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ABSTRACT

“The pﬁrpose of the thesis is to study certain phenomena

_ in the blbllcal texts as products of purposeful Pxeg651s:
Through the study of examoles of inner blbllcal exage51s a

-

.‘bctter knowledge may be,obtained of the compositional and
" {ransmissional techniques which resuléedéig'the‘prgéent shape
of the biblical literature. It %§'suggcstcd, thefefore, that
:inner biblical exegesis of fers empirical evidénce which mist be
taken 1nto consmderatlon in any formulatlon of theorlfs on the
‘Cﬁmp051t10n or transm1551on of‘the biblical materials.
.5 The major_emphasis of the thesis is that examples of

inner biblical exegesis seem t6 indicate a greater freedom in

. the handling of” authoritative ira@itioﬁs than has sometines

L been suggested. While the latter emphasis is not .new to
blbllcal studles, it has not galned complete accept;nce.
) In order to illustrate ‘the functlonlng of. inner biblical.
. .\\ . .' o¥eg351s § @etalled'texuual s»udy of;Ho;ea 12 was made. In the
_ course of the latter study several.new suggestions were‘made

concerning the structure of the chapter and its meaning.
The thesis will hopefully contribute to'a better

knowledge of Hosea 12 and the Bible in general.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE
' SECONDARY LITERATURE

- \
*

A}

The term inner bibliqa; exegesis has been appli?d to
such interesting phenomena found in the biblicai text . as
doublets or.tripleté, modernizing or ‘archaizing glosses, and
~cases of confiicting viewpoints wiﬂ%in~the'biblica1 text: The
ﬁ$ual eXplanétions for these phenoﬁega are sought for in the
methods of the standard critical- approaches to the Bible, eg.
éBurge, form, and redactioa ériticisT. Often ﬁhe latter ap-
proaches have only served to isoléie the anomalous-phenomena

¥
without understanding their significance. s

* Two presuppositions underlying these approaches WOU1d\¥H
seem to account for the abbve mentioned shortcoming. First,

the interest in reaching the hebraica veritas leaves no room

for examindtion of secondary addition or qiyeiopméﬁt. It is the

dross which must be discarded. Second, the understanding of '

v

biblical Cohpositional technique as additive compilation of
existent materials relegates secondary usage or addition to a
"non—éssential late status. o '

Proponents of the study of innef b{blical exegesis (i.b.e.)

a

segk to understand the meaning of the secondary materials, and

their importance for the, ongoing process of compgsition and

’

compilation by accretion and addition which resulted in the

biblical text. Thus i.b.e. seeks to restore to the accrétion

)
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or addition their status as original biblical thought. fThis

viewpoint may also lead to an understanding of biblical compo-
AY

sition which differs from the view mentioned above. In this

-

emphasis on the equal importance of all levels, early or late,
«in the biblical text, i.b.e. is consonant with the recent |
trends in biblical studies. "The originalrmeaning of the)rinal
form of the text is, to ébin a phrase, ﬁo less original than- -
thé original meaning of its separate units.", (Sawyer:1974:68).
Studenﬁs of i.b.e. seek to eleyaﬁe the ‘importance of neither

the earliest nor latest materials in the text. Rather all the

different levels are viewed as equally important expressions

of the birlical tradition.

o

A rudimentary definition of i.b.e. is that it is the

attempt by a biblical composer to explain, interpret, or develop

" some part of the biblical tradition. \Such explanatory efforts

may vary in size from a single word gloss (Genesis 21:20 robeh).
(Drivér;1957:136) to an entire book (Chronicles), and may or
may not be compatible with the meaning of the text or tradition
in its prior context: Given,t%is definition it might seem thap
i.b.e. as an area of research is already covered by the dis-

-
cipline of redaction criticism. This is, in part, true. How—

ever, the differenc? between redaction criticism and the study

of i.b.e. is to be found in the greater scope of the latter.

Redaction criticism is limited to the study of the redactor's

influence on his source materials. A The study of i.b.e. is also

devoted to such consideratigns, but can also go further to

x

v/

3

r e N Ol At N, P A Ao
A

R



N

.

¢

v 5

attempts to enhance the reader's understanding by placing the
S 9 )
conterniporary equivalent after an old name for the .city. How-

er the possibility that the appended modernizations may also

‘{be “an ‘exegesis of the old names must not be overlooked. If

-~

someone today were to say that Bethel was the Las Vegas of its
day we would recognize this as a statement about the nature of

activity in the city and not as a geographic statement.l

)

2. Close in kind to this type of exegesis are exegetical

. attempts td base contemporary views and customs on the events

-

of the past as they are portrayed in the text. In Genesis 25:30

thege is a parenthetical note which explains that it is because

of Esau's actiong in the preceding lines that he is now called
Edom.2 Scholars might wish to disaéree with his etygglogy, but
that would Tiss the opportunity to see how the exegete expresses
his contemp£ for the Edomites by méans of the etymology. -

" A similar example is seen in the wife-sister theme

found in Genesis 12, 20, and 26. According to E. A. Speiser
" the Genesis narrators'no longer knew the full significance of
thetr traditional subject matter.. Tradition had retained the

details but not the import. _The details wére then interpréted

{ -
-/

1: In faet thizfg;;s&ﬁ&lity is quite strong in the case
of Gen. 35:6 which has-&«¢C oseyparallel in Gen. 28:19.. The root
of the name Luz applied to Bethel is also the root of a verb and
a noun. In both of the latter forms the meaning can connote
deviousness or crookedness in character and actions. To say that
Jacob, the supplantér of brother and deceiver of father, came to

* Luz is to make more than a simple geographic statement.

2. On the literary-critical reasons for isolating thls

part of the verse as a gloss see B.0. Long(1968:9).




A

€

’°in the light of local circumstances and custpms. Speiser states
that, "In Burrian society the bonds of marriage were strongest
and most solemn when the wife had_ simultaneously the juridicay

status of a sister; regardless of actual blood ties. That i

why & man would sometimes marry a-girl and adopt her at the
same time as his sister,..."(Speiser:1964:92). In the early

form of this tradition Abraham was honoring his wife by dalling

"', her his sister. Speiser states that the iﬁterpretatioé<gpw

seen-in the Bibletwas in‘keeping with more familiar conditions
and common humah inclinations and so the indicated recourse to
half-truth was(merely anachronistic(Speiser:1964:93).

Speiser's ation of the possible background to the ‘

wife-sister motif iS5 very interesting and points out that, as it

‘appears in the Bible, the motif is exegetically fendered. Since

the import of the motif had been lost it must also be asked ~

v

what the import of the exegetically rendered motif is. Speiser
*links it with the concern ovrr purity in genealogies. A pure
mother bears pure children., Howéver, as the text in Qénesis

12: 15 now stands it is not at all clear that Sarai was not
" ‘violated. What is central to each appearance of the motif is «

God's cre and protection of the patriarch in a difficult situa~
tion. Abram and Isaac function as paradigms for later Israel.

Their lives illustrate God's shepherding care of his chosen

onese. L
. , ,

In order to demonstrate that the basis for a contemporary
understanding or belief lies in the historical past and is

-
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reéordéd in the authoritative trg#itién, the exegete borro@é
from';he autﬁofit& of the tradition to j%stify and strengtheﬁ
contemporary opinion or thought.

‘ 3. With these last tW6.examples the exegepicglbgrbuﬁd
has shifted from an apparently innocuous éxplahation to a less
covert reinterpretation that usés the text to make a new point
nd£ necessa%ily consonant with ﬁhe prior purpose of the text
in its prior setting. In Genesis 32:32 an exegete. makes use of
the évents of verse 25 to justify a conteﬁporary dietary practise.
He does not add in any way to the reade¥'s unéerstanding of the
divine-human struggle of the preceding verses and in fact may’
even detract from it by distractingnfhe re;der's attention from
4what hasﬁgust occurred. Thus Genesis 32:52 has moved even
furthér‘from a simple elucidation of the tekt's.given contextual
meaning. 'Either the exegete was not aware of the significance
ol Jacob's struggle or he was unconcerned with it.

L. Next in this graded deviance of exegetical concerns
from the concerns of the exegeted text is the case wherein the
exegete's opinions afe in conflict with opinions expressed in
the text. An example of the exegesis which caﬁ result from this
conflict may be seen by comparing IT Samuel 22:7‘with Psalm
18;ﬁ.1 The verse from II Samel ends 'andnmy cry in his gars‘
whereés‘the corrgﬁponding‘ljﬁe iq:the Psalm ends 'and m& cxy
before him sﬁali come into his ears'. Both readings share thé
words 'and my cry in his'earsf; IT Samuel, however, lacks the
~verb 'come; wﬁich can pe supplied from £he Psalm. The ‘missing

[
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verb can be'accounted for by‘haploéraphj in an uqdf%ﬁded text.
However, it is the 'before him' .in the Psalm which aﬁtr;cts
interest here as an gxample of exegesis. The-addition appears
to be an attemp£ to mitigate the harshness of tﬁe anthropomOr;
phism of the cry coming 'into his ears'(Weinéreen:l976ch2-b3).
In this case the exegeﬁe,\in the course of pursuing his own
ends, has actually obscured the passage by supplying an alter-
nate - and yet not removing the offen51ve phrase. Sapdmel in his
artlcle "The Haggada W1th1n Scrlpture" explalns‘%hab'such
addltlons to the tgxﬁ once added, meant to'the exegete that what

- he was emending now had the sdme meaning as that which was the

result .of the emendation. According to Sandmel the disiﬁplination '

to expunge such troublesome sﬁatements in the text was a ;result
of the exegetes' respect for the authority of the trédition.

Perhaps, but it may be the case that these types of addltlons

were made after the fixation of the text so that any offen51ve or

obscure term could not be’expunged. .
| Such exegesis is usually catalogued under the title of‘
"The Emendations of,the Sopherim". It was £he editorial policy
of these scribes:to remove indelicate expressions and'anth}o-
pomorphisms by, substituting eﬁghemisms(Ginsburg:1966;3&7).
There 1is éome question as ta whether this sort of exégesis is A
acﬁuali;r deviant from the concerns of the text in its unexegeted .
form. In one sense the exegete is not deviating from the prior

sense but is only clarifying what was obscure by removing the

anthropomorphism. Both texts relate the same meaning. The

¢
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difference lies in the conceptions of.God's manner of'hearing-
a cry. Whether ﬂhe author of Samuel actually had an anthro- -

omorphlc theology or not is a moot question. But there is no

" _reason why he could hot have had one. The psalmist sought to

correct what was to him a theologlcal error, by making it more

e§p11C1t that God's ears are only flgures of epeech.

5. Finally, there are exegeses which remove a text. or -

tradition from its prior coptexﬁ and place it in a new context.

. Thereby thetexegete appropriates the emotive and cognitive °

assoc1atlons clustered around the text in its prior context,

and 1llum1nates them in the new context. A prime example of

-

" this (to be dealt w1th in detail below) is to be found in Hosea

12: -6, 13. As this materlal appears 1n-the individual perlr

.-copes of Genesis it is generally.favorable towards Jacob. Hosea

pléces Jaqob's actions in an entirely different light. He
revives the diseiﬂentltraditiop which eurfaces clearly id;gnly
one other place in tpe Bible,‘éenesis 27:35-36. ‘The negative
4epym010gy ofndacob's name is brought iﬁto the opent and Jacob's
actionslére depicted as deceitful and arrogant py means of
word play and negative associatiops ngh the wrongdoings’of
oontempo:ary Israel. ’

Anpther example of such a turnabout in a text is found

in Job 7:17-18 which is an ironic usage of Psalm 8:L(Robertson:

1977:39). The psalmist praises God for giving the insignificant '

creature, man, such attention: and grace. The author of Job
turns this praise into bitter criticism using the same basic

. AN . , !
. . . o

- .
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theme; God does pay a great deal too huch attentlon to insigni-
ficant, helpless man. He asks vwhy God has to be such an omni- .
present:tormentor. Certainly fhis‘thought was far from the

psalmist's original intention. Again the exegete has-used a

text to suit his own purposes. His, exegesis uses'tho'text as a

. . <
powerful means of making his own statement which in this case
. . N T & |

is diametrically opposed to the pfiginai meaning of ‘the text.
_The*bower of the device comes from the ironic reversai of tra-
ditional thought on the subsect.' | o

Further examples are found in Joel 3 and Lamentatlons
5:143. In Joel 3:10 the proclamation of peace found in' Isaiah

2:) and Micah L4:3 is réversed; becoming a prpclamation of war.

”

In Lamentations the atthor composes a bitter parody of Psalm
23. The comfprting rod and staff of the psalm become the rod

of wrath in the lament; Instead of being shepherdedthrough the

valley of the shadow of death the man is driven into it. God
. ‘
is'Lo longer with him, rather his hand is turned against him.

§

|
S
1

. " To summarize, i.b.e. may function to clarify obscurities

\ e -

:1n the text update archalc expressions or geographlc locatlons,
‘etymologlze a contemporary word or aet;ologlze a contemporary
custom, align statements in the text with contemporary bel1ef, J
or to lend force to an exegete's §ta£emenﬂ by,eipropriating i

the power of traditional material, This is not intended to-be .

an exhaustive list of every kind of Z.b.e.j rather it will provide’

a working basis from which further examination_of;the’subject
. . é' ‘ s . .
may begin.

t
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In the recent history of biblical studies there has
' 'been a growing interest in the study of i.b.es Some séholars
feel.that as an explanation of puzzling phenomena in.the text,

.o § . . .
for instance divergent appearances of the Same or similar
.o ’ ) ’
"motifs, it may offer -an -alternate and perhaps even preferable
o . ~ . :

paradigm to that offered by old biblical literary criticism,
or as Sandmel calls it, the Graf-Wellhausen hypothesis(1961:105)..

What is interesting,about Sandmel's statement is that Wellhausen

~

"was aware of i.b.e. when he formulated.his classic position.,

He‘said, "Under the influence of the spirit of each successgve
. .o S — ’ .
age, traditions originally derived from one ‘source were variously
. g’ N :

" apprehended and ‘shaped; one way in tﬁé“niith‘and eighth cen—

turieé, another way in the seventh and si

: th, and yet another

1n the fifth and fourth'"(wéllhausen:'ifzzB:171)_. Wellrllauser‘l'\s
.analyses of D and P éa& glosé étténtign to the muances and
'vesf;'ed interests which these- souxi_ce's &Iiisplayed in their wﬁtiﬁgé.

Thérefore,’it is better to ‘see the~stud&‘of f.b.e.‘asAan
. RPN { . '
alternative not to Wellhausen's tektual analysis of the sources

and multiple viewpoints in the Bible, but to his evaluation of

y -

those varying viewpoints. He héd a tendency to* overvalue the

most ancient traditions while rejecting the latest developments. .

' . The study of i.b.e. also offers evidence for an ,

alternative method of textual growth by accretion and additive

eXegesis rather than what has been characterized as the scissors

" and paste theory.of the documentary hypothesis:
. In orderfﬂo determine whether this brief sumary of

4

{
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i.b.e, is approximately correct some space must ndw'be devoted

to an examlnatlon of the relevant secondary llterature. while ’

a8 yade pestmene 4 ~mu prma———— T o

most of the ex1stent studles are devoted to»partlcular examples

“

-

of i.b.e. enough theoretlcal statements accompany the latter to +

N

check the formiations made abové.’

L

"The ‘Haggada Within Scripture"

. . S. Sandmel's article(igéizlos-zz) ofﬁérs i.b.e. as an

~,

9lternat1ve to the documentary hypothesis. which he presents in

a dec1dedly negatlve light. According to Sandmel the proponents ;j

of the documonta?y hypothes1s saw the authors of'tho sources’ ”»
"(JE,,D, P) as 'haok-writeré' using\a.éciosors gnq paéto approach

to @heir sources and aoding no overgrching }nsight or 4iewpoint \( \ :
" of their own to the material. Sandmel should also havo noted

that Hellnauéen takes oains po‘éhow exaétly how the Priesﬁly

- - . . -

writer has reworRed portions of the Jehovistic and Elohistic
_sources to'oring them into accord with contemborarj‘practisé
and belief. Grénted'that Wpllhausen did place more emphasis"
on the reworklngs as hlstorlcally cond;tloned thls is merely
a dlfference of empha51s from the position }hat Sandmel holds.
At any _rate Sandmel himself dlsclalms any a%tempt at puttlng

another nail 1nto the coffln of the Graf—Wellhausen hypothe31s.

-
8 S v e A s L AT

HlS central purpose is to p01nt out and dlscuss the varlous
' ;nstances af, hagga c exege51s whlch he sees in the Blble. - :
' He notes one 1nstance of an hagga c exegesis in the
‘three s1mllar storles of a patrlarch and hls wife found in ' ‘ ¢

' | , N Coe .

I
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o

Genesis 12:10-20; 20;.?6:6—i1. Genesis lZ:lO;ZO is regarded as

the 'bare incident' while Genesis 2b'seems to be an embellished
recastlng of the .same incident. Apparently he is basing his °
opinion onr the embéilishing detail of Genesis 20. This judg-
-ment is supported b;, andjfoésibly'based upon, the rule of

|

accretlon and agglomeratlon in ghe process- of* transm1551on.

thumb that a tradition will increase in size through gradual .

Yet the story in 26:6-11 has_evgn less detail than Génesis
i 12:10-20, but 1€ is not regarded as the 'bare incident'. His
criteria for judging which version is an exegesis of. the other

e .
is th;EZﬁhe exegesis will tend to-pré&ent,th? patriarch in a

more acceptable moral stance. He says,

The redactors turn out“to have counter— !
balanced the disinclination to expunge by adopting
what we may ‘call a process of neutralizing by - q
addition. The haggadlc item once°added, meant to
the redactor that which he was -emending had the
same meaning as that whith :was the result of the
-emendation. The Abraham of Genesis 20 thus
determines the-character of the Abraham of
Genesis 12:10—20($andmel:1961:105—22); : w

. ﬁowever, @his‘solu£ion neglects Genesis 26, which
p}obaply should be linked to the 6ther‘tyo occurrences of the
-pattern. In order to pyovide a p}oper alternative to the
source-critical viewpoint Sandmel showld have dealt with all
three ocgurrenées}: Nor dbés-he;explain why Genesis 12:10-20

g

appears in.its:present state -at all., He-regards the Abraham

material as late and filled with haggadic elaborations and )

didactic teachings: "...virtually the only primitive aspect of
’ the Abraham materi®l is.the.igpposition, coming from later times

1

;e %

H
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that he dwe].led in primitive ntimes."(Sanamelz1961:118). If this

13*50 . why did the aubhors comggse "the negatlve portralt of

AS
5

~

Abraham in Genesis 127 v
A fui't,her‘idifficul«t'y in Sandmel's tre.atment og the

w1fe-51ster storles is his assumptlon th7t Genesis 20 is an

embelllshment of Genesis 12. This assumptlon is based upon a

Jdern perceptlon of the moral superlorlty of Abram's actions

N N

in Genesis 20 over those de&flled Gene51s 12, To also
attribute this moral qugment to the exegete, who supposedly
construc@ed,Géﬁgsis 26; is to assume that tge‘exegete also saw
" Abraham's actions in Genagés‘IZ:lo-éO as less than upright.
.However,’this equivalence of outlook between Sandmel's and

the exegete's moral views is undemonstrated.

A more recent study of ‘these three perlcopes has been

done by Robert Polzin(1975:81-97). He emphasizes what he calls
the synchronie connectioﬁs between fhe_stdgieé and is able
“to discerﬁ certain transfogmations of key motifs between the
stories. Sﬁch ;ransformations‘Fﬁn be fit within the compass
of i;b.e. so it will pay to devote some attention to Polzin's
literary study of the three narratives.

Polzin sees the threecsﬂtries as providing a cumilative
answer to two key questions: 1) “How does one~know when a
certaEP man is blessed by God? ?nd’z) How does man 1earn'£he
will and purpose of God(1'975:93-9a)° 'The answer to the second

questlon is ?1fferent in each of the three versions and each

ver510n reflects the answer of one of the three d1v151ons of

n
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;Be“oid Testament. In Cenesis 12 and in Torah God's ifiter-

. vention in history is-the means of‘ﬁen's coming to know God's

will. In Genesis 20 and in Nebiim it is through the propheﬂic

vision, and in Genesis 26 and Ketubim it is through man's own
. v . o
abilities and powers of observation.
N .
*Polzin's analy81s of the answer to the first question,

how: does one know when a man 4§ blessed by God 48 involved and
conta;ns*dlfflcultles. The answeE?to the question, which Polzin
sees arising out of the cgmuiatiﬁe esult of the three versions,

is that when man acquires wealth and progeny under the conditions

established by Yahweh, he is blessed. In Gene51s 12 Abram

.

' acqulres wealth through the actual adultery of Saral therefore,

Ky
he is expelled and given no progeny. However, Abraham is not

yet exp11c1t1y'blessedq- He has yet to pass a test of proper

possession of progeny, just as he has, to pass a test concerning .

proper possession of wealth.‘ Thls 15, says Polzin, the function
of Genesis 22. Follow1ng thls in Genesis 24 Abraham is said -to
be blessed.

) There are certain diffieglties in these proposals.
First, it is hard to §ee‘Abraﬁéh as havingApassed any test in
Genesis 20 that he did not pass in Genesis 12. In both cases
it is God who intervenes on behalf of the ancestress, and also

in both Abraham gains wealth. The only real difference is that

in Genesis 20 it is clear that God intervenes before any sexual

_infelicity occurs. In fact it is only in Genesis 22:1 that

God begins to test Abraham, “After these things God‘tested

<
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Abraham...." In Genesis 20:13 Abraham himself equates his
and Sarah's actions in Genesis 20 with those occurring in
Genesis 12. According to Polzin the birth of Isaac is a result

of AbRham's test—passing in 20 but in Genesis 21:2 it is

: stated that Tsaac was'born at the time of ‘which God told .

Abraham. Isaac is a result of akpromise made, not a test
passed. ‘

Further difficulties are encouhtered in the céée of
Genesis 26. Isaac comes. 1nto the paradlgmatlc situation already
_possessing progeny. In chapter 26 what he must do is rectify
the potentially adulterous situation so‘as'to possess wealth,
Hav&ng acc0mpllshed this, he gains wealth through God's ble351ng
in 26:12-~13, However, from ghagter 2575 it is known tbat Isaac
was wealthy long before 26:12-13; he had’ everything Abraham
owned. Secondly, in éStll, God gctually.plesses Isaéc-befgrb
he has progény. Polzin's scheme seems. at this point (if not’
already in the case of Géne%?s 12 and 20)-to have broken down

v

completely. He attémpts to use 25:11-to,étrengthén~his position
by célling it a‘geﬁeral orien@atioq to and synopsis of what is
about to take place, that is Isaac 1s ‘about to be blessed

through progeny and wealth. However, 25:5 destroys thlS pos- -

sibility - Isaac is already very wealthy.

’

‘If it is correct to say that "Our three versions conceyn

-some of the tésts Yahweh required of the patriarchs."(Polzin:
/1975:92-93), then it scems that they failed those tests,

_ excepting of course the text involved in the binding of Isaac.

N
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In noné'éf the three stories does thq'batriarch actually
initiate the attempt to re@ove the risk or act of adultery. It
is God and the foreigners who do that. The stories do réveal
"how man comes to know God's will but this does not appear to
be'central;( The stories center on.ﬂhe patriarché not God. The
stories do not tell as ;énsisiently that a_man is blessed only
when he cprrgctly.poésesses wealth and progeny. What two of

the 'stores (Gehesis 12 and 26) may reflect is God's protection

of his chosen ones. in*g situation where the patriarch felt

so endangered that he gave éway his own wife in order to survive,

God not only regurned.his wife to him but also made him proéper
at the expense of his compeiitors for the land and his wife.

' With respect to the gquestion of which“story is ;
‘development or‘exegesis of the other there can be no definite
answer at this point. Pérhaps it is begt to see the stories
as different'perférmances of a traditional theme. The third
\version~is even more different f}om Genesis 12 and ?O than tﬁey
are from each other. In this case it is Abimelech, both a
foreigner and a man, who puts an end to the potentially
aduléefoué situation. 1Isaac, the patriarchgl hero, appears
less than noble in this situation. God does not intervene to
protect‘the patriarch or his wife. Clearly this version of
the wifé—sister motif, wﬂilé related to the other two in
.importéht wayé, is uvltimately aimed at some ather purpose.

Since it is the tendency of versions of a story to

multiply in oral transmission, R. C. Culley has suggested that
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the three wife-sister stories are products of such transmission
(1976:40). One-can then argue that the wife-sister-story was
éomposed of a stqck episode and can be defined in terms of

the common elements. The variations can be explained as the
product‘of each author's exegetical concern. In this- sense
there can be no conception of an original version from which
the other two developed, nor of an origindl version from thch
?}} three developed. The.s§ory exists only in a developed
exegeted form. Thus no development from one version to another
would be expected. Culley cautions that "one cannot argue that
this is so, only that it may be so0."(1976:40). Since the
efforts to link the versionsheither as developments based upon
another (Sandmel), or as unified answers to selected problems
(Palzin) have‘, seemed too helpful, Culley's option is
perhaps best for the present. What remains as a separate task
is to examine each version carefully to see how it uses the

wife-sister motif for its own ends,

Sandmel also sees elements of haggada in the Jacob

cycle. The material is said to be based on an ancient folk tale

of a clever deceiver with low moral attributes.. Subsequent
generations began to have reservations about this ancestor,
who fell below the;r contempora;ry moral standax:ds, a_nd s0 began
to incorporate exculpations into ﬁhe stories. In Genesis 25:26
an exegete has given a contrived etymology for Jacob's name

as the 'heel grabber' which teﬁés to tone down the association

‘of the name with the meaning "to supplént". Sandmel sees

’
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another haggadic aspect in the narrative, 25:23, which trans-
> '\.,

forms Jacob into a national symbol. "Rebekah has two nations

in her womb; nations will serve Jacob. (Griesis 27:29) and
Esau will also, though not forever (Genesis 26:40). "(Sandmel°
1961: 116) Again it is dlfflcult to see Sandmel's point i.e.
what concern might this reflect? A possible’ answer might be
that if God prophesies Jacob‘s supplantlng activities to

Rebekah then. Jacob's actlons are morally blameless——he is

merely doing God's will. Another suggestion is that 25:23 is a

part of the redactional structuring of the Jacob cycle which is

generally critical of Jacob's wrohg—headed acts., 1In this
ing the verse functions as a’ telling judgment of Jacob's

attempts to.take.the-blessing. He already possesses it from .

the beginning by way of Yahweh's promise. Therefore, all his

efforts to gain the blessing are needlessly harmf@l to others

and indicate a lack of trust in Yahweh(Sarna:1966:183).
Sandmel supplies many other examples, most of which
fall into category four of my provisional'iist "the conflict

between the exegete s qQpinion or belief and statements made

in the textw Thls .is to be eXpected since -his artlcle focuses -

on Pentateuchal materlals. Later exegetes would have had many

'e;cuipatory concerns in bringing ancient moral standards up' to ’

contemporarf expéetation. On the other hand if one holds the
view that many of the patriarchal .narratives reflect the

concerns of the mohq_rchy., being written in the monarchical™®

" period and so not aimed at recountiog pious patriarchs'

.
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histories, then these exculpatory additions may be viewed as
being based upon the misunderstapdings of post;monéréh;cal‘
exegetes. The latter took the storles at face value as actual
accounts of the patriarchs' deeds and saw some need for the -

improvement of the characters' moral qualltles.l

b
I

wMidrash and the Old Testament" and "PsaBm Titles and

Midrashic Exegesis"

B. Childs defines midrash as "...above all, an inter-
pretation of ‘a ?anbnical text within the conteft.and for the
religious pprposeg of a comminity...what is constitutive of
midrash is that the iAterpretation does attach itself to a
text.?(Childs:1@72:&5—59). For Childs the heart of the miafashic
method is that the interpretation moves from the text to apply
to the new contemporary situation and then the actualization
of the interpreﬁation in the new situation returns to illumine

-2
the text.

. 1. There is a good deal o6f similarity between the
understanding of certain patriarchal materials as eXegesis and
as monarchic apology. For instance Genesis 25:23 is interpreted
as exculpatory haggadic material by Sandmel, but may also be
seen as & possible Solomonic legitimation. Both explanations of
the verse depend upon its status as an exegetical addition or

comment upon a tradition, and differ anly in the postulation of
the end to which the exegesis was directed.

2, It is interesting to compare Childs' estlmatlon of
tEis process with that of Wellhausen. "Like ivy it overspreads
the dead btrunk with extraneous life, blending old and new in a
strange combination.. It is a high estimate of tradition that

* leads to its belng thus modernized; but in the process it is
. twisted and perverted, and set off with foreign accretions in a

most arbitrdry way."(Wellhausen 1973:227), Wellhausen's interest
in reaching a non-Judaistically biased history of the past is

\
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One ‘of the major difficulties in Childs' position is “
that it relies so heavily on analogies drawn from rabbinic
exegesis for the understanding of i.b.e. 'In doing so Childs
is forced to omit the type of i.b.e. which may have existed
inh the period of oral transmission, and also ﬁhe‘momentous |
exegesis.which occureé when tge tradition were coﬁmitted t; ,
writing. <Mid;ashic analogy cannot add a great deal to the
aunderstanding of these periods of i.b.e. because they served
different funétions and operated under different constraints.
They must be studied by and for‘themselves. of coursé any
postulation as to exegesis in the oral tradition is purely
hypothetical: Yet if oral tradition is admitted as a |
pﬁenbmenon of which there are perceptible traces in the written ]
text and also as having been foundational to fc,he/'géﬁ*e;‘ation of
..,tHQ writtgn text, then one should recognize thé possibility of
exegéses occurriné within the bral traditier,

Furthefmore; Childs' e%phasis on the new situation
iliuﬁinatiﬁg the teéxt is problematic: He says that "...the
persistent attempt to actualize.ﬁhe anci;nt text, while at the
same time evaluating the present in the light of the past,
provides the distinctive features qf‘botb the literary genre
and the exegetical activity of midrash."(Childs:1972:52): |

4

Sometihes, howéver, traditions.needed to be completely changed;

 reflected in his negativeAattitﬁdelﬁo such reworking, but he
seems to be essentially correct against Childs' opinion that
reinterpretation will illumine the text is interprets.

[
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the present haa‘£o be cut off from the ligh£‘$f the past.
Tradition ‘is a &ery fle#ible proce;;. \

During the pexiéd of the.monarchf when coﬁsdlidation
. was not only a politid;l Sut also & religiouS‘gogl, certain
nuéndes and time-conditioned éxeéeseg wére:performed upon @he
patriarchal tr;ditions. For instance Jacob's rise to. super-
jority over Esau (BEdom) may h;ve been apgléuded. ~However, as
" time passed the peoples' reliance upon tﬁe monarchical'exegeses
began to have detrimental effects upon their actual ﬁolitical
“and reiigious,well being. Thgy became complacent. The probhets,
‘while dependent upon tradition and‘evén in favour of .its ‘
fundamental goals, saw the need for a revision of the outda£ed ‘
e;égeses of tradition. Fgr exaﬁple, Hosea saw tﬁelrelianée
ﬁpon the Jacob tradition, in.which Jacob appears a clever fellow
who has God's.approval and the blessing of. Abraham and Isgéc, as'
less than a good thing. Thgrefore, he‘sought to éhange qomplete%y
the picture of Jacob which had.been drawn up probably.in the
time of the monarchy. In Hosea .12 Jacob ‘becomes' a éheating
scoundrel.

Now in one way Hosea's exegesis of the Jacob traditiens ’
did reillumiﬂate the pfior exggesis.l It revealed thg rea% ;;
religious meaning whigh lay behind ﬁhe former exegesis. As

time progresses the time;conditioned.elqments of any given :

T1. See below p. 63ff. for' a discussion of Hosea!s reil-
lumination and reevaluation of the Jacob traditions.
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‘exegesis must be changed. If they are not then the tradition,
in the fullest sense of the term, will degenerate. _Thérefore,

"Hosea 12 was similar to the monarchical exegesis of the Jacob -

tradition in expressing some aspects of God's will for- Istael. -

However, in.angther way Hosea 12 was'completely different than .

any known prior exegesis of the Jacob tradition (excepting of
course Genesis 27:35-36 and the'ivents of 29:21-26). " Tt did

not illuminate the positive view of Jacob seen in the JE

material -at all, but rather contradicted it. Neither was it an

actualization of the prior exegesis. Its purpose was' to under- ..

cut the latter which had become a suppor% for Israel's decadent

self-complqcency: Not all ex ﬁies ofi.b.e. -are like Hosea.

But éven one such example shpuld cause analogiés hrawn from

later midrashim to be used with care in. composing definitions of

genre and technique in midrash and its 0ld Testament~prot6types.
1Ch;lds notes a unique t&%e of exegetical concern in
Daniel 9:2ff. This is- Daniel's reinterpretation of Jeremiah's

prophecy of the seventy years., Jeremiah's prophecy, as it

. stood iﬁ Daniel's time, was not literally correct. Daniel -

adjusted the number of years to the correct number thereby
reinterpreting the old prophedy, yet still understanding the .
new situation on the basis of the old prophecy's meaning(Childs:

1972:55). , Such exegesis most cldse1y~fits the category of

" simple clarification. Another phenomenon which would fit into

the category‘bf siﬁple clarification of a text is'seeh in the

harmonization of discrepancies in the text, In Exodus 9:31-32
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the exegete is concerned to let the reader know how it ;W'that -
cr$ps Whlch were seemlngly destroyed prev1ously in 9 25, are
now dgstroyed aga1n(Ch;1ds:l972:56)§ In this case he¥r§§orts‘
‘b0 a technical agricultural explanation. ‘

Tn both "Midrash and the Old Testament" and "Psalm

. B v
Titles and Midrashic Exegesis", Childs main concern is.genérally

~

fo point out enough similarities between -i.b.¥. and midrash to

Justify calling the former proto-midrashic. This concern is -

" obvious in his dating of the psalm titles which are placed

rougﬁly between the Chronicler' and Qupran Psalm séroll(l Chi;dss
sees this late date.as a positive check against indiscriminate’
projection of midrashic exegesis"back into the pre—exilic period
[V N ‘ . '
&

without due caution. ' . E o -

However, recent.study of oral tradition has tended

‘towards the view that oral transmission was a*continuous'stream

of interpretation and adaptation of traditional themes and

Oral camposition during performance, then;
is composing by the use dbf traditional elements of
various kinds. The traditional outline of the work
and the stock of traditional language uséd provide

‘e

1. .See B.S. Chllds(1971 12), The terminus a quo_ is set |
after the Chronicler for whom the superscription form, had it ex- ‘
isted would have been useful. The terminus ad guem is set in the
Qumran ‘document 'where the technlque 1sd;:;1y developed. For an

o]

earlier dating of the superseription f see G.M. Tucker, "Pro-
phetic Superscriptions and the Growth Canon". G.W. Coats

~and B.O. Long eds., Canon and Aythority. Philadelphia: ' Fortress ‘

Press, 1977, p. 65-70.  Tucker /argues that' the superscriptions
are later additions to prophetlc books and- tentatively dates
some of them in the mld—51xth century B.C. \ -

. ' .
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a stable element. Thus orally composed literaturé
is by its very nature tradltlonal. Nevertheless...

there is always scope, ‘because of the fact that ’
there is an unfixed text, for the perforner to be
creative(Culley: 1963: 121) ' s

Thls type of adaptatlon and reuse of tradltwon is similar to

what has been seen to take place in 1.b.e. and in a more
ldeveloped form later in the midrashim. The opportunlty for-
adaétation:oi £radition to new needs agd,circumstdnées.appears

to have existed long Eefdfe written compositién appeared. It ‘
‘is important‘io note that there is a continuity of tradition, -1
't@e“aépect\of a sense of éﬁthority, in oral literaturé whiéh is |
similar to that existing in the'written stage of a tradition.

} éhilds' suggestion is:that this sense lof author}tétivp
uscripturé arose with the advent and procession of a Qritten

tradition(Childs:1972:53), Culley's study might be used to

_modify this assertion. The authority of certain basic traditional

elements is the very basis of oral tradition. The tradition
elements are the buﬁlding blocks of the différent performances.
014 Testament tradltlons no. matter what form they take, deal
with 1mportant rellglous concepts whldh are either accepted or
rejected by the people to whom the traditions are directed.
Autﬁoriﬁy then 15 not a function of a written doéument, nor is
its existence even guaranteed by the abpearance of a written

/

tradition.1

1. Wisdom literature, to name one example which is-
usually located in the period ‘of a written ‘tradition, offers ~
many exam “of refusals to accept th 'authorltatlve‘ tradltlon.
See J. L. enshaw(l977 235~ 58) \fil
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Accordlng to P.L. Berger, "Rellglous legitimations arise.

from human act1v1ty, but once crystalllzedﬁlnto complexes of

)meanlng that become part of a rellglous tradition they can attain,

a measure of autonomy as against th;s act1v1ty."(Berger-1967 Al)

’

Human activity is not llmlted to any partlcular period of tra-

dition transmission. Once a given exegesis (a hﬁman‘activity)

s qegitimated by consensus it crystallizes. Then as new

situations and views come about‘the crystallized tradition must

again be adapted; Authority and exégesis g0 hand in hand to

produce what mlght be called the dlalectlcs of tradltlon., Once

" again Berger s 1deas {llustrate this:
4 . °

Externalization ‘is ‘the longoing outpouring of human
being into the world,...Objectivation is the attainment
by the products of this activity...of a reality that
confronts its -original producers as a facticity
external to and other than themselves. Internaligzation

‘is the reappropriation by men of this same reallty....
(Berger: 1967 L)e

/

The process of internalization mist always be |
understood as but one moment of ‘the larger dialectic
process that also includes the moments of externaliza-
tien and objectivation. If this is not donre there
emerges a picture of mechanistic determinism, in

‘which the individual is produced by society as cause

produces effect....he is formed in the course of a
protracted conversation (a dialectic, in the llteral
sense of the word) in which he is a participant
(Berger: 1967:18). _ ,

Exegesis in Berger s scheme would taKe place in the

. externélization of.a previousiy internalized traditioh. This

position is in basic agreement.with Childs' statement that i.b.e.

N

s 'he resﬁlt of a formation of a sense of authoritative

SEripture but differs in not restricting i.b.e. to any single '

-
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’

stage or period of tradition transmissioh. It has éeeﬁ%d better

-

s

to propose the existence of the dialectic of. tradition (a
component of the dialectic of society) from the “oral period"
up to-ﬁhe'pfeéent, with i.b.e. offering evidence of this

process up to and including the canonization of scripture.

"\”"Psalm 89: A Study in Inner—Blbllcal Exegesms"

Nahum Sarna(l963 29~A6) is in agreement with Childs that
the phenomenon of,exege51s and exposition of a text evolves'_
from tﬁe idea of iﬁe authority and even immutabiliﬁy and
sanchity of the text.. He goes beyond Childs in affirmingvthat

the roots of such thinking are much earlier than any biblical

o“ ‘l N \ «
notion of canon and can be found in ancient near eastern thin&ing

as early as ?he nineteenth century B.C. If this is so it makes
room for earlier incidents 6f i.b.e. than Childs seems willing

to allow.> Sarna cites ‘the reinﬁérpreiation'of the Bnuma Elish
in the Assyrian version as an example of prebiblical exegesis

of an auﬂhofitative text. In the Assyrian version the hero is

Ashur rather than Marduk, and the temple 1is r351tﬁated 1n Ashur s

>

1. (Sarna:1963:33) This would offer firther support
for the proposal advanced above that i.b.e. is not to be llmlted

. to any stage in the process of traditipn comp051t10n.

2. Childs -does comment on Sarna's article in footnotes

to "Psalm Titles and Midrashic Exegesis! and "Midrash in the 0ld
. Testament" calllng it a more guarded approach than Sandmel s '

and also impressive,
3. (Sarna;1963: 3&) For further observatlons supporting

,Sarna See W.W. Hallo (1962:13-26).

.
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Psalm 89 is a prime example of the alternative explana-
tion which i.b.e. has to offer in e%plaiping ﬁultiple appearances

of a textual un1t1 It includes a vefsion of.Nathan's oracle to .

David, whlch is also found in II Samuel 7 L~17 and in I Chron-

~

icles 17: 3-15. Iiterary critics injthé'past have sought to

explaln the relatlonshlp among the three in a varlety of ways.

One view is that the prose versions are Orlglnal and.Psalm 89

is a.free poetic paraphrase. Another sees the prose recensions
as dependentvon the earlier poetic form. Finally, a third view

suggests that all three are equally and 1ndepéeféntly bired on

a fourth common source, long since’ lost, which contained the

text of the original oracle(Sarna:1963:36—37).j Sarna believes

that the divergencies between the poetic form and the prose
reflect deliberate changes made by the author/exegete of the
péalm. ‘

a
t

The psalmist here has, for his own purposes, made
use of a very-early exegetical  tradition in de-
parting from the original language of the oracle.——-
: He had not the slightest interest in the original
" occasion of the oracle, the Temple project  eeee——
His sole concern was the Divine Pledge of perpetuit¥
to the Davidic dynasty as such and with the glaring
contrast between the promised ideal and the present
reality.——-...there is'no question of deciding upon
the relationship of the prose to a supposed poetitc
vérsion. These verses constitute, rather, an
exegetical adaptation of the ordcle by the psalmlst
to flt a specific hmstorlc 51tuat10n(Sarna 1963: 38- 39)

-Sarna studies both the oracle 1n Samuel and its
occurrence 1n Psalm 89. After a consideration_of the 90551ble
5]

hlstorlcal occasions whigch’ could have 1ed to the new. emphases

i .
in the oracle as it appears_ln the psalm, Sarna concludes that it
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was inspired by the Syro-Ephraimite~invasion of Jddéa in 735-34 o

B.C.E., when an attempt was made to depose Ahaz and réplace hmm

. by a- nonibav1d1c king. ‘ , : . |
Psalm 89 iseanother.examplé of the type‘of exggesis which
literally uses the textual ijegt of its attentions in order to
express a new p01nt of v1;W. 'iﬂ this case it is a very daring
effort in that it calls on God to keep a promise whlch is not

exactly the one-he made in the first place, ‘Uniess God (or the

reader) reads carefully he is likely to be convinced by what ' -

Sarna has demonstrated to be %dyightly knit and compelling

literary unit. .

Again, howevef, as Qas the case with Childs' study ofl*i
psalm titles, this pafticular example is unique, and' so evades
.attempts to formulate gene;alizati§n§‘which will govern 6the?
exampl&y of inner biplicai exegesis. What.is clear is that the
dgfferé" versions of ény uﬂi£ which apbears‘horé than once may
be ékplained'mOre satiSfactori}y‘by i.b.é. than by source-
critical analysis. Since both;methods of explanation areﬁbased
. upon a deéitidto explain certain phenomena in the text; the
_one which satisfies .this desire best\should take precedence

‘ 1
over the other.

a, : Y

1. The bagis for this eccentric statement is the con-
sensual nature of réality. The -most satisfying answer is also
going to be the most widely accepted’explanatlon and so also the .
truest i.e. in accord with the current consensual reality of
biblical scholarship. On this see, for example, P.L. Berger and
T. Luckmann(1967).
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In the case of Psalm 89, exegesis seems the best explanation.
There will still remain‘nﬁny cases in which multiple textual
appearances are most satlsfactorlly explained by source analysis;

each case mu;/\\é\deCJded on its own merlt.‘

From Bib;z To Mishna

Weingreen's(1976) stated purpose is to demopstrate that -
some of thé rabbinic literary and legal procesSes of exposition

may’bg detected sporadically in rudimentary form, throughout the

01d Testament. "Our main contentlon is that the rabbinic approach

to the study of the Old Testament, as evidenced by the Talmudlc

passages quoted, is but the continuation of the attitude and

+ spirit which animated the authors and editors of the sacred

writings."(Weingreen: 1976:26). Thus throughout his book he

_characterizes each exegesis according to its similarity to one

of the rabbinic caﬁegofies of exegesis. He comments that one
is only able to find objective rules for such exegetical
procedure;—ln scattered references throughout the talmudic
period. This confirms the impression gained thus far in the
presenh,revigw\that‘each case ‘is unique‘ané difficult to use as
a basis for a catalogue of generalizations about i.b.e«

. Weingreen avoids the difficulty of categorization by

o

! .
using the rabbinic categories of peshat and derash, both

halakic and haggadic to describe the various expositions.1 In

1.,NHis main purpose, however, in using these‘categories
is to demonstrate the continuity of the qral tradition which

-
-
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the’ peshat category of exegesis Weingreen places the gloss,
which was generally a short one or two word comment on a word
or phrase in the text. ;9 was designed to clarify the sense
or draw attention to gome relevant piece of information to the
text. Also some editorial notes, which are distinguished from
glosses by their non-interruption of the flow of thought in the
text, are strictly clarifications of the text. Glosses are
easily seen as intrusions in the text; they were never intended
to appear as a part of the text but were likely marginal comments
which were incorporated in the piscess of copying. Editorial
notes were purposefully integrated into the text to appear as
part of the authorize‘d‘text.~ Weingreen states that the actual
incorporation of these editorial notes into the final edited
form of the Pentateuch suggests that there was a tradition of
authorized teaching—-exegesis of Torah---at least prior té this
finalization(Weingreen: 1976:61).

The derash category of exegésis is exemplified by certain
editorial notes, an& by larger compositions such as the books of

Chronicles and Deuteronomw.l The editorial notes are categorized

accompanies the authoritative written tradition back to its very
" beginnings, In this emphasis Weingreen is in accord with Sarna

that this tendency to rework and make new applications of tradi-
tional material is a common heritage of the entire ancient Near
East. As an example he notes that the Israelites used the raw
materials of religion, literary norms, legal rules, and practises
which were common throughout the ancient Near East and reworked
them into a new vehicle for the expression of their ownh unique
way of life whilst claiming divine directive for them.

1. One of the central purposes of Weingreen's book is to

show, by way of a detailed study of parallel verses between

&
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according to their function, which depends upon the nature of
the material they modify. They are either halakah~-the

" authoritative explanation of the promulgation of biblical la;v:s
and for the extension of their scope, or haggadah--the embellish-
ment or detailing explanation .of recorded historical events,

and dramatic episodes in the lives of the biblic’al"'characteré; N
as well haggadah indicates the significance of these events
(Weingreen:1976:57). .

. The major division in i.b.e. thus falls between simple
clarificatien-—-peshat, and exegesis with some other goal in
mind, the latter not necessarily related to the literal plain
sense meaning of the text--derash. Within the latter category
Weingreen also places more practiéal importance on halakic
exegesis presumably because it was the laws which governed
.people'é everyday livess

v .
emphasis in Weingreen's approach is that

the presence of these ¥xegetical glosses and notes in tﬁe Hebrew
Bigle implys that there was a body of the faithful to whom the
sacred texts were expoﬁnded(Weingfeen:1976:b8). Furthermore,
keeping in mind £he priority of halakah, vhen the addenda to ¢ ),
the basic decalogue are e¥§mined the indications are that the

exposition was directed to the common people, not the sophisti-

cated ‘or professional elements of society(Weingreen:1976:66).

Deuteronoﬁy and Exoflus-Leviticus, that Deuteronomy is an autjjori-
tative interpretation of the Torah—--a second Torah. See chapters
seven and eight of his book.



1
Deuteronomy 15:12ff.

4but*there are also differences. T
'patferns (or lack of such in i.b.e.

_cannot be faulted for his attempt

32
Weingreen believes that most exegesis was designed as a tool
for religious and moral instruction of the common people.
However, there may be contrary~éxamplesgsuch as the Chronicler's
attempts to reconcile the cbnflietihg ﬁccounts of Ggliath's

slaying in Samuel(Weingreen:1976:12-13), or the very technical

exegetical handling of the problem of Israelite slavery in

4

\ N - * .
A general criticism of Weingrssn's work is its over- . '~
4 Id
dependence on rabbinic midrash as a model for i.b.e. His ~

( purpose to trace the continuity of rabbinic type exposition

back to its earliest manifestation is valid in itself. It

weakens, however, in the resulting conclusions which necessarily

come about concerning inner biblical eXegesis. Certainly there

a;e elements of continuity between) Judaism and'Isfaeiite religion
'éialso holds true for @he‘

of .exegesis. Weingreen

4 £ing céntinuity but neither
can his bogk*'ﬁe used a jective' source for the study of.
i.b.e. "By attempti to maixtain such a close connecégpn ’
between the inner :
unique features o &EE*}eSé fahili?;.;re mut e "aqd bvefshadowéd

by the well-known' phenomenon.

In ‘spite of this single deficiency for our purpoées, ' -

1, See Weingreen(1976:133-41). The problem of the
intended audience is beyond the scope of the present discussion.
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Weingreen's book has' brought several important emﬁhases forward.
1. I.b.e. as yet.presentsno'brganized‘patpern from

which it is possible to dedpée the working of a set of exegetical

rules such as‘is found in iate éabbinic exégésis. '

2. The tendency to rework and.reapply traditional

material is found throughout the ancient Near East. ' =

3. Early examp}gs of exegesis were incorporatgd into
the text and share in its.authorip&. Thus some sort of accepied
exegetical activit& which wof#ed to coqtemporize thé Bible ﬁégt
have existeéd early in the history of the w?itien-trédition. !
L. Even as large énd-iﬁportant a unit as Deut eronomy
" ‘can be seen as a product of this authoritative exegetical
tradition. This has. important implications for traditio- :

historical studies(Weingreen:1976:152), '

Summary of the Results of the Articles
A1l of ithe articles réviewed‘above have in one way Br h

‘another exp£essed the opin;?n that i.b.e. can prdvide explanations
fér diffiéulties‘in gcripture better than the main glternapive—_
1iterary‘éource—critical analysié based on a theory of the text's
history. The latter is itself dependen£ uponiassumptions drawn,
" from source-critical or literagy éxplana%ions. Criticism iS"

not levelled a}ga:'mst the a}p&nt circular 1:1at,ure of the literary
sou?cé—Eritical approach;'éather it is‘simply stated that, on

sthe basis of a more complete un&erstanding of Near Eastern

attitudes towards tradition, as well as the social and political

"
A ’
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- influences on the composition of the text, the explanations
based on i.b.e. are better. Weingreen's comments illustrate
' this feeling: .

" . While literary critics have, indeed, coniceded that /
Deuteronomy reflects the changed circumstances'and
attitudes of a later age, they have not stressed * -
the point’ that.this fact must involve the notion of
a continous growth of law, much of which was
derived by exposition from earlier laws, leaving N
them infact, while fresh laws were being continually
added.- The inevitable:conclusion which we draw ‘is
this. Instead of our speaking of the literary
sources of the Pentateuch almost in terms of their
arrangement in neat, horizontal, chronological
strata in a llterary tell and using our 1ngenu1ty
to recognize fragments:'in one stratum as belonglng
to another one, should we not rather conclude that
there were areas of re11g1ous, cultural and socio-
logical growth which flourished and developed side
by side in a continuing process(l976 152)?

The problem that now faces proponents of i.b. €. as an 1{
alternate paradlgm is to make a-consistént and coherent statement
of its possibilities and llmltatlons. For the pre%ent Only
selected examples have been put forth in prellmlnary sketches.

Scholars, such as Welngreen, who are capable of h1so detailing

" the limitations of i.b.e., refrain from doing so. "While I am

conscious of the major literary problems which this thesis
raises, partlcularly W1th regard to the 1mp11cat10ns for the

Documentary Hypothesxs, I must ‘remain content for the time being
L}

) with'the.preSentation of the thesis, based as it is upon facts

" and arguments flowing from them."(Wéingreen:1976:152).

One does not have to struggle to find instances of

puzzling phenomena in the text which balance out the optimism

k4

over the.potent;al of i.b.e. In Genesis 14 the great differences\

75 "I'Zétf'i.;o%;"i e s A T
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in the type of material .in the two barts in the‘chapter_is best
expiained by a literary division of sourcess Sandmel states

that the necessary conc1u510n to draw from this chapter is that

it is a late haggada relating the m111tary prowess of Abram

(Sandmel 1961 117) Howeve& that is both to make an unwarranted

assumption and to neglect the great dlfferences in the type of ‘
material within the chapter. The military prowess of Abraham

Eis but one of several important themes which compete for

' supremacy over the chapter. In this case i.b.e. and source

/
{

| analysis might,be used conjunctively to best understand the

" text.

°. In the rejection of ;iteriny analysis in favour of the
possibilitieé shown by preliminary studies of i.b}e.vno mention
has been made of the traditio-historical approach which is a
direct descendant of souréb;critical'anegsis. Among the

propoﬁents of the method there remains much disagreement as to

" exactly what tradition~history‘is(Khight:1973:21-é5). However,

since Noth's position is generally recognized as céntral in the
field his definition will -suffice. "He sﬁifed that the task of
tradition histary is to 1nvest1gate the process dT‘blbllcal
comp031t10n from beginning to end——from separate oral tradltlons.
to clusters of tradltlon to larger llterary works to the great '
redactions which result in the Bible(Noth:1972: 1).- This sounds:
very much like the proposed goal for the study of i.b.e.

Noth does, however, make several assumptlons whlch soon

reveal a great difference be%ween tradltlon hlstdry and the

e D ey St A
Fhanat i tar ,
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- spproadh through i.b.e. ~First. is his'emphasis on the importante
of the oral stage of comp051t10n ";—the decisive steps on the way
to the formation of the PentateuLh were' taken. during the prellter~ " ‘ >
ary stage, and the'literary fixations®only gave final form to |
material which in its essentials was alfeady gipen."(l972:1~2).
In the aroicle by Sarna(1963:3h) the emphasis on the early

beglnnlngs of the exegetlcal process is also apparent. The

exegetical process works on the interpretation’ of a received

R e T e A A
N

tradition and even of non-Israelite traditions. .Also ‘it must &;js_
work on the interpretapion of the original events in the case of
R the great Pentateochal themes; 'Here,ﬂhowever; ppe similarity
en&sl For Noth the creative forces end with the literary"
'"fixetion. This assuﬁes & dichotomy between -the tradition in its
written and oral forms Whieh is neithe} immediately evident in :
the ‘texts nor theoretieaiiy necessary. The ppoblem of'thé shift
from oral to written transmission has yet to be discussed in
‘any ' way that apppoaohes‘definition: Tt is obvioosly an imporoant

} .
shift in the trdnsmission process everi if only.because it

S et 2

I involved the use of an important new means of communication. -

"oy

Those who propose that an essential shift eccurrgd when the

changel from oral to written transmission -took place, base their

-
R B ey e e s o

assumptions on the difference between these .two modes of

o 2 ) S ‘
communication. Su¢h assumptions do not deal with the‘proplem
. . \ . . . f/\—-(y

N . : '}J .

£ A
‘ 1. Even Speaklng about 'a change' preJudlces the issue.
"It is equally possible that there was no.change but only a
gradual protracted process of -coming to use written communlcatlon

in favor of oral.s . . L

2. Oral transm1531on is supposed to be creative wh11e
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adequately. - - ‘ ' S ' 1
There is no‘forbiddihg‘regson why a continuity‘of content
and process in transmission could not have existed during 'the
change'. The various instances of i.b.e. (inner tradifion

»

exegeeis) from @n early.period favour such .continuity. I.b.e.

points to a cqntihuity in.the'proéess of reapphopriating N
tradition; from the oral period (cﬁ;ie§3 through the the post-
~”h%blical midrash.. It provides the iink.between Culley's. o l
- suggestionhof verying performances of a single t}édition; and ) .
post—biblical midrashic exégesis of a biblical'text. The | N
process of relnterpretatlon and renewal is evident through all .
periods’ of ‘the text's comp051t10n.. It. can. be seen throughout < L
the Bible and contlnue through the reinterpretations of. N _ ;

b
- .. Judaism and Chrlstlanlty. : : . . \“ﬂ

Related to Noth's dlchotomy between oral and written

traditlon ;s hls statement that it is the chief task to ascertain

t

" the basic themes from which the totallty of the transmltted

v

Pentateuch developed(1972 3) Thls is because these oral themes,
the sources, "...were comblned through a purely: literary
procedure of addition; it is clear that the result was simply

'; compilation in which not only the narrative materials but

" also the theoiogical concerns are juxtaooéed and interwoven
with‘one another just as oleinly ahd incongrdously ag the

: . i .
individual sources had presented-them."(NoWh:1972:250). Yet

| vwritten transmission is merely preservative. . F\\Q\-

. o e . i
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proponents'of i.b.e. attempt to underetaed‘these same juxta—

positione and, incongruities as' evidence of rethinking and _ o
adaeeation of the basic themes in the Pentateuch. Ftom the
latter v1ewp01nt the relnterpretatlon and reappllcatlon of the
ba51c themes are equal in, 1mportance to the ba51c themes them- o
,selves. In addltloncthe basic themes themselves are no more
than 1nterpretat10ns; elther of more ancient and more ba51c
themes which may recede into a basis in the mind itseli‘,1 of.

. N . .
of the actual events which generated the initial interpretations.

o
All aspects o%‘the tradition reveal creative modification

- and development in israelite rel%gious-histery. épecglatien
about'the preeminefce of the basic evente ;nd their*historieity
" becomes less important. This is an important ane Qalﬁable
deéeiopment. Scholarly'epeculatioe as to the historicity”and
'consequen£ 1mpre351veness of these basic' events no longer has

to bear the welght of hlstorlcal reconstructlon. From the

great debates over the opposing reconstructlons it has become

obvious that these assumptions have never been etrong enough,

in the view of many scholars, to bear the weight which was : v

placed upon them. ‘ ) S ‘ oo

——.

1.. C.G. Jung(1938) ‘makes the follow1ng two ‘statements: »
"...religion is uncontestably one of the earliest and most uni-
. versal activities of the Human.mind"(p.l), and "Since the dawn of
mankind there has been a marked tendency to delimit the unruly .
and arbitrary "Supernatural",lnfluence by definite forms and laws. -
And this process has gone on in history by the multiplication of
rltes,'lnstltutlons and creeds."(p.21—22 Within the present .
context the latter statement might also be applied to the . -
tradition. From such an ancient perspective the basic themés
of the Pentateuch are. relatively late exegetical developments.

3
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Noth's historical assumptions have been criticized

\especially because-of the reciprocal reliance between his B

textual and hlstorlcal reconstructlons.l

1

It appears that the principal advantage that - has been

proposed for the study of i.b.é. over other methods is its.-

greater, although not complete, freedom from the need of :

supportive hypotheses ;sd‘suppositions in the process of
,clarifying problems in the text. It remains to be sgen if it
can be an inclusive paradigm for explaining‘s[l or even most
of the difficulties without resorting to such hypotheses.
This can only be_deiermiped after the text has_bees read

and studied- for a lengﬁﬁy period of time as a'product of such

R

an 1nterpret1ve process. In the "attempt to see why the

1

authors of the articles ?A i.b.e. have proposed that it may be
‘a better alternative to other approaches its possibilities
ﬁaye‘been opp;;ed to the‘actual‘results obtained by those
other methoﬁs. These p0551b111ties are based upon thé rather
slim catalogue of cases'presently avallable. The task of
exam;nlng all of the examples of i.b.e., lles ahead.

It is with this task in mind ‘that we now turn to‘

.examine qne of the prime. .examples of i.b.e. The author of

Hosea .12 refers to the Jacob traditions in his prophetic message

v

(Polzin:1977:200) Sarna's establishment of a date
‘for Psalm 89 might also fall prey to this cr1t1c1sm(l963 LR2~1,5).

‘. THe ‘criticism of circularity is .easy to make, given the nature of
biblical studies which, .generally begin and end in the biblical
text fand so must be used with caution.’ ~

e 1.
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'to Israel. By comparing the relevant verses from Hosea with .

the Jacob material found in Genesis it becomes apparent that

Hosea is not quoting Genesis. He may be aliuding to the latter,
or-a common: source from which both are derived, but he is not . P

quoting Genesis.

Three possibilities suggest themselves: 1. tﬁat
Hosea's Jacgb ﬁelongs to a different tradition than that found
in Genesis, 2. that Hosea is doing a free exegesis1

of Genesis, ;o

3. that both Hosea. and Gene51s are based on variant oral . :

-
o

. . o
rec;tatlons(Culley 1976: 30&32) Tt ‘should be noted that in any b .
of these three posibilities one‘ﬁay regard Hosea's refgfence io_.

Jacob as.exegetical. Propénents of i.b.e. try to expléin any

d}Qérgeﬁcigs between two textual units in“the Bible whiéh aré | \
based uﬁon'the same character or-event,Jas ?.b.e; Whether
thesg‘gxplgnations will then seem‘satisfactory mst be asked i : . ’
frer comparing ghém to ;lternatives offered by the othér
‘critical approachés to the biblical text. )
In the”following examination -of secondary létérature Cot " s

on Hosea 12, both the_péssibiliﬁy‘thqt Hosea is depqﬁdenﬁ on
' anotﬁer tradition than Genesis (Good, Aékroyd) and the

p0551b111§y that Hosea is dlrectly dependent on Geneéls

(Gertner, leladay) will appear. In addltaon it will be :%:b - -

suggested that the oral variant explanatidn is also possible

N

1. With respect to'the provisional categories formed.

above; this type of free exegesis would fall into category , +
five. See above page 8 and 9. ; :

£

1
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and may even be the bést explanation of the rela@ionéhip
'between'Hoséa 12 and the Jacob cycle in Genesis. However,
before the &uéstioh of relationship can be deslt with one must
first attempt to understand whét Hosea 12) is‘aiaout, and how

the Jacob material fits into the context of chapter 12.
¢ ‘ oy - .
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2. THE JACOB TRADITION IN HOSEA 12

Among the commentaries and sgcondary literature on

Hosea lé\there é;e two interpretati of Hosea's, presentation

|
of the patrlarchal materlal. -G dne _hand there are those who

——

< hold that Hosea ds presenting Jacob, in all'respeptg, as a

model fbr tﬁf Iéraélites to emulaté. Jacob's attempt to supplant ‘

A )
Esau” at birth (Hosed 12 h Genesis 25:26) and his wrestling

match with an angel are seen as the marks of a determlned hero
of God who.actively pursued the blessing of God” from the momept

of birth until he finally got it much later in life. “According

to6 Calvin:

But the Prophet subjoins, that Jacob by his
- strength had power with God, and*had prevailed also
with the Angel. He reproaches here the Israelites’
for making a falge claim to the name of Jacob, .
.. since they had nothing in common with him, but
. had shamefully departed from his.example. ...s0
also the Prophet 'says, "Come now, ye children of
Jacob, what sort of men are ye? He was endued
with a heroic} yea, with an angelic power, and
even more th&% angelic; for he wrestled with God
and gained the victory; but ye are slaves of idols;
the devil retains you devoted to himself; ye are,
as it were, in a bawdy-house; for what else is
your temple but a brothel? And then ye are like
_adulterers, and daily commit adultery with your f’ .
"iddls...." This difference between the holy
patriarch Jacob and his posterity must be marked
otherwise we shall not understand the object of
the Pmphet (18462 14,20) o

More recently P.R. Ackroyd has attempted to defend a similar
interpretation ¢f Hosea's Jacob(1963 245-59). |
Thg opposing ‘and majority view (Wolff,\@iéd,‘Gbrdis,
’ e \
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Harper, Good, Vrie?en) is that Hosea presénbs elements of the
Jacob cycle iﬁ order to demonstrate that the contemporary state

. of affair$ is the fruit of seeds sown long in the past. The
Jacob traditions are especially suited to this purpose because of

\ .

Jacob-Israel's status as the nation's eponymous ancéstor.
" Now the mere fact that there are two such opposing inter-
preéatioﬁ;‘suggests that there is 'a certain amount of ambiguity
in the text. Ackroyd states tﬁgt'in orfler to decide which view '
is coréect, clues are to be found first in the imﬁed;ate cqntext
and*second in théaéenerql‘indications of the tradition here
alluded to(196332h6). While one might agree with the suggestion
© o take thé context into consideration, the second guggestiég
éoes nop séé@ likely to bé helpful 'and.may even ﬁe misleaaing.
Hosea has represented and arrangéd the Jacob material as a payt

‘ of his message; that ié to say he has.berformed an exegesis of ‘
-the traditiSné. To be aware of the Genesié‘viewpoiht (;xegesis)’
" of Jacob is oﬁe thing, but to then.say tﬁap the Genesis, or any
.other, éxegesis of the Jacob-material éan be used to determine'
what Hosea was doing with ﬁhose tfadition begs the question.'
Only'a close examiﬁstion of the kind of language Hosea uses ?o
describe Jacob, and the conteit witﬂin which such description
is set can properly determine Jacob's place in Hoéea. -
¢

Definition of the Unit

There are clear inditations that chapter 12 is separate

D

from chapter 11, The subject is named once more and the theme

\ I
\
b
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changes from huﬁblé return, a posi%ive action by Israel, to
-treachery anq\deceit. There is some égreement on tﬁis division

(Wolff, Ward, Buss). The division at the end.of ‘the unit con-

£aining the Jacob material is not as easy to dist;nguish. Wolff
" states that 13:1 is the beginning of @ new unit with the’ subject
fnamed anew and no tylistic or thema§ig:connections with chapter
12 being récogqizab e(Wolff:1974:222). However, the subJect of
12:15 is Ephraim who is also the supject of 13.1.‘ Furthermore,
in both verses Ephraim is condemned to death (also 13:12) and in
13:1 he dies as a result. Therefore, there does seem to be some
themétic carryoveril‘ It does not apﬁear to be pdssible to ﬁake
a simple divisién between chapters 12 and 13 upon the basis of
such thematic éonsideratiéns.' Perhaps the internal structure of

the unit beginning at 12:1 will be more helpful in this respect.

‘General Conbext if the Unit Beginning at 12:1

There have been many proposals for dividing HSsea into
separaﬁe collections of material, One of the main groupings is*
recognized by many scholars from 9:10—1&:lO}Eissfeldt:l?éS:160ff).
This section is characterazed as a series of historical retro-
spects which reveal the beginnings of contemporary Israel's
sinfulness(Wolff:1974: xxvi-xxvii). A different division is made

ﬁy Buss (1969:31-34) in which the material of 12:3-15-is grouped

v

"1, Note alsd the 1nterest1ng play on the- reversal of
the east w1nd's role, 12:2, 13:15,

-
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witﬁ chapters 13 and 14. Regardless of hdw one d;vides the\book
it is the ﬁeaning of the context which ks~most important to tﬁe
pré§ent investigation. A detailed examination of the context
would lead too far froq the central concern of the present
discussion, apé so some statements from the sécondgry literature
© must suffice.
" The bulk of Hosea's prophecy consists of acqusatién and
threa£ (Buss:1969:119). "Wheré:er Israel's beginnings are
examined, her present immediately appears; indeed, the present is\
. the endlbf the early b§ginnings of £hat history."(Wolff:197L:xxvii),

"the historibal fetrospects show how God's intensive struggle with

Israel reaches from her past down to Hosea's present time." (Wolff:

N e e ) sl n WA 7

1974:xxvii). Harper(1905:cxlvi) briefly sums up Hosea's message:

(a) Israel is wicked through and through, and her
condition morally is that of rotteness. (b) Israel
is politically doomed... (d) Israel fails to
comprehend Yahweh; has a totally wrong conception
of him; .
z ”. [ P
Whatever grounds for hope there are lie with Yahweh. The move-

ment of human life~i§ toward doom, but Yahweh's purpose is
directed toward the‘good of his peOpie( s5:1969¢126). What
exhortation there\is calls for an attitude ‘of .dependence én
Yahweh rather than one of Self-assertion(Buss™969:128). Israel
is unable to learn from God's chastenirigs (Hoséa 7:9, 10, 14-16)
and so it miust be utterly desolated before they give up hope in

tiemselves and return to depend on Yahweh alone (Hosea 1h:3-4).

TN
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_\Structure of the Unit ' -
Several scholars have stated that the basic form of ‘the

unit is that of a lawsuit (Wolff:l97h:268, 211; Coote:l97l:38§}
o " ' S
Holladay: 1966:53; -Good: 1966:139; Ginsberg:l961:3h1—3h2). How-

Aever, there is some ouestion abqut‘the degree to which the unit

exhibits the lawsuit form. Martin Buss(1969:89) states that,,

b

"No elaborate details of theé controversy are-given, the style

appeays to be a technical one known to the audience," Buss does

-
'

not indicate what he means by .a technifal style so it is .

difficult to understand the latter part of his statementt Howt

ever, his'statement‘thaﬁ elaborate detail\iS‘missing seems

cornecp. In fact key'elements of the lawsult or oovenantal
trial scene are missing. Accordlng to H. ‘%uffmon the lawsuit '
form must contain an_appeal t6 the_heavens, earth, mountalns,
“hills, and foundéfions of the eartn 10 hear tnehcontroveréy'
(eg. Isaiah 1:2, Micah 6: 2, and modified in Jeremiah 2:12).
A "The natural .elements, appealed to in the "1awsu1t" oracles
.discussed above are addressed because they.are witnesges to ohe

(prior) covenant.-— The literary framework is dependent-on

the tradition: of the inanimate"(inlisrael) elements of the

_natural world beinngitnesses to bhe.covenant.?(Huffmon:1959:292).
Obv1ously Hosea 12 hds no such appeal to natural elements.

Since thls is soecrpc1al to the form and meaning of the covenant '

'lawsuit it seems that Hosea dellberately chose not to make use
of the latter. However, "Another 1nd1catlon of the covenant

background of thls type is the basis glven for the indictment.

~
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The oraclés include a recitation of the mighty acts of Yahweh,

that is, thq historicél prologue of the coyenant;W(Huffmon:1959:
294 )« ';n 12:10, 11, ana‘lh‘are.found allusions to the exodus,
and'to God}s shephérding activity throhgh the proﬁhéts. Also ‘
in his article "The Root 2?7 and the Prophetlc Lawsuit Speeches",
James Limburg suggests that the word r1b 1tself is aé home 4% the

Sphere of international treatles and relat10nsh1ps(1969 304)

Given that Hosea also uses the word in chapter L, and there

-again w1thcut the key components which would deflnlteiy 1dent1fy .

it as a prophetic covenant lawsuit, it seems p0551ble that the -

complete form did not develop unhtil after Hosea. The other
prophetic books whi¢h bave.the full form are all bost—Hoéeanic,

© with the possible exception of ‘Micah, whose dating is close to
Hosea's. Thus Hosea's usage Bf the word r&b in ch;pter 12, and
the conJunctlon of that usage with the re01tat;on of God's

' mighty act 1§§the exodus, are enough to suggest ‘that the chapter
functlons as a trial of Israel.

Y
A categorlzatlon of the verses as part of a lawsuit may

e y

be made as follows: -

1) « Announcement of a,c§se' 3.
‘ é)! Accusaﬁirn S 1, 2, 8, 9, 15
). -

k) .GoNs acts : 10a 11, 1A ) l

Exhortation T

udgement = . 3, 10b, 12, 15
‘ .

-

chapter may be more than a trlal. It is not a simple trlal 1n

e hnana -

e N
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which charges are read out and thé appropriate judgment is put
into effect: .The purpose of the judgments is the rehabilitation
of Israel; the exhortation in verse 7 suggests that the purpose

of the trlal is io get Israel to returm to God. Chapter 12

“itselfl may form a part of the series of historical retrospects.

There are two trials in chapter 12; one with the patriarch and
one with c0ntfmporary Isragel as the‘defendant. The chapter is
thus an historical recofd‘of God's continued controversy with -

Israel; from patrlarch to state.

- Ward(1966:21L4) has divided the unit 1nto five parts,
- 3
each part con51st1ng of an accusation or an 'hlstorlcal'

recallection of two to four lires followed by a one line threat.

é

I 1. With lies Ephraim encompasses me,
B with treachery the housé of Israel.
But Judah still goes with God,

i 1s loyal to the holy ones ;oo :

2. | Ephraim befriends the wind .
and chases .the east wind all day. ‘

- [1ies- and violence he multiplies. ]

With Assyria‘they make an alliance,
to Egypt they deliver oil.

3. Yahweh has a lawsuit with '‘Judah (Israel),
to call Jacob to account according
. to his ways;
. » according to hxs deeds he will requite
him. °

2

*

II1 . A L4. In the womb he tricked his brother,. -
. - in his manhood he strove against God.

. : He fought with an angel and prevalled.
He wept and made supplication to him.
In Bethel he finds him, :
and there he speaks with As.

.1 €. And Yahweh God of hosts,
Fahqph is his name,

3

¢

>

-k by REAN Vvt PSR 4

[N -

C e ek

-
W, L

."ii'-v‘""“‘:"";-’ gt

»
+

,'-n:‘w‘ A

g T
ey

S
R



' - . hr e - _ e s
I IR MY S ML G e, MAGH g wa WAy " a v PR RS MY P . PP - o nan by
»

/ . 49

B 7: And you shall return to your God,
shall preserve loyalty and justice;
“and wait continually upon your God.

N
III A~ 8. In the Canaanite's hand are false scales;
P : - he loves injustice.
9. And Ephralm says, "I'm rich!" <.
. "I have found wealth:for myself, IR
all my exertions bring me no wrong 1n
which would bée sin,"

B 10. But I am Yahweh,your God;
from the land of Egypt.
I will again make you dwell in tents ) v
as in the days of meeting. : .

v

P et Aiker - cdew

o~

IV A 11. I spoke to the prophets,.
I multiplied visions; -
* By the prophets' hand I made smmllltudes. L -
12, If Gilead was evil ) ;
*  they have surely become empty. '
In Gilg&l they sacrlflce bulls.

B . Threfore their alters will become
; - stone heaps on the furrows Jf the field.

Y \‘ LI * -~

V A 13. Jacob fled to the fleld of Aram, :
Israel served for a wife, ‘ o _ f
for a wife he kept .(sheep). - : . ,
14. ) But by a prophé¥ Yahweh brought up <

JIsrael from Egypt, . ' v
ﬁy a prophet he was kept. . T

« B 15, Ephraim has bitterly grieved,
he will leave his bloodguilt upon him; 1
His Lord will return his reproach(to him.™

' : 1. The translation is my own. At this point it is.
expedient to avoid the difficulties of dec1ding upon valld
~emendations, exact meanlngs, allusions, etc See follo

pP o- 5‘4»"85 L]
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Diagrammatic Representation of
Rhetorical Structures in Chapter 12
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The body of the unit follows the announcement of a r1b in verse
4

3 and is bracketed by verses 3 and 15, Thls_bracketlng is

. accomplished by the repetition of the words "he Willv:equite

him" \(’1“7-3%’7’*" V. 3b) in verse 1}5b.' This inclusio is further
strengthened by the words o’*n'mn and D’YD‘I in verse 15,
wh1ch echo the N and > oi‘ verse 1.

In other detalls the chapter shows careful attentign to

, -

llterary structurlng. First, the, rlb beglns (verse L) and ends

‘

Averse 13) with the Jacob cycle, formlng an 1nclusmo within the

1arger it verses 3b-15.
L+ In the womb he supplanted his brother
. and in his maturity he strove with God.
’ 4
.13, .And Jacob fled -to/from the field of Aram
.. Israel served for a woman, and for a
woman he - kept (1ivestock). '

Within the Jacob inclusio verses 8-9 are linked t{o verse 12
because both of these diScuss the si’ns_of conterr;porary Israel.

8. In the Canaanite's hand are false scales,
C he loves :Lnjustlce.
o 9. Ephraim says, "I'm rich!"
"I've found wealth for myself.
A1l my exertions bring me no wrong in -
) wh:.ch would be sin." :
12. If Gilead is evil, .
. .they have surely become empt
-In Gilgal they sacrifice (tog bulls...

' ‘F:mally, the two speeches of God are i‘ortultlously placed.‘ The

first (verse ‘1) declares" "Ephra:.m encompasses me mth 11es....

The’ second, in verses 10—11 is routh,v centered w:.thin the r:Lb

Jand '1s, i‘act., "encompassed" by descrlptlons of IT:?phralm s’

mckedness ..

-~
-
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Thére is also a progressive developmeht of the root

%wb through the set of five units: in the chapter. This word

.occurs four tlmes 1n the course of the chapter, verses. 3b, 7&,

10v, an¢'15b. In the. first instance (3b) it is part of the
declaratlon of a lawsuit against Israel. In this context it is
used strictly as a verb of puniehﬁent. The second occurrence
of swb (7a) is in an exhortatlon to Israel to repent, w1th
God's help, and to give up its ev1l ways. The third (10b) is
part of a dlrect statement of God. Slnce Israel seems unable

to re#urn on its own (cf. 5:4) God states that he himself will

_cause them to retnrn.c Presumably‘thle is accomplished by the

judgments spoken by the prophets (verses 11, 1h; cf. 6:5). . l o

. Finally (15b) %wb appears not as an ‘attempt to get

[y

Israel to turn or be turned at all, but simply as ounishment.

" According to Leviticus 20:9, 11;‘12; 13, 16,.and 27 from which

‘Hosea ‘borrows the legal. forhula concerning bloodguilt (15a),

the punlshment of death is the sole responsiblllty of the evil-

‘doer, P...thelr blood is upon them". - Hosea' alters the formula

sllghtly, addlng the bitter note that the Lord himself a1ds
and abets thls punlshment; Thls repetltlon of the root swb

brings out the progre531on of thought in the dlfferent contexts

" within whlch-it,oocurs. The chapter beglns and ends with the

A

same usage of swb. Thus' it c0nst1tutes a completed cycle. of
God's attempt to get Israel to mend its ways.®

"The chapter offers the reader a completed seqpence of

¢

.Hosea s perceptlon of Israel‘s hlstory'in which the most

N
AN
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important, aspect 1s Israel's relatlonshlp to God. This paradigm

appears in one other place in Hosea, 5:15 - 6: 6 The initial
punlshment (12.%, 5:14, 15a) is admlnlstered to turn Israel
back towards God (5: 15, cf. 2: 9) " Following this, exhortation

is made to Tsrael to turn again (Swb) to God (12:7, 6:1) with

the realization that the initial punishment was intended to be: , -

.corrective-(6:1-2). The second punishment comes as a result
of'israel's failure tO'Wéke complete voluntary return“(ié:8—%0;
6:4-5), With.the implicit failure of the second penishment
which is administered through the w1lderness and the prOphets
(12: 10-11; 6 5) a thlrd punlshment is admlnlstered (12 154 6 :11;
7:12fF). By using g__ in both 12: 3 and 15 Hosea 1nd1cates that

-

the process has come full clrcle and the attempt to reform

Israel 1s)a failure.

.«
\

The initial reason for examlnlng the structure of “the
chapter was to determine to what\extent 1t could be called a
;@g in the form-critical sense.of the term, The conclusion
was that while it may participate in the rb forn in an

incomplete prototypic way, the chapter is not primarily a

[y

"

‘léwsnit: A more accurate characterization of chapter 12 is
that it is a paradigm of God's attémﬁt to reform Israel.. The
Jacob traditions are particularly useful to Hosea because they
‘ ﬁi§o demoneiraﬁe.qod's,struggle with Israel, and .reinforce

" . Hosea's point that ‘God isAconetantly strhggling to get Isreel
‘to reform. Ja&ob the eponymous ancestor, also proves to have

been 1nvolved in similar wrong doings as contemporary Israel.

[
-
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The elements of the Jacob cycle appear to be nelther

L

completely p051t1ve or negatlve in Hosea. Hosea neither holds
Jacob's ‘intra-uterine aets;ang theemachia ag-an example for

the Israelites to emulate (Keil, Calvin, Ackroyd), nor does' he
present them negatively merely for the sake of demenstrating .
how contemporary Israel is like its disreputable ancestor.e'qu
ine one of the many posaible readings of the crucial'versesl(A£7)
Jacob is changed in character because of his.struggle against )
God. If the latter reading'is plausible, then Hosea'portrays B Z/’f>
\J'acob' as having his bad points‘ (pre-Péniel a¢ts) and then his e

,good poxnt the conversion at Peniel,. Hosea then uses the ' l

. example of Jacob the eponymous ancestor and archetypical charac—

>

ter, to exhort Israel to, return to God.
Detailed_Exegesie of Chapter 12 °

| The central concern of this study is i.b.e.’ The Jacob .
traditlon in Fosea has been chosen as an example of i.b.es
‘which W1ll 1llustrate some of the methkds and concerns whleh
the blbllcal exegetes demonstrate in their wrltlngs.. Therefore,
it is necessary to examlne chapter 12 in detail in order to ‘
determine lhe place and smgnlflcance of the Jacob traditions

in the chapter. E

1. Ephralm surrounds me with lies,
' the house of Israel w1th deception,
But Judah still roams with God,
. and is falthful to the holy ones.. °

Chapter 12 beglns a new transm1351on complex and beglns

4
.
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by studying what will be tmo of the centrglyissues in the

" chapter: t,'he' i and VNI of Israel-Ephraim. There is some
question as to ;ho is soeaking iﬁ‘vefse la, Yahweh or Hosea?
Wolff suggests that it is the prophet since the-;zo yords Pp'ANE A
and on3 elsewhere in the Bible boncernmonly the neighbour

(with the exceptioh of Psalm 17:1), He draws further support

from 1b which speaks of God (El) in the third person(197b 207)

1

The problem may be—avoided by understanding that the people in .

effect surround God when they surround his agent, éhe.prophet.
The impértance of the surrounding is that in doing it ‘the
| Israelltes cut themselves off from any poss1b1e contact w1th
God/ (54, 7 2). *
It 1T also not certLln whether ‘1b commends or condemns
Judao. Coote solves the difficulty by allowing Judah to mean
Israél in parallelism; 1b is, then, one more instance of
Israel's apostasy(l971'389,'390- cf. Gertner:1960:282). " The
’verse mist in this reading be translated as "Judah again strays
with El, and with the Holy Ones he 1s falthful“ 'El ‘and the
“Holy Ones refer to Canaanite delt;es, ‘Wollf differs, statiné
tﬁat Hosea never uses 'El to refer to the Canaanite deity
and that the usage of"1y implies«contrast,eith the aetions
‘preceding it(197h:210). _In neither case ;s the understanding
of the Jacob traéition in Hosea affected greatly and so this
difficult problem is best avoided in this study. The’
translatlon above is left reflectlng the ambigulty of the

',origlnal.

-~
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2. FEphraim associates with the wind,
and chasés after the east wind all day. - .
(He multiplies deception and vanity) .
They makela covenant with Assyria,’ T
and carry- oil to Egypt. ’

 Ginsbérg correctly notes that the words 'wind! and

'east wind' are "sterling Hebraisms" for futile and foolish AN

“actions(1961:340). Verse 2a is chiastically interpreted by

2c; the chasing after the east wind refers to:the covenant

Hosheah ben Elah made- with Assyria in 733 B.C. (5:13, 8:9; ©

. II Kings 17:1). - The friendship with the wind’refers to the

moré'recent disastrous attehpt to ally with Eéypt aftér

Tiglath-pileser Ifi's death, the oil being ségt‘to rafify the

agreement(Wolff 1974 211) | N -
The phrase in brackets (2v) disrupts the chiasm of - ‘ ,

verse 2. and has been labelled an interpretive gloss (B.H. Stﬁtt.,

. Wolff). However, it does offer an interesting comparison
" between Ephraim's actions (mltiplying deception and vanity) -

" and Yahweh's actions (verse 11 mltiplying visions) beside

its obvious comment‘upon Ephralm' treaty maklng efforts'

Yahweh works to save the people and>they only work to destroy

‘tbemselves.

. 3. Yahweh has a lawsuit with’Israel}? Q

to visit Jacob according to his ways,
. o,

r

ﬁ 1. B.H. Stutt suggests the removal of the 1 from verse

/3721 and its;placement at the end of verse 2.

2. An interesting parallel to these actions is fOund in
Isaiah 30’6.
3, The occurrence of Judah her.is Widely understood as

a Judean redactor's appropriating gloss. However, E. Jacob says -

w - . N -

.
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_aqéordiné to his practises he will
repay him, .

This verse céngtitutes the announcement 6f»the lawsuit
against Jacoy—Israel. That Hdseg is not closely following the
‘fo;m Qf covenant lawsuit found in othe; préphetic books is :
evidenced by his shuffling of the usual order. He has placed .
whaf‘hould be the initial accusation (verses 1 and 2) before
the summoﬁs’(verée 3) (Hﬁéfmon:1§59:285).‘ Good draw; further
'support for the emendation to Israel in 3a by noting that the
éllusions qhichqullow in verses L and 5 dg@oﬁstrate the
justice of the rib and so it is fitting that the names Israel
and Jacob, wh;éh are central to the misdeeds of I and 5,‘shoulq
‘be stated defendants in the laysuit(1966:139). gdaah-is |
possible in parallel with Jacob (ér. 16:11), but in the
presenﬁlcase Israel seems more likely gi&ep the importancé of
the naﬁes for the charges in the case.

It is important to note af this point that Hosea, when
referring to Jaéob or Israel, is ' ’ing both to the patriarch -

and to contemporary Israel. Hosea proceeds to dempnsfrate

that, the latter shares not only & name with its ancestor but .

also his less desirable characteristics.

"cette correction n'est nullement une infidélite, car Jacob
designe taujours 1'Israél des 12 tribus"(1965:86). In
contradiction to this view Gertner(1960:282-83) equates ghe
verbs-of 1b. JONI,TIwith. 1M¥ and 23> of Lb and 5a and
states that the controversy really is with Judah and Jacob,
Judah is merely another parallel to Jacob. Cf. Keil(1880:146)
who states that Judah's sins require anly a trial and reproval
while Jacob's require a visitation from God.

»
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The word translated as 'practises' ( 1?7790 ) recalls
“7:2 where the same word appears although there its decidedly

: . A . ] bt s
negative sense is more obvious. 7:2 ip also very similar to

5

- 12:1; in both cases the evil deeds” !'surround'. ,w-‘

“7:2b 17 '3ID A3 TYYYD m'::o nn& <
~ . 12:1 IX® N2 D3I 0OOX DI 23220

In 7:2 the peoples' deeds surround themselves while in‘12:1

"they surround Hosea/God. In both cases it is the evil deeds

that are a barrier between man and Gpd. This similarity and
equivalent usage of 'surround' makes it'possible to equateé the

" AP and YD of 12:1 with the 31°77yD of 12:3. i, this

makes it more than ¢lear that contemporary Isra

‘on triael with the ancestor--they sh

Hosea's exegetical plan of attack begins to unfold

‘'with this verse. By indicting Jacob and contémpqrary‘lsrael

«/

through the equation of their acts he calls into question the

: cod%empofary lifestyle of Israel and also the symbol of .

Israel's divine election, Jacob.

-
y

L. In the womb he supplanted his prother M
and in his strength he strove with God.

. . -
With this verse Hosea begins his exegesis of the Jacob
traditions. ‘In Genesis 25:26 the meaning of Jacob's name is

given in a neutral etymology. Jacob's actions in the womb

are degcribe&'deutrally, "his hand took hold of Esau's heel."
¥ . B 4

1. Cf. 4:9b wbere the identical phrase to 12:3 occurs .
except that it is explicitly directed at contémporary Israel.

-
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'Hosea on the other hand, plays on the negative meaning of

Jacob's name, by -saying that the latter supplanted ( ﬁ?y )

his brother. Jacob is portrayed as having begun his career of

*#1iving up to his name even befere he sees the lighﬁsof déy.

The negative portrfyal of Jacob is also found in
Genesis, 27&3? wherein he is also called the supplanter and
cheater. Immediately before 27:36 in 27 35 his actions are
described as 'V . TVDTD functions as an equation between
~Jacob aAd coqtemporary Israel in Hosea 12, Just ‘as the strana
of tradition which was responsible for Genesis 27:35-36 depicted
Jacob as guilty of deceit, so Hosea charges contemporary

Israel as guilty of the same sin (12:1). Vriezen suggests:*

" that although the pejorative verb Y was familiar to the

Israelites in connection with the name Jacob,

e author of °

the Genesis narrative purposely avoided i se in connection

with the birth story(l9h2'70). Thé latter statement must. be

_restrmcted to the author of Gene51s materlal other than

/
Genesis 27: 35—36 Probably then Hosea is exposing what would
have been a sore spot to many who shared the main Genesis

source's sentiments.

Both Wolff and Good think the other half of the allusion -

in 12:4—i.e. its contemporary éignificance——may be the emhity.
shown by Ephfaim to Judah. Good specifically suggests the
Syro-Ephraimite coalition as the possible referent(1966:140).

An-alternate possibility is that the contemporary significance

- is to be found in all of the evil deeds of Istgel. In 6:8

;.
A
!
|
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Gilead is d?scribeq as a city of evil doers ( 1'1r<‘ 2799 )
tracked ( N2PY ) with blood. The Israelites we;e all sup-
planters of each other.(éf.'Ueremiah‘9:&). It is unnecessary
to restrict Hoseé to specific allusions in this verse. The sins
were multiple and céuld allybe included in £he general categpries
of ;hé'evii'deedg and ways of verse 3, and the deceit and 1ying=
of verse 1, - | |
Aékroyd,:yho wishes to obtain a iaudato;y seﬁsq from

verse 4 has.difficulties hére(l963:248—h9)l He cites all
possible instances where J’Y may not be negative and translates
it as 'oveq%ook‘.' In'Lb he translates jTN as 'maturity’
this being warranied asia'more 1oéical paral;ei to 'the womb'
than 'evil'. Textual support for this'trgnsiatioh is meager.
Ackroyd recognizes that the IXX rendering Ev ubnorg
envisages 11Y and is a negative reﬁdé?ing. Howevef, he stilt
a£tempts to_use this to suppért his bosition by tfanslé{ing
QGHOLQ as ‘téil, weariness’, - His justification of this
-rendering is tha£ it deécribes Jacob's physical ;ﬁd mental
state before his struggle with God.

| .The main: criticism of -such a rendering is that it
_neglects. the word ‘play which is carefully built into the verse
and the”re§t of the chépter in favour of a rendering with slim
fextual support. Also ignored is the fact that Israel-Jacob
'is the objéct of the lawsuit in verse 3 and that Jacob is bo
be réqxﬁtedggnd visited for his evil wéys. ’
.T'he ward 11X in 4b is éspec‘:ially rich in allusivé

-
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power in Hosea: | \ .
: @
1. A&pomted in M T. it can mean either manly y:Lgor,

t
S

strength or wealth. In any case the mean:mg is ‘clearly that

Jacob in hlS self-sufficiency i‘ought with God. Wolff's

translatlon as 'wealth' is probably wrong; given its parallel '

& ,
position to 'in the womb', manhood with connotatlons of strength

arid self-sufficiency is more approprlate. However, in 12: 9

- Ephraim f:mds wealth ( 7IX ) for himself through his deceitful

(™ ) ~sc&les and sinful -( XON ) practlses. The connection
being made is obvious , both Jacob and Ephralm a;'e guilty of
self-sufficiency; Eph;'aim.dependé oni his weal';h, forgetting
the real source of his wealth (2:8), and Jacob depends on his |
own means of deceit and *'strength ( 17X ) - sin - wickedness
'( 119 )" to steal his blessing and wetain it,”’

2. 17X is’ similar 1n sound té6~ T1Y ‘iniquity* which

is Hosea's choice characterization of Israel's evil doings

(428, 5:5, Ti1, 8:13, 9:7, 9:9, 12:9, 13:12,-and 1}4:23).

Hosea. deliberately calls attention to this word play im 12:9

where the two are equated. . The meaning of verse 4 is-clear, S

Hosea accuses bot,h Jacob and Ephralm of a, false self—suff1c1ency

dependent on deceptlon, and evil. prqctlses in dealmg with

their fellow men. Both are'guilty of * 11¥ i.n their 11N,
Hosea's exegetical treatment can be illuminated by

comparing it with the Genesis account of the s/aﬁe events.

First, as was mentioned above, Hosea traces the roots of Jacob's

chbaracter to actior;s' done by Jacob in the womb, Even’in the K

[
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' nggative etymology in Genesis 27:35-36 Jacob's supplanting
character only appears in his,e;;ly=manhoéd whén he takes
away Esau's birthrigh? and blessing. Second , wi£h respect to
the Pehiel story, Hosea states that Jacob'was wrestling witH
God there. . In Genesis Jacob'scopponent is sald to be-a man
(32 24-25) .. Hosea wants to make it clear that Jacob was
guilty of hubrls and rebelllon agalnst God, the same ‘crime
with which he charged contemporary Israel (7:13).

“In two short line; Hosea has listed Jacob's major
crimes, supplanting of fellowmen and rebellion against God;
the same crimes he has been charging the ﬁatioqlwith.

5a .But God ruled, the messenger prevailed.
b He wept and supplicated him. .

_ Verse 5 is generally consid@red to be the most difficult
verse of chapter 12.- There are a‘numﬁér of tixtudi\?ifficulﬁies
and interpretive possibilities. -

. 1. Many scholars féel‘that'ﬁwg must be distinguished
from i10-of verse L. Its root is said to be TW 'to

rule over' rather thap 11 'to strive, wrestle'. Gertnér

reasons that. if they are the same verb then 5a is a "meaningless .

‘A" . J"‘ \ﬂ

repetition of one detail" previously given in Ab with the use,
/

of an unsuitéble preposition.1 Further he states, such an

om1551oﬁ would also destroy the organic unlty of the passage

e .

1, Certner is not consistent in’ applying this: meanlng—
less repetition requirement. He does not question the double
'for a wom&n‘ in verse 13(1960:276).

.
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for i{. omits detai']..s of the Genesis éccount such as Jacob's
request for a-blessing,.his question about the name of his,
assailant, and God's command to go to Bethel(1960:282). 'By
éréanic upit& Gertner apparently means a complete retelling
of the Fale as if‘appears in Geneéis. But Hosea did not set
out Po recount Genesis, his pgr%bée was to demonstréte Israel's
guilt. Ther'efore, it is wrong to assume th'_at all of the
Genesis Qaccount must be found in Hosea.1 Gertner's s\ugg;astion
to read TP” as from T1W depends on this questionable °
requirement . |
Ackroyd,‘whiie bptiné for 17V recognizes th;t Il t/j
is equally possiblé but requires emendation of 7X to X .
<77, though, .require‘s 7y rather than 7X (Judges ?:22‘) and
so appears to be no better. Ackroyd séys that 72X is cémwgnly
interchangeable with 7y but does not provide any evidence tq
back hp his’staéement(12é3:250). However, Ackroyd‘hés méde a
case for the grammatical Qalidity of 1@ as an opfion. In
sx;ch a case the exe.gete' mist turn to the structursl and -
semaritic indications of \the un;LLt in question in.order-to n;ake
a decision., |
Wolff objects to VW because it is -unlikely that

© the same.verb would appear with PX in verse 4 anét7N in
verse 5. Therefore, Wolff deems i£ likely that g'different

' .

i. See'Gertner's article(2960:277) where he states
that we must look’for seven missing elements of the Pennel
story in verses 5 and 6. :

-
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yerb, W, is being uséd.;n vérse 5. However, he later

" undércuts this réason for reading 10 by reading the 7N

which folléw% Y7 as 'El, subject, and-dropping the j&?D

as a gloss(1974:212), His reason for reading W rather

thau.'l 710 is therefore removed. '
ﬁolff amoni others, has recognized.ihat there is

contradlctlon in verse 5ab if the same s assumed for

&

"both parts. First Jacob strives w1th/§ords it o Fessenger

.and prevails., Then he weeps and makes supplication’ to him. .

This cdntradiction suggests that the subject in 5ab has changed.

If it has changed then the sentence needs a subject. A subject
- can be provided, ‘as WOlff hﬁs suggested by reading ‘7N as
subject rather than follow1ng the p01nted text which in, any
' case makes no sense. Now verse 5a c&n,be read as glther "And-
God strove..." ( 17w ), or "And God ruled..." ( TW).

‘ In deciding which reading to adopt it must be remem-

bered that Hosea is attempting, in his exegesis, to correct

. \ . . - N .
certain misimpressions about Jacob. . In verse La he substitutes

)

a pejorative etymology 6f Jacob's name for the one given in

Genesis '25:26. Now'in verse 5a he-does the same thing with

’ ’

Jacob's other name, Israel. In Genésis 32:28‘the,etym016gy
of Israel is "for: you have strlven w1th God". In thls tradi-
tlonal etymology the Israelltes _would have obviously’ taken

great pflde. Jacob their father was a mighty God-battler.

Part of Hosea's task was to demolish'any such false pride (7:16).

Therefore, in verse 5a he gives & new meahingjto‘the name

AN

s
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Israel,{"God rules". éod is the ruler +ot Jacob nor contemporary
Israel. The dec151on to adOpt TV has thus been made upon
the ba51s of a semantlc con51derat10n. God as ruler is more
sultable to the conte*t of Judgment in verse 3 and exeortation
in verses 6 and 7. God is a ruler of men, not an-equal or rivalo
whéimust strive with ﬁ%p-in order to persuade them.
Hosed's intention is clear. Instead of seeing themselves
as a natién of God—;trivers reliant on theie own resources
(yerse‘hb, 9) ihe-Israelites a;e to be ruled by God. ﬁosea“s
e*egesis, then, is‘es mucﬂ as to say "You:have misundérstood
'your name ‘?ole, and youf actions show it".' L S
2. ¢ second difficulty, is the appearance of the
IN?D who is.ndt a pert of‘the.Genesis account,. Scholars
fellowing Gertner's lead here excise K7D as a mergina;
gloss. According’to.Gertner the glossaﬁqr could have read
verse '5a. with God as the subject of all the verbs. The
glossator may not heve liked tﬁe idea of God crying and
supplicating, and S0 wrote the word "messenger" in the margln

=
A later copylst then 1nserted the gloss lnio the text(1960 280—81)

/ " Ackroyd thinks that Gertner's hypothe51s introduces

.unnecessary compllcatlon. The interchange between God and

'messenger is-found in other narrat1ves(19?3 250) However, if |

’ )

'the "messenger" is -a gloss then 'El may be taken as the subJect

. of both verbs. A more 1nte*est1ng readlng can be obtalned

1f it is recalled ‘that in tHe first part of this verse Hosea-

was exegetiﬁg“an‘etymologiciﬁ tradition.which.appears in Genesis’

s
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&

Francis Andérsen has.establisﬁed that the etymology in.
Genesis 32:29 is chiastic and symmetrical,
K ° AN . ’

0 72X BY N7 °J. For you struggled with God
(8 syllables§

7311".1 D’J]JK OY1 And with men you did succeed
(8 syllables) .

.gndersenjstafes that "The key to the recovery of this poetic
orecle lies in recognition of postpostive’ (sofcalled Wwaw
emphaticum) with the final.verb"(1969£200). Such may also be
the casg w1th Hosea's verse 5, :

7X “W*1 And God ruled

7271 X7 And (the) messenger prevalled.

The chlastrc structure, a favorite device of Hosea's, now

becomes evident. The significance ds far as Jacob is concerned

is much the_sem

as the flrst part of verse 5, Jacob loses the

his substitution sirce.it stands out so clearly

‘as a new element in. the etymology of Israel. Instead of Jacob

prevailing over men, God's messenger prevails over Jacob.
_ o . .

One's imagination does not have to be too active to see that

‘A

Hosea is making a suggeition to-his cantemporaries. Just as the

messenger prevailed upon Jacobrso Hosea " shouig.prevall upon

~

contemporary Israel.

'S

' Holladay(l966 53— 6A) has d;scovered a chlastlc structure
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fr&m verses 3=-6 which reveals the objeét\of Jacob's weeping
and supplication after God sets him straight ‘in.verse 5a.
The chiasmus {s: :

verse 3a a Yahweh

B
¢

.verse 3a b Israel (acceptlng the emendation in 3a)
verse 3b ¢ Jacob '

verse La d Jacob and Esau at birth

verse L4b e Jacob with thé divine beiné

verse 5a e Jacob withithe divine being

verse 5b d Jacob and Esau at their reunion

verse 5c ¢ God and him| (Jacob the patriarch) at Bethel’
verse 5d b God énd us (Israel the nétion).ai Bethel
verse & a Yahweh x ‘ ‘
A change takes place im Jacob's life as a result‘of God's
actions in.verse 5a. Jaggb the trickster is dominated by God

and prevailed -upon by 4 messenger. His hybris is conquered.

. The result is that Jacob is reconcaled to his former rlval and

&

asks for his fprglveness (verse 5b). -On the basis of'the

chiastic structure quiaday is able to name_Esau as the.object
of Jacob's weeping and supplica£i05(1966-55) The establish- -
'ment of proper relatlon between man and God in verse 5a results

in proper relation between man and ‘man in verse Sb. The
P N ‘

1. Holladay dlffer%, understandmng tﬁgz:—:;;;;es L-5,
then affirm that Jacob-Israel has always had a "character defect®,
and that this bu1lt—1n defect is reflected in his names. He got
‘the better of his brother in the womb he was guilty of hybris
in the highest degree in his battle w1th the divine stranger,
and then, the same old trickster,.he came weeplng and whlnlng to

his brothqil:£i29ﬁ163) ’ ,

A TaAins
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‘Genesis. accounts support Holladay's suggestibn. In Genesis

-~
o

33:1, thebrothers weep upon meeting and in 33:10° (c‘f.‘ 32:6, 33:8,

15) Jacob does suppllcate Esau.

Jacob's actlons towards Esau after the struggle at the .

Jabbok refsgl a changed man. This change is exactly what
Hosea exbects contemborary Israel to make. They are to ;eek the
face of God in their distress (5:15). Just as Jacob was pre-
vailgd upon by the messenger so Israel is %o be prevailed upon
by Hoséa. v‘ ) . ‘

, ' a.

5c. At Bethel he will find him,
d and there he will speak with us.

e “~_ There is disagreement amongst scholars as to who is

Y
£

finding whom-in verse 5; Those who regard verses 3-6 as a
polemic against a Bethel cult see this as Hosea's quotatlon
.of thé people who foolishly depend on the weakling Bethel.’
Thus Good translates;°"At,Bethel, he‘(tﬁat imposter deity finds
him/us, and there he speaks with him/us)."(1966:146). While it
" is difficult to demonstrate any certa1n praoofs against reaglng
Betha1 as a deity, the evidence against it may be cumulat;ve:
1. As Holladay recogn1zed(1966 59) Bethel appears to be
parallel to OV and so adverbialj 2. - Hosea attacks Baal
w0rsh1p throughout ‘the book (eg. 2:10, 15, 18; 9:10) but not
Bethel worship;- 3. Accordlng to WOlff(197h 16L) XYD is a
verb of election in both 9: 10 and 12:5. When Wolff's observa-
tlon is ‘connected w1th Holladay's dlscovery of the chiasmus in

I

verses 3-5, Bethel must be taken as a place name. The

1
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correlated passages in Genesis.are 35:1, 7.' God tells Jacob
10 go up to Bethel and there biesses him with the patriarchal
blessing, that is, it is at Bethel that Jacob finally receives
the patriarchal‘eleciion. Accordiﬁg to Hyattk1939:9$), "Bethel

in these passages is more likely to be the name of the place

rather than ‘the name of the god although it m?st be admltted

that the ev1dence is not entirely conclusive...."; L. . Flnally,

since there.&s no conclusive indication in the text of a change ,
in the subjects of vefsé 5 and since verse 5 is about a changéd
Jacob,.it seems uﬁlikely that Hosea would have him consorting ‘
with a god Bethel in verse 5c after 'El in verée 5a.
'If.it is granted that Bethel may be read as a place .

name in verse 5c¢, then it seems likely that Hosea is speaking

.of Jacob's election in verse 5c. God elects Jacob in Bethel

. and there he will speak with the Israelites. In this reading

»

Qerse 5 alsp contains a subtle attempt to reclaim Bethel for
| . e i
Yahweh. ‘God will meet with the Israelites in the center of

A

their apostasy to Baal, By stating that it was at Bethel that

Jacob received his post~Peniel election.Hosea is:making the claim

that Bethel is'a place for Yahwism, not Baalism.,

Verse 5c¢ jsjth§~beginning of Hosea's direct exhortation

-

‘to Israel. At the same place (bath phy51cal and psychologlcal)

IJW where God found Jacob.he will speak with us. Hosga includes
himself in this, at lea%t if the reading 11NDY is accepted.

The prophet does nat hold himself above the people but joins

‘ fhem.as corporate men béfore God. If 1INY is translated as

4
|
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"with us" in verse 5d further reason is provided for not

‘accepting Ginsberg's suggestion that the su jeét of this verse

is the god Bethel.. Hosea would hardly have included himself
with the devotees of. Bethel (of course Ginsberg makes an’
emendation to 12Y );?

Hosea's first exegesis'of the Jacob traditions is

‘completed at the end.of verse 5. By comparing the exegesis

Sa

. : N ‘
with the Genesis version of the same events it is possible to

fill out Hosea's allusive usage of the traditions, and also to
see how he molds and adapts the traaitions to suit .the needs
of his preaching. The oid Jacob who in ve;se 3 stood trial
with the Israelites forfsimilér crimes confessed his sins and

was rehabilitated by God. As Israel, the God-ruled one, Jacob

now stands as an example for contemporary Israel.

6. And Yahweh God of hosts,
Yahweh is his namé.

Wolff states that the éntire verse|is a doxoloéical
insertion to be undgrséood in terms of the administratibn of
sacral law. The people hearingntﬁese.words were to acknowledge
Yahweh's holiness and confess their own sinfulness(1974:16L).
This woul? be a parallél action to Jacob's erying and Supﬁlica—

tion. Of 1727 Childs states that in verse 6 it is virtualldy

synonymous with 0¥ (1962:70-71). In other cases DU is the

name which is spoken while 12T describes the cultic act of
utterance which Wolff describes. At the other end of the scale

is Gertner who :sees in verse 6 an ingenious midrashic blending

T G iyt kg A e e
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- of the experiences of Jacob ig Bethel (apparently God Almighty

of Genesis 35:11 equals God of hosts of verse 6), Moses in
Midian (Exodus 3:15, 73T ), and Israel in Egypt (Exodus 12:41,
FINIY ) (1960: 279) In addition to what‘“ever cultic usages
or midrashic allu51ons the ;erse commands, in its present
context 1t also defines and.pralses the subject of verse 5d.

It is Yahweh who dealt with Jacob and who will spgak with the

Israelites., And while the "God of armies" may be intended to

" command the beople's respect it may also be seen as an

appropriate title for the being who fought with Jacob, and who

is still striving with his descendants.

4

7. So you by meéns of your God- return,
keep loyalty and justice, ’ ) :
and stick to your God always. ' !

Hosea continues his exhortation to his contemporaries.

“

Just as Jacob had God's help in retﬁrning to God so:contemporapy'

Israel is offered that help. Jacob ekpérienced God's help in

: . CN . . i
' the form of a battle with God. In the 'same manner contemporary

Israel is given God's help in returnlng. In' 2:8ff God hedges

her in and builds a‘wall agalnst her so that she cannot continue

in her"evil ways. “And she1w1ll say I will go and return to my

firs£ man...," (2:9)., God takes away. his bounteous gifts from

her (2:11) so that she may stop misguidedly thinking that it is

" her lovers who suppiy theﬁ.. God visits ( 1?5 ) upon her the

Baalim days (R: 15) Just as he visits Jacob according to his

ways (12 3) Verse h:9 is espec1ally 31gn1ficant in thls*

. regard due to 1ts exact phraseologlcal equivalence to 12 3.

VR,

“
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N
Both Jacob and his descendants have their ways visited upon

them and their deeds returned unto them.
~The ﬁurpo;e of these actions was to get Israel to seek
Goa, so that in theiﬁbdistress they say, "Come,.ana let us
rgtuﬁ (" A2W23Y ) to God..." (5:15-6:1). Of course with
. this return Hosea makes his characteristic demands for 00

> and VDY amongst the people(éee Wolff 1974:119-21), just as

Jacob had to repair his relationship with Esau before receiving

. y

ot AR ottt A=

" the patriarchal blessing.

-8, In the Canaanite's hand are deceitful scales,
. he loves to extort.

éanaanite,hgre is used pejoratively in its application to
Israel. For Israel trade was supposed to be a task for Canaanites
who had to secure their own livelihood(WOIff:i97b:%1h). Israel's \
needs on the other hanh were met by'Yahweh (é:lO). - Therefore, -
its task was to attend ‘to Yahweh and not .to tr&de.q
. Verse 8 is ciearly set.in contrast to~the exhortation
, of verse 7.- Is}aei—Ephraim has been exhorted to return and
to keep justic? and love for his fellow map.e Instead verse 8
finds him once again in his deceitful ways cheating his fellow /
men. ’After verse 7 Hosea expected to find Ephraim prostrated

_ in humble supplication. Instead he is caught red-handed "in

‘the marketplace with false scales in his h#nda. Jacob, bad as

. - MIMMWW““

he was, managed to.change his ways. Contémporary Israel does

not, even try. Therefore, the lawsuit of verse 3 is now directed

>

DN s P

splely ‘against contemporary Israel and Jacob is used as evidence
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against it. . | //
9. And Ephraim says, "I'm rich!"” .
"I've made a fortune for myself.
, A1l my profits do not bring me guilt
‘%hich is sin." . C
Wolff notes that the quotation from the defendant here
is fu}ther proéf of his guilt(l??h:2lhjl _Ephraim is guilt& of )
the evil of self sufficiency ( 711X ) as Jacob was in verse Lb. /// g
The play on 311X and 71y is obvious. The7IX that Ephraim - ,'
is relying on is really 11¥. The relative clause, "which | !
is sin", was likely added to reinforce the equation of 1&&‘1 ‘ '
and 11Y and to make clear to & listener that two different
—

words were being used(Wolff:1974:21L4).

10. But I am Yahweh your God \
from the land of Egypt.
Once more I will i?turn you to the tents
as in days of old. :

\

The first half of this verse qualifies the nature of
the action done in the second ﬂélf. Obviousl& the exodus is (:::
being recalled in verse 10a. Since Israel-Ephraim had not
returned voluntarily, the God who brought about the exodus would
now make Israel return (hiph'il of 23¥ ). The difference

between the exodus and the movement of verse 10 is that this is

a reversal of the direction of the exodus, which was a movement
towards fulfillment of the patriarchal promises. It i®

important to note here, if Ehe direction of the remainder of -

1, Reéading YD DD with Driver(1938:162).
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chaﬁter 12 is to be understobd, that Yahweh does not cause
¢ \

Israel to return to himself, but only "to the tents as in days
of 0ld". This distinction is necessary because it leaves the

<

actual positive reSponée to God as Tsrael's responsibility’.
‘What Yahweh is s;ying here is exactly what wés said in 2:10-17.
:Israél cannot respond -to Yahweh in its present state of social
gnd moral decay. .So Yahweh will strip it of all-distrgction$
‘;nd return it to‘a wiiderness siﬁp&tion. "And there she will "
answer as_in the days of her youth and as in tﬁe’d%y she went
up out of Egypt.", (2 7). .

) Both WOlff(197h 215) and E. Jacob(l965 89) state that
the days of meeting (days of old) here simply: refer to Israel'
first encounter with God and not any fesgive occasion (cf. 2313;
6:6; 9:4-6). It was in the wilderness encounter-that Israel
made a covenant with God. Here in verse 10H§uch a response

is asked for again. The dlfference from verse 7 is that now 1t
should be even easier for Israel to responﬁ. Jacob respondeq

.. while keeping his wealth. Contemporary Israel is unable to

do so and so must lose its wealth,
11. i‘spoke by the prophets,

I multiplied visions, .
I made-similitudes by the prophets.

“Betwegn verses. 10 and 11 lies the center of the éhapter.

I

. Prlor to thls the,;nd1v1dual units, IT verses 4-7 and III verses

8~10, were structurqd w1th Jacob—Israel's mlsdeeds in the flrst

two or three versesrfbllowed by-a 31ngl% verse response to
&!

those mlsdeeds.\ The first responSe (verse 7): was made by the

a ™" . . . i N
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prophet on God's behalf while in the second (verse 10) God

! . .
. himself entered the picture to address Israel.

3

Now in division IV of the chapter the established -
pattern is disruptéd. The section begins with what should

have been Yahweh's response to verse 12, That the response

-
1

of God appears before Israel's action suggests a change in the

course of interactions between Yahweh and Israel. In conjunc—

-

ion\with the return to a wilderness situation Yahweh iﬁmediatelx

o¥ides intérpretations of‘thése destructive events, qgﬁéiy

the words, visions, and 51m111tudes of verse 11, This is done

),\‘ ']

so that there can be no mistaking what is taklng place and who
o

is causing it. Apparently Israel misunderstood the source of

s
!
|

its affliction and turned any way but to God for relief (4:12,

14: 5:13; 7:11-15). In verse 11 Hosea claims that it is

a1

through the prophets'’ a‘isions and s::LmiJ.itudes‘, which come in
_conjunction with the devas£ation that God makes know his
will. Also as WOlff(197A 215) states, "By recalllng the
' prOphetlc proclamatlon of God's will, verse 11 elucidates
Israel's present guilt just as verse.7 dld by referrlng back:
to the'anclent exhortatlon to Jacob™, - - . ] / L "':[
- It was- made very easy for Israel to.return accordlng -
to verse 10 It shoyld have no reason or excuse not to, ‘By’ i -

1mmedlately followlng verse 10’w1thé$erse 11 the return to

Yahweh becomes compelling. No one who experienced th€ chasb—

v

ening hand qf Yahweh in the hlstorlcal events of those years, .

© and was toxd the meantng of those events by the prophets, o , . ‘1’

. '
'3
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could do other than return to God.  Yahweh had ddne everything
for Israel. ' ‘ '

Tﬁé change in structure may also reflect Hosea's views
on the conteﬁporary state of the saving history. After making
his offer in verse 10 Yahweh, without waitiég to “see what .the .
peopie‘§~responsé will be,.acts again in a further effort to
bring Israel back to himself..’ This appéTKi to be Yahweh's

final offer. He has laid down his last cards at once.

“ L

12.. If Gilead is evil, - -
they.are surely wasted.
(If) in Gilgal they sacrifice bulls,
yea their altars become like stone heaps .
on the furrows of the field.

B S T T LRSS GIRTSUUT LI o

.

As Goote nétes(l971:397}, verses 12-14 are examples of
the similitudes God givés in verse 11. There may be veiled-
* allusions to-Jacob's treaty.wiﬁh Laban (Genesis 31:44~55) in
this verse. There is certainly a“ connection between verse lé.

and verse 13, which does deal .with events in Jacob's life with

-Iaban, through th}é Acon(necting words 70 and 11 ,. -Also,.

-Hosea mentions Gilead in one other place (6:8). There again

N

oo,

the association with Jacob is made, "Gilead 45 a city of evil
.doers ( '1IX *?7Y9 |), tracked ( f12pY ) with blood". Both of c

“these clues point towards the Jacob tradition, specifically "3
. ' . e ° ) o ’ . o * )
Jacob at Gilead., .

11 ! -
According to Noth(1972 92—9A), there is a hlstorlcal -

basis behind the legend of Jaeob's and Laban s treaty on Gllead. '

o

The hlstdrlcal fact 11es in thé role played by ..
*a certaln hegght of "Mount Gllead", marked by

! Al
A N .
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a stone heap or an erected stone. It was re—

. spected as a boundary by both sides:’ by the

@ Israelites living west of it-~that is, the
Ephraimite ‘settlers of this reg10n~—and by

. the Arameans living on the eastern side.....-
This custom was then sanegloned by the
narratlve of the treaty-in which Jacob repre-
sents the Israelites of Gilead, while "the
Aramean Iaban" and "his brothers" represent
the neighbors east. of the boundary....

Now, this agreement probably 1ncluded,
at the same time, the provision that any pursuit
of an‘'offence came to an end at the border and
that the offender would be exempted from punish-
ment once he had- successfully passed this line,
since there was no mutual extradition. This led,
however, to the one-sided view among the Israelite J
neighbors that the contract once had been made )
only to protect stolen property which had been-
‘taken surreptitiously and successfully from

-:the Arameans.and which was safe once a person
reathed the boundary line of "Mount Gilead",
Jacob himself once had rescued a successfully
acqplred booty in this manner, in that he had

. succeeded in getting ‘to "Mount Gilead" ‘and
¢« there had concluded that very agreement whose
terms stood as historically given.... It is

" easy t0 understand that this narrative theme
of the outw1tt1ng, cheating, and perhaps even
robbing of .the Aramean neighbor, with its
happy ending of the safe &rrival at the bound-
ary_of "Mount Galead", enaoyed great pOpular~

.1ty....

-

~ Granted that there is a good deal of .conjecture in
. Noth's statement 1t is still p0551b1e to see that Hosea may
have been addresslng Just such a popular underswandlng of

en been Justlfylng some of

Gllead. The Israelltes may have

"their 0wn evil deeds by such an un erstandlng. If Jacob the

patrlarch did it, why shouldn't they° But Hosea has dlready

. demonstrated that the Jacob tradlhlons have been wrongﬂy

_ Jnterpreted (verses A and 5) Jacob's pre—Peniel acts are

-

. no longer toﬂbe emulated.“ If the covenant made on "Mount

T T

[
‘
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Gllead" was based on 1IX it has surely now become a.n empty
and useless thlng. 'I'he 1ong hlstory of evil deeds based upon
' the actions of Jacob has arrived at’ an empty covenant among
men. ‘ - ‘ L © ' . . . i -
Vei'se 1% is & confﬁnuafion of Yahx::eh's‘ statement that

he will return Israel to the wild'erness.'l The covehant between

M_—--

. men 1is persa.stently ev11 (6: 8—9) and so they are surely devast-

-

_ated; The word play in verse 12 is on the mean:.ngs of 1IN
and NTW ; The workers of ruin (6 8) will themselves become
ruined; -the ‘wealth ( 11X ) accrued in’ Gileadic actions becomes = *
erhbtj and dsele‘_ss. In 12b the play revolves around 0’71,
2171, and TY71. The sacr1f1c1a\l altars, which have

. already been declared useless (6 :6, 9:4) w:Lll become more than
useless, they will become a nuisance to the farm%rs. The alta_rs
of Gllgal become useless heaps destroyed like Gilead, the

‘ . emplty covenan_t. Through such actlons Yahweh destroys both the *
agricultural and the*for-en.gn I"elng.O}lS pursu:Lts of Israel.,

_ With these gone Israel ::{s retumed to the nomadic life of the

3

* tent dweller.

13, 1k 'Jacob fled to/from the fleld of Arami ‘ o
Israel served for a wife, for - mfe he = _
kept (cattle). . T
But by a prophet Yahweh broyght Israel . '
from Egypt, )
and by a prophet he was kept. T y :

1. Cf. Job. 30:3, '3‘8:226, 2"2 where X% is used of
“thed'esert. -. S A

»
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"some warrant for Iéﬁ@ing the verses where’they are (other than

79

.

Many scholars-have .argued that these two verse are
out of place and so proposed various rearrange@eﬁts. However,

no single reconstruction has gained mpéh support. Thexre is

_the demands of the chapter's ex1st1ng overall structural
symmetry), this be:mg found in the l:l_terary connection between
verses 12 and 13 by the word TR I /28

Interpretatlons of these verses var§ as ﬁech as

suggested reconstructions of the chapters ‘Sinc.'e. the two verses

are parallel it is first neceesaxy to aetemine what is :being

-

compared before maﬁing any proposals about meaning. ' b .
S : - dative /indirect .
N of object
. subJect verb . object | means / .
1st, clause . h ' ; b
verse 13 Jacob .. fled (self defence) -
- verse 1l Yahweh brought up © Israel . by a prophet
2nd clause - . '
verse 13 Israel served . ' (Laban)
' " for a wdman
kept -+ - (cattle)
verse 14 Israel was kept . - ‘ by a prophet
According to Ackroyd the clue to the significance of - . oo
verse 13 can only be found in the context due to the vague and ' - i

heY

alln51ve nature of. the verse(l963 2&6) However, s;nce verse 13

o . . e - - ‘ ‘ ~
AN . L . g ‘ AR PR Co . .
. . - N fwﬂ . " 'y ’ FOEEN * ~ .

‘is inextricably linked W1tﬂ verse 1L, affectlng’and belng

affected by 1t, 1t 1s necessary'to look beyond verse 1h for
{ 4

euch 1nd1cat10nsm Ackroyd does the opp051te of thls. -He

., 4
v Ed



T, . for Jacob's descendants, just as the;exodus from Egypt is

. ' . 80 o .
( . v ] o . L.
ignores verses 12 and 15 and ipssead uses'only‘verseilh to | - .
. ) ‘4" . 3 . ’
) dehermipe the context for versé'13. The next step then becomes

@ H . .
s

easy. Since verse 14 stresses\God‘s‘protectrve activity on
E. behalf of Israel and verse 13 is in ﬁsrallel to verse_le, Jerse >
j 13 must also do this. Therefore both the flight to Aram, and
the acquiring of a wife represent'EEE?Bstabllshment of hope ' oo ~

cd

the beginning of new hope for the nation of Israel.

ARSI GR e au e snafe <= ¥

.However, I would suggest that by taking into account
"' .
the context of verse 13 and 14 together, i.e. 1-12.and 15, this

interpretation can be shown to be wrong.

o ‘ , R 4.

s

It was noted above that there is likely some allusion
to the Jacob-Laben materiai'in~verse 12. If this is granted
then there is also the possibility of a veiled chiastic pattern
from verses 1# 1&. Verses 11 and 14 refer to God's messengers
to Israel, the prophets. Verses 12 and. 13 allude ‘to events ini

,the Jacob—Laban story. Verses 11 and’ la’refer in positive
tones to thelr subgects who are God‘s agents. yerse.12 refers B
negatively so its subjects, the ;sraelltes. Wgat shodld be’ - i R
expeched frem verse 13? Even)y if this cﬁiasmus is denied there
.15 still the condemnatory context surrounding verses'13 and 14.‘] h

l Sure( pun.lshments are. promlsed b;th in verse 12 and 7{;;ec1ally ' tod '

'

._ in verse 15, whlch is the nesult clause of verses @ and 4. .
. ¢

The unit speaks of Judgment not hope.,

= :24__:

. o Returnlng to the comparlson betWeen verses 13 and 14

an v

) nn" arld "by
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» of a possible refereﬁce.tJ‘the fertility cult in verse 13 by*

gL |
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According to B Jacob(1965-89)

Bn insistant sur la femme, Osee ne veut pas dire -
que l'ancétre Jacob ! etalt adonné aux rites de
sexualité sacrale apres lesquels coureriti les - : X ‘

. Israélites. de son temps (cf. L:1h); mais il
trouve dans 1'attra1t pour ‘1""éternel féminin",
une constante de la nature d'Isragl: la femme
et tougours la. femme——-et ma propre femme au551,.
hélas! pense le prophdte.

C'est donc aux themes primordiaux de
l'electlon et de 1'alliance que nous sommes
Trenvo es et a l'exode qul e est toujours
l'exp ession 1a plus adéquate dans l'hlst01re, g—
& toutes les enterprises des hommes Osee oppose
le. "Fe" de D1eu(1960 +86).

AN

Jacob's 1nterpretat10n solves the controver31a1 problem

relegatlngrthe lattqf concern to a secandary level in Hosea s .
‘preaching in verse 13. The comparlson is rather between a |
life of mundooe concerns’ and dutles agsociated’ wlth marrlage
-.and the free life of the religious group Is;ael whose needs

are met by Yahweh through the prophet. Although the latter

comparlson is most v151b1e 1n the opp051t10n of the WOman and

the prophet it can also be seen 1n the verbs of verses 13 and lh. :

’:“In Jacob's pre—Penlel 1ife his actlons cause him to flee from ‘ 7§

Ve

home to a forelgn country. There he mist serve as a meplal

. -

3-’laborer and a 1iyqstocx tendeflrto get a wife, 'Xhus“his socular Cn \

¥
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concerns lead him to an éstrapged life of drﬁdgery. The
religious life én the other haﬁd, leads from a life of-slavery -
in Egypt to a freeﬁlife.iq which Yahweh takes care of needs
through the prophets. S P 3
HOWeyer, even this noncommltal 1nterpretat10n leads
back fo the questlon of whether or not, Hosea 1s.preach1ng
against some sort of cult prostitution or hariofry in verggs 13
and 14s 1In h-lO Hosea exclaims "Indeed! -They have forsaken
Yahweh to devote ( 'VD@) themselves to fornication." Wolff

Al

',(1975 82) states, _ '

nTo devote themselves to forn1cat10n"=( '1007
D¥3137.) apparently is not without an ironic
*~ - yndertone. WY can especially denote worship
of a god (Psalm 31:7; Proverbs 27: 18) thus
D’J'IJT would, appear to‘ have replaced Yahweh
, Israel's worship. Bub it is more likely that
W07 followed by a nonpersonal object belonged
orlglnally in Hosea's circle of disciplies and as
in Deuteronomy (sixteen times) had the content of
~ the -O%I1?2X NY7as its object. The priests
- have replaced this, the true object of their care-
;ful observance and cultic practise, with D"JUT
i.e., with Canaanite sex rltes. A

5

In both Jacob's and Wolff's statements there is an opposition
between what the people were.doing ( Y ) and wha’c Hosea
expected of them. Also %E;poth 12:13 and 41011, women are
mentloned és the obgects ?f the fnians wrong act.lons. "For
th;se men go a51de with whores, and share sacr1f1c1\)/meals .

. with templef prostlt,utes." , (hl.ll;),ﬁ,fAlso in Yahweh's initial

»,

’ tend:ing df cat.tle, was one of’ the hardest and lowest descrlp- v

tlons of serV1tude (cf. Gen381s 3o 31- 31 bo I Samel 27: 2Q)

e “MWM‘ A ATt =
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" directive to Hosea the prophet is ordered to go and take on an |
0?3373 DUX . The connection in Hosea between womén and -

some sort of sexual misconduct seems at least visible (1:2;

2:7; Le 13-1u)

' The word '13y in verse 13 may also p01nt towards an

- —rl

apoétasy on the part of Israel since it ofpen referg to idolatry,
eg. Deuteronbm; L:19, 28; 28:14;'Jerem;ih 5519, 13:10. Thus
theré are ‘three separate indicatiéns in verse ig,lthat Hosea .~ !
ié preaching agaipst somé sort of apostasy by Israel which likely
‘involved sexﬁal migconduct. Although noﬁe of the three indica-
tions is conclusiYe in.it§elf, their combined férce‘permits the
.quern exegete to note thie veiied attack on Israel's preference

for sexuél liasons rdther’than the prophetic word.

As én;exémﬁle ot«i.b.e. verse—i3 is simi1ar to verses

-6. Hosea uses the Jacob traditioﬂ‘és an apt comparison

‘for the exodus tradition, and at the same time, as a paradlgm
/w1th1n which contemporary Esrael's actions may also be under—
> stood. Granted tba} Jacob does not appear gs an éﬁostate to.

a sexual cult in Gehesis,-neither:is it Hosea's purpose ﬁo
make Jacob into such an apostate. It is contemporary Israél,
: whose actions are hinted at 1n key words of verse 13, that

:Hosea is preaching to. . Within the settlng of verses 13 and 14,
Hosea attempts to éemonstrate that‘Israel's present course
" of actions lead to enslavement. The Jacob tradiéion in verse‘hB
is- just a vehiclévih\whlch to present a message to Israel.

1
Contalned withln verse %f ~s a subtle plea for the )

Fohohy empee o mpeine 2
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‘nyour brother Esau comforts himself|by planning b0 K11 you.

. \ ‘ .
bility as a teacher of the law of God (4:4-6) and the political

8k

Israelites to heed the prophet as the authoritative representative -
of God.' The‘plea is made by way of an exeget1ca1 recomblnatlon
of two separate tradltlons. The result is a completely new
tradition with subtle,'but important, differenoeS'from either
of the parent tradltlons.‘ Certainly, Jacob's flight to Aran -
was not\negatlvely portrayed in the Gene51s versions of the
tradltlon. (In the flrst of the two reasons gmven for Jacob's

fllght it is because of Esau's anger over Jacob's treachery

that Jacob ‘must flee. But the way that text has been worded,

[

1

(Genesis 27:42), maké Esau appear as a villain rather than as

being righteously indignant.) With respect to the exodus

traditions, Hosea 12:14 may be among the earliest instances
exhibiting the view of Moses as & prophet. According to J.
Blénkinsopp(l???:hl) even the Deuteronomicﬂrepresentation of
Moses as prophet may be dependent on Hosea 12:14. By 80"
characterizing Moses, Hosea bofrows the Mosaic authority and

the fundamental lmportance of the exodus for all Israel, and

,ass1gns them, to the new Moses, the prophet._ That this was a

' ‘radlcal shift in authorlty bardly needs saying. But for Hosea

1 TR -
1t was a necessary shift. The priest had shirked his responsi-
\ .

4

!

;saderskred become corrupt and degenerate (5:10, 7:3-7). The

only one

3

%Cft to lead the people out of the ruined society was

the prophet. - - ¢

. I5. Ephraim has bitterly grieved.

~ gy
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He will leave his bloodguilt upon-him; -~
‘ His Loré will return to h%m‘his reproach. .-

This is the result clause Both;of the final plea and .
of the :entire-chap’cer. According to Wolff D’&f?ﬂ is a '
catchword in the theoloéy of Deutéronomy, Jéremiah, and the
Deﬁterohoﬁisq,'always point}ﬁg tq the provocation of Yahweh
by paé;n‘worship(197L:217). ‘This is a stat;ment of grief by
the prophet, én h;skown and also fahweh'é behalf. Obviously
. the_atfempts of chapter 12 have fgiled‘to turmn Ephréim from
its ways. The\judgment is-£hen gut in a @articularlj severe
" form. \The expgession "hé will leave his blood guilt upon him"

is a ‘cultic legal formula (Leviticus 17:4; 20:9) in w;;ich the
punishment is a'difect result'of the défen@antfs crime, the
senbence being death(Wolff:1974:217). In addition to this
Ephraim's Lord.puts his own‘seai of app%oval on the éecree
‘ \

(verse 15c) and so guarantees its necessity. Ephraim will

nét turri from its Ways,'thérpfore, it must suffer the, consequences.

oF
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3. CONCLUSION

»

Hosea's Use of the Jacob Traditions

The first and most important result of the investigation

3

Al

is that Hosea's use.of the tradition is dictated by the needs

of his preaching. Therefore, he was not necessarily concerned -

with the Wcorrect" ordering of the events, nor with agreeing to

any traditional or w1dely held opinions of the eponymous
ancestor.1 In fact it appears from his persistently negative.
exegesis of the Jacob traditio;.thatahe may eveA have been
combatting some such popular exegesis of the Jacob tradition.
The power of Hosea's exegesis lay in its aﬁil;ty to call into
question somé of the most fuﬁdamenﬁal\pfesuppositiOns of
Israelite thoﬁght. They were not to see themselves as the
_sons of a migﬁty God-battler, but of one ruled by “God They
were'not to rével(in Jacob's tfeacheries, for the latter were

sinful and lgfﬁ behind by the Jacob who became the patriarch -~

Israel at Peniel. In this sénse Hosea was 1ndeF§ndent of
- popular tradition. n

Once the nature of Hosea's use of the traaitioﬁal'
material:is rgcognized the problém of the different order of

'eveﬁts frem the Genesis account dis?ppears, Those who argue
, X

: \ o v

1. Ackroyd's arguments falter at exactly this polnt
see pages 2h6-h7 in his article.

.\ * '. ,86
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otherwise are setting requirements for chapter 12 which it

87

5

was never intended to fulfil. Such rearrangements as Ginsberg's
(l961:3b1—L2) are dependent on two presuppositions: first,
that- the Genesis account was always normatiﬁe‘and all others
should be made to agree with it, and second, thet there was
such a thing in Hosea's time as & normative acéount. It is one
of the lasting contributions of source‘qriticism‘té have
revealed'that Genesis, and in ﬁﬁis particular case the Jacob
cycle, is by no means a siqgular.normative expression. Rather -~
there are many, and sqmetimes conflicting, layers of normé&i%e o
traditional expreésions thch arose in different groups, places,
and times. |
The question of whether there was a normative tradition -
in Hosea'§ time,'reﬁchés to the centre of many statements and
questions about chaptér 12, It has been stated above that
Hosea may have been combattlng a popular apprec1at1ve exegesms 
of Jacob and his various mlsdeeds. This assumes that there
was such a, favorable popular Jacob tradition. Similarly, "
Ackroyd, in defense of a favorable exegesis of Jacob in Héséa,
cites thezpatriarchal stories, "themselves éléarly egylier than

1

v

the prophets", as indications that a positive view was normal,

®

1. gAckroyd's'statement(1963 2575 is problematic. ’
Certainly the patriarchal stories do contain ancient el€ments

in them, but the redactional exegetical handling of them in thé
interests of various groups and viewpoints has been done in

» various periods.. For instance the P redaction of.the Jaco

material would generally be regarded as later than Hosea..'Cf.

.‘ Jo Van’ Seters Abraham in History aﬁﬁ"Tradltlon. New Haven:
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vy . , \
Both my .own-and Ackroyd's statements involve a greéi many

~

unproved assumptiohs. Even in the Genesis account Jacob is
' |

by no meané-completel& innocent. Fishbane(1976:15-38) and
Sarna(1970:181-210) have demonstrated that the Genesis Jacob
cycle has been carefully structpfed with ‘certain concerns in
mind. In other words, even the Genesis account is not a

1

simple redactional collage of traditional stories which take the
‘Jacob traditions as delightful pieces of roguish folklore. :
It is probably,more accurate to say *that there are
man& 1eve}s of meaning inherent in the Jacob tradi£ions,
wherever. they occur. These levels of meaning ‘are a-product-of
the long histofy ofoyransmission through which the ﬁaterial
has passed. As R. Culley notes, "if we speak of biblical
material as literary or written, we would have to keep in mind
that it is closer in time‘to a period of traditional oral lit-
erature and so may still bear a relationship to or reflect
the influence of oral . tradition.", (1976:66).' That is, it is
close to a period of IsraéIite history wherein the culture was
predominantly involved-in oral composition ahd transmission
’of its traditions. Based on contempo}a;y studies of'moderﬁ
folklorists, Cuiley suggest§ that oral transmission of stories
. is a’very flexiblevproééss allowing a narrator much room for

\

y ..
.

Yale University Press, 1975, p. 310, 311, Van Seters sees
the J Abraham &s an exilicphenomenon with P being post-exilic.
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embeIlishment and recomposition during each performance(1976:
30-34)

« In such a process of transmission there is no "originél".
version of & given story from wh}ch all other variants derive
(1976:117). ‘Rather there is a continual process of variance,
with variants continually being replaced by others. 1In the
written text the Genesis account may réflect one such exegesis,

\ '
and Hoséa‘s,/;nother.

‘e
On this basis Ackroyd's poéition appears to be

untenable. He states that because the Jacob stories are told
virtually without embéllishment in their final form, set within
the P méterial, yith no overtones of condemnation, the popular
tales were'evidéntly accepted; Allusions found in Malachi 1,
Romans 9! and ﬁebrews 11 also exemplify a positive acceptance
of Jacob's actions. Ackroyd concludes that Hose3 also must
have accepted Jacob(19§3:257;58). The problem is that Hosea
does not approve of Jacob's actions, and if Culley is right,
need not. The recognition of £he existence of such types of.
i.b.e. as are found in Hosea 1é:thus may open the door to a
new understanding and acceptancé of conflicting viewpoints
within the Bible. !
The Relationship of Hosea 12 to Genesis 25:19-35:22

. There are th opposing positions on the question of the
relationship betweeﬁ Hosea aﬁg/beﬁesis. Holladay believes that

<
Hosea, in the chiasm from verses 3-6, has reproduced the order

of events in Genesis, and so thinks that Hosea is using those

n
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traditions(1966:6L). Verse 13 contradicts this assertion and
unfortunately Holladay omits it {rpm his discussion. If Hosea

had been purposely giving the events in ‘their Genesis order of

" occurrence verse 13 would lie in the middle of verse 4. In

Harper's commentary this is exactly where verse 13 is reposi-
tioned. Therefore, Holladay's conclusion is unacceptable"
unlgss; of course, he would be willing to accept Harper's
reconstruction of the chapter, -
Gértner als? opts for the above-mentioned relationship
(although by implication only). He states that the 'cha;pter
contains a fuil ?epor%, in organic sequence, of those 1eéends
and sourceé as fouhd in Genesis(1960:281). Gertner does notl’
explicitly state that Hosea was dependent .on the Pentateuch
as we knéw it, but his metho& for exegeting Hosea depends on
that assumption. He labels chapter 12 an old prophetic midrash
which applied methods and teéhniques which were later fp
become the backbone of rabbinic midrash(1966:28h).‘ These
techniques, word bridges, word plays, and text blghdiﬁgs
which Gertner admits having borrowed from rabbinic midrash,
depend for their existence on a.Qritten text, and, according
to d:;tner's exegesis of Hosea's exegesis, upon the pentateuch
as we now know it. Obviously this is an unproved and even an
undefended asépﬁption. What Qertner ﬁas‘ddpe is to demonstrate
5At how Hosea midrashically exegetes Genesis, but how Hésea's
chapter 12 can be midra§hically related to Genesis by one

L]

“skilled énd familiar with the methods of midrashic exegesis.
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A

Good, on the other hand’, supposes that Hosea was
dependent at least once upon a tradition other than the Genesis
traditions. He bases this proposal on the diffe}ence in
‘attitudes towards Jacob which Hosea has from the Genesis account.
quevgr, there wés nothiﬁg to prevent Hosea f{rom holding |
different opinions about Jacob than ﬁhe Genesis redactor and so
changing the stories. Good also finds a tradition element in
12;5a ("he wept") which‘he believes is from a source other than
Genesis(1966:150). Good réjects the possibility that 122
refers to Jacob's actions upon meeting Esau (Genesis 33:4) in
favor of a hypothetiéal tradition which is not extant in the
Bible other than this possible appearance in Hosea(1966:iLA).
Holladays' solution(1966:60) to this question seems preferable
since it is less dependent on assumption.

De Boer also thinks'Hosea depended on a source other
than Genesis because the order of events is different and
- because Hosea denies that Jacos's god is Yahweh(i9hé—h7:162—63).
The problem of the different ordering of -events is solved by
recognizing that chapter 12 was not intended to be an"accuraté
transcription of Jacob's life. As to whether Hosea thought
Jacob's god was Bethel sée the discussiop on verse 5 above.

A third position has be%n suggested by Vriezen(1942:76).
Just as one canﬁot supplg di}eéi evidence of ﬁosea's knowledge
of the’patriarchal narratives as we have them in Gedesis,‘\\
neither can it be definitely.stated that he depended on an

alternate version. Vriezen goes on to state that since Hoseégs
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evaluation of Jacob has aﬁparéntly;not affected ‘the Genesis
account, it ig likely that the Jacob tradition had received
its definitive form befdre\HoseaKl9h2:77).

One must certainly agree with Vriezen that it is not

ay

possible to demonstrate eithe} Hosea's dependence on or
independence from Genesis. However, just as it is not possible
to demonstrate Hosea's independence from Genesis so one cannot
rule out the possibility that Hosea has influenced the Genesis
account. In fact, if Sarna's remarks(1970:183, 206). are

accepted the Genesis Jacob is quite similar to Hosea's Jacob.

They are both initially morally condemed and later redeemed

: J
at Peniel.

Hg#ever, I do not wish to press for the’similarity of
; . : . |
the two 4ccounts. If Culley is correct in seeing the trans—

mission process as a series of variants, then dependence
determined on thé basis of content or even similar wqrds, is

mootable and even meaningless. It is exactly through such key
3

words, stock situations, and characters that the'story is
IS

transpitted., Such similarities only reveal that both variants

are based upon the same tradition. It is this very similarity -

and basis on the same tradition that enables scholars to use
Genesis to unravel what Hosea i$ saying in chapter 12. The
key Wbrds, phrases, and situations, the elements of continuity
upon which each narrator builas'his own version, allow a -
reconstruction of an allusive use of the tradition, by making

* use of a more detailed and embellished variant such as the

N
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Genesis account, It is a mistake, however, to then say that the

allusive use is depéééent on the embellished use., The relation-
ship can only be assumed io be‘one,of family, and not direct
dependence, until such dependence is explicitly demonstrated.

| AﬁtemptS‘to show the;gggﬁqt influence of one variant
upon the other can only become conw1nc1ng when two condltlons
are fulfllled. First there mus} be equivalence of phfaseology
and not Just key’wqrds. Second, there must be some assurance
as to the respective dates of the two variants in oner to
verify the chyonologieél possibility of the proposed dependence.
Without these condiﬁions being fulfilled, debate is meaningless.
A negative appraisal of Jacob may submerge in the series of |
variants and reappear t@o hundred years later immediately
following a positi;e appraisal, Which has influenced which?
Therefore, it is a moot questlon at thls p01nt to ask of Hosea s
Jacob is a reworked Genesis Jacob. Both are variants of the

archetypal Jacob of tradition. -

Inner Blblxcal Exeg851s and Midrash

The acknowledged purpose of Welngreen s collection of
articles (1976) is "to provide the materials for the tra01ng
of a direct line of continuity in tradition from the historical
period of the Old Testament to early rabbinic tlmes", (ix). -
There is nothing wrong w1th the latter goal, but for ‘the bibli-
cal scholar an emphasis solely on the continuity between i.b.e.
and midrash would be wasteful‘of the valuable resources

3,
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//f/ﬂi\\\\\ come very imporgant. It is
exegesis that important event

~ to written compositlgn, or thy

especially with'regard to the Documentary hypothesis. . . .
- . _ ol ¥

- ' 9L

ié ’ .
available in i.b.e. The continuity which has been observed ¢

between i.b.e. and midrash1 suggests the po§sibility of an

" historical study of the developing exegesis.

Hoﬁever, if_a history of the phénomena is to be attempted,

then the differefices between gifferent 'periods of exegesis be- \;/////{_\\
. )

nly in the differences in types of

such as the change from oral
change from a non-canonicalsto ) ¢
i ‘

a canonical text, may apgrehended.

~

§>>‘ By using midrash as the, comparatively speaking, fixed ' k

' point from which the categorizations and developmeﬁtsaof i.b.e.

may begin, the hisiory of i.bve., may Begin to form. This
mapping process will be aided ?y making use of existing pro-

posals for the dates of biblical materials. On the other

. hand { if the proposed history of i.b.e. works out acceptably,

it may'fggction as a corrective to éxisting historical recon:
structions of the biblical material.” In| either case midrash
shoul& not be used merely as a convenient system of categories
into: which i.b.e. may be %itted. Rather midrash cép function _ -

best if its differences from and likeness to i.b.e. are fully

1. Cf. Childs(1972:58), "Although the early biblical
parallels to full-blown rabbinic midrash are often only remotely W
connected, there is enough similarity between the. two to speak
of proto~m1drash1c forms within the '0ld Testament." «
2. Cf. Weingreen's discussion of Deuteronomy as a : !
proto—Mlshnalc collection of an early gral Torah(1976:151-52).
As Weingreen notes this would raise major literary problems

o
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realized so as to make the propaéed history of early Bible

. o <
Inner Biblical Exegesis and Biblical Studies

\l
When ? new 1n51ght or explanatlon appears in the
N

field of‘b19&1 al)studles chylars seem to thlnk in terms of

&

"either...or..." logic. example, Sandmel spoke of the need

to depart from the Graf- ausen hypothesis py way of recog-

nizing the haggadic charaeter of Scripture(1960:122). 1In the

present aiscussiéh t has also been suggested that the study

of i.b.e. may havaE:ome advantages over other critical approaches

to the biblical text in its greater freedom from speculation
~and hypothesis. "Hawever, in order to grant it a greater

freedom from speéuiaggia foundations. the study of i.b.e. must

be restricted to %f?gples'in which there are at least two

distinguishab e-Viewpoints given about any single item within

*

the tradition. For example, the presentation of Jacob in

o

Hosea 12 could not easily be recognized ai/axégetically
divergenf if there were no other presentations of Jacobi§h\\\

the'Bible.l Thus far, no supportive'hypotheses:were needed to
N\

. 1. J. A. Sanders(1972:xiv) disagrees with this limitation
in the study of i.b.e. He says, "Any definition of midrash -
which limits ‘its scope to the citation and use of an actual N
biblical passage is def1c1ent.“ By requlrlng two distinguishable
viewpoints.before labelling a passage as i.b.e., I am making

- what Sanders calls a deficientHefinition. However, if one

agrees with Sanders, and it is{not difficult to do so, then the .

utility of i.b.e. in questions\g adition transm1551on becomes

vague.  Bverything in the Bible becomes midrash, "exposition of

tradition". "When one studies How anf ancient tradition functions

in relation to the needs of the col ity, he is studying
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say that Hosea's Jacob is an example of i.b.e.

However, when attempting to answer the typical scholarly
questions such as whethér Hosea is dependent on Genésis (or .!
Vide versa), or what kind of tradition transmission such
divergence might represént, or,‘in the case of Hosea 12:13,
about what specific contemporary misdeed Hosea was préaching, it

" appears that not only:must students of i.b.e. revert to hypoth-
esis and éssumption, but they also must revert to those very
critical apﬁfoaches to which i.b.e. was supposed ts‘Be superior.
For example, the discussion of Hosea 12 was depenéent on
literary source analysis of the gentateuch, speculative datings
of biblical-material, form criticism, theories of oral composi-
tion and tradition transmission. in fact, it seems:that ‘when-
ever an attempt was made to answer the usual critical questions
about biblical literature, the answer could only be attempted
by operating from within the framework of the traditional
biblica%—criticai paradigm. I;b.e. of itself does not project

answers to any of the critical approaches; questions may be put

to it and answers drawn from it, but that is” all.

midrash.", (Sandera:1972:xiv). It is perfectly fine to say

that every tradition in the Bible is an interpreted tradition
geared to some heed in a commnity, but such generalizations

lead nowhere when it comes to studying the mechanism of tradition
transmission. By limiting the study of i.b.e. to cases of dis-
tinguishable viewpoints, in which the glechanics.of exegesis can be
seen, further knowledge of tradition transmission, and the history
of tradition transmission may be gained. Then, from this relative-
ly. firm basis of knowledge, one may return to the other exegeses

in the Bible which do not evidence two or more distinguishable
viewpoints. . o o~

iy



o

Ot £2

s

>

o AT N

.-

L RIS
<7y
~ T

TR

3

P L

=7

S s A K s

2

o

TR

AR D

T S
<

TR e W
;}nr&*.:, - -

SN
F

A

97

Granted that i.b.e. is just a textual phenomena and not
the basic element of a paradigm from which to view the Bible,

one might ask if i.b.e., as a piece of evidence, has any

particularly important contribution to make to any of the

critical approaches to the Bible or to any other contemporary
view of the Bible and biblical tradition. The most obvious

(and perhaps least illuminating) answer is that i.b.e. shduld

. be taken into consideration in any statement about the nature of

tradition transmission. Neither, on the latter question, is
the evidence of i.b.e. unequivocal. On the one hand, a single
word explanatory gloss may suggest a fixed text which could not

be rewritten and so had to be explained or altered by addition.

On- the other hand, a case such as Hosea 12 suggests a fluid

unrestrictive tradition. Either of these two examples might
be of great importance to tradition history, but only within the

context of an overarching theory of tradition transmission

. which would explain the different types of i.b.e. as products of

) 1
different social, historical, or political situations. Such

1. For example the importance of continued study of
i.b.e. is confirmed by the necessity of compiling a complete
catalogue of all examples of i.b.e. before beginning to theorize
on the historical positioning of a particular type of i.b.e. By
careful coordination of all the available examples of i.h.e.
with existing speculative dates of the texts from which the
examples are drawn, patterns of developing exegetical methods
and tradition transmission may begin to appear. One expected
pattern might be that the majority of free exegeses would lie in
the pre-canonical period. Later exegeses would be hypothetically
limited to glosses or minor adjustments to the traditions. The
obvious danger is that the examples of i.b.e. will be made to
conform to pre-conceived schemeworks, Any particular free

.
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a theory would also likely have to include the canonization
process, midrash, and Jewish and Christian exegesis, as well as
theories of oral tradition within its purview.

(8N

L.b.e. may also be used to provide a corrective in-

fluence on existing theories of tradition transmission. For

example, Noth's statement that the pentateuchal materials are
simple compilations arrived at by a purely literary procedure
of addition(1972:250) can be criticized from the vantage of
either Sarna's(1970:181-210) or Fishbane's(1976:15-38) analysis
of the Jacob cycle in Genesis, Both Sarna and Fishbane claim
that the careful literary structuring of the traditional stories
constitutes a moral critique of Jacob, and also changes the
meaning of the Jacob traditions. Even in this case, however,
it is not just the unique contriﬁﬁtion of i.,b.e., to provide

a corrective to Noth's view, but also it is the result of a
careful study of the text,

N\
The great importance of i.b.e. to biblical studies is

exegesis might just as well be the product of a post-canonical
free-thinking spllnter group who were redefwnlng the traditions
to suit their own needs.

1. G. Vermes(1975:88) has also suggested a similar his-
tory. "The historian of the legal, social and religious ideas of
post-Biblical Judaism, seeking to make decisive progress towards
a reconstruction of their complicated evolution, will in his turn
find Bible exegesis.[i.b.e.] that precious thread of Ariadne which
will lead him safely through the literary labyrinth of Targum,
Midrash, Mishnah and Talmud. He will also discover there the
unifying bond which' ties biblical and post-biblical Judaism to-
gether. There, too, lies the answer to a great many real pro-~
blems confrontlng the New Testament scholar.”
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especially illustrated by this last example. Noth's statements
to the effect that the composition of pentateuchal materials
was essentially preliterary(1972:1, 250) were not made upon the
basis of any textual "support, or at least Noth does not make
reference to such support. I.b.e. provides empirical evidence
for compositional techniques and tradition transmission in the
literary composition of the Bible. Any scholar dealing with
the general question of the composition or transmission of the
biblical materials cannot afford to negle%t the evidence of

i.b.e.
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