger”
(Isa 54:8), ¥121 300 tohit wa-bohii “formless and void” (Gen 1:2), and the Aramaic
idiom RMR RNNY ‘amomayya’ ‘umayya’ “peoples (and) nations” (Dan 3:4, 3:7,
3:31, 5:19, 6:26, and 7:14).

Rhyme is primarily an aural device, one that also depends on repetitive vowel
sequences. It is closely tied to the accents and rhythms of a text, and thus, it
provides emphasis and focus. Most cases occur at the ends of lines and words, and
thus usually involve pronouns. Nevertheless, rhyme is also structural in that the
repeated sounds lend continuity and cohesiveness. The patterns that rhyme creates
contribute to the lines’ perceived similarity. Rhyme also may be connected to the
musical accompaniment of some texts.

4.2.12. GEMINATE PARALLELISM AND CLUSTERING

Geminate clusters have as their primary characteristic the clustering of geminate
forms in close proximity, often, but not always in parallelism. Geminate here is
not restricted to the grammatical geminate forms, that is, those forms derived from
Semitic roots whose second and third radicals are identical, but includes any verb
or noun derived from roots that contain any two identical root consonants, whether
second and third, first and third, or more rarely, first and second. Since
reduplicated and some quadriliteral forms also constitute gemination of this sort,
they are included as well. The aim of a geminate cluster is a general sense of
ballast, and unlike word pairs, which bards employed as parallels of sense or
meaning, geminate clusters belong generally to the realm of sound devices, and
serve to balance one stich’s use of gemination with gemination in another.*4
Thus, geminate clusters draw connections not between particular consonants or
vowels, but between geminating forms, each of which is naturally alliterative.

Geminate parallelism occurs in Sumerian texts, but it is important to keep in
mind that reduplication in Sumerian is not restricted to verbs, but can express
pluralization in nouns and intensification in adjectives. Nevertheless, the aural
effect functions similarly to that in the other languages examined here. A fine
example occurs in the Lugalbanda Epic (2.87):

PIRIG.KUR.RA TES.BI DU,.DU,.GIM
SU.ZI HE.EM.DU;.DUs

448. See Pereira, Studies in Aramaic Poetry (c. 100 B.C.E.—c. 600 C.E.), 38-39, 41-42, 67.
449. Noegel, “Geminate Ballast and Clustering”; Noegel, “More Geminate Ballast and
Clustering.”
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Like mountain lions that attack each other,
It (the net of the Anzu bird) is filled with terror.

Note how DU7.DU7 “attack, gore” in the first stich parallels DUs.DUs “fill” in the
second.*>® This example also constitutes homonymic paronomasia.
A second example, also paronomastic in nature, occurs in a proverb:

Ni.MAH KUKU.E
U NU.UM.SLKU.KU

He who eats too much,
cannot sleep.

Here KU.KU “eat” finds a parallel with KU.KU “sleep.”’!

There are numerous examples of geminate parallelism and clustering in
Akkadian. At times they operate over short distances. Thus, in the Epic of
Gilgamesh, the great monster of the Cedar Forest is described as: ‘humbaba
rigmasu abubu “Humbaba, his voice is the Deluge” (2.122). The geminate abibu
“Deluge” resounds the geminated name “sumbaba “Humbaba.”

Other examples are carried over multiple lines. So, in Ludlul bél némeqi 3.7—
8, we find:*?

7. [u]r-ra u mu-su is-ten-is a-na-a[s-su-us)
Day and night alike I groan,

8. MASGE6 (Suttu) mu-na-at-tu mal-ma-1is Su-um-r{u-sa-ku)
In dream and waking moments I am equally wretched.

In this passage the geminate form anassus (from the verb nasasu) in the A line
has inspired the use of the reduplicate malmalis in the B line.
See similarly the Contest between the Tamarisk and the Palm, in which the

Tamarisk gloats:*3

5. ... [is-pla-ra-ak-ma qé a-ma-ha-as u-la-ba-a; um-ma-nam-ma
... T am a weaver and beat up the threads. I clothe the troops.
6. [... mla-as-ma-sa-ak-ma bi-it i-li-im u-la-al
[...] T am the exorcist and purify the temple.

450. Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 33.

451. Alster, Proverbs of Ancient Sumer, 24; Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian
Literature,” 34.

452. Lambert, Babylonian Wisdom Literature, 48—49.

453. Lambert, Babylonian Wisdom Literature, 156-57.
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The A line’s ummanamma “troops” finds ballast in the B line’s use of the
reduplicated noun masmassu “exorcist” and in the geminate verb elelu/ullulu
“purify.”

See also Enuma Elish 1.42-43:

42. i-zu-uz-ma il-ta-si e-li har-mi-Sa

She was furious and screamed at her lover,
43. mar-si-is ug-gu-gat e-dis-si-sa

Delirious, she was beside herself with rage.

The geminate verb ezézu “be furious” in the A line finds a match in the B line’s
“alone herself”), from édissi plus the suffix sa. As this and other examples
demonstrate, the device does not constitute gemination in the service of
alliteration, but rather the repetition of consonants in the service of gemination.
The alliterative effect here thus aims to mimic or amplify other geminates.

There is a good deal of evidence for geminate parallels and clustering in
Egyptian texts as well. See, for example, the following line in the Prophecy of
Neferti (P.St. Petersburg 1116 B): jw sbi.w n.w dndn=f hsk.w-ib n.w $f5f.t=f “the
rebels to his wrath. The disaffected to his awe” (ll. 64-65). Here dndn “wrath”
provides a geminate parallel for the reduplicate $f3f.¢ “awe.”

Similarly, in the Tale of Wenamun (P.Moscow 120), the Tjeker people, in
search of Wenamun, respond to the question of why they have come to Byblos by
saying: iri.n=n Ij m-s3 n3 bir.w gngn sp 2 nt.j tw=k wdi=w r km.t m njj=n ir.iw n
tt.w “we have come after the damaged ships, we have come after the damaged
ships that you are sending to Egypt with the one with whom we have a quarrel”
(2.72). Here gngn “damaged” (2x) is followed by #ztt.w “quarrel.”

Egyptian love poetry also exhibits the device. In P.Turin 1996, we read: n3j=i
ksm.w r$r§ ‘d'd n p; m=i “your gardeners are joyful, they exult at the sight of
me” (2.8). The short line contains three geminates: rsrs “joyful,” ‘d ‘d “exult,” and
ms33 “sight.” Moreover, other lines in this stanza often end in geminated forms
(e.g., bsbs “fennel” [2.5], sqbb “make cool” [2.6], grg “equipment” [2.10], §bb
“kneaded-bread” [2.10], swiw.t “journey” and ms3s “see” [2.14]). Finally, I note
that the geminate #h¢h “totter,” in 5 "t-hnq.t thth m th “the place of drinking totters
with drunkenness” (2.13), adds to the gemination cluster and paronomastically
anticipates ¢4 “drunkenness.”

The Instructions of Amenemope (P.BM 10474) gives ample evidence of the
device. For example, as Amenemope instructs: m irj nhb titt r-m " p3 8-r  miw=k
dbdb=fn mdw.(t) “do not cause a quarrel with a hot mouth. Do not strike him with
words” (5.10). Here #ztt “quarrel” is followed by dbdb “strike.” Later he adds: m
Jjri snsn.tl n=k p; Smm miw=k hnhn=fr sdd “do not fraternize with a hothead nor
approach him for a conversation” (11.13), which employs snsn “fraternize,” Smm
“hothead,” and Anhn “approach.” These lines are then followed by a veritable
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tapestry of geminate forms including gngn “beating” (12.5), tmm “people” (12.7),
it “quarrel” (12.10), pipi “make bricks, knead” (12.17), and once again it
“quarrel” (13.1). This is continued with ¢ “gullet” (14.8), wizwi; “confused”
(14.14), swnwn “flattery” (14.15), snn “prostrations” (14.16), and gngn “beating”
(14.16). We also find smm “hothead” (15.13) and snsn “fraternize” (15.14).
Amenemope does not use this device again until chapter 22, but there he does so
frequently: tmm “people” (22.11), kjwj “population” (22.13), snsn “fraternize”
(22.14), shsh “run, hurry” (22.17), ttt “quarrel” (22.20), and m3s “see” (22.22).

I have had occasion to reference the sophistication of P.Westcar several
times. Not surprisingly, the device examined here features in one of its passages.
Specifically, it is employed in a statement concerning the magical reattachment
of a goose’s head: ‘% ‘.n dd.n ddi dd.t=f m hki.w wn.in p; smn ‘b hr hbb; ddi=f
m-mi.tt hr-m-pt spr=fw‘rw‘ ‘h‘n p?smn ‘h* hr gig: “then Djedi said his spell of
magic and the goose stood up, waddling, its head likewise. After one had reached
near and behind the other, the goose stood up, cackling” (8.20-23).43* The brief
statement is loaded with gemination. Its three reduplicated forms (hbsbs
“waddling,” d5d5 “head,” and the onomatopoeic gsgs “cackling”) are supported by
the name ddi “Djedi,” the verb dd “speak,” and the noun dd.t “spell.” As such, the
text creates “imitation geminates” to support true geminate forms. Note also the
natural gemination in the expression w' r w* “the one ... the other.” Also
suggestive of gemination is sr-m-ht “near and behind.” The entire passage about
the smn “goose” ([=...%) is visually enhanced by the frequent use of the legs and
feet determinative » used of movement. We see it repeated four times in the verb
‘h* (twice for “stood up” and twice modally for “then”) and in /b3b; “waddling,”
spr “reached,” and hr-m-ht “near and behind.” Moreover, the verb hbsbs
“waddling” is spelled )% & /%% 4, which provides two more feet (the phonetic
letter ./ = b) and contains and echoes the ba-bird %, which is used for a “revived
spirit.” The reader is thus presented with a flurry of feet and bird images that
accent the goose’s magical revival.

Egyptian monumental inscriptions give evidence of the device as well. In the
Annals of Thuthmosis III inscribed at Karnak, we read of the king’s battle at

Megiddo (1l. 86-87):4%

iw=sn hr ifd m gbgb [...] mkt m hr.w n snd hi.n=sn ssm.wi=sn wrr.wt=sn n.w nb
hr hd ith=tw st m thtb m hbs=sn r dmi n ist htm n n3 n rmt¢ dmi pn hr [shs n=sn] r
tbth str hr v dmi pn its b3 nn ir msn hm=f rdi.t ib=sn r hiq n3 n h.t n n3 n hr.w
iw=[sn hr hiq] mkt m 8 3.t

454. Parys, Le récit du Papyrus Westcar, 56-58.
455. Kurt Sethe, Urkunden der 18. Dynastie, vol. 4.3 (Leipzig: Hinrichs’sche Buchandlung,
1905), 658.
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They (army of Megiddo) fled, falling headlong [toward] Megiddo with fearful
faces, they having abandoned their horses and chariots of gold and silver in order
that they be dragged and hoisted by their clothes into this city. Now because the
people had sealed this city against th[em, they let down] their garments in order
to hoist them up into the city. Now only if the army of his majesty had not set
their minds to looting the possessions of those enemies, th[ey] would have
[taken] Megiddo at that time.

This short pericope contains four geminate (here reduplicate) forms. In 1. 86, we
find gbgb “flee” and tbth “hoist,” and in line 87, and the variant £hth “hoist.”
The device occurs several times in the Poetical Stela of Thutmosis 111 (CM
34010). The paean to victory comprises ten stanzas that begin ii.n=I di=1i titi=k X
“I (Amun) have come, I have caused to trample down X,” where X is another
people or region. The gemination in # “come” and ##l “trample down” inspires
gemination in the very next verses in these stanzas in several places. In line 4,
Amun declares: s %=1 §f5f=k m ht nb.(w)t di=i hmhm.t hm=k ht pd.wt psd.t “1
magnified your charisma in every body. I caused that your majesty’s war-cry
reach the nine bows.” Note the presence of §f5f““‘charisma” and hmhm.t “war-cry,”
and the pseudo-gemination caused by pd.wt psd.t “nine bows.” This occurs again
in slightly different form in line 8: m nht m wsr wd.n=t n=k sdm=sn hmhm.t=k
‘q.(w) m bsbs.w “in might and strength that I ordained for you, they heard your
war-cry and entered holes.” Here hmhm.t “war-cry” occurs with bshs.w “holes,”
the latter perhaps suggestive of pharaoh’s bs “power.” Another geminate variation
occurs in line 18: di=i titi=k im.jw iw.w hrjw tb wid-wr hr hmhm.t=k “1 let you
trample the islanders, those from the heart of the Great Green beneath your war-
cry.” Here titi “trample” occurs with Amhm.t “war-cry.” The gemination reaches
a climax in line 20: di=i titi=k ph.w B.w Snn.t $n wr rw) m hf =k di=i ms=sn
hm=k m nb dms.t iti m dgg.t=f r mrr=f “let you trample the ends of lands; what
Ocean circles is enfolded in your fist. Let them see your majesty as falcon-winged
(lit. “lord of the wing”) who takes what he espies as he desires.” Here we find ¢/t
“trample,” $nn.t “encircle,” ms “see,” dggt “espy” (written defectively with g
twice just for the effect), and mrr “desire.”*>¢ This is followed in lines 23-24 with:

2 <
]

456. This might be a hitherto unrecognized poetic feature of monumental texts. See, e.g.,
the victory stela of Ramesses II at Abu Simbel (C. 20), where we find A3k “swift” (1. 16),
hhj “seek” (1. 16), ss “ash” (1. 20), sksk “destroy” (l. 20), nshs “terrible,” instead of the
expected nhs (1. 21), shsh “flourish” (1. 28), ms “see” (1. 28), h** “rejoice” (1. 28), and b°
“boast” (1. 28). The Poem of Victory of Ramesses III also demonstrates an interest in
geminated forms in its use of hbhb “traverse” (1. 5), followed by ptpt “trample” (1. 8), and
sksk “destruction” (1. 10). See too the Triumph of Sheshonq I inscribed at Karnak (1. 9):
iw=k m wnwn hr hft jw=k titi.n=k sbi.w r=k “you circle (like Horus) over your enemies.
You have crushed who rebel against you.” Here wnwn “circle” parallels ¢ “crush.”
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wit.n=it m [h ‘wl-ntr dhw.tj-ms ‘nh.(w) d.t ir n=0 mrr.t nb.t k3=1 s ‘h .n=k iwnn=1
m k3.t nhh ssw swsh r p3.t hpr

Whom I begot from the divine flesh: Thuthmosis (I1I), living forever, who has
done for me all that my ka-spirit desired. You erected my sanctuary in eternal
work(manship), made longer and wider than ever before.
Note here the use of the geminates wit “begot,” mrr.t “desired,” s % * “erected,”
iwnn “sanctuary,” nhh “eternal,” and swsh “made wider,” in such a brief passage.
The device also was known to the bards of Ugarit as the Epic of Baal
demonstrates (CAT 1.4.iv.14-18):

14. ysStn atrt | bmt ‘r
He sets Asherah on the back of an ass,
15. [ ysmsmt bmt phl
On the beautiful back of a donkey.
16. qds yuhdm sb'r
Qadish seizes, he leads.
17. amrr k kbkb [ pnm
Even Amrar like a star before him,
18. atr btlt ‘nt
Marches the Virgin Anat.

This passage clusters several reduplicated forms. Note, for example, smsm¢
in line 15, as well as amrr and k kbkb in line 17. Here again, the poet’s word
choice appears to have been influenced by a desire for reduplicated forms. Also
of note is that one of the geminate forms exploited by the bard is a personal name,
specifically the god Amrar.

Geminate ballast is achieved a bit later again (CAT 1.4.v.54-55):

54. hs trmmn hk[Im]
Quickly you shall erect a palace
55. btk srrt spn
In the midst of the summit of Saphan.

Earlier in the Baal cycle, Baal’s mountain is called gry i/ “my holy mountain”
(CAT 1.3.111.29) and mrym spn the “heights of Saphan” (CAT 1.3.iv.r.1, 1.4.iv.1,
1.4.v.23, 1.5.i.11), but here the phrase used is srrt spn “summit of Saphan.” The
geminate srrt was employed in order to match the geminate form trmmn “you
shall erect” in the previous stich.

See similarly the reference to the Kirta’s son Ilhu (CAT 1.16.1.48-49):

48. grgrh bm ymn
His lance in his right hand,
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49. wyqrb trzzh
And sets out on his march.

Here the passage balances the appearance of the reduplicated noun grgr “lance”
in the first line with the quadriliteral form #rzz “march.”

Elsewhere in the Epic of Baal, we find yet another geminate cluster (CAT
1.4.vii.45-49):

45. dll al ilak Ibn
I'will send a delegation to the son of the gods, Mot,
46. ilm mt ‘dd lydd
A herald to the beloved
47. il gzr yqra mt
of El, the hero. He will call Mot
48. bnpsh ystrn ydd
with his throat, instruct the beloved
49. bgngnh ahdy dym
with his insides, I alone reign.

Several geminates create the cluster in this passage including d// “delegation”
(1. 45), ‘dd “herald” (1. 46), ydd “beloved” (ll. 46, 48), and the reduplicate form
gngn “insides” (1. 49).

A final example in Ugaritic appears in the Tale of Aghat (CAT 1.17.ii.30—
45), in which the following passage repeats four times: yslhm ktrt w yssq bnt hi[[]
snnt “he dines the Katharat, and wines the radiant daughters of the moon” (11. 30—
31). Here we find the geminates /// “moon” and snnt “radiant,” as well as the
pseudo-geminate yssq “wines” (i.e., a causative form of the verb sgy). The
repetition of the verse to mark the passage of seven days allows the narrator to
employ the geminate ordinals ¢/t “third” (1. 34) and tdt “sixth” (1. 37), and to
reference the seventh (of the) ymm “days” (1. 39). When the seventh day arrives,
we then are told: tb b bth ktrt bnt hil snnt “the Katharat leave his house, the radiant
daughters of the moon” (1l. 39-40). This permits the poet to repeat the geminates
hll “moon” and snnt “radiant,” and to double the /b/ sound in b bth “from his
house.” The column becomes fragmentary after this, but it is clear that line 42
contains the geminate forms ysmsmt “delights” and hllt “childbirth.”*’

An impressive example of geminate parallelism and clustering in Hebrew
occurs in Ps 74:13-14.

DRTTHY DPIN WK [aY O T3 A7i0 o
:07YY DY YIND NN 1NN WK DY A0

457. Other examples of geminate clustering that appear in CA7T 1.18.iv include gdgd “pate”
(1. 22) and #tid “thrice” (1. 23).
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‘attah porarta ba- ‘ozzoka yam Sibbarta rd’sé tanninim ‘al ham-mayim
‘attah rissastd ra’sé liwyatan tittanennii ma 'akal la- ‘am la-siyyim

You parted the sea by your strength;
you broke the heads of the Tannin in the waters.
You crushed the heads of Leviathan,
and you gave him for food to the people of the wilderness.

The passage parallels four geminate forms. Three are true geminates forms:
718 parar “break,” 30 tanan “Tannin,” and p¥7 rasas “crush.” The fourth is the
first- and third-radical geminate verb 10J natan “give” (in I0RN tittonenni “you
gave him”). By placing the latter verb in the second person and adding a suffix,
the poet was able to geminate both the taw (n) and the nun (1) as well, creating an
imitation geminate. This allowed for additional paronomasia with 0330 tanninim
“Tannin” and 1007 liwyatan “Leviathan.” Adding to the cluster is 2»% sivyim
“wilderness,” which geminates the letter yod (*). As these stichs demonstrate, the
use of one geminate form inspired the use of others in the same passage.

A shorter example occurs in Isa 29:9: ww) wwoRwn nnm IARNANN
hitmahmahii i-tmahi hista ‘as ‘it wa-so i “stupefy yourselves, and be astonished!
Blind yourselves, and be blind!”**® The parallel between the geminate roots 177
m-h-h and YW §- - “is bolstered by homoeopropheron with the verbs nnn tamah
and a gal form of the verb YW §a@‘a".

An example in prose can be found in 2 Sam 6:16: 1MaR TIT TNA"NR RIM
m2%2 1 ram M 199 237201 wa-tére” et ham-melek dawid mopazzéz i-mkarker
li-pné YHWH wa-tibez 16 ba-libbah “when she (Michal) saw the king, David,
leaping and laughing before Yahweh, she despised him in her heart” (2 Sam 6:16).
Two geminates appear side by side in this passage; the verb 1an mopazzéez
“leaping” (from the root 112 p-z-z) and 12720 makarkér “laughing” (from the root
973 k-r-r).*° The gemination is enhanced by paronomasia between the zayin,
mem, and pe in 1180 mapazzéz “leaping” and the zayin and bet in 12n tibez “she
despised.” Moreover, these geminate forms recall two reduplicate forms in 2 Sam
6:5, where David dances to the sounds of 09¥¥21 DWIIN bi-mna ‘na Tm i-b-
selselim “sistrums and cymbals.” Both cases also represent types of hendiadys.

Sustained cases of geminate clusters in Aramaic occur in the prose and
poetry sections of Dan 4 and 7.*° The former chapter gives an account of
Nebuchadnezzar’s dream. It includes the following forms: {3071 wa-ra ‘nan

458. Glick, “Assonance in Ancient Hebrew Poetry,” 82, treats the passage as assonance.
459. On the meaning of this verb as “laugh” or “to play with the fingers of one’s hand or
hands,” see Avishur, Comparative Studies in Biblical and Ugaritic Languages and
Literatures, 9—13. Note that the parallel passage in 1 Chr 15:29 replaces the phrase with
PR TR0 moraqqéd ii-msahéq “dancing and laughing.”

460. The Aramaic cases do not appear in Noegel, “More Geminate Ballast and Clustering,”
as | restricted that piece to Hebrew examples.
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“flourishing” (Dan 4:1), 1170 harhorin “imaginings” (Dan 4:2), [19y] 197y
‘alalin [ ‘allin] “came” (Dan 4:4), 570n tatlél “took shade” (Dan 4:9), 1¥¥p qassisii
“and cut off” (Dan 4:11), "W W Sorsohi “its root” (Dan 4:12, 4:20, 4:23), FI;L::L‘,?
libobéh ““its heart” and :;‘?1 itlbab “and the heart” (Dan 4:13), 81 hayyayyd’ “the
living” (Dan 4:14), oninwy ‘éstomam “‘appalled” (Dan 4:16), *3infn tahotohi
“under it” and 132V yiSkonan “dwelled” (Dan 4:18), *311727 rabrabanay “my
lords” (Dan 4:33), onimi d-mromém “and extol” (Dan 4:34), and the pseudo-
geminate forms RIm yitninnah “he gives it” (Dan 4:14, 4:22, 4:29) and 771 77
dar wa-dar “generation to generation” (Dan 4:31).46!

The geminate cluster forms in Dan 7 include: 89" lelya’ “the night” (Dan
7:2), 123721 rabraban “great” (Dan 7:3), 2291 i-lbab “and the heart” (Dan 7:4),
AN tinyanah “second” and puYw il in “fangs” (Dan 7:5),%2 &9 lelya’ “the
night,” 13w Sinnayin “teeth,” and 12127 rabraban “great” (Dan 7:7), 12727 Y900
mamallil rabraban “speaking great things” (Dan 7:8), 1272w Sabibin “flames” and
19393 galgilloht “its wheels” (Dan 7:9), ARWRY’ yasammasinnéh “ministered
(to) him” and [1227] a7 a7 wa-ribo rabwan [ribabdn] “a myriad times a myriad”
(Dan 7:10), 8na12a1 rabrobata’ “great” and n9nn momallélah “spoke” (Dan
7:11), &9 lelya’ “the night” and *1p ‘Gnané “clouds” (Dan 7:13), ®nny
‘amamayya’ “the peoples” (Dan 7:14), Xn2727 rabrabdtd’ “great” (Dan 7:17),
12737 Yonn momallil rabraban “speaking great things” (Dan 7:20), and 59
yamallil “speak” (Dan 7:25).

The device appears in some texts from Qumran. The Aramaic Levi Document
displays it in 4QLevi* XIII, 2: “Listen to the word of your father Levi, and pay
attention to the instructions of God’s friend [T7* ydyd]. I instruct you, my sons,
and reveal the truth to you, my beloved [*2%an abyby].”*% See also the Genesis
Apocryphon: “how splen[di]d and beautiful is the image of her face, how [ ] and
[filne [P rqyq] is the hair of her head. How lovely are her eyes, and how
desirable [337 rgg] is her nose ... how lovely [8X* y*’] are her breasts ... entirely
[9%93 kiyl]” (1QApGen XX, 1-3).464

Since geminated and reduplicated nominal and verbal forms appear far less
frequently in Near Eastern languages than their standard counterparts, they draw
attention to themselves. When clustered, geminate forms punctuate a text with a
percussive feel, one that is often not tied to the strictures of parallelism. In essence
they are a form of repetition, as can be seen in that they often appear in poetic
texts with repeated verbs and nouns, and while each geminated word constitutes

461. Anticipating the geminate cluster in Dan 4 are two more geminate forms at the end of
Dan 3: X'y ‘amomayya’ (Dan 3:31) and 12727 rabrabin (Dan 3:33).

462. 1 render “fangs” with Richard M. Frank, “The Description of the Bear in Dn. 7,5,”
CBQ 21 (1959): 505-7. To his observation, I add pan w5 1< tnyn “fangs of the dragon”
in the Proverbs of Ahiqar (C1 1.90).

463. See Greenfield, Stone, and Eshel, Aramaic Levi Document, 102-3.

464. See Pereira, Studies in Aramaic Poetry (c. 100 B.C.E.—c. 600 C.E.), 24.
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its own contained form of paronomasia, as a cluster they are not necessarily in a
paronomastic relationship to each other. Thus, while they are visually obvious,
geminate clusters are primarily aural devices, possibly tied to the musical
accompaniment as rhythmic accents.

4.3. COMPLEXITIES

A testament to the genius of the ancient literati is the fact that often one finds
several types of paronomasia and polysemy employed in tandem. Indeed, the
virtuosity of the ancients appears to have known no bounds. See, for example, the
rhetorical question of Ereskigal to her gatekeeper in the Akkadian Descent of
Ishtar, when she learns that her sister IStar has demanded entrance to her kingdom:
annitume andku itti YAnunakki mé asatti “this one, now, even I, should I drink
water with the Anunakki?” (1. 32). The anacoluthon both captures the queen’s fear
while permitting the interplay of a number of devices that are more easily
appreciated by looking at the line in transliteration: an-ni-tu-me-e a-na-ku it-ti “a-
nun-na-ki AMES a-§at-ti. Note first how the emphatic particle me (normally ma)
paronomastically anticipates mé “water” (written logographically as A.MES).
Homoeopropheron obtains by way of the repeated sound /an/ in annitu “this,”
anaku “1,” and *Anunakki. Observe as well how the cuneiform a- sign in both a-
na-ku and ‘a-nun-na-ki (themselves a case of homoioteleuton) and a-§at-ti,
envelope the logographic reading of the same sign in A.MES “water.” The words
itti “with” and asatti ““I shall drink™ also constitute homoioteleuton. Moreover, the
an- sign in annitu is identical to the divine determinative ¢ that classifies the
Anunakki. Indeed, the brief line is veritably awash with the water of divinity.
Moreover, the erudite author managed to integrate into this densely packed verse
the signs an (2x), ki, and Sat, which, when understood for their logographic values,
evoke AN “heaven,” KI “earth,” and KUR “underworld,” the very cosmological
boundaries that IStar seeks to breach.
The combining of devices also occurs in Lam 1:20:

TR "R M N
M™R 1R 2 *37p3 37 79m

ra’eh YHWH ki sar It mé ‘ay hamarmarii
nehpak libbt ba-qirbt ki maro maritt

See O Yahweh, for [ am in distress, my innards burn,
My heart is turned within me, for I have grievously rebelled.

The lament contains a number of devices. Parasonance obtains between 177701
hamarmarii (from 2020 hamar) and *000 10 maro mariti (from 770 marah). The
repetition of the consonants 7 m and 9 r also creates a geminate (and pseudo-
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geminate) parallel. In addition, since prior to the passage we have heard of
weeping and tears (Lam 1:16), it is difficult not to hear “bitterness” (from 371
marar), in the use of the verb nn mardah “rebel.” See, for example, *233 70X
‘amarer bab-beki ““1 will show bitterness while weeping” in Isa 22:4.

A final demonstration of the brilliance of ancient poets to combine devices
appears in Jer 8:18: 17 2% "9v 1ix v myban mabligiti ‘alé yagon ‘alay libbt
dawway “when in grief I would seek comfort, my heart is sick within me.” I
already have discussed this line above in the context of rhyme (4.2.11). However,
the passage is far more complex. Of special note is the hapax legomenon *n*»52n
mabligiti, which Robin Baker has recently shown to be a phrase that
simultaneously constitutes bilingual paronomasia and contronymic polysemy. It
also contributes to a mesostich that offers a cryptic anagram.*%> The phrase offers
bilingual paronomasia, because the poet here draws on the Akkadian balag
“lamentation.” It is contronymic, because the Hebrew root 352 b-I-g means “shine,
flash, smile.” Since this hardly fits the context, some commentators have rendered
the word ad sensum. It contributes to a mesostich, because the second consonant
in each of the words in the verse spells out 125 352 blg [bw “the balag-lamentation
of his heart.” In turn, this is an anagram for %31 19 glw bbl “they go in exile to
Babylon.” As Baker concludes, “The encryption of an anagram and an acrostic to
provide esoteric commentary on the surface text that we find in our passage is
characteristic of the Babylonian and Assyrian scholarly tradition.”46¢

465. Robin Baker, “Jeremiah and the Balag-Lament? Jeremiah 8:18-23 Reconsidered,”
JBL 138 (2019): 587-604.
466. Baker, “Jeremiah and the Balag-Lament?,” 603.



5
CONCLUSIONS

Since all of the ancient Near Eastern polysemous and paronomastic devices
examined in this study are remarkably consistent in form and usage over such a
long period of time, and across languages and geographic boundaries that were in
nearly constant cultural exchange, we may safely regard their use as deliberate. In
Mesopotamia and Egypt, the divinatory and priestly literati transmitted these
learned conventions along with other elements of their wisdom in their scribal
academies and Houses of Life. At Ugarit, the diviner-scribes, who were
multilingual and steeped in Mesopotamian learning, integrated as many of the
devices into their own works as their writing system allowed. As Mesopotamian
learning was held in high regard, it is likely that the scribes’ adoption of its devices
aimed to emulate the prestigious craft of their dominant neighbor.! We know less
about scribal education in Israel, but as I have argued elsewhere, it was likely in
priestly and prophetic circles that such literary devices circulated.? In any event,
there can be no doubt that Israelite scribal culture experienced influence from both
of its superpower neighbors.> Indeed, one of the most important findings of this
book is that it demonstrates that, with few exceptions, most of the devices were
in use throughout the long history of the Near East, and so they must have been
learned conventions that were transmitted from culture to culture, likely from the
dominant powers of Mesopotamia and Egypt to the Levant.

Throughout the Near East, polysemy and paronomasia generally did not have
restrictions of genre, whether in poetry or prose. They occur in psalms, laments,

1. Perhaps, most obviously, see Andrew R. George, “The Gilgames Epic at Ugarit,” 4uOr 25
(2007): 237-54; However, it is Egyptian influence that one finds in Ugarit’s artistic remains.
2. Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers, 177-82.

3. See Carr, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart, 47-61, 84-90; Michael Fox, “Gauging
Egyptian Influences on Biblical Literature,” in Zevit, Subtle Citation, Allusion, and
Translation in the Hebrew Bible, 228-41. Gary A. Rendsburg, How the Bible Is Written
(Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2019), 46465, argues that Egyptian prose narratives
influenced the development of Israelite literature.
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love songs, parables, riddles, magical and divinatory texts, prophecies, epics,
chronicles, and even historical inscriptions and some letters.* We also find them
in direct and indirect discourse. Yet, not every device appears in every genre or
discourse, nor is every type attested in every Near Eastern language (see figs. 2—
3). Moreover, not all devices serve every purpose. Of course, one must be cautious
in drawing sweeping conclusions from the distribution of the devices, because the
textual corpora we have are not commensurate across languages. There are far
fewer texts in Hebrew, Ugaritic, and Aramaic than in Akkadian and Egyptian. In
addition, the study of these devices still has a long way to go, so many gaps in our
knowledge remain. Such limits notwithstanding, some preliminary observations
are possible.

5.1. PREFERENCES AND DISTRIBUTION

Common to Akkadian, Egyptian, Ugaritic, Hebrew, and Aramaic are the
following polysemous devices: double entendre, antanaclasis, unidirectional
polysemy, multidirectional polysemy, double polysemy, polysemy clusters (of the
body parts type), acrostics, and the following paronomastic devices:
homoeopropheron, homoioteleuton, epanastrophe, parasonance, homonymic
paronomasia, anagrammatic paronomasia, hendiadic paronomasia, and geminate
parallelism and clustering. Anastrophe occurs in all of these languages except for
Ugaritic, and amphiboly (of the mixed morphology type) occurs in all except for
Aramaic.’ 1 omit here any discussion of Sumerian unless to remark on the
antiquity of some of the devices, because there are far too few formal studies on
these devices in that language to allow for even a cursory analysis.

The distribution shows that the cultures examined here shared a fundamental
belief in the utility of employing these devices in their compositions and in
passing them down to future bards from generation to generation over many
centuries. It is their long and venerated history that legitimated their use; their
sheer antiquity lent compositions authority. To what extent they were employed
in each language depends on many factors. In some cases, one can attribute the
lack of a device to the fact that an exhaustive search for it has not been undertaken
in each language, or to the relatively small corpora of Northwest Semitic texts as
opposed to Mesopotamian and Egyptian texts. In other cases, one may cite
restraints in the language and writing system or the cosmological worldview
informing that system.

An examination of the rarest devices bears this out. Amphiboly of the
infinitive absolute type appears only in biblical Hebrew, and thus, we must
consider it an Israelite innovation. Numerical polysemy appears only in Akkadian,

4. Only economic texts appear devoid of such devices.
5. The lack of attestation of the latter two features in Ugaritic and Aramaic, respectively,
likely relates to the small corpora of literary texts written in these languages.



5. Conclusions 299

Ugaritic, and Hebrew. Isopsephy occurs only in Akkadian, Hebrew, and Aramaic.
Neither device appears in Egyptian, because the Egyptian writing system did not
use numerical signs polysemously as consonants or words.® The lack of
contronymic polysemy in Egyptian is a reflection of the lack of contronyms
generally in the language.’ It is possible that the lack of contronymic polysemy in
Ugaritic is an accident of discovery due to the small lexical inventory, since we
do find it in Hebrew and Aramaic. Indeed, Northwest Semitic generally has more
contronyms. One may attribute the complete absence of bilingual polysemy and
paronomasia in Egyptian texts to a cultural attitude concerning the superiority of
the Egyptian language over the tongues of Egypt’s neighbors.

Those devices shared by Akkadian and Northwest Semitic, but not Egyptian,
include bilingual polysemy and numerical polysemy (possibly also rhyme). In
Mesopotamia and Syro-Canaan, bilingualism was normative, and even embraced,
so naturally we find cases of bilingual polysemy in Akkadian, Ugaritic, Hebrew,
and Aramaic, and bilingual paronomasia in Akkadian, Hebrew, and Aramaic. This
was not the case in Egypt. In Akkadian, numerical polysemy was grounded in the
polyvalency of cuneiform signs and a long tradition of learning in mathematics,
whereas in the Egyptian script it was impossible. Its use in Ugaritic and Hebrew
probably represents a natural extension of a scribal interest in polysemy and the
script’s ability to achieve the device.® Perhaps ultimately it also reflects
Mesopotamian influence. As for rhyme, the Egyptian writing system records no
vowels, so we cannot know for certain if poets employed rhyme. Its use in Ugaritic
has been postulated based on our knowledge of comparative Semitics.
Nevertheless, even its appearance in Sumerian, Akkadian, Hebrew, and Aramaic
is very limited.

Only two devices occur in Egyptian and Northwest Semitic, but not
Akkadian: amphiboly (of the ambiguous grammar type) and numerical
paronomasia. A lack of the former in Akkadian is likely due to a scarcity of
research on the topic, since examples of anastrophe do appear. One might infer,
from the Mesopotamians’ interest in mathematics and their use of isopsephy and
numerical polysemy, that they would have employed numerical paronomasia, but
as far as [ am aware, no cases have come to light. If they did not employ it, perhaps
this registers a conceptual distinction between numerals and words. Cuneiform

6. In Egyptian, the signs for 1, 10, 100, 1000, 10,000, 100,000, and 1,000,000 do possess
non-numerical values, but to my knowledge they are not used polysemously. In Ugaritic,
most numbers are written phonetically. Some numbers are written logographically in
administrative texts, but the signs that also hold consonantal value, e.g., 1 (g), 2 (s), 3 (),
and 6 (v) are used unambiguously.

7. It is impossible to know why the Egyptian language possesses no contronyms, but
perhaps it relates to the Egyptian cosmological worldview in which opposites, like m3 "¢
“order” and isf't “chaos,” cannot share equal time or space.

8. I attribute the lack of attestation in Aramaic again to the small literary corpus.
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signs simultaneously could possess syllabic, logographic, and numerical values,
whereas numerals, when spelled out, only had mathematical values. Alternatively,
the use of numerical paronomasia in Ugaritic and Hebrew might reflect Egyptian
influence, since the device is more common in that language.’

A statistical analysis of the distribution of devices in each of the languages
can only be basic and approximate, but even so, the broad patterns that emerge
from the data are by no means arbitrary. For instance, the data reveals that all of
the polysemous and paronomastic devices appear in Hebrew (see figs. 2-3). After
Hebrew, Akkadian contains the largest number of them: fifteen of the seventeen
polysemous devices and twelve of the thirteen paronomastic types. Ugaritic is
next containing eleven of the seventeen polysemic types and eleven of the thirteen
paronomastic kind. Egyptian has the least: ten of seventeen polysemous devices
and eleven of the thirteen paronomastic ones. That Hebrew contains all of the
devices should not surprise us, since throughout its history, Israel negotiated the
cultural influences of its dominant neighbors both to the east and south (as well
as native Canaanite influence). Thus, it contains those found in Akkadian, but not
Egyptian, and vice versa.

Many of the devices are attested in both Egyptian and Mesopotamian texts,
so it is difficult to speak of their place of origin. Nevertheless, that Egyptian texts
contain the least number of devices is a likely testament to the influence of
Mesopotamia over the Northwest Semitic world. This is further borne out in that
when a device is absent in Ugaritic, it is never lacking in Akkadian, though in five
cases it is lacking in Egyptian; whereas when a device is absent in Egyptian, it
can be lacking in Ugaritic, but never in Akkadian or Hebrew.!?

Thirteen of the devices enjoyed such a long and pervasive usage that they
eventually made their way west, where they were labeled in Greek and/or Latin
(fig. 4). At that time, many of them were employed as tools in dream divination
and magic, or in the art of public speaking, otherwise known as rhetoric. Of
course, one can find some of the other devices in Greek texts too, even though we
do not possess Greek (or Latin) terms for them.

With regard to which devices are most frequently attested, I can offer an
assessment based only on the examples that I have collected from published works
on the subject. Though not an exact science, general tendencies are relatively
clear. Among the most common devices of polysemy are double entendres,
antanaclasis, unidirectional polysemy, multidirectional polysemy, and notarigon.
Acrostics appear with relative frequency in Hebrew and later Aramaic, though
they are far more rare in Akkadian, Egyptian, and Ugaritic.

9. I would expect Aramaic to contain examples of the device, but none have come to light
as of yet.

10. When a device is lacking only in Ugaritic, e.g., notarigon, polysemous clustering, and
anastrophe, I opine that it is due to the small corpora of Ugaritic texts, since I find it unlikely
that such devices were known in Mesopotamia, Egypt, and Israel, but not in the wider Levant.



5. Conclusions 301

We may account for the general frequency of some devices, like double
entendres, by pointing to their social utility. The need to mask offensive or
socially uncomfortable topics in softer language would appear to be nigh
universal. We should expect to see it employed from Sumerian to Aramaic, and
well beyond. Postulating reasons for the frequency of the other devices is more
difficult. One reason may be ease of production. For example, it certainly is easier
to create cases of antanaclasis than bilingual polysemy. It also is possible that
some devices were considered especially effective, meaningful, or learned. They
could have been understood as evidence of the exceptional abilities and authority of
the author. Still others, like acrostics, might have represented the vogue of their day.

The most frequently attested paronomastic devices overall are
homoeopropheron, parasonance, anagrammatic paronomasia, hendiadic parono-
masia, and geminate parallelism and clustering. Numerical paronomasia is more
frequently found in Egyptian, and less so in Hebrew. Again ease of employment
likely played a factor, in the same way that difficulty must have contributed to a
device’s rarity. Cases of hendiadic paronomasia likely were produced by common
usage, and thus remained in wider and more sustained circulation. If I am correct
in positing the connection of some cases of geminate parallelism and clustering
to needs produced by musical accompaniment, then the influence of musical
tastes, which tended to be conservative in the Near East generally until the modern
age, also might account for a device’s use.!! The high frequency with which
geminate parallelism and clustering appears in Egyptian texts, as opposed to
Akkadian texts, suggests the possibility that its use in Ugaritic and Hebrew
reflects Egyptian influence. Accordingly, it perhaps also represents the influence
of Egyptian musical tastes in the Levant.'?

The following devices appear first in Sumerian: contronymic polysemy,
double entendre, antanaclasis, unidirectional polysemy, multidirectional
polysemy, double polysemy, bilingual polysemy, polysemy clusters, notarigon,
homoeopropheron, homoioteleuton, homonymic paronomasia, bilingual
paronomasia, palindrome, hendiadic paronomasia, rhyme, and geminate
parallelism and clustering. Since some of them, like double entendre, could be the
result of parallel development, and because many of the others appear in Sumerian
texts composed by Akkadian speakers, it is impossible to make definitive claims
of origins. Nevertheless, one can say that they are among the most ancient
compositional devices in the Near East.

11. One also sees a connection between music and literature in the frequent references to
musical sounds as a focus device in biblical narratives. See 1. Kalimi, “Human and Musical
Sounds and Their Hearing Elsewhere as a Literary Device in the Biblical Narratives,” V'T
60 (2010): 565-70.

12. Some evidence for such influence appears in the Tale of Wenamun (2,69), in which we
find Egyptian songstresses in the service of a Byblian prince.
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In general, the aforementioned paronomastic devices occur more often than
those involving polysemy. This too, we can explain by recognizing that it is far
easier to repeat consonants than to find words with multiple meanings. Indeed, it
is far more difficult in most languages to find homonyms or words with wide
semantic parameters than words that share one or two consonants. Nevertheless,
it is possible that many polysemous devices were primarily intended for erudite
readers, since they cannot be recited without pause and discussion. On the other
hand, paronomastic devices, while also visually effective, primarily aimed to
reach listeners, who may or may not have been literate.

Once we obtain a more complete picture of how pervasively the scribes of
each culture employed each device, we will be able to determine whether certain
types occur only in certain textual genres or if some are attested more frequently
at certain periods. Perhaps then we will be able to say more about the relationship
between these textual devices and cultural attitudes concerning script and language.

5.2. FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES AND STRATEGIES

Despite the wide array of types of polysemy and paronomasia and the many kinds
of functions proposed for them, a few fundamental principles and strategies
appear to inform most of them. These include ambiguity, repetition and variation,
delayed comprehension, metaphor and metonymy, clustering, rare words, and the
regarding or disregarding of certain phonemes and morphemes.

5.2.1. AMBIGUITY

One of the fundamental principles informing all types of polysemy is ambiguity.
It is important to emphasize that ambiguous signs, words, and lines do not leave
a text impenetrable to understanding, and thus incapable of conveying meaning.
Rather, they pack the text with interpretive options, contingencies, and points of
view—they overload their contexts with meanings.!> When we encounter them

13. A useful starting point for understanding literary ambiguity, and one often cited by
biblical scholars, is William Empson, Seven Types of Ambiguity: A Study of Its Effects on
English Verse (New York: New Directions, 1966). Empson distinguishes his seven kinds
of ambiguity by placing them on a scale of effectiveness from the coherent to the confusing
and contradictory. Though offering many insights, Empson’s focus on Western literature
means that he contextualizes the latter part of the scale in negative terms—as inarticulate,
incongruous, nonsensical, even accidental. Yet, as this study has shown, even the most
enigmatic cases of ambiguity in Near Eastern texts, e.g., polysemy clusters, are deliberately
formed to create enigmas that imbue a text with divine wonder. In addition, the social
means of textual production that inform his corpus are not informed by the ontology of the
spoken and written word. Moreover, Empson treats ambiguity generally as a major
component of poetic language that provides readers with pleasure. Therefore, his
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we find ourselves in a kind of thought loop that forces us to focus, rethink, and
contemplate each alternative possibility. The engine that powers the looping
process is the exegetical assumption that a text must have a single meaning and
that proper training will compel a text to yield that meaning to the exegete’s tools
and skills. Even for some modern scholars, resigning themselves to the notion that
ancient bards intended some of their signs, words, and passages to be polyvalent,
may feel contrary to their training and the exegetical enterprise generally. Or they
may even be unsettling, especially when perceived as the agenda of skeptics
steeped in postmodern methodologies. Yet, at this point, the evidence for
polysemy in ancient Near Eastern texts is beyond doubt. Indeed, while the
existence of such devices remained too slippery to grasp for many scholars of
earlier generations, contemporary scholarship increasingly has come to grips with
it. Moreover, if we factor into our understanding of ancient polysemy and
paronomasia the ancients’ perceived ontology of the spoken language and written
script, such cases of ambiguity take on added import, for they multiply the agency,
effect, and perceived power of the living word or sign.

5.2.2. REPETITION AND VARIATION

Another principle informing cases of paronomasia and polysemy is that of
repetition and variation. This is well in keeping on a larger scale with its
appearance as a staple feature of ancient Near Eastern narrative and visual art.
Robert Alter’s observations with regard to the effect of repetition and variation in
narrative are applicable here: they can “serve the purposes of commentary,
analysis, foreshadowing, thematic assertion, with a wonderful combination of
subtle understatement and dramatic force.”'* Moreover, the repetition of signs,
consonants, and similar sounding words represents an extension of the verbatim
repetition of signs and lexemes (e.g., ploce, anaphora) and the repetition of the

classification of ambiguity is of limited help for understanding ancient Near Eastern texts.
For a more recent attempt to refine our understanding of ambiguity in biblical texts, see
David H. Aaron, Biblical Ambiguities: Metaphor, Semantics and Divine Imagery, BRLAJ
4 (Leiden: Brill, 2001).

14. Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic Books, 1981), 91. On
repetition and variation in biblical lists, see Meir Paran, Forms of the Priestly Style in the
Pentateuch: Patterns, Linguistic Usages, Syntactic Structures (Jerusalem: Magness Press,
1989), 179-237, who refers to this as “concluding deviation.” See also Stanley Gevirtz,
“Evidence of Conjugational Variation in the Parallelization of Selfsame Verbs in the
Amarna Letters,” JNES 32 (1973): 99-104; Gevirtz, “On Canaanite Rhetoric: The
Evidence of the Amarna Letters from Tyre,” Or 42 (1973): 162—77. See also Gary A.
Rendsburg, “Variation in Biblical Hebrew Prose and Poetry,” in Built by Wisdom, Estab-
lished by Understanding: Essays on Biblical and Near Eastern Literature in Honor of
Adele Berlin, ed. Maxine L. Grossman (Bethesda, MD: University of Maryland Press,
2013),197-226.
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same root in different verbal and nominal formations (e.g., metaphony,
polyptoton, polyprosopon), devices not under consideration here.'> The repetition
creates a rhythm of expectations that variation subverts. Together they produce
contrast.

A few cases from Hebrew and Aramaic texts are especially instructive in this
regard. Hosea’s prophecy against Israel is an excellent starting point: 12 D372
TR 1P 072 YIRON ko-rubam ken hat’i Ii kabodam bé-galon “amir “as
they increased, the more they sinned against me; I shall turn their honor into
shame” (Hos 4:7). The use of the proposition 2 k2 “as” before 037 rubam “they
increased” encourages one to think at first that the same consonant starting the
very next stich (i.e., in ©7122 kabodam) might also be the same preposition,
especially because assonance abets the comparison between 0372 ka-rubam and
07123 kabodam. However, the reader/listener soon realizes that the consonant is
part of the noun “honor.”!®

Verbs also can play the trickster. Psalm 79:5 reads: ng17 qaxm mm nn~1
TORIP WR™IND WAN ‘ad-mah YHWH te’énap la-nesah tib ‘ar kamo- &5 qin atoka
“How long, O Yahweh, will you be angry forever, will your jealousy burn like
fire?” Since the first verb one encounters occurs in the second person masculine
singular (i.e., 5I80 te’énap “you will be angry”), one is encouraged by way of
parallelism and grammatical form to hear the second verb, 22n tib ‘ar as a second
person masculine form, that is, “you will burn.” However, it is not until one hears
the final words TNRIP gin ‘dtakd “your jealousy,” that one realizes that it alone is
the third person feminine singular subject of the verb “burn” (the second person
masculine and third person feminine forms are identical in this conjugation).

A more sustained case involving prepositions occurs in Isa 24:2, a prophecy
of doom that proceeds in merisms:

WK MY nib2 MR 2in2 MJip2 AR NNOW PITND T3 1792 DY M
i3 RYI

15. On the strict repetition of roots, see already Israel Eitan, “La répétition de la racine en
hébreu,” JPOS 1 (1920): 171-86. On anaphora in Ugaritic, see Yogev and Yona, “Visual
Poetry in the Ugaritic Tablet KTU 1.4.” See also Shamir Yona, “A Type of Expanded
Repetition in Biblical Parallelism,” ZAW 119 (2007): 586—601. See also the comment of
Klein and Sefati, “Word Play in Sumerian Literature,” 24: “The most important formal
characteristic of Sumerian poetic language is the verbal repetition of one or more words,
phrases, or whole sentences (i.e., poetic lines)—mostly in continuous lines, occasionally
in alternate lines—to demarcate or emphasize a stanza or part of a poem.” A representative
example of this approach in Egyptology is Richter, Theology of Hathor of Dendera.

16. I thank my graduate student Corinna Nichols for this astute observation and for
discovering another example in Deut 32:11: “As a vulture [WW12 ka-neser] stirs up his nest,
hovers over his chicks, spreads his wings [1212 kondapaw], takes them, carries them on his
pinions.” I suggest that it might be fruitful to look for the same device using other
prepositions as well.
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wa-hayah ka- ‘am kak-kohén ka- ‘ebed ka-'donaw kas-siphah kag-gabirtah kaq-
qoneh kam-moker kam-malweh kal-loweh kan-noseh ka dser nose’ bo

It shall be, as with the people, so with the priest, as with the servant, so with his
master, as with the maid, so with her mistress, as with the buyer, so with the
seller, as with the lender, so with the borrower, as when the creditor becomes the
debtor.

In this passage, we hear twelve successive repetitions of the consonant kaph (2,
both as k and £). We must read the first eleven as the preposition “as, like”
attached to nouns.!” When one arrives at the twelfth, one naturally expects a
similar use. However, this time one encounters the compound relative pronoun
“which, when.” The repetition and variation catches readers/listeners off guard,
forcing them to pause and contemplate the change. The pause allows one to realize
that the last merism involves contronyms—the terms for XWi nose” “creditor” and
“debtor” are identical. In effect, the variation underscores the prophet’s point that
the fates of those in opposite social positions will be the same.

Repetition and variation lie at the very heart of paronomasia. At times they
can support poetic themes. In the hymn to Sarai’s beauty in the Genesis
Apocryphon from Qumran (1QApGen XX, 2-8a), we find 2 /k/ and 5 /I/ repeated
in every bicolon and tricolon, save for 4a, 8b, and 10b.8

la. How [1n3 kmh] splen[di]d and beautiful is the image of her [D5% 15 ik slm]
face,

1b. How [®m2 km’] [ ] and [filne is [ /4] the hair of her head.

2a. How [&n2 km ] lovely are [n5 1% lhwn [h] her eyes,

2b. And how desirable is [ /4] her nose,

2c. All [912 kwl] the radiance of her face [ .

3a. How [Rn2 km ] fair is [ /] her breast,

3b. And how [8n21 wkm ] beautiful is all her [912 1% Ih kwi] whiteness.
4a. Her arms how beautiful,

4b. And her hands how [8n2 km | perfect [552 kiylyn],

4c. And [ ] is all [%12 kwl] the appearance of her hands.

Sa. How [8n2 km ] lovely are her palms [R"22 kpyh 7],

5b. And how long [12™R ‘7vkn] and delicate

5c. Are all [512 kwl] the fingers of her hands.

17. The repetition, but not the variation, was noted by Gliick, “Assonance in Ancient He-
brew Poetry,” 78.

18. I adopt the transcription and translation of Peter Y. Lee, Aramaic Poetry in Qumran
(PhD diss., Catholic University of America, 2011), 451-52. James C. VanderKam, “The
Poetry of 1QApGen. XX, 2-8a,” RevQum 10 (1979): 57-66, observes the repetition of the
root N9y “I-y in 7-9, and the juxtaposition of the repeated root 98w §-p-r, but not the
repeated 2 /k/ and % /I/. See also Pereira, Studies in Aramaic Poetry (c. 100 B.C.E.—c. 600
C.E.), 22-26.



306 “Wordplay” in Ancient Near Eastern Texts

6a. Her feet [Rr937 rglyh ] how [8n3 km '] beautiful,

6b. And how [8n21 wkm | perfect [ 115 nn5w §lmh lhn [h] are her legs.
7a. And every [93 kl] virgin [{1n2 btwin] and bride [j852 ki 'n]
7b. Who enters into a bridal-chamber [1335 lgnwn]

7c. Is not [XY /'] more beautiful than she.

8a. And above all [912 5v1 w I kwl] (other) women

8b. Her beauty is beautifulness.

9a. And her beautifulness is the highest [8591w Iy 7],

9b. Higher [85Y% 1] than all of them [} kwlhn].

10a. And along with all [%12 kwl] this beauty,

10b. Much wisdom is with her,

10c. And her handiwork [57 dI] is lovely.

The concatenation of the repeated consonants lends the poem cohesiveness while
reinforcing its central theme of the 12 kwl “totality” of 152 klylyn “perfection.”
Russell Cherry describes well the literary effect of the strategy.

When extended throughout an entire pericope or beyond, the use of repetition
can achieve even more significant effects upon the literary unit. In such
examples, the repeated words become structurally meaningful and serve to
integrate the thought and direction of the passage. This integration creates
continuity over a much broader spectrum, and causes the reader or hearer to look
both backwards and forwards, and consequently to rethink previous perceptions
and interpretations. '

5.2.3. DELAYED COMPREHENSION

Closely related to repetition and variation is the principle of delayed
comprehension. Poets employing it create linguistic expectations that they later
manipulate, exploit, or subvert, but they do so without relying on repetition. We
have seen this already in divinatory texts and narratives that report omens that
receive interpretations later.? However, this also occurs generally with polysemy
in poems and narratives. Illustrating this is the Egyptian Tale of the Shipwrecked
Sailor, which twice employs the particle S\ = mk “behold” (1l. 2, 10), but then
soon uses the same signs for m =k “in your hand” (l. 16). Then, in line 29, one
encounters the adjective m k3 “fierce,” spelled §, =T\ —. Thus the author has
twice set up the reader to see the words “in your hand” and “fierce” as “behold.”

Ellen Davis has shown that Isaiah similarly manipulates expectations in a
prophecy concerning Judah: iz T[ﬁlg TAR 37N NIRD 0AR WX T 17 hén gor

19. Cherry, Paronomasia and Proper Names in the Old Testament, 130.
20. See 3.13.1, and Noegel, Nocturnal Ciphers; Noegel, “Kirtu’s Allusive Dream.”
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yagir ‘epes meé- ot mi gar “ittak ‘alayik yippol (Isa 54:15).2! The strategy involves
three homophonous verbs: 733 gir I “dwell”, =93 11 “quarrel, gather together,” and
3 III “fear.”?> The use of these verbs is the “means by which the poet
deliberately impedes understanding, causing the reader to reconsider phrases for
which the intended meaning is not the only or the most obvious one.”?* The
context of Judah’s future freedom from fear just prior to the verse encourages one
to understand the start of the pronouncement as “if anyone fears, it is not from
me.”** Yet, one also can read it: “there is nothing at all to fear apart from me.”
Equally ambiguous are the phrases Tn& 230 mi gar ‘ittak, which can mean
“whoever quarrels with you” or “whoever dwells with you,” and %12 7% ‘alayik
yippol, which can mean “will fall on account of you” or “will defect to you” (cf.
2 Kgs 25:11, Jer 21:9). The latter could imply the conversion of resident aliens or
opponents in warfare. Nevertheless, the passages that follow promise an Israelite
victory over violent contenders, thus forcing one to realize that T ™0 mi gar
‘ittak must mean “whoever quarrels with you.” Davis concludes that the prophet’s
use of polysemy:

delays the audience’s comprehension, giving them pause to recall the promises
and the power of Israel’s God. Grappling to resolve the ambiguities resident in
the verbal phrases, they are forced to set this divine word in the fuller context of
the prophet’s message, so that the injunction against fear echoes even through
the warning of further conflict (liv 15a), and the assurance of vindication before
their enemies (liv 15b) carries with it a reminder of the charge to draw into the
sphere of God’s salvation even the strangers among whom they now dwell.
Through this strategy of delayed comprehension, the prophetic word provides
for those who will attend to it a hedge against the opposite dangers of capitulation
and vindictiveness.?’

James Roberts espied another example in Isa 5:11.2° The passage reads: *in
O T 1 W33 INRD 9T N2W PA2 0IWN hdy maskime bab-boger $ékar
yirdopii ma-"ahare ban-nesep yayin yadligém “woe to those who rise early in the
morning that they may chase strong drink; who tarry late into the evening that

21.Davis, “Strategy of Delayed Comprehension.” Cf. David Toshio Tsumura, “Statement-
Development-Twist-Denouement: The AA'XB Pattern in Biblical Hebrew Poetry,” in
Prince of the Orient: Ancient Near Eastern Studies in Memory of H. I. H. Prince Takahito
Mikasa, ed. Ichiro Nakata et al., Orient Supplement 1 (Tokyo: The Society for Near Eastern
Studies in Japan, 2019), 26972, who cites several biblical poetic passages in which third
line shifts expectations by dramatically altering the context.

22. HALOT, s.v. “m3 L 11, IIL.”

23. Davis, “Strategy of Delayed Comprehension,” 218-19.

24. With Rashi.

25. Davis, “Strategy of Delayed Comprehension,” 220.

26. Roberts, “Double Entendre in First Isaiah,” 41-43.
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they may pursue wine!”” Here the prophet manipulates one’s expectations by way
of artful syntax that creates a surprise twist at the end of the verse. When one
encounters the plural suffix at the end D~ -ém, instead of the third person plural
verbal ending 1 -1z, one is forced to reconsider the line’s syntax. It is at that moment
that one realizes that “wine” cannot be the direct object, like “strong drink” in the
previous stich, but rather it is the subject. To wit, the drinkers pursue strong drink
in the first stich, but the wine now chases them in the second. It is not until the
end of the line that we realize we must translate the second stich as “who tarry
late into the evening so that wine pursues them!” Moreover, the verb 77 dalag is
polysemous meaning both “pursue” and “inflame.”?’

Authors also can employ a strategy of delayed comprehension across
narrative units. Duane Christensen’s example from Jonah is representative.?® As
he informs us, Jonah’s proclamation that humans and animals wﬁj"?zg ‘al yir‘a
“shall not feed”” (Jon 3:7), fits its immediate context of fasting, but it also suggests
“shall not be evil,” anticipating the references to turning from evil and the eventual
repentance of the Ninevites (Jon 3:8, 3:10, 4:1, 4:2); a connection reinforced by
the chiastic structure of the chapter as a whole. Christensen similarly points to the
narrator’s ambiguous comment in Gen 37:2 that Joseph 1Xxa ¥R NK NY7 76 ‘¢h
‘et ‘ehaw bas-so’n, a phrase that one can read as “shepherding with his brothers
among the flock” or “shepherding his brothers among the flock.” The latter
anticipates Joseph’s later role as ruling over his brothers (cf. Ps 78:71) and
sustaining them (Gen 45:8-11). From a functional standpoint, both cases of
polysemy are referential in nature, whereas from a literary perspective, we might
consider them examples of foreshadowing.

A final example, brought to our attention by Baruch Halpern and Richard
Friedman, is the prophesy of Jonah to the Ninevites: “forty days more, and Nine-
veh will be overthrown [N2273 nehpaket]” (Jon 3:4). Since the story begins with
Yahweh commanding Jonah to go to Nineveh and speak against it on account of
its evilness, one expects Jonah’s message to refer to the city’s destruction.
However, when the people and king proclaim a fast even for the animals, and God
repents of the evil he was going to bring upon the city, readers/listeners become
aware that N)an) nehpdket in Yahweh’s prophecy does not mean “will be
overthrown,” but rather “will be turned around,” as in “repent” (already b. Sanh
89b).% Yet it is not until we reach the end of Jonah 3 that we realize this.

27. HALOT, s.v. “p>7 I, 11.” The polysemy was discussed by Yellin, “Polysemy in the
Bible,” 6-7.

28. Christensen, “Anticipatory Paronomasia in Jonah 3:7-8 and Genesis 37:2.”

29. Observed by Baruch Halpern and Richard Elliott Friedman, “Composition and Paro-
nomasia in the Book of Jonah,” HAR 4 (1980): 79-92; Jack M. Sasson, Jonah: A New
Translation with Introduction, Commentary, and Interpretation, AB 24B (New York:
Doubleday, 1990), 29.
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Inherent in a strategy of delayed comprehension is an element of deception.
The author deludes hearers/readers into accepting one interpretation only to
destabilize that reading with another. The strategy creates an exegetical loop for
interpreters who must rethink the previous reading in the light of a changed
context. The process compels contemplation. Depending on the writing system,
this contemplation inevitably focuses first on individual signs or words, but
naturally extends to larger sections of text. Moreover, the sense of discovery that
occurs when one comprehends polysemy instills in the reader/listener a feeling of
owning the text, even as it enhances memory.

5.2.4. METAPHOR AND METONYMY

Also fundamental to the creation and use of polysemy and paronomasia are
metaphor and metonymy. The study of metonymy and metaphor has undergone
significant conceptual changes over the last several decades. For many years,
metaphor and metonymy were considered figures of speech that occupy opposite
poles in the nonliteral application of language: the former exploiting the similarity
between signs and words, the latter underscoring their contiguity. The former was
seen as substituting, while the latter was understood as associating. George Lakoff
and Mark Turner then proposed that we understand metonymy as entailing
ontological mappings within a single conceptual domain, but metaphor as
operating across separate conceptual domains.>° More recently, criticism of this
approach has focused on the vagueness of what constitutes a domain, which since
led Yves Peirsman and Dirk Geeraerts to argue that metonymy constitutes a proto-
typical category with derived/extended forms.3! My interest here is not in
explaining polysemy and paronomasia through the lens of various approaches to
metaphor and metonymy, but simply to note that, regardless of how one perceives
them to operate, we may view many ancient Near Eastern cases of polysemy as
metaphoric and/or metonymic in nature.??

30. George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, Metaphors We Live By (Chicago, IL: University of
Chicago Press, 1980); George Lakoff and Mark Turner, More Than Cool Reason: A Field
Guide to Poetic Metaphor (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1989); Lakoff, “The
Contemporary Theory of Metaphor,” in Metaphor and Thought, ed. Andrew Ortony, 2nd
ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 202-51.

31. Yves Peirsman and Dirk Geeraerts, “Metonymy as a Prototypical Category,” CL 17
(2006): 269-316.

32. For a useful collection of essays on the topic of metaphor in biblical studies, see Pierre
van Hecke, ed., Metaphor in the Hebrew Bible, BETL 187 (Leuven: Peeters, 2005). On the
relationship between metaphor and multivalency in Mesopotamian and Ugaritic texts, see
Simoneta Ponchia, “Some Reflections on Metaphor, Ambiguity and Literary Tradition,” in
Of God(s), Trees, and Scholars: Neo-Assyrian and Related Studies in Honour of Simo
Parpola, ed. Mikko Luuko, Saana Svird, and Raija Mattila, StudOr 106 (Helsinki: Finnish
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One primarily sees this in cases of double entendres and riddles, which
operate almost entirely within the world of metaphor, and in the polysemous
clustering of body parts, which involves both the metaphoric use of idioms and
the metonymic association of each member with the whole body. Metonymy also
informs the use of parasonance, notarigon, and hendiadic paronomasia.
Parasonance employs some, but not all, of the consonants that comprise one word
in another. Notarigon literally creates a single word by combining the initial parts
of several words or the sounds of the signs used to write them. Hendiadic
paronomasia forms a single concept or action by combining two separate words.
Loprieno’s remark concerning the significance of metaphor and metonymy in the
production of paronomasia and polysemy in Egyptian texts is equally applicable
to the other languages in this study:

while in Western tradition the pun is a figure of ambiguity, in ancient Egypt it
belongs to the domain of the metaphor, or perhaps more precisely of
metonymy—since it established contiguity within the semantic continuum of
(broadly speaking) homophones. One of the main intents of Egyptian word play,
therefore, is the scientific classification of the world and its entities.

While metaphor and metonymy do not inform all cases of Near Eastern polysemy
and paronomasia, they do constitute two fundamental principles by which many
forms operate.

5.2.5. CLUSTERING

A number of devices studied here generally involve the phenomenon of
clustering. Whether based on the practice of memorizing lexica or not, there is no
doubt that the ancient literati often felt compelled to gather like to like, whether
sounds, devices, or lexical themes. Indeed, even paronomastic devices like
homoeopropheron, homoioteleuton, epanastrophe, and parasonance involve the
clustering of similar sounds. Homonymic paronomasia and antanaclasis too rely
on mirroring likeness to achieve their effects. Cases of numerical polysemy and
numerical paronomasia often appear in pericopes that contain hyperbolic
numerical references (e.g., of military troops) or in which the ordinary use of
numbers otherwise abounds.** Polysemy and paronomasia on body parts similarly
occur in accounts in which a particular member is central to the text or in which

Oriental Society, 2009), 399-407; Joseph Lam, “Metaphor in the Ugaritic Literary Texts,”
JNES 78 (2019): 37-57.

33. Loprieno, “Puns and Word Play in Ancient Egyptian,” 13.

34. Biblical texts that feature twins or twinness also contain paronomasia on the number
two and the doubling of consonants. See Vermeulen, “Two of a Kind”; Noegel and Nichols,
“Seeing Doubles.” On other kinds of clusters, see Noegel, “Shame of Ba‘al.”
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bodily features appear unambiguously in other ways. Therefore, strategies of
clustering amplify their literary contexts. This suggests that, when one encounters
literary contexts in which some objects or themes appear in abundance, it would
be prudent to look for polysemy and paronomasia clusters.

5.2.6. RARE WORDS

Another common strategy is the use of rare words and/or orthography. Whether
for polysemy or paronomasia, poets often sought uncommon words or forms in
order to achieve their desired effect. Certainly this is the case for Egyptian bards,
for as The Complaint of Khakheperresonbe (BM 5645, rt. 2-3) informs us,
Egyptian texts aim for hn.w hmmyj ts.w hpp.j m mdw.t ms.t tm.t sw3 Swy.t m whmm.jt
“unknown phrases, strange verses in a new speech which does not pass, free from
repetition.”®> An inscription in the temple of Hathor at Dendera is equally
fascinating. It reads: nb.t p.t hnw.t ntr.w nb.w “Lady of heaven, mistress of all the
gods.” Of particular interest are the nouns nb “lady” and nb “all,” which are both
written with the reclining bovine sign 1 rather than the more common sign — in
order to emphasize Hathor’s manifestation as a cow.3¢

However, the strategy of using rare words and forms is most pronounced
among Mesopotamian scribes. Chaim Cohen and Jacob Klein have shown that
Akkadian texts exhibit a more frequent use of hapax legomena than found in the
Hebrew Bible, even though Akkadian texts constitute a much larger corpus.’” The
use of rare words in Mesopotamian texts cannot be divorced from the long-lived
scribal tradition of creating exhaustive lexical lists, a practice deeply rooted in
priestly and divinatory conceptions of secrecy and the guarding of divine
knowledge. Cohen and Klein conclude that “the rationale for such massive usage
of hapax legomena in the lexical lists (including the large percentage of foreign
words therein) can only be the scribes’ desire to take pride in and exhibit their
vast erudition.”® Lexical lists embodied scribal knowledge and power and
provided the raw materials for literary compositions and commentaries.>’

The production of lexical lists at Emar and Ugarit, along with evidence for
cuneiform culture further south at Apheq, Ashqgelon, Hazor, and Megiddo in the
Late Bronze Age, reveal that Mesopotamian educated elites transmitted their
traditions well beyond their geographic borders.*® Such texts also constitute part
of the diplomatic archive at Amarna, Egypt, though Hittite and Babylonian

35. Translation by Parkinson, “Literary Form and the Tale of the Eloquent Peasant,” 171,
who also discusses the use of hapax legomena in the Egyptian Tale of the Eloquent Peasant.
36. Richter, Theology of Hathor of Dendera, 346349, 545.

37. See Cohen and Klein, “Akkadian Hapax Legomena.”

38. See Cohen and Klein, “Akkadian Hapax Legomena,” 105.

39. Frahm, Babylonian and Assyrian Text Commentaries, 88-94.

40. Veldhuis, History of the Cuneiform Lexical Traditions, 304.
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intermediaries likely produced them. It is widely assumed that, after the
disruptions that led to the collapse of Bronze Age palace societies, the practice of
creating lexical lists ceased in the Northwest Semitic world. As evidence, scholars
point out that excavations at Iron Age sites in the Levant have yielded no lexical
lists. Nevertheless, the lack of lexical texts may be more apparent than real.

The widespread use of papyrus or wax writing boards as the writing medium
of choice virtually ensured that many records would not survive from this time.
Witness, for example, the entire Phoenician literary record, which no longer
exists, except in fragments recorded in later textual traditions. Glenn Markoe
explains:

The legacy of Phoenician as a language has been clouded by the almost complete
loss of a literary record. Of the various Phoenician and Punic compositions
alluded to by the ancient classical authors, not a single work or even a fragment
has survived in its original idiom. An explanation may be sought in the dramatic
transformation in writing medium that accompanied the introduction of the
cursive alphabetic script. Perishable materials such as wood, ivory, papyrus, and
parchment now replaced the durable baked clay medium of the cuneiform
tradition. Very few have survived the humid environment of the coastal Levant.*!

This situation also explains the exiguous textual record of ancient Israel. The
entire Hebrew Bible represents only a small portion of the Hebrew language in
use, and the earliest surviving biblical texts we possess, the texts from Qumran,
stand at the end of a thousand-plus year history of textual production in Israel.*?
It is safe to assume that Israel’s literary output was probably far greater than has
survived today. This context might explain the lack of lexical lists.

Moreover, there is some evidence, though it is admittedly circumstantial, for
the use of lexicons when creating some literary devices. In particular, it is
reasonable to think that word pairs and rare words may have been culled or learned
from lists.** Postulating the existence of lexical lists also might inform a number
of the devices that involve clustering, like geminate forms and body parts (see
4.1.8.1).* Even if lexical lists were not transmitted in writing, some form of oral

41. Glenn E. Markoe, Phoenicians (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2000), 110.
42. See Edward Ullendorf, “Is Biblical Hebrew a Language?,” BSOAS 34 (1971): 241-55.
43. Note that the two lexemes for “moth” found in parallelism in Isa 51:8, i.e., ©D sas and
Wy ‘as, appear in cognate form in sequence in an Akkadian lexical list. Thus, sasu “moth”
follows asasu “moth” in HAR-ra = hubullu X1V, 268-269, and in two other copies replaces
it. See Benno Landsberger, The Fauna of Ancient Mesopotamia. 2nd part. HAR-ra = hubullu.
Tablet X1V and XVIII. MSL 8.2 (Rome: Pontificium Institutum Biblicum, 1962), 30.

44. Cf. the recent comment by Jeffrey L. Cooley, “Judean Scribalism, Documentary
Epistemology, and the Name 587" in The Scaffolding of Our Thoughts: Essays on
Assyriology and the History of Science in Honor of Francesca Rochberg, ed. C. Jay
Crisostomo et al., AMD 13 (Leiden: Brill, 2018), 236, about the appellative paronomasia
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thesaurus likely was in use.*> The statement that Solomon’s wisdom included the
knowledge of all botanical life, near and far, as well as animals, birds, and fish, in
addition to three thousand proverbs and one thousand and five songs (1 Kgs 5:12—
13), suggests that some forms of wisdom were embodied in lists. While obviously
one cannot prove this at present, I aver that the use of word pairs, rare words, and
some clustering devices in the service of polysemy and paronomasia likely have
their origins in list-making traditions.*®

5.2.7. PHONEMES AND MORPHEMES: COUNTED AND UNCOUNTED

A close examination of each type of polysemy and paronomasia reveals that the
literati entertained different strategies when it came to which features of their
language were poetically meaningful to each device. This is particularly
noticeable in consonantal texts, especially Hebrew and Aramaic, in which various
linguistic features, such as the waw-copula, the definite article, and verbal and
nominal affixes, do not count in the construction of some devices. Proverbs 1:33
demonstrates this well: np7 TNaN IRY) NV[IW? 9 VWY we-Soméa [T yiskan
betah we-sa’anan mip-pahad ra‘ah “he who obeys me shall dwell securely, and
shall be quiet without fear of evil.” Note how the homoeopropheron between pn1
we-Somea ', 12V yiskan, and 138 we-§a ‘anan does not take into account the waw-

informing the name Israel that the angel provides Jacob in Gen 32: “The interpretation of
the moniker is not literal, in the sense the interpretation does not offer exclusively valid
equivalencies for each of the name’s components. It should, rather, be qualified as a process
of synonymous interpretation, the kind we see in Mesopotamian word lists like malku-
Sarru. That is to say, the scribe chooses to identify the components of the name from a
spectrum of possible equivalents, none of which are intrinsically prioritized.”

45. On Mesopotamian school traditions of the Late Bronze Age as the ultimate influence
on Israelite scribes, see William M. Schniedewind, The Finger of the Scribe: The
Beginnings of Scribal Education and How It Shaped the Hebrew Bible (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2019).

46. This tradition was continued into later times when the Masoretes marked and collected
the Bible’s hapax legomena, a practice that abetted their poetic needs, as observed by
Gérard E. Weil, “Prolegomenon: Nehardea, Sura, Tiberias—From Rab Hamnuna’s
Masorah to the Masorah Magna,” in The Massorah Magna: Part One, Massoretic
Dictionary or the Massorah in Alphabetic Order, ed. S. Frensdorff (New York: Ktav,
1968), xxi: “I think I can affirm that the presentation of these rare or peculiar forms and
the systematic search for them found their raison d’étre in the service of a budding
liturgical poetry ... at the period when the art of liturgical composition was beginning to
develop, the Hebrew language had become substantially a fixed liturgical language, and
evolved no further in its classical form. The language of the Bible was limited to the
subjects treated in it, and the vocabulary at the sacred poets’ disposition was necessarily
scanty. For want of a rich and sacred vocabulary, the liturgical poets seized upon rare forms
and utilized them freely, on this base the art of liturgical poetry was built.”
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copula attached to the first verb (YW $dma ‘) and the noun (JARY Sa ‘dnan), or the
verbal prefix of the second verb (oW Sdkan), because only the triliteral roots are
meaningful to make the repetition of the first consonant sin (V) effective. While
such features are morphemically meaningful, they are poetically insignificant.

See similarly Prov 5:3: 771 "na nion noi nopet tittopnah sipté zarah “for
the lips of a foreign woman drip honey.” Homoioteleuton obtains between nai
nopet and "Naw Sipté and anagrammatic paronomasia occurs between Nai nopet
and nian fiftopnah. Note, however, that the yod (*) marking the construct state
of *naw sipré(y) “lips of” is not counted as the final consonant contributing to
homoioteleuton, because it serves as a vowel marker. Moreover, the phrase nai
ninon nopet tittopnah “honey drips” also constitutes parasonance, if we consider
the verbal affix as required by grammar and not counted toward the device; for
then the roots involved are nai n—p—t and 501 n—-—p.*’

Isaiah’s prophecy concerning the Valley of Vision also demonstrates this:
WD INY DY 0'WNam wa-hap-pardasim $ot Sati has-5d ‘rah “and the horsemen
set themselves in array at the gate” (Isa 22:7).** Homoeopropheron between the
infinitive absolute construction MW NV $ot Sati “set themselves in array” and
TWwWa has-§a ‘rah “the gate” does not count the definite article. In addition,
parasonance between D'WN81 hap-parasim “the horsemen” and nWwwWa has-
sa ‘rah “the gate” disregards the nominal plural ending 0'- -im.

There is also the case of homoioteleuton in the description of
Nebuchadnezzar’s transformation: 1™2%2 "1V wa-tiprohi ka-sipparin “and his
nails (became) like birds’ (talons)” (Dan 4:30). Note how neither the copula ) wa,
masculine suffix "1 6Ai, preposition 2 k2, nor the masculine plural ending 1> in
count towards the device.

Three more examples of anagrammatic paronomasia, noted long ago by
Samuel Waldburg,* will suffice to show that only the triconsonantal roots matter
for some devices: the phrase 02913 2702 ba-hereb bahitrékem “(1 killed) with
the sword your young men” in Amos 4:10, the words "nRen mdsa ti “1 have
found” and 1080 2 ‘amsennii “will strengthen them” in Ps 89:21-22, and 17p2
ba-qereb “inside” and 02y lab-bagarim “mornings” in Ps 101:7-8. The phrase
in Amos ignores the plural nominal suffix 03 kem. The two verbs in Ps 89 do not
count the verbal affixes ' 17 and 1 f2, and pronominal suffix 31 nnii. In Ps 101, the
anagram is achieved despite the prepositions 2 » and % /, and nominal plural
ending O im.

Periodically in this study I have emphasized the importance of recognizing

47. Thus, contrary Arthur Keefer, “Sound Patterns as Motivation for Rare Words in Proverbs
1-9,” JNSL 43 (2017): 38, who sees the passage as a challenge to the taxonomy of known
devices. Indeed, anagrammatic paronomasia and/or parasonance describes the device.

48. Gliick, “Assonance in Ancient Hebrew Poetry,” 80, treats this passage as a case of
assonance.

49. Waldburg, Methods of (Hermeneutical) Transformations, article 2, section 12.
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that the ancients’ understanding of etymology is not the equivalent of ours and
that poets often sacrificed correct grammar to meet poetical needs. Yet, the
examples above also reveal a general appreciation for the importance of the
consonantal root structure underlying their grammar. Hallo similarly has noticed
that when Israclite authors employ pejorative etymological paronomasia to
foreign names, they do so always on the non-theophoric parts, suggesting that
they were well aware of the proper etymologies of the names.*® Whether poets
elected in some cases to create false etymologies by connecting unrelated roots or
in others to disregard morphemes in favor of root structures, depends entirely on
the device they chose to employ. Indeed, some other devices do not disregard
these morphemic features, but rely upon them. For instance, geminate parallels
and clusters often take advantage of verbal affixes and nominal suffixes when
they contribute to the doubling of sounds found in the root of a word.>' This
indicates that different devices had different rules and expectations or could be
manipulated by poets for their own needs. In some cases, such as those devices
that disregard the copula and definite article, it might suggest that the device
originated from a language that does not possess such features. Alternatively, it
might suggest that the tradents had an understanding of free versus bound
morphemes, even if they did not preserve terms for such. At the very least, the
evidence again demonstrates the flexibility of grammar in the service of poetics.

One also must acknowledge that some of the polysemous devices known to
the ancients could not have been caught when the text was read aloud unless they
involved homophony. Consider, for example, the many learned polysemous
readings of Marduk’s fifty names in Enuma Elish, for which the author
recommends contemplation and instruction: “they (the names) should be
remembered; a leading figure should expound them, the wise and learned should
confer about them” (7.145-146). In fact, any pause and meaningful analysis of
the names would frustrate a smooth recitation of the text. Thus, we must envision
the learned discourse on erudite readings and cases of visual polysemy as taking
place in educational circles, where masters could share their commentaries and
transmit their hidden wisdom to pupils. In effect, the true depth of knowledge
contained in polysemes had to be glossed over during recitation.*?

5.2.8. RECITATION, POLYSEMY, AND AUTHORITY

Above, and in chapter 2, I noted that the smooth recitation of ancient texts
precluded options for pausing and discussing any polysemous devices they might

50. Hallo, “Scurrilous Etymologies,” 773.

51. Even particles and suffix formations could serve as tools of the craft in ancient Israel.
See Michael B. Shepherd, “Is It ‘To Him’ or Is It ‘Not’? Intentional Variation between 15
and &Y in the Hebrew Bible,” JSOT 39 (2014): 121-37.

52. The same can be said of some Ugaritic texts. See Noegel, “Kirtu’s Allusive Dream.”



316 “Wordplay” in Ancient Near Eastern Texts

contain, and that the very presence of such devices strongly suggests the existence
of oral traditions. Alternative readings must have been explicated in the scribal
academies, Houses of Life, and discipleship societies. In much the same way that
we teach Akkadian, Egyptian, Ugaritic, or Hebrew texts today, rare words,
grammatical curiosities, and other textual devices would have provided teaching
moments for transmitting the deeper aspects of ancient Near Eastern learning. In
essence, we may consider every text that contains polysemy as two overlapping
texts: one as an object of study and another as an object of recitation.>* The former
was an erudite matter between masters and pupils, and sometimes committed to
commentaries.>* The latter constituted an authoritative interpretation of its
ambiguities, one informed by the ideology of scholarly elites. Any dissonance
between the two texts (unless homophony is involved) naturally points to a device
whose function is meaningful primarily for the learned, for if it could not be espied
and expounded during recitation, then its purpose must lie beyond the literary and
rhetorical.

5.3. FILLING THE GAPS

While the foregoing conclusions are preliminary and highlight a few areas where
scholars might look for promising research directions, a number of desiderata
strike me as particularly critical to the field. I offer them below.

5.3.1. COMPREHENSIVE FOCUSED STUDIES

Foremost among the immediate needs are exhaustive studies on all topics related
to the phenomena of polysemy and paronomasia in ancient Near Eastern texts.
Most texts, literary and otherwise (including the biblical books), have not been
mined for their use of any one device, and very few studies exist of individual
devices in any one language. Thus, the field lacks comprehensive data. Even
relatively straightforward studies such as homoeopropheron in Job, or
homoioteleuton in the Ugaritic texts, anastrophe in the Epic of Gilgamesh, or
geminate clustering in the monumental inscriptions of Ramesses 11, just to name
arandom few, would provide useful information for assessing issues of preference
and distribution.> Alternatively, one could select a particular text and examine it
for each of the devices listed in the comparative taxonomy offered here. Much
work remains.

53. See Noegel, “Kirtu’s Allusive Dream.”

54. Though evidence for oral traditions exists in Mesopotamia from very early times,
commentaries as a genre do not appear until the late second millennium BCE. On the
various kinds of commentaries and their relationship to oral traditions, see Frahm,
Babylonian and Assyrian Text Commentaries.

55. A welcome recent exception is that of Richter, Theology of Hathor of Dendera.
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5.3.2. DISTRIBUTION OF PHONEMES

It also would be useful to the field to look for patterns in the specific phonemes
used in each paronomastic device.’® The importance of this is perhaps most
obvious in paronomasia that has an onomatopoeic function. In chapter 3, I showed
how some Akkadian texts employed sibilants to mimic the sounds of drinking and
kissing, whereas in Egyptian, the same sounds evoked the sound of the wind. In
Hebrew, sibilants imitated the hissing of snakes. Isaiah resounded the tools of the
blacksmith by hammering the sounds /t, t/, /h/, and /k/ again and again. Elsewhere
the prophet characterizes the mutterings of necromancers as birds’ chirping by
repeating the emphatic affricate /s/ (Isa 8:19). Yet this is just a starting point. One
might ask also whether some phonemes are preferred when rendering
paronomasia in certain genres like laments, prayers, or love songs. One also could
examine whether particular paronomastic devices show a preference for certain
phonemes, or if certain phonemes are shared among various devices.’’ There
certainly is evidence that some paronomastic relationships were desired enough
to be repeated over a long period of time. We have seen how Sargon and his son
Sennacherib both took advantage of the homonymic paronomasia between kissatu
“universe” and kissutu “strength” (4.2.6). Egyptian bards appear to have enjoyed
using the sign ph “end” for paronomastic and polysemous ends (3.1, 3.3, 4.1.2).
Several Egyptian texts also reveal an interest in marking poetic stanzas with
numerical paronomasia (4.2.7). Some paronomastic preferences appear in biblical
texts as well. Such is the case for the expression N1 Nndy N8 pahad wa-pahat
wa-pah “terror, pit, and a snare,” which occurs in Isa 24:17, Jer 48:43, and in
abbreviated form as nn2) N2 pahad wa-pahat in Lam 3:47. One also finds
numerous cases of paronomasia between the roots 5wn m-s-I “rule” and Swn m-
§-1 “parable,”® the roots Wia b-w-§ “shame,” W2 y-b-§ “wither,” and Wa5 [-b-§
“clothe,™® and between the roots 2W §-w-b “turn, return,” 2w y-§-b “sit, dwell,”
and naw $-b-h “take captive.”®® Other common cases involve the use of 1 g-w-r

56. Julia Puglisi, a PhD candidate at Harvard University, has informed me that she is
employing computer programming to ascertain the existence of various paronomastic
patterns in some Egyptian texts. Such work is a desideratum.

57. Eyre, “Performance of the Peasant,” 16, observes the need for similar studies in
Egyptian.

58. See, e.g., Joel 2:17 as discussed by Yellin, “Polysemy in the Bible,” 2; Yellin, Pesher
to Habakkuk (1QpHab XIII, 9) discussed above (3.13.3); also Isa 14:4-5, 14:10.

59. See, e.g., Johanna Stiebert, The Construction of Shame in the Hebrew Bible: The
Prophetic Contribution (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002), 126-27; Noegel,
“Shame of Ba‘al.”

60. See, e.g., Hos 12:7-10 (see 4.2.9), the Tale of Kirtu, the Mesha stela (see 3.1), and
Porten, “Root Pair :1w-1w” in Jeremiah,” 381, who also notes the same paronomasia in the
Aramaic Sefire inscription.
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for both “dwell” and “fear,”®! or n%s g-I-h for “reveal” and “exile,” sometimes in
a paronomastic relationship with 5% g-y-I “rejoice.”®? Greater attention to such
patterns might yield insights into ancient conceptions of sound and language.

5.3.3. MICRO AND MACRO CONSIDERATIONS

Future researchers also should consider whether the polysemous or paronomastic
features they examine obtain on more than one level. I have shown how some
devices operate at the level of signs, lexica, sentences, or even narratives,
depending on the writing system, but it is well-recognized that many other kinds
of devices and strategies found in ancient Near Eastern texts can occur on both
micro and macro levels. Ambiguity, as we have seen, was fundamental to many
of the devices. Yet in Sumerian, it was a generative force in the production of
poetry, as Vanstiphout notes: it “was recognized and consciously used as a
technical tool or even as a subject for poetic language.”* Repetition and variation,
parallelism, and chiasmus can occur within and between lines, but also as part of
larger narrative programs.®* Lists of ten that highlight the importance of the
seventh and tenth items also can inform compositional structures.®® Authors can

61. Davis, “Strategy of Delayed Comprehension,” 218-19; Landy, Hosea, 128.

62. Landy, Hosea, 128.

63. See H. L. J. Vanstiphout, “Ambiguity as a Generative Force in Sumerian Literature,”
in Vogelzang and Vanstiphout, Mesopotamian Poetic Language, 155-66.

64. The narrative reflection of chiasmus is called a “ring structure” (also called “envelope
structure”). See Gershon Brin and Yair Hoffman, “The Use of Chiasmus in the Bible”
[Hebrew], in Moshe Zaidel Jubilee Volume: Studies in Biblical Research, ed. E. Eliner et
al. (Jerusalem: Israel Society for Biblical Research, 1962), 280-88; John S. Kselman,
“Psalm 72: Some Observations on Structure,” BASOR 220 (1975): 77-81; Jonah Fraenkel,
“Chiasmus in Talmudic-Aggadic Narrative,” in Chiasmus in Antiquity: Structures,
Analyses, Exegesis, ed. John W. Welch (Hildesheim: Gerstenberg, 1981), 183-97; Murray
H. Lichtenstein, “Chiasm and Symmetry in Proverbs 31,” CBQ 44 (1982): 202—-11; Robert
H. O’Connell, “Isaiah XIV 4b-23: Ironic Reversal through Concentric Structure and
Mythic Allusion,” V'T 38 (1988): 407-18; Michael G. Hasel, “Israel in the Merneptah
Stela,” BASOR 296 (1994): 45-61; Marian Broida, “Closure in Samson,” JHS 10 (2012):
2-34; Gregory T. K. Wong, “Psalm 73 as Ring Composition.” Bib 97 (2016): 16-40.

65. Compare the observations of Sasson above (4.2.9.1) with regard to the ten word line in
Gen 6:9 that starts and ends with the name Noah, and which ends with consonants that
provide a palindromic relationship between the names Noah and Enoch. This chapter also
contains a literary structure that highlights the seventh and tenth names in the list, i.e.,
Enoch and Noah. On the seventh and tenth structure in Gen 6, see Jack M. Sasson, “A
Genealogical ‘Convention’ in Biblical Chronography?,” ZAW 90 (1978): 171-85. For the
structure elsewhere, see Rendsburg, “Notes on Genesis XV”; Scott B. Noegel, “The
Significance of the Seventh Plague,” Bib 76 (1995): 532-39; Jonathan Grossman, “The
Structural Paradigm of the Ten Plagues Narrative and the Hardening of Pharaoh’s Heart,”
VT 64 (2014): 588-610.
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demonstrate lex talionis on the lexical level or over the course of an entire story,®
and antanaclasis can occur in Akkadian on the sign level, but Hebrew poets sustain
it through variations over entire narratives. Polysemy too can take place on the
sign and lexical levels and over several lines as polysemy clusters.
Multidirectional polysemy has a macro counterpart in what Watson has called the
pivot-pattern,” and on a macro level we find it operating as “narrative
ambiguity.”®® Strategies that involve deception obtain on the lexical and line level,
but also across narratives.®® As research continues on these devices, I aver that it
will be useful to consider whether they obtain on multiple levels.”®

5.3.4. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN DEVICES

Another promising avenue for research is to determine whether there exist formal
relationships between the various polysemous and paronomastic devices, and
between them and other literary devices. For instance, Kselman has shown that
chiasmus sometimes integrates cases of paronomasia to strengthen the parallel.”!
Such is the case in Esau’s statement about Jacob in Gen 27:36:

66. Noegel, “Drinking Feasts and Deceptive Feats,” 163-80.

67. Wilfred G. E. Watson, “The Pivot Pattern in Hebrew, Ugaritic, and Akkadian Poetry,”
ZAW 68 (1976): 239-53; more recently described by Katharine Dell and Tova Forti, “Janus
Sayings: A Linking Device in Qoheleth’s Discourse,” ZAW 128 (2016): 115-28,
unfortunately, without reference to Watson’s work.

68. See, e.g., Yellin, “Polysemy in the Bible”; Robert Gordis, “Rhetorical Usages in the
Sacred Writings,” 253—67; Paran, “Double Meanings in the Bible”; S. Molen, “The Identity
of Jacob’s Assailant: Wrestling with Ambiguity in Gen 32:23-32,” Shofar 11 (1993): 16—
29; Allen Mark Darnov, Equivocal Narrative in the Hebrew Bible (PhD diss., Jewish The-
ological Seminary, 2006); Grossman, Ambiguity in the Biblical Narrative and lIts
Contribution to the Literary Formation; Grossman, “Use of Ambiguity in Biblical Narra-
tives of Deception and Deceit,” 483—515; Eric Ortlund, “Intentional Ambiguity in Old
Testament and Ugaritic Descriptions of Divine Conflict,” UF 38 (2007): 543-56; Ingram,
“Riddle of Qohelet and Qohelet the Riddler”; Gregory D. Cook, “Naqia and Nineveh in
Nahum: Ambiguity and the Prostitute Queen,” JBL 136 (2017): 895-904.

69. On ambiguity and deception, Scott B. Noegel, “Sex, Sticks, and the Trickster in Gen.
30:31-43,” JANES 25 (1997): 7-17; Noegel, “Drinking Feasts and Deceptive Feats”;
Grossman, “Use of Ambiguity in Biblical Narratives of Deception and Deceit.”

70. 1 also wonder whether there might be a conceptual overlap between the use of
contronyms and merisms.

71. Kselman, “Semantic-Sonant Chiasmus in Biblical Poetry.” See also his “A Note on
Gen 7:11,” CBQ 35 (1973): 491-93, and his “Psalm 72.” Watson, Traditional Techniques
in Classical Hebrew Verse, 326, 389-91, also finds a relationship between chiasm and
“quasi-acrostics.”
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DS A APYN
M7 a3 Ny
"N273 NP7 NOw M3

way-ya ‘qabéni zeh pa ‘dmayim
‘et bakoratt lagah
wa-hinnéh ‘attah laqah birkatt

He has deceived me these two times:
he took away my birthright,
and behold, now he has taken away my blessing.

Here "n723 bokorati “my birthright” paronomastically (anagrammatically) and
chiastically matches *n273 birkati “my blessing” in the next stich. See similarly
Ps 147:15:

PR innx nhwn
ﬁ;’[ Pﬁ: njnr;"ry

has-soleah "imrato “ares
‘ad mahérah yaris dobaro

He sends out his commandment upon earth,
his word runs swiftly.

Abetting the chiasmus here is homoioteleuton between IR ‘ares “earth” in the
first stich and P37 yariis “runs” in the second.

Antanaclasis also can form an inclusio. Thus, in Hos 11:5, the verb 23w §ith
means “return” at the start of the first stich, and “repent” at the end of the second,
forming a linguistic bookend: “No! They return [21¥" ydsiib] to the land of Egypt,
and Assyria is their king, because they refuse to repent [23W5 /a-5ib).”"

Guglielmi has noted the close relationship in Egyptian texts between
numerical paronomasia and structural devices like inclusio and ring structures. As
a tool of compositional order, he relates it to the acrostics of other ancient Near
Eastern texts.”> The numbering of poetic stanzas (hw.¢ lit. “house”) and the
paronomastic reflection upon the numbers does resemble the consonantal
acrostics that paronomastically resound the name of the consonant and its sound
in the line that follows. Indeed, it is useful to recall that when we read consonantal
acrostics vertically, we may read them numerically or alphabetically, whereas
when we read them horizontally, we can do so only alphabetically.

72. One finds several such inclusios in Deutero-Isaiah.
73. Guglielmi, “Wortspiel,” col. 1289.
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Moreover, some passages testify to the virtuosity of poets who employ
multiple devices simultaneously. Such is the case with Prov 30:33: 2510 pn "
27 RORP AR P DT KU RPN ARAN R kT mis halab yosiT hem ah ii-mis
‘ap yost’ dam i-mis ‘appayim yosi’ rib “for the churning of milk brings forth curd,
and the wringing of the nose brings forth blood, and (so) the forcing of wrath
brings forth strife.”’* Antanaclasis obtains in the three-fold use of ' mis, which
means “churn” in the first case, “wring” in the second, and “force, oppress” in the
last (cf. YR ham-més in Isa 16:4). The repetition of p1 mis also displays
parasonance with the three-fold use of the verb X1 yosi” “bring forth.” When
used with blood, the repeated sounds /m/ and /s/ recall the verb n¥n mdasah “drain
(blood)” (cf. Lev 1:15, 5:9). The passage’s focus on the “source” of anger, also
suggests that one hear X¥in mosa’ “source.” More antanaclasis occurs between
a8 ‘ap “nose” and 0'aR ‘appayim “anger” (lit. “noses”)—also a clever use of a
body part. The noun 07 dam means both “blood” and “homicide.” In addition, the
noun ARAN hem ah “curd” suggests nRN hamah “anger” (Dan 3:13, 3:19 [RnnN
hema’]).”® The result is a veritable potpourri of polysemy and paronomasia.

Some of the polysemous devices examined in this book depend upon
parallelism to be effective. Others rely on repetition. Still others are achieved
through the phenomenon of clustering.”® It remains to be seen whether the ancient
literati employed other devices in tandem, and if so, to what end.

5.3.5. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AURAL AND VISUAL REGISTERS

Most previous studies on polysemy and paronomasia in ancient texts typically
focus only on their aural aspects and the effects they have on listeners. Yet, most
aural devices simultancously operate visually. Conversely, many visual devices
also operate aurally. In some, the relationship between the aural and visual
registers is especially close. Acrostics, for example, are perhaps more
immediately apparent visually than aurally, especially in consonantal scripts and
when read from a scroll. Some cases of paronomasia are as striking to the eye as
they are to the ear. Akkadian texts can exploit the polysemy of signs to convey
information that is not accessible when recited. Egyptian texts, too, often exploit
the use of determinatives, which communicate information visually, but are not
read aloud.

It is important to recognize that the aural and visual registers are not in
competition in ancient texts, but rather exist in a symbiotic relationship.
Demonstrating this well are geminate clusters. The geminate forms do not always

74. See Weiser, “Wordplay in the Book of Proverbs,” 147.

75. Some of these observations belong to Schokel, Manual of Hebrew Poetics, 29.

76. On the cluster and its relationship to “wordplay,” chiasmus, and half-line (internal)
parallelism in Akkadian, Ugaritic, and Hebrew, see Watson, Traditional Techniques in
Classical Hebrew Verse, 24, 113-26.
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occur in perfect parallelism, but rather spice the text periodically in both nominal
and verbal forms. The repetition of forms with doubled consonants achieves a
balanced sonic effect that works within the confines of parallelism without being
held to its conventions.

One also sees the symbiotic relationship between the aural and visual in the
tablets and scrolls on which we find the texts. In most cases, poetic texts are not
written stichometrically, as one might see them printed in modern editions, but in
linear sequence without punctuation. Nevertheless, some devices are most
visually apparent on the tablet and scroll when not laid out stichometrically.
Therefore, when studying Near Eastern texts one must keep in mind that the
ancients composed them with both the aural and visual in mind.

5.3.6. MUSICAL CONNECTIONS

A number of the devices appear to accentuate or emphasize rhythmic aspects of
the texts in which they appear, and consequently, it is reasonable to think that the
musical accompaniment might have influenced their use. Especially relevant here
is the use of homoeopropheron, homoioteleuton, thyme, and geminate parallels
and clusters. Insofar as the devices evince the influence of Mesopotamian or
Egyptian scribal culture in the Levant, they also may reveal the prestige of
Mesopotamian and Egyptian musical tastes.

5.3.7. RENDERING BIBLICAL HEBREW POLYSEMY AND PARONO-
MASIA IN THE TEXTUAL WITNESSES

Another topic that requires attention is the ways in which the Bible’s textual
witnesses (LXX, Targumim, Vulgate, and Peshitta) handle cases of Hebrew
polysemy and paronomasia.”’ Rendering literary devices of any text into another
language is extremely difficult. One only can approximate paronomasia by using
consonants with similar sounds in the target language (if they exist!) or by
imitating the paronomasia with different consonants, but translating polysemy is
virtually impossible unless one resorts to epexegesis (i.e., adding lines to capture
the multiple meanings of a polyseme).”® We have seen this in chapter 4 with the
Akkadian translations of Marduk’s polysemous Sumerian names. Of course,

77. Nearly fifty years ago Mathias Delcor, “Homonymie et interprétation de I’ Ancien Tes-
tament,” JSS 43 (1973): 40-54, drew our attention to the way that the witnesses treat
homonyms, though his eye was trained upon the potential methodological problems they
posed for exegesis.

78. In an important, but largely neglected study, Charles Fritsch, “Homophony in the Sep-
tuagint,” in Proceedings of the Vith World Congress of Jewish Studies (Jerusalem: World
Union of Jewish Studies, 1977), 115-20, shows that the LXX attempts to render some
Hebrew terms with similar sounding Greek words.
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translating a text into a related language (e.g., Hebrew to Aramaic) offers more
opportunities to capture such devices, because the languages possess similar
phonetic inventories and cognate vocabulary, but even then, difficulties exist. See,
for example, the contronym faithfully rendered into Aramaic in the previous
chapter (4.1.1). Though scholars have begun to examine the witnesses for what
they can tell us about translation technique,’® only a few studies pay attention to the
treatment of Hebrew literary devices, and they focus almost entirely on the LXX.%¢

79. See Emanuel Tov, “The Septuagint,” in Mikra: Text, Translation, Reading and
Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity, ed. Martin
Jan Mulder (Assen: Royal Van Gorcum; Philadelphia, PA: Fortress, 1988), 161-88; Tov,
The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research, 3rd ed. (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2015); Isaac L. Seeligmann, “Problems and Perspectives in Modern
Septuagint Research,” Textus 15 (1990): 169-232; Staffan Olofsson, God Is My Rock: A
Study of Translation Technique and Theological Exegesis in the Septuagint, CBOT 31
(Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 1990); Olofsson, The LXX Version: A
Guide to the Translation Technique of the Septuagint, CBOT 30 (Stockholm: Almqvist &
Wiksell International, 1990); Joachim Schaper, Eschatology in the Greek Psalter, WUNT
2/76 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1995), 69-70, 91. Less work has been done with regard to
translation technique in the Syriac and Latin traditions.

80. These have come from the scholars focused entirely on the LXX. See Emanuel Tov,
“Loan-Words, Homophony, and Transliteration in the Septuagint,” Bib 60 (1979): 216-36;
Jan de Waard, ““Homophony’ in the Septuagint,” Bib 62 (1981): 551-61; Hans Ausloos,
“LXX’s Rendering of Hebrew Proper Names and the Characterization of the Translation
Technique of the Book of Judges,” in Scripture in Transition: Essays on Septuagint,
Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honour of Raija Sollamo, ed. Anssi Voitila and
Jutta Jokiranta, JSJSup 126 (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 53-71; W. Edward Glenny, Finding
Meaning in the Text: Translation Technique and Theology in the Septuagint of Amos, VTS
126 (Leiden: Brill, 2009); Hans Ausloos, “Judges 3:12-30: An Analysis of the Greek
Rendering of Hebrew Wordplay,” in Text-Critical and Hermeneutical Studies in the
Septuagint, ed. Johann Cook and Hermann-Josef Stipp, VTSup 157 (Leiden: Brill, 2012),
53-68; Ausloos, “The Septuagint’s Rendering of Hebrew Toponyms as an Indication of
the Translation Technique of the Book of Numbers,” in Textual Criticism and Dead Sea
Scrolls Studies in Honour of Julio Trebolle Barrera. Florilegium Complutense, ed. Andrés
Piquer Otero and Pablo A. Torijano Morales, JSJSup 158 (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 35-50;
Ausloos, Bénédicte Lemmelijn, and Valérie Kabergs, “The Study of Aetiological
Wordplay as a Content-Related Criterion in the Characterisation of LXX Translation
Technique,” in Die Septuaginta: Entstehung, Sprache, Geschichte, ed. Siegfried Kreuzer,
Martin Meiser, and Marcus Sigismund, WUNT 286 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2012), 273—
94; Ausloos and Lemmelijn, “Etymological Translations in the Septuagint,” in Die Sprache
der Septuaginta, ed. Eberhard Bons and Jan Joosten, HSep 3 (Giitersloh: Giitersloher
Verlaghaus, 2016), 193-201; Marieke Dhont, “A Two-Faced Translation? The Greek
Rendering of Hebrew Janus Parallelism in Job,” Z4W 126 (2014): 111-16; Dhont, “Double
Translations in Old Greek Job,” in Die Septuaginta—Orte und Intentionen 5. Internationale
Fachtagung veranstaltet von Septuaginta Deutsch (LXX.D), Wuppertal 24.-27. Juli 2014,
ed. Siegfried Kreuzer, Martin Meiser, and Marcus Sigismund (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
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Nevertheless, preliminary research on the topic is promising. In a previous
publication, I showed that the various witnesses sometimes capture the polysemy
of the Hebrew text.3! See, for instance, Yahweh’s rhetorical question from the
whirlwind (Job 39:19-20):

Do you give the horse its strength?
Do you clothe his neck with Y7 ra ‘mah?
Do you make him quiver like locusts, his majestic snorting (spreading) terror?

On the one hand, the noun ANV ra ‘mdah suggests the meaning “thunder,” or by
expansion “terror.” On the other, the form appears to be the Hebrew equivalent of
the Arabic s raim “mane.”® The former meaning anticipates the quivering in
the next stich (cf. Isa 29:6, Ps 77:19), whereas the latter follows the horse in the
previous line—another case of multidirectional polysemy. The Targum translates
with RapIn tiigpa’, both “strength” and “anger (terror?),” while the Vulgate
renders ad sensum with hinnitum “neighing.” However, the Syriac tries to capture
both senses of the Hebrew by taking a compromise approach with x zyn’
“terrifying clothing,” that is, “armor.” The LXX is especially clever in its use of
d6Pov “terror,” for it paronomastically evokes dofny “mane.”

Natalio Marcos has observed a similar effort by the LXX translators to reflect
paronomastic passages in Judges. For example, the Old Greek reproduces the
sonority of m7m 039 RI"NTINK ‘@hiidah na’ lakem hidah “let me put a riddle to
you” with mpofald dulv mpéBinua (Judg 14:12).33 He also points out that, though

2016), 475-90; Dhont, “Stylistic Features in OG Job: An Example, Job 5:6-7,” JNSL 42
(2016): 51-60; Dhont, “Literary Features in the First Cycle of Speeches in LXX Job,” in
XV Congress of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies, ed.
Wolfgang Kraus, Michaél van der Meer, and Martin Meiser, SCS 64 (Atlanta: SBL Press,
2016), 357-74; Valérie Kabergs, Creativiteit in het spel? De Griekse weergave van
expliciet Hebreeuws woordspel op basis van eigennamen in de Pentateuch en Twaalf
Profeten (PhD diss., Leuven, 2015); Elizabeth Backfish, “Transformation in Translation:
An Examination of the Septuagint Rendering of Hebrew Wordplay in the Fourth Book of
the Psalter,” JBL 137 (2018): 71-86; Backfish, Hebrew Wordplay and Septuagint Trans-
lation Technique in the Fourth Book of the Psalter, LHBOTS 682 (London: T&T Clark,
2019). On the Vulgate, see Matthew A. Kraus, Jewish, Christian, and Classical Exegetical
Traditions in Jerome’s Translation of the Book of Exodus: Translation Technique and the
Vulgate (Leiden: Brill, 2017).

81. See Scott B. Noegel, “Wordplay and Translation Technique in the Septuagint of Job,”
AuOr 14 (1995): 33-44.

82. See Marvin H. Pope, Job (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1973), 311; Robert Gordis,
The Book of Job: Commentary, New Translation and Special Studies (New York, NY:
Jewish Theological Seminary, 1978), 461; HALOT, s.v. “nny.”

83. Natalio Fernandez Marcos, “The Septuagint Reading of the Samson Cycle,” in Samson:
Hero or Fool?, Erik Eynikel and Tobias Nicklas (Leiden: Brill 2014), 90-93.
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the Old Greek does not render the repetition of consonants in 5287 8% HaRAN
mé-ha-'okel yasa’ ma akal “out of the eater, something to eat,” Codex Vaticanus
is more successful. It translates: ti Bpwtdv é£5A0ev éx Bifpaoxovtos (Judg 14:14).

Recently, Elizabeth Backfish observed a number of cases in the Psalms in
which the LXX translator was able to mimic the presence of paronomasia in the
Hebrew text, though with different consonants in the Greek. For example, Ps 91:7
reads: 098 TR0 98 yippol missidka ‘elop “a thousand will fall from your side.”
The LXX responds in kind to the repeated 8 /p/ and 5 /I/ by translating “side” with
wMitoug and “one thousand” with ytAiag.3* See also the homoeopropheron created
by the repeated p /°/ and 8 /p/ in Ps 104:12: “The birds (7ip ‘0p) of heaven dwell
with them, from among the foilage (2’82 ‘opa yim) they lift up a voice,” which
the LXX faithfully renders with its own case of homoeopropheron by means of
metewd “birds” and meTpdv “rock,” respectively.®

It also has been observed that the authors of the LXX sometimes chose not to
transliterate names, as is their usual practice, but translate them in order to retain
appellative function of the Hebrew paronomasia in the passage. Gen 3:20
demonstrates this well: “Adam called the name of his wife Eve (mn hawwah),
because she is the mother of all living (' hay).”®¢ Rather than transliterate Eve’s
name, the LXX translates it Zwy “Life” to connect it to all {wvtwv “living
things.”®” See similarly Num 11:3: “the name of that place was called Taberah
(mwan tab ‘érah), because the fire of Yahweh burned (7W3 ba ‘drdh) among
them.” The LXX captures the paronomastic link between the name of the town
and the verb “burn” by using 'Eumvpiopdg “Burning” and the verb €&exonn
“kindle,” respectively.®® This is the case also in Judg 2:4-5: “the people lifted up
their voice, and they wept (3237 way-yibkii). And they called the name of that
place Bochim (022 bokim).” Again, rather than transliterate the name of the town,
the LXX has opted to translate it, employing éxAavoav “they wept” and
Khavbpbives “Weepings” to capture the connection.®

84. Backfish, “Transformation in Translation,” 80. She also notes the presence of 59& ‘opel
“darkness” in the previous verse.

85. Backfish, “Transformation in Translation,” 84. It is possible, as Backfish notes, that
the translator chose the noun “rock” here, either because the hapax legomenon was
unknown, or in order to achieve the paronomasia.

86. On the meaning of this name, see Jack M. Sasson, “The ‘Mother of All ...” Etiologies,”
in ‘A Wise and Discerning Mind’: Essays in Honor of Burke O. Long, ed. Saul M. Olyan
and Robert C. Culley, BJS 325 (Providence, RI: Brown Judaic Studies, 2000), 205-20.
87. Ausloos, “Judges 3:12-30,” 54. However, see already, Zakovitch, “Explicit and Im-
plicit Name-Derivations,” 170-71 n. 5, not cited by Ausloos, who lists this passage and
many other examples of the LXX translating, rather than transliterating, a name.

88. Ausloos, Lemmelijn, and Kabergs, “Study of Aetiological Wordplay as a Content-
Related Criterion in the Characterisation of LXX Translation Technique,” 289-90.

89. Ausloos, “LXX’s Rendering of Hebrew Proper Names and the Characterization of the
Translation Technique of the Book of Judges,” 57-58.



326 “Wordplay” in Ancient Near Eastern Texts

Even this brief survey of examples illustrates that the translators of the early
textual witnesses sought to preserve, wherever possible, the polysemy and
paronomasia of the Hebrew text. The evidence from the witnesses reveals that the
tradents recognized such devices long after they were authored. The evidence
should give pause to textual critics, for some added glosses in the witnesses might
not represent a different Hebrew Vorlage, but rather epexegesis in an effort to
capture the text’s multivalency.’® As research on translation technique in the
witnesses continues, it is my hope that scholars will pay greater attention to the
treatment of such devices.

5.3.8. THE NEED FOR GREATER PRECISION

The typology offered here aims to serve a comparative enterprise by establishing
greater precision in terms of vocabulary so that future researchers can set aside
the unhelpful practice of applying vague labels to the phenomena, such as
“alliteration,” “pun,” “wordplay,” and the like. We are at a stage in the field when
it no longer suffices simply to label a device indistinctly. Indeed, even a casual
perusal of previous publications on the subject (and I include my own!) shows
that greater accuracy is possible.”! Moreover, as we have seen, different
polysemous and paronomastic devices have different effects on listeners and/or
readers, and so grouping them all under vague rubrics only obscures this. Only by
classifying the phenomena with greater exactitude and analyzing their aural
and/or visual effects can we come to understand the full repertoire of devices
employed by the ancient bards and the preferences for their use. Only then will
we be able to appreciate their influence upon later cultures that were heirs to the
literary legacy of the ancient Near East.??

90. Efforts to render biblical paronomasia continued into much later times as well. See, for
example, Isidore of Seville (636 CE), Origines sive Etymologiae, X1, who rendered the
paronomasia between the nouns 0TX ‘adam “human/Adam” and nRIR ‘adamah “soil”
(Gen 2:7) into Latin with homo and humus, respectively, thus capturing the linguistic tie
that marks their shared essence. See William D. Sharpe, “Isidore of Seville: The Medical
Writings; An English Translation with an Introduction and Commentary,” TAPS 54 (1964):
38. On the meaning and implications of the man’s connection to soil, see Noegel, “Scarlet
and Harlots,” 35-39. The implications of the witnesses’ treatment of polyvalency for
textual criticism has been observed also by Seow, “Orthography, Textual Criticism, and
the Poetry of Job,” 84, who notes double readings in the Old Greek (Job 9:3, 32:16), Syriac
(Job 4:21, 15:26, 19:27), Vulgate (Job 20:25), and Targum (Job 20:10).

91. Most studies on alliteration are more accurately defined as addressing cases of
homoeopropheron, homoioteleuton, parasonance, or anagrammatic paronomasia. Since each
of these devices has a different effect on readers/listeners, we do well to distinguish them.
92. Indeed, a number of the devices studied here also made their way into Syriac, and
medieval Hebrew and Arabic literature. See Andras Hamori, “Notes on Paronomasia in
Abu Tammam’s Style,” JSS 12 (1967): 83-90; Hamori, On the Art of Medieval Arabic
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5.4. FUNCTION

Finally, the research here reveals that though devices of sound and meaning can
possess multiple functions, in many cases, these devices are less stylistic and
rhetorical than performative. In this sense, we may think of the function of these
devices in an etymological sense, as “the action of performing; discharge or
performance of (something).”®* Naturally, these finds raise the question as to
whether other so-called literary devices, such as chiasmus, inclusio, repetition,
parallelism, hyperbaton (i.e., anastrophe, hypallage, hysteron proteron), merism,
and ring structure, to name a few, also possess performative functions. As research
on ancient Near Eastern texts continues to advance, it will be useful if scholars
consider this possibility and ask whether our understanding of the rhetorical and
literary has influenced the way we think of “literature” and its manifold “devices.”

Literature (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1974); J. H. Charlesworth, “Parono-
masia and Assonance in the Syriac Text of the Odes of Solomon,” Semitics 1 (1970): 12—
26; Suzanne Pinckney Stetkevych, “Sarah and the Hyena: Laughter, Menstruation, and the
Genesis of a Double Entendre,” HR 36 (1996): 13—41; Heinrichs, “Tajnis”; Pereira, Studies
in Aramaic Poetry (c. 100 B.C.E—c. 600 C.E.); Pereira, “Word Play in the Hymns of
Ephrem the Syrian,” in Noegel, Puns and Pundits, 251-65; Fedwa Malti-Douglas, “The
Names of the Blind in Al-Safadi: Towards an Onomastic Rhetoric,” in Noegel, Puns and
Pundits, 291-303; David S. Segal, “Pun and Structure in Medieval Hebrew Poetry: The
Case of Shmuel Hanagid,” in Noegel, Puns and Pundits, 307-24.

93. Oxford English Dictionary (2017), online.



FIGURE 2. POLYSEMOUS DEVICES

Polysemous Device |Sumerian |Akkadian |Egyptian |Ugaritic |Hebrew [Aramaic
Contronymic X X X X
polysemy

Double entendre X X X X X X
Antanaclasis X X X X X X
Unidirectional X X X X X X
polysemy

Multidirectional X X X X X X
polysemy

Double polysemy X X X X X X
Bilingual polysemy |X X X X X
Polysemy cluster X X
(other)

Polysemy cluster X X X X X
(body parts)

Numerical polysemy X X X

Isopsephy X X X
Notarigon X X X X X
Acrostic X X X X X
Transposition X X X
Amphiboly X X X X

(mixed morphology)

Amphiboly X X X
(ambiguous

grammar)

Amphiboly X

(infinitive absolute)




FIGURE 3. PARONOMASTIC DEVICES

Paronomastic Device |Sumerian | Akkadian |Egyptian [Ugaritic |Hebrew [|Aramaic
Homoeopropheron X X X X X X
Homoioteleuton X X X X X X
Anastrophe X X X X
Epanastrophe X X X X X
Parasonance X X X X X
Homonymic X X X X X X
paronomasia

Numerical X X X
paronomasia

Bilingual paronomasia | X

Anagrammatic X X X X X
paronomasia

Palindrome X X X X X
Hendiadic X X X X X X
paronomasia

Rhyme X X ? X X X
Geminate parallelism [X X X X X X
and clustering




FIGURE 4. DEVICES WITH GREEK TERMS AND THEIR ATTESTATION (FROM

EARLIEST TO LATEST)

Greek Term

Source and Date

moAompos “polysemy”

Democritus, Frag. 26 (sixth—fifth ca. BCE)

dudtPolria “amphiboly”

Aristotle, Poet. 1461a25 (fourth ca. BCE)

6UOLOTENEUTOV
“homoioteleuton”

Aristotle, Rhet. 1410b1 (fourth ca. BCE)
Demetrius Phalereus, Demetrius on Style 26 (fourth ca.
BCE)

bpwvupia “homonymy”

Aristotle, Rhet. 1404b (fourth ca. BCE)

dvaoTpo@y “anastrophe”

Athenaeus of Naucratis, Deipnosophistae 11.493d
(third ca. BCE)

io6ymdog “isopsephos”

Leonidas, Epigrams (third ca. BCE), found in
Anthologia Graeca 6.321; Artemidorus Daldianus,
Oneirocriticus 3.34, 4.24 (second ca. CE)

mapovopasic “paronomasia”

Cicero, Or. 2.63.256 (first ca. BCE); Rutilius Lupus, de
Figuris sententiarum et elocutionis 1.3 (first ca. BCE—
first ca. CE)

dxpboTiyic “acrostic”

Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ant. Rom. 4.62 (first ca.
BCE-first ca. CE); Cicero, Div. 2.54.111 (first ca.
BCE)

avaypappatilew /
dvaypappatiopnds “anagram”

Artemidorus Daldianus, Oneirocritica 4.23 (second ca.
CE); PGM X111 107 (fourth ca. CE)

()

émavaoTpody “epanastrophe

Hermogenes of Tarsus, Peri Ideon Logou 1.12 (second
ca. CE)

votdptov “notariqon”

Athanasius Apologia ad Constantium imperatorem
2035.011 (fourth ca. CE); Johannes Chrysostum, 4d
Innocentium papam 2062.094 (fourth—fifth ca. CE)

bpotompédepov
“homoeopropheron”

Martianus Capella, Grammaticus Latinus 5.167 (fifth
ca. CE)

dvtavaxiaots “antanaclasis”

Quintilian, uses “contraria significatio,” Inst. 9.3.68
(first ca. CE). Greek occurs in the Scholiast to
Apollonius Rhodius, Argonautica 1.746 (fifteenth ca.
CE)
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