6 A Literary and Discourse Analysis of the Contexts
of Genesis 14: 2 Samuel 7

As evidenced in the last chapter, the interpretation of Genesis 14 has been greatly
enlightened by a co-reading of some of its cotexts (Genesis 12-13, 15, 17, 22 and 49
and Numbers 22-24). The initial divine promise to the patriarchs was partially fulfilled
(Genesis 49 and Numbers 22-24) but was greatly refined and streamlined into a
theological thrust, namely, the promise of a kingly, messianic figure in the future.
Surely the promise heightens expectations, but the question remains: did this figure
already appear in the history of Israel? If so, might it be King David or King Solomon,
for both figures are closely tied to the text of 2 Samuel 7? Nonetheless, what specifically
links 2 Samuel 7 with Genesis 14 and Numbers 2224 is the 71a—theme. Due to this
thematic connection, it is a justifiable undertaking to attend to 2 Samuel 7.

6.1 A Study of 2 Samuel 7 and Its Relationship to Genesis 14 (and
Its Cotexts)

Scholars have closely studied the text of 2 Samuel 7. Several critical issues, though
somewhat relevant, cannot be dealt with atlength in this paper. Rather than addressing
these four issues, we defer them for closer treatment to an impressive corpus of
literature: first, the text’s relationship to Deuteronomistic History (DtH);*** second,

344 Based on Martin Noth’s influential thesis, Deuteronomy through Kings constitutes a single work
under the work of a Deuteronomist. Noth’s proposal can be found in his The Deuteronomistic History,
JSOTSup 15 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1981). See Gary N. Knoppers, “Introduction,” in Reconsidering Israel
and Judah: Recent Studies on the Deuteronomistic History, ed. Knoppers and J. Gordon McConville
(Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2000), 18, concerning the confusing publishing data for Noth’s
book (from one German book into three English books). Among all the surveys regarding DtH, the
best (and most up-to-date) article is written by Thomas Romer and Albert de Pury, “Deuteronomistic
Historiography (DH): History of Research and Debated Issues,” in Israel Constructs Its History:
Deuteronomistic Historiography in Recent Research, ed. T. Rémer, A. de Pury and Jean-Daniel Macchi,
JSOTSup 306 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000), 24-141. In this article, the authors provide:
(1) a prehistory study of Joshua-Kings; (2) the discovery of the Deuteronomic Phenomenon; (3) the
thesis of a Deuteronomistic Historiography (Noth’s thesis reiterated); (4) reactions to Noth’s thesis;
(5) further developments based on Noth’s thesis; (6) its application to other biblical corpora; and
(7) its current debate. They have shown the growth of Noth’s thesis and its complexity due to diverse
evolutions. For 12 Samuel in DtH, see ibid., 123-28. A simplified version of Noth’s theory compared
to others in diagrammatic summary can be found in Joyce Baldwin, 1 and 2 Samuel, TOTC (Leicester,
England; Downers Grove, Ill.: Inter-Varsity, 1988), 30. According to Baldwin (I and 2 Samuel, 30-
32), biblical scholarship has shifted its view of the compositional nature of Genesis-Kings from
Wellhausen’s Hexateuch-Collections, to Noth’s Tetrateuch-Deuteronomistic History, to treating
Genesis-Kings as a “standard” unit. Adherents of DtH like Dennis ]J. McCarthy have argued that
2 Samuel 7 is one of the key structural texts in DtH. See his “2 Samuel 7 and the Structure of the
Deuteronomic History,” JBL 84 (65): 131-38.
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its textual dependence and how it gives priority to Psalm 89 and 1 Chronicles 17;*
third, the matter of determining the conditionality or unconditionality of David’s
covenant in 2 Samuel 7;**¢ and fourth, its history, reconstructed based on the text.>*’

345 Specifically, we are not interested in dating these texts. Nonetheless the literary relationship
between Samuel and Chronicles is a broad topic. Most scholars agree, however, that the Chronicler
cites the materials from Samuel-Kings. See Roddy Braun, 1 Chronicles, WBC, vol. 14 (Waco, Tex.: Word
Books, 1986), xxiii; cf. Raymond B. Dillard, 2 Chronicles, WBC, vol. 15 (Waco, Tex.: Word Books, 1987),
xviii and Sara Japhet, I and II Chronicles: A Commentary, OTL (Louisville, Kent.: Westminster/John
Knox, 1993), 16. For Chronicler’s use of Samuel-Kings, see Kai Peltonen, “Function, Explanation and
Literary Phenomena: Aspects of Source Criticism as Theory and Method in the History of Chronicles
Research,” in The Chronicler as Author: Studies in Text and Texture, ed. M. Patrick Graham and Steven
L. McKenize, JSOTSup 263 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 18-69 in which he discusses
three theories regarding sources for Chroniclers, thus extending the focus beyond Samuel-Kings.
Regarding these three texts (2 Samuel 7//1 Chronicle 17, Psalm 89), nearly all commentators agree that
1 Chronicles 17 is literarily dependent on 2 Samuel 7. See Roddy Braun, I Chronicles, 198. Furthermore,
Psalm 89 complicates the picture of the literary dependence of these three texts. Sarna (“Psalm 89,”
36-37) lists three possible literary relationships between these three texts: (1) The Poetic version
appeared/was written later than the prose version; thus, Psalm 89 depends on 2 Samuel 7-1 Chronicles
17; (2) the opposite of the above; and (3) all three texts access a common source of the original oracle
(each option being supported by bibliographical data there). A. A. Anderson gives a synthesis of the
complicated picture in his 2 Samuel, WBC, vol. 11 (Dallas: Word Books, 1989), 113. For a textual layout
of all three passages and a study on them, see John L. McKenzie, “The Dynastic Oracle: II Samuel 7,”
TS 8 (47): 187-218.

346 Though the word “covenant” is absent in 2 Samuel 7, some scholars, like VanGemern, generally
regard God’s promise there as a covenant; see his, Progress of Redemption, 230-35. The nature of
the Davidic Covenant (with others like Abrahamic and Mosaic) has been a subject of debate for
biblical scholars, and Knoppers in particular provides an insightful analysis of the debate. Based
on our three texts (plus Psalm 132), he probes some of the neglected areas in scholarly approaches
to the Davidic covenant and argues against the position that the stark dichotomy of the nature
(conditionality/unconditionality) of the Davidic covenant cannot be sustained. Knoppers, “David’s
Relation to Moses: The Contexts, Content and Conditions of the Davidic Promises,” in King and
Messiah in Israel and the Ancient Near East, ed. John Day, JSOTSup 270 (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1998), 91-118.

347 Some scholars have attempted to reconstruct the history behind 2 Samuel 7 and most would
argue for a royal ideology or religio-political agenda behind this text. For the former, see for
example, Cross, Canaanite Myth, 229-73; see 246-63 particularly for 2 Samuel 7. Similarly, see Timothy
Veijola, Die Ewige Dynastie: David und die Entstehung seiner Dynastie nach der deuteronomistischen
Darstellung (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1975), 68-79. See G. W. Ahlstré6m, Psalm 89: Eine
Liturgie aus dem Ritual des leidenden Konigs (Lund: Gleerups, 1959), 182-85; cf. Veijola, “Der Prophet
Nathan und der Tempelbau,” VT 11 (1961): 113-27. Tomoo Ishida argues for 2 Samuel 7 as the origin
of Judean royal ideology; idem, The Royal Dynasties in Ancient Israel: A Study on the Formation and
Development of Royal-Dynastic Ideology, BZAW 142 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1977), 99-117. For a
religio-political agenda (to legitimatize the Davidic dynasty and Jerusalem’s temple), see Gwilym
H. Jones, The Nathan Narratives, JSOTSup 80 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990), 59, in
which Jones argues that the present form of 2 Samuel 7 serves as an introduction to the Succession
Narrative.
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In addition, we consign the detailed exegesis of the text to several outstanding
scholars who have done a fine job analyzing the text.>*

To reiterate, the concern is how the text rhetorically connects to Genesis 14 (1215,
49) and Numbers 22-24. Adopting the same approach used in the Balaam episode, we
will divide the text into two. After examining 2 Samuel 6 as a cotext for 2 Samuel, the
rhetorical effect of the literary structure of 2 Samuel 7 will be investigated,**® and its
literary and thematic correlation with Genesis 14 and Numbers 2224 will be
highlighted.

6.1.1 A Syntagmatic and Rhetorical Study of the Cotext of 2 Samuel 7, Particularly
with 2 Samuel 6

Why 2 Samuel 6 is a cotexts for 2 Samuel 7 but 2 Samuel 8 is not a cotext needs an
explanation. Recently, Eslinger, using rhetorical criticism, argues that 2 Samuel 6 is
the rhetorical situation of the narrative context for 2 Samuel 7.3°° From another angle,
R. A. Carlson observes that there is a ring composition — that is, it begins and ends
with the same word or phrase — based on David who “defeated Philistines” (2>nub2-mx

348 J. P. Fokkelman, Narrative Art and Poetry in the Books of Samuel: A Full Interpretation Based on
Stylistic and Structural Analysis, vol. 3, Throne and City (Il Sam. 2-8 and 21-24) (Assen, the Netherlands:
Van Gorcum, Assen, 1981); P. Kyle McCarter, Jr. IT Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes
and Commentary, AB, vol. 9 (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday and Company, 1984); particularly with
2 Samuel 7, see Lyle Eslinger, House of God.

349 Due to the scope and other constrains of this project, our focus narrows to 2 Samuel 7; bringing
in Psalm 89 and 1 Chronicles 17 will only complicate our analysis. Generally, most scholars consider
2 Samuel 7 the starting point for the study of the Davidic covenant (or the Nathan oracle). Thus, our
analysis will examine 2 Samuel 7 in its present canonical shape within the Hebrew Bible. For an
excellent study of Psalm 89, see David Volgger, Notizen zur Textanalyse von Ps 89, Arbeiten zu Text
und Sprache im Alten Testament 45 (St. Ottilien: EOS, 1994), cf. Mavine Tate, Psalms 51-100, WBC,
vol. 20 (Dallas, Tex.: Word Books, 1990), 406-30. More recently, see Knut M. Heim, “The (God-)
Forsaken King of Psalm 89: A Historical and Intertextual Enquiry,” in King and Messiah in Israel,
296-322. For 1 Chronicles 17, see Japhet, I and II Chronicles, 324-41. Compared to J. M. Myers, 1 Chronicles,
AB, vol. 12 (New York: Doubleday, 1965), 125-30, Martin J. Selman, 1 Chronicles: An Introduction and
Commentary, TOTC (Leicester, England; Downers Grove, I11.: Inter-Varsity, 1994), 174-84, this rates as a
far better commentary of 1 Chronicles 17.

350 Eslinger, House of God, 14-15.
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7m) in 5:25 and 8:1, thus making 2 Samuel 67 a unit.**' Furthermore, Carlson notes
how 2 Samuel 6, as part of the Ark Narrative,>*? already hints at contention between
temple and tent (r3, 5mx respectively), thereby making 2 Samuel 6 part of the larger
context for the interpretation of 2 Samuel 7.

Moving now to a syntagmatic study, the multiple occurrences of 712 in 2 Samuel 6
and 7 has have become a theme.? The blessing theme®* serves not only as a structural
link between 2 Samuel 6 and 7 but also serves as the motive for David’s actions in
2 Samuel 6 and what he subsequently proposed in 2 Samuel 7.

Both the structural link and motive in these two chapters are further reinforced by
the narrator who adds another correlated element, namely 3, to 772. David intended
to bring the ark of God back to Judah, but because of the fatal incident with Uzzah, he
was afraid and instead left the ark in the house of Obed-Edom (6:1-10). Observe how
the following rhetorical effect of 6:11-12 builds on 912:%*

(structural remark) — owan mebY RaT oY T2 M2 MM TN W

Ao TRV MM 70

b simra-bomm

(structural remark) =inb w17 9585 T

a’ oIy Ty Mty MM a2

b’ $5-un-oomm

(structural remark) :2mbx ji98 =mapa

351 R. A. Carlson, David, The Chosen King: A Traditio-Historical Approach to the Second Book of
Samuel (Uppsala: Almqvist and Wiksell, 1964), 99. It also explains why this phrase “the Lord gave
David rest from all his enemies” is in 7:1. The Philistines are regarded as arch-enemies of Israel in
the books of Samuel. Applying a broader stroke, David A. Dorsey has produced a chiastic structure
for 2 Samuel 1-8 wherein David becomes king over Judah (2 Samuel 1-4) and over all Israel (2 Samuel
5-8). In the second section, Dorsey makes 2 Sam 7:1-17 the “climax: the promise of David’s everlasting
dynasty.” Dorsey, The Literary Structure of the Old Testament: A Commentary on Genesis-Malachi
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker, 1999), 133.

352 For a preliminary understanding of the Ark Narrative, see Leonhard Rost, The Succession to
the Throne of David, trans. Michael Rutter and David Gunn (Sheffield: Almond, 1982), 6-34; Antony
F. Campbell, The Ark Narrative: A Form-Critical and Traditio-Historical Study, SBLDS 16 (Missoula,
Mont.: Scholars, 1975), 6-54. More recently, Walter Dietrich and Thomas Naumann, Die Samuelbiicher,
ErFor 287 (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1995), 121-43. See a brief evaluation by
Ronald F. Youngblood, “1, 2 Samuel,” in EBC, vol. 3 (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1992), 593-94
and Ralph W. Klein, 1 Samuel, WBC, vol. 10 (Waco, Tex.: Word Books, 1983), 38-40.

353 It also serves as a semantic link back to our previous study of Genesis 14 (12-15) and Numbers 22-24.
354 Though not identical to ours, a similar idea is advocated by Carlson, The Chosen King, 97-99,
cf. 55.

355 Cf. Fokkelman, Throne and City, 191. He takes vv. 10-12 as a ABB’CC’A’ structure. Donald F. Murray
has provided a different observation of vv. 10-12 but affirmed the rhetorical effect of the repeated
elements in these verses. Murray, Divine Prerogative and Royal Pretension: Pragmatics, Poetics and
Polemics in a Narrative Sequence about David (2 Samuel 5.17-7.29), JSOTSup 264 (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1998), 131:33.
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Note how this is almost verbatim in aa’ and bb’, and see how ra is transposed in
b and a’. Through this rhetorical and chiastic structure, the narrator’s point is clear:
in whomever’s house (m=) the ark of God dwells, the divine blessing (772) is there.**®
David was informed (=7 7525 =in) of this.*®” Therefore the blessing theme - at least
from the narrative’s standpoint — becomes the main motive for David to complete the
return of the ark to Judah (vv. 12b-15).3°® The occurrences of 712 connect to David who
blessed the people (ov) after the ark was settled, made sacrifices (vv. 1718), and then
returned home to bless his own house (3, v. 20a).

It is possible to argue that the divine blessing is also the main motive for him to
build a temple for God in 2 Sam 7:1-3,%° though his original intention (building a
temple for God) is gradually transformed, via Nathan’s oracle, into a prayer. Our
argument is based on the syntagmatic combination of ma and 772 repeated in David’s
prayer in v. 29, 77272 7727 g0o72m7 . . . 772y ma-ny 7121.%¢° Therefore, the key theme for

356 Note that it did not happen in 1 Samuel 5, however, for the Philistines were devastated and
afflicted when they housed the ark. It is unknown, however, what kind of blessing Obed-Edom
experienced. Cf. Anderson, 2 Samuel, 105.

357 The description of blessing to the house of Obed-Edom is only known to the readers, not to David
until the phrase =17 7585 =1, Murray remarks that this is the turning point of the story in 2 Samuel 6
(Divine Prerogative, 131).

358 Murray’s perception that this part of the story has portrayed David’s motive as “covert” and “self-
interest” is unwarranted. See his Divine Prerogative, 13132. In our judgment, Murray is misguided by
his overall thesis of “divine prerogative and royal pretension,” which is how he interprets 2 Samuel 6-7.
359 Cf. Eslinger, House of God, 2324, who, like others, speculates about (and summarizes many of
scholars’ opinions on) the motive of David’s plan of temple-building, asking pointedly if it resulted
out of a heart of gratitude or out of the scheming mind of a politician. In contrast, our argument arises
from reading what is hinted at in the text.

360 The root 772 occurs in 2 Samuel in the following verses: 2:5, 6:11, 12, 18, 20, 7:29, 8:10, 13:25,
14:22, 18:28, 19:40, 21:3, 22:47. The usage of 712, except for 2 Samuel 67, can be divided according to
these five designations: (1) the Lord blessed his people, 2:5; (2) a greeting is given, 8:10; (3) man’s
approval sought, 13:25; (4) a human blessing conferred upon another human, 14:22, 19:40, 21:3; and
(5) accorded as praise to God 18:28, 22:47. Thus, with 2:5, the usage of 912 in 2 Samuel 67 is unique
in the sense that it is Yahweh who blessed his people, the exception being 6:18, 20. In these last two
references, David could be regarded as God’s agent, at least from a certain point of view (cf. 19:40).
Here we should note a parallel role David plays in comparison with Melchizedek’s. Melchizedek is
the first king who blessed Abraham while David is the first Israelite king who blessed his people,
Abraham’s descendants (6:18).
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2 Samuel 67 is rooted in these two words n2%¢* and <72 through our rhetorical and
syntagmatic study.

6.1.2 A Rhetorical and Syntagmatic Study of 2 Samuel 7

This rhetorical study should begin with crediting Eslinger, who has successfully
delimited 2 Samuel 7 as a rhetorical unit.>®*> Nonetheless, it is indisputable that
2 Samuel 7°%* is divided into two sections: vv. 117 and vv. 18-29.3% The skillfully
constructed text attains the utmost in its rhetorical and discourse effects. It would be
challenging to improve Fokkelman’s lucid summary of the two sections:

The mortal [David] who thought of the initiative as his, and adopted the stance of a sender
(destinateur) by giving God a temple (bayit), becomes the beneficiary (destinataire), and
gains a certain immortality through the receipt of a lasting dynasty (bayit) from God. . .. All
the mortal David can do is thank and praise.>®®

361 Murray has noted that the word serves as a thematic element in 2 Samuel 7. Idem, Divine
Prerogative, 160-230. Abraham Malamat observes there is a word play on r2, similarly found in the
Mari texts. See Abraham Malamat, “A Mari Prophecy and Nathan’s Dynastic Oracle,” in Prophecy:
Essays presented to Georg Fohrer on His Sixty-fifth Birthday 6 September, 1980, ed. ]. A. Emerton
(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1980), 82. In critical scholarship, temple and dynasty have been the
chief tenets or concerns by the DtH. See McCarter, II Samuel, 217-24. An unresolved issue is why a
Deuteronomistic writer or redactor — presumed by advocates of DtH as the final editor of this text —
allows vv. 57, the divine refusal to building a temple, into this text? Of course, the proponents of the
DtH give various explanations yet still do not satisfy the inconsistency of their basic tenets. See an
up-to-date evaluation and defense by a DtH proponent, Steven L. McKenzie, “Why Didn’t David Build
the Temple? The History of a Biblical Tradition,” in Worship and the Hebrew Bible, JSOTSup 284, ed.
McKenzie, M. Patrick Graham and Rich R. Marrs (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 204-24.
There is, however, a more satisfactory explanation we will explore in the following section. McCarter
(IT Samuel, 222) suggests that v. 13a is the “linchpin” binding together the two incongruous notions
— the refusal of the temple and promise of a dynasty — and so it is highly editorial. Yet this supposed
editorial linchpin has ignored the story’s rhetorical and discourse perspective.

362 Eslinger, House of God, 10-12.

363 See Fokkelman, Throne and City, 207: the text of 2 Samuel 7 is a “photographic negative” of the
previous chapter; the latter is composed of narrative, and it is only when we approach the end that we
discover dialogue, while in 2 Samuel 7 the dialogues and David’s prayer (speech) occupy the entire
chapter except for a few clauses in narrative that serve as transitions.

364 For a subdivision of these two sections, see various commentaries.

365 Fokkelman, Throne and City, 208.
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As observed earlier, one should examine the rhetorical arrangement of 2 Samuel 7
through this key word n= (“bayit”).3%® Therefore in the following subsections, we will
first treat the oracle (vv. 1-17) followed by the prayer of David (vv. 18-29).

6.1.3 A Study of the Oracle of Nathan

The rhetorical question "n2w5 2 “>-man nmea®®’ (in v. 5) is a good place to start in
our analysis of the oracle’s rhetorical effect. This question appears following two
introductory formulae that closely resemble each other: (1) =iax5 by mm—27 i xamm
m>b2 ¥ in v. 4 and (2) mm ms 1o, comprising this chapter’s very first occurrence of
this prophetic and solemn phrase (cf. v. 8). Cast in a prophetic setting, this rhetorical
question serves as a response to the dialogue between David and Nathan concerning
temple-building in vv. 1-3. Furthermore, the rhetorical question is tied to the following
explanation (vv. 6-7), which clearly ends with another rhetorical question, orma-x5 mmb
oty nr2 . Note that this rhetorical question changes the one in v. 5b from singular
(7esT) to plural (zmmaw5> mnb)1*®° The plural subject is 5wy py-rx, “my people,

366 Heinz Kruse, “David’s Covenant,” VT 35 (1985): 149-50. Kruse notes word play in the usage of
“house.”

367 The rhetorical question anticipated a negative answer — that God indirectly refused David’s
proposal. Literature abounds on this divine refusal of a royal plan to build the temple. For some up-
to-date works, see Victor Hurowitz who compares this account with extra-biblical sources, and argues
for the possibility of the deity rejecting some kings’ plans for temple-building. Furthermore, he points
to the uniqueness of 2 Samuel 7. Hurowitz, I Have Built You an Exalted House: Temple Building in the
Bible in Light of Mesopotamian and Northwest Semitic writings, JSOTSup 115, JSOT/ASOR Monograph
Series 5 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992), 164-65. More recently, see Raymond Kuntzmann,
“David, constructeur du Temple?” in Figures de David A Travers la Bible, ed. L. Desrousseaux and
J. Vermeylen (Paris: Cerf, 1999), 139-56. Besides surveying the contemporary literature on this subject,
Kuntzmann also looks at three biblical texts regarding the divine reasons why David was not allowed
to build the temple. Cf. McKenzie, “Why Didn’t David.” On the surface, it may be true that God rejected
David’s plan; yet, through rhetorical and discourse analysis, the temple-building proposal may not
be the “real” focus of 2 Samuel 7. Rather, it may serve as a narrative (plot-carrying) device. This will
be examined in our study.

368 Cf. Gen 15:1.

369 Fokkelman also notes this singular to plural “you.” Fokkelman, Throne and City, 217. See Murray,
Divine Prerogative, 175. He misses the point when arguing that “the plural verbal (zm2) tilts further as
David’s royal pretension.”
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Israel”3° (v. 7), thus introducing another “person” in the same topic besides David,
and that is none other than the people of Israel.

The double designation “my people, Israel” serves a four-fold rhetorical function:
(1) it echoes back to the term, 5x-2» %12, found twice in vv. 6-7a; (2) it connects them to
David (v. 8) in that Yahweh placed David as “ruler” ()" over Israel (5x-wr5y w5y
=), with victory over his enemies (v. 9); (3) more clearly (note: x> wy5> “for my
people, for Israel”), “my people, Israel” reiterates the divine promise that Israel will
be planted in place securely (v. 10); and (4) since the period when Judges ruled over
Israel (5xowr wy-5v), Yahweh now promises rest and peace to David (v. 11a).>”> The
rhetoric function ends with a declaration reversing the rhetorical question in v. 5b
and 7b: mm 75wy ma~s mm 75 am (v. 11b) “Yahweh will make®” a house for David.”
An introduction to another “person” category in v. 12 immediately follows v. 11b to
explicate what kind of n'2 Yahweh will make for David.

Verses 12-13 are the crux of Nathan’s oracle because whatever appears after these
two verses is merely a repetition of the essence contained there. After a description of
David’s passing ('nax-ms maswn T by 3, V. 12a), it logically follows that someone
will take his place, 7 7yny cnivpm. Thus it is essential for us to explore the term
v from both a rhetorical and discourse perspective.

370 The question seems to be directed to -vaw =mxmy Sxown. See the debate of »aw in Fokkelman,
Throne and City, 381. He glosses it “as a metonym for ‘tribal leaders’.” Cf. Eslinger, House of God, 31-
32. Based on Eslinger’s explanation, the inter-changeability of leaders and people whom God placed
under them is possible in God’s covenantal claim. We prefer “people” to “leaders” because the word
“people” occurs more frequently while words denoting “leaders” appears only here and in v. 11.

371 See Tryggve N. D. Mettinger, King and Messiah: The Civil and Sacral Legitimation of the Israelite
Kings, ConBOT 8 (Lund: Gleerup, 1976), 151-74. He has made an insightful study of this term . After
applying a syntagmatic and paradigmatic study, he points to its syntagmatic association with =y,
and argues for the term signifying whomever Yahweh chose was “conceived of as being Yahweh’s
royal family.” In his paradigmatic study, he remarks that this term corresponds to 12 (see ibid., 17272).
We will explore the syntagmatic relationships of 12, ov and = in our paper later. Cf. Murray, Divine
Prerogative, chapter 8.

372 Seethedebate of perfectum copulativum in vv. 9-11in Oswald Loretz, “The Perfectum Copulativum
in2SM7, 9-11” CBQ 23 (1961): 294-96. Recently, and contra Loretz’s conclusion, see Fokkelman, Throne
and City, 223-35, 381-82.

373 Fokkelman (Throne and City, 229) has commented with insight: “By using [this word] God stands
outside the much discussed plane of ‘I build, you build’ and the material object which goes with it;
he had already mockingly turned round on such building in the envelope of the oracle of refusal.
... What is about to give us not a tangible material object. . . . The choice of ‘making’ also ensures that
God, as builder, is not in line with 5:11c where Phoenicians ‘build a bayit = palace of David’.” Some
suggest emending this word (nwy) to 2> due to various textual supports. See Murray who maintains
the same reading (nww) as lectio difficilior in Divine Prerogative, 70.
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The only appearance of y-r in 2 Samuel 7“ is cast syntagmatically in the multiple
occurrences of oy, Sy, and 5w 12.57> Note how both oy and bxwr disappear in the
oracle section after v. 11 and only resurface in 7:23-24, 2627 (in David’s prayer).
Furthermore, the narrator confines the identity of this “seed” in this phrase: 72w x3
swx 7mx qpn. This phrase appears verbatim in Gen 15:4 (72pnn x3 2wx) and 17:7-8 (70
x 7y, 3 times). Juxtaposing the two phrases from Genesis 15 (v. 4) and 17 (vv. 7-8) in 2
Sam 7:12, we suggest that the narrator is influenced by both Genesis 15 and 17 as he
develops his discourse on the promise to David’s seed. This possibility is further
strengthened by the verbal parallels evidenced in both 2 Samuel 7 and Genesis 15, 17
as we compare the notion of peaceful death and the raising up of someone in place of
the person who will die peacefully:

Gen 15:15 naw n2vw2 "2pn 03wz nanoy Nian oo
2. Sam 7:12a Tnaxmy nazy T wom v

Gen 17:7a -mx “nipm

2 Sam 7:12b -ry nixpm

Most words in 2 Sam 7:12 either suggest the notion of peaceful death or contain literal
citations directly from Genesis 15 and 17%"¢ except for the last clause in 2 Sam 7:12b
(cmrom insSmun-ny). David’s understanding of this promise in v. 12 further supports our
contention. Note for example how, as he prayed in vv. 18-29, he repeated mm *17x seven
times: vv. 18, 19 (twice), 20, 22, 28 and 29. This divine name is unique because it is the
same combination of God’s names the writer of Genesis used when Yahweh promised
Abraham a “seed” in Genesis 15:2, 8.377

Syntagmatically, the narrator takes pains to differentiate the “seed” as a person
(third person masculine) from Israel as a people (zy, 5872, and Sy, 12) by signifying
v+ with xa1in v. 13 and 32 in v. 14. Based on vv. 13-14, two explanations are offered.

374 The rare occurrence of yr in 12 Samuel needs to be noted: 1 Sam 1:11, 2:20, 8:15, 20:42, 24:22[21],
2 Sam 4:8, 7:12 and 22:51. The syntagmatic use of v~ in the beginning (1 Sam 1:11, 2:20) and at the end
(2 Sam 22:51) of the books of Samuel is significant. It first occurs in Hannah’s prayer in 1 Sam 1:11.
See J. P. Fokkelman, Narrative Art and Poetry in the Books of Samuel: A Full Interpretation Based on
Stylistic and Structural Analyses, vol. 4, Vow and Desire (Assen, the Netherlands: Van Gorcum, 1993),
37. There he prefers to interpret the phrase o v “seed of men” as “one son.” The last occurrence of
v is in 2 Sam 22:51; it refers to David and his “seed” in David’s song izt 175 smunb worney) in the
context with this theologically loaded word mu. In both references and here (7:12), this word has both
theological and literary significance.

375 Seevv. 6,7, 8,10, 11.

376 Note that the correlated word “king” (75n) also appears in Gen 17:6, 16. Also, 2 Sam 7:12b alludes
to Num 24:7 although the exact words are not used: cf. 2 Sam 7:12b to Num 24:7, ino5n xzam.

377 Kaiser, The Messiah, 80. Kaiser’s comment is indebted to a related observation made by Carlson
in the Chosen King, 127.
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First, the phrase wu5 ma-mar »m,3® which begins in v. 13, should be read in echo

to v. 5b, "naw% ma “>-man noxid. Both phrases end with similar Hebrew consonants: "y
5 and 'n2w5.>° Nonetheless, there is a fundamental difference in these two words.
While the latter qualifies the n°a unequivocally as a building, namely a temple, the
former hints at something far more than a physical building (temple).**° By using the
word nub, we believe the narrator tries to correct David’s focus as well as the reader’s,
clarifying that this passage is not about a physical temple but about a dynasty or a
kingdom, n=5mn as stated in vv. 12, 13, and 16. In these expressions, note the similarities
regarding n=5mn in the following three verses:

V. 12 3ns5mnnx nrom

V. 13 25wy nsbnn xoo AN P

V. 16 25w=1w nzbnm e pexn

This notion — that is, that the purpose of this text concerns far more than a physical
temple — is further fortified by the correlation of ma and ms5m2 in v. 16: qnsbmm Fma
1exn obip-1y.*®! From a syntagmatic angle, moreover, nobinn is twice described by this
phrase obip-1w%% once it is introduced in v. 12. Some scholars refuse to understand
this phrase cbw-w as “for ever”*® but through our syntagmatic study, God’s name is
involved twice when this phrase occurs. To underscore this point, see »b in v. 13a
and especially mv 57 in v. 26a. It would not make any sense to gloss v. 26a as David
prayed: “your (God’s) name will be manifested for a while”; therefore, this phrase
highlights an enduring aspect of this ns5an that is impossible to find in the history of
any human kingdoms.

Second, the narrator attempts to lessen some of the ambiguity in the word “seed”
by qualifying it with 125 (v. 14) in addition to the word »i (v. 13). The word 12 is used
three times in a construct state (as idiomatic, vv. 6, 7, 10). Nonetheless, like v, it is
unique here (v. 14). The formula in which 12 is found, ax5 - " 125 5= xm, % on

378 Scholars have long noted that *he” (xn) in v. 13 is there to contrast with the “you” (7nx) in the
question in v. 5. As early as 1926, W. Caspari has pointed this out. See idem, Die Samuelbiicher, KAT,
vol. 7 (Leipzig: A. Deichter, 1926), 482; quoted in Carlson, The Chosen King, 109.

379 Cf. Fokkelman, Throne and City, 216.

380 Fokkelman (Throne and City, 216) offered a slightly different explanation of these two words,
saying: “In this pair ‘my Name’ follows ‘my dwelling’ rhyming with it but at the same time being a
subtle correction of it. The real resident of the temple is not to be God in person, but the Name.”

381 Anderson has pointed out 7ns%mm 7m2 as a possible case of hendiadys (“your royal house”). See
idem, 2 Samuel, 123. Syntagmatically, the word xe>, n2 and nbsmn» only occur in 2 Samuel in 3:10, 7:13
and 7:16. In 3:10, through Abner’s mouth, the kingdom of the house of Saul will now be transferred to
David and his throne will be established.

382 Cf. the phrase also in vv. 24-26, cf. v 29.

383 See Eslinger, House of God, 46-48 for his assessment on how we should gloss this phrase: “for
ever or for a while.” Cf. Murray, Divine Prerogative, 194 (footnote 72).

384 Note the repeated use of xi1 here, connecting it back to v. 13.
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the one hand, signifies a divine sonship motif*® and on the other hand, recalls the
canonical transformation of the notion of v=r into 12 in some of our observations of the
antecedent Scriptures (in Genesis).>® The narrator carefully constructs vv. 13-14a with
equilibrium®¥” so that the “son” (j2) is the *he” (x11) who will build a kingdom*®® in
God’s name.

What kind of n»a did Yahweh promise to David? Our answer is a summary of what
this study has thus far indicated. While at the beginning of 2 Samuel 7, the subject
matter is temple-building, the narrator skillfully shifts subjects to the thematic matter
of Yahweh’s ma. By carefully structuring his composition and choice of words, our
narrator anchors this nva, qualified by n=%a», on David’s v, qualified by 12. The ma is
further characterized by '»wb and o5w-w. Therefore, the mz is confined to Yahweh'’s
kingdom through a Davidic son in Yahweh’s name. In other words, it is quite possible
to conclude that 2 Samuel 7 is not concerned about the temple or about David’s own
dynasty.

If our interpretation — an eternal kingdom, not a temple — is correct, all the
scholarly suggestions to explain divine refusal of temple-building and all the
speculations related to David’s motive to build becomes secondary if not irrelevant.*
Exegetes confuse the subject matter (temple building at the onset of the narrative)
with the theme (divine kingdom or dynasty through David’s seed) primarily due to the
ambivalence of ma. Nonetheless the narrator has attempted to safeguard his main
theme through a prudent choice of words. It is through a discourse and rhetorical

385 Mettinger, King and Messiah, 259-65. There Mettinger examines the divine sonship and divine
kingship in 2 Samuel 7, Psalms 2, 89, and 110.
386 This transformation from v to 12 may be picked up in the Psalter (especially Psalm 2), see
chapters seven to nine.
387 We are indebted to Fokkelman’s observation in vv. 13-14. He comments: “In verse 13 we see an
equilibrium arise which takes place via he-mine — I-his and is grouped around the objects of temple
and throne. In v. 14 the reciprocity gains perfect balance via the I-him plus he-me series. For the
concatenation of the four lines we are alert to the alternation of the subjects:

13a he is the one who shall build a house for my name

13b and I shall establish his royal throne for ever

14a I shall be a father to him

14b and he shall be a son to me
The balance in 14 is so great that not only the number of syllables, but even the number of true
consonants are exactly the same in both lines.” Fokkelman, Throne and City, 232.
388 As delineated earlier, it is not about the temple but about a kingdom; therefore our conclusion
differs from Fokkelman’s. Our conclusion is also contra Murray’s. He takes the v+ as plural. See idem,
Divine Prerogative, 188-90, 191-92. Again, his reading is misguided by his overall thesis.
389 Fokkelman arrives at a similar conclusion through a comparison of v. 12b and v. 13b. He remarks:
“Only in 13a does bayit mean temple for a moment, and nowhere else for the rest of this long chapter.
Solomon’s building a temple is an element of secondary importance compared with the promise of
dynasty.” Idem, Throne and City, 231.
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analysis that one can detect the narrator’s rhetoric and meaning. With this, our study
continues with an examination of David’s prayer®*° (vv. 18-29).

6.1.4 A Study of the Prayer of David

The prayer, serving as the only introductory prose after verse 18, consists of two nearly
equal parts: the first half concerns the past, whereas the second half concerns the
future.®®* Admittedly, this prayer may look repetitive.>** If we follow the narrator’s
alleged thematic word, m2, however, then we would come up with a rhetorical-
thematical structure.

This structure is not without connection to Nathan’s oracle proper (vv. 516).
Yahweh’s oracle is signified in the introductory verse in v. 4: in the prophetic formula (5x
-2 s, paired with mm s 1o in v, 5). The 221,33 as we have argued earlier, concerns
Yahweh'’s promise to David of the divine kingdom (m2 with ns5mn). If that is the thematic
notion of the passage, then we should be able to detect several elements continued in
David’s prayer: mz, 127 and =2v. The last item, 72v%** replaces David =1 because now he
himself is praying. All three elements (in italics) are present in our findings:

7:19 piman’ Trarma o8 o3 12m

7:25 oy opn 2oyt 7ar Sy P27 UR 92T oo MM o

P37 NS TN
7:26 225 1oy mm 7 772y o (.. owb)3
7:29 n7zT MmOy moweD iR’

e%iwY I3 7137 s

Some syntagmatic notations for each verse are necessary. First, verse 19 shows David’s
understanding of what his house should be. Inv. 19, David apparently humbled himself
before God in v. 18, *>1 .>¢ Then David prayed in v. 19b, that Yahweh has made a

390 Rost makes the analysis of David’s prayer his starting point (Throne of David, 35-41).

391 Fokkelman, Throne and City, 236.

392 Murray, Divine Prerogative, 199-200. Nevertheless, he divides the prayer into three subunits. See
ibid., 162.

393 Thena7inv. 17 sets the stage: . . . ™21 555 =27. See also Fokkelman, Throne and City, 237-38. This
word “concerns the history-making utterances of God or his promise” (ibid., 237).

394 It appears as 772y in 2 Sam 7:19, 20, 21, 25, 26, 27[2x], 28, 29[2x].

395 Though 227 does not appear here, note =axb5; cf. ==y msn occurs three times in v. 4 where the
prophetic formula is found. We deem unnecessary the scholarly suggestion to delete =mx5. See
Anderson, 2 Samuel, 125, 127.

396 The question “who am I” echoes back to “you” in v. 5 and “he” in v. 13, that the divine plan
is not like David’s but that Yahweh has given David a role in his divine agenda concerning the na.
Fokkelman draws out the contrast here: that God is great and the human being is small; thus we have
v. 19a (3ry2 nxt 73w wpm). See his Throne and City, 240.
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promise concerning his mz but added the word p1mn5.3*” The normal understanding
of this word, confined by the context, should apply: “a remote period,” “the future,”
“far into the future.”3*® What David probably understood is that Yahweh’s promise of
his na is not of the present but speaks of the future.

Second, in v. 25, what David asked Yahweh is what Yahweh had promised in
Nathan’s oracle. A repeated phrase, 77av-m2 is now separated in v. 25:%° 772y and w2
with a triple repetition of 121.%°° We offer three comments are regarding these phrases.
First, the separation of =av and m2, together with the unexpected third person
masculine suffix attached to 2 serves as a reminder to v. 13, mwS ma-mae a7 (italics
ours) that “the house of your servant David” (=7 572y 3, see 11 is added in v. 26) is
to be established by the “he” (x) who is qualified by both “seed” (v) of David and
“son” (12) of divine adoption in Nathan’s oracle (vv. 12, 14). Second, the triple use of
-2 stresses the promissory nature of Nathan’s oracle, for which David prayed by
employing the word 277%°* (from =3p, cf. its synonym {u2 in v. 26; both words appear
earlier in Nathan’s oracle in v. 12, cf. v. 13)#°* as a petition for God to keep what he has
promised regarding David’s m2 in vv. 25, 26. Third, the petition is further reinforced by
the last clause in v. 25: p27 =wx> w3 The significance of this last clause is the
choice of my. Though commonly used in the Hebrew Bible, it forms a parallel structure
between the oracle and the prayer by its correlation with some key words in this
chapter. Note our observations in the following layout (key words are in italics):***

V. 3y 75 72252 ws 53 // V. 21 moy 7250

V. 959 o 75 nwy // v. 23 nikon nbiman osb nivy ow S ot

V. 11 mym g5y s [/ Ve 25 pmat oo nep o%ivmw opn dmaom

To summarize the main point, what David petitioned from Yahweh (nn27 -wxs nwws)
was what Yahweh promised he would do in Nathan’s oracle, mm =5y ma—s
(v. 11).

397 Fokkelman makes this word a counter-part to o>z in v. 18; in English, “far off” vs. “thus far.”
Fokkelman, Throne and City, 239-40. See our later syntagmatic note 4 for v. 29.

398 C. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, Commentary on the Old Testament, vol. 2, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, 1 and 2
Samuel (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, reprint; 1980), 350; Anderson, 2 Samuel, 126; Baldwin, 1 and
2 Samuel, 217. Cf. Eslinger, House of God, 70 (note 2). There he argues that the term usually means in
the distant past, not the future.

399 We have yet to find any commentators remarking on this separation.

400 Fokkelman has noted the triple appearances of 12 (Throne and City, 249).

401 See the textual variant in BHS and a brief discussion in McCarter, II Samuel, 235.

402 See comments on these two synonymous words in Fokkelman, Throne and City, 231.

403 Fokkelman has noted there are only two pairs of imperatives in this section: the first pairis opn
and ney (v. 25), and the next pair is in v. 29a: 7121 Sxin; idem, Throne and City, 249.

404 All the occurrences of moy in 2 Samuel 7 are exhausted in the layout.
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Third, in v. 26, we have already noted that David is added to the construct phrase
712y mra and the synonymous words of 1123 and opr.

Fourth, concerning v. 29, which is the thematic verse of this prayer, note the
double appearances of 712y m2 and the triple occurrences of 17a. Furthermore, the
double-appearance of o%iv> recaptures the tempo aspect of this 572y nva. The multiple
occurrences of 312 allude to several antecedent Scriptural passages (Genesis 12, 14
and 22 with Numbers 22-24).

We have finished a rhetorical and syntagmatic study on the two sections — the
oracle and the prayer — in 2 Samuel 7. Since the prayer, through our analysis, is a
reiteration of the oracle, we can recap the message in the oracle in one statement:
Yahweh, through David’s seed, will build an everlasting kingdom. This statement is
not built strictly on the result of our analysis of 2 Samuel 7, because on several
occasions we have alluded to the texts of Genesis 12-22 and Numbers 22-24. Therefore,
the oraclein 2 Samuel 7 should also be viewed in the larger context of the OT, especially
the passages we have just studied. That requires a summary of Genesis 14 (and its
cotexts in Genesis) and Numbers 2224, which is the topic of treatment in the next
section.

6.2 A Summary: An Examination of the Literary Relationships of
Genesis 14, Numbers 22-24 and 2 Samuel 7

The literary and thematic connection between 2 Samuel 7 and Genesis 14 seems to boil
down to the 77a—motif. The blessing by Melchizedek to Abraham is now transformed
into David’s prayer, which focuses on God fulfilling his promise to build an eternal
ma. Furthermore, the victory over the enemy that God granted to Abraham (Gen 14:20)
is reiterated in 2 Sam 7:10-11. Nonetheless, we have observed (above) that there are
more thematic-semantic links between the cotexts of Genesis 14 and 2 Samuel 7. Now
we turn to and highlight these additional links between Genesis 12-15 and 2 Samuel 7.

Besides the blessing (772) notion, we identify the following connections between
the cotexts of Genesis 14 and 2 Samuel 7: first, the verbal resemblance in the following
phrase in Gen 15:1 and 2 Sam 7:4: (night/vision)> (someone)-5x mm 227 mn, casting
both texts into a prophetic mode; second, just as the Lord promised Abraham to make
his name great, thus did he promise to David (Gen 12:2, 7aw n%7a and 2 Sam 7:9, o6 75
‘neyy 53);*% and third, while Yahweh promised Abraham v~ and later incorporated
the kingly notion, the y=1-promise given to David was also elaborated upon, suffused

405 Cf.2Sam 7:13. Allan K. Jenkins argues that the great name promised to Abraham is “a pointer” to
the same promise to David. Jenkins, “A Great Name: Genesis 12:2 and the Editing of the Pentateuch,”
JSOT 10 (1978): 46. Cf Hans W. Wolff, “The Kerygma of the Yahwist,” Int 20 (1966): 141-42. The great
name of David (or even Abraham’s) is ultimately replaced by God’s name.
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with a similar, enduring royal and kingdom notion (Genesis 15, 17, 2 Sam 7:12-17). The
v is further characterized as 7wnr x3» =wx in both Gen 15:4 and 2 Sam 7:12, making
both Abraham and David the progenitors of this royal figure.

The next link is the literary relationship between Numbers 2224 and 2 Samuel 7,
in addition to the multiple-772. In this regard, we have three remarks. First, the
messianic, royal figure coming from Jacob’s seed encapsulated in the Balaam oracles
(especially the fourth oracle, Num 24:17, 19) is crystallized as David’s offspring in the
oracle of Nathan. Moreover, Yahweh will establish the kingdom of this Davidic
offspring (2 Sam 7:12b-13); the vague notion of kingdom in Num 24:7b is now explicated
in 2 Sam 7:12-13, 16.

Second, in Num 23:19, God will certainly keep (=37) his promise (-27), that is, to
bless (7712), or do (mx) what he says (-ax). This notion in Num 23:19 is recast by the
author of 2 Samuel 7 by applying it to David’s prayer that God will now bless (772)
David and will fulfill (=3p) what he promised (127) to him concerning his m2 (2 Sam
7:25, 28-29).406

Third, worthy of mention are two other links that exist between Numbers 22-24
and 2 Samuel 7: (1) the “out of Egypt” theme can be found in Num 23:22, 24:8 and 2
Sam 7:6, 23; and (2) the motif of Israel as God’s unique people once scattered but now
gathered as one nation or collected in one place is detected in Num 23:9 and 2 Sam
7:10 (note the word you in both references).

Based on the above delineation, Genesis 14 with its cotexts and Numbers 22-24
seem to exert certain literary influence upon 2 Samuel 7. Or to a certain extent, the
author of 2 Samuel 7 seems to be aware of these texts and perhaps interprets them in
light of the dialogue of David and Nathan regarding the building of ra.

406 The key words in the above remark can be viewed as follows (italics ours):

Num 23:19a cmmm o873t 2127 58 s 8

V. 19b mipyr N5 mn wamn

Mt N9 73T

V. 20 mawx §51 7721 nnpb 702 M

Compare to 2 Sam 7:25b

o5 0P Naom

nI2T D Tw
A syntactical search with these two words, oy in Hiph. and =27 in pi., is insightful. It occurs 16 times
and these references are used to describe how God will fulfill what he promises: Num 23:19, 1 Sam
3:12, 2 Sam 23:1, 1 Kgs 2:4, 6:12, 8:20, 9:5, 2 Chr 6:10, 1 Kgs 12:15//2 Chr 10:15, Jer 33:14, Dan
9:12. Statistics based on BibleWorks for Windows.
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6.3 Conclusion: Our Study of Genesis 14 with Its Cotexts
(Genesis 12-22, Numbers 22-24 and 2 Samuel 7)

The blessing motif found in Gen 14:18-20 was pronounced to Abraham by the first
priestly king. The object of Melchizedek’s blessing, Abraham, was then chosen to
carry on the divine promise, which basically contains three aspects — the presence of
God, the land, and the seed — with the v=r-aspect becoming the focus of our study in
this project. This y=r-aspect of divine promise became imbued with a kingly essence
(Genesis 17, 49), later reiterated in the blessing by Balaam (Numbers 22-24), who like
Melchizedek, was outside of the Abrahamic line.

Based on this study, one can argue that this »=r-aspect developed into two strands:
singular and collective. Collectively, it seems that v is delineated into two dimensions
in Genesis: the first dimension is that the seed of Abraham will form “a great nation”
(Gen 12:2, 18:18); the other dimension is that Jacob’s seed will become not simply a
nation (Gen 46:3) but also “a community of nations” (Gen 35:11; cf. 48:19). This
collective aspect of y=t-promise seems to be fulfilled in light of these texts, which refer
to the sons of Jacob (Genesis 49) or Israel (as in Numbers 22-24, 2 Sam 7: 6, etc.).

The other strand of v, that is singular, refers to the messianic, that is, the royal
figure, meaning that the author of 2 Samuel 7 has tried to differentiate from the
collective one. In Nathan’s oracle, an expansion of this =1 strand is portrayed with a
grand word, n2.*%” This key word, n"2 encompasses some thematic notions framed in
promissory oracles. First, the seed v=r promised to Abraham (Genesis 15) has become
12 in 2 Samuel 7. The royal notion embedded in v is further expanded in 2 Samuel 7,
namely, that what is pictured is not merely a royal figure, a king, but also a kingdom
(m=5mm) through David’s »-r. Second, the royal figure and his kingdom appear not to be
realized in David’s time but concern the future, and the future notion is reinforced by
Num 24:17 and 2 Sam 7:19. Third, in line with the king and his kingdom, Yahweh also
repeatedly promised victory over the enemy through the royal seed (Genesis 22,
Numbers 24, 2 Sam 7:1, 9). Fourth, the temporal aspect of the kingdom reigned by the
v is affirmed to be eternal in 2 Sam 7:13, 15.

In the next three chapters, as we look at Psalm 110, with its cotexts (Psalms 2, 132,
etc.), might we detect similar lexical-thematic notions? This is the challenge awaiting
us.

407 Rosenberg has processed ma according to the following: “House as physical shelter of the Ark;
house as ruling family; house as patrimony, posterity, and dynasty; house as temple and sanctuary;
house as seat of Yahweh'’s reign.” Idem, King and Kin, 121.



