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SPRENGLING: JOEL 1:17 129

JOEL 1, 17a

M. SPRENGLING
TUniversity of Chicago

This verse in the book of .Joel is well known to every serious
student of Ilebrew. As it stands it appears to offer no intelli-
gible meaning. Many emendations have been attempted, most
of them on the basis on the LXX, which on the face of it is surely
no better than the Masoretic text. The latest commmentator,
Julius Bewer, in the ICC, has cut the Gordian knot by declaring
that verse 17a is corrupt beyond repair and that the true text
1s to be found in the four suceceding words.

It would appear to the writer, as if this counsel of despair
were after all somewhat premature. Though fully aware of the
fact that absolute certainty ean hardly be reached, he thinks he
has found, if not the solution, at least an approach to a solution,
which he herewith lays upon the secales against those previously
offered.

First of all the LXX needs closer examination, than has been

commonly given to it. Merx’s specious emendation W'D for
W) (improved™ by Nestle-Nowack to 3 2 D23" scemed to
furnish the IHebrew basis for the striking statement éoxlpryoar
SapdAes éml Tais ¢drvars avrar.  13ut this solution does not keep its
promise; instead of furnishing a key for the extraordinary. and,
in faet, rather ludicrous doxipmoar of the LXX, it siinply intro-
duces this further corruption into the Hebrew.  The explanation
of the “*heifers dancing ut their maneers’ must be soucht else-
where.

No one, to the writer's knowledge, has yet applied the touch-
stone of the Syriac to this remarkable LXX reading.  Now the
Peshito, which here, as elsewhere in Joel, is clearly influenced
by the LXX, reads: -=nzizl” = taaszic uz2z | “thie heifers were
parched at their mangers.”” It is clearly not another ITebrew, but
a different LXX text, which the Syriae (ranslates.  Nor need one
look far to find it. "EoxAyuav, aorist of oxdddw, is exactly what
is needed. It translates correctly the Ilcbrew 32° 3o Its
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a rare word, just such as would appear strange and uncouth
to later copyists; yet it was in use in the literary language of
Alexandria at just about the time, when the prophets were being
translated there or thereabout (Apollonius Rhodius, Argonautica
2, 201, ef. 53). It furnishes a good starting point for the spe-
cious éoxipryoav. What first needs emendation, therefore, is the
LXX text (and with it the grammar and concordance; for
oké\o 1s not elsewhere listed in the LXX vocabulary). The
passage, as read by the Syriae translator, was: &oxAnoar dapdres
éml 7ais pdrvas adrav; 1. e (Iab. 3, 17; Zeph. 2, 14)72Y
DO'NOYD Nnn NN,

The 197 translated ¢drwm, is, of course, not a simple manger,

but an enclosure at least partially roofed over for shade and
shelter; this obviates Bewer’s objection to the PN with the
“mangers’’ (on this 17 see also the remarks of Nestle, ZAW,
1900, 168). Greek énx{ under similar circumstances is not
wholly unknown to the LXX, cf. Jud. 6:11; Exod. 24:4. But .
the man who possessed a sufficient amount of the Oriental’s
emendatory ingenuity to read Ni1D and D'NO7. was hardly
the man to read the senseless W'D (DDY); the emendation
eoxipmyoay for éoxAnoav is exactly the sort of cleverness, which a
copyist, ignoring the context, exhibits. Moreover the Syriac w2y
is much more probably to be traced to Greck é&oxAnoav (or
éokMkao, possibly), than to Hebrew W2V for the latter uia.
would mueh more readily have come to the translator’s mind.

This much, then, appears to the writer to be fairly well
established, that the translator of what is known as our LXX
text wrote as the Syriac indicates on the basis of the Hebrew
above outlined. But this is not the end of the matter.

It throws us back, indeed, to the very beginnings. For with
this all probability (if it ever existed), that LXX really had a
Hebrew text differing from our own, from which together with
our own a lost original could be reconstructed, vanishes. LXX
is merely the first of a great number of similar attempts on the
part of translators and interpreters to emend away a text, which

12 after NN is not good Hebrew; but it is found, after all, in the

text of Ez. 47:1b, as it stands. A noun with preformative = would
be another possibility.
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they did not understand. It differs not at all in kind and but
very little in clumsiness from later versions. ¢. g.  Symmachus:

=]

nipwTince orodoxeia dmwo Twr XpoudTwy atror Yesa Lo 13331 :.'_.'.;.c)
(=2, which, if it be, indeed, the translation of verse 17a, and
if ourodoxeia (15421) 7 really is the original Symmachus. seems to
mean ‘‘(the walls of) granaries have rotted away with mould
from their plaster’™ (DD D.‘T‘I‘\f‘!p‘\’)< ypwrpdter, plas-
ter!, ; Theodotion: yoxivnear éxi v uupéoe atraor dite Tis {yrug
adror,  best  left  untranslated; the Targum’s  jarcovers
MDD the olods of Tuther. AV, RV, Kautzsch, cf al. (the
emendation 971'230. by no means original with Steiner. ef. 100,

p. 90, is later obscured by attempted combination with qﬁJ-\‘-

Exod. 21:10: Is. 3504, Arabie \_;:2,); cle.. cte.. down to the
b

latest commentaries.  No attempt is made at completeness of
enumeration.  The point is that thus LNXX. so far from present-
ing actual textual variants, so far from attesting a corrupt text,
which calls for cmendation—adds tremendous strength to the
attestation of the Masoretic text.  In fact, considering how near
in time this LNX translation is to Joel himself, it cuts the
ground from under Bewer's assumption, /C'(C', 91, see above,
Of this more anon! At present it suffices to point ount that out
of the waves and waters of two millenninins of conjecture and
criticism the rock of the Masoretie text of Joel 1:17 rises more
firmly fixed than ever, its Dbhaflling syvoimetry  unmarred.
Stronger than ever is its ehallenge, demanding an explanation,
at least, of its origin and existence, if we he really wholly unable
to find for 1t a meaning consistent with etymology, syntax, and
context, and 1ot inconststent, at least, with historical milicu, in
so far as this may need consideration in sneh form as we ean
reconstruet i,

Of brave attempts to understand the text as it stands, it will
suffice here to register two as sammples of all, one from ancient
and one from modern times,  The first is that of Jerome in the
Vulgate,  And what an atteinpt it is' ““Computruerunt jumenta

*In this case Symmachus mu.t have . Intituted /M5 for MIND: or
did Symmachus translate M7 by or yra  ‘‘component elements disin-

tegrate under their plaster covering,’”’  which would aecount for the

apparently disintegrating garners that follow), and is ecrefuyea an inner-
Greck corruption?
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in stercore suo.”” Whether even for 1\..’3}2 Jerome read NWQJZ-

computruerunt (= Symmachus’ nlpwriase), as does van Hoon-
acker, may be doubted; more probably he or his rabbis knew a
root or pronunciation £'1}) current somewhere in their time
in this meaning, or they thought this the ancient Hebrew pro-
nunciation, if they gave it much thought at all. 17379,
jumenta, is, of course, perfectly transparent; Jerome lived
before the days of vowelpoints, and traditional synagogue and
school pronunciation would not hinder him and his friends
from reading differently at need. ﬂﬁDij, Stercor, sweepings,
Pual Participle (Siegfried, Gram. der neuhebr. Spr. § 89 b;
Albrecht, Newhebr. Gram. § 99 d, e), is clever indeed; it is the
gem of the Jerome version. But shades of meticulous Joel!
What a hotch-potch is made of thy carefully planned and well-
arranged penpicture: she mules and dung, broken down store-
houses, confounded grain, cattle large and small, ete., ete. One
wonders, whether a rabbi friend did not try to perpetrate a joke
on the vain Illyrian. But that was well-nigh impossible, for to
Jerome almost any collocation of words, that collectively meant
something (or even nothing?), would have been just as welcome.
In witness whereof the doubter is referred to the great trans-
lator’s allegorizing commentary (Migne, PI, XXV, col. 960),
where he not only finds divine sense in both his own and the
LXX interpretation, but succeeds beautifully in harmonizing
the two.—Of the stuff of which this Jerome interpretation is
made, Lhowever different the results, are a number of attempts at
interpretation more or less enrrent in orthodox Jewish cireles,
which can the more readily be passed over here, because they
have not found their way to any appreciable extent into modern
Occidental Christian thought.

One modern, scientific attempt, which happens to be easily
accessible to the writer (Nowack, HI III, 4, 2. ed., p. 101), may
be placed alongside Jerome’s ancient one. Reidel (S¢Kr, 1903,
p. 167 ., reads 719)D. as in late Hebrew, in the meaning

“broom’’; he then equates £'3}) with Arabic s, é-,,,}él, “to
be, become dust colored.””  And from these elements he fashions
his translation: ‘‘dusty have become under their (the farmers’)
brooms the grains of corn,”’” 1. e. the last remnants swept up
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were more dust and dirt than corn.””  And there, despite
further efforts Ly Nowack, Marti, van Hoonacker, Bewer, of al,,
we stand stationary to the present moment,

Is there a remedy?  Where lies the fault?  To the writer i
appears, that the root of the errov amd the reason for the impasse
in which commentators have lost themselves over the hittle open-
ing phrase of this verse, are ¢learly revealed in several of the
most recent commentaries just named,  Sinee they speak in
almost ddentical Tanenawe, JOC nuy be taken as the representa-
tive of all. Nays £CC po 900 o verse 170 ©The second half
is elear, only o The first hall s very dittienlt.” That this
statement hides a serions Fallaey, s vevealed by the conmment,
p. S5 £ There bheing no harvests the storchowses are dilapi-
dated, the barns arc brokce down.  We do not know any par-
tienlars about the storehonses and harns of the ancient Jews: but
evidently they were not solidly biilt and had to be repaired
every year.  This year there was no use for them.  Swoee the
corn has fuilcd (1t shows shame ) 741 this ““second half
is clear.” whenee all these diffienlties? (v The word tiranslated
“harns ™ (MDD has first to be cended (p. 90), so as not
to be ftself a dzal Aeydpaor; and even as cmended (I it
ovceurs 1 hut two other places, Hawg, 2:19 and Ps. 55216, the
Latter of which is acain a cruor: its etymology is very uneertain,
and s neaning is by no means elear hevond adonbt in anyone of
the three places. (20 We know nothine abont Jewish barns, bt
assume maeh e order to make one transhation liold water. 1T
the Palestinean peasant’s storace Yacilities i those thnes were
at all ke they are today, and we have reason to think they
were very el alike, then the eliel part of 1the Tarmer's barn,
ltke his stables was 7o bis howse. 10 he had more than he could
stow theis, covered pits in the open lields, “wheatwells™ (Pl
Baldenspereer, The Luworable Fast, V0000 po 1520 served his

purpose.t  Lack of pepaiv of these Tatter would he neither o very

T Baldensperger, Tla Largiocable Fast, PEFQS, D07, po 270 at the
top: *The wheat s carried hone and pat duto o store diveliog the fore
room from the anterow ™ 0 0 0 po L7010 Where they hase plenty of
whenat, they put it i o pit Cmatooect, which is covered with lomn and
earth, so that the place cinror be deteciad Ty anybody who does not know
of its existemve,  When the «Uent i to he 1 hen ont, the pits e opered,

arc aired by throsing a bandle in an b diawing it out againg 1l e noxio i

10
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seriouns matter, nor a very noticeable feature in the Palestinean
landscape.  (3) The corn has failled hides a nest of diffienlties
in itselt.  “Ias failed™ is a very free rendering of %237, as
the parenthetic remark “(hit. shows shame)’ confesses; RV
adds another alternative, just as wood or hetier, “*is withered.”’
All this fits the immediate context ounly on the very unsafe
assmnption, that the translation of {he two preceding clauses is
correet; in the general context it 1s at best o most unnecessary
repetition, if not, indeed, an mmpossible contradiction {o verse
10: *tis withered ™ fits the dronth, hut not the locusts” work of
verse 10 henee the choice of ““has failed,”” which is rather
lanie for the drouth. I can harvdly be said, therefore, that ““the
seeond half.” veally three-fourths, of this verse is any less
impenetrable to the atfempts as yet made upon if. than the
introdnetory clause, ““the first half,” which is so blandly tossed
nto the scrapheap by 7C'C. Under these circumstances a fresh
attempt from a different point of attack seems not unwarranted.

The present attempt starts from an X hitherto pretty con-
sistently passed over as known here and elsewhere, and makes
scarch for an clement, the total absence of which in the context,
marvelously enough, has not hitherto disturbed anyone, so far
as the writer knows. Verses 15-20 Joel is evidently sketching
a penpicture of a severe drouth, accompanying the locust plague
of verses 2-12; the counterpart of verses 15-20 in chapter 2 are
verses 21-27, years of copions rains and plenty.  Now wherever
else in the Old Testament (e, g Amos 4:6-8; Jer. 14:26; 1
Wings 17:1, 75 13:5) and elsewhere, certainly in the Semitie
world, a drouth is depicted, prominent mention is made of the
absence of rain and the lack of water. More espeeially, both by
Jeremialr and by the author of Kings is such lack of water con-
nected with dearth of grass and pasture for the beasts, as this
latter is graphically cnough depicted in the verses following
upon our crux, 13-20, hy .Joel.  But in all Joel’s deseription of

gaxes are gone.  Often this goes on several hours, and then a person only
enters, if a lamp continues to burn.  The ““lreasures’ of Jerem. z2li, 8,
were such ficldpits . . .77 Storerooms of more public or commnuuity
charaeter were in the temple, and these, even in the second temple, were
hardly as fragile as the commentators ask ns to believe. See further
Krauss, Talmudische Archiologie, vol. 1, 1, 29, p. 46; vol. 2, VI, 172, pp.
193-198.



SPRENGLING: JOEL 1:17 135

a most nnusunally severe drouth acvording to the extant inter-
pretations of verse 17 rain is mentioned not at all and water but
once, in a little phrase in the middie of verse 200 Tu the first
phirase of verse 17 heifers, she mules. grains of corn, even wine
(van Hoonacker, Merx, perhaps, at least in punning allusion. the
Targimss have served as unsatisfactory stop gaps: the rest of
the verse has pretiy steadily Tabored under the ohsession of
grain. 1 s fitting, that in this cra of water this element should
have its turn at the attempt.

Now there is one point, and just ome, i verse 17, where a
notice of the most important rains may bhe found, and that is in

.

one of the few words supposedly pertfectly elear™ 1 the whiole
verse, the word which pecupies the most prominent position in
the verse,its Tast word J27- Everybody knows, what {17 means
ordinarity, and theretfore no one has soneht here the X, the find-
ing of whose exaet value might supply the key to the Tong lost
solution of this cquation. Ruben (Gesenius-Buhl'™ <0 ) pro-
posed the meaning U ran, rainelonds™ for the word in Ps.
65 10, and Jensen in Bandissin's arvticle on Dagon in PRER TV,
426, arrived al a stmilar starvting point for that mysterious god.!

CThe writer has no desive to weaken lis argment by o oserions entangle-
ment with the vexed guestion of the god Davon Da wing The argument
stals withaut help of Dagon, and, 3t i< hoped, better than did - Dagon
before Jahwe's ark, 1. Sam. 50250 To raet, the profit to Dagon from the
reading propo<ed for doel 17 may be fully as great or greater than any
corroboration, which the reading may receive from him. The lriet state-
ment that follows i< intended 1o Te soooestive rather than dogmatie.
Like Adad Ram ‘moaun Deinel, Papthcon, po 12 1, noo 23 Dagon-Da-
win (Debmel, po 090 o0 G750 appenr to e come into the Babylonian
pantheon from or with the Semites of the Westo Tn the West Dagon
appears to have Leen more popular on the coust and farther sonth than
Adad, whose ehier territory s inland and ather north of Jahwe's pre-
serves.  Adad usurps the place of Faolil BéD us the god of rain, with a
strong bent toward tempestnonsness amd adestroctiveness (see espe the Code
of Ilammurabi).  Dazon is ddentificd with Fulil Bél but in Hammurali,
at least, he appears to he of much more gentle and kindly nature than
Adad. Together with Jensen’s not improbable etymologienl derivation of
his name this, after all, makes wore probable than many of the authorities
at present allow, that Dagon was w god ol rian, moreover apparently of
the nondestroetive, pleasant, fricwdly rains and the fertility they help 1o
produce, more distinetly than Adad domnus abundanline; henee 13T dater,

the abumdance produced grain,
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Joth base their assumption on the Avabie root BETD which is

¢

nsed in varvions forms in the meaning  “‘rain, abnndaut rain,

heavy rainelouds.”  In Syriae, also b2 s found in the mean-

“eopious snow,’’

ny but its rare and late ocenrrence (see
Brockelmann, Lew. Nyr. s. v.) may point to Arabic loan, or, at
least, Arabie influence. In any ecase it is certainly far from
impossible that Joel knew the word [T, i what voealization we
cannot 1ell, as a rave, choice, poetie, probably in his day archaie
word for rain, rainclouds. Reading thus ““Rains have fuiled,”’
or better **Rainclouds have become barren of moisture,”” we
have at least as good a rendering of the final phrase of our verse
as any vet offered.  Nor need we do violencee to the lack of the
article with {17 (usnally rendered  ““{he grain’’), although at
this point this is not as serions a matter as at several preceding
points.

Going backward now and taking up first the relatively casier
second phrase MIBIN MDD the storchonses are dilapidated,””
it has heen pointed out above, how weak is the picture, if gran-
aries be nreant.  But with the obsession of grain removed from
the verse 1 is perfeetly ¢lear that ASIN may just as well be
containers, places of storage for water, reservoirs, Ps. 33:7;
Sie 39:17; Jdob 38:220 And if the phrase mean: Reservours
are descrted, cnpty, or even dilapidated, there 18 mueh more
reason for this statement in the deseription of a dronth. A
drouth does cause reservoirs, built as they usnally have been in
Palestine, to disintegrate in some measnre, and it wounld certainly
cause defects, probably enough the result of perennial negleet,
but generally hidden by water, to appear. And whether the
phrase be taken to meau nerely, that they are empty, or that
they arve deserted, or that they appear dilapidated, any of these
would make a striking feative in the Palestinean landscape, par-
ticularly at Jerusalem, durnmg a drouth.

Coming now to the intermediate phrase MDD DN, “lhe
harns are broken down,”” we find, that we must first emend
away the first . in order that the one pretly clear passage,
age. 2:19, may give fairly good attestation {o the meaning
“harns.”  Dut even so, why just barnsz  Why not wheat wells,
the pits ov cistern like strmetures above mentioned?  Then, per-
haps, the reading will hold without emendation for Ps. 55:16
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as well.  Whether this is to be related to Egyptian magarati
(foxes™, holes or dens (Miiller in Gesenius-Buhl*® 5. v. | and so,
possibly. in the last inxtance to 773", §)Lix, (péyupor), cure, can
hardly be determined with certainty, though the trail is alluring.
Of Iitherto unseen significance, however, hecomes the LNXX
Aro: these may, indeed, e winevats or winepresses, but they
may quite as well be tronghs, watering or baking. A1 tlis
becomes still more hauntingly sucgestive, when we tind partien-
Jarly prevalent in modern Egyvptian a peculiar word 7;[;. for
which, likewise. no absolutely certain etymology has yet been
found, but the uses of which are perfectly well-known.  The
earlicst. ocenrrence known to the writer ix fonnd in a hook or
treatise on the use of cotlee written i 1553 (or, less probably.
1559 by a certain Abd al- Qadir, a portion of which was pub-
lishied by deSaey in his Cheestomdhic, 2 ed, volo T The word
is found in the Arvabie text po 130 (145 0L 20 translation p.
421, 113 and in deSaey s note Sb,opo 650 T designates, elearly,
a “laree” wrn or vase Ccof ved carthenware,” from whieh a
Yemenite eliief ladles out™ (not pours, he it noted Dy cotlee to
his followers. Inoa few places in 100F Nights 1t means a vase
for tlowers,  Tna modern Eevptian literary work, published by
the Tate Karl Vollers in 2000 NLV under the title der ncnara-
bische Torfu? o0t s found po 30 100 from the bottom, i the
weaning  halinglrovgh,  Dozy, Supplomcnl, lists the word
twice, onee nnder (S0 and again nnder NESW he adds to the
material already n/n-mimml, from l<'.\il'l)ll/\ amd wordbooks, the
meanings Lercen, bowland from the DCseriplion de 17 Eqyple,
VI pavt 20 016, the meanine wash bl Vollers in his Glossar,
op.cilpo 950 s e addss that at present, when used alone with-
ont qualifyving modifier, it desicnates the bowl or hasin under
the =ora porous jar used as a streainer . which catehes the fil-
tered water, e s nelined 1o suspeet Berber orvigin, De
Goeje, Gloss, Tabared po CDLXXXT and bl Googe, voll 6. p.
215, e, and dbidon volo b Gloss. Googre cander As 17 the hook
is ot aceossible at the moment to the writer. Thardly nnder
J;..L as Vollers and Glosse Tal have at manifestly inelines

with Ins teaclor Dozy 1o devivation from s and to corecliation
=

14
with \_L>LA‘ co tern, hasiu, /wml. Wahromnd s, . NV .\-Ill[)l‘\
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“a vessel: flowerpot.”  De (locje’s suggestions lead on to
1ebrew 5Jg\‘, Job 33:23 (““drops™'? of dew), and [N, busin,
Exod. 24:6: cups, Is. 22:24; goblel, Song of Songs 7:2 (3
Hebrew). [t seemed necessary to go to some length in collect-
ing this material. small though its probatory power may be, since
a like collection from the same point of view has nowhere heen
made.—¥or the form in this passage Delitzseh, Z. f. K. 1885,
392, note 2, posits a root M. It is true, that the proposed
emendation above mentioned is none too well founded. It is
true, thercefore, that, unless we find in MYIN, contents rather
than containers, and then read with Aquila’s é MNIDD (““stores
have vanished, they have been exhausted from out of reservoirs’
or ‘‘they have disappeared from out of containers,” hardly
commendable), we have here a noun with 2 preformative. But
Joel himself may guite well have dedueed this very root DD
from DM, apparently a rare and little munderstood (loan?)
word in Palestinean Hebrew, and formed his own nomen instru-
meatl, A Semitic poet of his type, avid for rare words, forma-
tions. and modes of expression, would surely he quite as capable
as Delitzseh and other moderns of such sagacious procedure.
We may, therefore, without doing violence to the text, as it
stands in the Masoretic vocalization, read : *“pools have erumbled
into ruins™": and whether we read thus, or as with Aquila above,
in either case we have a flawless suceeession of ideas in verse 17
b, ¢, d.

There remains the ©very diffienlt”™” first phrase.  This is not
nearly so formidable now.  Taking the first and the last word
of the phrase i meanings casily and correctly derivable from
the Arabic. as those who have hitherto rejected them for sup-
posedly contextual reasons have themselves demonstrated or
admitted, we have the following: ODHL NN x WWDJ{:
“gvere dried up, caked with dried mud, parched . . . under
banks overhanging theni, banks washed hollow by torrents.”’
The X is now casily supplied for the dreé (but ef. JSzech. 1:11)
DD, The traditional vocalization, though it does not under-

stand the phrase, suggests plainly a passive participle, and we
violate no valid canon of grammar, lexicon, or exegesis, even
though we do not find this meaning clsewhere, if in so plain a
context we read ““rifts, fissures, waterconrses, brookbeds.”” If
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it were not in Palestine. more particularly in Jerusalem. one
micht think of a svstem of canals dhviding into many branches
(ef. Gen 2:10 T79% brought to the writer’s attention by Prof.
JoOM. PooSmith. Possibly Joel has the word from Hebrew
literature lost to us. which was written in Babylonia or Egypt:
from the point of view of vocabulary his hook (like many of its
fellows. not only in Hebrew, bnt also in Syriae and Arabie s
a veritable crazyquilt of literary reminiscences. In Palestine
Joel may have understood it to mean a system ol widis suweh as
More

wrinkles the surface of Jerusalem and s soerromndines,
likely, whether he Toaned it Trom such Iiteratnre, o from some

remote and ohsenre dialeet. or whether, as s not at all improh-
able, he coined it himself, e uses it here in the simpler meaning
above sngeested, Inoany case we will not stray Far from the
anthor’s intention, 18 we vead: Parebod arc walercounrses under
thedr banks swopt hollow by torrods.”
Awd now the Tomre facets of the ervstal stand forth o their
pristinely perfect syvimnetry
Brookbods are parehed wndor thoir banls swepl hotlow
by lorrcats:
reservors are desolule,
pools have craomblod to ruges:
for ruinclowds are boecome baceon of moisbure”
In this reading it is not necessary to violate inoa sinele instanee
the absenee of the articles o vital point i so carelnl o master
of word-wizardry as Joel, o point, morcover, consistently over-
looked hitherto, espeeially by modern interpreters,
The ervstal thas regined Falls natarally into Hs setting, the
general picture of the dronth, verses 16200 read inany, exeept

N

a modern, “emended ™ version For 2 foad ™ and Tor ttjoy
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balaneing the introductory verses 2 and 3. Joel’s is a highly
literary art, very conscions, standing on the shoulders of many
predecessors, quite unlike the uncouth freshness of Amos (4:6-
3), some steps bevond Jeremiah (14:2-6). The latter may,
indeed, have furnished the very outlines into which, but slightly
modified, Joel painted his picture with a hrand-new mixtore of
old colors,

Finally, the picture now fits excellently the place at which
Joel is making his ohservations, Jerusalem, with its wmltitude
of pools and reservoirs, with the weddis and watercourses sur-
rownding it and cutting Furrows through its very midst. It will
be rementhered, of course;, that Kidron might after all he digni-
ficd by the name of brook in the thme of Joel; the penpicture,
however, would fit other watercourses equally well, if not hetter,

To the writer 1t sceims, that hie has discovered and refreshed
the original colors of Joel, long hidden under disfiguring white-
wash of unnecessary conjectural emendation, ancient, mediaeval
and modern. It has heen a labor of love for him to attempt
faithfully to follow the thought of this minor proplet and 1o
discern, what the poet’s eves were gazing upon. Joel is not one
of the great poets of the Old Testament. Subjects and words
do not well forth copiously. strong and fresh from his pen; they
are carefully chosen. The words exhibit not a little récherehé
archaismi; in subjects he chooses in the main wisely, in con-
formity with his limitations, those of the genre type. To say
that he consciously borrowed words, phrases, outlines from
othiers, is prohably doing him an injustice.  He is neither an
original thinker, nor a fresh, unspoilt shepherd or peasant lad.
ITe is a mman. who has had and has made the most of a careful and
extensive literary education. That is the world he lives in;
that furnishes his natural medinm of expression, when he comes
himself to write. But sneh as it s, his work is very painstak-
ingly exeeuted along recognized lines and is by no means witli-
out artistic merit.  Given the wanner, this deseription of the
locust plague and drouth in ¢hapter 1 is difficult to excel.  The
picture as a whole, the paragraphs, sentenees, and single phrases
are for the most part clear cut and well balanced.

On the other hand Joel knows also, how to apply at need and
to use cffectively the obscure tints of the apocalyptie. It is
because of its place in such a miliew, that the all too brief con-
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trasting counterpart to chapter 1 found in chapter 2:21.26
suffers by comparison. A better contrasting picture to that of
chapter 1:16-20 is found in Ps. 63:10-14, especially if with
Ruben one read the curious DJ)T of verse 10 ‘‘rainclouds’
instead of the dubious ‘~eram for them.”” To the writer it
seems, indeed, that this little Psalm-section, if not the whole of
Psalm 65, might very well have been written by Joel himself.

If these be minor passages in that great collection of Hebrew
literature named the Old Testament, if they be genre sketches
done by a lesser artist or artists. they are yet most exeellent
work of their kind, for that very reason. probably, accepted and
preserved in the great collection. They are hallowed. further-
more, by being hung and cherished for a longer time in more
homes than any others of like nature. As such they are worth
careful study, that they nay be presented to the hosts of those
that love them as nearly as may be in their original colors.
This has been the ultimate goal that has gnided the writer in
the search whose results he here sets forth for publie judgment.
If he be mistaken in his beliet, that he has discovered the secret
of Joel’s original pirinents, he trusts, that in contrast with pre-
vious cfforts, it may at least hiold cood of this: Se non ¢ »ero, ¢
ben trovato.

In coneclusion, the writer feels, that he caunot let this occasion
pass without rememberinge his recently departed friend Gustav
Adolf von Drauchitseh, late Fellow in the University of (‘hicago,
died April 20 1919, to whose kind and conscientious assistanee
much careful elaboration of defail i this and other work of
the writer's is ereatly indebtod,



