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A Case Study of Reciprocal Middles
in Biblical Hebrew: the Niphal of an®

Camil Staps

The Hebrew verb on> in the niphal is traditionally translated as “fight”. At
first sight, this translation seems unambiguous. On closer inspection, it can in
fact mean very different things: do we imagine a physical fight or two persons
quarreling? Is the event symmetric in that the different persons have identical
roles, or is one of them, for instance, presented with more agentivity? Are the
actors persons, nations or even concepts (“The government is fighting terror”)?
Usually context makes the meaning clear. But what may seem “clear from con-
text” to us may have been understood very differently by the original speech
community. Although some scholars have attempted to trace the etymology of
ono, a detailed semantic study is still lacking'.

The verb on? is particularly interesting because it overwhelmingly appears
in the niphal stem: 167x with the meaning “fight” against only four qal forms,
isolated in Psalms. The semantics of the niphal stem are still not entirely clear,
although modern scholarship tends toward a passive-middle interpretation
(Boyd 1993, Jenni 2012, Van Wolde 2018). Usually scholars explain the niphal
of an% as reciprocal (e.g. Jenni 2012, 244). A precise definition of reciprocity
is given by Kemmer (1993), drawing on Lichtenberk (1985). She defines the
prototypical reciprocal context as “a two-participant event in which there are
two relations; each participant serves in the role of Initiator in one of those
relations and Endpoint in the other” (Kemmer 1993, 96-97). Jenni (2012, 244)
describes on® as a verb for which reciprocity can be derived from context.

I wish to thank Matthijs den Dulk and Ellen van Wolde for supervising the project leading
to this article. I also want to thank Martijn Beukenhorst, Agustinus Gianto, Mart Lubbers and Els
Ponstein for reading it and providing me with useful feedback.

'Five qal occurrences of on, in Psalms and Proverbs, carry a food-related meaning
(Ps 141:4; Prov 4:17; 9:5; 23:1, 6). We also have the noun an? “bread”. According to most
authors, it is not a coincidence that “fighting” and “eating” are homonyms in Hebrew. Krotkoff
(1969, 77) has argued that both words originate from a root meaning “compact”. He also writes
that Hebrew o and other Semitic words related to fighting (Hebrew mnnon “war”, Moabitic
Ithm “fight”) would be related to “compact” in the sense that in the Ancient Near East context,
any fight would be close combat (80). On the other hand, Gluck (1976) claims that the original
meaning is directly related to “slaughtered”.
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In Kemmer’s framework, that would be called a naturally reciprocal event,
an event that is “necessarily or else very frequently semantically reciprocal”
(Kemmer 1993, 102). However, a quick sample from the Hebrew Bible shows
many occurrences where the subject of on® is a single army whereas the
adversary is marked with a preposition, like 2 or ¥ (e.g. Josh 10:5; 2 Sam
12:26). This puts attacker and defender in different semantic roles, which is
reflected in many translations that use the niphals as active transitive forms, as
in “Joshua ... moved ... to Libnah and attacked (an?) it” (Josh 10:29 ESV).
Hence, a (naturally) reciprocal reading is not free from problems: the attacker
seems to participate in the event only as an Initiator and the defender only as
an Endpoint.

The goal of this paper is then to articulate the exact meaning of an® in order
to gain a better understanding of reciprocal niphals in biblical Hebrew. For that
purpose, we consider all 171 occurrences of on? with the meaning “fight” in the
Hebrew Bible. In the next section, we investigate the way different prepositions
are used with on®. After that, we look at the verbs commonly associated with
an®. We finish with a discussion of the results.

Prepositions

The verb an% occurs with a variety of prepositions, apparently independent
of the general preferences of specific books. Table 1 shows the distribution of
prepositions throughout the corpus.

Table 1: Distribution of prepositions with an throughout the Hebrew Bible.
Only prepositions indicating fighting parties are considered.

2 60 4 4 321 14 3 4 1 4 2
av 29 1 1 4 4 5 4 7 1 2
N 22 2 1 4 6 2 1 1 5

by 20 4 1 3 1 2 7

5 12 2 3 4 1 1 1

)2 2

In this section, we look at the nuances that different prepositions carry.
We only consider prepositions marking fighting parties, leaving out locative,
instrumental and other common uses of prepositions, because we expect
those to operate as in any other context. When possible, we will look at
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contrastive pairs (trios, ...), groups of occurrences that are as comparable
as possible?.

Normally, a preposition marks the opponent, which can be a person,
city, nation, or, in rare cases, abstract concepts. Only the preposition 7 is un-
ambiguously used for a benefited or defended party. With other prepositions,
particularly when the marked noun is a city, it is not always easy to distinguish
the opponent from a benefited party or the goal of the fight. For example, in
Josh 10:34, we may understand “it” as the opponent, if we take it as represent-
ative for its people and army. However, we can also understand “it” as the goal
of the fight: Joshua fights to gain control over the city.

(1) Josh 10:34: 59 van2™ 799 1™ M2V UrI%n 1y 28921 yuim 12,
And passed over Joshua and all Israel with him from Lachish to Eglon
and they camped against it and fought against/over it.

In the remainder of this section, we consider the prepositions that occur
with on% one by one, in order to narrow down their meaning in the context.

2

When 2 is used, the act of fighting has destruction as its goal, as opposed
to, for instance, fighting for power over a city as we will see with v. Perhaps
the most telling example of 2 in a fight with destruction as its only goal is Jdg
9:45:

(2) Jdg 9:45: mamIwR QYATNRY PYITNR 7297 XA QP 92 Y2 o9l TonNaN)
191 7Y VIR M A
And Abimelech fought against the city whole day that and took the
city and the people that was in it he killed and he tore down the city
and sowed it with salt.

Concerning r7n v “and he sowed it with salt”, Fensham (1962, 50)
writes:

[S]alt is regarded as effecting infertility [...] This idea is then used as
a curse against a person who breaks a covenant, and is extended to his
property. The curse is demonstrated by the ritual act of sowing salt. In

2Looking at contrastive pairs is a common approach, also used by Boyd (1993, 126-128) and
Benton (2009, 19-20), among others (the latter writes of minimal pairs rather than contrastive
pairs).
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light of these conclusions, the sowing of salt by Abimelech is a ritual
act to bring a curse of barrenness and desolation on Shechem.

We find a similar act in Jdg 9:52, where Abimelech intends to burn the
tower he attacks. The preposition carries the same basic destructive meaning
inJdg 1:1, 3,5, 8, 9% 10:9 (considering ¥ “oppress” in v. 8); 1 Sam 15:18;
23:1%; 2 Chr 26:6; Neh 4:2; Isa 19:2; 20:1°; 30:32%; Zech 14:14. Note that
when the attacked party is human, the ultimate goal of this annihilation may
be the possession of its land or city. In these cases, 2 is used to focus on the
destruction of the nation rather than the possession of its property. In a number
of occurrences the context is not sufficient to support or refute our hypothesis,
though a mainly destructive reading of an? does not cause any problems: Josh
10:31; 1 Sam 14:47; 28:1, 15; 29:8; 31:1; 2 Sam 12:26-27, 29; 2 Kgs 6:8;
1 Chr 10:1; Isa 63:10.

In few cases the fight is not aimed at destruction, but the narrator intends
to present the fight as particularly violent. A clear example of this is 1 Sam
12:9, which recalls periods of oppression under Sisera (Jdg 4:2), the Philistines
(Jdg 13:1) and the Moabites (Jdg 3:12). Another example is Num 21:26, where
the country that is fought against is reported to be inhabited afterwards.

Considering the above, the preposition 2 is a natural preposition for fights
in the context of defense, rebellion and prevention of attacks: the goal is to
“destroy” an attacker, oppressor or threat. For example, in Exod 17:8-10,
Amalek initiates a battle against Israel. Moses responds by sending Joshua to
fight against Amalek, defending the nation.

(3) Exod 17:8-9d: yum oK 1w K7 :07°972 PRI Ay ano™ phny RaN
PonYa anen RYY VAR 119702
And came Amalek and fought with Israel at Refidim and said Moses
to Joshua choose for us men and go out fight against Amalek.

At the sentence level, on? with 2 in v. 9 is an initiating act, if we consider
the use of X¥> “go out”. In the context, it is defensive, and therefore its aim is

*The target of destruction here is of course not the land, that is to be inhabited by the
Israelites, but merely the people that are in it.

4On ma~nR oW “plunder the threshing floors”, Klein (1983, 229) notes: “Threshing
floors would be the logical thing to attack because [...] loss of [grain] would bring great hardship
to the peasants.” Hence, the narrator focuses on the destruction that the Philistines bring.

3> Archaeological results show that Ashdod was uninhabited after Sargon‘s attack (Finkelstein
and Singer-Avitz 2001, 48).

®The text as it stands is ungrammatical, since a feminine pronoun is used to refer to the mas-
culine Assur. Irwin (1977, 104) makes 2 adverbial, a suggestion unused in common translations.
The BHS suggests several amendments for this verse, one of which makes on?1 a form of 7m
“take as possession”. None of the different readings conflict with our hypothesis.



A Case Study of Reciprocal Middles in Biblical Hebrew 163

to destroy the attacker; hence the destructive 2. In v. 8, the weaker av is used,
since the clause describes background information and the exact nature of the
fight is unknown or irrelevant. We find the same usage for defensive attacks in
Exod 14:25; 17:10; Josh 24:11; Jdg 9:38-39; 10:18; 11:6, 89, 32; 12:1, 3;
1 Sam 19:8; 23:5; 2 Sam 8:10 (cf. v. 3); 2 Kgs 3:217; 1 Chr 18:10.

Similarly, 2 is also used for revolts against hostile rulers. An example is
Gideon’s resistance against Midian in Jdg 8:1 after a seven year oppression
(cf. 6:1). In Exod 1:10, this usage occurs in speech by Egypt’s king, the oppres-
sor, so the use of 1 is either empathic or from the Hebrew narrator’s perspective.
Other occurrences are found in Jdg 11:12 (cf. v. 13), 25, 27; Zech 14:3b. The
preposition is also used for preventive attacks, as can be seen in Num 22:11.
Bileam wants to attack the Israelites (with 2) — not because they started a fight
(which did not happen yet, cf. v. 1), but because Moab is afraid of Israel (v. 3).
This episode is referred to in Josh 24:9, again with 2. Other occurrences of this
use are Num 21:1, 23; 2 Chr 35:22b8.

We have still failed to mention one occurrence of o with 2. In 1 Kgs
20:1-3, the king of Aram is reported to threaten and ransom Samaria. His
intention appears to be possession rather than destruction, especially when he
perseveres in v. 6. At present, we cannot fit this into our scheme other than
suggesting that the narrator wants to focus on the ability of the king to destroy
Samaria.

NN

In only two instances, nX appears as an accusative marker. In the other
cases, it functions as a preposition that decreases the distinguishability of at-
tacker and defender.

In 1 Sam 8:20, N marks 1nnn7n “our battles”. Several other times, on®?
carries an object, but in those instances NX is omitted: in the niphal we have
1 Sam 18:17; 25:28; 2 Chr 32:8; in the qal, Ps 35:1d. In all these cases with
niphal on®, the object is derived from nnon “battle”. The other time that NX is
an accusative marker is for a qal form in Ps 35:1c. The object is human. In v.
1d, the pronominal suffix * is the object, again for a qal form. The use of human
objects is reserved for qal forms.

72 Kgs 3:21 describes the reaction to the Moabite rebellion in v. 5. This rebellion is con-
ceived of as an attack, so the reaction is defensive.

8The text itself does not give Josiah’s reasons for this movement. The 2 preposition in v. 20 is
locative. Malamat (1950, 219) argues that Josiah attempts to prevent Egypt from assisting Assyria
in a mutual pact against Babylon, to which Judah may have been allied. This would support a
defensive reading, but ultimately there is not enough context to be sure.
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When nX is used as a preposition, the subject of on® is usually the attacker
and the word marked by the preposition is the defender. Our hypothesis is that
X decreases their distinguishability, thus focusing on the activity of fighting
rather than the beginning of the fight (which distinguishes attacker and de-
fender) or the end of the fight (which distinguishes winner and loser). This is
supported by the contrastive trio in Jer 21:2-5:

(4) Jer 21:2b: 119y ond1 9337771 T¥RITN 0
For Nebukadrezzar king of Babylon fights against us.
(5) Jer 21:4c: 0%y 087 2°7WI7~NRY 222 TPRTNR 02 DOM0I ONX
You are fighting using them with the king of Babylon and with the
Chaldeans that besiege you.
(6) Jer 21:5a: DonX X “nanon
And I will fight myself with you.

In v. 2, the subject takes the initiative for the fight. In v. 4 however, the
subject consists of the defenders of the overall battle. They do not initiate the
fight but are involved in it. Also in v. 5, God says to go fight, but he does not
take the initiative for it. In this conflict, God chooses sides against Israel, but
he cannot be seen as the single attacker.

We see that both 2 and nX are used when the defender in the wider context
is the subject. The difference lies in the distinguishability of the participants: 2
is used when an oppressed party takes initiative to fight against their oppressor,
with the goal to destroy them; nX is used for the defending parties in a fight,
because they do not take initiative for it. We also see that nX is used when
there is some ambiguity as to who is attacking and who is defending. This
is consistent with the basic meaning of the preposition, i.e. “with”. Another
contrastive trio in Josh 24:8—11 supports this:

(7) Josh 24:8ab: 0onNX 1™ 177°7 12V AW PIART PIRTIR DINX RN
And I brought you to the land of the Amorites that dwelled on the
other side of the Jordan and they fought with you.

(8) Josh 24:9ab: HxAtw 2 on%»1 28 751 DRI P2 PN
And arose Balak son of Zippor king of Moab and fought against
Israel.

(9) Josh 24:11ab: *012>m ... 7°=%¥2 032 79K IRAN J7°A7NK 1712YM
And you passed over the Jordan and came to Jericho and fought
against you the men of Jericho the Amorites ... and the Jebusites.

In v. 8, a general overview of the East Jordan campaign in Numbers 21
and 31 is given. It is followed by two examples in vv. 9 and 11, as noted by
Butler (1983, 272). In v. 8, we cannot clearly identify attacker and defender.
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Both parties attacked; native peoples (e.g. Num 21:23) and Israel (e.g. Num
21:32). In vv. 9 and 11, there are clear attackers, which explains why 2 is used
there instead.

We find the same contrast in Josh 10:25, 29, 31, 34, 36, 38. In v. 25, a
word of courage is brought to Israel, showing what Yahweh will do with “all
your enemies with (NX) whom you fight”. Who is attacking is not relevant for
Yahweh’s support. The next five occurrences use av, 2 and v: these verses
describe concrete battles.

Other instances of weak distinguishability are Jdg 12:4; 2 Sam 11:17
(both parties take initiative); 1 Sam 17:9 (an organized duel); 2 Sam 21:15;
1 Kgs 20:23-25 (summarizing, similar to Josh 10:25 discussed above); 1 Kgs
22:31; 2 Chr 18:30 (from the defender’s perspective); 2 Kgs 8:29;9:15; 19:9;
2 Chr 22:6; Isa 37:9; Jer 32:5; 37:10 (the attacker is irrelevant); Jer 33:5 (the
Chaldeans are the original invaders).

ay

This is the last preposition (after 2 and nX) that can mark the adversary.
We see that ov stands somewhere between 2 and nX. Like 2, ov makes a clear
distinction between the attacker and the defender. On the other hand, like nX,
oy can serve a generalizing or summarizing function. Furthermore, ov does
not carry the strong sense of destruction that we saw with 2. Because of its
neutral meaning, the preposition is often used when an? describes background
information.

In example (3) above we already saw a contrastive trio with 2, where the
clause with ay draws up the situation and the clause with 2 is the main focus
of the story. We find similar occurrences in Jdg 11:4-9°; 1 Sam 13:5'%; 17:19.

Thrice, the preposition occurs in a summary of a king’s life: 2 Kgs 13:12;
14:15; 2 Chr 27:5. Similar summaries contain ar? without preposition in 1
Kgs 14:19; 22:46; 2 Kgs 14:28, but no such summary has other prepositions.
The preposition is also used for other kinds of summaries in Jdg 5:20; 2 Chr
17:10; 20:29. Also in Deut 20:4 it is used without referring to a specific battle.

Four instances in 1 Kgs 12:21, 24; 2 Chr 11:1, 4 clearly use ay in its
neutral meaning. The goal is to subdue Israel, not to destroy it (as with 1) and
the two parties are clearly distinguished (unlike with nX). We find av for similar
reasons in 2 Chr 13:12; Dan 10:20; 11:11.

’ayin vv. 4-5;21in vv. 6, 8-9. In v. 12, a reference is made to the background information in
vv. 4-5, with 2 instead of oy. Presumably, Jephthah intends to put forward the battle as destructive.

0Vyv. 2—7a set the scene for Samuel’s rejection of Saul in vv. 7b—15a (Campbell 2003,
134-135).
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In some cases, the difference between 0¥ and 2 is unclear. For example,
Jdg 11:20 (with oy) repeats Num 21:23 (with 21). Other instances where we
might expect 2 are Josh 9:2; 11:5; 2 Sam 10:17; 1 Chr 19:17; Jer 41:12. The
difference with nX is not always clear either: two usages in 1 Sam 17:32-33
occur in the same setting as in v. 9, where nX is used.

The cases in Josh 10:29; 19:47 seem similar to those of %¥, described
below. Note that the BHS mentions some manuscripts have v for oy in Josh
10:29.

by

This preposition can mark both an attacked city and a defended party. It
is clear that these two usages are conceptually related: the goal of the fight is
to gain control over a city or to maintain control over a defended party. The
preposition is best translated as “over” or “about”.

The other prepositions used with cities are 2 (10x) and 2y (2x). Josh
10:29-38 contains three occurrences of 9¥, one of 2 and one of 2y in a similar
context. However, there is not enough context to consider it a contrastive
quintet. From a general overview, it seems that the distinction is as follows.
When ¥ is used, the attacker aims to conquer the city. It is a fight “for”
territory. The preposition 2 can be translated with “against”. The attacked
city is destroyed and the attacker returns home. We have only one occurrence
of oy outside Josh 10 for a city (Josh 19:47); here the meaning is similar to
that of %v.

One clear example of the use of 7¥ is Deut 20:19:

(10) Deut 20:19a: airan 7%y an>mh 20271 2°»° PY=HR NN~
When you besiege unto a city days many by fighting over it to take it.

The complement nwon? “to take it” makes it clear that the intention is
not to destroy the city. This means that Deut 20:10 should be understood sim-
ilarly. Other clear instances are 2 Kgs 12:18 and Jer 21:2; the context is the
Babylonian exile. Even though Josh 10:5 does not specifically mention the
fight to be “over” Gibeon, it is clear that the attacking alliance feels threatened
by Israel’s movements and wants to strengthen their control over the region,
rather than destroy it (Butler 1983, 115). Also for Josh 10:34, 36, 38 the context
makes it clear that the aim is to seize the attacked cities.

It is true that for all occurrences in Jeremiah except 21:1 (Jer 32:24, 29;
34:1, 7, 22; 37:8) the aim is to destroy. However, in 32:29-30 the destruction
is explained as a purification act, where Yahweh wants to take back his city
from Baal and other gods:
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29 The Babylonians who are attacking this city will come in and set it
on fire; they will burn it down, along with the houses where the people
aroused my anger by burning incense on the roofs to Baal and by pouring
out drink offerings to other gods. 30 The people of Israel and Judah have
done nothing but arouse my anger with what their hands have made, de-
clares the Lord. (NIV)

In three instances (2 Kgs 19:8; Isa 7:1; 37:8) we did not find enough
evidence to support or contradict our hypothesis concerning 3.

The proposed distinction between 2 and %y fits in the general picture of
the two stories of the Canaanite campaign in Josh 10 and Jdg 1-3. Walzer
(1992) notes that the holy war in Josh 1-11 ends with a political victory (11:23)
after all the Canaanites except the Gibeonites have been destroyed (e.g. 6:21).
The campaign in Jdg 1-3 on the other hand ends with the religious failure of
the Israelites living among the Canaanites and worshiping their gods (3:5-6).
In Joshua (especially chapter 10), the campaign is mainly described with %
marking the cities. From this perspective, the campaign was a success. The war
in Judges — the use of an® is concentrated in chapter 1 — is described with 2
marking nations. From that perspective, the conquest was a failure, since the
nations were not utterly destroyed.

In Jdg 9:17, 2 Kgs 10:3 and Neh 4:8, 5y marks the defended party, which
does not fight itself.

(11) Neh 4:8b—c: D2°1X9Y 1027 1727 RNIM 21727 ITR™NR 077191 IRPNOR
03°N21 02°W1 03°N121 03712
Do not be afraid of them the Lord great and awesome remember and
fight for your brothers your sons and your daughters your wives and
your houses.

Here, the Israelites are threatened by foreign armies. This verse is an
encouragement to fight for their lives and possessions. Note that this usage
matches well with the more common usage with attacked cities. The preposi-
tion, in general, marks an entity that is fought over. When the attacker is allied
to that entity, the entity is the party that benefits from the fight; otherwise, it is
the attacked party.

17

The use of  with on% seems straightforward. It appears nine times out of
twelve with Yahweh as the subject and Israel as the noun marked by 7: Exod
14:14, 25; Deut 1:30; 3:22; 20:4; Josh 10:14, 42; 23:3, 10. For example:
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(12) Josh 10:42: 7y °> nRR oyd YUAT 709 QXIRTNRY 7787 0717790 DX)
ORI ana YR 9N
And all kings these and their land took Joshua at time one for Yahweh
god of Israel fought for Israel.

In all of these cases except Deut 20:4, there are no other verbs in the
immediate context that have Yahweh as their subject. One may think that the
phrase “Yahweh [your god] fights for [you]” is a general expression for courage
(e.g. Exod 14:14). However, this is not likely. The expression appears more
often as an explanation for a victory (e.g. Josh 10:42), and is also used that way
by non-Israelites (Exod 14:25). Also, in Neh 4:14 and Jdg 1:1"! we find the
same expression (though not as an explanation) with a human subject. Lastly,
as Longman (1997, 786) notes, ““Yahweh did not fight for Israel at that nation’s
whim. God would choose battles where he graced Israel’s armies with his pres-
ence”. Hence, it would be incorrect to understand “Yahweh fights for Israel” as
a universal. Rather, the instances describe distinctive events.

The only deviant occurrence of ? is the gal form in Ps 56:3'2.

bR

The usage of 9X is limited to Jeremiah (1:19; 15:20). The same book
makes extensive use of 7¥. We do not have enough data to discern the proto-

1 Although many translations follow the LXX and Vulgate, taking 117 as “who of'us” (NIV),
we follow Grof3 (2009, 119) in reading “who for us”, since in what follows Judah acts on behalf
of the whole country, not only his territory.

"2 The interpretation of *7 “for me” depends on the way we read o1,

(13) Ps 56:3: o1n °2 00> 0°2717°0 01792 1M 1ORY
Pursue my enemies all day for many who fight to me o1 .

Several suggestions have been given in the literature (Hossfeld and Zenger 2000, 107; Tate
1983):

» Hossfeld and Zenger (2000, 107) mention the option that the “I” is in fact a benefited
category, and understand “from above” similar to Jdg 5:20 where “the stars fight from the
heaven”. However, this breaks the parallelism with v. 2, and it remains unclear why such
a phrase would come at this position in the Psalm.

If we were to read 01 as o1mn “from on high”, as suggested by the BHS, we could
also read 7 as a locative. This gives the image of someone beaten on from above, which
is advantageous in direct combat. However, this understanding of % is doubtful, and the
solution requires a textual adaptation.

Other suggestions include (variations on) “in their pride many are attacking me” (NIV)
and taking 01 as a designation of God or an imperative (Tate 1983, 66). However, these
do not shed light on the way we should understand 5.

Also note that, according to the BHS, one version reads v instead of , which would allow
us to resolve the issue by reading “I” as the goal of the fight. Lastly, note that the difference in
meaning of an? with » may be related to the verbal stem.
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typical meaning of the preposition for an?. It is well-known that X and %y are
often used interchangeably in Jeremiah (Fischer 2005, 51). It makes sense to
consider these two occurrences as having the same sense as 7v. Therefore, the
usage of an? with 9X is likely specific to Jeremiah.

Prototypical Scenario

In this section, we investigate the prototypical scenario of an®. This is a
research method developed by Van Wolde (2009, 59-60). Looking at the verbs
and concepts in immediate context, we can get an idea of the semantic world
a native would intuitively associate with the word. We first discuss the general
chain of events of this scenario, before discussing some special cases.

The most common usage of an? is that of real, physical fight of two
armies in the context of war. Note that the army or nation is often represented
by its commander as a pars pro toto (e.g. 1 Sam 19:8). The chain of events
takes us through the gathering of an army, its journey, the fight, its result and
the aftermath. The scenario consists of the stages listed below. Not all of these
stages have to be present; almost any combination is attested. However, the
order of the stages is always the same. An overview of all the verses that attest
this chain of events is given in table 2 at the end of this article.

1. Gathering. In this stage, the attacking army is gathered. The verb here
is usually noR “gather” (8x), although 7m2 “choose (men)”, 73° “meet
up”, 11 “be” with Pep? “like a commander”, yap “gather together” and
nP% “take (men)” also occur.

2. Motion. The army moves to the battleground. A variety of common
verbs is used: 77¥ “go up” (17x), ®12 “come” (14x), X% “go out” (13x),
12y “pass over” (9x), 1217 “go” (8x), etc.; sometimes, more than one®.

3. Preparation. Once arrived at the battlefield, the army prepares itself.
This includes the general 7in “encamp” (7x), the more specific 7¥
“set in array”, ¥ “besiege”!* and the combination of 2%° “set” with
7Y “stand”.

13 Which verb is used can often be explained geographically, yet this is not relevant for the
scenario. For instance, in Joshua’s conquest in Josh 10:29-39, 72y “pass over” is used for the
movement from Makkedah through Libnah and Lachish to Eglon, but 7%v “go up” for the route
to Hebron and 2w “turn” for the final journey to Debir. The first three trips are in the plain, but
Hebron lies in the mountains and to go from Hebron to Debir, Joshua needed to make a sharp
turn. As for 7%¥ “go up”, Hobbs (1985, 35) suggests it is not related to geography but a technical
term for “approach to do battle”. Either way, it does not seem the verb of motion used has a
significant influence on the meaning of an>.

“The difference between this verb and on? itself is not always clear. However, based on
e.g. Jdg 9:31 (“[they] are stirring up (MX) the city” NIV) and the fact that when it occurs with
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4. Atthis point, on? is used. Its exact role in this scenario will be discussed
below, after we have seen the verbs that appear after it.

5. Settlement. Here it becomes clear who wins. For cities, 7% “take” is
often used (12x). The formula “Yahweh gave ... in ...’s hand” with jn1
“give” is used more generically (8x). We also consider 73° “prevail”,
ox1 “save”, yu» “save” and Ty “remain standing before” to belong to
this category.

6. Physical conclusion. After the fight has been settled, the final blow
still has to be given. The word used for this is 1721 “strike™ (17x)".

Note that in the settlement and physical conclusion stages the subject may
change, depending on the winner of the fight.

After the physical conclusion, one of three different outcomes may follow.
Most commonly, they describe the winner taking possession of the land of
the enemy. However, the winner may also set a city on fire or exterminate its
population. Less frequently, the loser flees and is chased.

A7. Possession. The winner takes possession of the land, city or people
of the opponent — usually with ¥ “possess” (4x). Other verbs are
7w “take captive”, np? “take”, wan “seize” and ¥13 “subdue”. In 1
Sam 17:9, we find 2°72v% 027 1M “we shall be slaves to you” and,
at the end of the verse, 72v “serve”.

B7. Violence. The alternative to annexing land is to destroy it; to en-
slaving people, to kill them. A wide variety of verbs is used here,
including 071 “exterminate” and 7175 “wipe out”. It can be followed
by a negated form of X% “leave behind”.

In Josh 24:8 we find both a verb of possession and a verb of violence,
suggesting that the possession and violence scenarios are not separate but could
merge:

(14) Josh 24:8b—e: DTRWRY DXIX-NR WM 0272 OMIX XY DINR WA
02°191
And they fought with you and I gave them into your hand and you
possessed their land and I destroyed them from before you.

on?, it precedes that verb, we understand ¥ as the act of surrounding and shutting off a city. In
that sense, it is similar to 711 “encamp” and 77 “set in array”, and therefore fits in this category.

1> The verb is also used in Jer 21:5-6, but in a different meaning: to strike with disease. This
occurrence is not included in the count.
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However, v “destroy” should be understood as chronologically simul-
taneous with w7 “possess”, because the verse is a summary of several battles.
We might translate, “took possession of their land, while 1 destroyed them from
before you.” Some translations swap the order of the verbs, e.g. “I destroyed
them from before you, and you took possession of their land” (NIV).

We now proceed with the third possible ending. The losing party flees, and
may be chased and killed by the winner.

C7. Fleeing and chasing. Hebrew uses 01 “flee” exclusively (8x). Only
twice is the chase made explicit, with 777 “chase” in Jdg 1:5 and
9:39. One could include Exod 1:10 with 7%y “leave (the country)”
here as well, but it differs from the prototype because the fleeing of
the Israelites is not a direct result of the battle.

C8. Violence. In only one case (and Exod 1:10, if we would include it
in the previous stage), the fleeing party manages to escape (1 Sam
19:8). Frequently, however, 011 “flee” is followed by 37 “kill” or 91
“fall”.

We can summarize the prototypical chain of events with the schema in
figure 1. Note that the fleeing and chasing scenario does not co-occur with
the settlement stage. This may be due to historical coincidence, though a more
likely explanation is that the fight is not settled yet if a party can still flee.

1. Gathering
2. Motion

3. Preparation
4. on?

5. Settlement

6. Physical conclusion

C7. Fleeing and chasing
C8. Violence

A7. Possession B7. Violence

Figure 1: A schematic representation of the prototypical scenario of on%. Stages 1 through 6 are
common to all three sub-scenarios, although 5 is not attested in the fleeing scenario.

A typical example of this chain of events is Jdg 11:20-21:

(15) Jdg 11:20b-21:  :HRAir° -0y ano™ a¥°2 10 MY=237NKR 1I0°0 AoR™
DR ORI W™ 0197 PRI 102 1MY=937NRY POTNR DPRAWTAOR M I
R PORT WP MRT PIRTDD
And gathered Sihon its whole people and camped in Jahaz and
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fought with Israel. And gave Yahweh god of Israel Sihon and its
whole people in the hand of Israel and struck and possessed Israel
the whole land of the Amorites inhabiting country that.

We find gathering (nox “gather”), preparation (7 “encamp”) and on®,
followed by settlement (101 “give”), physical conclusion (7121 “strike”) and the
possession ending (¥ “possess”). Only motion is left out, possibly because the
movement is less interesting since the fight occurs on Sihon’s territory. Table 2
at the end of this article gives a complete overview of the 99 verses that attest
the prototypical chain of events.

The prototypical scenario above allows us to further articulate the meaning
of on% in the context described above. We have seen that an% only occurs after
an army has been mustered. Again, the army has moved to the battleground
and prepared itself for the fight there. All that is left to happen is the physical
conflict itself. This is consistent with the verbs that appear after on7: although a
settlement with 101 “give” could be understood as preceding the physical fight, a
settlement with 757 cannot. The only other verb implying physical fighting, 751
“strike”, is used after the settlement stage as a physical conclusion. According
to Van Dam (1997), it is clear that 1251 “strike” is usually a single act, so the
actual battle activity is still expressed by arnb.

Earlier, in the section on prepositions, we saw that 2 indicates destructive
fight, while 2¥ is used when the attacker wants to expand their territory. Based
on the chain of events above, we might expect that instances of the possession
scenario would frequently occur with %¥, and instances of the violence scenario
with 2. However, there is no correlation whatsoever. This is due to changes
in the syntactical participants of the events in the chain. For example, Num
21:23-24 reads: “When [Sihon] reached Jahaz, he fought with Israel. Israel,
however, put him to the sword and took over his land ...” The goal of the fight
is to prevent Israel from passing Sihon’s territory. After the fight, the subject
switches to Israel, taking possession of Sihon’s land. It is therefore clear that
the goal of the fight is primarily indicated by the preposition used.

Sometimes on? occurs without any chain of events. Further context how-
ever often allows us to judge whether we are dealing with the same scenario
as the one described above. For example, in Josh 10:25 (“This is what the
Lord will do to all the enemies you are going to fight” NIV) we know from the
preceding story that this scenario is intended. Three occurrences in Jdg 5:19-20
(apart from the first in v. 19) recount a war story from Judges 4 and can be
classified as such as well's. Other cases where the war scenario becomes clear

'°The use of anm? with 2213 “star” as subject in v. 20 is unique in the Hebrew Bible. The
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from context are Jdg 11:4-5,9; 11:25,27; 1 Sam 4:9 (considering v. 10); 12:9
(referring to Jdg 4:2; 13:1; 3:12); 14:47; 17:19; 28:15; 2 Sam 2:28; 11:20; 2
Kgs 6:8;8:29;9:15;19:8; 2 Chr 17:10; 22:6; 35:22b; Neh 4:8; Isa 37:8; Jer
21:2,4;32:24, 29 (cf. v. 5); 51:30; Zech 14:3c, 14.

It is not infrequent to have on% in a final overview of a king’s life. An
example is 1 Kgs 14:19: “Now the rest of the acts of Jeroboam, how he warred
and how he reigned, behold, they are written in the Book of the Chronicles of
the Kings of Israel” (ESV, emphasis mine). We consider these cases as belong-
ing to the war scenario as well, because some instances like 2 Chr 26:6; 27:5
fit the same chain of events. Other occurrences do not stand in an elaborate
chain of events, but are included here for their similarity with these cases: 1
Kgs 22:46;2 Kgs 13:12; 14:15, 28. We also find some generalizing statements
similar to these summarizing statements. In 1 Sam 18:17 and 25:28, no specific
battle is designated: David is asked and said to “fight the battles of Yahweh”.
Also in Zech 10:5 no particular fight or opponent is mentioned or presupposed.
Judah is promised enhanced fighting capability (Floyd 2000, 477).

Although in the majority of cases the participants to the on? event are
armies (of nations and cities, sometimes represented by their leader as pars pro
foto); in a couple of instances there is a man-to-man fight. This includes oc-
currences in the Goliath story described in more detail below (1 Sam 17:9, 10,
33), a battle of Jehoshaphat (1 Kgs 22:31-32; 2 Chr 18:30-31) and a prophesy
about chaos in Egypt (Isa 19:2). All instances clearly occur in a context of war.

Seventeen times, Yahweh is the subject of an%, mostly in expressions like
“..., for the Lord fought for Israel” (Josh 10:14 ESV), i.e., without verbs in
the same chain of events. However, all but one of these occurrences should be
understood in the war scenario'’. All these cases refer in one way or another
back to the Exodus story which has occurrences of on? with Yahweh as subject
in Exod 14:14 and 25. In the first verse, Moses comforts the people when the
Egyptians are chasing them: “the Lord will fight for you; you need only to be
still.” The second verse has the Egyptians affirming the power of Yahweh: “the
Lord is fighting for them against Egypt” (both NIV). The presence of Yahweh
in Israel’s battles becomes a theme, as mentioned explicitly in Deut 1:30; Josh
23:10 and implicitly in Deut 3:22; Josh 10:14, 42; 23:3; Neh 4:14; Isa 30:32;
Zech 14:3 (2x). Its importance is underlined by the inclusion of the phrase in
the laws concerning warfare (Deut 20:4, used in 2 Chr 20:29). In Isa 63:10
and Jer 21:5, Yahweh is said to fight against Israel. In both instances, this is

war context of v. 19 makes it clear that the stars are represented as warriors, justifying our
classification. On the meaning of the expression, see e.g. Lindars (1983, 268-269).
17Ps 35:1d will be discussed below.
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emphasized with 2787 on% 797 “He turned to be their enemy” and *x “17,
respectively. Hence, these events occur in the same conceptual field: they are
opposed to Yahweh’s fighting for Israel.

Two of the above verses do contain verbs from the prototypical chain of
events. One of these is Deut 20:4:

(16) Deut 20:4: 0onX ¥°uA7? 02°2°R-0Y 037 QN2 03AY T27 Q9K I 0D
For Yahweh your god is he who goes with you to fight for you with
your enemies to save you.

We have verbs of motion (7271 “g0”) and of settlement (¥2» “save”), making
this a clear instance of the chain of events described above. The other case with
a more elaborate chain of events is Zech 14:3b with R¥> “go out”. Since these
cases are indistinguishable from the prototypical chain of events and all the
aforementioned verses with Yahweh as subject operate in the same conceptual
field, we classify the whole group as belonging to the same scenario.

On one occasion, Yahweh appears as the attacked party, in a warning
uttered by Abijah, king of Judah, to the Israelites to “not fight against the Lord
... for you will not succeed” (2 Chr 13:12 NIV). In the first part of the verse,
Abijah claims Yahweh’s presence in his army.'® Yahweh is here presented as a
warrior in person and the context indicates that this verse belongs to the war
scenario as well. This is consistent with the general picture drawn by Longman
(1997, 786) when he writes that “[a]t the heart of warfare in the HB is the belief
that Yahweh was a ‘warrior.””

Seven times an% occurs next to 72’ “be able to”. Twice, 92° comes after
an? in the settlement stage. These cases (Jer 1:19; 15:20) have been discussed
above (and in table 2). Five times, however, on® appears as an infinitive object
to 92°. These cases may seem problematic for the proposed chain of events,
because the traditional reading “peradventure I shall be able to overcome (on®)
them, and drive them out” (Num 22:11 KJV) puts an? in the final phase of the
battle, i.e., in the settlement or physical conclusion stage.

When 9> is used without infinitive object, it means something like “to
bear” or “to prevail over” (Ringgren et al. 1990, 74—75). The latter is the case
in the two occurrences in Jeremiah. With an infinitive object, it can mean “to
be able”, “to succeed”, “to endure”, etc. (ibid., 72). Ringgren analyses the
occurrence in 2 Kgs 16:5 as “they were not able to do battle with [the enemy]”
but Num 22:11 and Isa 7:1 as “they could not conquer it” (ibid., 73). However,

¥ The Hebrew &1 “head” is ambiguous here and could mean either “Yahweh is with us at
our head” (cf. ESV, NASB) or “Yahweh is our leader” (cf. NIV, ISV). Either way, Abijah claims
God’s presence for his army.
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if we want to accurately describe the activity that on describes, we should
consider all these three cases in the first meaning. To be able to fight means
to not perish instantly, not to be able to win. This is also the sense of 1 Sam
17:33. However, in 1 Sam 17:9, this interpretation makes no sense, since not
perishing instantly would be an odd condition for Goliath’s challenge. This
clause is traditionally translated as something like “If he is able to fight and
kill me” (NIV), making 1151 an object of 93°. The Hebrew, however, has 93> and
7101 at the same level:

(17) 1 Sam 17:9a—d:
0°72Y2 037 117 1971 "R anon? 9a1TaR
If he 92> to an? with me and [if] he strikes me then we will be to them
as servants.

We should therefore rather read “If he 92 to fight with me and [if he] kills
me”. This is also the way the LXX translator understands the clause: koi &ov
duvn b7 morepticon Tpog pe Kol Eav maTasn pe, Kol Eooueba VLAV gic dovAovg
“and if he dvvapon fight against me and if he strikes me, ...”"°. We should
rather understand an>% 71 as “being able to bring yourself to fight”, i.e., a
mental ability comparable to Gen 37:4 and Job 4:2 (an aspect not mentioned
by Ringgren et al. and listed by Gesenius 1846, but not in later editions). We
should then translate: “If he can bring himself to fight with me”, i.e., “If he
dares to fight with me”. Note that “dare” is also one of the meanings of Greek
dvvapat. Our reading furthermore clarifies why this part of Goliath’s challenge
is not repeated in the second part of the verse that describes what happens if
Goliath wins. It is unquestionable Goliath dares to fight with David. All in all
the correct understanding of 73° shows that here, like in the prototypical chain
of events, on? indicates the actual activity of fighting. We also have cases where
9> is used with other verbs belonging to the chain of events (e.g. 77V “go up”
and X “besiege” in 2 Kgs 16:5). This shows that these should be read in the
same context.

In all five cases in Psalms (4 times in qal: 35:1 (bis); 56:2-3; once in
niphal: 109:3), we cannot consider on> designating real physical fight. The
attacked party can be generic or vague (35:1 “those who contend with me”;
56:2-3: “my enemies”; “my adversaries”; 109:2: the “wicked and deceitful”;
all NIV). The use of an% in Psalms seems to mean “to counteract” rather than
“to fight”. However, in all three occurrences we have distinct warfare imagery :

YFor a discussion about the change in word order and the repetition of £Gv (Hebrew ov),
see Johnson (2015, 86-87).
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m1%y 1an pnn “take shield and buckler” (35:2); nx2 2°nws 1R 1IR3 “when the
Philistines took him [David] in Gath” (56:1)%°; °11220 AR 727 “surround with
words of hatred” (109:3). Therefore, the verb does not have a general meaning
like “counteract” but rather indicates (metaphorical) physical fight.

Concluding Remarks

All occurrences of on> show that a state of war is present. This state is
introduced by other verbs, like those of gathering, motion, and preparation,
or clarified by context. Events are rounded up with the settlement of the fight
(e.g. “Yahweh gave ... in the hands of ...”) and a physical conclusion (the
final blow). Thus, an? means neither “go to battle” (inceptive) nor “overcome”
(resultative). Rather, it indicates an actual combat?!. Normally, the participants
are groups of people represented as a whole, but in a couple of instances per-
sonal fights are described with on%. Cases where Yahweh is a participant are
not distinguishable from other uses, supporting the idea that Yahweh was a
warrior (Longman 1997, 786). We have seen how a clearer understanding of
the activity indicated by on® helps to understand occurrences with 93° “to be
able”, in particular in the Goliath story, and how warfare imagery is also used
in idiomatic contexts.

Due to its reciprocity the niphal is an expected stem for an?. This entails
the affectedness of the Agent, because there is always a (possibly implicit)
participant who defends and fights against the Agent. Therefore, our analysis
enforces the current consensus that the niphal has middle force (Jenni 2012;
Van Wolde 2018).

The verb on® is by its nature reciprocal, so the basic meaning is a sym-
metric fighting event between two armies.”> However, prepositions impose
different nuances: 2¥ is used to mark an entity fought over; 2 indicates a fight
with the goal of destroying the opponent; nX is closest to a prototypical sym-
metric event, while oy provides a middle ground between 2 and nx. Finally, 7
marks benefited parties that are not opposed to the subject and may even not be

20 Also o1nn “from on high”, if we read the problematic Hebrew this way (see note 12), may
be understood as a description of private combat.

2 To further narrow down the semantics summarized in this study, the analysis can be ex-
tended to include the noun a9 “battle” (319x). Also other verbs in the same semantic domain,
both in the niphal and in other stems, can help to further articulate the meaning of an>.

21n note 1, we discussed two theories concerning the etymology of ar». Both considered the
verb to derive its meaning from words related to food: one through the concept of slaughtering
(Gluck 1976); the other through “compactness” and “close combat” (Krotkoff 1969). Considering
the reciprocity of the verb, the latter suggestion seems more viable: “to be compact with someone
else” is to some degree a symmetric event, whereas “to slaughter” is not. However, more research
is needed to be able to make a decisive claim on this issue.
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involved in the physical fight at all. We can depict the prepositions on a scale
of symmetry to illustrate this (figure 2). 7 is not included in this figure, because
it does not mark an adversary.

oy ] oy nx

Figure 2: Degree of symmetry indicated by prepositions.

This kind of constructions has recently received attention cross-linguisti-
cally. Dimitriadis (2008) discusses discontinuous reciprocal constructions, “in
which the logical subject of a reciprocal verb appears to be split between the
syntactic subject and a comitative argument” (387, italics original). Bar-Asher
Siegal (2016) considers these constructions in Modern Hebrew, noting that
the results are relevant cross-linguistically, and comes to the conclusion that
“symmetry is a characteristic of an event and not of a predicate” (26). That
applies here as well: we clearly see that symmetry depends on a construction as
a whole, as embedded in context. In particular, we have seen how prepositions
reflect the extent of the symmetry in the case of on.

Table 2: Hebrew evidence for the prototypical chain of events. Stage numbers
refer to the stages of preparation, motion, etc. For stage 4, prepositions are mentioned,
but the verb (always ari%) is omitted. For stage 7, the sub-scenario (4: possession, B:
violence or C: fleeing, as shown in figure 1) is noted in the cell. Stage 8 only occurs
in the fleeing scenario.

Stage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Exod 1:10 no° )
Exod 17:8 X2 oy
Exod 17:9-10 ama 'y 2 won®
Num 21:1 ul A mv
Num 21:23 nOR RY°, R12 2 121 A vy
Num 21:26 ) A npb
Deut 1:41 oy
Deut 1:42 oy a3
(follows)

BInv. 13.



178 Camil Staps

Stage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Deut 20:4 o0 jakij U
Deut 20:10 2P Sy
Deut 20:19 oy A an
Josh 9:2 yap oy
Josh 10:5 qOR oy oan oy
Josh 10:29 )ij oy n pyish B: v
Josh 10:31 "2y oan a iy, Y
Josh 10:34 ) mn oy 737 py) B: on
Josh 10:36 baivs oy 77 o1 B: 2RV, o0
Josh 10:38 Ny oy 77 701 B:oom, v
Josh 11:5 ™ N12 bl ay
Josh 19:47 NY, oY oy 77 o1 A v
Josh 24:8 nX 1 AB: v, v
Josh 24:9 op 2
Josh 24:11 "2y, X2 2 n
Jdg 1:1 oy |
Jdg 1:3 oy 2
Jdg 1:5 2 701 C: o, 97 vap
Jdg 1:8 bl 737 pym) B: v
Jdg 1:9 RN )
Jdg 5:19 N1
Jdg 8:1 Ton 2
Jdg 9:17 oy o¥1
Jdg 9:38 R ul
Jdg 9:39 XY 2 C: a7, on 501
Jdg 9:45 jelirp) Yy 2 7% B: 27, vy, v
Jdg 9:52 N1 ul
Jdg 10:9 kb )
Jdg 10:18 nOX mn 2
(follows)

2 For the classification of this verse as A or B, see the discussion around example (14).
2 The symbolic meaning of mon v “and he sowed it with salt” has been discussed around
example (2). This justifies the classification of this verb as violence.
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Stage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Jdg 11:6 e |
Jdg 11:8 Tn 2
Jdg 11:12 N12 )
Jdg 11:20 noN mn ay N )] A v
Jdg 11:32 b ] 1 o1 B: vy
Jdg 12:1 N2y |
Jdg 12:3 oy |
Jdg 12:4 vap fabs b
1 Sam 4:10 a1 C:on 991
1 Sam 8:20 RX° R
1 Sam 13:5 qoR oy mn oy
1 Sam 15:18 T9n ] B: a7
1 Sam 17:32 hval oy
1 Sam 19:8 hy'y ) 191 C:on
1 Sam 23:1 ) B: now?®
1 Sam 23:5 bkal ] il
1 Sam 28:1 vap )
1 Sam 29:8 N2 ]
1 Sam 31:1 | C:omn 901
2 Sam 8:10 ] 01
2 Sam 10:17 AqOR Tay, X1 W oy C:on bah]
2 Sam 11:17% R R
2 Sam 12:26-27 ) 77
2 Sam 12:29 noR Ton ) 759 A:npy, .30
2 Sam 21:15 T nX
1 Kgs 12:21 onp ay Az
1 Kgs 12:24 oy ay
(follows)

2"pe our commander” (NIV).

7 As an accusative marker.

2% As we have seen in the section on 2, although 70¥ “plunder” would typically indicate
possession, it is likely that the main reason for this act was distressing the opponent.

The forms of 991 “fall” and mn “die” here are considered to be simultaneous with an®, so
they are not included in the chain of events.

3Vv. 30-31 contains an enumeration of acts that fit in the possession scenario: X¥> (2x),
o1, 7ay.

3"regain the kingdom” (NIV).
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Stage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 Kgs 20:1 vap 7oy MY 2
1 Kgs 20:23 nX il
1 Kgs 20:25 N1 nR il
2 Kgs 3:21 oy bl
2 Kgs 10:3 Ty
2 Kgs 12:18 oy oy 737
2 Kgs 16:5 oy MY
2 Kgs 19:9 hr'y nX
1 Chr 10:1 2 C:omn 51
1 Chr 18:10 ul 91
1 Chr 19:17 fox fay, RN 7w jaby C:on buhi
2 Chr 11:1 ko oy A 2w
2 Chr 11:4 oy oy
2 Chr 20:17 2%, Y
2 Chr 26:6 Ry ] B: vy
2 Chr 27:5 jabij i
2 Chr 35:20 oy
2 Chr 35:22d N12
Neh 4:2 Wwp X1 ul B: npy
Isa 7:1 oy oy
Isa 20:1 X123 2 A1
Isa 37:9 RY nX
Jer 1:19 X 5
Jer 15:20 oK 5>
Jer 32:5 nx no7x
Jer 33:5 X121 nX
Jer 34:1 oy N1 B: aw
Jer 34:7 oy N1 B: aw
Jer 34:22 oy 77 B: aw
(follows)

2raise an army” (NIV).

3 regain the kingdom” (NIV).

3#%stir up trouble.” Although this is not necessarily an act of violence, the intention is clearly
destructive.
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Stage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Jer 37:8 nY oy 77 B: qw
Jer 37:10 X )|
Jer 41:12 npo¥ 9 oy
Dan 10:20 Y [ab)
Dan 11:11 RY° [ab]
Zech 14:3b RY> 2
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