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WhoIndeed :
AReconsiderationof intheHebrewBible

∗

BrentA．Strawn∗∗

Abstract: The present article takes up the question “ Who
knows?” ( )intheHebrewBible, whereitappearsnolessthan
tentimes．Insteadofcategorizingtheinstancesaccordingtotheir
perspectiveonthefuture, whetheropenorclosed(pertheimportant
studypublished by James L．Crenshaw in １９８６), the current
investigationpositsthat connotesalackofhumanknowledge
whileatthesametimeimplicatingGodandGod􀆳sfullknowledge．
“Whoknows?”isthusananthropocentricquestionthatadmitsofa
theologicalexception．Thetheologicalaspectsof havegone
understudied, however．Thecurrentessayseekstorectifythis,

pursuingeachofthetenoccurrenceswithaneyeontheneglected
theologicalsubjectofthisrhetoricalquestion,categorizingeachinto
certainandlesscertainexamples．
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FortheMostHighknowsallthatmaybeknown;heseesfromofold
thethingsthataretocome．(Sir４２:１８b; NRSV)①

[T]heimplication,asinotherpassagesbeginningwiththisphrase．．．
isthatGodknowswhatisgood．②

Godisgreaterthanourhearts,andheknowseverything．(１John３:

２０b; NRSV)

ForChoonＧLeongSeow

Thequestion “whoknows?” ( )—by mostaccountsarhetorical
questionexpectinganegativeresponse③—occurstentimesintheHebrewBible
andwasthesubjectofanimportantessaybyJamesL．Crenshawpublishedin
１９８６．④Crenshawdividedtheteninstancesintotwoequalpartsaccordingtohis
determinationoftheirtelos: fivepassagesleave “adooropentopossible

①

②

③

④

Translationsaremyown,unlessotherwiseindicated．
R．N．Whybray,Ecclesiastes (NCB; GrandRapids: Eerdmans,１９８９),１１１(hisemphasis)．
So,e．g．, RolandE．Murphy, Ecclesiastes (WBC２３A; Dallas: Word,１９９２),３１: “impliesa

negation．” Elsewhere, Murphydefinesarhetoricalquestionas: “Aquestionaskedforits．．．effect, which
doesnotrequireareply．Itisfoundfrequentlyinargumentandpersuasion,andoccursasasubgenreinall
partsoftheOT．Thesuppositionisthattheanswerisclear, usuallytheonlyonepossibleandadeeper
impressionismadeuponthehearerbythequestionformthanbyastatement．” (WisdomLiterature:Job,

Proverbs,Ruth,Canticles,Ecclesiastes,andEsther,FOTL１３[GrandRapids:Eerdmans,１９８１],１８１)

Formoreonquestions,seeMosheHeld, “RhetoricalQuestionsinUgariticandBiblicalHebrew,” EI９
(１９６９):７１Ｇ７９; BenjaminKedar, “TheInterpretationofRhetoricalQuestionsintheBible,”in“Sha‘arei
Talmon”:StudiesintheBible,Qumran,andtheAncientNearEastPresentedtoShemaryahuTalmon,

eds．MichaelFishbane, EmanuelTov,andWestonW．Fields(WinonaLake: Eisenbrauns,１９９２),１４５Ｇ
１５２; WalterBrueggemann, “Jeremiah􀆳s UseofRhetoricalQuestions,” JBL ９２ (１９７３): ３５８Ｇ３７４;

PhilippeGuillaume, “Caution: RhetoricalQuestions!” BN １０３ (２０００): １１Ｇ１６; AdinaMoshavi, “Two
TypesofArgumentationInvolvingRhetoricalQuestionsinBiblicalHebrew Dialogue,” Bib９０ (２００９):

３２Ｇ４６; AdinaMoshavi, “CanaPositiveRhetoricalQuestionHaveaPositiveAnswerintheBible?”JSS
５６(２０１１):２５３Ｇ２７３; AdinaMoshavi, “WhatCanISay?ImplicationsandCommunicativeFunctionsof
Rhetorical ‘WH’ QuestionsinClassicalHebrew Prose,” VT ６４ (２０１４): ９３Ｇ１０８; Adina Moshavi,
“Between Dialectic and Rhetoric: Rhetorical Questions Expressing Premises in Biblical Prose
Argumentation,”VT６５ (２０１５): １３６Ｇ１５１; and, moregenerally, Kenneth M．Craig, Jr．, Askingfor
Rhetoric:TheHebrewBible􀆳sProteanInterrogative, BIS７５(Leiden: Brill,２００５)．

２Sam１２:２２;Joel２:１４;Jonah３:９;Esth４;Ps９０:１１:１４;Prov２４:２２; Qoh２:１９;３:２１;

６:１２;８: １; notealso inJer１７: ９and inIsa２９: １５．JamesL．Crenshaw, “The

Expressionmîyôde
－a􀆳intheHebrewBible,”VT３６(１９８６):２７４Ｇ２８８;reprintedinJamesL．Crenshaw,

UrgentAdviceandProbingQuestions: Collected WritingsonOldTestamentWisdom (Macon, GA:

MercerUniversityPress,１９９５),２７９Ｇ２９１(citationsfollowthe１９８６version)．
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responsethatwillchangethesituationforhumangood” (２Sam１２:２２;Joel
２:１４;Jonah３: ９; Esth４: １４; Ps９０: １１) whiletheotherfive “seemto
assumeacloseddoortoanyredeemingaction,” andso, inhisjudgment,

representatypeofskepticism (Prov２４:２２andallinstancesinQoheleth)．①

SinceCrenshaw􀆳sstudy, hasbeenleftmostlyunstudied,testimony
tothecogencyofhisanalysis．Indeed, Crenshaw􀆳sessaycontainsanumberof
importantinsightsintoeachofthesetenpassages．Evenso, animportant
factorthatsurfacesrepeatedlyinthecourseofthesetexts,andinCrenshaw􀆳s
studythereof, butonethatheneglectstocommentonextensively,ishow

seemstoimplicateGod．“Whoknows?”thatis,isananthropocentric
question—itisoneaddressedtothehumancommunityof(nonＧ)knowers;itis
notatheologicalquestionthatimpliesanylackindivineknowledge．AsSir４２:

１８b,usedasoneoftheepigraphsabove, putsit: “theMostHighknowsall
thatmaybeknown,” or, asEzekielputsit—apparentlyemphatically: “O
LordYHWH, (only) you know” ( ; Ezek３７:３)．Said
differently, therefore, and perhaps better, isan anthropocentric
questionthatadmitsofatheologicalexception．Whilehumanbeingsmaynot
know,thereisonewho mostcertainlydoes: theDeity．Itisonlypartially
correct, then, tosay, as Crenshaw doesinanotherplace, that “[t]he
rhetoricalquestion, ‘whoknows?’ containsanimplicitnegativeresponse:
‘nobodyknows’”②because,inpointoffact,Goddoesknow—asthesecond

①

②

Crenshaw, “TheExpression,”２７４Ｇ２７５;also２７８forthequestionfunctioning “overwhelmingly
asanexpressionofskepticism．” ManyfollowCrenshawonhisjudgmentaboutskepticism．See,interalia,

AntoonSchoors,Ecclesiastes, HCOT (Leuven:Peeters,２０１３),１９３．Cf．HansWalterWolff,Joeland
Amos:ACommentaryontheBooksoftheProphetsJoelandAmos,trans．W．Janzenetal．,ed．S．Dean
McBride,Jr．(Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, １９７７), ５０n．８２, whocallsthephrase “[a]n
interrogativeformofskepticalwisdom,”butcuriouslycitesonlyJoel２:１４; Eccl２:１９;６:１２;andJer
１７:９．JohnGoldingay,Ecclesiastes (Eugene, OR: Cascade,２０２１),１４８Ｇ１４９,differsfromCrenshawby
thinking inQoh３:２１“mightneverthelessexpressopenness．”

JamesL．Crenshaw, Joel: A New TranslationwithIntroductionandCommentary, (New
Haven: YaleUniversityPress, １９９５), １３８; cf．JamesL．Crenshaw, “TheExpression,” ２７８, ２８５．
Similarsentimentsarewidespread—e．g．,Schoors,Ecclesiastes,３０８,４９１,５９４; Whybray,Ecclesiastes,

８０;StuartWeeks, ACriticalandExegeticalCommentaryonEcclesiastes,Vol．１:Introductionand
CommentaryonEcclesiastes１．１Ｇ５．６,ICC(London:T&TClark,２０２０),４４９,４５４．Itismadeexplicitin
someoftheVersionalevidenceaswell,as,e．g．,intheVulgate􀆳stranslationinQoh２:１９(ignoro)and６:

１２(cumignoret)．
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epigraphfrom NormanWhybrayrightlyasserts．① Thepurposeofthepresent
essay,therefore,istoupdateCrenshaw􀆳shelpfulanalysissoastoincludethe
NeglectedTheologicalSubjectwholurksinthebackgroundof ．This
updatingrevealsthatmoreisgoingonin thansimplywhetherthefuture
isopenorclosed,thoughthosecategories,too, maystillbeoperative,atleast
insomecases．Instead,the“more”thatisatworkinthisquestionisthatGod
remainstheknower(andknowingagent)thatloomsabovethelimitsofhuman
knowledge;the“whoknows?” questionacknowledgeshumanepistemological
finitude,therefore, whilealsosubtlyevokingthepresenceofonewhoknows
better(cf．１John３:３)．Iwillfirstreviewtheten texts,arrangingthem
fromclearer(Ⅰ)tolessclearinstances(Ⅱ) whenitcomestothepresenceof
Godatworkin ．Variousinferenceswillbedrawnalongtheway,butthe
finalsectiondrawssomelargerconclusions(Ⅲ) whichdemonstratewhythe
presentinvestigationiscalledforandwhyitisimportanttorecognizetheDeity
behind,orperhapsbetterabove,allinstancesof“Whoknows?”

Ⅰ．“WhoKnows?” PartI: ClearerExamplesof

Thatthequestion “ Who knows?” alwaysimpliesdivineknowingis
admittedlyclearerinsometextsthanothers．Imove, therefore, fromthe
clearestexamplesinthissectiontothelessclearinthefollowingsection(Ⅱ)．

(１)Joel２:１４

Whoknows? He mayturnandrepentandleave behind him a
blessing—agrainofferingandadrinkofferingfortheLORDyourGod．

InJoel２:１３theprophetexhortsthepeopletoreturntoYhwhyourGod
( )becauseheis“graciousandmerciful,slowtoanger,and

① ForWhybray,thispointistrue,evenifitisalsotruethatGod“haswithheld．．．knowledge”from
humankind(Ecclesiastes,１１１)．
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aboundinginsteadfastlove” (theGnadenformel)．① Thencomesthequestion
in２:１４, whichobviouslycontinuestoplaywiththenotionofturning ( ),

onlythistimeitisYHWH􀆳sturntoturn．Ultimately,thepropheticcallto
returnstemsfromYHWHwhourgesthepeopleto“return[imperative]tome
withallyourheart!” ( )in２:１２．

Giventhedivineoriginofthecalltoreturn, nottomentionthedivine
predicatesexpressedintheGnadenformel,itisobviousthatYHWH—and
perhapsYHWHalone—hastheknowledgethatisexpressedbytheprophetin
the formula．Thatistosaythatthepropheturgesactionbecausethe
humancommunitydoesnot(yet) know whatYHWH willdo—theirturning
may eventuatein YHWH􀆳sturning, thethreateneddisaster “mayyetbe
averted,”②buttheydonotyetknowthiswithcertainty (eveniftheprophet
hopesasmuch)．YHWHremainstheactant,and,asaresult,istheagentwho
knowswhathewilldoand/orwhodetermineshowhewillrespond．Thisis
true,evenifinthisinstance “doesnotexpressperplexitybuttentative
confidence,”③or,atleast,hopeamidstuncertainty, whichistosaythat,even
iftheprophet(andhisaudience)arenotconfidentofGod􀆳sresponse,theyare
certainthatsomethingmustbedone: namely,their (re)turningtoYHWH
whichmayleadtoYHWH􀆳s(re)turningtothem．Onceagain,theoriginof
thehuman(re)turn, whichisrootedintheLord􀆳scommand(２:１２;notealso

there),anditspossibleefficacy,rootedintheLord􀆳sgraciousness(２:

①

②

③

SeeExod３４:６bＧ７anditsvariousreflexeselsewhereintheHebrewBible．Forastudy, withprior
literature,seeBrentA．Strawn, “YHWH􀆳sPoesie: TheGnadenformel (Exodus３４:６bＧ７),theBookof
Exodus,andBeyond,”inBiblicalPoetryandtheArtofCloseReading,eds．J．BlakeCoueyandElaine
T．James(Cambridge:CambridgeUniversityPress,２０１８),２３７Ｇ２５６;reprintedinBrentA．Strawn,The
IncomparableGod: Readingsin BiblicalTheology, eds．Collin CornellandJustin Walker (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans,２０２３),２６Ｇ４４．

JohnBarton,JoelandObadiah: ACommentary, OTL (Louisville: WestminsterJohnKnox,

２００１),８１．Crenshaw,Joel,１３８compares inAmos５:１５band２Kgs１９:４atthispoint,and,citing
Wolff,associatesboth and withthe“‘perhaps’ofhope．” Wolff,JoelandAmos,５０,states
thatthishopeful“perhaps”is“appropriatetothehumilityofonewhoprays,”addingthat “always
designatesGod􀆳sfreedomoveragainstthosewhoturntohim．” Formoreon “perhaps” ( andits
congeners),seeDavidJ．Reimer, “An OverlookedTermin OldTestamentTheology—Perhaps,” in
CovenantasContext:EssaysinHonourofE．W．Nicholson, eds．A．D．H．MayesandR．B．Salters
(Oxford: OxfordUniversityPress,２０１１),３２５Ｇ３４６．

Barton,JoelandObadiah,８１;cf．Crenshaw, “TheExpression,”２７５Ｇ２７６．
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１３),oughtnotbemissed．

(２)Jonah３:９

Whoknows? TheDeitymayturnandrepent,turningfromtheheat
ofhiswrathsothatwedonotperish．

Inthispassage, appearsonthelipsofthekingofNineveh, whohas
divestedhimselfofroyalattire,coveredhimselfwithsackcloth,satdownin
ashes(Jonah３:６), andproclaimedafast, orderingthatallbecoveredin
sackcloth, “pray mightilytoGod” ( ), andturnfromtheir
wickedways(３:７Ｇ８)．Theking􀆳squestionin３:９bearsnotablesimilaritiesto
Joel２:１４andwithsimilarforce:thehumancharactersdonot (yet) know
what“theDeity” ( ) willdo—howtheiractionswillaffectGod—butGod
presumably,andobviously,doessinceGodistheagentofwhatfollows．The
humancommunityandthereadersofJonah mustwait, butnotforlong,

beforethatinformationisrevealedintheverynextverse．There,inlanguage
thatonceagainrecallsJoel２,thetextindicatesthatafter“theDeity” ( )
seeswhattheNineviteshaddone,turning( )fromtheirwickedways, “the
Deity” ( ),too,repented( )ofthedisasterhehadplannedanddidn􀆳t
doit(３:１０)．①

(３) Psalm９０:１１

Whoknowstheintensityofyouranger,andyourwrathaccordingto
thefearofyou?②

Therearesometextualproblemsinthisverse, butthistranslationis
acceptablefortheMTasitpresentlystands．③ Themostimportantpointfor
presentpurposesisthatthequestionisaddresseddirectlytoGod, whois

①

②

③

FormoreonJonahandtheplayfulnessof ,seeTimothyC．McNinch, “‘WhoKnows?’:

ABakhtinianReadingofCarnivalesqueMotifsinJonah,”VT７２(２０２２):６９９Ｇ７１５．
ThetranslationisfromCrenshaw, “TheExpression,”２７７．ContrastNRSV: “Whoconsidersthe

powerofyouranger? /Yourwrathisasgreatasthefearthatisdueyou．”Seenextnote．
LXXappearstoreflect ratherthan ( )．SeeNETS: “Whoknowsthemight

ofyourwrath,andyourangerfromyourfear?” Cf．thepreviousnote．
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identifiedas“myLord” ( )inPs９０:１, “God” ( )in９０:３,①andYHWH
in９０:１３．Thelatterverseisimportantinsofarasitechoesthemesfamiliar
fromJoel２andJonah３．ThepsalmistimploresYHWHto “turn” ( )

and“showcompassion” ( ) on “yourservants” ( ) (Ps９０:１３)．In
thisinstance, too, therefore, whatthepsalmistdoesnotknow, God most
certainlydoes．Hence,despitethedifferenceinemotionalvalencebetweentext
(３) andtexts (１) and (２) intermsofwrathandanger vs．mercyand
forgiveness,respectively, thepositionsonthegameboard, asitwere, are
identical:humanscannot“comprehend” whatGoddoes．

(４)２Samuel１２:２２
②

Andhe(David) said, “Whilethechildwasstillalive,Ifastedand
weptbecauseIthought: ‘Whoknows? YHWH maybegracioustome
andthechildsurvive．’”

ThisverseconstitutesDavid􀆳sresponsetothosewhoaskhim whyhehas
endedhisfastingandprayinguponlearningofthedeathofhisson with
Bathsheba．Whilethechildlived, Davidreports, hewasn􀆳tfullysurewhat
YHWH mightdo,thoughobviouslyYHWHdidandhadannounceditviathe
prophetNathanin２Sam１２:１４—apointconfirmedbythenarratorinv．１５b．
David􀆳s“fastingandselfＧhumiliation”isthusacaseof“imploringYahwehto
sparethechild．”③Oncethechildisdead,butonlythen,Davidknowswithfull
clarity—oratleastaccepts—whatYHWHhadknownbeforehand,evenbefore
Nathan􀆳sdivinepronouncementofYHWH􀆳sintentionsinv．１４．④ Crenshaw
thinksthat herefunctionsliketheprophetic (see,e．g．, Amos５:

①

②

③

④

LXXtookthisasanegativeparticleandassociateditwiththeverbinv．３．
ReadingwiththeKethibhere; Qere: ．
P．Kyle McCarter, Jr．, II Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notesand

Commentary, AB９ (GardenCity: Doubleday, １９８４), ３０１．David􀆳sactionsareclearlyanattemptto
influenceYHWHandmaybeseen,especiallyafterthefact,asawayofknowingYHWH􀆳swill．Within
thenarrative, Davidknowsthatwillaheadoftimebecauseofthedivineutteranceofjudgmentthrough
Nathan．

WalterBrueggemann,FirstandSecondSamuel,Interp(Louisville:JohnKnox,１９９０),２８３．
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１５)．Inhisopinion,theemphasisthus “fallsonthesovereigntyofGod．”①

Otherinterpretersconcur, somegoingsofarastotranslate with
“perhaps．”②Suchadynamicequivalenttranslationmaycapturesomethingof
thesentimenthere,butwithoutfurtherexplanationsucharenderingseemsto
underestimatethetheologicalelement—notleastvisＧ􀅣Ｇvisthose passages
wheretheDeityisnotexplicitlymentioned(seefurtherbelow)．

(５) Proverbs２４:２２

Becausesuddenlydisastercomesfromthem; and whoknowsthe
destructionfrombothofthem?

Thisverseisnotwithoutitsdifficulties．③ Whatisimportanttonoteis
thatthe３mpsuffixeson and gobacktoProv２４:２１whichadmonishes
thestudent( : “myson”)to“fearYHWHandtheking” ( )．
Godandthemonarch,therefore, arethe “two/bothofthem” whoarethe
possibleorigin(s)of“disaster” ( )and“destruction” ( )．④Properconduct
isthuswarrantedbeforethesepowerfulentities,butitisalsowithoutquestion
thatthesecommandingpartiesknowfullwellwhattheyarecapableofevenif

①

②

③

④

Crenshaw, “TheExpression,”２７５．
A．GraemeAuld, Ⅰ& ⅡSamuel:ACommentary, OTL (Louisville: WestminsterJohnKnox,

２０１１),４７０．Soalso,inthecaseofJoel２:１４, Crenshaw,Joel,１３２; Wolff,JoelandAmos,３９;for
Esth４:１４,cf．LewisBaylesPaton,ACriticalandExegeticalCommentaryontheBookofEsther,ICC
(Edinburgh: T & TClark,１９０８),２２４: , “followedimmediatelybyanimpf．,isequivalentto
perhaps．”Cf．theearlystudybyHinckleyG．Mitchell, “FinalConstructionsofBiblicalHebrew,”JBL３４
(１９１５):８３Ｇ１６１,esp．１００Ｇ１０１, whoconcludesthat“[i]tisdifficulttoseeanydifferenceineffectbetween

and ．Ifthereisany,itis,that, whiletheformerrepresentstheresultdesiredasbarely
possible,thelattersuggeststhatitisnotabsolutelyimpossible．”

See,e．g．, CrawfordH．Toy,ACriticalandExegeticalCommentaryontheBookofProverbs,

ICC (NewYork: CharlesScribner􀆳sSons,１９０２),４４９Ｇ４５１; Crenshaw, “TheExpression,”２７８Ｇ２７９,for
someoftheissuesanddifferenttranslationalpossibilities．NotethatLXXaddsfiveadditionalcouplets
aboutthekingfollowing２４:２２．Seefurther MichaelV．Fox, Proverbs: AnEclecticEdition with
IntroductionandTextualCommentary, HBCE１ (Atlanta: SBLPress,２０１５),３２７; MichaelV．Fox,

Proverbs１０Ｇ３１:ANewTranslationwithIntroductionandCommentary, AYB１８B(NewHaven: Yale
UniversityPress,２００９),７５１Ｇ７５３．

Assumingthepronounsaresubjective,ratherthanobjective．Cf．Toy,Proverbs,４５０;BruceK．
Waltke,TheBookofProverbs:Chapters１５Ｇ３１, NICOT (GrandRapids:Eerdmans,２００５),２８０n．４７,

２８７Ｇ２８８．
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theirsubjectsdon􀆳t．Inthistext,then,thereisahumanbeingwhoknowsthe
answertothequestion ,butitisanatypicalandnonＧrepresentativeone:

thehumankingattheverytopofthesocioＧpoliticalhierarchy．Thispoint
granted,thedistributivefunctionatworkinthegrammar—“them．．．thetwoof
them”—meansthatthesinglequestion, “Whoknows?”isactuallybipartite．
The monarch knowsthedestructionthatcancomefrom him, butsuch
knowledgedoesnotobtainfortheDeity􀆳spartofthequestion (andanswer):

humans do notknow that．So, despitethesomewhatatypicalsituation
involvingthisratheruniqueindividual(theking),itremainstruethatYHWH
clearlyknowswhathumanbeings—includingtheking,perDavidin２Sam１２:

２２!—donot．①

(６) Qoheleth３:２１

Whoknowsifthespiritofhumansgoesupandthespiritofanimals
goesdowntotheearth?

Here,assoofteninEcclesiastes, Godlurksverynearthesurfaceofthe
discourse．GodisthesubjectofseveralverbsinQoh３:１７Ｇ１８, withthelatter
verseparticularlyinstructiveforv．２１sinceitintroducestherelationship
betweenhumankindandanimals: “Isaidinmyheartregardinghumanbeings
thattheDeity[ ]istestingthemtoshowthattheyarebutanimals．”②

Qoheleththenindicatesthatthefateofhumansandanimalsisone( ),

asistheirspirit( ),andthattheybothgotothesameplace( ;

３:１９Ｇ２０a)．Thesage􀆳sconclusionisthat“everythingcomesfromthedustand
everythingreturnstothedust” (３:２０b), whichisfollowedbythe “who

①

②

Crenshaw, “TheExpression,” ２７９, notesthatLXXProv３０:１Ｇ１４immediatelyfollowsLXX
Prov２４:２２,andthatMTProv３０:４endswith“surelyyouknow” ( )addressedtoGod．SeeFox,

Proverbs,３８１,foradiscussion．
Qoh３:１８iscomplicated;thetranslationabovefollowstheNRSVfairlyclosely．SeeY．A．P．

Goldman, “ Qoheleth,” in General Introduction and Megillot, BHQ １８ (Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft,２００４),７７∗Ｇ７８∗ ．
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knows?”questionin３:２１．①

TherearetwogoodreasonsforsuggestingthatQoheleth􀆳squestiondoes
notexcludeGodfromknowingthemattersathandandso,infact,assumes
andimpliesdivineknowledge．② Thefirsthasalreadybeen mentioned: the
presenceandactionsof“theDeity” ( )in３:１７and,especially,３:１８．
ThesecondishowQohelethreturnstothelargerissueofdeathattheendof
thebook, in１２: ７, whichstatesthat, attheendofthings (orofall

①

②

Qoh３:２２shouldalsobenoted: “Whocanbringthemtoseewhatwillbeaftertheminthe
future?” ( )．TheHiphilstemof isnoteworthyhere,especiallyinthe
largercontext,anditseemsquitelikelythatthisquestion,too,somehowinvokestheDeity,especiallygiven
variousintertextualreferenceswiththePsalmsandthepowerofGodoverandbeyonddeathwhichisexpressed
there．Ihopetoreturntothismatterinasubsequentessay．Seefurtherundertext(７)below．

SeeGoldman, “Qoheleth,” ７９∗ whothinksLXX andSyr, whichread aretobe
preferredoverMT, Vulg,andTarg ．Goldmanthinks“[t]heomissionofthecj．inprotoＧMcreates
aseparationbetweenv．２０andv．２１．Onemaysuspectthisisatheologicalrevision．．．” butGoldman􀆳s
argumenthereseemsoverlyfine (cf．Weeks, Ecclesiastes１Ｇ５, ５６０)．Thesameholdstrue, in my
judgment,forGoldman􀆳spositionregardingthepointingof and [dependingonGKC§１００m:
“thearticleisacorrectionduetodoctrinalconsiderations,” withoutfurtherargument;thoughcf．similarly
ThomasKrüger, Qoheleth: A Commentary, trans．O．C．DeanJr．, ed．KlausBaltzer, Hermeneia
(Minneapolis: Fortress,２００４),８２n．２１a; MichaelV．Fox,ATimetoTearDownandaTimetoBuild
Up:ARereadingofEcclesiastes (GrandRapids: Eerdmans,１９９９),２１６]．Fordiscussionofthislatter

matter,seeCrenshaw, “TheExpression,” ２８０n．１８, whothinkstheinclusionof requiresthe
interrogativesense; ChoonＧLeong Seow, Ecclesiastes: A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary, AB１８C (NewYork: Doubleday,１９９７),１６８: “theforms[inMT]arenotimpossibleas
interrogatives”; George Aaron Barton, A Criticaland Exegetical Commentary onthe Bookof
Ecclesiastes,ICC (NewYork: CharlesScribner􀆳sSons,１９０９),１１１(whoapparentlythinksthepointing
inMTissimplya mistake); Robert Gordis, Koheleth—The Manand His World: A Studyof
Ecclesiastes,３rded．(NewYork:Schocken,１９６８),２３８;ChristianD．Ginsburg,TheSongofSongsand
Coheleth (CommonlyCalledtheBookofEcclesiastes): TranslatedfromtheOriginalHebrew, witha
Commentary, Historicaland Critical, repr．ed．(New York: Ktav, １９７０), ３１９Ｇ３２０; Schoors,

Ecclesiastes,３０７Ｇ３０８; Weeks, Ecclesiastes１Ｇ５, ５６１; andRobertD．Holmstedt, JohnA．Cook, and
PhillipS．Marshall,Qoheleth:AHandbookontheHebrewText,BHHB(Waco, TX:BaylorUniversity
Press,２０１７),１４１．Holmstedtetal．statethat, “[u]nlikemostofQoheleth􀆳squestions,thisone[in３:

２１] doesnotseemtobearhetoricalquestion, butanopenＧendedone” (ibid．),thoughtheyofferno
furtherdiscussionanddonotspecifythedifference．DanielJ．Treier, Proverbs& Ecclesiastes (Grand
Rapids: Brazos,２０１１),１５８,readingtheformsashavingthedefinitearticle,notinterrogativehe,takes
theverseasanotherinstanceof “thebackＧandＧforthuncertaintyofthepassage, hardlyassertingan
unorthodoxorcynicalconclusion．” Crenshaw, Ecclesiastes, １０４, pointsoutthat, if３: ２１hasbeen
tamperedwith, “theequallyunorthodoxteachingin３:１９wasleftunchanged．”
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things!)①, “thedustreturnstotheearthasitwas,andthespiritreturnsto
theDeity [ ] whogaveit．” PerhapsQohelethisagnostictothelast
insofarasthereturn ( )in１２: ７could (still) beupwardordownward
( or ;see３:２１)foreither(orboth) humankindandbeasts,buthe
isquitecertain,inchapter１２,thatthespiritinquestion( )returnsto“the
Deity．”②Itseemsquitesafetoassume, regardlessofQoheleth􀆳simperfect
apperception—preciselybecauseheishumanandnotdivine (see３:１１; ８:

１７)—thattheDeitydoesknow,evenifQohelethdoesnot,theanswertothe
questionposedin３:２１．③

①

②

③

SeeC．L．Seow, “Qohelet􀆳sEschatologicalPoem,”JBL１１８(１９９９):２０９Ｇ２３４．
NoteWeeks,Ecclesiastes１Ｇ５,５４４: “Qoheletdoesinfactbelievetheretobeadifference,and

thiswillmuchlaterbeconfirmedbyhisunequivocalsuggestionin１２．７,thathumanbreathdoesreturnto
God．” Cf．,e．g．, Krüger,Qoheleth,９３, whothinksthat３:２１“doesnotstandincontradictionto１２:７．．．
Thatis,ifhumansandanimalshaveoneandthesamelifespirit(v．１９), whichcomesfromGod(１２:７),

wemayassumethatthelifespiritofanimalsalsoreturnstoGodattheirdeath(cf．Ps１０４:２９Ｇ３０;Job３４:

１４Ｇ１５)．” Evenso,ifQohelethissomehowengagedwiththeopeningchaptersofGenesis(seeibid．,９２;

also１３３n．４;etc．),thenacontrastbetweenhumanlifeandanimallifemaybeoperative(cf．ibid．,９３n．
５１;cf．Graham Ogden,Qoheleth [Sheffield:JSOTPress,１９８７],６２: “somedistinctionisrequired,even
thoughitpresentlyliesbeyondproof, beyondempiricaltesting．Qoheleth􀆳stermyitrônholdswithinit
hopeforsomepostＧdeathresolution”)．Crenshaw, Ecclesiastes, １０５, alsodoesnotthink３: １９Ｇ２１
contradict１２:７: “Qohelethremarksthatbothelements[dustanddivinebreath]returntotheirsource,a
factfromwhichhedrewnocomfort(cf．Eccl．１２:８),”butitmaybedoubtedthat１２:８appliesto１２:７
atall．Forhispart, Ginsburgthinksthat in３:２１ (andelsewhere)isaninstanceof“emphatic
denial” (Coheleth, ３１９; cf．２６０; similarly Ogden, Qoheleth, ６２; also Barton, Ecclesistes, １１０)．
Schoors,Ecclesiastes,３０９,thinksQoheleth􀆳s“viewonthisquestionisagnosticandevensceptic[al]．．．
Qoh．doesneithercontestnorrejectthisview, butonlysuggestsbyhisrhetoricalquestionthatnobody
knows．”Murphy,Ecclesiastes,isalsocautious: “Itisuselesstotrytodeterminefromthisdenialhis
specificviewsonSheolandthenextlife,” addingthat１２:７ “isobviouslynotthesameclaimthathe
rejects”in３:２１ (３７)．Barton, Ecclesiastes, １１０, however,thinksQoheleth􀆳strueview “isshownby
１２７,thoughinhis moodofdespondentpessimism heseemsheretodenyit．” Onthepossibilityof
developmentwithinthecourseoftheBookofEcclesiastes(and/orwithinQoheleth􀆳sthought),seeEricS．
Christianson,ATimetoTell: NarrativeStrategiesinEcclesiastes,JSOTSup２８０ (Sheffield: Sheffield
AcademicPress, １９９８)．Ontheconnectionsbetween３:２１and１２:７, seealso MichaelA．Eaton,

Ecclesiastes:AnIntroductionandCommentary, TOTC１８(DownersGrove:IVPAcademic,１９８３),８７Ｇ
８８．

Cf．Weeks,Ecclesiastes１Ｇ５,５４４; E．Podechard,L􀆳Ecclésiaste (Paris: Gabalda,１９１２),３１２．
Alsopertinentheremaybethepossibilitythat in３:１８shouldbereadas(reflecting) , which
wouldexplicitlyinvokeGod􀆳screativeactivity(seeGoldman, “Qoheleth,”７７∗ )．Forthedivinereferent
of ,seeW．RandallGarr, “God􀆳sCreation: inthePriestlySource,” HTR９７(２００４):８３Ｇ８９．
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Tosummarizethusfar:eachoftexts(１)Ｇ(６) use incontextsthat
explicitlymentiontheDeity,variouslyidentified．Indeed,text(３)uses
indirectaddresstotheLord/God/YHWH withinapsalm, “aprayerof
Moses．” Onlytext (５) seemstoadmitofanotherpossibleandnonＧdivine
knower—namely, theking．Butthispassagelikelylimitsthisexceptional
humanknowerto knowing onlythosethings wrought bythisselfsame
individual;hencethispassage,too,doesnotdisallowdivineknowingfromthe
question ．Instead,text(５)onlyallowsforone,trulyuniqueanomalyin
aseaofhumannonＧknowing (anddivinemostＧcertainlyＧknowing)．Again,in
thisparticularcase, especiallygiventhedistributiveuseof , whatthe
humankingknowsislikelynotatallwhatGodknowsbutisrestrictedtothe
disasterwroughtbyroyalprerogative．InthiswaythekingＧasＧknowerisan
outlieratbestbutequallyinthedark(alongsidetheroyalsubjects)aboutwhat
Godmayorwilldo．Indeed,theignoranceofanothermonarch—thekingof
NinevehinJonah３—provesthispointprecisely,asdoesthatofanotherruler,

thisoneIsrael􀆳sgreatking, David,in２Samuel１２．Finally,even “agnostic”

Qohelethadmitsintheend, evenifonlyindirectly (andcontextually),that
Godisknowledgeableaboutwhatthecrabbysageishimselfnotawareofand
canonlyguessat(text[６])．Inbrief,therefore,texts(１)Ｇ(６)repeatedlyoffer
evidencethatwhathumansubjectsdonotknow,Godmostdefinitelydoes．It
istimenowtomovefromthesetextstoothersthatseem,atleastatfirst,to
belessclearinstancesoftheDivineSubjectthatsomehowlurksamidst ．

Ⅱ．“WhoKnows?” PartII: LessClearExamplesof

(７) Qoheleth６:１２

Becausewhoknowswhatisgoodforsomeonewhilelivingthefew
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daysoftheirvainlifewhichtheypassintheshadow?① Whocandeclare
tosomeonewhatwilltakeplaceafterthemunderthesun?

Whiletext(７)isthefirstoffourpassagesthatseemlessclearwhenit
comestoGodＧasＧultimateＧknower,theOnewhoknowswhatallothersdonot,

thistext, too, isnotfarremovedfromtexts (１)Ｇ(６) giventhestrongly
deterministicovertonesestablishedinQoh６:１０a: “Whateverhappens—ithas
alreadybeennamed;andwhathumanbeingsareisknown”; andevenmore
duetothesentimentfoundin６:１０b: “Theyareunabletocontendwiththe
onewhoisstrongerthanthey” ( )．② Contrarytothe NRSV
(“thosewhoarestronger”),thegrammaticallyＧsingularformfoundintheMT
hereshouldberetainedintranslation; contrarytothe NJPSV (“whatis
strongerthanhe”) thereferentisunlikelytobeimpersonal．Instead, given
Qoheleth􀆳suseofakindofdoubleＧregisterelsewhere,speakingatonceabout
bothGodanddeath,itseemsquitelikelythatGodispresenthereas“theOne
stronger．” TheDeity,therefore,isimpliedin６: １０．Asaresult, afterthe
briefasidein６:１１,itisnotdifficulttoseethatGod,unlikehumanbeings,is
alsotheonewhocouldanswerthequestion“whoknows?”in６:１２．Thisgains
evenmorecredencewhen６:１２iscomparedto３:１５, whichusesverysimilar

①

②

SeeGoldman, “Qoheleth,”８８∗Ｇ８９∗ ,for (LXX: )ratherthan (MT,supported
bySyriac􀆳ykt􀅰ll􀆳; andVulgatevelutumbra)．SeowthinksMTis “soundandneednotbeemended”
(Ecclesiastes, ２３４); anextensivediscussion, ultimatelyreading with MT, maybefoundinStuart
Weeks,ACriticalandExegeticalCommentaryonEcclesiastes, Vol．２:CommentaryonEcclesiastes５．７Ｇ
１２．１４(ICC; London: T&TClark,２０２２),１３６Ｇ１３８．PeterEnns,Ecclesiastes, THCOT (GrandRapids:

Eerdmans,２０１１),７７,thinksthesubjectof is“certainly．．．God, whois,onceagain,responsible
forwhathumanitymustendure．” Thempobjectsuffix,inturn, “couldrefereithertohumanity．．．orto
thedaysofone􀆳slife．．．Thethemeisfamiliarbynow:lifeisabsurd, youdieanyway, andGodisto
blame．”IfEnnsiscorrect [see, similarly, Craig G．Bartholomew, Ecclesiastes, BCOTWP (Grand
Rapids: BakerAcademic,２００９),２３９; TremperLongman, TheBookofEcclesiastes, NICOT (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans,１９９８),１７８],theverb isanotherinstancewhereQohelethisspeakingofGod,

butIthinkanysuchspeechＧaboutＧtheＧdivinehereiscovertatbestandperhapsnotpresentatall．Notethat
mostscholarstake hereto meansimply “spendtime” (see, e．g．, Fox, Time, ２４８; Schoors,

Ecclesiastes,４９３;Seow,Ecclesiastes,２３３)．
Cf．Schoors, Ecclesiastes, ４９１: “therhetoricalquestionsuggestsanegativeanswer, ‘nobody

knows’,becauseofdivinepredestination．” HegoesontocompareProv２０:２４: “Allourstepsareordered
bytheLORD;howthencanweunderstandourownways?” (NRSV)．FortheKethib/Qereissuewith

,seeGoldman, “Qoheleth,”３９,８８∗ ．
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languageandwhereGodisexplicitlymentionedalongwiththeimplicationthat
Godknowsthosethingsthatevadehumancomprehension:①

Whateverhappens—italreadydid;andwhatwillhappen—italready
has．AndtheDeity[ ]seeksoutwhathaspassedby．

Finally,６:１２couples withanotherrhetoricalquestion: “whocan
declare?” ( )② andlocatestheunknowable (tohumans) futurefirmly
“underthesun” ( ),aphrasethatmanyinterpretershavedeemedan
anthropological,nottheological,locus．③ Thatistosaythat“underthesun”

doesnotapplytotheDeitywhoisnotunderthesun—not, atleast,inthe
samewayhumanbeingsarebutisinsteadabovethesunorbeyonditinsome
way．“Underthesun”refers,therefore,tothebeneathＧornonＧGodrealm．No
humanbeing,therefore,couldtellanotherhumanbeingwhatwilltakeplace
aftertheminthefuture,butGod, whoisnotlimitedtolife“underthesun”

verywellcouldandmight．④ Godcoulddeclarethisfuture(６:１２b;cf．３:２２)

①

②

③

④

SeeCrenshaw, “TheExpression,”２８２．
Cf． inQoh３:２２;seeaboveundertext(６)．
See,interalia,J．GeraldJanzen, “QoheletonLife‘UndertheSun,’”CBQ７０(２００８):４６５Ｇ４８３．
Cf．Ogden,Qoheleth,９８: “Implicitintherhetoricalquestionisthebeliefthatnobodyknows,or

thatatleastonlyGodknows．” Divineknowledgeisassumed,in myjudgment, regardlessofwhether
refers“tofutureeventsinone􀆳slifetime” (soFox,Time,２４８Ｇ２４９)orbeyondthatmoregenerally

(i．e．,afterone􀆳sdeath)．Schoorsdisputesanypresenceoftheafterlifeinthiscontext,however, “because
oftheadjunct‘underthesun’” [Ecclesiastes,４９１;cf．４９５Ｇ４９６;alsofound,earlier,inA．Schoors,The
PreacherSoughttoFindPleasingWords:AStudyoftheLanguageofQoheleth,PartII:Vocabulary,

OLA１４３ (Leuven: Peeters, ２００４), １３１Ｇ１３２]．Murphy, Ecclesiastes, ５９,issimilar: Qohelethhasin
mind“howthingswillturnoutwhileonestilllivesonearth．” Onceagain, cf．Qoh３: ２２andthe
discussionaboveundertext(６)．



—１２５　　 —

andthereforeGodalsoknowswhatisgood (６: １２a)．①Perhapsoneshould
observeatthispointthat, elsewhereinEcclesiastes, Qohelethhasadecent
senseofwhatisgood( )andisquiteclearthatitisGod􀆳sgift(see３:１２Ｇ
１３;５:１７Ｇ１９;cf．３:２２)．②

(８) Qoheleth２:１９

Andwhoknowsifhe[i．e．,theheir] willbewiseorfoolish? Buthe
willhavecontroloverallmyworkthatItoiledatandthatIwaswise
aboutunderthesun．This,also,ishevel．

GenerallyＧspeaking,text (８) seemslittledifferentintermsoftoneor
substanceastexts (６) and (７), which weredeemed moreandlessclear,

respectively, withregardtodivineknowing．Intext(８), whichprecedestexts
(６)and(７)inthebook, Qoheleth(also)lamentslackofknowledgeabout③or
perhapsbetter, lackofcontrolover, thefuture—inthisspecificcase, the
indeterminatequalityofhisheir(s) andhowthatheir(s) willdeploythat
which Qoheleth has accomplished through his “wise toil．”④ Qoheleth􀆳s
frustrationoverthissituationiscapturedbyhowhebeginswith ,equivalent

①

②

③

④

See,similarly, Krüger,Qoheleth,１３３n．４, whothinksthat, whilev．１２a“doesnothavetobe
readfromthestartasa ‘rhetorical’ question,” evenso, “[w]iththebackgroundof [the] primeval
history．．．thequestioncouldbeanswered with ‘God’ (cf．Gen２:１８)．．．whatis ‘good’ cannotbe
determinedbyhumanbeingsthemselves．．．itisgiventotheminadvancebyGodthroughGod􀆳screative
activity．” KrügergoesontoarguethatGodisalsotheone“whocoulddeclare” ( ;ibid．,１３３n．５)and
pointstothedivinelimitationofhumanknowledgein３:１１(also３:１４)．Cf．Whybray,Ecclesiastes,１１１:
“ItisQoheleth􀆳sview (v．１０)thateachperson􀆳sdestinyisknown—toGod．Soinsayingthatwecannot
knowwhatisgoodformanheisnotcontradictingearlierstatementssuchas５:１８[１７], butrather
confirmingthem”;andTreier, Proverbs& Ecclesiastes, １８２:thequestion “hasapositiveaswellas
negativeanswer:nothumans,butGod．Godknowswhatisgoodformortals．” Treiernotablyentitlesthe
secondhalfofthebook,７:１Ｇ１２:７, “WhoKnows?”inhiscommentary．Cf．Murphy,Ecclesiastes,５８:
“Therhetoricalquestion(‘whoknows?’)expressesanissuethatcrisscrossesthroughthebook(２:３;cf．
the‘nothingbetter’sayingsof２:２４;３:１２,２２;etc．)．Itisalsoanintroductiontothefutileattemptto
findoutwhatisgood(chaps．７Ｇ８)ortoknowwhatliesahead(chaps．９Ｇ１０)．”

Asaresult, MichaelV．Foxdetectssome“selfＧdirectedirony”in６:１２[Ecclesiastes (JPSBible
Commentary;Philadelphia: JewishPublicationSociety, ２００４), ４２]．Forthe √t􀅰ＧwＧb wordgroupin
Qoheleth,seeSchoors,Preacher,２７Ｇ４４．

Cf．Vulgate, whichmakesQoheleththeexplicitsubject:ignoro(“Idonotknow”)．
SeeGordis, Koheleth,２２３, whotakes asahendiadys: “Itoiledwisely．”
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hereto“nooneknows,”①atthestartofthisverse,andhow Qohelethends
withhisjudgmentthat“this,too,is ．” Ontheonehand, Ogdenisright
that hereis “actuallyanaffirmationthatnobodyknows,leastofall
Qohelethhimself．”② Ontheotherhand,thisjudgmentiswrongbecausetime
itselfwilltell．Neither Qoheleth—norany oneelseatthe moment—can
determinethequalityofhisheir(s)andthefateofhisfortune．．．atleastunder
thesun [seetext (７) above]．Butthereisnothingpreventing Godfrom
knowingthisinformation,especiallyGodasenvisionedbyQoheleth．[Others,

too, willknow,butonlyafterthefact;cf．text(４)above．] Thisis,afterall,

theDeitywho“doesall”or“makeseverything” ( ;１１:

６),andwhohas“longagoapprovedwhatyoudo” ( ;

９:７)．Moreimmediateintheliterarycontextoftext(８)ishow Qoheleth􀆳s
frustrationin２: １８Ｇ２３ movestohisfirst “joyＧpassage” (２: ２４Ｇ２６), which
explicitlyinvokesGod:God􀆳shand,God􀆳sroleineatingandenjoyment,God􀆳s
givingofwisdom,knowledge,andjoyalongwiththehardworkofgathering
andheaping．This,too,ishevelandapursuitofwind ( ;９:

２６b),butitisthoroughlyGodＧimplicated．Thejudgmentthat in２:１９
“expressesutterskepticism,” therefore, needssomeimportantnuancing③:

GodtranscendsthehumansubjectratherdefinitivelyinQoheleth􀆳sthoughtand
inthe book named after him．④ Ifsomethingsare unclear, worthy of
skepticisminEcclesiastes, thispointabouttheDeityismostcertainlynot
underdebate．Qohelethseemsabundantlyclearaboutthatmuchatleast! And
so,again, whileherailsagainstthelimitsof(hisownand)humanknowing,

God􀆳stranscendenceisnotsimilarlylimited．Indeed,itistheexistenceofthe

①

②

③

④

Ginsburg,Coheleth,２９５,translates“nooneknoweth．．．” (asalsofor３:２１;seealsoibid．,３１８,

２９６)andarguesthattheformula“isusedfornooneknows．” Similarly, Podechard,L􀆳Ecclésiaste,２７６:
“Etquisait,c􀆳estＧàＧdire‘onnesaitpas．’”

Ogden,Qoheleth,４５．
Crenshaw,Ecclesiastes,８７．Whybray, Ecclesiastes,６０, whothinksCrenshaw “overstatesits

[thequestion􀆳s]significance．”

Cf．, memorably,EliasBickerman,FourStrangeBooksoftheBible:Jonah/Daniel/Koheleth/Esther
(NewYork:Schocken,１９６７),１４９: “forKoheleththetraditionalpreceptto‘fearGod’ meanstobeonguard
againstElohim．” Moregenerally, seeSchoors, Preacher, ９３Ｇ１１１; KlaasSmelik, “GodintheBookof
Qoheleth,”inTheLanguageofQoheletinItsContext:EssaysinHonorofProf．A．SchoorsontheOccasionof
HisSeventiethBirthday,eds．A．BerlejungandP．VanHecke, OLA１６４(Leuven:Peeters,２００７),１７７Ｇ１８１．
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latter, God􀆳slack oflimitations—or, said differently, the Deity􀆳snonＧ
finitude—thatseemstocauseandexacerbateQoheleth􀆳sstruggleswithhis
own(andhuman)finitude．

(９) Qoheleth８:１

Whoislikethewise? Andwhoknowstheinterpretationofamatter/

word? Aperson􀆳swisdombrightenstheirfaceandthehardnessoftheir
faceischanged．

Rightfromthestart,theHebrewoftext (９)isvexed, withscholarly
opinionsdiverging widely overhow to understandtheopening question,

．Despite Aquila, Vulgate, andperhapsSymmachus, allofwhom
suggesta differentdivision ofcharactersfrom MT: “whoisso wise?”
( )①, Goldman thinks the nonＧelided definite article after the
prepositionshouldberetainedasafeatureofLateBiblicalHebrew．②Thelatter
partofQoh８:１,abouttheshiningofone􀆳sfaceandthelike—ifnottheentire
verse—isusuallytakenasakindofproverbialstatement, perhapscitedby
Qohelethifnotactuallycreatedbyhim．Whateverthecase, severalfactors
arguethatinthisverse,too, Godisimpliedasonewhoknowsthatwhichis

①

②

SoalsoSeow,Ecclesiastes,２７７; Fox, Ecclesiastes,５３;alsoidem, Time,２７２: “sincev．１aβ
canonlymeanthatnooneknowsthemeaningofamatter, werequireanegativeevaluationinv．１aα,too,

inotherwords,astatementthateventhewisemanhasalimitedcapacityforunderstanding．．．[W]emay
paraphrasev．１aas: Nooneissowiseastounderstandthemeaningofanything．”IdisagreewithSchoors,

whothinksthatthereadinginAquilaetal．“undoubtedlyoffersalectiofacilitans” (Ecclesiastes,５９３)．
Seealsothenextnote．

Goldman, “Qoheleth,”９７∗ ,citingGKC§３５n．SimilarlyGordis, Koheleth,２８６; Holmstedt,

Cook,andMarshall,Qoheleth,２２６．Eaton􀆳sperspective,thatthe hereisanexampleofkaphveritatis,

wouldmakethe (mis)divisionissuemoot (Ecclesiastes, １１７)．SeealsoSchoors, Ecclesiastes, ５９４;

Treier, Proverbs& Ecclesiastes,１９７;andcf．Whybray, Ecclesiastes,１２８．Ginsburg, Coheleth,３９０,

somewhatoddly,thinks shouldbesuppliedbefore inQoh８:１．Ifheiscorrect, Qoh８:１wouldno
longerbeaninstanceof , butGinsburgoffersnosubstantivesupportforhisemendationandit
shouldberejected．Onceagain, Weeks, Ecclesiastes５Ｇ１２, ３１２Ｇ３１４, offersanextendeddiscussion．He
retainsMTandtranslates“Whoislikethewiseman?” (３１２)．
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unknowntohumans．① Thefirstofthesefactorsmaywellbethegeneralforce
oftheother passagespreviouslyexamined, especiallytexts (１)Ｇ(６),

coupledwiththegeneraldepictionofGodinQoheleth[seeaboveontext(８)]．
Another, morespecificconsideration wouldbetheuseof elsewhere,

particularlyin Daniel．② occurs with greatfrequencyin Danielsince
“interpretation” isofgreatconcernthroughoutthatbook．Manydifferent
individualsaresaidtooffer , withhuman ingreatdemand (see
chaps．２, ４Ｇ５; also７:１６)．Daniel, ofcourse,isthe masterinterpreterpar
excellence．Onemightsay,therefore,thatonepossibleresponsetothequestion:
“Whoknowstheinterpretationofamatter/word?” wouldbe:“Danielandotherslike
him．” Whilethisisnodoubttrue,itmustbequicklyaddedthat,forhispart,Daniel
givescreditwherecreditisdue: hisskillsininterpretationareduenottohisown
wisdom;rather, “thismysteryhasbeenrevealedtome” ( ;Dan２:３０)．
EvenmoresalientisDaniel􀆳stestimonythatitis“theGreatGodwhohasrevealedto
thekingwhatistocomeafter” ( ; ２: ４５)．In
Daniel４, Nebuchadnezzaristheone whorecognizestheultimatelydivine
originofDaniel􀆳sgifts,evenifthekingconceivesofthatorigininpolytheistic
terms: “youareable [tointerpretthedream] becausethespiritoftheholy
godsisinyou” ( ;４:１５)．Danielmakessuretoset
thekingstraight: “Thisistheinterpretation, OKing,anditisadecreeofthe
MostHighthathascomeupon mylordtheking” (

;４:２１)．Stillfurther,in７:１６, Danielmustapproach
oneofthedivineattendants( )inordertoobtaintheinterpretation
ofthevisionsthatterrifiedhim．Whatallofthis makesabundantlyclear,

therefore, isthat, ifaspecialhuman beinglike Danieldoes know the
interpretationofa(divine) matter/word—andeventhebestsometimesdonot

①

②

Cf．Murphy,Ecclesiastes,８２, who,citingAlonsoSchökel, notesthat“Godmayprovidethe
context”for８:１．ContrastGoldingay, Ecclesiastes,２１４Ｇ２１５, whorelatesthetwopartsoftheverseto
eachother: “Theobviousanswerstothedoublerhetoricalquestionswouldberespectively ‘noone’and
‘thesmartpersondoes．’Inotherwords,thesecondhalfofthelinerestatesthefirst,elaboratingonwhat
itmeanstobesmart．”Seefurtherbelow．

Theotherplacewherethenotion (Heb )isfoundisintheJosephcycle(Genesis４０Ｇ
４１);seeKrüger,Qoheleth,１５１Ｇ１５２andn．７andfurtherbelow．
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(soDan７:１６!)—theyknowthisonlybecauseofdivinedisclosure．① Thisis
justanotherwaytosay,onceagain,thatevenifhumanbeingsdonotknow,

Goddoes．Thatiswhy,ifandwhenhumanbeingsdoknow,itisonlybecause
Godsoallows．②

Afinal, smallerconsiderationthataddsstillfurther weighttothis
interpretationof intext(９)isthereadingoftheTargumatQoh８:１:
“Whois the wise who can stand againstthe wisdom ofthe Lord?”
( )．Goldmanpositsthatthisphrasingmight
“beaninterpretationofthatparticularuseofthearticleofM[T],i．e．, ‘the
Wise’parexcellenceistheLord．”③ EvenifGoldmanisn􀆳trightaboutthe
Targumhere,or,evenifheisandtheTargumisnotentirelygermanetoMT
Qoh８:１,itremainsthecasethatscholarshaveoftenfoundintext(９)andits
largercontextanotherinstanceof Qoheleth􀆳s doubleＧspeak because what
followsinchapter８, whichisputativelyabouttheking ( ; ８: ２),seems
equallyifnotmoreapplicabletoGod,especiallybymeansofthephrases“he

①

②

③

Daniel５isnorealexception．True,DanieldoesnotexplicitlycreditGodfortheinterpretationbut
thejudgmentdiscussedstemsfromoffensesmadeagainst “the MostHighGod” ( ; ５: １８),

becauseNebuchadnezzarneededtolearnthesovereigntyoftheMostHighGod( ;５:２１),and
becauseBelshazzarhasnothonored“theGodinwhosehandisyourbreathandwhoownsallyourways”

( ;５:２３)．Finally,itisfromthisGod􀆳spresence( ;５:２４)

thatthehandwritingwassent, andGod ( )isthefirstmentionedsubjectaftertheintroductory
formula“thisistheinterpretationofthe matter” ( ; ５: ２６)．One mightcomparethe
extensiveuseof atQumran, whereitistypicallyusedofdivinelyrevealedinterpretation,especially
thatgiventotheRighteousTeacher, “towhomGod[ ]revealedallthemysteriesofthewordsofhis
servantstheprophets” (１QpHab７．４Ｇ５)．

Krüger,Qoheleth,１５１Ｇ１５２: “WithJosephaswellaswithDaniel．．．thetextstatesemphatically
thatthe‘interpretations’conveyedbythemgobacktoGod,”andso,asaresult, “Qoh８:１acanalsobe
readasastatementabouttheincomparablewisdomofGodthatisnotathumandisposal” (emphases
added)．UnderthisgeneralrubricofdivineknowledgerevealedtohumanbeingsbelongtextslikeAmos３:

３Ｇ８; Deuteronomy５; Ezek３７:３．
Goldman, “Qoheleth,”９７∗ ．
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doeswhateverhepleases” ( ;８:３)①and“whocansaytohim,
‘Whatareyoudoing?’” ( ;８:４)．Ofcourse, anyonewho
hasreadtext(５),Prov２４:２２,isnotatallsurprisedtoseethetwoancient
NearEasternsuperpowers,thedivineandhumanrulers,linkedonceagainin
text(９)ifnotalsoelsewhereinEcclesiastes．Last, butcertainlynotleast,it
shouldbenotedthatsomeancientinterpreters,too,readthequestionsintext
(９)asreferringtoGod．②

(１０) Esther４:１４

Ifyoukeepcompletelysilentatthismoment,reliefanddeliverance
mayarisefortheJewsfromanotherplace, butyouandyourancestral
housewillperish．Butwhoknowsifyouhavenotcometothekingdomfor
amomentpreciselylikethisone?

Thisisafamousverseifonlybecause,accordingto mostinterpreters,
“anotherplace” istheclosest MT Esthergetstoanythingevenremotely

①

②

TheclosesimilaritybetweenQoh８:４bandJob９:１２b, wherethereferentisGod,haslongbeen
observed．Cf．alsoIsa４５:９andDan４:３５．Forthephrase ,seeA．Hurvitz, “TheHistory
ofaLegalFormula:kol􀆳ašerＧh􀅰āpēs􀅰ā̒āh (Psalmscxv３,cxxxv６),”VT３２(１９８２):２５７Ｇ２６７．Itoccurs
inPss１１５:３and１３５:６, whichstatethatitisGod whodoeswhateverhepleases．Aslightlymodified
formisfoundinIsa４６:１０(Godspeaking);Jonah１:１４(thesailors􀆳prayertoGod);andhereinQoh８:

３(HurvitzthinksDan４:３２isanadaptationofthesamephrase)．ThefactthatGodistheactingsubject
inthesetextsisnoteworthy;itwouldbeoddforQohelethtousethesamephrasing withdifferent
meaning．

E．g．,PesiqtadeRabKahanaVI: Ⅱ whichstatesthatthequestion, “Whoiswiseenough?”
(notethepossibleimplicationsfortheVorlage) pertainstotheHolyOne[seeJacobNeusner,Symbol
andTheologyinEarlyJudaism (Minneapolis: FortressPress,１９９１),９０]．
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mentioningGod．①ItistheclimaxofMordecai􀆳sspeechtoEstherurgingherto
actonbehalfofherpeoplebyintercedingwiththeking．ThoughGodisnever
mentionedbynameinMTEsther(LXXEsther,ofcourse,isaverydifferent
story,asistheAlphaText), manyscholarsfindevidenceofdivineprovidence
inthisverse,aselsewhereintheHebrewformofthebook．②Therabbis,too,

hadnoqualmswithidentifying“(the)Place” ( [ ])asanepithetforGod．③

Thecumulativeevidenceofvariousdetails—includinghardlysubtleoneslike
fasting, wearing(orlayingin)sackclothandashes, “wailingwithaloudand
bittercry,” great mourning, weeping, andlamenting (４:１Ｇ３);④ orthe
allusionstosacralwarpracticeslaterinthebook(chaps．８Ｇ９)⑤—coupledwith

①

②

③

④

⑤

SeethediscussioninJonD．Levenson,Esther:ACommentary, OTL(Louisville: Westminster
JohnKnox,１９９７),８１, whonotesthat “if‘anotherquarter’isGod,thenwehaveinthisversethe
strongestapproximationinthe MasoreticEsthertoanexplicittheologicalaffirmation．” AdeleBerlin,

Esther ,JPSBibleCommentaryPhiladelphia(JewishPublicationSociety,２００１),４４:deemsit“hardto
imaginethatsalvationcouldcome‘fromanotherplace’ withoutseeingthisasaveiledreferencetoGod．”

CareyA．Moore, Esther: Introduction, Translation, and Notes, AB７B (GardenCity: Doubleday,

１９７１),５０,thinksthattheexplicitmentionofthedeityintheAlphaText,inJosephus, andinthe
Targumsatthispoint“arecertainlycorrecttoseeintheHebrewaveiledallusiontoGod．” Mooregoeson
tocomparetheuseof“mercy”in１Macc１６:３and“kingdomofHeaven”intheGospelofMatthew．He
concludes: “Thatsamephrase[‘anotherquarter’],aswellas‘It􀆳spossiblethat．．．’ [whichishowhe
translates ],seemstoaffirmtheauthor􀆳sfaithinGod􀆳sprovidentialcare” (５２)．

SeeCrenshaw, “TheExpression,”２７７, whoalsoreferstotheworkofSandraBethBerg, The
BookofEsther: Motifs,Themes,andStructure (Missoula:ScholarsPress,１９７９),１７７Ｇ１７９．Seealso,

interalia, Moore,Esther,５２．Cf．Levenson,Esther,１８Ｇ２１,esp．１９: “That[God]isunnamedneednot
entailthatheisuninvolved．” Forlargertreatments, seeBrittany N．Melton, WhereisGodinthe
Megilloth?ADialogueontheAmbiguityof DivinePresenceandAbsence, OTS７３ (Leiden: Brill,

２０１８);andChloeT．Sun,ConspicuousinHisAbsence:StudiesintheSongofSongsandEsther (Grand
Rapids:IVPAcademic,２０２１)．

See,e．g．, Gen．Rab．§６８;Pesik．R．§２１; Ab．Zar．４０b; Nidd．４９b;Ber．１６b;Lev．Rab．§５．
SeeMarcusJastrow, DictionaryoftheTargumim, theTalmud Babliand Yerushalmi, andthe
MidrashicLiterature, repr．ed．(Peabody: Hendrickson, ２００５), ２: ８３０; and A．Spanier, “Die
Gottesbezeichnungen hammāqôm und haqqādōš bārûk hû􀆳 in der frühtalmudischen Literatur,”

MitteilungenderVorderasiatischeＧÄgyptischenGesellschaft６６(１９２２):３０９Ｇ３１４．
SeeBerlin,Esther,４４;Paton,Esther,９５．ItishardtoagreewithMoore,Esther,xxxii, who

deemsfasting“comparativelyunimportant．”

SeeBrent A．Strawn, “Commentaryon Esther７: １Ｇ６, ９Ｇ１０; ９: ２０Ｇ２２,” https://www．
workingpreacher．org/commentaries/revisedＧcommonＧlectionary/ordinaryＧ２６Ｇ２/commentaryＧonＧestherＧ７１Ｇ
６Ｇ９Ｇ１０Ｇ９２０Ｇ２２Ｇ２(accessed２/１/２０２４)．Paton,Esther,９５,includesthe“mentionofproselytes”inEsth８:

１７;９:２７．
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thedivineentanglementsof evidentintheothertextsexploredabove,

seemstosupporttheviewthatEsth４:１４doesgetverycloseindeedtonaming
Godwithoutactuallydoingso．①Evenifthisisso,itdoesnotsolvetheriddle
ofwhythebookasawholeseemstostudiouslyavoidexplicitmentionofthe
Deity②,thoughtheimmediateliterarycontextofchapter４offersaperfectly
reasonableideafor why Mordecai may have used acircumlocution: the
messagesbetween him and Estherare beingrelayedthroughthirdＧparty
intermediaries(see４:５Ｇ１０,１２Ｇ１３)．PerhapscommunicationthroughPersian
messengersrequiredextradiscretion．

Despitethesenotinconsiderablefactors,text (１０)isplacedlastamong
the“lessclear” passages, andasthefinal, climacticexampletherein,

becauseofthestrongtendencytoseeEstherasdecidedlynonＧtheological．③

Andyet,ifwhathasbeenpresentedaboveiscorrect,notonlyaboutEsth４:

①

②

③

SoAngelManuelRodriguez,Esther:ATheologicalApproach (BerrienSprings, MI: Andrews
UniversityPress, １９９５), １８．NotealsoPaton, Esther, ９５: “beliefinGodisatleastimplied．．．inthe
circumlocutionof４１４,”thoughhegoesontosaythat“theauthorgoesoutofhiswaytoavoidmentioning
God” (２２２;similarlyRodriguez,Esther,１８;seealso２５)．Bothpointsareimportant．ContrastFrederic
Bush,Ruth,Esther, WBC９(Nashville: ThomasNelson,１９９６),３９６, whothinks“anotherplace” with
referencetoGod wouldhaveto mean “from anotherGod,” whichstrikes measquiteunnecessarily
mechanisticwithreferenceto (soalsoCrenshaw, “TheExpression,” ２７６Ｇ２７７andn．８)．Similarly
overwroughtisBush􀆳ssecondconcernthata“starkcontrast” wouldbe“setuptherebybetweenthedivine
deliveranceandthedeliverancethatEsthermightachievebyherappealtotheking” (Ruth,Esther,３９６)．
Bywayofresponse, notePaton (Esther,２２３),forexample, whothinksthatevenhelpfromanother
nation“mighthave[been]regardedasprovidential”bytheauthor．BushgoesontoarguethatEsth４:１４b
“isapositiverhetoricalquestion,expressingastrongnegation．．．Consequently,the‘whoknows?’ofthe
questiondoesnotexpressdoubtorskepticismabouttheprovidentialpurposeofherpositionasqueen,or
merepossibility．Onthecontrary,itexpressesaconfidenthope” (Ruth, Esther, ３９７)．Bushdeems
Esther􀆳ssubsequentwords “IfIperish, Iperish” assimilarlyexpressing “courageousdetermination”
(４００)．

SeeMichaelV．Fox,CharacterandIdeologyintheBookofEsther,２ded．(Eugene: Wipf&
Stock,２０１０), ２３７Ｇ２４７; Levenson, Esther, １７, also３２Ｇ３４, onthepossibilitythat MTrepresentsa
purposefullydeＧtheologizedversionofthebook．Cf．Berlin, Esther, ４４, onEsther４: “Godismost
presentandmostabsentinthischapter．ReligiouspracticeandthementionofGod􀆳snamecomeclosestto
thesurfacehere,andaremostobviouslysuppressed．．．Inthissadscene,theauthorishardpressedtowrite
Godoutofthestory．”

A majorinterpreterinthisveinhasbeenMarvinA．Sweeney．See,e．g．,his“AbsenceofGＧdand
HumanResponsibilityintheBookofEsther,” inidem, Visionsofthe Holy: Studiesin Biblical
TheologyandLiterature, RBL１０５(Atlanta:SBL,２０２３),７０１Ｇ７１２．
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１４butaboutthe textsmoregenerally (especiallytheclearerones),

muchneedstobereevaluated．Onesees,attheveryleast,thatDayisn􀆳tquite
rightwhenshesaysthatMordecai“tossesthingstodestiny,suggestingthatit
isfatethatbroughtEsthertoqueenshiptoanswerthepresentneed,”because,

asDayherselfnotes, “[o]therbiblicalfigureswhousesimilarlanguage,

asking ‘who knows?’ aboutfuture events, doso explicitly within a
considerationofGod􀆳sroleinthoseevents．”①Infact,preciselybecauseofthat
largercontextualpressurebroughttobearbytheuseof“similarlanguage,”I
deemitnotatall “highlysignificantthatMordecaidoesnotusethis[explicit]

language,”sinceonlysomeofthe passagesdoso—inpart,evidently,

because byitselfinvolves(evenifonlyasanintellectualexception)the
Deity．Furthermore,theclimaxinEsther􀆳sreplytoMordecai, “ifIperish,I
perish” ( ;４:１６),isalsonot“throw[ing]thingstothefates”
(perDay) becauseofthehighlysimilarsituationinDan３:１７Ｇ１８．Contrary,

then,toDay􀆳sinterpretation(andagreatmanyothersthatareverymuchlike
it),lifeanddeathhangnotonsomeamorphousnotionof“fate(s)”inEsther
buthangpreciselyontheDeityinsofarasandexactlybecauseGodistheone
whoknowsandthequestion knowsthis．②Intheend, thisisnotan
ambiguousquestionatall;quitetothecontrary!

Tosummarize:texts (７)Ｇ(１０) areadmittedlysomewhatlessclearthan
texts(１)Ｇ(６),buttexts(１)Ｇ(６)surelyimpinge—andshouldimpinge—onthe
properunderstandingoftexts(７)Ｇ(１０)．Indeed,eventhe“lessclear”textsare
notentirelynorequallyopaque．Text(７),incontext,isperhapsmoreclear
thannot．Thecloseaffinitiesbetweentext(７)andtext(８)suggestthatthe
latter,too,isnotentirelyvagueonthematterathand．Thisleavesonlytexts

①

②

LindaM．Day,Esther, AOTC (Nashville: Abingdon,２００５),９２(emphasisadded)．
ThisisnottosaythatGodisn􀆳toperativethroughchanceoccurrences, whichiswhatmany

believeisthecaseinEsther(seeabove)．ForarecentdiscussionoffateandGodintheHebrewBible,see
StephenB．Chapman, “MiqrehandYHWH: Fate, Chance, Simultaneity, andProvidence,”inDivine
Doppelgängers:YHWH􀆳sAncientLookＧAlikes,ed．CollinCornell(UniversityPark, PA: Eisenbrauns,

２０２０),１８１Ｇ２００, whichnotesoverlapbetweenGodandtheIsraeliteconceptoffate ( )．Notethat
isneverplural(“fates”)intheHebrewBible．Foranotherstudyonmiqreh,seePeterMachinist,

“Fate, Miqreh,andReason:SomeReflectionsonQoheletandBiblicalThought,”inSolvingRiddlesand
UntyingKnots: Biblical, Epigraphic,andSemiticStudiesin HonorofJonasC．Greenfield, eds．
ZionyZevit,SeymourGitin,andMichaelSokoloff(WinonaLake: Eisenbrauns,１９９５),１５９Ｇ１７５．
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(９)and (１０) asbelongingmoresolidlytothe “lessclear” categorywhenit
comestothetheologicalcharacterof ．Inlightofthelargerliterary
context,however,aswellascomparabletextsinDanielalongwithQoheleth􀆳s
penchantforspeakinginakindofdoubleＧregisteraboutthe Deity, itis
difficulttoavoidtheconclusionthattext(９),too,allowsforthepossibility
thatGodknows evenifother, wiseindividuals—peoplelikeQoheleth
himself—simplydon􀆳t(cf．８:１７)．Similarly, whileMTEstherisfamousfor
itsnonＧtheologicalpresentation,thesubsurfacepresenceofthedivineisoften
notedbyinterpreters, whetherthatisviathevariousreligiousritualsthatare
mentioned,thehighfrequencyof (divine?) coincidences,① orthepossible
doubleＧreferentof ．② Whileallofthosepointsarequitesignificant,the
“Whoknows?”textsdiscussedabovesuggestthatifonewishesto“find”GodinMT
Esther, maybeeverybitasgooda“place”tostartas ．③

Ⅲ．Conclusions

Ifthepresentationaboveiscogent,theresultsarestriking．Inatleast６of
the１０instancesof inthe Hebrew Bible, Godisclearlypresentor
heavilyimplicatedinthequestion“Whoknows?”Intwoothers,texts(７)and
(８),itisnothardtoseethesame．Interpretivedetailsatworkinseveralof
theseeightinstancesindicatethatthesamejudgmentlikelyalsoholdstruefor

①

②

③

SeeBerlin,Esther,４９; Levenson,Esther,１８Ｇ１９; Bush,Ruth,Esther,３２３．
Bush,Ruth, Esther, ３２６, citingDavidJ．A．Clines, TheEstherScroll: TheStoryofthe

Story,JSOTSup３０(Sheffield:JSOT, １９８４), １５５Ｇ１５６, approvingly: “thestorytellerisnotheological
sophisticatepromotinga‘religionlessJudaism’,butanOldBelieverwhoseultimateactoffaithistotake
theprotectiveprovidenceofGodforgranted”; hence, “thereisnothinghidden orveiled aboutthe
causalityoftheeventsoftheEstherstory:itisindeedunexpressed butitisunmistakable, giventhe
contextwithinwhichthestoryisset” (ibid．,１５６;citedinBush,Ruth,Esther,３２６)．Seefurther,once
again,thediscussionsinMelton,WhereIsGod?;andSun,ConspicuousinHisAbsence．

Cf．Levenson,Esther,８１: “Insupportofthismoretheologicalreading[of‘anotherquarter’],

theexpression‘whoknows’ (mîyôdēa̒ )issuggestive,”thoughheconnectsthephrase, nottoGod􀆳s
knowledge(orbeing) buttoitsuseintextsrelatedtopenitentialpracticethatmayleadtoachangein
God􀆳sjudgment．So, “[i]fthisisthebackgroundtotheusageinEsth．４:１４,thenwehavehereanother
echooftheritesoflamentationwithwhichthechapterbegan．” Levenson􀆳sfinalcommenton４:１２Ｇ１７is
delightful: “Whoknows? Perhapstheriteshavehadaneffect, andlargerforcesareatworkthatwill
rescuetheJewsafterall．”
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text(９)．Thisleavesonlyonepassage,text(１０),Esth４:１４,aslessclearor
obvious—buteventhistext, perthediscussionabove,seemstoevokeGod,

andinmorewaysthanjust ．
Insum,therefore,itseemsnotonlypossiblebutquiteprobablethatGod

issomehowpresentineachandeveryinstanceof ．Theanswertothe
question “Whoknows?” isthusclearlytwoＧedged: ontheonehand,the
questionsignalsthatnohumanbeingknows;ontheotherhand,thatonlyGod
does (cf．Prov３０:４;aswellasthepointedquestionsandcommentsfromGod
toJobaboutthelatter􀆳slackofknowledge[√yＧdＧ‘]inJob３８:４Ｇ５,１８,２１)．
If isananthropocentricquestion,itneverthelesshasatheologically
fraughtside．Thecalculusofthesedataleadstoatleastthreeconclusions:

(１) First, Crenshaw􀆳sanalyticof “open”Ｇvs．“closed”Ｇdoorscenarios,

whilehelpful, isnottheonly, andperhapsalsonotthebest metricfor
understandingtheforceandmeaningof ．① Thereismoretosayabout
thesetexts,especiallymoretosayaboutthemtheologically．Indeed,inmy
judgment,thetheologicaltracewithin isoperativewhetherthesetexts
are“open”tothefutureor“shut”tothesame．Eitherway, Godknows;either
way, Godisanagent．② Unfortunately, theimplicatureoftheDeityinthe
“Whoknows?”textshasgoneunderappreciatedwithnegativeeffectsforthe
interpretationofthesepassages．Putdifferentlyandslightlymorepointedly:

the“skeptical” textsnolessthanthe “open” onesarefraught withthe
presenceofGod．

(２)If isatheologically “involved” query,itispossiblethatGod

①

②

Note,e．g．, howCrenshaw, “TheExpression,” ２７７seemstobeoverlyconcernedwithdivine
changeinEst４:１４．Butthepointof isnotdivinechangebutdivineknowledge．Bartholomew,

Ecclesiastes,１４４,continuestouseCrenshaw􀆳smetaphor: “Mîyôdēa‘doesindeedoccurinpassagesin
EcclesiastesinwhichQoheletisinthegripofhisstrugglewiththeenigmaoflife,butthisverystruggle
indicatesthatthedoorofhoperemainsajar,howevermarginally．”

Ifaccurate,thisjudgmenthasvariousramificationsforothertopics,includingthelargerquestion
ofwhatGodknowsintheHebrewBible．Icannotengagethatlargetopichere,butwishtounderscorethat
thisisaverylargequestionthatmustincludealargerangeoftextsaboutepistemology—divineand
human—intheOldTestament．Forastart,seeAnnetteSchellenberg, “ReflectionsontheLimitationsof
CognitionintheBookofJob,” HeBAI１２(２０２３):２９５Ｇ３０８, withliterature(notethatthiswholeissueof
HeBAIisdevotedtoepistemologyinJob)．Alongsidedivineknowledgethelargetopicofdivinefreedom/

agencyisalsotobeconsidered．
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mightbeentangledinotherrhetoricalquestions, particularlyinEcclesiastes．If
so,thepresentstudyof hasbearingonQoheleth􀆳swaysoftalkingabout
theDeityelsewhereinthebookthatbearshisname．Thisfinding would
contributetothedoubleＧregisterfoundelsewhereinQohelethbutperhapsalso
(andrelatedly) totheissueofparapraxesintheBookofEcclesiastes．① The
samemayholdtrueforotherquestions, someperhapslessrhetorical, both
withinEcclesiastes②andwellbeyondit．③

①

②

③

IhopetoinvestigatetheissueofparapraxisinQohelethinasubsequentstudy．Theconcept,

famoussinceFreud, connotesa “slipofthetongue” or “aslipofmemory” wheresomeonereveals
somethingmoreorsomethingbeyondwhattheymeanttocommunicate．

Fox,Time,２７２,notesthattheinterrogative “occursseventeentimesinthebook,sixteenin
rhetoricalquestionstantamountto‘noone．’”See,e．g．, in３:２２; in８:７;１０:１４;etc．
Schoors,Ecclesiastes,４９４Ｇ９５,deemsthelatterreferencesnegative“parallels”: “nooneknows．”Infact,

elsewhereSchoorsdeems in８:７“theequivalentof” in６:

１２(Preacher,１３２),sayingthat“Qohcallsthisignoranceofthefuture , ‘amisfortune’ (８,６)．”

Schoorsalsocompares１１:５( )and１１:６,aswellas９:１２;andothertextsonthe“themeof
humanignorance” (１３１Ｇ３４)．Cf．alsoQoh８:１with６:１２,８:５,７,１２,etc．Fox,Time,２４７,haspointedoutthe
closerelationshipbetween３:１１aand８:６a;and３:１１band８:７．FortheinterpretationthatonlyGodknowsthe
future,seealso Whybray, Ecclesiastes, １３３; and Barton, Ecclesiastes, １５１．Notealso Crenshaw, “The
Expression,”２８３, whodelineatesnolessthansevenvariantsof inEcclesiastes．

E．g．,andmostclosely, inJer１７: ９, butalso, andmoreexpansively,thequestions
raisedaboutdeathinthePsalms(see,e．g．, Ps８８:１１Ｇ１３)．Notealsothefollowingimportantpassages
fromtheQumrantexts: (１)１Q２７(１QMysteries)frg．１i３Ｇ４and８: “buttheydidnotknow ( )the
secretofthewaythingsarenordidtheyunderstandthethingsofoldandtheydidnotknow ( )

whatwouldcomeuponthem．．．Thisisallreadytohappen,itisatrueoracle,andbythisitshallbeknown
toyou( )thatitcannotbeaverted．”(２)１QHaix１０: “And [withoutyouno]thingisdone,

andnothingisknownwithoutyourwill( )．” (３)１QHaxviii１１: “Apartfromyounothing
isdone;nothingisknownwithoutyourwill( );andexceptforyou,thereisnothing．”
(４)１１Q５(１１QPsa)xxviii７Ｇ８: “Ah,butwhocanproclaim ( ), whodeclare( )thedeeds
oftheLord? Godhasseenall,heardandattendedtoeverything．” (５)４Q５１１ (４QShirb＝ Songsofthe
Sageb)frg．２ii６Ｇ８: “[themysterie]sofGod, whoknows( ) [．．．] theGodofstrengthshas
appointedthemfor [．．．] likethem, andtheuncleanaccordingtotheirimpurity [．．．Who] knows
( [ )theuprightnessoftheuprightinIs[rael(?)．．．]．” (６)４Q１８５ (４QSapientialWork)frgs．１Ｇ２iii
１１Ｇ１３: “Didnot[Go]dmakethehearts, anddoeshekno[w ( ) ]theirthoughts? Godseesallthe
inmostbeing,andputsitskidneystothetest．[Godmade]thetongue,andknows( )itsword．God
madehands, [andknows( )theirdeeds．]”

TranslationsfollowTheDeadSeaScrollsReader,２nded．,２vols．,eds．DonaldW．Parry,Emanuel
Tov,andGeraldineI．Clements(Leiden: Brill,２０１４),２:１８１,２８５,３２１;４５７,８８７;andTheDeadSea
ScrollsStudyEdition,２vols．, eds．FlorentinoGarcía MartínezandEibertJ．C．Tigchelaar (Leiden:

Brill,１９９７),１:３８１．
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(３)Finallyand mostimportantly,if doesinfactrefertoGod,

whetherimplicitlyorexplicitly(thelattergivenassociatedtextandcontext),

thenthisquestion makesanimportantpredicationaboutGod—specifically
aboutGod􀆳sknowledge—as wellasaboutallothers whoarenot God,

especiallyabouttheirlackofknowledge．QohelethwasquitekeenonthelastＧ
mentionedpoint (see, aboveall, Qoh８:１７)．① Whilethejoypassagesin
EcclesiastesstrikeachordwithastatementattributedtoIrenaeus,that“the
gloryofGodisthehumanbeingfullyalive,”②the passagesevoke
somethinglessbrightandcheery—somethingfar moreapophaticitwould
seem．Buttheresonanceneednotbeonlyvianegativa．JohnCalvin (１５０９Ｇ
１５６４)beganhisInstitutesoftheChristianReligionfamously:

Nearlyallthewisdom wepossess, thatistosay, trueandsound
wisdom,consistsoftwoparts:theknowledgeofGodandofourselves．
But, whilejoinedbymanybonds, whichoneprecedesandbringsforththe
otherisnoteasytodiscern．(Ii．１)③

maynothelp withdiscerning whichtypeofknowledgecomes
first—knowledgeof God or knowledge ofself—notleastbecause “ Who
knows?” isawarethatthereisso much human beings donot know,

specificallyaboutthingstheological．Butthis,too, perCalvin, constitutesa
crucialpieceofknowledgeofGod (or, apophaticlly, itslack),ifnotalso
knowledgeofthehumanself．Andso,inthiscase,nolessthanmanyothers,

itwouldseemthatoneofthesemaynotprecedetheotherbut,rather,that
bothmustproceedtogether,handＧinＧhand(cf．Qoh７:１８)．

①

②

③

Crenshaw, “TheExpression,” ２８５,ismemorable: “thesagesinQoheleth􀆳sdaymadeextravagant
claimsaboutknowledgethatgavebirthtoanunwantedchildwhoseinfantwailwasmîyôdēa̒．” Seefurther,

２８６Ｇ２８８．
TheLatintextmaybeslightlylessinspiring:GloriaDeiestvivenshomo, “thegloryofGodis

thelivinghuman” (AgainstHeresies,４,２０,５Ｇ７)．
JohnCalvin,InstitutesoftheChristianReligion,２vols．,trans．FordLewisBattles,ed．John

T．McNeill, LCC２０(Philadelphia: Westminster,１９６０),１:３５．


