Inquiry of Claude - LLM Sonnet 5 / Effort setting to EXTRA
| asked:

I'll verify the precise Hebrew and Greek wording on the key passages before laying
out the analysis, since you want the argument built on the grammar itself rather
than translation paraphrase.This is a good project to do carefully, so let me be
upfront about method: I'm working from the Masoretic (Hebrew) consonantal
tradition, cross-checked against the Septuagint (the oldest complete translation of
the Hebrew Bible, 3rd—2nd c. BC, which sometimes preserves a wording tradition
older than the medieval vocalization of the MT), and the Greek NT text
(Sinaiticus/Vaticanus-type readings). No commentary opinions below — only what
the text says and what it says elsewhere about the same subject, letting Scripture
supply its own glossary.

Al Reply:

1. The anchor text itself

Genesis 15:16 — the announcement comes embedded in the covenant of the
pieces:

v'dor r'vi'i yashuvu henna, ki lo-shalem avon ha'emori ad-henna
Three words carry the weight:

e |iy (avon) — not the ordinary word for a "sin-act" (nXwnN, chatta'ath, a
specific offense) but the word for accumulated moral guilt — a noun built
on a root meaning "to bend/twist," used elsewhere for guilt that is carried
or borne (Exodus 34:7; Leviticus 16:21-22, the goat "bearing" the avon of
the people). Genesis 15:16 is not describing a single act but a weight that
accumulates.

e N7¢U~N"7 (lo-shalem) — "is not [yet] complete/whole." Shalem is the same
root as shalom. The image is of something being filled to capacity, not yet
full.



e XN (ha'emori) — singular noun with definite article, the standard

Hebrew way of naming a people-group as a corporate unit ("the Amorite"
the Amorite people collectively), exactly parallel to "the Canaanite," "the
Hittite," etc.

So grammatically the verse is a container-filling metaphor for corporate guilt: a
measure is being filled, and it is not full "until now." The verse itself does not say
what is going into the measure. That has to be traced elsewhere — and the text
does trace it, repeatedly.

Two more grammatical notes worth flagging before moving on:

e The list in Genesis 15:19-21, given two verses later in the same speech,
names ten peoples — Kenites, Kenizzites, Kadmonites, Hittites, Perizzites,
Rephaim, Amorites, Canaanites, Girgashites, Jebusites. "Amorite" and
"Canaanite" appear as two items in that list, yet v.16 uses "Amorite" alone
to summarize the whole group. This is the text's own usage pattern,
confirmed later (Joshua 24:15; Judges 6:10; 1 Samuel 7:14; Amos 2:9-10 all
use "Amorite" the same collective/representative way, sometimes
interchangeably with "Canaanite," Gen. 12:6; 28:1). So when later texts
explain what "the Amorite" did, they are functioning as an explanation of
what the whole pre-conquest population of the land did.

e The Septuagint renders "is not yet complete" with AvaTreTTARPWVTAI
(anapeplérdntai) — the compound verb avatrAnpow, "to fill up
completely." Hold that verb; it resurfaces.

2. Whose lineage is this — and does the text tie the sin to ancestry or to
conduct?

Genesis 10:15-16 places the Amorites as one of the sons of Canaan, son of Ham —
the line placed under the curse spoken in Genesis 9:25 ("Cursed be Canaan") after
Ham's act concerning his father's nakedness. That establishes a trajectory — this
line begins under a spoken curse. But the text is explicit, centuries later, that the



dispossession itself does not rest on inherited curse alone. Moses states it as a flat
denial:

"Not for thy righteousness... but for the wickedness of these nations
the LORD thy God doth drive them out." (Deuteronomy 9:4-5)

The Hebrew there is D'ian Nywn (rish'at ha-goyim) — "the wickedness of the
nations," a noun from the root ywn, the standard word for active guilt, moral
culpability. The text pointedly roots the judgment in their own conduct, not merely
their descent — which is also why Genesis 14:13 can show Amorite clans (Mamre,
Eshcol, Aner) in covenant-friendship with Abram, and why Rahab, a Canaanite of
Jericho, is preserved precisely for her own response of faith (Joshua 2; Hebrews
11:31; James 2:25). The curse set the field; conduct is what the text says filled the
measure.

3. Regional background before the clock even starts running

Genesis 18-19, occurring within the same Abrahamic narrative block, gives an
early picture of the moral character of this same region — Sodom and Gomorrah
lie within the boundary of "Canaan" as the text itself draws it (Genesis 10:19), and
Amorite clans are attested nearby in the same period (Genesis 14:7, 13). Genesis
13:13 states plainly that the men of Sodom were "wicked and sinners against the
LORD exceedingly," and Genesis 19:4-9 narrates the specific form that took — a
mob demanding to sexually violate the visiting strangers, met by Lot's plea and
their contemptuous rejection of him as a foreigner presuming to judge them. This
is the earliest textual sample, chronologically, of the kind of avon accumulating in
the wider region into which the Amorites are settled — sexual violence and the
abandonment of the most basic hospitality/justice obligations toward the
vulnerable.

4. What the Torah itself names once it looks back on this whole population

This is where the "measure" gets its content. The Torah returns to this question
repeatedly, in cause-and-effect language:



Idolatry itself, and the danger of contagion. Exodus 23:23-24 and 34:11-16
command the destruction of their altars and standing-stones, forbid covenant
with them, and give the reason in explicit verb form: "lest... when they go a
whoring after their gods... they [Israel] call thee, and thou eat of their sacrifice...
and thou take of their daughters unto thy sons, and their daughters go a whoring
after their gods, and make thy sons go a whoring after their gods" (Exodus
34:15-16). The verb nat (zanah, "to whore/be unfaithful") is used of the nations’
relationship to their own gods before it is ever used of Israel — the text's own
metaphor for idolatry as covenant-infidelity is first attached to the peoples of the
land.

The itemized catalogue — Leviticus 18. This chapter lists, in sequence: incestuous
unions (vv.6-18), sex during menstrual impurity (v.19), adultery (v.20), child
sacrifice to Molech (v.21 — "thou shalt not let any of thy seed pass through the
fire to Molech"), male homosexual intercourse (v.22, called nayin to'evah,
"abomination"), and bestiality (v.23). Then the chapter gives its own causal
statement, using the vocabulary that answers your question directly:

"Defile not ye yourselves in any of these things: for in all these the
nations are defiled which | cast out before you: and the land is defiled:
therefore | do visit the iniquity []iy, avon — the same word as Genesis
15:16] thereof upon it, and the land itself vomiteth out her
inhabitants." (Leviticus 18:24-25)

The verb "vomit" (X'j?7, go) appears three times in this one chapter (vv.25, 28
twice) — the land itself is personified as unable to retain its inhabitants any
longer, exactly the image of a container reaching its limit that Genesis 15:16
already set up with shalem. Leviticus 20 restates the same list with penalties
attached, and 20:23 repeats: "ye shall not walk in the manners of the nation
which | cast out before you: for they committed all these things, and therefore |
abhorred them."

Child sacrifice named again, specifically. Deuteronomy 12:29-31 — when Israel
dispossesses these nations, they are warned not to inquire "how did these nations



serve their gods," because "every abomination to the LORD, which he hateth,
have they done unto their gods; for even their sons and their daughters they have
burnt in the fire to their gods."

The occult catalogue — Deuteronomy 18:9-14. "Thou shalt not learn to do after
the abominations of those nations" — and the list: one who makes a son or
daughter "pass through the fire," divination, soothsaying, interpreting omens,
sorcery, casting spells, consulting mediums, spiritists, necromancy ("consulter with
familiar spirits... a wizard, or a necromancer"). The chapter's own summary
clause: "for all that do these things are an abomination unto the LORD: and
because of these abominations the LORD thy God doth drive them out from
before thee" (v.12). This is as direct a causal statement as the text ever gives.

The stated purpose of total dispossession. Deuteronomy 20:16-18 gives the
reason for the severity of the conquest command regarding these specific nations:
"that they teach you not to do after all their abominations, which they have done
unto their gods."

5. The historical books: "Amorite" becomes shorthand specifically for idolatry

Once you reach the narrative books, "Amorite" stops being merely an ethnic label
and becomes the text's own byword for a type of sin — and the text tells you
which type:

® Joshua 24:15 — Joshua's challenge assumes it's common knowledge that
there are "gods of the Amorites, in whose land ye dwell."

e 1Kings 21:26 — of Ahab: "he did very abominably in following idols,
according to all things as did the Amorites, whom the LORD cast out before
the children of Israel." Here "Amorite" and "idolatry" are used as direct
equivalents — the text's own definition, four centuries after the conquest,
of what made the Amorites the Amorites in God's sight.

e 2 Kings 21:2-11 gives the fullest retrospective inventory. Manasseh is
measured against the Amorite standard itself — "he hath done wickedly
above all that the Amorites did" (v.11) — and the acts specified in the



surrounding verses are: rebuilding high places, altars to Baal, an Asherah
pole, worship of "all the host of heaven" (even inside the Temple courts),
"he made his son pass through the fire" (child sacrifice again), and he "used
enchantments, and dealt with familiar spirits and wizards" (occult practice
again) — the very same three categories Leviticus 18/20 and Deuteronomy
18 had already named for the Amorites. The text is, in effect, defining its
own terms consistently across four centuries and multiple authors.

6. Amos 2:9-10 and the giant-clan thread

Amos has God recall: "l destroyed the Amorite before them, whose height was like
the height of the cedars, and he was strong as the oaks." This is poetic, not a
sin-list, but the specific imagery of great stature connects by vocabulary to
Numbers 13:32-33, where the spies report giants in the land — "the sons of Anak,
which come of the Nephilim" — and to Deuteronomy 3:11, where Og king of
Bashan (an Amorite king, Deuteronomy 3:8) is identified as "remnant of the
giants" (Rephaim). Genesis 15:20-21's own list of the ten nations includes
"Rephaim" as a separate item alongside "Amorite," and Genesis 6:4 had earlier
noted Nephilim "in the earth in those days; and also after that" — language that
at minimum keeps the category open past the Flood.

| want to flag the difference in certainty here honestly: nowhere does the text
explicitly say "the Amorites were judged because of the presence of the
Nephilim/Rephaim among them." What it does show is that Amorite territory is
repeatedly and specifically associated with this giant-clan phenomenon, in a way
no other Canaanite people-group is (Deuteronomy 2:10-11, 20-21; 3:11, 13;
Numbers 21:33-35 concerning Og). Genesis 6:11-13's charge against the pre-Flood
world is "violence" (onn, chamas) filling the earth — a different word from avon
in 15:16, and a different judgment (water, not conquest). So this thread is
suggestive by association of territory and vocabulary, not a stated cause the way
idolatry, child sacrifice, and occult practice are stated causes. I'd rank it well below
those three in terms of what the text actually asserts, not merely what it
juxtaposes.



7. Ezra 9 — the same "filling" language returns

Long after the conquest, reflecting backward on why intermarriage with the
peoples of the land is dangerous, Ezra prays: "the land, unto which ye go to
possess it, is an unclean land with the filthiness of the people of the lands, with
their abominations, which have filled it from one end to another with their
uncleanness" (Ezra 9:11). "Filled" here is the Hebrew X' (male) — a different
verb from shalem in Genesis 15:16, but the same conceptual image: a land filled
to capacity with a specific kind of moral pollution, traced by the text (v.1) to the
same list of nations, Amorites included.

8. The "filling the measure" idiom tracked in the original languages, canon-wide

This is worth isolating because it's a precise, text-internal (not interpretive)
linguistic fact. The Septuagint's Greek for Genesis 15:16 — "not yet complete" —
is the compound verb avatrAnpeow (anaplérod, "fill up fully"). That exact
compound verb reappears in the New Testament exactly once, in a structurally
identical statement:

"...to fill up (avarrAnp®Waoai) their sins alway: for the wrath is come
upon them to the uttermost." (1 Thessalonians 2:16)

Paul is not quoting Genesis 15:16 there — the referent is different — but he
reaches for the same rare compound verb to describe the same phenomenon: a
generation's accumulated guilt reaching a completed measure, at which point
delayed wrath is finally released ("the wrath is come... to the uttermost," €ig
TENOG).

Matthew 23:32 uses the related but simple form of the same root: "Fill ye up then
(TTAnpwaoare) the measure of your fathers" — again a generational measure of
guilt (10 p€Tpov, "the measure") reaching its limit, followed immediately by
pronounced judgment (vv.33-36).

Three separate authors, two languages, three different subjects (the Amorites, the
Jerusalem religious establishment of Jesus' day, a group of first-century



persecutors) — and the same underlying idiom every time: God's judgment on a
corporate body of sin operates by a fixed but hidden capacity that fills over time
and is then poured out. Genesis 15:16 is the first and clearest statement of the
mechanism; it does not by itself supply the content for the Amorites specifically,
which is why the content has to come from Leviticus 18/20, Deuteronomy
12/18/20, 1 Kings 21, and 2 Kings 21, as above.

9. New Testament retrospective texture on the character of the sin

The NT does not add new facts about the Amorites by name, but it does supply
the text's own theological account of why idolatry and sexual corruption travel
together so consistently in the OT catalogues above — which is useful for
understanding the logic of the list rather than just its items. Romans 1:21-27
traces a sequence: suppression of what is known of God — idol-worship in place
of the Creator — God "giving them up" to degrading passions, explicitly including
the kind of unions named in Leviticus 18. Paul is not writing about Canaan, but he
is describing the same causal chain (idolatry generating sexual corruption) that
Leviticus 18 simply reports as historical fact about "the nations" of the land.

1 Corinthians 10:1-11 and Numbers 25 (Baal-Peor) show the same pairing again —
idol-feast participation and sexual immorality bound together — in a narrative
Paul explicitly holds up as a warning "type" for the church, confirming that
Scripture itself treats this idolatry-plus-sexual-immorality combination as a
recognizable, recurring pattern rather than an isolated feature of one people.

Jude 6-7 and 2 Peter 2:4-10 place fallen angels, the Flood generation, and Sodom
together as parallel instances of a moral order transgressed and answered with
reserved, then executed, judgment — Jude specifying Sodom's sin as pursuing
"strange flesh." These texts don't mention Amorites, but they confirm that
Scripture's own retrospective habit is to treat Sodom (situated, as noted above,
within Canaan's borders) as a paradigm case of the very sin-category — sexual
transgression against the created order — that Leviticus 18 later legislates against
by name for "the nations" as a whole.



Synthesis — what the text itself identifies
Pulling the explicit statements together, in the order of textual certainty:

1. Idolatry / worship of false gods — the most repeatedly and explicitly
named, and the one the text uses "Amorite" as a direct synonym for
(Exodus 34:15-16; Joshua 24:15; 1 Kings 21:26; 2 Kings 21:2-11).

2. Child sacrifice ("passing sons and daughters through the fire" to Molech) —
named specifically and repeatedly (Leviticus 18:21; Deuteronomy 12:31;
18:10; 2 Kings 21:6).

3. The sexual-conduct catalogue of Leviticus 18 (incest, adultery, homosexual
acts, bestiality) — stated as the reason the land "vomited out" its prior
inhabitants (Leviticus 18:24-30), with Sodom (Genesis 19) as an earlier
regional instance of the same category.

4. Occult practice — divination, sorcery, mediumship, necromancy — named
as a distinct, explicit cause (Deuteronomy 18:9-14; 2 Kings 21:6).

5. Violence/bloodshed and the giant-clan association — present by territorial
and lexical juxtaposition (Numbers 13:32-33; Deuteronomy 2-3; Amos 2:9),
but not stated by the text as a named cause of judgment the way the first
four are.

The measure Genesis 15:16 describes as "not yet full" is, on the text's own
testimony elsewhere, a measure being filled by these specific things — and the
text considers the measure's filling and God's four-hundred-year patience toward
it to be of a piece with the same principle it applies everywhere else guilt
accumulates before judgment falls.

| asked:

Your mention of Genesis 6 where the giants were on the earth in those days and
also afterwards appears as if you are saying the "afterwards" was after the flood,
but the context seems to paint a different picture which could be understood as

that the giants existed on the earth BOTH BEFORE the sons of god and daughters
of men married, AS WELL AS afterwards - which seems to eliminate these unions



as being a causal factor of the giants. But regardless of the interpretation of the
giants, relative to the sons of god issue, nothing in the text seems to point to the
"afterward" having any reference to the post-flood world.

Additionally, there is absolutely nothing in the text of Genesis that suggests the
flood was tied to these unions. It completely places the blame of the flood on the
wickedness of human beings.

Please analyze these points and amend what you have said in whatever ways
would be appropriate.

Al Reply:

Let me re-examine the Genesis 6:4 syntax and the Numbers 13 material closely
before answering, since precision on the Hebrew clause structure matters
here.You're right on both counts, and | overstated the case. Let me work through
the grammar again properly.

The syntax of Genesis 6:4

The clause: NA™7X D'N7XD 12 IXQ! WYX 270X DA DD DR YIXA ' 07920
D7 477! DTRD

Breaking down what's actually there:

e 1' (hayu) — Qal perfect, "were" — the one main verb, governing both
time-phrases that follow it.

e DN 0O ("in those days") and |27"nX D2l ("and also afterward") are two
adverbial phrases joined by Da| ("and also"), both modifying the same verb
hayu. Grammatically they're coordinate, not sequential clauses with their
own separate subjects — which means your first reading has real support:
the sentence's spine is simply "the Nephilim were on the earth [in period A]
and also [in period B]," full stop. That's a statement about the span of their
presence, not a statement that anything caused it.



Given

WX here functions as a relative/temporal conjunction ("when/that"). By
normal Hebrew clause-attachment it most naturally picks up the phrase
immediately preceding it — "afterward" — rather than reaching back over it
to "those days." So the more defensible parse is closer to your second
option: "...and also afterward — [namely, the period] when the sons of God
were coming in to the daughters of men and bearing children to them."
"Afterward" is being defined by the WK clause, not explained as caused by
it.

One more thing worth noticing on this pass that | should have flagged the
first time: 1NQ! ("came in") is imperfect, which in past narrative typically
carries a customary/repeated sense — "were accustomed to come in" —
describing an ongoing practice, not a single triggering incident.

all of that, here is what the verse actually licenses and what it doesn't:

It licenses reading the sons-of-God/daughters-of-men unions as an ongoing
practice occurring within the timeframe just named (whichever of your two
readings you take on that point).

It does not license my claim that "afterward" points past the Flood. Nothing
in Genesis 6:1-4 has introduced the Flood yet — that material doesn't begin
until v.5. "Afterward" in this verse's own immediate context is afterward
relative to the multiplying of mankind described in v.1, within the pre-Flood
narrative arc. Reading it as "and this kept happening even after the Flood"
imports a fact from a completely different book (Numbers 13:33, centuries
later in the narrative) and reads it back into a word that, on its own
grammar, doesn't reach that far. That was my error, and | withdraw it as
stated.

There's a further looseness in the verse | glossed over before, too: it never
actually equates "the Nephilim" with "the offspring of these unions." nnan
("they/those") in "they were the mighty men (0"2an) of old" most
naturally refers back to the children just mentioned — but "Nephilim" and
"gibborim" are two different nouns, simply placed near each other, not
joined by any statement that says "the Nephilim, that is, the mighty men" or



"these unions produced the Nephilim." The verse asserts the Nephilim's
existence in a certain span, and separately asserts that these unions
produced gibborim. Whether those two groups are meant as the same
thing is something the reader supplies, not something the sentence states.

The stated cause of the Flood

You're also correct that Genesis nowhere ties the Flood to the unions of 6:1-4. The
text gives its cause explicitly, twice, in its own words:

"the LORD saw that the wickedness of man was great in the earth, and
that every imagination of the thoughts of his heart was only evil
continually" (6:5)

"the earth was corrupt before God, and the earth was filled with
violence (onn, chamas)... for all flesh had corrupted his way upon the
earth... the end of all flesh is come before me; for the earth is filled
with violence through them" (6:11-13)

Both statements name the cause in the broadest possible terms — "man" (DTXD),
"all flesh" ("w2a~72) — and the specific noun is onn, violence, not anything
connected to verses 1-4. There is no '3 ("because") or comparable causal marker
anywhere linking the flood-decision of vv.5-7 back to the marriages of vv.1-4. The

narrative places them side by side; it does not state that one produced the other.

What this does to my earlier answer

The section | need to amend is the Genesis 6/Numbers 13/Amos 2 thread in point
6. | had written that it shows "an intriguing but more speculative textual thread"
— that was already hedged, but the specific hinge | used to connect it forward
("keeps the category open past the Flood") doesn't hold up, so the whole thread
needs to drop down further than | placed it. Here's the corrected standing of it:

e What remains textually solid, independent of Genesis 6 entirely: later
texts do describe unusually tall/strong populations associated with



Amorite-controlled territory — Og of Bashan called "remnant of the
Rephaim" (Deuteronomy 3:11), the Anakim and other such peoples named
in Deuteronomy 2:10-11, 20-21 and 9:1-2, and Amos 2:9's cedar/oak
imagery for Amorite stature. These stand on their own textual footing and
don't need Genesis 6:4 to support them.

What does not hold: any claim that Genesis 6:4 itself asserts continuity
between the pre-Flood Nephilim and that later population. That link exists
only because Numbers 13:33 independently chooses to reuse the word
"Nephilim" for what the spies saw — a separate authorial decision in a
separate book, not something Genesis 6 tells us to expect. And that specific
verse sits inside a report the text itself brands, twice, as an N7/ Ny XY
ny1 — an "evil report" (Numbers 13:32; 14:36-37), for which the ten spies
are struck dead. I'd distinguish two things inside that report, though: the
size/presence of a formidable population is corroborated independently
and soberly by Moses himself later (Deuteronomy 9:1-2), so that fact isn't in
doubt; what's flagged as "evil" is the report's demoralizing framing and at
least one clearly exaggerated claim ("a land that eateth up the inhabitants
thereof," v.32) — not necessarily every detail in it, including the Anakim
reference.

The larger problem, now visible: even granting everything in that
paragraph at full strength, none of it is ever called a sin by the text. Great
stature and strength are never listed alongside idolatry, child sacrifice, the
Leviticus 18 catalogue, or occult practice as a to'evah ("abomination") or
avon ("iniquity"). Nothing in Numbers, Deuteronomy, or anywhere else
treats "being descended from the Rephaim" as a moral charge against the
Amorites. So this material was never actually answering your question — it
was describing who the Amorites were, not what they had done. | was
wrong to include it in a list purporting to identify content for "the iniquity of
the Amorite."



So: that whole thread comes out of the answer to your actual question. It can
stand, if at all, only as unrelated background about the land's population, with no
bearing on what Scripture identifies as the sin that had to reach its full measure.
The rest of the argument — idolatry (Exodus 34:15-16; Joshua 24:15; 1 Kings
21:26; 2 Kings 21:2-11), child sacrifice (Leviticus 18:21; Deuteronomy 12:31;
18:10; 2 Kings 21:6), the Leviticus 18 sexual catalogue with its explicit "the land
vomited them out" causal statement (18:24-30), and the occult practices of
Deuteronomy 18:9-14 — is untouched by this correction. Those are all supported
by the text's own explicit causal language, which the Genesis 6 material never
had.

| Asked:
Thank you for the clarification.

For my purposes | need to bear down on a few things which | know you already
addressed but for times sake | don't want to search for.

At what point in the biblical narrative or in what time in history relative to the
biblical narrative, do the Amorites begin to be used as a broad stroked term for
the inhabitants of Canaan? Please feel free to correct my wording if | stated that
too loosely.

Al Reply:

The earliest use is Genesis 14:7, 13 — Amorite clans (Mamre, Eshcol, Aner)
already appear as a named, localized group in Abram's day, well before any
"broad-stroke" usage. That's just an ordinary ethnic reference, not yet
representative.

The shift to "Amorite" as a collective term standing for the whole pre-Israelite
population happens at Genesis 15:16 — the very verse we've been working from.
That's the first instance in the canonical sequence where "the Amorite" (singular,



collective) is used to summarize the whole population later itemized as ten
distinct nations in 15:19-21 (Kenites, Kenizzites, Kadmonites, Hittites, Perizzites,
Rephaim, Amorites, Canaanites, Girgashites, Jebusites). So within the narrative
itself, this usage begins in the Abrahamic period, in the very speech that
establishes the 400-year timeline — not later.

A brief correction to your phrasing: it isn't that the term gradually broadens over
historical time the way a language shift would; the text uses it representatively
from this very first extended reference onward, then keeps using it that way. You
see the same collective/representative usage recur steadily afterward — Exodus
34:11 and comparable listing texts, Numbers 21:21-31 (Sihon's kingdom),
Deuteronomy 1:4, 7, 19-20, Joshua 24:15, Judges 6:10, 1 Samuel 7:14, 1 Kings
21:26, 2 Kings 21:11, and Amos 2:9-10 — spanning from the patriarchal narrative
through the conquest, judges, monarchy, and into the writing prophets. There's no
single later "turning point" text where the usage begins; Genesis 15:16 is already
using it that way, and the rest of the canon simply continues the convention it
establishes there.
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