Faculty ef Divinity, Univerasity of Glasgow

The Construction of Shame in the Hebrew Bible:
The Prophetic Contribution

by Johanna Sticbext

Doctor of Philesophy (FHD.)

in

Febrew Studies

(August, 1998 )



Abstract

This thesis explores the phenomenon of shame in the context of the Hebrew Bible,
focusing particularly on the three major Prophets (Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel), because

it is here that shame vocabulary is most prevalent.

Shame is prominently discussed in the literature of psychology and anthropology. In the

first chapter psychological explanations for the origins of the apparently universal human

emotion of shame are described. In the course of this, phenomenological similarities
between shame and guilt, grounded in the shared centrality of negative self-evaluation,
are outlined. The role of shame in social contexts is described with regard to stigma and,
more fully, in the second chapter, in the light of socio-anthropological field studies
conducted primarily in the Levant. In the Mediterranean studies shame is usually paired
with its binary opposite honour. The honour/shame model is characterised especially by
defined gender roles and challenge-ripostes. Shame is associated particularly with

women’s sexuality; honour with competition among men of relatively equal status.

Although the model has been criticised from within the discipline of anthropologys, it has
generally-speaking been received with enthusiasm by biblical interpreters. In the third
chapter shame studies, most of which apply the honour/shame model, are summarised
and commented upon. In the fourth chapter, on the Book of Isaiah, the shortcomings of
the model are illustrated and the context of shame discourses discussed. The following
chapter, on Jeremiah, describes the implications of ideolo gical influences and the role of
shame language in the context of sexual metaphors and anti-foreign polemic. The final

chapter, on Ezekiel, compares shame with impurity and focuses on the female imagery of
chapters 16 and 23.

The complications of imposing modern socio-critical methods upon ancient literature, the
possible infiltration of ideological influences and the fact that biblical texts represent
neither psychological case nor anthropological field studies are stressed repeatedly. In
search of alternative approaches to the honour/shame model, Ezekiel 16 is explored from
the perspective of the phenomenon known as ‘antilanguage’. An examination of the

possible existence of what in the discipline of sociology is called ‘deviance amplification’

1s proposed for future study.
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Introduction

Shame is a phenomenon straddling psychological, cultural, social and ethical aspects
of human experience. As a self-conscious emotion shame focuses on the vulnerability
and conspicuousness of one’s self-image in terms of a perceived ideal. To expenence
shame is to designate an action, experience, or state of affairs as belonging in the

category of the shameful. The criteria determining this category derive from a
combination of sources. The Oxford English Dictionary definition of ‘shame’ is, ‘the
feeling of humiliation or distress arising from the consciousness of something
dishonourable or ridiculous in one’s own or another’s behaviour or circumstances, or
from a situation offensive to one’s own or another’s sense of propriety or decency,’
which alludes to the complexity of shame phenomenology. Shame can derive from
either or both subjective attitudes and sensitivity to ‘propriety or decency’, whichs, I

think it is safe to assert, at least to some extent culturally and socially-constructed.

In an attempt to describe the subjective-objective tensions inherent in the concept of

shame, I will first turn to the two subject areas where it is discussed most

prominently: psychology and anthropology. Both depict shame as a universal
concept.! While in psychological literature shame is often described 1n

contradistinction to guilt, anthropological literature most commonly contrasts shame
with honour. I will go on to review how shame, or the matrix honour and shame, has
been incorporated into interpretations of the Hebrew Bible, New Testament and

pseudepigraphical literature. Here the tendency has been to focus on the applicability

1 This shared depiction of shame as universal concept rarely receives acknowledgement. With a few notable
exceptions (see IILii.e) the psychological dimension of shame is underdeveloped, even ignored, in both
anthropological studies and biblical scholarship. Alongside the (qualified) concession that findings from
anthropological field studies can provide a useful fillip for reflection when approaching shame in the Hebrew
Bible, I will argue that in examining shame in the Prophets attention to the psychology of shame is not only
appropriate but important.
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of findings from modern anthropological studies2 and on the perceived cultural

context of the narratives. As the narrative is, within the context of the Hebrew Bible,
a more conventional literary genre for descriptions of social and historical issues than,
for instance, the poetry of the Prophets or Psalter, and as such books as Genesis and
Samuel indeed tell of such matters as familial values, kinship structures and women’s

role in systems of exchange, this tendency has some justification.

After arguing first, that a cultural context or social reality is impossible to reconstruct
on the basis of texts and stressing secondly, the need to be wary of the infiltration of

ideological biases, I will turn to the biblical literature where shame discourses are
actually most in evidence: the Prophets. The implications of this fact and the
possibility that some prophetic literature exploits the sensitivity to shame with a view
to inculcating proper conduct in a setting where social mores have become
compromised, will constitute the major part of this thesis. I will be looking at the
minor prophets, Lamentations and the Psalter - but cursorily. An examination of
shame in the Psalms would deserve a separate study, while the minor prophets

provide only isolated instances of shame terminology. My primary focus is on Isaiah,

2 Some social anthropologists have characterised traditional, face-to-face communities as shame cultures and

modern, more anonymous, industrial and post-industrial societies as guilt cultures (see ILi). In the light of the
shame/guilt binary opposition of psychology, this might be regarded as an incorporation of psychological
attributes into social anthropology. Similar typologies exist, too, within the discipline of sociology. I am
aware of Tonnies, for instance, who speaks of a corporate and communal Gemeinschaft (‘community’) as
opposed to a secular and associational Gesellschaft (‘society’). The latter is distinguished by ‘a high degree of
individualism, impersonality, contractualism, and proceeding from volition or sheer interest rather than from
the complex of affective states, habits, and traditions that underlies Gemeinschaft’ (Nisbet 1967: 74).
Durkheim also describes two ideals of social solidarity: the mechanical and organic. The former, ‘associated
with primitive peoples’, pertains to ‘regimented” communities where religion pervades the whole social life;
the latter to ‘greater individual freedom’ and a more differentiated social life (Pickering 1984. 446). Such
distinctions do allow for varieties and degrees of shame. Their emphasis, however, is on behavioural responses
to social settings, with the self-evaluating psychological dimension rarely being addressed. I perceive this to
be a lack and will argue that the two disciplines have much to learn from each other. The nonexistence of a
single neat model which could illuminate such a complex phenomenon as shame, however, femains ever before
me. As with the shame/guilt distinction popular in psychology (see Lii), I believe that the ideal sociological
categories of Tonnies and Durkheim are problematic. ] am in agreement with Pickering, writing with regard to
Durkheim’s taxonomy, that: ‘A perfect example of mechanical solidarity or a perfect example of organic
solidarity does not exist. Exaggerated characteristics of certain social states and conditions are made for
analytical purposes’ (1984: 265; cf. Cairns 1993: 24, cited in Lii).
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Jeremiah and Ezekiel, as these are substantial texts where shame language occurs
with comparative insistence. I will discuss the shame discourses of these books in
turn and, additionally, explore each from a special angle. With regard to Isaiah, I will
point out the difficulties posed by interpreting ancient literature from the perspective
of the social-scientific honour/shame model. In examining Jeremiah, I will focus on

the interplay of shame language and such ideological currents as anti-foreign polemic.
In the chapter on Ezekiel, [ will describe the connections and distinctions between

shame and impurity and probe the possible purposes of bawdy imagery.

)

A detailed discussion (even a summary) of scholarly opinion regarding the dating,
provenance and authorship of Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel is beyond the scope of
this thesis. While [ acknowledge that these matters are very significant, they are also

very contentious. The fall of Jerusalem strikes me as the salient event giving rise to
shame discourses, hence I am assuming a date of composition well after 587 BCE:3

possibly the Second Temple Period, which would have provided a more stable
environment for the production of such substantial literary works than the period
leading up to, during or immediately after the sacking of Jerusalem and the Exile. ]
believe, further, that all three prophetic books were composed and compiled over an
extended period of time and by several authors and editors. At the risk of sounding
on occasion vague, I consider it preferable to be frank about the fact that the social
and historical contexts, as well as the identities and aims of the authors who
contributed to these texts ultimately remain unverifiable. Any attempts at
reconstruction, therefore, are at best intelligent guesswork, the subjectiveness of

which I concede.

ety S—

3 SeebaB points out: ‘ Bemerkenswert ... diirfte scin, daB die Wurzel [@13] von den grofen Propheten auf die

Katastrophe ihres Volkes vor seinem Gott angewandt worden ist und sie diese Dimension in einem alles

entscheidenden Moment der Geschichte ihres Volkes zur Sprache gebracht haben’ (1973: 571).
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I. Shame and Psychology!

i. The Emotion Shame

There is general agreement that shame is a human2 emotion. Dennett designates it in

the emotion or affect category of conscious experience which mediates between
experiences of the purely external world (e.g. sights, sounds, feeling the position of
our lrmbs) and experiences of the purely internal world (e.g. fantasy images, sudden
hunches). This category spans a broad range of evaluative experiences, from storms
of anger and astonishment to the less corporeal visitations of pride or ironic
detachment (Dennett 1991: 45). Within this, shame has been allocated to the sub-
category of self-conscious emotions. These are described by Tangney and Fischer as
“especially social’; that is, they are founded in social relationships in which people
interact and evaluate both themselves and each other: ‘For example, people are
ashamed or guilty because they assume that someone (self and/or other) is making a
negative judgment about some activity or characteristic of theirs’ (1995: 3). Cairns
has argued that although the presence of an ‘other’ or audience, be it real or eidetic, is
the main catalyst of the emotion of shame, the judgment constitutive of the emotion
still depends on oneself: ‘in every case shame is a matter of the self’s judging the self

1n terms of some ideal that is one’s own’ (1993: 16).

I This section comprises a variety of elucidations from the disciplines of both psychology and

psychoanalysis. Its aim is to provide a selective sample of prominent approaches to shame. I have drawn

heavily on Cairns’ Introduction and on texts for the non-specialist of this complex discipline.

2 Scheler argues that shame is the emotion which most clearly sets humanity apart from other beings: ‘For

man’s unique place within the structure of the world and its entities is between the divine and animality. It

expresses itself nowhere both so clearly and so immediately as in the feeling of shame. ... According to up-to-

date information and observations, the animal, which shares so many feelings with us such as dread, anxiety,

disgust and even jealousy, seems to lack the feeling of shame and its expressions. It would also be nonsensical
to think of a “Godhead who feels shame™ (1987: 3f). Cf. also Burne: ‘shame, like laughter and language, seems
to be rooted in what it is to be human’ (1996: 2).



Cairns, Tangney and Fischer agree that emotions have a cognitive aspect (Cairns
1993: 5; Tangney and Fischer 1995: 7{f.)3 and that they may be identified by the fact

that they often have physical or physiological symptoms or characteristic behavioural

responses. Tangney and Fischer thus describe that:
In shame ... physical signs seem typically to include lowering the gaze, covering the
face, and sometimes blushing and staying quiet. The subjective experience of being
ashamed includes feeling exposed, heavy, or small, and dwelling on the flaw that one is
ashamed of. The organizing action tendency describes the whole sequence from situation
to primary actions, perceptions, and reactions. With shame, a person wishes to be
judged positively in a given situation but instead is judged negatively (by self or other)
for some action or characteristic, especially something that signals a deep-seated flaw.
The person reacts by trying to hide or escape, or, alternatively, trying to blame others
for the event. Emotion refers to all three of these facets (physical signs, subjective

experiences, and action tendencies) (1993: 7).

Cairns stresses that evaluation again remains the crucial defining factor: ‘the paradigm
case of an emotion will involve both an evaluation of the situation and occurrent
physiological changes. Yet it remains the evaluative aspect that specifies and
differentiates the emotion’ (1993: 6). In order to illustrate this, Cairns points out that
the emotions of embarrassment and shame, for instance, are distinct not due to ‘the
putative specificity of the deep physiological changes involved’ (1993: 7), such as the
extent of one’s blushing or degree of eye-contact avoidance, but because they belong
to different scenarios. Embarrassment is thus restricted in application to social
situations of exposure, while shame is related to perceived moral shortcoming.
Hence, 1f one 1s embarrassed to speak in public, embarrassment is adequately
justified by the public nature of the action; if, on the other hand, one is ashamed to

speak in public the question arises what one is ashamed of (Cairns 1993: 7/, note 13).

3 Dennett’s description of the phenomenology of emotion, as entailing a reaction (e.g. amusement) to an

external variable that is evaluated or appraised, also suggests a cognitive basis for emotional experience (1991:
64).
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ii. Shame and Guilt

The origin of the emotion of shame and its relationship to or distinction from guilt are
prominent themes in psychology-oriented discussions. More often than not, shame 1s
depicted as the more original or primitive of the two (cf. Caplovitz Barrett’s summary
1995: 27). The difference is frequently attributed to socialisation, with guilt being
characterised as more ‘Western’ and reliant on internal sanctions provided by the
individual conscience, that is, one’s own disapproval of oneself; whilst shame 1s said

to be typically and most pronouncedly found in face-to-face societies and exacerbated
by a fear of external sanctions, especially the disapproval of others.4 As has emerged

from the discussion on emotion above, simply reducing shame to a response to
external sanctions is inadequate because self-judgment, an internalised evaluation, is
constitutive of shame. Even if an audience real or imagined should be the primary
catalyst of shame, the role of internalised ideals and standards cannot be ignored.

How this in practice differs from conscience then becomes increasingly difficult to

establish.

Freud relates both shame and guilt to intrapsychic conflict. He depicts guilt as a
conflict between the superego (the internalised parental and social prohibitions or
ideals which act as censor upon the ego, loosely equated with conscience) and the 1d
(the inherited instinctive impulses of the unconscious). Shame is a more specialised

form of this conflict constraining primarily sexual impulses such as exhibitionism and
voyeurism (cf. Caplovitz Barrett’s summary 1995: 28).5 In 1971 Piers, a

psychoanalyst, and Singer, an anthropologist, collaborated on a treatise on shame and
guilt. Their proposal is that shame arises from the tension between ego and ego-ideal;
guilt from the tension between ego and superego. Guilt, therefore, is generated when
a boundary defined by the superego is transgressed (rule violation) whereas shame
occurs when a goal presented by the ego-ideal is not attained (shortcoming, failure)
(Caplovitz Barrett 1995: 29f.). As Cairns points out, such a shame/guilt
differentiation is complicated by the fact that the ego-ideal constitutes an aspect of the

superego: it too is a construction of internalised parental and social rules (1993: 19).

4 This will be developed in chapter 2.

5 The sexualisation of the emotion of shame reappears in the anthropological definition, cf. chapter 2.
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This then leaves us with little more than the (unsurprising) conclusion that both
shame and guilt involve evaluations of the ego--be it measured against the rules and

prohibitions of the superego or the perceived ego-ideal. Caims argues that both are

‘abstract constructs which therefore have no explanatory force in demonstrating that

the phenomena are, in fact, distinct’ (1993: 20).

The focus, therefore, should perhaps be not on such abstract constructs as id and
superego but on the nature of self-perception: if one regards oneself as a whole, as
what one 1s and would like to be, one might be said to be more prone to shame;
whereas someone more focused on their actions as an agent would be more prone to
guilt. As Cairns admits:

This distinction explains a lot; it explains why shame tends to be assuaged by

restoration or increase of self-respect, guilt by making amends, why causal

responsibility i1s necessary for guilt, but not for shame, why shame can be felt with

reference not just to one’s own actions and omissions, but also to wishes, desires,

character traits, physical characteristics, passive experiences, and those actions of others

which somehow reflect on oneself. These are the most important phenomenal criteria

which establish that shame and guilt are indeed distinct concepts ... (1993: 21f.).
Again, however, as with the ‘superego versus ego-ideal’ distinction, a fine-tuned
‘self-as-whole versus self-as-agent’ distinction is difficult to maintain in practice. The
1dea that shame involves thoughts like ‘what a terrible person I am!’ and guilt
thoughts like ‘what a terrible thing to do!” with ‘what a terrible person I am to do
such a terrible thing!’ representing a concurrence of shame and guilt, may be tidy but
it 1s also unrealistic. Therefore, Cairns’ conclusion that shame and guilt resemble each
other 1n that both centre on dissatisfaction with aspects of self and behaviour seems
safest:

.. the ‘pure’ case of shame quaevaluation of the whole self will frequently contain an

integral reference to some action perpetrated by the self as agent, and the ‘pure’ case of

guilt will inevitably encompass a reference to an overall ideal of the self. Quite simply,

self-image will constantly be called into question by specific acts, and in such

situations the sharp distinction between shame and guilt will begin to disappear (1993:



24).6

There exists some scope for arguing that people may tend more towards either guilt or
shame. Caplovitz Barrett describes an experiment with 2 year old children, for
example, where the experimenter gives her ‘favourite’ doll to the child to play with
before leaving the room. When the child plays with the toy, a leg comes off: ‘Such an
event is relevant to both shame and guilt, in that it involves violating a standard of
harm to another by harming the other’s prized property’ (1995: 46). The experimenter
returns and the child’s response is video-taped. It was found that some of the children
tended more to guilt responses (trying to repair, make amends, confess - especially
before the experimenter ‘noticed’ the breakage), others to shame responses (averting,
avoiding behaviour, slow to tell). Caplovitz Barrett believes that nondisciplinary
socialising practices are especially important in influencing a propensity to shame or
guilt, suggesting that where there exists pronounced parental emphasis on the
importance of achievement in conjunction with a strong bond between parent and
child, for instance, the likelihood of shame-of-failure feelings may be increased

(1995: 54f.). She is careful, however, to stress that these designations are by no

means absolute but of degree.

Shame and guilt then, overlap in that they both pertain to negative self-evaluation,
they are not mutually exclusive and may be difficult to distinguish in practice. Their

possible origin, too, is difficult to pin down. According to Freud, both develop in the

child after the resolution of the Oedipus complex, during the so-called latency period?

6 Scheler, too, connects shame to self-perception. Hence, he describes that a bashful woman may not feel

shame when being a model for a painter, a patient of a physician or when bathing in the presence of a servant,
because there is no ‘turn-experience’. That is, she regards herself in these situations as ‘visual thing’, a “case’ or
‘the lady’ rather than as an individual. Likewise, ‘prostitutes can be without shame when they are with their
customers and at the same time show the greatest modesty and tenderness to their beloved. There 1s in neither
case a contradiction in intention. The customer seeks the prostitute, not the individual, and the prostitute seeks
the customer: in the other case both seek the individual® (1987:15 and note 14).

7 According to Freud, the latency period occurs between the diphasic onsets of sexual life. After the first

efflorescence of sexuality, climaxing in the fourth or fifth year of a child’s life, passes, sexual impulses are
overcome by a repression lasting until puberty ‘during which the reaction-formations of morality, shame, and
disgust are built up’ (Gay, 1995: 23). Shame and disgust, further, are singled out as the most prominent forces
containing sexual forces ‘within the limits that are regarded as normal’ (Gay, 1995: 254).
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(circa 6 to 11 years of age) where they serve to suppress the inclinations of
phallic/Oedipal children to exhibit themselves and look at each others’ bodies. Prior to
this, Freud argues, such emotions as shame or disgust are not active because younger

children seem unconcerned about the enjoyment of such practices (cf. Caplovitz

Barrett 1995: 29).

Other psychoanalysts have promulgated an earlier development of shame. Schore, for
instance, emphasises the pre-verbal nature of shame, identifying its earliest

appearance as an inhibitory response to the infant’s excessive joy. He argues that 10-

to 18-month old babies undergo a period of practising separation from the mother
which precedes individuation. This, he maintains, is accompanied by an experience
of enthusiasm and interest while exploring the world which would become too much
were it not for the regulating mechanism of shame which is first triggered when the
mother, on occasions when she is not fully attuned to the baby, mismatches its
demands. This, according to Schore, induces a reduction of enthustasm and ‘triggers
an assault on the burgeoning narcissism of the practicing infant, on the 1deal ego ...
and represents the first experience of narcissistic injury and narcissistic depletion

associated with all later shame experiences’ (cited in Caplovitz Barrett 1995:31).

Nathanson also situates the earliest experiences of shame in infancy. Like Schore, he
argues that shame checks excitement when social interaction first fails. The infantile
experience of disappointed expectations and desires, he claims, is crucial for the
development of a sense of selfhood because it highlights the distinction between self
and (m)other. Shame, then, is initially the rudimentary awareness that something
beyond the self is interacting with the baby. Nathanson goes on to say that later

developmental stages, such as the toileting situation and sexuality, heighten this sense

and likewise evoke shame.

These depictions are not incompatible with the state of being Kristeva calls abjection:
a borderline state between subject and object when the infant first begins to perceive
itself as separate from the undifferentiated relationship with the mother (the semiotic

relationship, which precedes sublimation, or the possibility of naming). Abjection is



depicted as an ambiguous state of revolt of and against the feeling that gives one
existence, a threat from something that is neither ‘me’ nor ‘not me’, both compelling

and horrific. Food loathing is one of the earliest feelings of abjection but it can return
at any time and be triggered by anything which disturbs identity, system and order.3

The unpleasant feeling which attends abjection and its crucial role in the formation of

selfhood, have much in common with what Schore and Nathanson have called shame

(Kristeva 1982: 1ff.).

iii. Shame and Stigma

While these theories could account for the universality of shame (i.e. people
everywhere recognise their selfhood - shame is intimately connected with effecting
this recognition) they are problematic. The fact remains that we cannot establish
whether the pre-verbal infant experiences shame. Shame is, however, more complex
than such primary emotions as pleasure or anger, which exist from the first few
months of life and which can be triggered by a simple stimulus: ‘joy at the sight of a
parent; fury when milk is late in arriving’ (Burne 1996: 2). While consciousness of
one’s self is one prerequisite for the emotion of shame, shame is also characterised by

an acute sensitivity to standards or rules and the ability to judge oneself in the light of
these (cf. Lewis 1995: 207).9 Connected to this intermediate status of shame,

combining subjective and objective factors, is the notion of stigma. Originally this

8 Such a phenomenon, of revulsion at anything non-categorisable or composite, is discussed in an

anthropological context by Mary Douglas - particularly with regard to the dietary laws of Leviticus (1966).
Douglas explains such revulsion in considerably less abstract terms than Kristeva. See also Goffman: ‘In social
situations with an individual known or perceived to have a stigma, we are likely, then, to employ

categorizations that do not fit, and we and he are likely to experience uneasiness’ (1963: 19).

9 Orbach, a representative of popular psychology, acknowledges that alongside the instillation of shame in the

narrow social sphere, when the young child shows interest in something that an adult feels is 1nappropnate,
there operate shame-inducing measures in the wider social sphere: ‘The Ten Commandments once served as a
public standard which, if breached, could induce personal and community shame. Each culture creates such
standards and, in this context, shame serves as the emotional social conscience. Transgression costs. We aren’t
supposed to want our aging parents dead, to envy our friends’ fortune, to wish badly [sic] on others. And if we
have such thoughts, shame keeps them tightly bound in, choking our ability to explore what they mean. ...
Shame is never absent in a culture. It is a regulator, a source of morality, a set of stories and a standard that a
culture creates for its members to live by. The suppression of shame is an alarm signal alerting us to the
continual violation of cultural mores, the failure of the culture to meet important needs and the consequent

disintegration of interpersonal responsibility” (1996: 6).
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word signified a physical sign, such as a cut or burn, designed to expose something

defective about its bearer. Nowadays it tends to convey the quality perceived as
shameful rather than the bodily evidence of it.10 As Goffman explains, a person’s

perception of having a stigma incorporates an awareness of societal standards in

conjunction with negative self-evaluation:
the standards he has incorporated from the wider society equip him to be intimately
alive to what others see as his failing, inevitably causing him, if only for moments, to
agree that he does indeed fall short of what he really ought to be. Shame becomes a

central possibility, arising from the individual’s perception of one of his own attributes

as being a defiling thing to possess (1963: 7).

Societies devise standards in order to facilitate and shape human interaction; social
living and interdependence effect the need to matntain others’ respect and affection -
both of these factors may well be connected to the instigation of guilt and shame.
Thus, infringement of a rule, or disappointing a loved one or superior can be a
catalyst of negative self-evaluation. Where the relationship between shame or guilt on
the one hand, and societal standards and methods of enforcing power on the other, 1s
concerned, we are on somewhat firmer ground. The connection between shame,
social rules, prohibitions and sources of power will therefore feature in my

discussion. This will, I think, be more fruitful than the pursuit of a primarily

10 As we have seen, shame can be aroused in response to perceived physical defects (cf. Cairns 1993: 21f., cited

in Lii. above). The same is true of stigma. Goffman distinguishes three types of stigma: various physical
deformities, blemishes of character (such as rigid beliefs, mental disorder or addiction) and tribal stigma
(pertaining to race, nation or religion and transmitted through lineage). All result from sociological labelling
and constitute ‘a special kind of relationship between attribute and stereotype’ (1963: 4).

11



psychoanalytical angle.11

Aside: Scheler on Women and the Alleged Inherence of Shame
Scheler has argued that there is some biological propensity which inclines women to

feelings of bodily shame while men have a more refined feeling of spiritual or psychic
shame.12 Women, he claims, feel honour and chastity at a deeper level of confluence
because sexuality is ‘felt more individually than in men’ (1987: 20). This 1is
‘explained’ with recourse to women’s more confined lives:

The woman lives a less expansive and a more bound and ego-related life. All her
thoughts, willings, values, perceptions, and representations do not detach themselves
from her body-consciousness as is the case with a man. This explains her lesser degree
of duality between spirit and body and, therewith, a lack of the condition for the
experience of psychic shame. ... Just as a woman hides her secret life less than a man
does, so also she shows less respect of other’s [sic] secrets. Her nature is less “discreet™,;
she lets out more than a man does. For discreetness rests on a co-feeling with the
psychic shame of another person. Her tendency to prattle, chatter, and gossip, with

which men of all peoples and of all times have found fault, is a consequence of the

11 Epstein’s anthropological study of shame in Melanesia is heavily influenced by psychoanalysis. Hence he

describes that ‘the attitudes concerned are an outgrowth or reflection on the cultural or conscious plane of a
psychological substrate in which unconscious processes are also at work’ (1984: 45). As a result he ascribes
some of the similarities between Tolai and Goodenough attitudes to intra-psychic conflict associated in
Freudian theory with the anal phase of psycho-sexual development. This shared anal focus, he argues, lies
behind such rituals as abutu, where an opponent is shamed by presenting him with food of such abundance that
he cannot make return. In psychological terms, Epstein ‘explains’, the giver of food is linked with the
prototypical food-giver, namely the mother. When the loving and nurturing mother arouses hostility, the
negative feeling cannot be granted expression. Abutu allegedly arouses similarly ambivalent feelings of
discomfort. The casting of food at an opponent, Epstein continues, is symbolic of anal products. In both--food-
giving and reluctant receiving while repressing hostility--retention is focal, combining, Epstein claims, oral
and anal elements. The scatological humour prevalent on Goodenough is another expression of this anal
orientation, reflecting the unconscious fixation on infantile intra-psychic conflicts (1984: 46f.). As stated
above, due to the fact that sexuality and ego-formation of the pre-verbal infant cannot be studied satisfactorily,
leading to unfounded--if fascinating—-abstractions, such proposals as Epstein’s are, I think, best avoided.

12 The ideas summarised here are from Scheler’s essay of 1913, ‘Zur Funktion des geschlechtlichen
Schamgefiihls’, translated and discussed in Person and Self-Value: Three Essays (1987). Scheler (1874-1928)
has been called one of the leading philosophers of twentieth century Germany. His essay is one of the earliest

detailed discussions on the topic of shame (cf. Staude, John Raphael. Max Scheler: An Intellectual Portrait.
London: Collier-Macmillan, New York: The Free Press, 1967).
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woman’s lesser degree of psychic shame (1987: 84).
While Scheler, then, is willing to attribute an element of women’s more pronounced
bodily shame and less pronounced psychic shame to their ‘less expansive’ lives—for
which support can be found in the anthropological literature of the Mediterranean,

depicting women’s lives as largely confined to the home and private sphere while the

public sector is a male preserve 13--he suggests that this tendency is for the most part

inherent and inevitable: a part of her ‘nature’, evidenced in women everywhere.

Even less “politically correct’ and more controversial than this suggestion is Scheler’s
assertion that propensity for higher feelings of shame is not only sex- but race-
determined:
Any loss and diminution of shame is tantamount to a degencration of the human type.
... The decline of the feeling of shame in modern times is undoubtedly a sign of racial
degencration. ... He who understands the Germans well will find that it is the tall,
blond, blue-eyed and long-faced people of lower Saxony that have the most refined
feeling of shame easily aroused. And if one ignores prudishness and cant among the
English, one will find that it is the English, Irish, Scottish, and Welsh peoples that
have a most refined feeling of shame and traces of a master-type. What alone produces
true culture, and justifiably so, 1s the gradual transition of more conventional

expressions of shame in mores into more changeable ones and transition from more

bodily shame to more psychic shame (1987: 68f.).

Scheler could not have predicted how such ideas would be exploited within a few
decades of the publication of his essay. Nowadays, such implications are blatantly
and deeply disturbing. These excerpts may be considered particularly extreme but I
do consider any suggestion that shame is somehow inborn or determined by sex or
race not propitious and best avoided. While shame is in part an internal psychological
phenomenon, it has also been characterised as inter-personal and as exhibiting a
sensitivity to external sanctions. In the following chapter I will review how shame

has been discussed as a social phenomenon within the discipline of anthropology.

13 Sce chapter II.
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II. Shame and Anthropology

i. Shame and Guilt Cultures, Honour and Shame

As we have seen, the distinction between shame and guilt can be difficult to maintain in
practice. In the context of anthropology, certainly, the categories of ‘shame culture’ and

‘guilt culture’ have generally-speaking been rejected. Mead popularised the shame versus

guilt culture distinction, which is summarised in the following statement:
In societies in which the individual is controlled by fear of being ashamed, he is safe if no-
one knows of his misdeeds; he can dismiss his misbehaviour from his mind ... but the

individual who feels guilt must repcnt and atone for his sin (cited in Epstein 1984: 31).

The crux of the distinction concerns sanctions: shame is understood as an external, guilt
as an 1nternal sanction. Mead has claimed that there exist Samoan, Balinese and Iatmul
(of New Guinea) shame cultures notable for an absence of internalisation. She argues that
this stems from a socialisation process in which a child is influenced less exclusively by
the commanding presence of its parents, with responsibility for children being more
widely shared. In so-called guilt-cultures, meanwhile, such as Western cultures, the
parental role is particularly important and children come to internalise the values of their
parents who adopt a pose of absolute moral superiority. This later transpires in
conscience and feelings of guilt, as opposed to shame. It is guilt, therefore, which
prevents the devout Roman Catholic from consuming meat on Fridays - even while alone

and unobserved on a desert island.!

l Foucault’s essay on panopticism (1977 195-228) comes close to describing the existence of a completely
internalised sanction. Outlining a system of enforcing discipline based on surveillance, Foucault explains: ‘He
who is subjected to a field of visibility, and who knows it, assumes responsibility for the constraints of power;
he makes them play spontaneously upon himself; he inscribes in himself the power relation in which he
simultaneously plays both roles; he becomes the principle of his own subjection. By this very fact, the
external power may throw off its physical weight; it tends to the non-corporal; and, the more it approaches this
limit, the more constant, profound and permanent are its effects’ (1977: 202f.). This sanction, too, however,
cannot be disconnected from ‘external power’ and being in ‘a field of visibility” implies the possibility of
someone outside who is capable of seeing. Likewise, the Catholic abstaining from meat may arguably be

motivated by the belief in an omniscient deity, i.e. a sanction with an external component. Internal and

external sanctions are difficult to separate completely.
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The case for non-internalisation within alleged shame cultures none the less remains
weak. Even Mead’s field-studies, recounting complex forms of ritual and culturally
approved forms of behaviour which children of these cultures must learn, as well as the
procedure of controlling, correcting, rewarding and punishing children until they do so,
in fact suggest internalisation (Cairns 1993: 37ff.). While it may not be accidental that
public shaming functions as a major and poignantly felt sanction in small-scale societies
where the local community provides the setting for the most intensive forms of social
interaction and where residents are in a very real sense on face-to-face terms, shame is
not absent in technologically more advanced, socially differentiated and anonymous
cultures. In the context of contemporary Western cities, shame can play an important role
in the dock of a criminal court, for instance (Epstein 1984: 32). The tabloid press, too,
could be said to exploit shame-propensity, as does the ‘outing’ campaign:
misdemeanours in the context of the political arena, or closeted sexual activity often
emerge as activities about which implicated individuals have no qualms for as long as
they are shielded from the glare of publicity. Guilt and the need for atonement, too, are

not confined to Western cultures, as is frequently implied. Once again, shame and guilt

are not mutually exclusive, or even entirely distinct.2

Since the 1960s anthropologists working predominantly in the circum-Mediterranean land

mass have distinguished honour and shame as pivotal social values and a ‘constant
preoccupation’ (Peristiany 1965c¢: 10).3 In the small-scale, face-to-face communities they

describe, an individual’s moral obligations are depicted as concentrated primarily within
the family. Outside of this close-knit circle, interaction is often marked by distrust and
competition. They describe cultures with pronounced gender division where men vie with

each other for honour in agonistic fashion and where women are acutely sensitised to

shame as a mechanism for preserving their honour.

2 Cf. Epstein, who argues that shame sometimes requires the presence of an ‘Other’ but that the dcepest shame is

not shame in the eyes of others but weakness in one’s own eyes - where the ‘Other’ is internalised and the self
observes the self (1984: 33). Huber, too, writes that Mead’s absolute dichotomy is simplistic, claiming instead
that there exists ‘a preserve of both shame and guilt in varying degrees in all cultures’ (1983: 246).

3 Peristiany states that Mediterranean honour and shame were first discussed in 1959 with regard to the strong

affinities between diverse cultures such as Greek Cypriots, Bedouins and Berbers in terms of male-female
relations (1965c: 9).
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Male honour derives from both antecedence (that is, it can be inherited) and prowess but
it is also bound up with the individual’s value in his own eyes and in the eyes of his
society. A man’s claim to honour hence demands acknowledgement or recognition of the
claim. Like shame, as described in the preceding chapter, honour is related to the
maintenance of ideals but these are largely socially oriented and determined:
Honour ... provides a nexus between the ideals of a society and their reproduction in the
individual through his aspiration to personify them. As such, it implies not merely an

habitual preference for a given mode of conduct, but the entitlement to a certain treatment in
return (Pitt-Rivers 1977: 1).

As Chalcraft points out, honour can be an incentive for maintaining the status quo:
‘Socially, honour “works” in a number of ways. First, by offering social prestige--which
brings, in turn, wealth, influence and power--honour motivates individuals to achieve
social norms’ (1990: 191). Honour is hierarchical and it 1s honourable to submit to the
greater honour of a superior; one’s father, a community elder or the king, for instance.
Among equals, however, honour is not simply a given but something which must be
constantly asserted, competed for and defended. It is a zero-sum game: one can only gain

honour by depriving another man of his share.

Shame is intimately connected with woman’s variant of honour. It also determines her
reputation, claim to pride and status in the community. Unlike male honour, female
honour (sometimes referred to as shame in a specialised sense) is a passive quality
focused primarily on preservation of virginity prior to marriage and faithfulness to one’s
husband thereafter. It makes a woman sensitive to the pressures exerted by public
opinion and elicits not assertiveness and competitiveness but expressions such as
shyness, blushing and other restraints deriving from emotional inhibition and the fear of
exposing oneself to comment and criticism (Pitt-Rivers 1965: 42). Once lost, a woman’s
honour is irrecoverable. A woman’s lost honour occasions shame, which has a
powerfully defiling property and affects not only the woman herself but her kindred too.
Pitt-Rivers thus describes a man’s honour as being closely tied to the sexual punty of his
mother, wife, sisters and daughters - but not to his own. Variants of the proverb ‘the
honourable woman: locked in the house with a broken leg’ and powerful 1nsults calling

into question the purity of one’s mother are, he explains, ubiquitous in the countries of
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the Mediterranean and indicative of this honour-shame ethos (1965: 45ff). In order to
illustrate the characteristics and dynamics of the so-called honour-shame cultures, I have

summarised below some major studies conducted in the Mediterranean.

ii. Studies in the Mediterranean
a. Campbell (1964)
One of the earliest in-depth studies of honour and shame in the context of the
Mediterranean 1s Campbell’s Honour, Family and Patronage: A Study of Institutions and
Moral Values in a Greek Mountain Community, based on his fieldwork among
Sarakatsani shepherds. Campbell clearly considers his work illustrative of more
widespread social patterns:

the soctal forms which are described [in this book] have many interesting parallels in other

parts of the Mediterranean world, and it is principally as a contnibution to the study of social

structures 1n this area that [ offer my study (1964: v).
Campbell writes of women’s shame that it is exemplified by a professed revulsion at
sexual activity and by attempts to disguise the possession of female attributes (such as
through veiling, modest attire, movement and attitude). As her honour 1s always
something imputed by others, a Sarakatsani woman can never retreat within her own
conscience: she must not allow herself to behave in any way that may so much as be seen
to implicate her in anything considered shameful. This expresses itself, for instance, in
restraint at showing emotion in public; except when this is dictated by convention,
especially in the context of mourning rituals. She must not, for instance, kiss her
husband 1n public or shout (1964: 289). Her honour depends on her reputation which the

community is willing to concede and her deportment must therefore conform to its code

of sexual shame (1964: 270).

As we read Campbell’s study there are some points which may suggest compatibility
with the social contexts implied in the Torah. The law of Deuteronomy 25:11-12
(condemning a woman who responds to a fight between her husband and another man by
seizing the assailant by his private--literally ‘shameful’--parts to having her hand cut off)
may be so severe because the woman’s public action is viewed as shamefully

unrestrained, unbefitting of her sex and damaging to her husband’s honour. Further,
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Campbell describes that in the Sarakatsani community much is made of brothers” wives
in one household quarrelling (1964: 71), which is reminiscent of the topos of a
patriarch’s quarrelling wives (Sarat and Hagar, Gen. 16; Leah and Rachel, Gen. 30); as
well as of rivalry between brothers (1964: 175): this is in accordance with the fact that
competition for honour is always most acute between relative equals. The latter may be
seen to be reflected in the sibling rivalry between Jacob and Esau (Gen. 27). Even the
observation that wells and sex are somehow linked in the popular imagination, because
‘[i]f an unmarried man for any reason wants to see the local girls, he has only to sit by
the well’ (1964: 86), may have a parallel: Abraham’s servant, commissioned to find a

wife for Isaac, goes to the well where he encounters Rebekah (Gen. 24) and Moses, too,
meets the daughters of Jethro (including his future wife) by the well (Exod. 2). It must,
however, be said that the Hebrew Bible is a huge and diverse book which can ‘prove’ or
be used to illustrate many things. Suffice it to say for now that it could be argued that

modern anthropological studies provide some scope for the illumination of such narrative

accounts as those of Genesis.

b. Peristiany (1965)

Penstiany’s study among the Pitsilloi, the inhabitants of a small Cypriot village, mentions
that these people are regarded by other Cypriots as a repository and living embodiment of
traditional values of manliness, perseverance, hardihood and generosity (1965a: 174).
Furthermore, the word for honour, time, he points out, is used in this setting in the
classical sense of social worth, ranking and value (1965a: 179). This may lend some
substance to the argument that there exist communities in the Mediterranean which, like
some kind of time-capsule, retain much older social forms such as might conceivably

enable anthropologists to observe social structures not dissimilar to those reflected in and

by ancient literature.
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c. Abou-Zeid (1965)

Abou-Zeid describes that among the Awlad Ali Bedouins of Egypt there exist several
words for honour and shame. Hence, sharaf ‘honour’ refers to social standing and 1s
subject to increase and decrease (1965: 246); ’ aib refers to comparatively minor shameful
actions, more often pertaining to women (for instance, the wearing of short clothes),
while more offensive acts, such as adultery or rape, confer ’ar. While the latter threatens

social equilibrium,’ird, used of women only and connected to chastity, prudence and

continence, is by far the most contaminating,.

Women (h’aram) live in the beit, sometimes referred to as the sanctuary (haram), which
is regarded as a sacred place taboo (haram) tor unauthorised strangers. Abou-Zeid
suggests that the relationship of these words 1ndicates that women are seen as sacred and
to be protected from desecration. This is particularly so, he explains, because women are
integral to preserving the honour of their people. As among the Sarakatsani, the
reputation of Awlad Ali women depends primarily upon their willingness to observe the
rigid rules controlling sexual relationships. If there is gossip about a woman it is the duty
of her agnatic kin to get rid of her; if she was slandered falsely, the slanderer is held
responsible. Abou-Zeid stresses, however, that the woman is killed if she consented 1n
any way and sometimes even if she was raped (1965: 254). The ending of a feud,
furthermore, is occasionally achieved by the aggressors giving one of their girls to the
wronged party - not so much as compensation but as a sign of good faith and symbol of
their honour. Women’s sexuality, then, is, Abou-Zeid argues, a commodity used for

political purposes in Bedouin culture - and, according to Pitt-Rivers, in the Mediterranean

generally.

d. Davis (1977)

Davis argues that the crux of the Mediterranean honour-system concerns the social
constructing of material/economic differences. The distribution of resources occurs, he
claims, in a social idiom which prescribes appropriate behaviour for people at various
points in the hierarchy. Honour, he continues, is difficult to reconcile with economic
dependence (1977: 89ff.) and public perception deems that economically deprived

persons would, if faced with the duty of defending their honour, be found wanting
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(1977: 92). This can be reconciled with Pitt-Rivers’ connection between the Israelites
taking possession of the land and becoming sedentary on the one hand and the evolution

of the honour-system on the other: ownership of commodities (e.g. land) bolsters the

claim to honour.4

In the light of continual contact--trading and talking, conquering and converting,
marrying and migrating--spanning several millennia, Davis does not consider it
unreasonable to speak of the ‘people of the Mediterranean’ as a collective group. He does
not derive this category from a common proto-society but argues that thousands of years
of conversation and commerce have none the less resulted in markedly similar social
institutions, customs and practices. Honour, while it is not an institution ‘universal
within the mediterranean [sic] nor exclusive to it’ 1s nevertheless proposed as a defining

feature of Mediterranean social construction in his comparative study (1977: 13).

e. Pitt-Rivers (1977)

Pitt-Rivers argues that the Mediterranean kinship system and marriage strategy are
dominated by political values to which the concepts of honour and shame are central.
Honour, he claims, may be a ubiquitous notion but it is clothed in conceptions that are
not equivalent from place to place. In the Mediterranean honour 1s, he proposes,
‘fundamentally a matter of sexual behaviour’ which is ‘not the case necessarily
elsewhere’ (1977: 170). The origins of Mediterranean politics of sex and the
honour/shame system can be perceived, he continues, in the book of Genesis, the
elucidation of which gives rise to problems ‘that can only be approached from an
anthropological standpoint’ (1977: 127). In a fascinating chapter, illuminated by
observations from fieldwork carried out in contemporary Mediterranean societies, Pitt-
Rivers argues that Genesis recounts the establishment of rules of marriage and land
rights. In the course of this there is a transition from what Pitt-Rivers calls pure myth--
characterised by moral indifference, where matters that may be regarded as wrongful and
which do not pretend to furnish recommendations of behaviour (e.g. Lot’s incest with his
daughters) pay off handsomely (i.e. in the issue of male progeny)--towards moral

precepts and clearly enunciated rules of conduct. According to Pitt-Rivers, the movement

4 See below (ILii.e).
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is irregular but detectable none the less with Genesis 34, recounting the rape of Dinah,

constituting a vital turning-point.

The story where Pharaoh takes Sarai and adultery brings copious material advantages for

Abram and divine punishment for the Egyptian (Gen. 12) (Pitt-Rivers comments that this
is ‘a most un-Mediterranean distribution of deserts!’, 1977: 151), as well as the repetition
of the Sarah-‘sister’ incident with Abimelech (Gen. 20) and the account where Isaac calls
Rebekah (who 1s his wife and patrilateral cousin) his sister in order to protect himself
against the possibility of sexual nvalry with Abimelech and his men (Gen. 26), explore
the uncertainty as to whether sisters should be kept and married within the patriline or
eiven away to foreigners for the sake of political advantage (1977: 152). The marriages
of Esau and Jacob develop this issue. Esau’s marriage to two Hittite women incites his
mother’s disgust (Gen. 27:46) and Jacob is advised to marry a daughter of Laban, his
mother’s brother (Gen. 28:2). This, Pitt-Rivers proposes, suggests that Israelites should

marry within the covenant.5 The Shechem story forms the conclusion of the sister-wife

stories and resolves any uncertainty:
Abram, Abraham and Isaac offered their sister (or patrilineal cousin) to whom they were
already married to the local ruler as a concubine for the sake of political safety and matenal
advantage. Jacob hesitates to complain about the seduction (or violation) of his unmarred
daughter and his sons settle the matter negatively by political means and material advantage
(pillage) but at subsequent political risk. The rules of marriage are spelled out in detail in

subsequent books, but it is never again implied that it might be honourable to give

daughters away to foreigners (1977: 155).

The crucial distinction between the earlier stories and the Shechem story then, 1s that
Sarai and Rebekah, had they really been sisters and not wives, might legitimately have
been given to a powerful stranger while Dinah, who really is a sister and only a sister,
emerges as a woman who cannot be given away at all (1977: 157). Abram/Abraham and

Isaac may have participated in a form of sexual hospitality which, Pitt-Rivers points out,

S In practice, however, four founders of the twelve tribes are born to slave mothers and two tribes are descended

from Joseph’s Egyptian wife Asenath. As Pitt-Rivers points out, the four founders may be exempt from the

classification ‘of foreign descent’ because the slave women conceived them as proxies for their mistresses
(1977. 155).

21



is not dissimilar to that of other nomadic peoples who sometimes use their women for
purposes of establishing relations with sedentary populations.6 Simeon and Levi, Pitt-
Rivers claims, set a different tone for the remainder of the Hebrew Bible with regard to
sexual honour.7 Their question ‘is our sister to be used as a z6nd?’ might well have been

asked of Abraham or Isaac. It foregrounds the notion of sexual honour which

corresponds, appropriately, to their first attempt to abandon the nomadic lifestyle. Once

they have taken possession of the land the Israelites no longer need to use their women
for maintaining political relations. Therefore, Hamor’s offer of direct marital exchange
draws on a conception of marriage no longer acceptable: by now the Israelites have
learned through the harsh experience of political subordination to keep their women to

themselves once they can (1977: 161).

The Shechem story then, could be said to illustrate that men’s honour is made vulnerable
through the sexual behaviour of women and that sex has political and economic
significance. According to Pitt-Rivers, the story is not so much ‘the unreasoned product
of the collective consciousness’ as a ‘consciously reasoned [construct] of individual men
attempting to find 1n the debns of events a pervasive sense, and ... an authority to be
exercised in the present’ (1977: 169). The social theory implicit is that sex is a political
matter and ‘a function of a system of status and power manifest in the idiom of honour’

(1977: 170). It has, he concludes, been such in the Mediterranean ever since and the

notion of honour fundamentally a matter of sexual behaviour.8

O Genesis 20:13 (“this is the kindness you must do me at every place ...’) may imply that Abraham’s treatment

of Sarah is customary rather than exceptional. Pitt-Rivers mentions that there exist parallels in modern
nomadic cultures, among the gypsies and Zapotecs of the Isthmus of Tehuantepec (Pitt-Rivers 1977: 159f.).
Gypsies, he explains, are strictly endogamous, placing high value on female purity. Nevertheless, women’s
sexual charms--practising seduction without literally granting favours--may be exploited for political
advantage. The principles of such customs are explained with recourse to a particular social structure in which
nomads live in habitual contact and in a relationship of mutual distrust, even disdain, with sedentary peoples

upon whom they, to some extent, depend.

7 Winkler states explicitly what Pitt-Rivers insinuates, namely that it is penetrative sex which ‘was apt for

expressing social relations of honor and shame, aggrandizement and loss ... and so it 1s that aspect which

figured most prominently in ancient schemes of sexual classification and moral judgment’ (1990: 40).

8 Pitt-Rivers’ conclusion is in agreement with Schneider’s of 1971. Schneider argues that it is above all the

emphasis on women’s chastity and virginity, which is treated similarly to an economic resource and is

competed for by men, that is charactenistically Mediterranean.
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iii. ‘Mediterranean Honour and Shame’ since Herzfeld

While Pitt-Rivers compared the honour and shame matrix to magic, in that both are
ubiquitous but clothed in different conceptions from place to place (1977: 1) and
Peristiany admits that honour and shame are universal aspects of social evaluation
(1965¢c: 11), both anthropologists have contributed to the perception that honour and

shame belong to a demarcated geographic region, are worthy of cross-cultural analysis
and somehow less charactenistic of other areas. Schneider (1971) and Pitt-Rivers (1977:

170) in particular attribute this distinctive quality to the peculiarly sexualised conception

of Mediterranean honour and shame.

As one reads the articles of Peristiany’s 1965 edition Honour and Shame: The Values of
MediterraneanSociety , however, the Mediterranean-ness of honour and shame becomes
increasingly tenuous and both emerge as convenient ‘catch-alls’ for a variety of social
phenomena from diverse field studies. This vagueness is first and most articulately seized
upon by Herzfeld. Finding fault with a tendency of Mediterranean anthropologists to
attribute a wide range of local-social, sexual, economic and other standards to the words
‘honour’ and ‘shame’, Herzfeld claims that they have become no more than ‘inefficient
olosses’ (1980: 339). Reducing the notion of Mediterranean honour to a product of the
historical process of social interchanges (Davis 1977), or an emphasis on chastity
(Schneider 1971) is, Herzfeld argues, nebulous (1980: 340) and fails to focus
sufficiently on ethnographic specificity. Instead, he advises, there should be more
emphasis on independent examination of terminology and concepts within confined local
settings. If the definitions of honour and shame are as wide as the Mediterranean studies

suggest, Herzfeld cautions, the social phenomena they supposedly signify are detectable
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everywhere, including outwith the Mediterranean.?

The labels ‘honour’ and ‘shame’ continue to be used in Mediterranean anthropological

studies. Wikan’s ‘Shame and Honour: A Contestable Pair’ (1984) takes into account

Herzfeld’s suggestions regarding ethnographic particularisation and closely analyses a

small urban community in central Cairo. Wikan questions Peristiany’s claim that
Mediterranean people constantly call upon the concepts of honour and shame in order to
assess their own conduct and that of their fellows (1965: 10), observing that in the
community s/he [?] focuses on there is much talk of shame but little of honour (1984:
638). Wikan also mentions that the people s/he studied were considerably less
uncompromising in judging and ascribing value to others than much anthropological

literature would have one believe. Hence s/he describes the surprising tolerance--
surprising, that is, in the light of Abou-Zeid’s article, for instance (1965) !--regarding an

adulterous wife: her neighbours refrained from telling her husband and considered her a
likable person (1984: 648). Wikan concludes that when honour and shame are studied in
detail in a specified context, ‘the illusory generality and abstraction which the

anthropologist’s concept of “honour” and “shame” provide’ emerges (1984: 648).

A collection of anthropological articles, Honor, Shame and the Unity of the

Mediterranean(1987), to which Herzfeld contributes, is also more cautious than some of

9 Herzfeld cites such a study conducted in the West Indies. Cf. also Epstein’s fieldwork conducted in Melanesia

(1984). Epstein, focusing on shame in particular, clarifies indigenous categories and their usage in exercising
social control and contrasts shame with pride rather than honour, explaining that: ‘... in the dynamic and
highly individualistic world of New Guinea, where a man is encouraged to be combative and self-assertive,
shame is clearly coupled with pride. By contrast, in more static societies, where there 1s much concern with
matters of personal status, shame is more appropriately paired with the concept of honour’ (1984: 49). Other
shame studies, conducted in settings which are described in similar terms as the Mediterranean ones, are those
by Shaver (1987), contrasting shame-terminology in the U.S. with that of Italy and China (cited in Tangney
and Fischer 1995: 12) and those referred to by Huber, conducted in China, Japan and among various North
American Indian societies (1983, Appendix 2, 245(T.).

10 See above, 1l.ii.c.
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the earlier Mediterranean studies. In his introduction, however, Gilmore nevertheless
writes that:
... Pitt-Rivers and Peristiany were right to look at the Mediterranean area as a unit of
culture--though perhaps for the wrong reasons. This unity is at least partly derived from the

primordial values of honor and shame, and these values are deeply tied up with sexuality and

power, with masculinity and gender relations (Gilmore 1987c¢: 16).
Gilmore continues that there remains a need for ‘a fine-tuned eclectic approach in
comparison: but not simply a haphazard, inorganic accretion of ideas’, to an extent
playing his cards both ways with the following claim:

Like all cultures, Mediterranean culture is an arbitrary symbolic system ... But symbolic

systems do not derive from nowhere; they mediate between internal and outside worlds ...

Honor-and-shame then may be seen as a “master symbol” ... of Mediterranean cultures

(1987¢c: 17).

The articles which follow, while cautiously paying close attention to local vanations, are
generally favourably inclined to using honour and shame as convenient categornies.
Delaney thus writes that dispensing with them would be like throwing the proverbial
baby out with the bath water: ‘The mistake has been to interpret the honor code somewhat
like a dress code—as a set of rules and regulations--focused on superficial conformity.
Instead, I propose that it is more like a kind of genetic code--a structure of relations--
generative of possibilities’ (1987: 35). Giovannini, meanwhile, is unapologetic:

Despite considerable variation in the content of mediterranean [sic] moral-evaluative

systems, some striking parallels exist which cannot be ignored ... The cultural equation

between female chastity and social worth may not be a mediterranean “cultural universal.”

Nor is it necessarily restricted to the mediterranean region. Yet, it is very pervasive in that

part of the world where i1t is associated with institutionalized practices that both affect and

reflect gender-based relations of authority, dominance, and coercion (1987: 61).
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The upshot of the anthropological studies on honour and shame is that while these social
values are not considered exclusive to particular geographic domains, the small
communities of the Mediterranean have been regarded as providing fertile ground for a
multitude of field studies that have illuminated certain alleged tendencies. These
tendencies are often connected with defined gender roles and issues of kinship. Honour

is exemplified by publicly proving oneself a man (through behaviour approximating that

associated with socially-constructed masculine ideals: such as assertiveness, success 1n
competing with men of equal rank and being seen to control and protect the women of
one’s family), or woman (through modest conduct that might be seen to epitomise the
feminine ideal of sexual purity prior to marnage and complete fidelity to one’s husband
after marriage). Shame sometimes refers to women’s honour but it also signifies the
diminution or loss of social standing. The argument 1s that women are very potent 1n

terms of capacity to jeopardise the honour of their kin; hence, this dual nuance of the

word ‘shame’ 1s appropnate.

Criticism of the idea of Mediterranean social systems constructed according to the values
of honour and shame has arisen from within the discipline of anthropology itself. This
has highlighted a need for particularisation: for assessing social phenomena in specified
contexts and paying close attention to terminology and its usage. When attempting to

discern the social setting behind a text, as opposed to observing social dynamics at first
hand,!! the difficulties, as we shall see, are compounded. The suggestions of

anthropologists, however, that the honour/shame-system has very ancient roots such as
can be detected in biblical literature (Pitt-Rivers 1977) and that findings from modern-day
field studies in small-scale, more remote Mediterranean cultures, due to their static nature,
can also illuminate ancient societies (Peristiany 1965a), have been seized upon by biblical

scholars exploring the social contexts of the Hebrew Bible, New Testament and

W

11 The reliability and authority of anthropologists, who usually carry out their research in communities foreign

to them, can, of course, and has been, questioned.
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Pseudepigrapha.l? In the following chapter I will examine how shame is discussed in

interpretations of biblical literature. It will become clear from this that, as in more recent

anthropological studies, shame is most prominently written of here in terms of its alleged

binary opposite honour.

12 The problems attending the transfer of findings from anthropology to biblical criticism have, however,

been discussed by various authors: cf. Culley’s summary (1982b) and Rogerson’s comments that biblical
scholars should not underestimate the complexities of tackling another discipline such as anthropology and
also, that ‘it will do no harm to Old Testament study to have to recognize more clearly the limits of what 1t can
know about ancient Israelite society’ (1984: 2, 18). Fiensy (1987, reprinted in Chalcraft 1997: 43-52) points
out that while accounts from the Hebrew Bible have been compared with such cultures as the Nuer of Africa “for
at least 200 years’ (1997: 43), this is sometimes conducted without following current debates in anthropology,
which has transpired in biblical research founded upon discredited ethnological theones. Fiensy illustrates that
the Nuer segmentary political and lineage theory developed by Evans-Pritchard, for instance, while
enthusiastically received by Old Testament scholars as a means of understanding ancient Israelite society, is
being seriously challenged from within the discipline of anthropology. As we shall see, the honour/shame
mode! has been adopted by biblical scholars with comparable enthusiasm and often without acknowledging its

limitations.
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II1. Shame and Biblical Studies

The binary pairs ‘honour and shame’ and ‘shame and guilt’, familiar from
anthropological studies, have begun to appear in interpretations of ancient literature

with increasing frequency. Some prominent examples on literature from classical

Greece, for instance, include Dodds’ chapter ‘From Shame-Culture to Guilt-Culture’

in The Greeks and the Irrational;! Fisher’s Hybris: A Study in the Values of Honour
and Shame in Ancient Greece; Gérard’s The Phaedra Syndrome: Of Shame and Guilt
in Drtsn;za,..'*2 Winkler’s The Constraints of Desire: The Anthropology of Sex and
Gender in Ancient Greece3 and Cairns’ Aidds: The Psychology and Ethics of Honour

and Shame In Ancient Greek Literature.4 Biblical literature, too, has become a focus,

1 Dodds uses both as ‘only relative’ labels (1951: 28) and describes what he sees as a gradual transition

perceptible in Greek literature from a respect which is primarily focused on public opinion (shame culture) to a

respect which is primarily focused on the fear of God and what 1s right (guilt culture).

2 Gérard argues for a clear distinction between shame and guilt (1993: 16) and describes Euripides’ depiction of

Phaedra as presenting us with a shame-prone character: she is determined to kill herself, the motivation being
that she does not wish to be exposed and seen as wicked (1993: 10). Gérard does not claim that such a response
1s necessarily typical of a particular era (cf. Dodds) or culture; he refers to Democritus, twenty years younger
than Euripides, who concerned himself with finding moral restraint and order within the individual self rather
than in the opinions of others, which accords with Gérard’s working definition of guilt (1993: 17).

3 Winkler uses observations from modern Greek cultures cautiously (‘... the issue of continuity between ancient

Greek and modern Greek culture is a red herring. It is not that cultural ways have survived intact and can be taken
as evidence for ancient life. My own observations in Greece were a fillip to reflection, not the basis of an
interpretation. It is simply the case that certain deep premises (protocols) about social life, widely shared and
with very significant variations around the Mediterranean basin, can be used to frame and illuminate ancient
texts, bringing out their unspoken assumptions. Even that is too strong as a description of my methods ...
Rather, my readings in ethnography from ... especially the Mediterranean, have opened up avenues of thought

. (1990: 10). Winkler does refer to honour and shame as values connected to the anthropology of sex in
ancient Greece (e.g. 1990: 40).

4 Cairns describes aidés (sometimes translated ‘shame’) within the context of Greek literature, paying close

attention to ‘the values of honour which constitute the sphere in which aidés operates and which give rise to the
evaluative judgments which are constitutive of the emotion ... [T}he inclusivity of aidés as a response to the
honour of self and others is mirrored in the inclusivity of the code of honour itself, a code which integrates self-

regarding and other-regarding, competitive and co-operative standards into a remarkably unified whole’ (1993:
14).
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especially since the 1990s. While this thesis is concerned primarily with shame, we
shall see that especially in interpretations of the New Testament and Apocrypha, the
pairing with honour and the argument that the social structures described in modern
Mediterranean field studies reach far back in time and are discernible 1n these texts,

persist. With regard to the Hebrew Bible, the reception of anthropological evaluations

has in general been more reserved.

i. Honour and Shame in the Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha and New

Testament

a. Camp (1991)

In her analysis of Ben Sira, which aims to gain a deeper understanding of women’s
lives 1n second century Jerusalem, Camp argues that the apocryphal text was
embedded in a cultural context in which honour and shame functioned as focal social
values. Camp agrees with the New Testament scholars she refers to that: ‘Though
details remain debated, there is a wide consensus that variations of what is called the
“honor-shame complex” are a determinant feature of contemporary Mediterranean
life’ and further, that ‘Mediterranean cultural continuity, at least in the villages, allows

us to consider ancient society and persons from this framework’ (1991: 2).

Ben Sira, she continues, 1s notable for the considerable number of shame words5 and

a relentless recourse to ‘fear of the Lord’. The motivation for the latter, she argues,
lies in preserving one’s good name and avoiding shame (1991: 4). Camp is careful to
distinguish between proper and improper shame--‘the shame-by-which-one-must-be-
bound in order to avoid the shame-that-destroys’ (1991: 5)—and goes on to illustrate
how the connections among shame, sexuality and economics, which are an important
focus in Mediterranean anthropological studies, pervade Ben Sira. In her analysis
Camp describes the strong relationship between honour and wealth. While there 1s an
emphasis in Ben Sira on the pivotal importance of wisdom and on the moral

imperative to care for the poor and practise alms giving, there are also expressions of

5 Camp points out that while reputation is a consistent feature of biblical ethos, there is nowhere in the Hebrew

Bible a concentration of shame vocabulary comparable to that of Ben Sira: ‘our sage has added almost a

nineteen percent increase to the canonical works’ (1991: 5, note 16).
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grief for the wealthy reduced to want and an appreciation of financial secunty (1991:
741.). Camp summarises:
Thus, while the sage holds an idealized vision of the poor man honoured for his
wisdom, he also, realistically, advises his students not to wrap sheer laziness in such a

flag. Better to be wise and wealthy (10:31a) (1991: 10).

Lack of wealth, then, can, by implication, signify idleness and thereby bring

dishonour.6

By far the most potent source of dishonour depicted in Ben Sira is women’s
sexuality. This, Camp claims, is typically Mediterranean. The poem on sexual
relationships in 9:1-9, providing ‘a fairly complete list of female nemeses’ (1991:
20f.) and envisaging women as being inherently dangerous for men, expresses,
Camp argues, ‘[a] belief about the indiscriminate sexuality of women ... typical
among men in contemporary Mediterranean culture’ (1991: 22). Control of the
women in one’s household is, Camp illustrates, extremely important in Ben Sira.
Women, like a man’s material possessions (with which they are sometimes
associated), can confer honour on a man but the idealised notion of a good wife’s
benefits includes bringing cheer even amid poverty (26:4). For the most part,
however, her goodness is inextricably linked with material benefit: the good wife
brings fatness to her husband (a sign of prosperity) and she is likened to a good
portion (that is, a valuable asset) (26: 1-4). The bad wife, meanwhile, is depicted as
one who exposes a man to the danger of losing control over his household as well as
face in public. The connection between shame and failure to control one’s women and
money is particularly clear in 25:21-26: a wife who controls the household finances

(v.22) and gives orders (v.25) brings disgrace (v.22) and ruin (v.23).

Ben Sira’s ‘rather extreme commentary on controlling the sexuality of one’s
daughters’ (1991: 34) has no biblical parallel but is, Camp claims, entirely compatible
with the attitudes reflected in contemporary Mediterranean studies. There is, for
instance, an emphasis on concern for one’s daughters’ chastity (7:24), which

Schneider has 1dentified as the crux of the Mediterranean value system. Camp’s

6 Cf. also Davis ILii.d.
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conviction that the findings of contemporary anthropologists working in the
Mediterranean are applicable to Ben Sira leads her to reject the traditional

interpretation of 7:24 (°... do not let your face shine towards them’) as alluding to

fathers indulging their daughters’ because:

In typical Mediterrancan family arrangements ... there is “unusual absention of
Mediterrancan males generally from domestic affairs” and “a rigid spatial and behavioral
segregation of the sexes.” Thus, there would have been little opportunity for such
paternal indulgence. ...Since the actions of children, virtuous or otherwise, advert to
their parents, we should probably read our present stich to mean something like “do not

count on your daughters’ capacity to bring you honor” (1991: 34).

Camp also favours Trenchard’s interpretation of the adjective ‘sensible’, when used

of a daughter at 22:4, as having ‘the perversely narrow sense of “faithful to her
husband”’ (1991: 34)8 - which would again underline the Mediterranean value system

as described in anthropological literature. Characteristic, too, would be Ben Sira’s
account of the worry which daughters incite in their fathers (cf. 7:25 and 42:9-10).
The intensity of paternal anxiety and the fact that women’s sexuality in Ben Sira
seems to epitomise all that is potentially out of control, is, according to Camp, best
understood in the light of ‘the enormous reality of shame in Mediterranean culture’
(1991: 36), which is compared to ‘a culturally defined prison’ and ‘stigma’ (1991:
36). The fear of losing control and incurring shame applies, Camp argues, 1n Ben
Sira as in contemporary Mediterranean culture, to all arenas of a man’s life that
determine his honour: such as wealth, public standing and family. Daughters, she
claims, are a particularly disturbing factor, or ‘wild card’, in this context:

As his property, he is honor-bound to prevent encroachment on them; as women they

share the “woman’s wickedness” of indiscriminate sexual inclination; unmarried, they

have no stake in regulating their own honor; awakened to their own sexuality in

marriage, they may have even less restraint (1991: 36f.).

7 Cf. the RSV ad loc: ‘Do you have daughters? Be concerned for their chastity (Gk body), and do not show

yourself too indulgent with them’.

8 The sensible and the shameful daughter are contrasted. RSV ad loc has: ‘A sensible daughter obtains her

husband, but one who acts shamefully brings grief to her father’.
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In the contemporary Mediterranean context, Camp claims, ‘more traditional values’,
such as those she has gleaned from Ben Sira, continue to ‘shine through the veneer of
Catholic teaching’ (1991: 37). Honour and shame are, she continues, central concepts
of the traditional cultural symbol system which finds its clearest expression in links
between sexual and economic issues in which both money and women operate as
‘overdetermined symbols of male honor’ (1991: 38). In the cultural context
underlying Ben Sira’s writing, as well as in the Mediterranean communities described
in anthropological literature, Camp concludes, daughters fulfil the role of their
family’s repository of honour. Their capacity for conferring shame on their fathers,
furthermore, 1s so potent because:

An adulterous wife can be divorced, but a sexually deviant daughter has no place to go

but home. She is an everlasting blot on her father’s name, which is all, in the sage’s

view, a man has to live for (1991: 37).

Camp’s enthusiastic reception of contemporary Mediterranean anthropological social
categories and her conviction that these provide a snitable model for gaining insights
into the cultural context of ancient texts, is reflected in other honour and shame
studies conducted in the 1990s in both pseudepigraphical and New Testament

Studies. I shall be returning to Camp’s findings and evaluations after summarising
these (IIL.111).

b. Neyrey/Malina (1991)°

Neyrey and Malina make strong claims for the distinctive and enduring centrality of
the social values of honour and shame in the countries of the Mediterranean. Their
discussion opens with the statement:

Visitors to Mediterranean countries are immediately aware of a different social dynamic

on Fhe streets and in the marketplaces. People there seem very concerned with

appearances. ... In many places men and women never share the same space at the same

time ... Anthropologists describe these phenomena in terms of a value considered

dominant in Mediterranean culture, namely honor. ... An adequate scenario for

9 See chapter 11, ‘Honor and Shame in Luke-Acts: Pivotal Values of the Mediterranean World’, in Neyrey 1991:
25-65.
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understanding the people of the Mediterranean, ancient and modern, must include a firm
grasp of the pivotal value of honor and its pervasive replication throughout their hives
(1991: 25).
After defining honour, with recourse to modern anthropological studies, as becoming
concrete when a society’s understanding of power, gender and precedence is

examined, and pointing to the dissimilarity with Western culture--‘[u]nlike Westen

culture, cultures in which honor is a dominant value depend totally for their sense of

worth upon this acknowledgement by others as “honorable”’ (1991: 25)10-they

speak of ‘the ever-present phenomenon of concern for honor and shame in the world
of Luke-Acts’ (1991: 46), thereby leaping from the concept of social reality past and
present to the assumption that texts reflect social reality. They continue that ‘[i]t is
truly an understatement to say that the whole of Luke’s Gospel, almost every piece of
social interaction, should be viewed through the lens of honor and shame’ (1991: 64)
and purport that ‘seeing [Jesus’] life through the lens of honor and shame, we begin
to view it from the native’s perspective and to appreciate the social dynamic as natives
see it’ (1991: 64). This strikes me as a somewhat spurious claim. After all, if reader-
response criticism has taught us anything, then that any modern reader of texts such
as comprise the New Testament will impose upon them diverse kinds of expectations

and that the idea of retrieving a determinate or correct ‘native’ meaning is unrealistic
(cf. Bal 1989; 11-15).

Neyrey and Malina, further, claim not only that honour and shame are essential
components of the first century personality (1991: 65), they also imply that this
personality has remained largely unchanged to this day (1991: 25, cited above) and
that it goes far back in time and can be discerned in the Hebrew Bible (they cite from
the Hebrew Bible to support their arguments, cf. 1991: 31). Some of their huge
generalisations, however, do not stand up well to the evidence in hand. They write,

for instance, that:

Honor is always presumed to exist within one’s own family of blood, i.c., among all of

10 See also Malina (The New Testament World): first century Mediterranean societies ‘did not consider

individualism a pivotal value as we do’ (1993: 45). As we have seen, this i1s In agreement with some

sociological typologies (Introduction, note 2). I do, however, find his claim, as its sole basis is textual, too
definitive (see IIl.ii1).
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one’s blood relatives. A person can always trust blood relatives. Outside that circle, all
people are presumed dishonorable, guilty unless proved otherwise, a presumption based

on the agonistic quality of competition for the scarce commodity, honor. ... Blood

replicates honor; with blood relatives there is no honor contest (1991: 32).11

The anthropological studies do describe a profound sense of family loyalty, which is
depicted as being characteristically Mediterranean 12 and Pitt-Rivers, further, focuses

on the centrality of endogamy in Hebrew culture through the ages, both of which

might be said to substantiate Neyrey and Malina’s argument. Their claim, however,

defies both the observations of Campbell conceming rivalry among brothers,13 and

the evidence of the Hebrew Bible. As Carroll has pointed out, the Hebrew Bible
frequently depicts interactions among blood-relations as far from amicable or
honourable. In fact, the contest for precedence between brothers appears to be a
topos:
... the dominant pattern of conflict in the Old Testament is that between brothers. Cain
and Abel, Jacob and Esau, Joseph and his brothers, Moses and Aaron, Absalom and
Amnon, Solomon and Adonijah to name but the more obvious examples. As the Old
Testament presents the history of the kingdoms it was a conflict between nations
produced by brothers, Judah and Ephraim. It is unlikely that the sage had any ironic
intentions when he wrote “a brother 1s born for adversity” (Prov 17:17) but according to
the biblical pattern adversity and conflict characterised the relations between brothers
(1977: 201).
The honour and blood relationship, then, is not as straightforward as Neyrey and

Malina indicate and their approach in general shows a tendency to sweeping claims.

11 Malina repeats this claim in his later publication (1993: 38).

12 g. Campbell, who describes the prevalent idea of ‘one blood’, impressive solidarity and almost complete
identification of interests among Sarakatsani siblings: ‘In the eyes of outsiders siblings are morally identified.
Whatever, for good or ill, 1s suffered by one sibling is held to affect the other siblings to an almost equivalent
degree. An insult to any member of the group is felt with the same resentment by all the brothers and sisters®
(1964: 172). He qualifies, however, that this solidarity comes into force in the face of challenges from outside
of the close family group. The blood bond does not eliminate honour contests (1964: 175{f)).

13 See above Il.ii.a.
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c. Pilch IMalinalPlevnik (1993)

The purpose of Pilch and Malina’s handbook of biblical social values is to facilitate
‘deeper immersion into the world of the Bible in general and the New Testament in
particular’ (1993: xxx). Defining a value as ‘some general quality and direction of life
that human beings are expected to embody in their behavior’ (1993: xiii), they
contrast what they consider to be the U.S. core values, efficiency and guilt, with the
core values of the Mediterranean world, honour and shame (1993: xvii and 103).
Alongside these core values they describe also so-called ‘means values’: ‘Power,

generosity, and eloquence are means values because they facilitate the realization of

honor, which 1s the Mediterranean goal or end cultural value’ (1993: xvii).

In Plevnik’s subsection on honour and shame, these are depicted as not only core
values in the present-day Mediterranean world but ‘in the Bible as well’ (1993: 95).
Plevnik appears to describe honour and shame as locally-specific, or ‘high context
words whose content must be deduced from actual social behavior’ (1993: 97) -
which would accord with the ethnographic studies that have tended to focus on
individuals and families in small communities. He continues that ‘one must ...
describe what in a given social group or society counts as honorable behavior’ (1993:
97). In terms of biblical textual analysis such particularisation might be reflected in
detailed examinations of separate books or chapters. Instead, Plevnik’s 1llustration
rides roughshod over any pretensions to particularisation in that it draws for support
from a range of Psalms, some prophetic literature and the New Testament (1993:

971.). The fact that this ‘evidence’ very probably stems from several eras and

provenances is given no consideration.



Plevnik is also undeterred by a lack of explicit honour or shame references in the

words of Jesus:14

While the Gospel tradition reports Jesus speaking only rarely about honor and shame,

the narrative is replete with honor concerns. This feature is clearly underscored in the

many scenarios in which Jesus demonstrates considerable skill at challenge and riposte

and thereby reveals himself to be an honorable man, capable of defending God’s honor,

his group’s honor, and his own honor (1993: 100).
In the elucidation of means values meanwhile, these are consistently related to the
core values. Purity, for instance, concerns,

a person who knows how to be clean rather than unclean, pure rather than polluted - in

other words, how to maintain honor and avoid shame. Purity thus is a means value

because it facilitates the realization of the core values of honor and shame (1993: 151).
The question remains, however, whether Jesus’ words or the actions of those
maintaining purity result from the values of honour and shame which they themselves
hold, or whether the authors of the handbook are projecting their analytical model on
to the data. I suspect the latter. In any case, if honour and shame indeed are core
values for the Bible as a whole, as is claimed by Pilch, Malina and Plevnik, their
meanings, when all the means values are taken into account, are rendered little more
than that honour is everything approved of and shame everything disapproved of in

the context of ‘the Bible’ - which, of course, is far less homogeneous than the

handbook implies.

14 Elsewhere, however, the importance of occurrence of such words has been emphasised and employed to

legitimate critical writing. Peristiany, in arguing for the centrality of these values, mentions that
Mediterranean peoples constantly speak of honour and shame in assessing their own conduct and that of their
fellows (1965¢: 10). Wikan, focusing especially on shame, points out that in the Cairo communities under
consideration shame rather than honour is the predominant concern and writes that ‘Mediterranean peoples do
not, in their daily lives, speak of their own and each other’s honour. But they do speak of shame’ and **“Shame”
accompanies negative sanctions as an exclamation and explicative, it constantly enters both into commentary
and transactions. “IHonour” figures mainly in “theory” discourse - it is not itself part of the give and take of
interaction’ (1984: 638). Camp justifies her analysis of shame in Ben Sira by pointing out that ‘Ben Sira’s
concern for shame is evident both in the number and frequency of words within this semantic field’ (1991: 41).
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d. McVann (1995)

McVann’s article opens with the statement that:
Honor and shame as axial cultural values in the ancient Circum-Mediterranean are by
now well enough ... accepted categories in biblical interpretation that they need no

lengthy ... defence as legitimate perspectives brought to bear on the interpretation of
biblical texts (1995: 179).

Citing Malina and Neyrey’s definition that honour serves as “a register of social rating
which entitles a person to interact in specific ways with equals, superiors and
subordinates, according to the prescribed cues of the society’ (1991: 45), McVann
goes on to explain that social boundaries are the source of these prescribed cues.
Crossing a social boundary may result in ndicule and being shamed; stalwartly
maintaining publicly recognised boundaries, meanwhile, constitutes honourable
behaviour (1995: 180). Consequently, expelling ‘thieves’, whose presence makes a
mockery of the house of God, from the temple, 1s an honourable act because it
preserves the boundaries between sacred and profane. Ritual, he continues, focuses
on the maintenance of such boundaries and
[i]f ritual focuses attention by framing--that is, by drawing boundaries--and 1if honor-
shame protects status and the status quo by focusing on the defence of boundaries
drawn, then it seems reasonable to conclude that honor-shame, precisely because it
replicates concern with boundaries, is a cultural phenomenon deeply rooted in ritual
(1995: 181).
When honour is challenged, he continues, the indeterminacy of boundaries is
exposed, accentuating any vulnerability of social organisation. McVann sees in this a
resemblance with the liminal period of the ritual process, because ‘in both situations

statuses and boundaries are denied or challenged before the new ones emerge or the

old ones are reaffirmed’ (1995: 181).

Following a ritual reading of Mark, focusing on 1:9-20, 8:27-9:1 and 16:1-8,

McVann concludes that

the phenomenon of honor-shame as a cultural feature of first century Mediterranean
society was accepted (though hardly uncntically) in Mark, since honor-shame concerns

are inscribed into the Gospel at its three most important structural points (1995: 195).
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He goes on to say that the valuation of honour and shame is reversed in Mark, with
persecution and the cross becoming sources of honour rather than shame:

This reversal, however, is much stronger than a mere up-ending of the status quo.

Mark’s interests range far beyond protest and social criticism. Rather, the consequences

of the reversal are so powerful that the very system of honor-shame itself 1s thrown

open to question (1995: 195).
The consequence, McVann claims, is profoundly shocking:

A modern equivalent seeking to convey the sense of shock and blasphemy might run

like this: the savior of the world and God’s Son was a dark-skinned homosexual refugee

on welfare who died of AIDS. Such a proclamatioﬁ would undoubtedly qualify as an

assault on, and rejection of, the neo-conservative worldview currently in vogue (1995:

195).
Like the commentators discussed above, McVann favours the view that honour and
shame are distinctive categories which are reflected in New Testament (or apocryphal)
literature due to the texts’ embeddedness in a cultural context which has much in
common with the Mediterranean cultures as discussed in modern anthropological field
studies. The Semeia edition in which McVann’s article appears contains a response
by LaHurd, not unreminiscent of Herzfeld’s criticisms, which warns that when the
classifications honour and shame are applied one should neither lose sight of ‘their
tentative and abstract character’, nor become guilty of ‘generalizing across geographic
boundaries and certainly across temporal divides’ (1995: 199). LaHurd’s criticism, |
believe, has validity. By linking honour with everything acceptable within a society
and shame with everything transgressing social boundaries, McVann again widens
their definitions to a point where they lose meaningfulness. One merit of McVann’s
discussion is his precision in closely analysing a few demarcated ritual texts, thereby
avoiding some of the other generalisations we have come across which purport to
speak for ‘the Bible’ as a whole. McVann’s claim that honour and shame are
‘inscribed into the Gospel’, however, is, I think, too strong. It seems, 1nstead, to be
the case once again that values constructed in modern times and which even in the
context of contemporary anthropological studies are far from uncrnitically accepted,
have been imposed on to the ancient texts. While this may be convenient, such a

procedure obscures more than it reveals by effecting an artificial sense of cohesion.



Of particular interest to me in McVann’s discussion is his connection between honour
and shame on the one hand and the status quo on the other. The probable role of

shame in socially subversive contexts is a point I shall be returning to in chapters V

and V1.

e. deSilva (1995 and 1996)15

In an article narrowly focused on the rhetorical interchanges between Antiochus and
the martyrs in 4 Maccabees, de Silva describes what he considers to be the nature and
centrality of honour and shame in the particular socio-historical context in which the
apocryphal text came into being. While he refers approvingly to Pitt-Rivers’
definition of the Mediterranean person’s conception of honour--as a value in one’s
own eyes which demands acknowledgement from one’s social group and which is
often asserted or defended in public contests (1995b: 32, note 3)--deSilva is careful to

take into account the ‘Hellenistic philosophic garb’ of this ‘enigmatic piece of
Diasporic Jewish literature’ (1995b: 31).16 In his analysis of language related to

honour and dishonour, deSilva thus attempts to consider the Hellenistic environment
and 1ts affinity with classical Greek literature and culture. Aidos and nemesis, he
explains, were not overwhelmingly concerned with gaining success at the expense of
others--which i1s how the zero-sum-game honour-battles of so-called agonistic
Mediterranean cultures are often depicted in anthropological literature--but essentially
Interactive values serving as much to bond as to divide. Not only the desire to be
honoured but also considerations of showing proper reverence to those superior
must, according to deSilva, be taken into account and he argues therefore that when
approaching a Greco-influenced text such as 4 Maccabees, the agonistic
anthropological model which has found its way into biblical studies must be
counterbalanced with the fear of overreaching and of violating justice towards fellow

human beings and piety towards God (1995b: 33, note 3).

151 have just been alerted to a more recent article of deSilva’s examining how honour and shame discourses in

Paul’s Corinthian correspondence contribute to the maintenance of subcultural and countercultural groups. He

argues here that shame is inculcated primarnly to encourage group-sustaining, unifying behaviour (1998: 72).

16 In his latehr article deSilva claims that ‘honor itself is vacuous apart from culture-specific content” and again

stresses the importance of delineating the specific cultural context in which such values are discussed (1996:
435).
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In 4 Maccabees, deSilva argues, honour is identified with ‘devout reason’. The
martyrs hence demonstrate reason’s mastery over feelings and the endeavour to put
nothing, even life itself, above virtue. Unwavering fidelity to the Torah in particular,
enables reason to conquer emotions, thereby effecting honourable conduct and
enabling honourable remembrance (1995b: 37f.). Such a link between honour on the
one hand and reverence for God and his Torah on the other, is presented, deSilva
continues, in several Rededuelle (‘rhetoric duels’). The competitive and public nature
of these 1s, he considers, particularly apt: not only does it confer dramatic potential, 1t
also conjures up the so-called ‘court of reputation’, the body of externally-sanctioning
public opinion to which the so-called Mediterranean personality is said to be
especially attuned. The duels are, according to deSilva, contests for honour; the
epideictic frame of which allows the author to show which choices and responses are
approved of as honourable and praiseworthy and which as dishonourable and
deficient (1995b: 44). In the second Rededuell the brothers are promised
advancement and positions of honour in the kingdom - provided they conform to the
Hellenistic ways of life. The brothers, manifesting their honour in their loyalty to
their deity and his Law, refuse: an action which is evaluated by the author as
honourable (1995b: 41ff.). As praise in the ancient Mediterranean world is, according
to deSilva, closely linked with emulation, the author is aiming at inspiring emulation
of such perseverance among his listeners. The outcome of the brothers’ life is
rewarded with honourable remembrance, honour from God, the patriarchs and their

nation. In contrast, Antiochus, though formidable, is labelled impious, unjust and

shameless.

DeSilva qualifies that what is shameful in 4 Maccabees is culturally specific, far from
immune to contemporary Hellenistic influences, and not necessarily compatible with
the Hebrew Bible. Torture and physical outrages on the martyrs’ bodies, therefore,
are not depicted as entailing shame: even when the body is stripped and publicly
exposed the martyr 1s perceived as being clothed with virtue. This might be regarded
as less reminiscent of the Hebrew Bible (where stripping constitutes a popular and
effective shaming technique to which prisoners of war in particular were subjected)

than of Greek attitudes regarding the human body. Instead, it is Antiochus, lacking
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‘that important element of xv&w¢g which regards the honor of other human beings

within the context of reverent fear of God’, who is deemed to be shameful (1995b:
56). Though possibly influenced by Greek ideas, the author exploits, deSilva argues,
the centrality of honour and shame in order to reinforce a pronouncedly Jewish way

to attaining honour and avoiding shame: by means of steadfast adherence to Yhwh
and his Torah, which seem to have become compromised and threatened in the

Hellenised atmosphere of second century Palestine.

In his monograph on the Epistle to the Hebrews deSilva demonstrates a keen
awareness of the criticisms raised regarding the adequacy of modern social-scientific
constructions for the interpretation of ancient texts (1995a: 111f.). He concedes that
the assumption of a static cultural system from Homer to present life in the Cypriot
Highlands is unsustainable and further, that narrative texts, such as the conflict
stories between Pharisees and Jesus, lend themselves more readily to interpretations
from the perspective of the honour/shame model than more discursive texts and
epistolary literature (1995a: 15). DeSilva none the less concludes that the model is
useful and relevant and that ‘Hebrews itself suggests the importance of honor and
shame for the interpretation of New Testament texts as products of the Mediterranean
world by so frequently using that realm of language’ (1995a: 23). He discusses
honour and shame in Hebrews in terms of what he regards as its implied norms and
values. Issues of gender, which, as we have seen, have often been considered the

cornerstone of the honour/shame complex of ideas, do not feature in his discussion.

In a later article on honour and shame in Ben Sira, deSilva again focuses on the
tensions that arise when orthodox values are defended from within a context of
immersion in a dominant culture. DeSilva closely describes the sociocultural situation
he perceives as being in the background of Ben Sira as one where Judaea’s
inhabitants, subject to Hellenising monarchs, found themselves to be a minority
culture whose world view and legitimations were constantly called into question by
the attractions associated with the Greek way of life. DeSilva argues that although
Ben Sira, like the author of 4 Maccabees, adopts some Hellenistic modes of thought,

he is yet deeply suspicious of Hellenisation, considering it a form of apostasy and a



becoming ‘like the nations’. Again, the principal message is that fear of the Lord 1s
‘the best canopy under which to live one’s life’ (1996: 454) and again the language of

honour and shame plays, he claims, a considerable role in conveying this message.

While, as in Proverbs (which 1s cast as Ben Sira’s source book and model text17)

wisdom remains the path to honour (1996: 440)18 and a distinguished life, it is here

more emphatically identified with obedience to the Torah. Transgression of the Law
and apostasy tfrom the covenant are thus depicted as meeting with disgrace and
cancelling one’s claim to honour. Again, the ‘court of reputation’, those who watch
and pronounce judgment on one’s claim to honour, is perceived by deSilva as being
an 1mportant factor. Ben Sira, however, seems more concerned with the all-seeing
eyes of God than with the eyes of the community:

If one is to have shame, that is to be sensitive to the opinion of another, that other

person must be God first and foremost. Effectively, this points to Torah--the revelation

of God’s standards and criteria for honor before God--as “the court of reputation” before

which one lives one’s life and on the basis of which one claims honor (1996: 454f.).
Honour and shame, which deSilva agrees constitute pivotal values in the society in
which Ben Sira lived, emerge, due to their perceived centrality, as apt concepts for
the sage’s agenda, namely of ‘preserving or promoting adherence to the values and

customs of the minornty group, of combating strong tendencies to assimilate and

17 DeSilva claims that his comparison between Proverbs and Ben Sira will show that ‘while Ben Sira preserves

the traditional use of the language of honor and dishonor in many ways, he intensifies its claims in support of

commitment to exclusively Jewish values and behaviors’ (1996: 435).

18 DesSilva cites 6:29-31, where it is said that wisdom gives a person their xouynpe, which he translates

‘claim to honour’ (cf. Liddell and Scott’s lexicon ad loc, ‘a vaunt, boast’). The RSV does not follow deSilva’s
honour-interpretation, although the sentiment of the verses might be brought into line with the conferral of
honours: ‘Then [wisdom’s] fetters will become for you a strong protection, and her collar a glorious robe. Her
yoke is a golden ornament, and her bonds are a cord of blue. You will wear her like a glorious robe, and put her
on like a crown of gladness’. It does seem, however, that the desire to discern the “pivotal values’ of honour and
shame everywhere, or the assumption that they constitute a strong background influence, has again led to gap-
filling by imposing later constructions upon the text. Chance has pointed out such a tendency of ‘upstreaming’,
which he defines as ‘how to validly project insights gained in the twentieth century--usually through
ethnography--back into the distant past’. Ile continues, ‘upstreaming’s dubious assumption that the cultures

that anthropologists study are characterized more by continuity than by change has been increasingly called
into question’ (1996: 141f)).
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become “like the Gentiles”’ (1996: 438).15

Honour receives repeated mention in 10:19-24 and it is again fear of the Lord and
obedience to the commandments which constitute the decisive criteria for evaluating
honour (1996: 444). Those who have set a precedent for honourable conduct and
earned remembrance and the sage’s panegyric, appear in the catalogue of famous men
(chapters 441f.). In line with Ben Sira’s purpose, Abraham is lauded for his
incomparable honour manifested in his keeping of the Law of the Most High (44:19-

20). Phinehas, too, is honoured for maintaining the strict boundaries between the
congregation and the Gentiles.20 Solomon, meanwhile, is reproved for his failure to

observe God’s exclusive claim to worship (1996: 453f.). Again and again, deSilva
argues, Ben Sira makes ‘effective and wide use of the language of honor and
dishonor to promote loyalty to the values of Jewish culture and to provide insulation

from the non-Jewish world from which Jews increasingly desire recognition’ (1996:
455).

Both Camp and deSilva,2! we have seen, maintain that the values of honour and

shame pervade the text of Ben Sira due to their pivotal status in the sociocultural
context in which the text is embedded and both refer to anthropological literature to
describe the features one might expect to detect in such a context. Camp, focusing on

gender-relations, which are 1dentified as distinctive and focal to the Mediterranean
honour-shame matrix,22 argues that honour, while intimately connected with public

standing and economic resources, is again and again associated with women and their
perceived capacity to threaten a man’s good name by conferring shame upon him.

DeSilva, meanwhile, focuses on the public nature of honour and the effect of the

19 DeSilva comes close here to admitting that texts reflect not so much an absolute social reality as the

perspectives and biases of their authors, who may be less concerned with recounting historical details than with

promoting an ideological agenda (see below, chapter V).

20 Cf. McVann on the connection between honour/shame and social boundaries maintained through ritual

(I1Li.d.).

21 peSilva makes no reference to Camp’s article.

22 See especially Campbell 1964; Schneider 1971 and Pitt-Rivers 1977.
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court of reputation on a person’s feeling of value.23 Due to an acute sensitivity

regarding both one’s honour and the public perception of it, stressing a connection
between honour and obedience to the Torah, deSilva claims, lent itself as a motif to
the authors of both Ben Sira and 4 Maccabees, who were concerned to guard
traditional Jewish values in an increasingly Hellenistic world. The fact that the alleged
centrality of honour and shame can be shown to ‘illuminate’ such divergent claims

might be said to support the argument for their endemic status. I also think, however,

that i1t once again reveals that the labels ‘honour’ and ‘shame’ have become so
capacious that they can be used to prove almost anything - at which point they are
rendered virtually ineffectual. While I do not consider the findings of Mediterranean
anthropological studies valueless, I think there is a strong need for specification, that
1s for delineating the cultural context of a given text (as deSilva has), and also for
admitting to the conjectural status of statements derived from the application of values
observed in living communities to ancient texts. The idea that honour and shame are
time-tested Mediterranean categories, invariably relevant in examining the social

contexts in which biblical literature came into being remains, ultimately, an

unverifiable assumption.24

f. Semeia 68 (1996), Hanson and Neyrey
The premiss of Semeia 68, subtitled ‘Honor and Shame in the World of the Bible’, is

that the honour and shame value system ‘is a fundamental characteristic of all
Mediterranean cultures, including those where ancient Israel and early Christianity
took root’ (1996:7) and, further, that ‘[t]he world of the Bible was eastern, virtually
changeless, and agricultural’ in sharp contrast to ‘[tlhe modern western world

[which] is changing and industrial’ (1996:10). This seems to leave the door wide

23 In his later article on the Corinthian correspondence, deSilva specifies that in this context the court of
reputation consists of God, Christ, Paul’s apostolic team, the supra-local church and the local Christian

community. Here deSilva does refer to Paul reminding his audience of approriate shame, or modesty, being
linked to gender (1998: 72).

24 As we have seen, Herzfeld and Wikan have already challenged the idea of the distinctively Mediterranean

status of honour and shame from within the discipline of anthropology. A similarly critical approach is required
for New Testament Studies. If the definitions for honour and shame remain as flexible and wide, these categories

could, I am sure, be applied to a wide range of extra-Mediterranean literature, too.
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open for assumptions regarding cultural continuity and the enduring relevance of
honour and shame, thereby legitimising attempts to project modern anthropological
findings on to ancient texts. Indeed, Simkins and Stansell, analysing honour and
shame in Joel and the David narratives respectively, find much to support their view
that these values were pivotal in the cultures which produced these texts. Hanson and
Neyrey, focusing on Matthew and John, also see much scope for illumination 1n
viewing their chosen texts through the lens of honour and shame. More critical and
reserved is Bergant’s analysis of the Song of Songs which, she considers, sits

uneasily within the gender-divided, sexually-repressive picture emerging from

modern Mediterranean field studies.

Remaining for the time being with evaluations of honour and shame within New
Testament Studies, let me focus first on Hanson’s article on Matthew’s makarisms
and reproaches. Calling honour and shame ‘the values-complex in which all other
values are grounded’ (1996: 82), Hanson claims that support for such a strong

statement can be found among Semitists, classicists, Old Testament and New
Testament scholars, as well as Mediterraneanists.25 He continues that the honour-

shame complex is ‘tied to the symbols of power, sexual status, gender and religion.
Consequently, it is a social, rather than a psychological, value’ (1996: 83).
Disregarding the psychological dimension of social values, Hanson stresses instead
the interactive and public nature of honour and shame. Turning to the makarisms, he
first distinguishes them sharply from blessings in that they are not ‘words of power’

pronounced by God or cultic mediators, but pertain rather to humans only, never to

God and exist independently of ritual contexts (1996: 89). Hebrew "N and Greek

pHoiKoipLos refer, he continues, not to ritual blessing or expressions of happiness

but are ‘understandable only in terms of the Mediterranean competition for honor’

25 Hanson cites Klopfenstein among the Old Testament scholars. Klopfenstein’s study focuses on shame and

dishonour and is primarily philological in its approach. While Klopfenstein points out that shame-
terminology is sometimes paired with antonyms, kabdd (often translated ‘honour’) among them, he does not
make any pronouncements concerning the centrality of a pivotal value-complex such as ‘honour and shame’. He

explicitly criticises Pedersen’s attempt to pair a multifarious phenomenon like shame with honour (1972: 208;

see I1l.ii.a and ¢).
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(1996: 90). Virtually every formulaic instance of WX and poxoprog is,

according to Hanson, best translated ‘how honoured’ or ‘O how honourable’. They
are, he claims, expressions which are understood as pronounced by ‘one’s

community of orientation’ which validates one’s personal claim to honour. The

opposite of this is the expression 1T, which Hanson translates not ‘woe!’ but

‘shame!’. In Mediterranean societies, he elaborates, ‘this is understood as a serious
challenge to the honor of those addressed. To be shamed means the loss of status,

respect, and worth in the community’ (1996: 94). Having decided upon the meanings

of o KaipLoc and its counterpart, of which the Hebrew equivalents are "R and
"1'T, Hanson thus imposes the modern understanding of honour and shame from

anthropological studies on to the New Testament text, which culminates in such

strong conclusions as: ‘Makarisms and reproaches are comprehensible only in terms

of Mediterranean honor/shame values and the challenge-riposte transactions’ (1996:
104).

Neyrey’s analysis of the Johannine Passion Narratives, meanwhile, begins with a

statement describing the profoundly shaming purpose of crucifixion, before

elaborating that despite the shameful treatment of Jesus, he is portrayed as
maintaining his honour and even gaining glory and prestige:
Far from being a status degrading ritual, his passion is scen as a status elevation ntual.

This hypothesis entails a larger consideration, namely, the importance of honor and

shame as pivotal values of the Meditcrranean world (1996: 114).

The Cross, although explicitly called ‘shame’ (ctvOXUVES, Hebrews 12:2) none the

less transpires in honour26 and the pivotal social values become part of a larger pattern

of inversion: ‘ironic perspective is part and parcel of the principle that Jesus

constantly narrates: that last is first, least is greatest, dead is live, shame is honor’

M

26 As we have seen, McVann makes this point too. See also deSilva on Hebrews 12:2, who argues that Jesus,

depicted here as despising the shame of the cross, ‘is linked with the exemplars of faith in chapter 11, who in
large measure are held together by a shared disregard for certain cultural norms of the honorable and shameful’
(1995a: 2); and Martin, arguing for Paul’s inversion of what constitutes shame and honour (1995: 59ff. and 65).
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(1996: 115). Neyrey defends his perspective--‘we must attempt to see things through

the lenses of ancient Mediterranean culture, which were those of honor and shame’

(1996: 115)27--by stressing the importance and peculiarly Mediterranean status of

honour and shame:

It 1s always tempting for modern readers to psychologize biblical characters, often
imposing on them modern notions of the self or motivations and strategies typical of
the modern world. Appreciation of the ancient psychology of honor and shame offers

more authentic cultural and historical reading of those social dynamics. ... Thus no
study of conflict in the biblical texts would be complete without its assessment in

terms of the cultural dynamics of honor and shame (1996: 133).

The sweeping claims of the writers in Semeia 68 are addressed in a response by
Chance. He writes in no uncertain terms that:
The authors in this volume have not heeded Herzfeld’s call: they have employed a
common model and applied it to peoples diverse in time and space. Yet they can hardly
be blamed for doing so, since the historical--not to mention the biblical--literature lags
far behind the ethnographic where Mediterranean values are concerned, and has not yet
reached the required critical mass that would enable a more comparative style of analysis
(1996: 148).
He points out, further, that ‘there is more to Mediterranean culture than honor and
shame’, which, although it may appear obvious, is in the light of the forceful claims
of much of the writing on honour and shame in biblical literature, worth keeping in

mind. The enthusiastic absorption of the anthropological values of honour and shame

27 Although our environment and social values clearly affect our perception of the world around us, it is
unlikely that there was ever ‘a Mediterranean way” of looking at the world which filtered everything through the
lenses of honour and shame. Pilch and Malina have argued in their handbook that the core-value in the

contemporary US is “efficiency’. Surely this cannot mean that all inhabitants of the US construct the world
around them on the basis of this one notion. The approach is, I think, too simplistic.
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into the study of the New Testament28 and apocryphal texts29 has, as Chance

recognises, often led to misleading simplifications. As we shall see, the Hebrew

Bible, too, has become the focus for studies on honour and shame.

it. Honour and Shame in the Hebrew Bible

a. Pedersen (1926)

Pedersen’s tome Israel: Its Life and Culture contains a chapter entitled ‘Honour and
Shame’. Predating the flourish of Mediterranean field studies, Pedersen’s definitions
of the two values are somewhat different from, though not entirely incompatible with,
those of anthropology. Honour, he describes, is a consequence of blessing affecting
the “substance of the soul’, filling it and keeping it upright (1926: 213). Pedersen
1llustrates that which renders the Israelite soul great with recourse to the example of

Job, because the book of the same name is ‘{a]mong the writings which reveal most

of the Israelitic conception of life-values’ (1926: 213).

Job, Pedersen describes, is honourable because richly blessed and his blessing is
‘typically Israelitic’: he has many sons, herds and other possessions; he is highly
regarded 1n his community and able to sustain his brethren by the giving of gifts
which is perceived as a privilege rather than a duty (1926: 214{.). Pedersen continues
that in Job, honour is manifested by harmony in the community:

The community forms a closely connected circle, a society of friends where all belong.

Each communicates to the other of the blessing he possesses, but he who

communicates most has the authority and honour, because he upholds them all. This

honour maintains harmony in the community, because it is determined by the relation

28 There are other studies on honour and shame in the New Testament: deSilva refers to several dozen (on the

New Testament and Hebrew Bible) (1995a: 15, note 48). I have tried to provide a representative sample,

summarising the studies cited most frequently.

29 Torjesen, writing about women of the early Christian period, also accepts the centrality of honour and shame
and believes that texts from this time should be read with these values in mind (1993: 292). Citing both

Tertullian and Paul (1 Cor. 11:6), she argues that boldness and shamelessness were associated by these authors

with women’s ministries because they are ‘writing as rhetoriticians, trained to strike the right emotional chords

of outraged propriety’ (1993: 302). The dynamics of the Mediterranean gender system as described in

anthropological literature, thus leave, according to her, discernible traces throughout the literary sources of the

early Christian period.
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between giving and taking. Honour is not a mechanically established factor which the
man possesses, howsoever he may be; on the contrary, it is identical with the very
being of the man. At the moment when the blessing departs from him, so that he can

no longer give, he has also lost his honour (1926: 215).

In agreement with the anthropological literature, honour is described by Pedersen as a
social value which is acknowledged interactively. Pedersen implies, however, that
honour is God-given in the form of blessing, whereas the anthropological angle is
that it is to an extent ascribed (usually through lineage) but most often acquired in
challenge-ripostes by depriving an equal of his share of honour. This agonistic

element is played down in Pedersen’s description and he accentuates instead that it is
harmony that is striven for.30 Agonistic honour-battles are not disregarded by

Pedersen: he refers to Saul who at 1 Samuel 18, on hearing the women sing of
David’s superior military conquests, has to decide between succumbing to or
defeating David in order to defend his preeminent status (1926: 217); as well as to 2
Samuel 2, where Abner must slay Asahel in order to prevent the shame that would
ensue a successful challenge from an inferior (1926: 219). Such warrior heroes,
however, are not regarded by Pedersen as ‘Mediterranean types’ but as
anachronisms: ‘Jephthah, Samson and Saul stand forth in the Israelitic literature as
solitary relics of the past’ (1926: 224). This ‘relic type’ has, Pedersen continues,
more in common with the Arabian ideal of a chief, for whom there exists nothing
higher than to fight and gain honour as the first among one’s fellows (1926: 222),
than the ‘typically Israelitic’ Job-type, whose aim is harmony (1926: 224). Whereas
the former is distinguished by the desire to gain and defend honour at any cost by
means of valiant deeds, the latter seeks honour through the gaining and distribution of
counsel and wealth: ‘The life of the fighting and plundering nomads is to him a
strange world’ (1926: 224). Thus, whereas Samson strives for glory to the point of

death, Job, on losing his property, ceases in his striving: ‘His honour is taken away,

and so all is over’ (1926: 224).

30 peSilva (1995a), we have seen, also argues for the need in the context of biblical studies to counterbalance
the agonistic honour-model with the idea that the acknowledgement of honour could serve as much to bond as to

divide (IILi.e.).
49



Women'’s honour, according to Pedersen, also reflects these two different types. The
allegedly earlier agonistic type is represented by such women as Abigail, who with
her cleverness defends her impetuous husband, and Tamar, whose daring and
initiative enables her to ensure her deceased husband’s lineage. The later type,
meanwhile, is reduced to little more than an extension of her husband’s property.
Abraham’s ‘lack of chivalry’ in calmly giving up his wife and her honour in order to

save his own life, Pedersen argues, ‘entirely agrees with the conception of honour

and the relation of the stronger towards the weaker which gradually came to prevail’
(1926: 232).31 While Pedersen does describe the Israelite woman as sharing in and

adding to her husband’s honour--by being a ‘good wife’, as described in Proverbs
31, and by giving him children and thereby perpetuating his line (1926: 231)—and
while he does mention that adultery and extra-marital loss of maidenhead confer
dishonour upon the Israelite woman, he does not mention the contaminating effect
she might have on her male kin - which is a frequent motif in the anthropological
literature. Pedersen also mentions the ‘fair amount of freedom’ the Israelite woman
seemed to enjoy--‘She goes about tending her sheep, and in the evenings she meets
the shepherds at the well’ (1926: 232)--which is very different to the restrictive life-
style depicted in the writings of Campbell or Peristiany (Il.ii.a. and b.).

Pedersen writes that honour is identical with the substance and weight of the soul and
therefore individual 1n 1ts kind: ‘The chief has his honour, the lesser man his. The

older man has more honour than the younger; one must be zakan, a full-grown man,

in order to possess full honour’ (1926: 230).32 Further, honour is manifested in the
body and associated especially with the head (1926: 227)33 and may be made visible

through the garments worn34 - according to Pedersen ‘because the soul of the man

penetrates everything that belongs to his entirety’ (1926: 227). Property also

31 Pedersen consigns Abraham to a later type. Cf. Pitt-Rivers (1977 and Il.ii.e.) who argues that Abram’s

extension of sexual hospitality in offering Sarai to Pharaoh reflects ancient customs which came to be phased

out as the Israclites became sedentary.
32 This is compatible with Pitt-Rivers’ depiction of honour having gradations (1977: 3).

33 This idea is frequently alluded to in anthropological writing (e.g. Pitt-Rivers 1977: 5) and familiar to
biblical criticism (e.g. Neyrey 1991: 34f.).

34 Cf.Pilch and Malina 1993: 20-25, ‘Clothing’ by Jerome H. Neyrey.
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expresses honour, due to ‘a particularly intimate association between the man and his

property’ (1926: 228), and makes the soul ‘heavy’. Pedersen cites Genesis 13:2,

where Abraham’s is made T2 3 through property, and argues that it is ‘immaterial’

whether we relate the word to wealth or weight seeing that it refers here to both

concepts (1926: 228).

Shame is defined as the opposite of honour. Shame, therefore, is characterised by an
emptying out of the soul--such as through a lack of valour in maintaining one’s
honour: hence the warriors stealing into the town after fleeing from battle are
designated shameful (2 Sam. 19:4) (1926: 239)--or through an absence of blessing,
such as a lack of rain (Jer. 14:3-4) or poverty (1 Sam. 18:23). Like honour, shame
subsumes the whole person: hence, one can be clothed in shame (Ps. 35:26) and
express it in one’s face (2 Sam. 19:6), or by means of mourning actions (2 Sam.
13:19). Just as giving property or respect confers honour, taking--such as by means
of mutilation (Judg. 1:6), shaving (Jer. 7:29) and stripping (Ezek. 16:37), or the not
granting of appropriate gratitude or acknowledgement (2 Sam. 19:6)--brings about
shame (1926: 241f.). Just as the conception of honour changed substantially over
time, so, according to Pedersen, did that of shame, in that it became more and more
transferred to the result:

When honour consists in thriving, then defeat, the failure to carry out one’s

undertaking, becomes a shame. Samson may fall with honour, because he has preserved

his inner greatness, the indomitability of his soul; but in the eyes of later Israel the fall

is identical with shame, just as wealth and prosperity are identical with honour. “Israel

shall be shamed from its counsel” (Hos. 10,6), when it cannot be carried through, and

the prophets are shamed when they cannot see visions (Mic. 3,7), or when they sce

false visions (Zech. 13,4).

According to Pedersen, then, honour derives from blessing, is manifested in an
individual’s soul and determined by the values of the society in which that individual
lives. Shame, meanwhile, signifies an absence of blessing, empty soul and
diminished social status. In contrast to some of the New Testament commentators,

who have justified the relevance of modern anthropological findings for social



interactions reflected in ancient texts by pointing to cultural continuity reaching far
back in time, Pedersen argues for evidence of a development from an older agonistic
type to a later harmony-and-property-oriented type. Shame, as in the anthropological
literature, is discussed by Pedersen in terms of its relationship to honour but he does
not accentuate the gender-focus. Pedersen’s chapter is admirable in its attempt to pool

the wide-ranging evidence of the Hebrew Bible with a view to attaining a relatively

unified idea of the concepts of honour and shame.35

b. Daube (1969)

Daube argues that the book of Deuteronomy ‘contains a strong shame-cultural
element’ (1969: 27). Such a bias, he claims, does not exclude the presence of guilt
feelings generated by ‘the inner voice of authonty’ per se, but none the less appeals
primarily to people’s ‘consideration for appearances’ (1969: 28) and an acute need to
avoid anything that may jeopardise social acceptance and honour, “the great rewards

in a shame culture’ (1969: 29). Daube attributes this perceived tendency to

Deuteronomy’s link with Wisdom because, “Wisdom, emanating as it does from a

circle of counsellors rather than the one commanding figure of the father, and

teaching us how to make it in the world, how to find favour and evade disgrace, has a
natural penchant towards the shame mechanism’ (1969: 28).36 He also emphasises

the centrality of public, visually effective shaming in Deuteronomy, claiming that it

contains ‘the only instance of a Biblical law with a punishment consisting exclusively

in public degradation, [namely, Deut. 25:5ff.]’ (1969: 35).37

35 Gottwald, while stating that Pedersen’s ‘striving to grasp Israel as a totality was exemplary’ (1979: 715,

note 19), points out that his use of such terms as ‘family’, ‘clan’ and ‘tribe’, when viewed from the perspective
of wider social-scientific literature, often conceals a very wide array of kinship and sociopolitical

arrangements. This, he concludes, renders the ‘totality’ somewhat elusive (1979: 237).

36 Daube’s description of a shame culture accords with that of Mead. I have outlined the arguments against the

shame culture/guilt culture distinction in ILi.

37 In a later article, Carmichael, writing of Deuteronomy 25:5-10, also maintains that ‘it is the only law in the

Pentateuch in which public disgrace 1s enjoined as a penalty’ (1977: 321), explaining that ‘[i]t is the woman
who, having suffered the loss of protection and honor that is associated with her dead husband’s name, suffers

the further indignity of being denied the means of remedy because of her brother-in-law’s non-action. It

therefore makes sense that she should strike out, symbolically, at him in order to disgrace him’ (1977: 331).
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Other laws, too, Daube maintains, play on the importance of what people think of
you and your name; he cites Deuteronomy 22:13ff, recounting the making or
breaking of reputation, which ‘[s]ignificantly, ... is in public, before the elders of the
gate’ (1969: 31). The law of Deuteronomy 24:10f., too, which prevents a person
who gives a loan from entering the house of the one giving a pledge, also focuses on
the asserted visual accent of shame:

To have the creditor inside the home, for the purpose of collecting his security, would

be the most down-putting, dishonouring experience for the debtor and his family. The

handing over outside preserves appearances, the worst of the visible, formal disgrace is

avoided (1969: 34).
If taking a loan is considered dishonouring, as Daube implies, it seems to me that a
transaction outside on the street is far less discreet and thereby presumably more
shaming than one conducted in the comparative privacy of a house. Possibly, the
public nature of the transaction is instead aimed at protecting the pledge-giver, in that
others witness what is being given, thereby deterring the loan giver (by playing on
his sensitivity to public shaming!) from exploiting his position of relative power and

exacting more than might be proper.

Daube cites further support for the visual facet of shame by referring to 18:10--of
which he writes, ‘... that a commandment, instead of forbidding the act, should
forbid the impression, “There shall not be found among you”, is a phenomenon not

evidenced prior to Deuteronomy. It stems from the shame-cultural trend of this work’
(1969: 46)38--and 24:1. Regarding the latter, Daube comments that the man who

‘finds in his eyes’ something indecent about his wife, considers not the shortcoming
itself but its display offensive (1969: 49). Daube makes much of a perceived
interchangeability of ‘to find’ and ‘to see’ (1969: 49, note 3), equating both with
exposure to view. I find this quite unnecessary and suspect that Daube finds (or
sees!) visual features throughout the text, because he has determined that they are

integral to a shame-culture. The idiom ‘in [someone’s] eyes’ does, of course, by no

38 Unhelpfully, Daube does not elucidate what phenomena were evidenced prior to Deuteronomy (e.g. an
absence of shame? an emphasis on guilt?).
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means always pertain to literal perception39 and the indecent feature of 24:1, for

instance, could conceivably not be visual at all. Possibly, Daube is splitting hairs and
the act of 18:10 and offensiveness (literally ‘naked matter’) of 24:1, not solely their

impression or display (which surely are difficult to prise from the event or thing

which generate them), are at issue here.

Regarding the injunction ‘there shall not be seen with thee leaven in all thy quarters
seven days’, which Daube claims again stresses a visual ‘keeping up appearances’
nuance, he comments on how ‘interesting’ it 1s that it occurs once in Deuteronomy
(16:4) and once in Exodus (13:7), in a passage ‘universally attributed to a
Deuteronomic editor’ (1969: 49). Further, when guilt-features slide into his picture of
a shame-culture, Daube remains undeterred:

A law like that demanding purity in the camp indeed also refers to shame towards God.

Now evidently, where it is God himself before whom you wish to preserve appearances,

we are approaching the realm of guilt. Perhaps one way of putting the matter 1s to say

that what substantially pertains to guilt is represented here in terms borrowed from

shame. Which testifies all the more powerfully to Deuteronomy’s shame-cultural

leaning (1969: 50).40

I believe that Daube, in insisting on a shame-culture setting for Deuteronomy, both
ignores the book’s actual dearth of shame words and overinvests such idioms as ‘to
find in one’s eyes’ with meanings such as might allude to the visual recognition of
shameful things. In the course of his argument he is, furthermore, prepared first, to
regard features which he considers illustrative of guilt rather than shame as
accentuating shame sensitivity and secondly, to assign passages that support his
argument but which occur outside of Deuteronomy to a Deuteronomic editor. Daube
also leaves much unanswered: for instance, what preceded and succeeded the
supposedly pronounced shame-bias of Deuteronomy? And what gave rise to it?

Daube’s article, I believe, illustrates some of the difficulties of imposing an

39 Cf BDB 744b, which renders this extremely common phrase ‘in the view, opinion, of’. There are examples

of this usage at Deuteronomy 12:8, 25, 28.

40 Daube does not elaborate upon how Yhwh can be accommodated in the shame/guilt-culture model: i.e.

whether he fulfils something approximating the community’s superego.
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anthropological model on to an ancient text and of attempting to reconstruct a coherent

cultural background on the basis of the collection of stories and regulations that 1s

Deuteronomy.

c. Klopfenstein (1972)

Klopfenstein’s monograph Scham und Schande nach dem Alten Testament
acknowledges Pedersen’s chapter as the most important scholarly contribution to the

examination of shame in the Hebrew Bible to date (1972: 14) and comments on the
general scarcity of material on this subject (1972: 199). Writing at a time when
honour and shame were already a binary pair widely written about in the context of
Mediterranean social anthropology but before their more generalised absorption into
biblical studies, Klopfenstein is considerably more reserved regarding the painng of
shame with honour than the commentators on the New Testament and

apocrypha/pseudepigrapha discussed above.

Klopfenstein examines the Hebrew roots 213, A>3 and DT indetail, takin g into

consideration the translation of these terms in the Septuagint, as well as Ugaritic and
Accadian cognates. He applies form critical methods and then categorises individual

words from each of these groups according to their meanings and functions within
profane as well as indirectly or directly theological contexts.4! He concludes that

Hebrew shame words cover a huge variety of associations:
Der Begriffskomplex “Scham/Schande” umspannt somit das ganze Spektrum
psychischer, sozialer, politisch-militirischer, rechtlicher, kultischer, religioser (und als

Randerscheinung sogar kosmischer) Lebensminderung, ja Lebensohnmacht (1972: 203).

Only the i'l'?i:' wordgroup, he continues, has an adequate antonym - namely T3 3J:

Alle anderen Wurzeln stehen in keinem ausgesprochenen, klar definierten Gegensatz.
Man darf daher den ganzen Begriffskomplex “Scham/Schande™ nicht einseitig auf die
Antithese “Ehre” beziehen, wie Pedersen u.a. es tun. Gewif} ist das eine wichtige

Bedeutungsgrenze. Dariiber hinaus aber ist es das scelische, gesellschaftliche, politisch-

41 On pages 13f. Klopfenstein outlines the purpose and method of his study. He is careful to mention his
awareness of Barr's methodology, as expounded in The Semantics of Biblical Language, 1962 (1972: 13, note
1).
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militdarische, rechtliche, kultische, religiose Leben im Vollsinn, das in “Scham™ und
“Schande” seine Gebrochenheit anzeigt. Von diesem vollen Leben, wie das AT es sieht,
ist die “Ehre” nur ein Teil, wenn auch freilich ein gewichtiger. In “Scham™ und
“Schande” ist aber im Extremfall die Existenz als solche bedroht. Dies ist radikal dort
der Fall, wo tm “Zuschandenwerden” sich Gottes Gerecht vollzieht (1972: 208).

Honour, as depicted in the anthropological literature and as it has been understood by

the biblical interpreters referred to above, does have a comprehensive sense
encompassing psychological, social, political, legal and cultic aspects.42 In

consequence, Pilch, Malina and Neyrey have advocated that the first century
Mediterranean personality is most fully understood when all aspects of life are viewed
through the lenses of the core-values honour and shame. I agree with Chance,
Herzfeld and Klopfenstein, however, that particularisation and definition of context is
very important, because the categories honour and shame have sometimes been

depicted as having such a breadth of meaning as to deprive them of meaningfulness.

Klopfenstein is also to be commended, I think, for his clear stand on the close
connection between shame and guilt as regards their manifestation in the Hebrew
Bible. As emerged from the discussion above, while shame and guilt may differ with
regard to their pertaining to either wrongful actions (guilt) or states of being (shame),
or to an emphasis on either sensitivity to disapproval of others (shame) or inner
conviction of one’s wrongfulness (guilt), in practice they are difficult to differentiate
(cf. Lii. and IL.i.). Klopfenstein’s conclusion that the shame/guilt connection is a
logical consequence of the forensic context of the majority of biblical shame-words,
however, i1s more disputable:

Die Streitfrage ob im AT Scham mit Schuld gekoppelt sei oder nicht, ist eindeutig

positiv zu beantworten. bos und insbesondere kim zeigen dies schon von der Wurzel

her. Alle analysierten Begriffe aber sind ja ... Topoi der Rechtssprache und namentlich

der prophetischen Gerichtsrede geworden. Das beweist ihre Affinitdt zum

Begriffskomplex der Schuld (1972: 208).

42 As we have seen, there are some divergences. Hanson plays down the psychological dimension of shame and

honour (I11.i.f.); McVann accentuates the ritual (111.i.d.) and deSilva the Torah (quasi-legal) dimension (Ill.i.e.).

There seems to be agreement, however, that the values of honour and shame are pervasive and central to

Mediterranean life generally.
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He continues that it is unhelpful to link guilt with remorse (*Reue’) instead of shame
as Bonhoeffer did--Klopfenstein cites his statement ‘Scham und Reue sind meist
verwechselt. Reue empfindet der Mensch, wo er sich verfehlt hat, Scham, weil 1thm
etwas fehlt’ (1972: 208)--because the Hebrew Bible knows no such distinction:

subjektive Scham schlieBt subjektive Reue ... ein. Das Hebrédische kennt ja fiir Reue ...

kein eigenes, besonderes Verbum; nihham hat nur ganz vereinzelt den Sinn subjektiver

Reue iiber begangene Schuld. Es bleibt dabei, daB “Scham” und “Schande” Schuld

anzeigen und daB insbesondere subjektives Sichschdmen SchuldbewuBtsein und damit

Reue implizzert (1972: 209).
Shame, he expands, does not necessarily denote transgression. Hence, the biblical
perception repeatedly links widowhood or childlessness with shame without the
implication that the widow or infertile woman ‘deserves’ the disgrace she bears due to
any specific transgressive act. Klopfenstein believes, however, that shame connotes
transgression: ‘Das hingt aber damit zusammen, dafl solches MiBgeschick just als
Symptom begangener Schuld gewertet wurde, wie am Beispiel Hiobs abzulesen ist’
(1972: 209). Ultimately, Klopfenstein claims, both shame and disgrace constitute
symptoms of guilt. This is also the case as regards the perception of the enemies of
the Ebed-Yhwh in Isaiah 50:6f.:

indem sie ihn schidnden, wollen sie ihn also schuldig hinstellen. Doch nun schldgt der

Zusammenhang in dramatischer Weise um: Schande zeigt diesmal nicht mehr die Schuld

des Geschiindeten, sondern seine Gerechtigkeit an - und die Schuld seiner Schidnder!

(1972: 209).

Klopfenstein’s approach throughout is thorough and methodical. He examines each
wordgroup in the light of its cognates, supplying both statistics as to the various
grammatical forms and tables indicating the distribution of occurrences in the Hebrew
Bible. He also arranges these occurrences according to their usage (i.e. profane,

directly or indirectly theological) and their form-critical categores and attempts to

illustrate changing nuances of meaning. With regard to the &'12-wordgroup,

Klopfenstein argues that Genesis 2:25--‘der bekannte Passus aus der jahwistischen
Schopfungsgeschichte’ (1972: 31)--constitutes the oldest occurrence. This singular

occurrence in the hithpolel is, he points out, not reflexive (the qal can mean ‘sich



schimen’) but reciprocal, ‘sich voreinander schimen’ (1972: 32). Shame is here the

accompaniment of nakedness - this is confirmed with reference to Genesis 3:7 and

10. From this, Klopfenstein concludes that 2212 is here intimately connected with the

sexual realm. Subjectively-speaking, it is an expression of guilt and objectively-
speaking an expression of disclosed guilt. In this way the ambivalence of the Hebrew
word which, according to Klopfenstein, encompasses the meanings of both ‘Scham’
and ‘Schande’, is captured. The word is, furthermore, indicative here of a fractured
relationship with fellow humans (2:25) and God (3:7) (1972: 33). Klopfenstein
continues that other ancient references (1 Sam. 20:30 and Deut. 25:11) ‘erweisen bos
als urspriinglich im Sexualbereich verwurzelt’ (1972: 48). This sense i1s then
envisaged as widening over time to pertain to that which is considered unseemly
(‘unschicklich’) (Judg. 3:25; 2 Kings 2:17; 8:11) and, even later, to that which 1s

considered inappropriate (‘unangemessen’) (Job 19:3; Ezra 8:22).

The association of shame with a ruptured relationship once founded on trust and

loyalty, already evident in Genesis, according to Klopfenstein, persists and acquires

in the Prophets, where the wordgroup is most widely represented,43 a forensic

nuance.44 The relationship of loyalty, furthermore, is here often politicised (e.g.

pertaining to Judah’s treaties with or expectations of protection from the nations) and

attendant acts of shaming often executed by Yhwh in his role as judge or arbiter who

destroys the false foci of loyalty. In Jeremiah 2:36, 30:5 and Isaiah 20:5 W13 isthe

consequence of investing trust in the nations instead of Yhwh. Such a functioning of

@13 in a concrete political context, so Klopfenstein, leads on naturally to #12

becoming a part of the jargon of prophetic-poetic depictions of war. As a result, he

T
43 This is strikingly laid out in the tables on pages 29 and 118. These show that of the 167 total occurrences of
words of the root P13 99 occur in the Prophets and 42 in the Psalter. The distribution is: Jeremiah: 42; Isaiah:
27: Ezekiel: 5; remaining Prophets: 25; Psalms: 42; remainder of the Hebrew Bible: 26. For the O9S-

wordgroup (69 occurrences in total) the distribution is similar. Deutero-Isaiah: 7; Jeremiah: 10; Ezekiel: 19;
other Prophets: 3 (39 altogether); Psalms: 13; remainder of the Hebrew Bible: 17.

44 Anpother author who locates the shame threatened by the prophets in a legal frame-work is Jemielty. He

attributes this to his belief that prophetic literature emerged in a shame-culture where public ndicule signified
the most poignant form of punishment. The suffering endured by those who are shamed 1s, he continues, an

exemplary punishment for wrongdoing effected by divine judicial authonty (1992: 38).
58



continues, €13 is often closely associated with other terminology characteristic of

war accounts, such as NI81T ‘to become broken (through fright)’ (Isa. 37:27 = 2

Kings 19:26; Jer. 48:1, 20; 50:2; cf. Isa. 20:5), as well as T T (Jer. 48:1, 20; Isa.
23:1,4), ‘to be despoiled’ (Jer. 9:18) or ‘to be conquered’ (Jer. 48:1; 50:2).

Klopfenstein argues that Prophetic literature evidences a shift in the meaning of

shame/shaming from being a symptom of the experience of guilt to becoming Yawh's
instrument for revealing or punishing guilt.45 This is especially clear, he claims, in

Isaiah 37:27 (= 2 Kings 19:26) where Sennacherib, the bringer of humiliating
military defeat, acts as Yhwh'’s arbiter (‘Gerichtsinstrument Jahwehs’, 1972: 57), or
Jeremiah 48:1, 13, 20, 39 and 50;2 where humiliation on a political level is
understood as punishment for worshipping foreign gods. This shift, so Klopfenstein,

is in accordance with the form and tradition critical observation that all the prophetic

12 -references belong to prophetic court speeches (‘prophetische Gerichtsreden’); in

particular, words of reproof, threat (‘Schelt- und Drohworte’) and promise
(‘VerheiBungsworte”) (1972: 85); leading him to conclude: ‘Damit ist erwiesen, dall
sich die Theologisierung der Wortgruppe bds in der prophetischen Gerichtsrede
vollzogen hat’ (1972: 57).46

Klopfenstein claims that concrete ‘Sitze im Leben’ can be distinguished and that in the

prophetic literature, too, the oldest ¥12-reference (Hos. 2:7) betrays its origins in the

sexual realm (*Verwurzelung des Begriffs im Sexualbereich’)(1972: 87). In Hosea

45 This represents a secondary shift towards the objective pole, ‘beschimt, zuschanden werden’, which
Klopfenstein considers as in keeping with the new forensic context (the original context being the sexual

sphere). The 0 5-wordgroup is considered to be of forensic origin: ‘Tatsache ist, daB von den éltesten Belegen
an die profan gebrauchte Wurzel klm im AT stets eine Aktion zum Nachweis rechts- oder normwidrigen
Verhaltens bedeutet, also stets irgendwie die Vorstellung des “Ankligerischen” ausdriickt. Mit anderen Worten:
Die Wortgruppe klm bedeutet nie “BloBstellung™ an sich, sondern “Blofstellung” auf Grund und zur
Anprangerung wirklicher oder angeblicher Norm - oder Rechtsverletzung’ (1972: 138); and also: ‘Im
prophetischen Schrifttum kommt die Wurzel kim, wie die Wurzel bés, ausschlieBlich in der Gerichtsrede

einerseits, im VerheiBungswort andererseits vor ... [und ist] Terminus technicus fiir die prophetische Schelte’
(1972 158).

46 Klopfenstein lists the variety of legal scenarios to which he sees @3-words as belonging at 1972: 85if.
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2:7, he continues, iT&™2:T belongs to the evidence of guilt in the context of a legal

procedure concerning marital infidelity (‘ein Element des Schuldnachweises in einem
Rechtsverfahren wegen ehelicher Untreue’) (1972: 87). It is, so to speak, a missing
link between the sexual Ur-context and the later prophetic-forensic context: ‘So sehen
wir in Hos 2,7 die Wurzel bos im Ubergang vom Sitz im Sexualbereich zum Sitz im

Gerichtsverfahren’ (1972: 87). This shift occurred, Klopfenstein elaborates, due to

the fact that all of the five oldest prophetic &12-references (Hos. 2:7; 4:19; 9:10;

10:6; Isa. 1:29) occur in polemical texts concerning the Canaanite fertility cult,47

indicating a transference of #13 from the primary sexual sphere to the secondary
sphere of the fertility cult. In another stage of development, reproof of fertility cults
led to the adoption of the &*13 wordgroup into the reproving language of the profane

law court, which then became absorbed into theologised legal language as applied in
the Prophets (1972: 87f.).

This evolution of ¥12-language sounds remarkably neat. It also sounds unrealistic, I
think, and depends entirely on Klopfenstein’s proposed chronology and ‘Sitze im
Leben’. His categorical statements regarding the dating of individual biblical passages
and form-cnitical categories cannot be accepted uncritically.48 The Gattungen of form

criticism have long-since been regarded as artificially constructed and imposed

47 The connection between Isaiah 1:29 and Canaanite fertility cults is interpretative and has been disputed by

some commentators (e.g. Fohrer 1960: 49). The text refers to oaks and gardens - not to their deification; hence,

both might conceivably refer to pleasure gardens of the wealthy.

48 Klopfenstein argues, for instance, that the meaning of ¥Y3-words in the Psalms, the body of literature

second only to the Prophets in terms of the frequency of their occurrence, ‘erweist sich als abhingig vom
prophetischen Sprachgebrauch einerseits, von der Form- und Traditionsgeschichte der Psalmengattungen und
der direkten Belegtrdger ... andererseits’ (1972: 107). He claims that the majority of Psalms using @Y3-words
are of the Gattung ‘lament of the individual’, requesting the shaming of enemies and protection from disgrace of

the pious. This, he continues, is envisaged as occurring before the divine law court (‘Gottesgericht’) (1972:

106) - (one may well ask ‘why?’). Dependence of the ¥12-Psalms on the Prophets and the forensic background
of both, just like the form-cntical categories are by no means as uncontentious as Klopfenstein implies. See
also Klopfenstein’s claim that the Psalms incorporating B> 5-words all fall into the lament category and that
most of them constitute ‘prayers of those accused’ (‘Gebete von Angeklagten’), which, he concludes, ‘darf wohl

als Hinweis dafiir gewertet werden, daBl kIm seinen urspriinglichen “Sitz” ... im forensischen Bereich hat’ (1972:
168).
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categories and the dating of biblical passages is a notorious battleground. While
Klopfenstein’s study, then, is a useful reference work pooling much valuable data,

his conclusions are often deceptive in their decisiveness, as he makes apparently

sound conclusions on the basis of very much disputed ‘evidence’.

d. Bible Dictionaries
Until Bechtel Huber’s PhD thesis on shame and shaming (1983) and articles from the
1990s (many of them responses to the honour and shame studies from the

Mediterranean), writings on shame in the biblical context were mostly confined to

bible dictionaries. Generally the entries on ‘shame’ or #&'12 focus on the

objective/subjective ambivalence of meaning, shame/guilt overlap and sometimes on

the preponderance of shame vocabulary in the Prophets. The ‘shame’ entry by de
Vries in The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, for instance, points out that

objectively biblical shame is ‘the disgrace a sinner brings upon himself and those
associated with him’ (1962: 306) and sometimes, too, the result of natural calamities
such as barrenness or widowhood, or the opprobrium brought by one’s foes.
Further, it might be manifested by exposure of nakedness or mutilation. Subjectively,
meanwhile, ‘shame is experienced as guilt for sin’ (1962: 306). Shame, he continues,
may be considered ‘a violation of one’s honor and modesty’ (1962: 306) - which

could be considered compatible with the honour-shame binary pair familiar from

anthropology. Other dictionaries reflect these emphases in varying degrees.49

Most detailed are the 12 entries by Seebaf in Theologisches Worterbuch zum Alten

Testament and Stolz in Theologisches Handwdrterbuch zum Alten Testament. These

dictionary entries provide much in the way of philological data and some general

guidance for decoding the variety of nuances of shame vocabulary but they neither

49 Cf. Dictionary of the Bible (2nd ed. Ed. by G. James Hastings and rev. by Frederick C. Grant and H. H.
Rowley. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1963, 900-01); New Bible Dictionary (2nd ed. Ed. by J. D. Douglas et al.
Leicester: Inter-Varsity Press, 1982, 1096), which distinguishes between shame pertaining to states of mind
(finding oneself the object of derision or humiliation, feeling embarrassed or bashful, feeling awe or respect)
and physical states (shame as accompaniment of exposure, shame as euphemism for sexual organs); and, very

summarily, Harper's Bible Dictionary (ed. by Paul J. Achtemeier et al. San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1985,
932).
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add to Klopfenstein’s detailed monograph, nor is it their aim to examine shame as a

social or psychological phenomenon in particular contexts. In view of this, the

dictionary entries are not directly relevant for my purposes.
e. Bechtel Huber (1983, 1991, 1994 and 1995)
Huber’s PhD thesis of 1983 makes a strong case for the need to recognise the

importance of shame in the Hebrew Bible and illustrates diverse ways in which

shame vocabulary is used: such as in psychological warfare;50 in the judicial system
as a sanction on behaviour;51 by the psalmists, to justify an entitlement to divine
help52 and with regard to God, in order to point out incongruities and elicit

blessing.53 She begins by reviewing the two prominent approaches to biblical shame,

which she calls the cultural (as represented by Pedersen and Daube) and the
philological (as represented by Klopfenstein and Seebal}), as well as the data of

psychoanalytic and anthropological shame studies.

Huber argues for a pronounced shame/guilt distinction (pace Klopfenstein), which is
borne out, she believes, by the findings of modern psychoanalysis and supported
linguistically in the Hebrew Bible. Shame-proneness, she continues, is closely
connected to group cohesion and operates as a means of social control. This finds
support, she claims, in the anthropological studies conducted in shame-prone cultures
and 1s likely to have relevance for the social contexts of the Hebrew Bible where

shame as opposed to guilt vocabulary is considerably more prominent. As regards

50 E.g. the Assyrians” humiliating public parades of naked captives which are especially effective because such
shaming ‘makes it possible to dominate and control others (particularly defeated warriors) because it is

restrictive and psychologically repressive’ (1983; 93).

51 Huber points out that punishment-shaming is circumscribed in order that, while keenly felt, it does not strip
the person of their human dignity (cf. Deut. 25:3: 78395 T8IR O9DN ...) (1983: 101).

52 *So, when helplessness and shame are emphasized by the shamed individual, it helps take the sting out of

those feelings by giving them value in the appeal. It also puts the psalmist more in control of his shaming
when he emphasizes it. When he 1s in control, then no one else can shame him. Consequently shame, rather

then [sic] causing the psalmist to be rejected by God, can open him up to God’s compassion’ (1983: 163).
53 Huber argues that Yhwh, too, is susceptible to shame and that Psalm 74 calls him to account by juxtaposing

former acts of honour/creation with the present shameful condition: ‘... shaming is often aroused by
incongruity. So when there is incongruity between what God has promised and what he is actually doing, this

implies a failure to achieve an ideal (a promise in this case). In that failure, shame is aroused’ (1983: 172f).
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guilt, she writes:
Most psychoanalysts and social scientists would agree that the majority of people in
Western society function with much more pronounced guilt sensitivity than shame
sensitivity, which makes 1t difficult to be aware of shame (1983: 1).
Accepting Piers’ historical reason that the Reformation represents the climax of the
Western emphasis on guilt rather than shame, with Luther’s pronouncements on self-
responsibility (‘Freiheit eines Christenmenschen’), putting immanent conscience first
and foremost, being symptomatic of this trend, Huber proposes that Western guilt
assumptions have led to a lack of understanding regarding the subtle but important

differences between guilt and shame (1983: 2ff.). In the Hebrew Bible, she

continues, shame is central and that therefore a reorientation is required.54

Huber’s criteria for distinguishing between guilt and shame are those discussed
above: she regards guilt as an emotion associated with internalised societal demands
and prohibitions, which is triggered when these are transgressed and shame as an
emotion associated with an idealised picture of the self, which is triggered when one
fails to sustain valued personal assets or to live up to ideals (1983: 4). Huber
concedes that guilt and shame can overlap: one can lead to or conceal the other; both
can be reactions to one stimulus; both are socially conditioned; and both can be
stimulated by either internal pressure (self-sanctioning) and/or external pressure
(group or personal sanctioning). In spite of such connections, Huber insists: ‘as
interrelated as shame and guilt are at times, they are, in our view and in the view of

psychoanalytic and social anthropological theory, separate emotional reactions’

(1983: 29).55

Huber is careful to avoid references to shame or guilt cultures. Recognising the
implicit value jugment bound up with these categories (that is, characterising ‘guilt

cultures’ as ‘moral and progressive’ and ‘shame cultures’ as ‘backward and lacking

54 Huber criticises Klopfenstein thus: ‘... Klopfenstein’s monograph on biblical shame is shaped by a strong

guilt-orientation in his interpretation; throughout he sees shame as a manifestation of guilt and of a guilty
conscience’ (1983: 203).

35 | have explained my reservations concerning such a claim in Lii.
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in moral standards’), she avoids describing ancient Israelite societies as shame
cultures (pace Daube).56 Instead, she claims that all cultures ‘contain both shame and

guilt in varying degrees and the presence or absence of either sanction has nothing to

do with its moral standards’ (1983: 35). She does, however, argue that the societies

which are reflected 1n and by texts of the Hebrew Bible indicate shame-proneness.>7

Huber justifies her insistent claim that shame and guilt are regarded as separate
phenomena in the Hebrew Bible, with shame being the more prevalent of the two,

with recourse to philology. First of all she draws attention to the fact that there are a

number of Hebrew terms translated ‘shame’ (&13, 099, 980, 792, 71IT) but

considerably fewer translated ‘guilt’ (B@&, 113), adding that ‘none of the shame

words has a meaning “guilt”’ (1983: 45). Further, guilt words are not linked or
parallel with shame words: ‘In fact linguisticly [sic] there seems to be no connection
in Hebrew between shame and guilt’ (1983: 55). Huber continues:

In contrast to shame, in biblical society guilt relates to culpability, to deserving blame

for having violated a moral or penal law, and it relates to actions or facts of culpability,

not feelings (1983:; 53).

In consequence, guilt terminology is found when people have done something

56 Cf, also Jemielty, who accepts the notion of a shame culture in the background of the literature of the Hebrew
Bible (1992: 26ff.).

57 Appendix 2 (1983: 245(f.) draws parallels with other shame-prone cultures. Surprisingly, Huber refers to
none of the Mediterranean honour and shame studies - which strikes me as a glaring omission. Her comparisons
are instead with geographically distant societies: she refers to studies conducted in China and Japan (1983:
248ff.) and several others among the Navaho, Hopi, Kwakiutl of Vancouver Island, Zuni Indians of New Mexico
and Dakotas of the Tetons (1983: 256f.). Her conclusion is that in spite of the ‘great differences’ between all
these cultures, they have in common that each ‘adheres to strong behavioral ideals which are maintained and
enforced through group or personal pressure (in particular, shaming) and through internal pressure of self-
sanctioning (in particular, the fear of being shamed)’ (1983: 270). Huber claims that in shame-prone societies
pronounced group-cohesiveness accentuates the individual’s sense of responsibility regarding the maintenance
of group values, because the individual relies on the group for support, validation and identity. Such behaviour
could also, conceivably, be observed in Western, industrial societies. After all, even in a society which, using
Huber's criteria, might be regarded as guilt-prone, individuals generally live and function within sub-
communities (e.g. the nuclear family; boarding school etc.) to which they, too, turn for support, validation and
identity. The extent of group or personal pressure might indeed constitute a key variable within different
societies but I do want to stress both the difficulties in determining this ‘extent’ and my belief that there is no
‘pure’ or ‘ideal’ type (see Introduction, note 2).
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specifically wrong (Gen. 26:10; 42:21; Judg. 21:22; Prov. 30:10; Ezek. 22:4) - even
when this is unwitting (Lev. 4:3, 22, 27: 5:2; Num. 5:6-7; Ezra 10:19). Having thus
tailored her definition, Huber claims that guilt-terminology in the Hebrew Bible 1s not

linked with ‘feelings of guilt or anxiety or internal wrestling with the conscience’
(1983: 53).58 As a result, she concludes: ‘there is a good linguistic case for pursuing

shame as a separate, distinctive emotional experience and as a separate means of

social control, although we will again note that shame and guilt are sometimes

interrelated’ (1983: 56).

On the one hand, Huber distinguishes between guilt and shame on the basis of
internal/external sanctions and deems the cultures in the background of the texts of the
Hebrew Bible to be more more shame-prone (while not going so far as labelling them
‘shame cultures’); on the other, she argues that guilt-words 1n these texts pertain to
wrongful actions, shame-words to an emotion of distress. In practice the

interrelatedness of shame and guilt Huber is prepared to admit to 1s so pronounced
that once again the distinction begins to fade.59 The idea that shame constitutes the

sense of failure when one fails to fulfil one’s ideals does explain why shame
terminology is applied to barren women and farmers confronting drought. As Huber
points out, drought brings about a man’s failure to produce food, barrenness a
woman’s to produce children - both of which represent failures to live up to ideals

(1983: 128). Only too frequently, however, by Huber’s implicit admission, shame

58 Huber links feclings (of shortcoming or anxiety) with shame terminology. Guilt terminology, meanwhle,
is descriptive of wrongful activity only and not of the psychological response to such actions. In the definition
of psychoanalysis, however, as we have seen, guilt is depicted as an emotion affecting one’s conscience, which
is triggered by an act that is perceived to be wrongful. What Huber appears to have done is to apply the
emotional factor of guit to the shame terminology of the Hebrew Bible. Guilt terminology, meanwhile, is
confined to depicting deliberate or inadvertent illegal action. There is some confusion here: Huber describes
guilt as a separate emotional reaction from shame (1983; 29, cited above) but Hebrew guilt-terminology as
pertaining not to emotion but to transgression alone. As far as the inadvertent transgressions which Huber
associates with guilt are concerned (see her examples from Leviticus, above), Frymer-Kensky’s (1983)
distinction between guilt and impurity is worth noting. As Frymer-Kensky points out, these words sometimes
translated ‘guilt’ pertain not to moral failing but to onus-free pollution; whereby the transgressor is culpable

and required to become purified but not condemned on any ethical grounds.

39 1 am in agreement with Cairns (l.ii.) and Klopfenstein (I1Lii.c.) that in practice both the ‘self as agent versus

self as a whole’ and ‘internal versus external sanctions’ distinctions are difficult to sustain.
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terminology is linked to wrongful action: the shame David confers on his victorious
warriors (2 Sam. 19:3-7), for instance, is the result of his action of mourning for his

rebellious son instead of honouring the warriors (1983: 74). With reference to

Jeremiah’s use of both shame and guilt words,50 Huber writes that:

Jeremiah feels Israel should demonstrate her shame because she has failed or been
inadequate in living up to the ideals of her covenant with God. He suggests that Israel’s
sinful behavior should violate her pride, which should then cause feelings of shame.
Yes, she is culpable for blame for her sin and thus is guilty, but Jeremiah wants Israel
to fecl inadequate or inferior for her sins. He wants her prnide in her obedience to God to
be violated, so he stresses her “failure of being™ more than her “failure of doing” (1983:
117).
It seems unclear how Israel might have failed in living up to the ideals of the covenant

other than by wrongful actions (or wrongful inactions), that 1s by incurring guiit.
Also, it does not seem unreasonable that culpability, if wrongful action 1s deliberate6!

(which appears to be the case here, as Israel, envisaged as a partner in the covenant
relationship, was, presumably, aware of her responsibility and commitment) should

be accompanied by an emotion entailing negative self-evaluation.

In her articles of 1991 and 1994 Bechtel62 still maintains that shame and guilt should

be clearly distinguished and that the social dynamics of ancient Israelite society lend
themselves to shame-sanctioning (1991: 47f.; 1994: 24). She writes of the Levirate
law of Deuteronomy 25, for instance, that ‘the fact that guilt and legal punishment for
having violated a policy of the community was not involved indicated that shaming
was often the more powerful sanction because of the group-orientation of the
community’ (1991: 61). While it is plausible that the brother-in-law in the scenario
described felt the public nature of the ritual to be expressly humiliating and while his

refusal to impregnate a deceased brother’s widow may represent the failure to fulfil a

60 Huber points out that Jeremiah uses shame words extensively but words of the root DR only twice (2:3;
50:7) (1983: 117).

61 Where wrongful action is inadvertent it may be more appropriate to speak of pollution (which is generally

onus-free and removed by means of purification rites) rather than guilt (cf. Frymer-Kensky 1983).

62 Publications post-dating her PhD appear under the name of Lyn M. Bechtel; the name, too, under which these

articles are cited in my bibliography.
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societal ideal, guilt cannot be eliminated from the equation. The brother-in-law, after
all, has ‘violated a moral or penal law’ (cf. Huber 1983: 53) and he is considered
culpable. Bechtel’s explanation of the differences between the two sanctions--‘Shame
relies predominantly on external or group pressure and is reinforced by the internal
pressure of fear of being shamed. Guilt relies predominantly on internal pressure
from the conscience and 1s reinforced by the external pressure from the society’
(1991: 51)--1n fact indicates that guilt and shame are in practice different only in terms

of tendency. Generally speaking, drawing too sharp a distinction between the two

remains, I believe, unhelpful.

Bechtel is notable among interpreters of shame language in biblical literature for

accentuating a psychological dimension. With regard to the usage of 113, for

example, she explains that her translation ‘to humiliate/shame’ is justified in the light
of the psychological make-up of the ancient Israelite, whose group-orientation made

him or her particularly susceptible to shame, which works on a fear of contempt

leading to rejection, abandonment or expulsion (1994: 24). The word 1TJ¥, she

argues, reflects the process of status manipulation inherent in shaming and, with
regard to women, refers to shameful sexual relations which threaten the ‘well-
articulated and highly valued boundaries’ of group-oriented societies, namely those
violating existing marital, family or community bonds, or those with no prospect of

leading to marital or family bonds (1994: 21). The word can, she claims, but does not

necessarily pertain to rape.

At Deuteronomy 22:28-29, Bechtel argues, the sexual relations described by the verb

2 D@ are quite possibly between a consenting unmarried man and woman and the

1113 refers, therefore, not to rape but to the fact that the man’s penetration of an

unmarried woman has violated the obligations she owes to her father and family and

therewith conferred shame. At Deuteronomy 22:25-27, however, where rape is at

issue (P TIT + 3 D), there is no mention of iTJY because the woman, unable to

alert help, is not shamed. Bechtel continues that Tamar (2 Sam. 13), on the other



hand, is shamed (s,TJ5 + TDNIT) after Amnon rapes her (P TiT), because he, being

a member of her family, 1s a person with whom there exists a bond that is violated

(1994: 27). Shechem, Bechtel proposes, does not rape Dinah: she stresses the

expressions used of his feelings for Dinah (‘speaking to her heart’ and ?27), as

well as his desire to marry her and that *sociological studies reveal that rapists feel

hostility and hatred toward their victims, not love’ (1994: 29). The expression 1133,

therefore, refers not to an act of aggression but to the Jacobite perception of an
outsider, a foreigner, violating the boundaries of the kinship unit. Dinah, she argues,
has the capacity to ensure the continuation of her group by marrying within it;
marriage to a Canaanite would, however, be perceived as defiling or otherwise

threatening the group by violating its boundaries.

While I agree with Bechtel that it is likely that there existed communities in ancient
Israel where a strong emphasis was placed on group cohesion and that this might
have manifested itself in suspicion of, or outright aversion to members outside of the

group (there is at any rate evidence for an ideological cast that is pronouncedly

xenophobic),63 1 find her cultural reconstruction somewhat problematic. For

Instance, although the word 1TJY is not used in Deuteronomy 22:25-27, I do not

think it can therefore be argued that the woman is not shamed. The text only says that

she has not committed a sin deserving death (D1 R®IT [IT]139I9 1R, 22:26):

while she may have been regarded as exonerated from blame, this would not
automatically allow us to assume that she was immune to the perception of being
defiled, humiliated or socially denegrated. With Tamar it seems to me to be the rape,

constituting 1n this context the forced penetration by a male to whom she is not, nor

will be, married, which brings about her iT®™IT, not the specification that the rape is

carried out by a member of Tamar’s family with whom there is bonding and an
obligation that precludes sexual activity, as Bechtel claims (1994: 27). It seems that

Amnon and Tamar’s degree of relatedness does not exclude the possibility of

marriage at any rate (2 Sam. 13:13). Tamar, like the woman in the field, is forced:

63 See below V.ii.
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both are depicted as not culpable for what befalls them. Tamar suffers 1T2M{T and I

do not think it unlikely that the woman raped in the field did too. Neither is regarded
by the author of the respective texts as responsible for her predicament but shame, as

we have seen, is not confined to causal responsibility but may be incited by passive

experiences, even physical characteristics (I.i1.).64

Bechtel’s interpretation of Genesis 2:4-3:24 reads the garden story as recounting the
process of human maturation, with 2:7-9 describing infancy, 2:16-25 early and
middle childhood and 3:1-19, adolescence. Male-female bonding, she claims, is
critical in a group-oriented society and the becoming ‘one flesh’ (2:24), mentioned in
the childhood-stage, a significant preparation for adult life. The role Bechtel ascribes

to shame 1n this process is reminiscent of the psychological literature and could apply
to human maturation universally.65 The following, for instance, is compatible with

Freud’s description of the latency period, before shame activates a repression of

exhibitionist dnves (1.i1.):
... the reader is reminded that the human and the woman are now naked (“riirmmim )} and

not ashamed of themselves (bws). This statement is pivotal. When in the course of
human life would a person be publicly naked and not ashamed of public nakedness?
Becausc they have not matured enough to be self-conscious (indicated by the use of bws

in the Hithpalel with its reflexive quality) and not yet socialized enough to be aware of
the social implications of public nakedness (1995: 17).

64 Washington’s following comments also have some validity: ‘Whatever light Bechtel’s interpretation may

shed on interactions among social groups with closely guarded corporate identities, this reading is not adequate
to the brute fact of what happens to Dinah when she goes out, not to meet Shechem, but “to visit the women of
the region” (Gen. 34:1)" (1997. 357); and: ‘Bechtel’s reading seems to amount to the view that because
Shechem loves Dinah ... and forms a bond with her ... and since Jacob and Hamor, the male heads of
households, are willing to let Shechem keep Dinah, his action should not be regarded as rape’ (1997: 357, note

127). He also concedes that rape in the context of biblical writing is understood not so much as a crime against
women as against the possession of fathers or husbands (1997: 353).

65 Halperin, applying a psychoanalytical approach to biblical literature, mentions (but does not develop) that,
‘{a]ll humans ... are likely to have had the infantile experiences that lie behind the Eden story’ (1993: 223, note
5). Perhaps he is referring here to the exceeding bliss of the preverbal infant, which might be called Edenic and
which, according to some psychoanalysts, is first checked by the onset of shame (I.ii.). This would support the

interpretation that Genesis 2-3 is a story of universal relevance describing human maturation and the argument

that the experience of shame is crucial to this process.
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As with the word 1T)Y, Bechtel prefers a translation for IR that pertains to

shaming and argues that a clever wordplay stresses the snake’s role of representing

both the potential and limitations of life. Thus, the snake is B1713 ‘cleverly wise’
(from BN, ‘be shrewd, crafty), and causes awareness of being Q715 ‘naked’
(from M1 11, ‘be exposed, bare), which signifies the consciousness of shame and
therefore maturation. Through mature eyes, the snake is perceived as Q171 and

T17IN: shamed. Bechtel explains, ‘I have purposely chosen to translate ’ariir as

“shamed” in regard to the snake because the snake’s body position is the same as a
position found in shaming techniques’ (1995: 21). She refers to the image elsewhere

of humiliated persons being made to crawl and eat dust (Isa. 49:23; Micah 7:17).

Bechtel’s belief that shame, as both emotional response and social sanction of
undesirable behaviour, is a central feature of the Israelite psyche and culture that is

reflected throughout the Hebrew Bible, has influenced her translation. In the case of

MR, while shaming might be the result of a curse and while shaming and cursing

are both means of social control, I find the equating of the two problematic. At

Genesis 3:17 the ground is cursed, which has repercussions for the man. Here the

interpretation of "1 1R as ‘shamed’ would not fit at all - not even in the sense of the

earth being withered, which is elsewhere exploited in a #*2%/212 play on words:

the earth is fertile but it produces not only crops but also thorns and thistles (3:18).

As with Hanson, who renders *1iT ‘shame!’ (IIL.i.f.), the premiss that shame 1s

central to the culture that produced the texts and ubiquitously in evidence has affected
and distorted translation. I find the notion that shame and guilt are emotional
phenomena widely represented in human communities and probably also in those
which produced the texts of the Hebrew Bible, entirely plausible, and I see some
merit in Bechtel’s attention to the psychological dimension of how shame makes one
feel. I am, however, wary of her reconstruction of a culture and mindset behind the

texts which is fundamentally based on the centrality and ever-presence of shame.



First, I consider biblical texts inadequate for such a reconstruction66 and secondly, in

spite of the claims of Neyrey, Malina and Pilch (I1L.i.b. and c.), the view that any

culture can be more fully understood by examining it through the perimeters of a

single alleged pivotal value, strikes me as simplistic.67

f. Odell (1992)

Odell’s focus 1s on Ezekiel 16:59-63 where, intriguingly, Jerusalem feels shame only
after Yhwh forgives and, furthermore, is commanded to feel shame because Yhwh
forgives. This reverse sequence, with consciousness of sin following rather than
preceding forgiveness, has sometimes, she explains, been considered a theological
problem; ignored by some commentators, explained as a classic paradox of the
workings of divine grace in the midst of the human feeling of unworthiness by others
(1992: 102). The problem, according to Odell, stems not only from the fact that

contemporary readers find the residue of self-loathing after forgiveness unpalatable,
but also from a lack of understanding regarding the emotion of shame (1992: 103).68

Like the majority of commentators describing honour and shame from the perspective
of anthropological studies (to which she, however, makes no reference), Odell argues
that shame in the Hebrew Bible has less to do with an internal experience of
unworthiness than with a loss of status. The references to shame in 16:62-63, she
continues, allude to the reduced status of the exiles’ condition, which is envisaged as

a sign of Yhwh’s abandonment; the chapter, however, refutes the complaint that it is

Yhwh’s neglect that has produced their predicament.

Shame, Odell elaborates, is more frequently associated with a relationship that has
failed than with the result of one’s actions. While Miriam’s disgrace is the result of an

action, namely her failed risk in challenging the authority of Moses (cf. Num. 12:14),

66 This will be developed in the ensuing chapters.

67 Given the complexities of social organisation, I am in agreement with Herzfeld (ILiii) and Gottwald’s

(I11.11.a, note 35) calls for particularisation.

68 Qdell points out that self-loathing following forgiveness is evident also in Ezekiel 20:42-44 and 36:29-32,
Huber considers that self-abasement, with a view to eliciting pity/preventing further shaming by bringing it

about oneself/taking control of the shaming process, is a characteristic response to shaming (the other being

revenge or “face saving’ in an effort to restore wounded pride) (1991: 50).

71



disgrace is more often the consequence of disappointed loyalty (1992: 104). Thus,
when a relationship fails to provide protection and security in return for loyalty one 1s

left vulnerable to shame. This would explain why David’s men (2 Sam. 19:3-7) are
ashamed in spite of their actual success: their loyalty has been unacknowleged.69

Analogously, the psalmists’ pleas not to be put to shame are sometimes combined
with a statement that they have put their trust in Yhwh (25:2, 20; 31:2): ‘The plea, “1
have trusted in you; let me not be put to shame”, appeals to God to honor the
petitioner’s dependence’ (1992: 104). The emotion of shame felt by David’s men and
the psalmists, furthermore, is attended not so much by feelings of unworthiness as by

outrage or disappointment because their claims have not been acknowledged (1992:

105).

The book of Ezekiel, Odell explains, is marked by the limitations of divine-human
communication. Hence, Ezekiel may speak only when Yhwh speaks to him: he may
not relay the people’s complaints (3:25-27) until after Jerusalem’s fall when his
mouth is opened (24:26-27; 33:21-22). At 16:63, Odell continues, dumbness 1s a

consequence of shame: there will not be again T8 J1TNA, literally ‘an opening of

the mouth’. This expression (which occurs only twice in the Hebrew Bible, both
times in Ezekiel) in Mishnaic Hebrew pertains to an occasion for complaint. Adopting

this meaning here, Odell translates, ‘you will no longer have complaints (‘mouth
openings’) that are necessitated by your shame ('1!.'1735'.'1 )Y’ (1992: 106). The
context she envisages, then, i1s one where a particular type of formal petition is made
to Yhwh, wherein the people complain on account of their experience of humiliation
and failure (1.e. the exile).70 While the specific complaint is not supplied in the text,

such a situation would be consistent with 18:25 and 33:17, where the people are
described as criticising their God for his injustice. The image of the foundling child in
chapter 16, furthermore, recounting a family relationship gone wrong, evokes a

suitable framework for exploring the context in which shame is, according to Odell,

69 Hobbs (1997) discusses such shame language in the context of disappointed loyalty from the perspective of

another anthropological model: the patron-client model (see below, IllLiLk.).

70 While in 16:59-63 shame is a future event, it was, Odell explains, already present experience among exiles

(cf. the recurrent theme of the reproach of the nations 5:14-15; 16:57; 22:4-5; 34:29; 36:6, 15, 30).
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most frequently experienced: namely a situation where loyalty, expectation of
protection and trust have been disappointed (1992: 107).

Here, as in Psalm 22, Odell argues, the people are complaining at the shame they are
experiencing which they perceive as unfair treatment in return for their loyalty. The
foundling story, however, makes it clear that Yhwh did take care of and bless the
infant (16:14). The accusation of abandonment is also countered with his willingness
to re-establish the covenant (16:62). In consequence, the conclusion of the chapter
may thus be an invitation to the people to reexamine their situation and look for the
cause of shame in themselves. Their experience of shame, resulting from divine
abandonment, may then be seen as deriving not from failure on Yhwh’s part (he was
initially committed to the abandonded infant) but to Jerusalem’s unfaithfulness: she
had, in fact, not put her loyalty in Yhwh but 1in her own beauty, idols and unreliable

alliances with Egypt, Assyria and Babylon.

Odell’s point that shame vocabulary (which, as philological studies have established,
occurs with striking frequency in prophetic literature in particular) may be used to
force people into deeper insights concerning their relationship with Yhwh is, I think,

relevant and important. As Klopfenstein has pointed out with regard to words of the

root @12 especially, shame is prominent in relational contexts. Odell’s comment that

‘the command to be ashamed turns the claims and complaints of the people back on
themselves and forces them to examine their role in the failure of the divine-human

relationship’ (1992: 111), further, alludes to the fact that shame is an emotion
entailing negative self-evaluation.71 Odell implies but does not develop the idea that

shame is in the Prophets often connected with the inculcation of proper conduct. This

is a point I will be returning to below.

g. Yee (1992)
Yee’s contribution on Hosea in The Women’s Bible Commentary states that the
patrilineal, patrilocal kinship structure and honour/shame value system are the two

primary features underlying Hosea and Gomer’s marriage (1992: 197). She agrees

with the findings of Mediterranean anthropologists that honour and shame are

71 See Li. I will be returning to Odell’s article in chapter VI.
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particularly divided along gender lines and that in the patrilineal kinship structure a
large measure of a man’s honour depends on women’s sexual behaviour (1992: 198).
Strategies that prevent women from conferring dishonour through sexual misconduct,
she continues, include veiling, segregation and other restrictions on women’s social
interactions. Arguing for a degree of continuity between ancient and modern culture,

Yee considers Hosea’s separating Gomer from her lovers (2:6-7a) typical behaviour.

Yee does not mention that there are also passages which (perhaps deliberately) defy
the idea of a classic honour/shame culture, as depicted in anthropological texts. A
man valuing his honour would, for instance, under no circumstances marry an
adulteress (1:3), or take her back following a sexual misdemeanour (3:2). It may be,
however, that the story of Hosea and Gomer is calculatedly audacious (Sherwood
1996: 323f.), or that Gomer, rather than signifying a ‘fallen woman’, may represent a
subversive counter-voice: she suckles and weans (1:8) the children Hosea rejects and
intimates a certain lack in Yhwh/Hosea which prompts her to desert him for other
lovers (Sherwood 1996: 254). While this counter-voice might be challenging a
patrilineal, patrilocal, honour/shame system such as described by Yee, thereby
affirming the probability of its existence, its functioning in practice might none the
less be undermined by the existence of the text. Once again, the 1dea that social reality

can be readily discerned from a biblical text, is called into question.

h. Matthews and Benjamin (1993)

Matthews and Benjamin, writing of the social world of ancient Israel (1250-
587BCE), like Plevnik, Pilch, Malina and Neyrey, accept that honour and shame
emerge as the central social values underlying the material under investigation.
Similarly to Pilch and Malina’s core and means values, they, too, propose that these
labels can be facilitated and reinforced by related paradigms: ‘Life-giving behavior
was labeled “wise” or “clean.” Destructive or anti-social behavior was “foolish” or
“unclean.” To be wise or clean was a generic label for honor. To be a fool or unclean
was a generic label for shame’ (1993: 143). Again, the range of meanings attributed
to the words ‘honour’ and ‘shame’ is wide and again the writers are relatively

unconcerned about where honour and shame vocabulary actually occurs, appealing



instead to what they consider attendant values. Like Davis (ILii.d.), Matthews and
Benjamin argue strongly for a material/economic dimension existing alongside the
social one:

Honor was the ability of a household to care for its members and ...”[c]lean” was the

label for the household in good standing, licenced to make a living in the village...

Only the clean were entitled to buy, sell, trade, marry, arrange marriages, serve in

assemblies, and send warriors to the tribe. ... Shame was the inability of a household to

fulfill its responsibilities to its own members or its covenant partners. Shame was the

loss of land and children (1993: 143f.).

Purity and pollution are understood by Matthews and Benjamin not so much as
separate phenomena but as elucidating the social and economic values of honour and

shame:
Rules of purity and the labels clean and unclean in the world of the Bible had little to do
with hygiene ... They were analogous to credit ratings and distinguished houscholds in
good social and economic standing from those who were not. Labels of shame like

“fool” and “unclean” downgraded the status ... of a household, until it demonstrated that

it was once again contributing to the village ... (1993:144).
As Frymer-Kensky (1983) has demonstrated, however,72 shame and pollution can be

distinguished 1n that some forms of pollution, having no onus attached to them, do
not affect reputation adversely. In fact, some matters labelled unclean are recognised
as necessary and even, ultimately, a source of blessing - such as the situation of

childbirth. Matthews and Benjamin’s depiction of honour and shame, then, is on

occasion comprehensive at the expense of accuracy.?3

72 Cf VL.i., below.

73 Bal argues that the notion of defilement often has a primarily symbolic quality: ‘The memory of the other
man is what makes the postvirginal woman unmarriageable [Judg. 21:10-12]. In the equally symbolic context
of Levitical law, defilement 1s related to the loss of body liquid, of blood, for example, which represents a
beginning of death. Hence, it is the loss of semen, the male body liquid, that defiles the virgin at least as much
as the one-time loss of blood at defloration, as indeed Leviticus 15:16-18 explicitly states’ (1988a: 72). Also,
O’Connor writes that in Lamentations the perception that menstruation is defiling becomes ‘a metaphor for
shame and humiliation® (1992: 180). This might suggest the presence of a variety of symbolic paradigm

discourses (e.g. purity/pollution, honour/shame, holy/unholy, folly/wisdom, blessing/curse) which reinforce
each other.
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Like Pitt-Rivers (1977), Matthews and Benjamin regard sexual activity ‘in the world
of the Bible’ (1993: 176) as primarily an expression of political power. The
designation of virgin, they propose, therefore has a predominantly political
connotation: * ... households guarded their virgins until they could be married so that
their own political status would remain intact’ (1993: 178). A household’s women are
described as the ‘living symbols of its honor’ (1993: 176):

The virginity of an unmarried woman was indicative of the political integrity of the

household of her father. The village rated a father’s fulfillment of his responsibility to

feed and protect his household on the basis of how well he cared for and protected its

marriageable members. If he left them in harm’s way then he was impeached and

someone else took over the land and children of his household (1993: 178).

Women are mostly depicted as mediators of honour and shame (chiefly through
sexual contact), while men seem to be the ones who experience both more directly.74

Matthews and Benjamin do not associate shame primarily with women, honour

primarily with men, claiming that these values are not gender specific (1993: 180).

When imposing their ideas on biblical texts, Matthews and Benjamin again strike me

as somewhat careless 1n terms of attention to particulars. For instance, they regard
Amnon’s rape of Tamar (2 Sam. 13) as a politically coercive bid for honour: ‘To
force David to name him heir, Amnon rapes Tamar hoping that his actions will assure

him the nght of becoming monarch’ (1993: 181). While defilement of a man’s

daughter may be said to harm his reputation and while Adonijah’s request for
Abishag may indeed be a barely covert challenge to Solomon’s monarchial power (1
Kings 2:13ff.), it cannot be assumed that Amnon is motivated by aspirations to the
throne. The text states that Amnon son of David loved Tamar the beautiful sister of
Absalom son of David (13:1), that he became ill as a result and that her virginity

prevented him from acting (13:2). Following the suggestion of Jonadab, Amnon

73 The idea that women are depicted as constituting an extension of the men to whom they are are related and the
means by which they can be harmed on a social, political and economic level is underscored by Bal from a
symbolical angle: ‘... the daughter is bound to the father as an ontological property: she is part of him, his
synecdoche. Severed from him, she is no longer a virgin daughter, he is no longer a father. This leads to the

last, and in today’s culture the first, property of virginity: property as integrity, bodily wholeness, purity,
cleanliness’ (1988a: 72).
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tricks David into sending Tamar (described as his sister in v.6 and v.11) and rapes
her (13:14). David is enraged (v.21) and Absalom hates Amnon (v.22) but years pass
(v.23) and there is no mention of Amnon’s actions having achieved anything that
might procure him rights to the kingship. The only one who is described as having

been disgraced, furthermore, is not David but Tamar (v.22).

The case of Amnon is problematic. In the so-called honour/shame cultures depicted in
anthropological literature brothers are generally expected fiercely to guard their
sisters’ virginity prior to marriage. While Tamar may be regarded as Absalom’s sister

first and foremost (cf. 13:1) (possibly because they shared not only the same father
but the same mother)75 and while this may imply a political motivation on the part of
Amnon (i.e. to humiliate his popular brother through his sister) and account for
Absalom’s desire for revenge (13:32),76 the story none the less fails to fit as easily

into the pattern as Matthews and Benjamin would have us believe. While they may
generally-speaking be correct in claiming that ‘[i]n contrast with the way
contemporary western cultures use ... “virgin” to describe sexual activity, the Bible

focuses on the political connotations of the word’ and that ‘[s]exual activity in the
world of the Bible was not as much an aspect of personal relationships as an
expression of the political power of households’ (1993: 176), 2 Samuel 13 may be an
exception. Amnon may indeed be motivated primarily by lust. This could account for
the inclusion of the details that Tamar is beautiful (13:1) and that Amnon’s extreme
frustration has physical manifestations (13:2) - which is more likely to be a side-effect

of sexual passion than of political calculation.77

75 According to 2 Samuel 3 and 1 Chronicles 3 Absalom’s mother was Maacah daughter of Talmai king of

Geshur, while Amnon’s mother was Ahinoam of Jezreel. Tamar is mentioned as the sister of the sons of David at

1 Chronicles 3:9 but her mother is not named.

76 Revenge or ‘face saving’ in an effort to restore wounded pride and honour is cited by Huber alongside self-

abasement as a typical response to being shamed (1991: 50). Whereas Absalom appears to adopt the former

response, Tamar’s action of removing her ornate robe and performing mourning actions (2 Sam. 13:19) could
be seen to conform to the latter.

77 See also I1L.11.j. below, for Stone’s discussion of this narrative.
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Matthews and Benjamin also maintain that when men seek honour by gaining access
to marriageable women or virgins through rape, then:

[tlhe rape must take place in the context of some activity connected with fertility such

as harvesting (Gen 34:1-2; Judg 21:17-23), sheep-shearing (2 Sam 13:23-28), eating (2

Sam 13:5-6), or menstruating (2 Sam 11:4). Otherwise, it was treated like any other

crime (Deut 22:23-27). The basis for this criterion was the concern over a household’s

ability to supply food and children to 1ts members. Tying the aggressive act to an event

associated with fertility clearly identified the intention of the aggressor (1993: 181).
There are several problems with this statement. First, the rape scenarios described in
Deuteronomy 22 do not exclude settings connected with fertility. Whether a woman is
betrothed or not, rape is depicted as a crime (22:23-29). She does have a duty to
scream and resist if, in the setting of a town as opposed to the open country, she is
capable of alerting someone who may rescue her. Rape is not, however, depicted as
somehow less criminal should it happen to occur at harvest time. Secondly, a ‘context
of some activity connected with fertility’ is not clear at Genesis 34. Dinah’s brothers
are in the fields with the livestock when Jacob hears of her rape (v.5) but there is no
suggestion of harvest or breeding time. The case for Judges 21 is stronger: a festival
at Shiloh that may be celebrating harvest provides an opportune occasion for
snatching women. As at 2 Samuel 13:23-28, however, where Amnon, celebrating

after the sheep-shearing, is drunk and vulnerable to attack, distraction seems more at

issue than fertility. (Quite how sheep-shearing and fertility are connected eludes
me...) Also, no rape occurs at 2 Samuel 13:23-28 but rather the revenge for rape.
Thirdly, eating, which Matthews and Benjamin link with fertility, does not actually
take place at 13:5ff. Lastly, the uncleanness from which Bathsheba is purifying

herself at 2 Samuel 11 may not necessarily be that associated with menstruation and
menstruation should not automatically be assumed to indicate fertility.78 A promise of

fertility, then, does not appear to have a mitigating or potentially honour-conferring

78 Be’er has demonstrated that the biblical narratives generally depict menstruation positively. Sarah calls
herself worn out and past ‘the manner of women’ (Gen. 18:11-12), thereby linking menstruation with fertility
and youth; and Rachel, not rising before her father because she claims to be with ‘the manner of women® (Gen.
31:35), is not avoided by Laban but kissed upon his departure (Gen. 32:1, HB). In contrast, Be’er explains, the

Priestly Code attaches very negative connotations to menstrual blood, deeming it a major source of both
~ defilement and shame (1994: 162ff.).
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impact on rape. Matthews and Benjamin’s arguments, therefore, are sometimes

misleadingly vague, even inaccurate.

i. Domeris (1995)
Domeris’ article takes issue with the attempts of biblical scholars to project the so-

called Mediterranean values of honour and shame upon biblical values. Focusing his
discussion on the book of Proverbs,79 he argues that the understanding of honour

and shame reflected here 1s distinctive and free from some of the features described in
the anthropological studies, which he attributes to the impact of Christianity and

Islam.

Domeris points out that in Proverbs shame terminology pertains to the dishonour of
fools, the proud, the poor and the wicked, the bad son and the rapist, as well as the
glutton, those who lose a court case and those who speak unwisely (1995: 94). While
Mediterranean culture identifies shame most closely with women’s sexuality,
Proverbs associates a wife with shame just once (12:4). Male shame, meanwhile, is
considerably more prominent. Domeris concludes from this that,
the category of shame of a wife is a minor one, and that the whole understanding of
shame was far less sexually orientated than in the studies of the modern Mediterranean
culture. For example, no attention is given to the need to guard one’s wife against
possible temptation. Although the idea of adultery as a crime against the honour of the
husband 1s taken for granted, the underlying reason for the prohibition on adultery
probably had more to do with the issue of the paternity of the children and potential
heirs... We may contrast this with the modern Mediterranean societies which saw the
protection as intrinsically bound up in the image of the masculinity of the husband.
Similarly, one might contrast the biblical concern with pollution as related to

menstruation and child-bearing with the Mediterranean concern with sin and the

79 Domeris approves of Herzfeld’s argument for particularisation (1995: 88). While he admits that Proverbs is

of diverse origins, he claims that it is none the less particularly suitable for his discussion because it ‘reflects a

reasonably uniform picture of honour and shame’ due to its ‘inherent conservatism’. Furthermore, it provides a

forum for examining these values in a culture not coloured by some later Christian perspective. Domeris argues

that its primary purpose is the communication of religious values and that it stems from the post-exilic era,

from a period testifying the changing role of women and the restrictive context of the nuclear family (1995:

93).
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woman’s sexuality... Here lies one of the most important distinctions between the

biblical world and the world of the modern Mediterranean--purity/impurity versus

sin/guilt (1995: 94f.).80

The Hebrew Bible, Domeris continues, attributes honour to Yhwh and it 1s Yhwh,
too, who bestows and removes 1t. One of the characteristics of Proverbs is its
connection between honour and wisdom (4:18). A connection with wealth also exists
(8:18) (1995: 95). The emphasis of Proverbs gives precedence to wisdom, with
wealth taking second place and honour third:
This relative depreciation of honour in favour of wealth or possessions is particularly
marked in 12:9 when the person of honour, who is also poor, takes second place to the
person who is without honour and yet has a servant (i1 € some wealth) (1995: 96).
This, Domerts concludes, 1s quite different to the precedence accorded to honour in
the Mediterranean studies. Another un-Mediterranean feature, he points out, is the
priority of humility over honour (15:33) ‘which would seem to be in contradiction to

Mediterranean evaluations’ (cf. 13:18, where those who accept reproof are honoured)
(1995: 96).81 Domeris argues of honour in Proverbs that, ‘[t]he absence of the typical

Mediterranean aspect of honour and shame, like the competition among equals and

the elevation of honour over wealth and power, is striking’ (1995: 96).

When examining the roles of women in Proverbs, Domeris continues, the differences
with the Mediterranean type depicted in anthropological literature, becomes especially
pronounced. The woman of the final chapter of Proverbs is firmly located in the
framework of a society which values women whose concerns are always unselfish

and family-oriented: her reward lies in being called ‘blessed’ by her husband and

80 On the centrality of purity concerns and their distinction from shame concemns in that they do not have any

onus attached to them cf. Frymer-Kensky 1983,

81 A case can, however, be made for the pertinence of humility with regard to someone envisaged as possessing

more honour than oneself in the Mediterranean context too. Pitt-Rivers writes: ‘Respect and precedence are paid
to those who claim it and are sufficiently powerful to enforce their claim ... The payment of honour in daily life
1s accorded through the offering of precedence (so often expressed through an analogy with the head) and
through the demonstrations of respect which are commonly associated with the head; whether it is bowed,
touched, uncovered or covered ...” (1977: 4). In the context of Proverbs it might be said that humility is

appropriate with regard to those who have more honour, such as God and the sages.
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children;82 but she is also ‘far more outgoing than her later Mediterranean

counterpart’: a trader, manufacturer of linen garments and a teacher of wisdom (1995:
97). This woman, then, moves easily in the geographical, economic and educational
domains which were later to become masculine zones. Further, while the

Mediterranean woman is described as ruled by an acute sense of shame, this woman

1s ruled by wisdom.

The woman of shame in Proverbs, meanwhile, is framed in the context of a foolish
young man and his actions (7:7) and counterbalanced with the feminine Wisdom.
While this woman is clearly depicted pejoratively--she is likened to a hunter (7:23)
and brings doom upon the young man--it 1s primarily the man who is condemned
(7:26-27):

The woman i1s a danger to fools, but not to the wise ... The real danger is the lust of

the man. She is a temptress, but not a demon, a seducer but not a satan. Sadly, it
would take a religion like Christianity to make those connections (1995: 98).83

The story of the adulteress, further, is un-Mediterranean in the sense that the honour

of ‘the man’ (presumably her husband) is ignored entirely:
In the Mediterranean story his figure would have featured strongly either as the
cuckolded husband or the wreaker of vengeance. Here he features only in passing in an

assurance to the young man that he may enjoy his lovemaking without fear of

interruption - “the man”is in a foreign land (1995: 98).

The women of Proverbs, then, even the women of shame, are free from many of the

negative constructs that appear to bind their later Mediterranean sisters. Further, the
dominant value of the book appears to be wisdom, its contrasting object folly. It is
wisdom and folly, Domeris concludes, which define other values, including shame
and honour (1995: 97). This is what one would expect of wisdom literature and

negates the claim that honour and shame were core values from ancient times (pace

82 The phrase is: ITIMWRM 1% 1M)P. As we have seen Hanson (cf. IILi.f. above) has argued for a

translation of *how honoured’ for " &'X. I do not find this translation preferable.

83 Camp already finds traces of such notions in Ben Sira (see above IILi.a.). She admits, furthermore, that Ben

Sira’s focus on concerns of honour and shame is not prominent in Proverbs (1991: 5, note 17) and that
Proverbs generally balances positive and negative female imagery (1985: 115-33).
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Pilch and Malina). Domeris 1s cautious regarding the value of the honour-shame
dichotomy for modern studies and rejects it entirely for the purposes of distinguishing
the core values of Proverbs. His arguments provide strong reasons for delineating the
context of a text under investigation as much as possible, taking special note of the
relevant vocabulary, and for letting the text speak for itself rather than imposing

modern models upon it.

J. Stone (1996)

Stone’s examination of the representations of sexual activity in the Deuteronomistic
history uses anthropological studies in an attempt to decode the network of cultural
and symbolic meanings which the texts might presuppose. He takes great pains to
stress that a continuity between biblical perspectives on sexual matters and beliefs
about sexual activity which have emerged among Jewish and Christian communities
cannot be assumed (1996: 12) but maintains that ‘a productive interdisciplinary
conversation’ (1996: 27) can expose links between literature and its social and
cultural context. Following Bal, Stone argues that the events depicted in biblical
narratives can be used as evidence for what was ‘thinkable’ in ancient Israel and that
anthropological concepts,

can help us to construct and continually reassess our reading frames--that is to say, our

ideas about the possible context of symbols and beliefs in terms of which the texts

scem to make sense--in a way that at least mitigates our tendency to interpret biblical

texts in terms of our own assumptions (1996: 35).

Stone i1s careful to point out that while biblical texts may be ‘informants’ about the
beliefs and assumptions held by ancient Israelites, they are none the less deeply
imperfect sources of ethnographic data. They are not so much transparent windows
into an ancient world as glimpses of a world deemed possible or desirable by those
individuals and groups amongst whom they originated; the result being, ‘that much of
the Hebrew Bible contains mainly ideology rather than a historically accurate picture
of Israelite behavior in the periods which it claims to represent’ (1996: 34). For all his
cautionary comments, Stone, citing Gilmore’s studies, still recognises some merit in

the honour/shame model, because the relation between a competitive notion of male
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sexuality and an emphasis upon female chastity in his opinion illuminates the
depictions of sexual activity in the narratives under discussion. This relation, he
argues, frequently capitalises on ‘the potential for sexual acts to impact the honor,
power and prestige of men’, a potential which 1s ‘known to us especially (but not

exclusively) from the anthropological literature on the Mediterranean basin and parts

of the Middle East’ (1996: 137).

Next, Stone uses findings from anthropology in his analysis of various narratives.
Concerning Judges 19, for instance, he writes:
Several anthropologists have indicated that in those cultures manifesting the dynamics
of honor and shame, male homosexuality is often viewed with particular distaste ...
[which] is associated with the rigid differentiation between male and female gender
roles, but also with the hierarchical nature of this differentiation (1996: 75f.).
One of the men in the homosexual act, Stone explains, is perceived as assuming a
role that is, culturally speaking, allotted to the female alone (of sexual object rather
than subject) thereby becoming ‘feminised’ and dishonoured. One reason for this 1s
that masculinity is considered not only different but also superior to femininity:
Within a culture marked by rigid gender differentiation and hierarchy, a man who
assumes the role allotted by convention to a woman is moving, socially, downward. 1f
this role is forced upon him by another male, as is the case in homosexual rape, then
the effect is both a challenge to his masculinity and a challenge to his honor (1996:
79).
The men of Gibeah, then, according to Stone, wish to express their power over the
Levite by bringing shame upon him (1996: 81). Deterred from raping him they
achieve this aim by raping his concubine:
It must also be recalled, from the anthropological material, that not only a woman’s
conduct but also the conduct taken toward her may reflect upon the honor of the male(s)
responsible for her. A sexual misconduct committed against a woman is, therefore, an
attack upon the man under whose authority she falls. Thus, although the men of
Gibeah did not dishonor the Levite directly by raping him as if he were a woman, they
nevertheless challenge his honor in another way: through his woman (1996: 81).

This damage to his honour is then addressed, Stone continues, with a riposte that is



typical of an honour/shame culture (1996: 83). Typical, too, he argues, is the Levite’s
withholding of a number of points when rallying support; crucially, that he himself
cast the concubine outside of the house, which might have diminished his claim to
honour yet further. Stone comments that ‘most of the Israelites would have
responded to such a situation in precisely the same way’ (1996: 83), which, in my

view, 1s assuming too much.

From here Stone develops the idea that there exists a recurring pattern of male
characters who by means of heterosexual contact dishonour other men. He calis these
‘homosocial’ conflicts (1996: 84). Thus, he argues, at 2 Samuel 3:6-11 Abner
threatens Ishbaal’s honour through Rizpah (1996: 85ff.). The sexual act is not
recounted in its chronological place (prior to the conversation between the two men)
indicating, according to Stone, that it is considered important primarily in relation to
their quarrel (1996: 87). Ishbaal’s indignation is again explained on the basis of
anthropological literature as originating from an implication that he is not ‘good at
being a man’ - since Abner has shown that he cannot maintain control over the
women who, it is thought, ought to be under his supervision. Again, Rizpah, like the

Levite’s concubine, is the means by which a message of power is communicated
between two men. Stone calls her the ‘conduit of their relationship’ (1996: 91).84

Stone does not believe that the ideology at work here reflects a ‘custom’ about
monarchial legitimacy: ‘It is rather a complex bundle of premises about masculinity,

sexual practice, and prestige which the anthropological literature helps to clarify’
(1996: 92).

Other narratives, too, Stone maintains, are elucidated with recourse to anthropological
findings. First, 2 Samuel 11-12, where the dishonourable nature of David’s conduct
might be explained in part as an abuse of his power in the context of a society where
honour is hierarchical and competed for only between men who are social equals:

If two men are obviously contrasted in terms of some significant social differential,

then the more powerful man [such as David] who chooses to provoke a weaker man

84 Stone discusses another instance of this pattern with regard to 2 Samuel 16:20-23, where David’s concubines

are the conduit between David and Absalom (1996: 120ft1.).
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[such as Unah] risks dishonoring himself (1996: 103).
Another is 2 Samuel 13, where Tamar’s request that Amnon, who has just raped her,
marry her, might be explained by the emphasis on female chastity:
The fact of male dominance, the emphasis upon female sexual purity as a prerequisite
for marriage, and the relative scarcity of positions available to unmarried women in the
society which produced the text are all relevant considerations here. Where marriage 1s
the primary avenue through which female prestige can be secured, and the loss of one’s
sexual purity can become an obstacle to marrage, it is not inconceivable that a woman
would prefer to take advantage of the androcentric rationale which expresses itself in the
Deuteronomic law and choose marriage over non-marriage. At any rate, the perspective
from which the story is told seems to be based upon such logic (1996: 115f.).
With regard to the latter, Stone acknowledges that David 1s caught between two
imperatives of masculine honour: to avenge the shaming of Tamar, his daughter, on
the one hand and to honour the relations of kinship, including those with his firstborn
son, on the other. Both Absalom and Simeon/Levi, Stone points out, seek revenge
‘exactly as the anthropological literature would lead us to expect’. In both 1nstances,
however, the father of the raped woman apparently does not see this response as the

most suitable way of addressing the crisis, leading Stone to ask whether it 1s possible

that we have here a rebuttal of the protocols of honour and shame (1996: 118).85

Leaving this question unanswered, Stone raises several more interesting points which
he does not have scope to develop. He muses, for instance, whether the metaphorical
use of sexual activity in the Prophets, where Israel is sometimes depicted as an
actively unfaithful wife, may rely upon a different ideological position with regard to
gender and sexual practice than the narratives he discusses. In Hosea and Ezekiel, he
proposes, it is suggested that female sexuality is active and insatiable whereas in the
narratives the tendency is to regard female sexuality as passive and in need of male
protection. Both perspectives, he believes, do, however, link male honour with an
ability to prevent sexual relationships between another man and the women of one’s

household (1996: 143). With regard to the role of Yhwh, Stone believes that some

85 In opposition to Yee and taking into account Sherwood’s analysis of subversive strategies in the early

chapters of Hosea, I have suggested such a rebuttal with regard to Hosea (IIL.ii.g.).
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archaeological evidence that might imply the existence of a female consort of Yhwh

complicates matters:
If YHWH can be represented as a male deity with a female consort, then the gendered
language applied to YHWH needs to be interpreted literally, at least insofar as hiterary,
historical, and cultural matters are concerned. ... Hence, the imagery of Israel as
YHWH’s unfaithful wife may take on specific connotations in a context where the
symbolic assumptions discussed in the present project exist. ... [I]t scems that YHWH
may have been represented as a sort of vigilant husband concerned about his masculine
honor, who for precisely this reason must prevent illicit sexual relationships between a
woman under his authority (Israel) and other potential male sexual partners (such as
Baal). Thus, an approach to the biblical texts which takes the ideology of sexual
practice in its relation to gender as an explicit point of departure may finally impact our
understanding of the characterisation of YHWH in the biblical texts, and so also our

understanding of biblical theology (1996: 143f.).

Stone’s study raises and examines many interesting points and his use of
anthropological data is tempered by caution. While he uses the honour/shame model
extensively, he makes no such claims as Neyrey, for instance, of having access to the
native’s perspective and he acknowledges that both the biblical texts themselves and
their interpreters have biases. His suggestions for examining prophetic literature 1n

the light of some of his findings, furthermore, are to me compelling.

k. Olyan (1996) and Hobbs (1997)

Olyan, using illustrations from the David narratives, seeks to illustrate a connection
between covenant language and the values of honour and shame, both of which, he
claims, are ubiquitous in the Hebrew Bible. Introducing his discussion with the
statement that ‘{flew would dispute that covenant was a primary basis for social
organisation in the West Asian cultural sphere in which Israel emerged as a distinct
polity’ (1996: 201f.), he adds that the vocabulary of honour and shame occurs in
covenant-related discourse throughout the ancient Near East and that ‘notions of
honor and shame must therefore play a role in West Asian covenant relations,

including those evidenced 1n Israelite sources’ (1996: 202). Honour and shame, he
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continues, had the social and political function of publicising the relative status of

participants in ritual action and were ‘common almost to the point of banality’ (1996:
203).

Olyan accounts for the points of contact between covenant relations and the notions of
honour and shame by pointing out that treaty partners must honour one another:

To honor a loyal treaty partner confirms publicly the strength of existing covenant

bonds; to diminish or shame one who is loyal in covenant communicates at minimum

a loss of status and may in fact constitute a covenant violation. The conferring of honor

and the inscription of shame may function to externalize conformity or nonconformity

to covenant stipulations or to communicate relative position in a status hierarchy

(1996: 204f.).
This leads Olyan to claim that ‘[e]xpressions of honor in covenant settings abound’
(1996: 206). His understanding of honour, moreover, is clearly influenced by that of
the Mediterranean studies (1996: 202, note 4); thus he describes biblical honour as a
phenomenon with an important public dimension (1996: 204) and an inbuilt
hierarchy. An honour hierarchy is evident, for instance, he argues, in Yhwh’s
address to Eli (1 Sam. 2:29): ‘Yhwh, as suzerain, is first in honor; the priests, his
servants, cannot take what is by rights his. By allowing them to do so, El1 has upset

the status hierarchy; he has accorded his own sons greater honor than he has Yhwh’
(1996: 207).

Another passage which illustrates a covenant-honour/shame connection is, according
to Olyan, 2 Samuel 19:1-9, where David, after Joab warns him that the shaming of
his servants will result in disaster, ceases to mourn and appears enthroned at the city
gate, in public view. David’s mourning had not followed the prescribed pattern of
ritual behaviour following victory in battle. Instead, rejoicing and public
demonstrations confirming victory and the king’s honour would have been
appropriate. Olyan explains the covenant undertones he perceives in this excerpt in
that David, here the suzerain, violates a treaty agreement by not rewarding covenant
loyalty (1996: 210). 2 Samuel 10:1-6, where David sends emissaries to the court of

Ammon to publicly honour the deceased, thereby confirming the covenant bond as



the throne of Ammon passes to a new ruler, is cited as further support. David’s

statement that he is practising "TOIT, is interpreted by Olyan as a reference to

covenant loyalty. When the Ammonites intentionally break the covenant by publicly

shaming David’s men only one course of action remains:
In the universe of reciprocal honor, David had little choice but to respond with military
action; only through victory for Israel and defeat (and thus humiliation) for Ammon

could David recover honor for himself and his people after such a devastating, public

inscription of shame (1996: 213).

Olyan also believes that a case for the centrality of honour and shame in covenant
contexts can be made where neither is mentioned explicitly (e.g. 1 Sam. 31-2 Sam. 1-
2). The treatment of Saul’s corpse is, he argues, shameful. The Gileadites, on the
other hand, who burn Saul’s corpse, bury the bones and practise mourning rituals,
fulfil honourable actions befitting a sound vassal-suzerain covenant relationship. On
the basis of this, Olyan claims:

... the Gileadite actions function to remove disgrace and to confer honor to the dead king

by means of appropriate burial and mourning rites. ... Honor is once again tied to

covenant loyalty, and in this case to the removal of a suzerain’s--and by extension, the

nation’s--shame. ... That obligations to the suzerain last beyond his death 1s illustrated

not only here but also by various West Asian inscriptions, including the Sefire corpus,
where the vassal is obligated to avenge (82 J) the suzerain’s blood from the hand of his

“haters.” The inhabitants of Jabesh-Gilead, loyal to their lord Saul even after his death,

act to provide him with an honorable burial; this in turn functions to efface shame and

restore honor to Israel (1996: 214f.).

This extension of restoring honour to Israel by restoring honour to the house of Saul

should not, I think, be assumed quite so glibly.

Olyan, then, is working from the assumption that prescriptive covenant relationships

and the notions of honour and shame were so endemic that they can be discerned in

public and ritualistic interactions throughout the Hebrew Bible86 - even where they

36 His examples are from the books of Samuel and Lamentations but he asserts that evidence can be gathered

throughout the Hebrew Bible and in other ancient West Asian texts too (1996: 202f.).
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are not mentioned explicitly. While he cites numerous examples, the legitimacy of
perceiving either complex of ideas must be questioned. Much of Olyan’s argument

depends on his interpretation of certain words as reflecting covenant language (e.g.

100T) and his identification of honour and shame vocabulary in the Hebrew Bible

with the notions labelled honour and shame in anthropological literature. The

possibility that he 1s imposing a later construct of 1deas that may very well not have

existed in the definitive form he envisages, cannot be excluded.

Hobbs, in a response to Olyan’s article, proposes that the patron-client rather than the
vassal-suzerain covenant relationship is the dominant metaphor that gives meaning to
the use of honour and shame language in the texts discussed. Hobbs does not
question the alleged centrality of the notions of honour and shame in both the
Mediterranean world and the cultural contexts of the narratives. He explains that the
patron-client, like the honour-shame model, is an ‘etic’ one: ‘that is ... a system fitted
by modern ethnographers of the Mediterranean world over widely observed patterns
of behavior for the purposes of understanding them and interpreting them’ and that
‘[o]ne will therefore find no use of terms such as “patron” and “client” in the ancient
literature itself’ (1997: 503). This, he argues, does not, however, deprive the model
of relevance. The existence of a relationship where a patron grants clients access to
goods such as protection, honour and material benefits in a mutually beneficial and
binding way can be recognised, Hobbs claims, in such diverse relationships as those
between a wandering holy man and his followers and between a ruler and his
entourage (1997: 502). This metaphor drawn from widespread social practice is,
according to Hobbs, a more immediate social metaphor than that of the elitist
covenant model drawn from political interactions between kings. The use of covenant
in the ancient Near East is, he adds, at any rate ‘but a wider application of [the patron-
client] analogy’ (1997: 502). Hobbs, like Olyan, then, presupposes that
anthropological findings are significant with regard to biblical texts and that biblical

texts accurately reflect cultural matrices and can be elucidated by etic models.
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I. Semeia 68 (1996), Stansell, Simkins and Bergant

Stansell’s examination of the David narratives seeks to demonstrate ‘a substantial
interest in honor and shame’ (1996: 56), reflecting a social world similar to that
described in Mediterraneanan anthropological studies. David, a youth from the
provinces, 1s anointed by Samuel in secret (1 Sam. 16:1-13), appointed as court
musician and armour bearer (16:14-23) and then triumphs over Goliath (17:1-58),
thereby nising from an insignificant position to one of relative status and prospect
(1996: 56t.). David’s response to Saul’s subsequent offer of his daughter Michal’s
hand in marnage (18:23), according to Stansell, acquires a new meaning and

significance when placed in the context of a world where honour and shame

constitute core values (1996: 57). David refers to himself as a poor man (WM of
light esteem (H5PJ), which Stansell translates ‘no honor’ (1996: 57), concluding:

‘With the term ﬂ‘?PJ, the verse clearly belongs 1n the realm of honor and shame

language’ (1996: 58). Stansell argues, further, that within the context of chapter 18
such a low estimation of his own honour and prestige takes on an ironic sense. He
has, after all, been given his robe, armour and sword by Jonathan, the king’s son (v.
4) and his mighty feats have been praised in the women’s song (v. 7), which can be

interpreted as enhancing his status. David’s success is also alluded to once more in

the concluding verse: TP 1@ “TRM (‘his name was greatly valued/regarded’;

NIV: *his name became well known’), which Stansell again prefers to translate ‘and

his name was very honored’ (1996: 59).

Stansell depicts David’s rise through military victories as compatible with the
challenge-response situation described in anthropological literature whereby honour is
gained through competition and by depriving another of his share. David also links
his lack of prestige with poverty and Davis among others (cf. I1.ii.d.) has illustrated
the connection between economic wealth and honour. Honour is also described as
hierarchical, which could explain Saul’s jealousy as deriving from the feeling that his
supreme position in the honour ranking is being compromised by David. Stansell
argues that there are many other such parallels. Saul’s calling Jonathan a son of a

perverse and rebellious woman (1 Sam. 20:30), for instance, is best clarified, in his



opinion, by the observation of Mediterranean anthropologists that a woman who has
engaged in shameful activity infects her children with the taint of her dishonour and

further, that the most powerful insults relate to the purity of one’s mother
(1996:60).87 The situation of conflict with Nabal (1 Sam. 25), too, Stansell

continues, can be best understood in the context of Mediterranean customs of
challenge and response over claims for honour and precedence:
Nabal’s words of insult provide the grounds for his non-acceptance of David’s challenge
to honor him with “whatever you have at hand” (v. 8). For while Nabal is rich and
“lives like a king,” David is rootless, unknown, a rebel “without genealogy.” In an
honor/shame society, only equals can strive with one another for honor .... Hence Nabal
must reject David’s claim that he has “protected” Nabal’s flocks; he need not take
David’s challenge seriously, for David hardly seems to be a threat; he can easily be
Insulted and dismissed. But the reader knows what the narmator and Abigail know: David
1s the future king, and as such, he can hardly allow a rich shepherd to shame him. Thus

he must at least do what a clan chieftain would in a similar situation - seek revenge

(1996: 63f1.).

While challenge-responses may be typical of an honour/shame society, the assertive
conduct of Abigail is not.88 Instead, the anthropological literature describes women’s

lives as focused around the home and their acute sense of shame as fostering shyness
and an aversion of contact with persons outside the family unit (cf.Il.1i.a.). The
manner in which Abigail addresses David, a strange man, would be considered

unthinkable and immodest. Stansell is at this point somewhat selective in his analysis.

Elsewhere, Stansell’s arguments are more convincing. As described above,

87 Cf. 1Li.

88 Stansell claims that ‘[i]n the context of challenge and response, Abigail serves as mediator between the
disputing parties. In Mediterranean culture, the office of mediator is a position of prestige, and thus Abigail
accrues honor to herself, even if she is self-selected’ (1996: 64). Mediators are not, to my knowledge,
mentioned much in the anthropological literature. McKay argues that Abigail’s self-lowering circumlocution
“your handmaid™ not only suggests service but hints at sexual possibilities and that she ‘rubbishes her husband’
(1998. 47). Such conduct may represent an inversion of social norms (1998: 50); certainly, it sits distinctly
uncasily with everything that is described as typifying the Mediterranean woman.

o1



92

Mediterranean notions of honour and shame, as described in cultural anthropological
literature, frequently focus on defined gender roles and on publicly affirmed repute
which is earned by fulfilling these socially accepted roles. This could explain the
poignancy of the public shaming in 2 Samuel 10, where David’s men, sent to offer
his condolences to Hanun, have their beards shaved and garments cut: ‘The shaving
of the beard is an assault on their masculinity, for the beard is a symbol of their
honor’ (1996: 69). The i1dea that the sexual purity of mother, wife, daughter and
sister 1s embedded in the honour of the male, which Pitt-Rivers (1977) distinguishes
as characteristically Mediterranean, is addressed, Stansell continues, in the story of
Amnon and Tamar. Absalom 1s prepared to kill his own brother when he rapes and

shames their virgin sister, which is, so Stansell, like the vengeance exacted after the
sexual assault on Dina<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>