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Notes on Amos ii. 7, vi. 10, viii. 3, ix. 8-10.

DR. C. C. TORREY.

ANDOVER, MASS.

il. 7. The only way to make sense of the first clause of this verse
is to follow the ancient versions (as in the similar passage viii. 4) in
rendering D'BRWT by ‘bruise,’ ‘beat,” ¢trample upon,’ or some-
thing of the kind, whether the form is supposed to belong to the
root MW,' or not. But the difficulty of the clause is not thus
removed. The words PR OBY 5y are decidedly out of place.
They do not admit of a natural translation; moreover, the oldest
versions offer at this point a suspicious variation from the reading of
the Hebrew text. The best attested Greek rendering of the close of
vs. 6 and the beginning of vs. 7 is the following: . . . &exev tmoly-
pdrov, Ta maroivral &l Tov xobv Tis Yijs, xol éxovdtMfov els xepadis

mroxdy, krh.  The Peshitto has: N\ e ) lims Nse ...
o Hamal ameato . il fias

G. A. Smith, in his recent Commentary on the Minor Prophets}?
speaks of this passage as an unsolved riddle, and refers doubtfully to
Wellhausen’s emendation of the Hebrew text as perhaps the best
makeshift to be had. It is true that Wellhausen’s explanation* is
hardly adequate, though he emends the text correctly, as I believe.
He omits the offending words J7R “BY '79, as superfluous, and
dismisses the clause r& marofvra . . . tijs yijs with the remark that
it is “ein unkonstruirbarer Nachtrag.” I believe it is possible to
account satisfactorily for the variety of readings here on the suppo-
sition that the original Hebrew text read simply, WR™2 D'BRWN
n'b-x,s the nature of the subsequent additions showing their origin

1 Baar, 4mos, 1847, p. 267 f.; ‘Wellbausen, Skissens, V., 1892, p. 72.

2 A good many MSS. have rd» warotrrwr (karararobrrwr).

8 The Expositor's Bible, 1896,

¢ Skizzen, V., pp. 6, 72.

$ An instance of F{W c.c. 3, Pesackim 39 4. 1 am indebted to Professor Moore
for this reference.
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descriptions of the same terrible scene, the presence of the inter-
jection B is a potent cause of trouble. In vi. 10 it is imbedded
in a clause which seems to have been added as an afterthought and
admits of no satisfactory interpretation; in viii, 3 it is entirely out
of connection with the rest of the verse. The coincidence suggests
that the word DM was not in either case a part of the original text,
but made its way in by accident; and that the explanation of the
accident is in both cases to be sought for in the nature of the verse.
It is easy to comprehend how at these two culminating points in
the prophet’s threat, where desolation and desecration reach their
utmost limit, the pious ejaculation — a sort of fawete linguis — should
have been put in the margin, and ultimately have found its way into
the text. The last clause of vi. 10, a manifest appendage, grew up
about the interjection as a natural interpretation of it. For the
construction =215 R"), generally found in later Hebrew, see Driver,
Tenses®, § 202, 2.

The conditions described in vi. 9, 10 are those of the pestilence
that follows war; the inevitable sequel so often portrayed by the
prophets. If any family seems to have escaped the sack of the city
(vs. 84), so that as many as fen are left,” they shall all fall victims
to the pest. So far from being out of place (as Wellhausen con-
cludes), the passage forms a most telling climax to the prophet's
threat.

ix. 8-10. A satisfactory theory as to the way in which Amos’
prophecy originally ended has hitherto been wanting. There is
nothing in the closing part of ch. ix., from vs. 11 on, that reminds at
all of Amos, or gives any connection with the preceding chapters;
but, on the contrary, every indication shows it to be of post-exilic
origin. By critics who hold this view, vs. 7 is generally regarded as
the last of Amos’ own writing. But his book cannot possibly have
ended with vs. 7; and I think it will be seen, on closer examination
of vs. 8-10, that the difficulty with them lies simply in one or two
interpolated clauses, while in the remainder the hand of Amos is
everywhere present. '

In these verses, sweeping threats are counterbalanced by mitigating
clauses in a very noticeable way. What is solemnly promised in one
breath is taken back in the next. Vs. 8 ¢ is thoroughly characteristic
of Amos. “P\MAWA, “1 will utterly destroy,” is used by him as in
ii. g, where he is speaking of the extermination of the Amorites.

7 Against Wellhausen, Skizzen, V., p. 8s.






