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Abstract
This thesis explores the theme of ambiguity in the book of Hosea, the means by
which this theme is communicated and its effects upon the interpretation of the book as a
whole. The contention of this thesis is that the book of Hosea does not allow for ‘closed”

dis “final’ i i ‘the book” that the book.
which wavers between threats of punishment and promises of reconciliation, yet avoids
providing the reader with a final, unqualified statement in favour of one or the other. This
tension between threat and promise is one of the qualities which gives the book its
tremendous power, yet at the same time the uncertainty it expresses has been a source of

many difficulties for the book’s commentators. The first chapter explores the ‘marriage

metaphor’ which i biblical larship for many years, examining

the uses of words derived from the root 7137, including the varying interpretations of the
expression 03137 M. The interpretations of the early chapters of Hosea as “biography”
are critiqued and rejected in favour of viewing the use of such expressions as not only
inconsistent with the methods of most proposed biographical reconstructions, but also as a

result of the polemical aims and language of the text. The second chapter discusses the

literary devices used sense igui il ility within the book’s opening

chapters. Special attention is given to the sequence surrounding the naming of the children

inthe first h d the ing use of the negative 8", but a di ion of Hosea’s

use of imagery with multiple connotations, in particular the ‘wilderness’ and its role in the



iv
wife’s abandonment and return, is also included. The third chapter continues the exploration
of polyvalent imagery, moving into the latter portion of the book (chapters 4-14). The

deepens by ining the i ining of the images of ‘Exodus’, ‘Egypt’ and

the ‘wildemess’, the use of the root 210 in conjunction with these images as illustrations of

the polyvalent imagery found in the book of Hosea, and the element of physical motion

involved in apostasy and fai From this analysis one can more clearly

see how the ‘marriage metaphor’ of Hosea 1-3 sets forth the book’s basic themes, and also
provides the reader with both a means of entry into the dynamic tension of the text, as well
as some of the interpretative tools required to analyse a book which consistently defies

expectations and evades facile summarisation.
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Chapter 1

The book of Hosea is widely acknowledged to contain numerous difficulties. First,

the difficulty of the book’s language is legendary among its commentators, although there
is little agreement concerning the reasons for this difficulty. One of the prevailing theories

is that Hosea may well be the best (if not the sole) written representative within the biblical

canon for th i “northern’ tradition: i with the kingdom of Israel and that
the book therefore may contain peculiarities of dialect. These would, however, only appear
to be peculiarities. Much of what has formed the basis of the biblical text’s Hebrew has been
transmitted through the southern kingdom of Judah, leaving the Hebrew of the northern
kingdom with fewer witnesses in the biblical canon.' Hosea’s language is also characterised
by obscure words and phrases, many of which are virtually inexplicable. F.I. Andersen and
David Noel Freedman maintain for instance, that the “text of Hosea competes with Job for

he distinction of containing more uni passages than any other book of the Hebrew

Bible.” Yet the difficulty of its language is only one of several puzzles and these are not

! Terminological problems are apparent in the study of Hosea. ‘Israel’ can be used to refer to both Judah and
the Northern kingdom or merely the Northern Kingdom, which also gocs by the names Samaria and Ephraim
(e.g., Hos 4:17; 5:3, 5 ; 7:1). In addition, naturally, ‘Israel’ is also another name of the patriarch Jacob (Gen
32:23-33; 35:9-15; Hos 12).

* Francis I. Andersen and David Noel Freedman, Hosea: A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary (AB 24; Garden City, New York: Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1980), 6.



limited to th rds or ing to which Andersen

and Freedman refer. As Yvonne Sherwood recently put it:

distuwbing, fragmented, Many texts pose
mmemmmmnrumsz

divides...>

Or as Jerome put it centuries ago: “Si in ioni omnium sancti

Spiritus indigemus aduentu, ut cuius instinctu scripsi sunt...Quanto magis in explanatione
Osee prophetae orandus est Dominus...?™

‘Within the history of Hosean studies, the first three chapters of the book of Hosea
have received a disproportionately large amount of attention from scholars, and are often
cited in the descriptions of the book as ‘disturbing’ and bewildering. This attention is
intriguing because chapters 4-14 are generally viewed as the more difficult in terms of their

language. For example, Sherwood’s above comments on the text’s interpretative problems

di d i chapters 1-3. One of these di ies is the terse wording
of Hosea 1:2:
‘When the LOI Hosea, the LO} i “Go, take for yourself
awifeof for the land i

? Yvonne Sherwood, The Prostitute and the Prophet: Hosea's Marriage in Literary-Theoretical Perspective
(JSOTSup 212; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996), 11-2.

* Jerome (Hieronymus), Commentarii in Prophetas Minores (CChr Series Latina 76; TVRNHOLTI:
TYPOGRAPHI BR.EPOLS EDITORES PONTIFICIL, 1969) PROLOGVS (l) "lfwe smnd in need of the
i )... by how

pi
much more in the i ion of the prophet should the Lord be called upon?”




by forsaking the LORD.” So he went and took Gomer daughter of Diblaim, and she
conceived and bore him a son. (Hos 12-3, NRSV)

Sherwood describes Hosea as a “problem text™ and Hosea 1:2 as containing “the text’s most

notorious problem” in the figure of Gomer.* to Yhwh's for one

of his prophets to “take” a “woman of " as asignoril ion of th of

the land and its inhabitants have been many and varied, but have tended to share a feeling of
shock and dismay that has been constant from the time of Jerome until today.

Quis enim non statim in fronte libri scandalizetur, et dicat: Osee primus omnium
prophetarum meretricem accipere iubetur uxorem, et non contradicit?®

‘The godly imperative is both the
book to elucidate... The balance of the call or chlrge 10 the prophet is to marry a

‘woman, certainly one of th ling divine allocutions recorded in the
Bible.”

The reaction to this “startling divine allocution” has been varied. The problem of
interpretation is not just that the opening verses of the book are shocking or that the action
which Hosea is to is ious.” The difficulty of interpretation is

compounded by a very similar verse in chapter 3: “The LORD said to me again, ‘Go, love
a woman who has a lover and is an adulteress, just as the LORD loves the people of Israel,

though they tum to other gods and love raisin cakes™ (Hos 3:1, NRSV).

5 Sherwood, The Prostitute and the Pmph= 19.
¢ Jerome, Commentarii in Prophetas Mi icres, “For o would ek be kpoedisly candalise bforstil
book, and would not say: *Hosea, the first of all wife and
he does not object?"™ (1).

7 Andersen and Freedman, Hosea [AB 24], 115-6.

* H. W. Wolff, Dodekapropheton I Hosea (BKAT 14/1; Neukirchen-Viuyn: Neukirchner Verlag, 1965), 15.
ET: Hosea (Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1974), 15.




Scholars have long wrestled with the relationship between chapter 3 and chapter 1.
The prevailing assumption is that Hosea 1-3 forms a single unit, distinct from the rest of the
book in terms of both theme and genre, and that there is a way in which these verses can be
‘harmonised within this unit’ This approach is based upon the assumption that Hosea 1-3
contains biographical information about Hosea. On the surface, this approach would seem
to be warranted because of the nature of the content of these chapters. The language of these
chapters is based upon incidents concerning the wife and children of the prophet. Yeta

closer i igation reveals that a bi ical approach is not ially well suited to the

material, despite the use of the prophet’s family in the book’s symbolism.

‘The LORD said to me again, “Go, love a woman who has a lover and is an adulteress, just
as the LORD loves the people of Israel, though they turn to other gods and love raisin
cakes.” So I bought her for fifteen shekels of silver and a homer of barley and a measure
of wine. And I said to her, “You must remain as mine for many days; you shall not play the
whore, you shall not have intercourse with a man, nor I with you.” (Hos 3:1-3, NRSV)

If one assumes a biographical basis for chapters 1-3, the issue of whether or not the
commandments of Yhwh in chapter 3 are merely a different account of the commandment
in 1:2, becomes a matter of critical importance for the interpretation of chapters 1-3 and the
symbolism of Hosea’s marriage to Gomer. The symbols and their meaning are greatly
affected if one assumes that these incidents are biographical. If these are two entirely

separate incidents involving the same woman, entirely different incidents involving different

° Gale A. Yee, Composition and Tradiition in the Book of Hosea: A Redaction Critical Investigation (SBLDS
102; Atlanta, Georgia: Scholars Press, 1987), 51-2.



‘women, or even parallel accounts of the same event, a different interpretation must arise in
each case. Francis Landy describes the question of ‘the woman’ of chapter 3 and her
identification with Gomer as “One of the perennial, but irresolvable, critical issues.” For
Landy, however, 3:1 “clearly recalls” 1:2."°

‘This perennial issue is, however, a debate founded upon a mistaken understanding
of the purpose and nature of Hosea 1-3. The purpose of Hosea 1-3 is not to establish
biographical details about Hosea and Gomer, but rather to establish a metaphorical lens
through which the rest of the book may be viewed. Despite admitting that this is the most
likely purpose of the text," most scholars have persisted in interpreting these three chapters
as biography. This tendency manifests itself in the explanations of the phrase “woman of

ies” and the di i ing the nature and manner of Gomer’s harlotries.

B Fth £ thi: itional i : firstbe

examined and critiqued in order to fully demonstrate the need for a different approach and
understanding of chapters 1-3 and consequently the book as a whole.

© Francis Landy, ANewBibli i 1995),

48.
" ibid., 12 (“The narrative of ch. 1 is a prototype of that of the entire book...we will also consider ch. 2 as a
mis-en-abyme, or microcosm, of the whole.”); James Luther Mays, Hosea: A Commentary (OTL; Philadelph
The Westminster Press, 1969), 15; Martin J. Buss, The Prophetic Word of Hosea: A Morphological Study
(BZAW 111; Berlin: Topelmann, 1969), 34, 58; Andersen and Freedman Hosea [AB 24], 48, 68; G. L. Davies,
Hosea (NCB; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1992), 36.




The obvious similarities between chapters 1 and 3 have focused attention on the
equally obvious differences between the two chapters, especially the troublesome word.
“again” in the first verse of chapter 3. The appearance of the word ‘again’ renders the
explanation that chapter 3 is merely a parallel account of chapter 1 difficult. The syntax is
also troublesome, since it is unclear which verb, “he said” or “go,” is governing the word
‘again’ (T1V). William Rainey Harper’s view represents a widely accepted explanation of

this problem:

The MY is the ith 75, ith R i ith “i innis
(®) INRSV: “when first"]. The “woman” is unquestionably the same womas, Gomer,
described in chap. I, is later

in paralllism wnh lsrul. rtprﬁmmdby(iom:r (3) her, ofmdlboughther(v’), pra
15 (4) if this is another woman, why is not
2o0e refrmen made s © o the fact? (5 the itroducton of two women would entirely spoil
the essential thought.*

Despite Harper’s view, harmonising these two chapters presents many difficulties. The
commandment in 1:2 is for Hosea to wed an 0317 ITOR. In chapter 3, however, the text

states “I bought her” (T2R1)," and this time the woman remains strangely nameless.

(CC; Edir Tand

T Chrk, l905) 216-7

-n: indicates the act of purchasing (“einhandeln”, “felschen” HALAT 472b-3a, ET: 497a; “get by trade”,
“buy” BDB 500a [\ I 7T3]). Harper terms this the “inexplicable point” (218) as one wonders why a man
should purchase his own wife.



Despite this problem many scholars, in fact the majority, have not shown any reticence in
treating the woman of chapter 3 as Gomer, nor in speaking of Hosea’s “marriage.”"

Such confusion about the figure of the woman (assuming momentarily that the
women in chapters 1 and 3 are the same) is linked more to the flexibility of the marriage
metaphor than to the confusion over the meaning of the expression 0"3137 [N, or over the
interpretation of the parallel accounts in chapters 1 and 3. Much more of the confusion has
been the result of the inability of scholars to properly comprehend the symbolic nature of

chapters 1-3. Thus, despite overtures to ing the lack of bi ical content

available in Hosea 1-3 and the subordination of any such material to the metaphor being

Identifying the genre of Hosea 1-3 has proven difficult. Questions such as the
relation between the woman of chapter 3 to that of chapter 1 are rooted in the assumption that

the metaphor ism of Hosea through reference to Hosea’s personal

fe. The ‘marriage metaphor’, with Hosea standing for Yhwh and a ‘woman of harlotries”

for Israel, is more fluid and flexible than the majority of scholars have imagined.

 Even the use of the word ‘marriage” n.smmmu-u Davies, (Flosea [NCB], So—l)ob;easm
P without
expllcn mamnn uf:he word mmlgc, although the root n:'; is a common Hanew ldmm for marriage and

of do meaning here. See BDB 543a Qal 4e [V NP Y); HALAT
507b 7, ET: 534b; DCH Vol IV 573a 2 [PY]; Sherwood, The Prostitute and the Prophet, 19 note 3;
Andersen and Freedman, Hosea [AB 24], 170. Davies is the chief exception on this point.




Some scholars, however, try to resolve the difficulties and inconsistencies with

reference to the text’s redaction:

Because of function of argument
is compelling [i.e., that there are two women or that the two chapters are parallel]. It lies
beyond the sups of chap. | to provide a glimpse of the marriage’s continuation. As the
writer of chap. 3, chap. 1,

Hosea’ i Chap.3 in 2, notchap.
L

‘William Rainey Harper wants to interpret chapter 3 and chapter 1 together, while Hans W.

Wolff wants to relate ch 3 to chapter 2 and | hi 1 as its own account of events.

Both are united in their relating ‘again’ (D) to the verb “said’ rather than ‘go’, as are many

other 6 This point of ion has very little real impact however, as one’s

understanding of the redaction and ip of each is far more i to

one’s interpretation of the passage as a whole.'” There is no difference between “Yhwh said

again, ‘Go love a woman’” and “Yhwh said ‘Go again and love a woman’” since in either

h interpret why either the action or thy i g.,does

 Wolff, Dodekapropheton I [BKAT 14/1], 74. ET: [Herm], 59.
'® WolfF, Harper, Andersen and Freedman (Hosea [AB 24], 294-5) understand the phrase in this way, but f.
. A Macintosh (4 Crical and Exegetcal Commentary on Hosea [1CCs Edbburgh: T and T Clark, 1997),

" Davies, Hosea[NCB], 99: “This rendering[said again’}
because the normal inRSV) i ly open to the i ion that the woman is not Gomer,
and the inclusion of again anywiere excludes the view, mentioned above, that this is an account of the same
eventas 1:2-3.” Davies is right to claim that the difference in rendering means litle, although he is mistaken
to think that one cannot think of this verse as a parallel to 1:2, if only because so many commentators have
thought exactly that.




it need to be said twice to get him to follow 2).1¥ Yet the are not
at all in agreement as to which of chapters 1 or 3 are Hosean, or even if either are.'® Thus,
much of the commentary written attempts to establish which of the two chapters takes
priority in establishing the historical details of Hosea’s life, and thus assigns the
responsibility for the text’s difficulty to the history of its redaction.

The attempt to clearly delineate the biographical elements within chapters 1-3
strongly influences the interpretation of the literary structure of these chapters. If the
relationship between Yhwh and his people is described as a marriage as a result of the

personal i f Hosea (which is the opinion of many of th ) then one

‘would reasonably expect the metaphor to carry fewer loose ends and to be more rigorous in
its role designation. Yet the question of whom precisely the woman of chapters 1 and 3
represents is not easily resolved.

The phrase M7 "MRD PR 7110 7131772 (Hos 1:2) would suggest that the
figure of the woman represents “the land” ("W). The use of the word, “the land,” to

represent Israel as a nation is readily understandable,® although as the first chapter

™* Andersen and Freedman, Hosea [AB 24}, 295: “[Tlhe second time he is not told to marry her, for he is
already married to her. The thing to be done now is to love a woman who s already his wife.”

 Gale A. Yee, for example (Composition and Tradition, 51-125, 315-6) believes neither chapter originates
from Hosea himself.

» ., Amos and Hosea [ICC], 207 (referring to both Israel and Judah); A. A. Macintosh, Hosea [ICC],
9; Andersen and Freedman, Hosea [AB 24], 169.
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progresses the reader discovers that the children of Hosea are given symbolic names
(“Jezreel”/ YRDAT™; “Lo-Ruhamah” /TN "R ) and they seem to stand as symbols for the
inhabitants of the land. Thus the mother equals the land and the children the nation. Butto

read this into chapter 2 would create larger problems of interpretation. In 2:4 the ‘children’

are aligned against their mother, yet the initial and symbol ished in 1:2
‘was a woman and children of harlotries. Wolff comments on Hosea 2:4:

It is surprising that in this allegorical speech the children are drawn to the father’s side
against the mother. But do not both mother and father represent Israel? Do Israclites take
sidcs sgainst erael? Here the collctiv ides, i s varous fomns, notoeahy bresks
down.

The problem then is not merely one of the relationship between 3:1 and 1:2, but the question
of the relationship between “the children” and their “mother” as symbols.

The story is not allegory in the strict sense. It is pmphecy The similitude is vast, and
fact that either
the wife or the children can represent Israel in order to adicae that & neat sheme 5 not
possible. At the same time some distinctions are made. The mother represents Israel in
general, but is sometimes compared with the land (1:2, and also, most likely, in 2:4)...All
the children together (2:6) also represent Israel in general. But when the three children are

back and forth from Haseﬂ o God and from family to nation, the presentation is variegated
even further, but: by the fact that the mother andnot
just the family as a whole, also represent Israel.2

The difficulty of the question of “who represents what™ manifests itself in the language used
by commentators in assigning a genre to the first three chapters, and whether it is best

described as “allegory” or by some other term.

2 Wolff, Hosea [BKAT 14/1], 3940. ET: [Herm], 33.
# Andersen and Freedman, Hosea [AB 24], 124-5.
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This marriage, together with the children bom to it, constitute a parable or sign (cf. the
Hebrew word ms) of the nation’s apostasy together with its inevitable results. The marriage
is not contracted in order to illustrate the message; it constitutes the beginning of the
message itsel; for it is an outward sign or representation of the relationship between God
and his people, and it is the means by which God began to communicate to Hosea his
message to the nation.”

In view of i
is by no means an allegory, buspaher memorabile. Namatives whlch tell of prophetic
literary genre of t example of

task, and its interpretation as a sign.*

James Luther Mays prefers to speak of “reports of ic acts” and “family

in describing the literary form of the first three chapters of Hosea, while Francis Landy
describes the use of “the verb znh, ‘to be licentious, fornicate, whore™” as signalling the
“dominant metaphor of the first part of the book.”?

There is some irony in the fact that so many of the scholars who write about the book
of Hosea, and in doing so write extensively about the book’s metaphorical language and its
multiplicity of meanings, attempt at the same time to write about the man Hosea and his life.
The problem with this biographical tendency on the part of commentators is that it relies

upon untested i bout the i ip this book has with history, in particular the

of the ism of the i i woman and her children

® Macintosh, Hosea [ICC], 9.
* Wolff, Hosea [BKAT 14/1], 9. E , 10. Wolff does use the word “allegory” in commenting on
other passages such as 2:4 (39, ET: 33) and denotes its lack of clarity as it contains “many possibilities of
interp n.”
b Mays, Haszzx [OTL], 3.

, 24,

b
a Landy, Hosea [Readings], 22.



12

to the life of the man Hosea. Even in the instance of Gale A. Yee, for whom neither the

figure of Gomer nor the woman of chapter 3 come from the pen of Hosea, a correct

of the text’s ion gives insight into the ‘marriage metaphor’ and its
‘original’ meaning: “[T]he mother who is denounced is Rachel, the favorite wife of Jacob
who is the father of Israel. Her children are the northern tribes, the House of Israel, who
attribute their ancestry to her line.”?* More prevalent among the historical interpretations,
though, is the attitude expressed by Andersen and Freedman in the Anchor Bible
Commentary: “it seems clear that the theological imagery arises out of his personal
tribulation.”  Yet to make this claim at the same time as dismissing difficulties in
interpretation because the book is “not allegory but prophecy” is to beg the question. The
variety of theories surrounding the relationship of chapters 1 and 3, and the complexity of
some of the theories concerning the text’s redaction makes any link between the present text
and the personal experiences of Hosea seem more distant and hypothetical.
Another objection to viewing Hosea 1-3 as biography is the nature of the book’s
language. The already-mentioned ambiguity of Hosea’s language is well established and

widely recognised, as are some of the theories which have been proposed to explain it. The

*Yee, Composition and Tradition, 305. Yee claims that the original Hosean oracle begins in “2:4aA” and
ends somewhere in the thirteenth chapter. The actual Hosean content in 1-3 amounts to something like a mere
40 words (122-3). This ndersandin drasiclly afesth tecpretaton of th ‘rignal symtollm shace
aeither chapter | nor 3 play any ro

* Andersen and Freedman, Hosea [AB 24],46.
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process by which the Bible has come into existence has produced a document reflecting a
primarily Judean, specifically Jerusalemite, origin. If Hosea is indeed an Israclite (that is,
a “northern kingdom™ prophet) the difficulty of his language may reflect dialectical
peculiarities which are not part of what is ‘standard’ biblical Hebrew, rather than resulting
from textual corruption, a favoured explanation until recently.® That there was more
dialectal variety in ancient Israel and Judah than the Bible generally indicates is more than
likely, even without considering the famous Shibboleth incident (Judg 12:5-6), especially if
one considers the editorial process that likely accompanied the biblical text’s transmission.
Yet even if it seems “more probable that we should see the difficulty as being our ignorance
of the peculiar dialectical background to Hosea™" than to blame corruption, this explanation

does not go far enough in ining all the di i specially those at the level of

interpretation.
The difficulty with this explanation is not simply that Hosea lacks some of the most
assuredly “Northern’ traits (most notably the use of the relative ¥ instead of W% ) but also

that many forms are no more readily explainable even if one accepts that Hosea’s Hebrew

*Macintosh, Hosea[ICC],li-Ixi foran overview. Harper, Amos and Hosea[ICC] :“Hosea's repruumon for
obscurity is due in inwhich the text

* Ian Young, Diversity in Pre-Exilic Hebrew (FATS Tabingen: Mnhr 1993), 167. On the “Smbbolﬂh"’
incident see 18!

% ibid. 163; BDB 979a (“limited to late Heb., and passages with N. Palest. colouring”). cf. GKC §2v (16-7);
§36 (112); §155 (485 n. 1). Hosea does use the relative (or rare demonstrative) pronoun 17 (Hos 7:16, GKC
§34b (109 n. 3)).
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represents a relatively poorly attested northern dialect. The form 1271 127 (Hos 4:18) for
example, could just as readily be explained as merely having been misread in the manuscript
tradition.® Yet the trend of more recent commentaries is to retain the form, perhaps a
pe‘al‘al, and interpret it as an emphatic usage.* The uncertainty over the word’s form
should give one pause before discussing its meaning, yet problems such as this verse and

others (e.g., Hos 8:13’s equally obscure "2iT2T) do not constitute difficulties of the same

exegetical magnitude as does the use of mo-re concrete, common terms in Hosea.*® This
example readily illustrates the problem, as either of the two leading explanations lead to

much the same interpretation, that the passage is an emphatic use of the verb J7TR. Yet this

sort of difficulty has not received the same sort of attention as the words, generally more
concrete and common, surrounding the wornan of chapters 1-3. Chief among the more

common, concrete linguistic puzzles is Hosea™s use of words derived from the root 117, akey

» Harper, Amos and Hosea [ICC], 266: “Y27 seems to have arisen through dittography”; Wolff,
Dodekapropheton 1 [BKAT 14/1], 90. ET: [Herm], 73: “a misreading of 337% J74”; also Mays, Hosea
[OTL], 76.
3 Thus Andersen and Freedman, Hosea [AB 24], 379; Macintosh, Hosea [ICC], 169.
3 Andersen and Freedman state that “In any case, an elative meaning is probably intended” (379). “In any
case” most likely means that regaraless of what the form is, we can know wha the gist of the passage is.
Macintosh’s ‘al‘al,

1g WolfPs lines to an infinit One cannot disagree with the

to avoid cinaion (such s Macintosh) ol ke s of the relative rarty of such forms. OKC 635
examples, although G

for both this form and et s ASuE (The Prophetic Word

of Hosea) elevantly notes: “Fortunately, the general CIrift of a passage i usually clear even if the details are

not” (6).
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component of the ‘marriage metaphor’ of 1-3 and a source of much of the confusion

surrounding these chapters.

Hos 1:2,in th £ Yhwh's initial to Hosea, uses words derived

from the root {137 four times. “And Yhwh said to Hosea:
ST TR PIRT I D 07T TN OV neR 0 p T
The use of the infinitive absolute in conjunction with the finite verb gives an intensity to the
phrase 7T 713772 (rendered variously as “great whoredom” [NRSV] “vilest adultery”

[NIV], and weakly as i [REB]). The use of the verb echoes the

phrase “woman of harlotries and children of harlotries™ in the first part of the clause, with
its nouns formed from the same root. The translation of the root 3T in its so-called
metaphorical usage has been a source of difficulty for translators, as English words such as
“harlot” carry a great many connotations which may not accurately reflect the sense of the
Hebrew. This difficulty is especially detectable in Hosean studies, because of the desire to
interpret 03137 MR in a literal, historical sense while still being true to the phrase’s

meaning. Thus one a huge variety of explanations as to when and

% Harper, Amos and Hosea [ICC], 214; Andersen and Freedman, Hosea [AB 24], 169; Macintosh Hosea
[ICC], 8; Bruce K. Waltke and M. O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake,
Indiana: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 35.2.2 (580-3); GKC §113 I-n (342).
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how it became obvious that Gomer was such 2 woman as well as to the sort of woman the
phrase indicates.
The standard lexicons define the root )7 as indicating illicit sexual activity.”” The

English word “harlot” (and its archaic predecessor “go awhoring™) may not, however, be the

best word in this instance as it has iations beyond i that have more to do
with sexual activity as an i than i in the o
The root: ing i used to deal with 1 activity outside of marriage. It bears

some relationship with the root |, although it seems that “zn/ is the more general or

inclusive term” of the two.* The key to the use of both these roots is the violation of the

husband’s marital rights as “zn/ is not used for incest or other prohibited relationships such

as Tati iality.™! T 127 also “includes the activity of the

professional prostitute”,” which makes the distinction between the two uses dependent to

a large degree upon the context. In terms of specific verbal form, however, there is good

7 “buhlen”, “treulos sein” (“commit fornication”, “be unfaithful” HALAT 264a, ET: 275a ); “commit
fornication, bea harlot” (BDB 275b); (xHWL L, i21a “pmsﬁnmooﬂeif' ['T'f .
however,

is Bird, ““To Play
the Harlot™: An Inquiry into an Old Testament Metaphor™ (75-94] in Gender and Diference in Ancient lsrael
(Pesy L. Day (ed:  Minneapolis: Fortess Press, 1989), 75.
“commit adultery” (HALAT 621b-2a, ET: 658). “usu. of man, always with wife of
.naw (BDB 5l0b ’Qal la [¥ F2]). The NIV renders Hosea 1:2 as “adulterous wife and children of
thus taking ‘éSef zeniinim to be virtually with Fj%3. REB choo:

Smchestc®.
“ Bird, “To Play the Harlot” 76.
! ibid., 90, note 13.

“ibid., 77.
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evidence that it is only the feminine qal iciple which i i the

De 22:13-21, for example, describes a situation in which

a woman can be divorced and stoned on the grounds of not having been a virgin when

married. She is said to have itted a di: act in Israel by ituting herself in
her father’s house™ (Deut 22:21, NRSV).® The use of 7131 here is obviously in reference to
an act of illicit sexual activity before marriage, and the action is an offence against the young
woman’s father, the man under whose authority she is. In this instance the woman is deemed
guilty for having had sexual relations as a maiden in her father’s household. Her role is not,
in spite of the use of the root 1137, the same as the socially denigrated, but accepted, role of
the prostitute.

As Phyllis Bird notes, however, these two distinct uses of i1JT can sometimes occur
within the same passage, as in the story of Judah and Tamar (Gen 38).% When Judah
approaches Tamar to purchase sex (Gen 38:15, 16), he does so because he is convinced she
is a professional prostitute (%32 7102 *2 7T 720 — “he thought she was a zond

because she had covered her face™). When Judah later di: is daughter-in-law has

become pregnant, it is announced to him: “Your daughter-in-law Tamar has played the whore

72k 12 TS S8t 71923 I (NIV: “a disgraceful thing in Israel by being promiscuous
while still in her father’s house”; REB: “an outrage in Israel by playing the prostitute in her father’s house™)
“ Bird, “To Play the Harlot” 77-8; “The Harlot as Heroine: Narrative Art and Social Presupposition in Three
Old Testament Texts” Semeia 46/1989 [119-39] 124.
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(92 30 77I7); moreover she is pregnant as a result of whoredom (@"J179)” (Gen
38:24, NRSV). Yet in verse 24 there is no prostitute, there is only a sexually active widow.
The two uses of 73T in the same passage point to a distinction that sometimes goes
unrecognised because both these meanings are derived from the same root: a confusing fact

even though they are different forms of the verb.

[Tlhe RSV contains a word pl

i Y s, [think,
mmnwmmmmmo-lmmm in the language
employed to describe Tamar’s disguise and her crime. The English translation
Tamar in fact, no knows that
that is literally true... io-legal
of the woman invoived... mmsummbﬂhmnd&m
vocabulary indicates, namely, non-marital intercourse by a woman. [n one case, however,
nlmmkhmhunngmpankrmmmkkilﬁduwmmmﬂly
of death.*

The word 1217 is used in Genesis 34 at the end of the story of Dinah and Shechem
in the phrase VJMARTIR WYY 11377, “Shall they treat our sister as a (11112” (Gen

34:31). In this instance Dinah is most emphatically not a prostitute, nor do her brothers seem

to be holding her ible for what has The use of the word z6nd is obviously

rhetorical and anticipates an emphatic denial, particularly as her brothers have already

enacted revenge for what they have consi i The

is that it is only with a z6nd that one could expect to have had sex without any

“ Bird, “The Harlot as Heroine™ 124.
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consequences.* In Leviticus it is forbidden for a priest to marry either an {137 7TUW or “a
woman who has been defiled” (Lev 21:7, NRSV).”” The restatement of these injunctions
substitutes 7137 for 7137 TTON, indicating that these two terms are synonymous.** If one

considers further the example of Rahab,” she is called both an {1217 7TOR (Josh 2:1) and

“the z6nd” (Josh 6:17, 25), further indicating that these two t while in

Judges 16:1 Samson stops to see an {117 TR at Gaza (i.e., to visit a prostitute, not an

woman). Dy forbids the offering of 71217 1IN in the house of Yhwh
(Deut 23:19). This passage obviously represents a woman who is viewed somewhat
negatively, but whose presence is acknowledged and accepted in a way in which sexually

active daughters are not. It is thus evident that the form z6nd, the qal participle, is the form

“ic., Theansweris “No! No one treats our sister like a 20nd!™ contra Andersen and Freedman (Hosea [AB
24],160),
nmmwmuMm.w indicate loss of virginity before marriage.
" HALAT gives the term *defiled’ (15! mm*deﬂwuur[qmm]mmn 320b) BDB
as “sexually dishonoured’ (BDB 321a). This is reiterated in the statement that a priest will marry “only a
woman who is a virgin” (Lev 21:13) and not “a widow, or a divorced woman.... or a 77" (Lev 21:14).
‘nmsocr{ vol.3, 122a (137 1 4] “pic. as noun (alw. fem.) 711, prostitute, harlot, (often 7TjT 7TON @

and further 0*Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax, 5.2d (86).
Whether of ot the thadency 6o wri e word scripio plena (with 8 warw, usualfnthe L ned Fe class) &
aresult of its being considered chiefly an occupational noun rather than a participle is possible, although not
easily demonstrable. See James Barr, The Variable Spellings of the Hebrew Bible (The Schweich Lectures
1986; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), 76-7.
@ Bird, “The Harlot as Heroine™ 126-32. Rahab’s role i . d as that
ofacommon ahierodule. On: imilar attempt to ls the
term T"I13T P with temple prostitution, or in WolfF's case one-time ritual sex.
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that itute. U the other forms of the

verb do not bear the same meaning, which is the source of the confusion over translation to
which Bird refers.®" This confusion is why Tamar’s activity is acceptable as long as she is
an anonymous woman with the status of a z6nd, but the same activity in a daughter-in-law
living in one’s home may be punished by death. The stipulation in Deuteronomy 22 follows
much the same rationale. The use of the same root may have arisen from a usage indicating
the denigration of a woman who has participated in illicit sexual activity by referring to her
as “behaving like a z6nd™ or the opposite, wherein a prostitute is characterised by “being

promiscuous.” In any event, there is no need to confuse these two uses.*

% Thus a separate entry in HALAT (264b, ET: 275b), although the phrase “occasionally or professionally
committing fornication” qualifies the distinction between the participial form and other verbal forms. The
Anchor Bible Dictionary also makes this distinction in a somewhat tentative manner (see Elain Adler
Goodfriend, “Prostitution” ABD V [505-510] and Karel van der Toom, “Prostitution (Cultic)” [510-513]).
‘This use of a participle as an occupational noun is relatively common, cf. sdpher, Ghen, goholeth.
5! Teresa J. Homsby (““Isracl Has Become a Worthless Thing’: Re-Reading Gomer in Hosea 1-3” JSOT
82/1999 [115-28]) falls into the same error by failing to distinguish between z6na and the finite verbal forms
of the root 13T, particularly with reference to the story of Judah and Tamar (119-20). She also underplays the
reasoning behind the standard transiation of P> as  reference to marriage (124: “no reason”). She does all
a free, nirol, as the image

in Hosea 1-3 is “an enraged representation of how the Yehud natives perceive what has happened to lsracl at
the hands of the immigrant factions, particularly the priests” (127). This interpretation requires a post-exilic
dating “in Persian-period Yehud. It was a time and place of social, political and religious turmoil” (125).
Needless to say, it is difficult to gauge the relative level of tumult between this period and many other times
and places suggested for the origins of Hosea 1-3. For another perspective see Rut Tomkvist, The Use and
Abuse of Female Sexual Imagery in the Book of Hosea: A Feminist Critical Approach to Hos -3 (Uppsala’s
Women’s Studies; Uppsala: Uppsala Library, 1998), 85-115. Tomkvistalso objects to 7131 as ‘whore” but on
different grounds, tracing an allegeded “changed meaning” (115) from “foreign” to ‘whore’, but without
sy e termgieey it o e Yo,

itis readily One need only compare colloquial uses of terms like
“whore” to sce how fine nuances of meaning become blurred and distored in polemical language. There is
a large degree of overlap between the language applied to prostitutes and the language of promiscuity, and
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While other forms of the verb can indicate illicit sexual activity (Deut 22:21), a

common use of the root T refers to a description of the Israelites’ worship of gods other

than Yhwh. This use is particularly striking in the prophetic works (e.g., Ezek 23; Hos 1:2;

Jer 2:20; 3:1), but is by no means confined to these books (e.g., Judg 2:17; 8:27, 33). The
use of “sexual’ language (i.e., language concerning betrothal, marriage, infidelity, etc.) ona
broader scale is also used to describe the relationship between Yhwh and Israel. Israel’s lack
of faithfulness is described as ‘adultery’ (F|R), e.g., Ezek 23:47), and the relationship
between Israel and Yhwh i likened to a marriage (e.g., Hos 2:19, 20) or the union of lovers

(Ezek 16:8). A large part of the ion and ambigui ing the uses of T (and

in particular the metaphor of Hosea 1-3) is a result of the application of the entire spectrum

of T37-related terms from the world of marital and sexual relationships to the relationship

between Yhwh and Israel.

Phrases such as ‘play the harlot’ and * ing’ are, if not ions, at the
very least questionable because of the status that words like *harlot’ and ‘whore’ have in
English. While there is no way to avoid the use of some type of terminology that accurately

reflects the occupation of the zénd, a woman from whom one can purchase sexual favours,

either explanation leads to much the same state of affairs that we encounter in the biblical text. Zénd is used
of Nineveh in Nahum 3:4 in the phrase the “zeninim of a z6nd”, which is once again abusive rather than
descriptive language. The “harlotries of a harlot” seems rather redundant if taken as descriptive language. It

i i i it i noun zénd. Tolerance

is not the same as complete acceptance.
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it is necessary to ask whether the phrase ‘play the harlot” carries the necessary connotations
to capture a phrase like 1871 7T 7V in English. It scems particularly strange, if not
misleading to refer to a z6nd as a *prostitute” and then to revert to more archaic language
(such as ‘awhoring’) when other verbal forms are encountered. Yet it is confusing to

misrepresent the distinction between z6nd as the professional prostitute and the use of znk

to indi 1 ions. Even more i many i

the nature of the ‘metaphorical’ use of related words and phrases, particularly as found in
the prophetic literature and have applied far too literal a reading in most of these instances.
In Hosea we encounter a use of znk that is an extension of the use of this root to indicate

illicit sex. The paralleling of137-derived terms with \})-derived terms is acommon feature

of this ‘metaphorical’ use of zna.* This ing has led to an ing of these two

terms as more or less synonymous, with ¥)R) bearing the ‘more restricted sense.” According

to the Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament:

The ptep. zdnah or i i h xual intercourse with
someone with whom she does not have a formal covenant relationship. Any sexual
relationship of a woman outside the marriage bond or without a formal union is termed
fornication. When there is already a formal union and the sexual association is formed
outside this union, zandh becomes synonymous with ni‘eph, “commit adultery” (ni‘eph
being thus a narrower term than zdndh).*

2 e.g,, Hos 2:4; 4:13; Jer 3:8-9 and also Ezek 23:37 (cf. 23:35 for the term ‘whorings’).
* TDOT'IV, 100.
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The paralleling of ¥|X] with {TJT in the prophetic literature has unfortunately led to
a confusion between these two distinct terms, adding to the confusion over the twofold use
of MT. After carefully defining the difference between the two terms, Theological

Dictionary of the Old Testament states:

‘The terms, however, are not mutually exclusive: a prostitute can be married and thus be an
adulteress, and an adulteress can accept payment for sexual favors (Jer. 5:7£; Hos. 4:13f).
Hosea’s wife Gomer is an example of terminological interaction, for she is both an
adulteress and a prostitute (Hos. 2:4[2]; 3:1-3).>°
This statement is far from unassailable and very strong objections can be raised against it.
The verse references given are more damaging than helpful to this position, since if one
examines them closely one finds reasons to challenge Gomer’s being proffered as an

example of terminological overlap and Hosea 4:13 as providing support to the above
statement. Hosea 4:13 does not, for example, directly equate ¥} with137. The line: “Your
daughters play the whore, and your daughters-in-law commit adultery” (1373111 ]3'517
mBRIN O3 MY D3M12) does set the two in parallel, but this sort of paralleling does
not necessarily indicate that the two terms are synonymous. Hebrew poetic style is heavily

dependent upon the device of parallelism, but ‘parallel’ does not mean that two terms are

equated in terms of their semantic content.” “How can I pardon you? Your children have

* TDOTIX, 115.

* Kugel (The Idea of Biblical Poetry: Parallelism and lts History [New Haven and London: Yale University
Press, 1981]), whose work challenges the very use of the term ‘poetry’ as a category in discussing theHebrew
Bible, states: “our whole presentation has been pitched against the notion that it is actual paralleling of any
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forsaken me, and have sworn by those who are no gods. When I fed them to the full, they
committed adultery and trooped to the houses of prostitutes” (Jer 5:7, NRSV). This verse
is a similar example to the one above although, when placed in its larger context, its purpose
is obviously to decry the offences of the “children’ in a vivid, imaginative manner and not
to describe in a semantically nuanced way the actions which have led to the prophetic
condemnation. The following line: “They were well-fed lusty stallions, each neighing for
his neighbor’s wife” (Jer 5:8) continues the polemic.”” This sort of language is obviously
exaggerated so as to drive home a point, not to give information about the circumstances
which the prophet is condemning. It is colourful, blunt language which is meant to offend
and decry but not to describe. It would be methodologically weak to read too many nuances
into each of the words in such phrases.

‘When one examines the scholarship on the figure of Gomer one discovers that there

are several i ies on the part of The inty of the

meaning of the phrase 0" 1137 N is part of the confusion, but by no means is it decisive.

sort that is the point.” (51). The point for Kugel is the emphatic character of the second portion of the clause
(“carrying it further, echoing it, defining it, restating it, contrasting with it, it does not matter which—has an
emphatic, ‘seconding’ character”—S1). Even 4imong those who continue to use the term pan.l]ehsm there
is a recognition that the idea of “parallelism” as “a is “an old one” (Adk

Dynamics of Biblical Parallelism, [Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985], 19).

7 The previous line is no less figurative for all that it may describe mhsnc acnvm&s. as not every adultem

would netuslnly &equent a bel z6nd , nor would li (keep

of the sort of behaviour in which the apostate mdn]ge, at least from lhe pomt ok‘ view uf the one issuing '.he
condemnation.
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In fact, the desire to make sense of Hosea 1:2 in terms of biography or history has given rise
to a larger portion of this confusion than the dispute over semantic nuances of this or that
phrase, although the latter plays a large role when scholars fail to recognise when it is
appropriate to interpret a passage in such a manner and when it is not.

To return to the figure of Gomer as we find her in Hosea 1:2 (and the commentaries),
we encounter the TT31-based noun O'3137, not the qal participle z6nd (‘prostitute’). The
pattern of this word is commonly classed as an abstract.** There are other instances of nouns
built from the root {121 used in a similar manner such as MI7* (e.g., Hos 4:11; 6:10; Ezek
23:27), although in both instances the ambiguity concerning the nuance of the phrase
remains. There are two problems with determining in what manner one should understand
these words and phrases. Firstly the phrase 0"J337 N is followed by the expression
03931 197 making interpretation all the more difficult, since a ‘wife of harlotries is
mysterious enough without the expression ‘children of harlotries accompanying it. This

mystery is parti for a bi ical approach, as marriage is assumed to

precede children rather than all being mentioned in one fell swoop.®

# «pl. abstr. intens.” (BDB 276a). HALAT gives as its primary definition the concrete act “fornication”
although Hos 1:2 is tendency or (“inclined to fonicate” HALAT264b, ET:
276a). On the formation see GKC §124f (398).

E131, “n.f. abstr.” (BDB 276). For the formation of nouns in {71~ see GKC §86k (241). The classification
of a noun as abstract need not, however, prevent its se as a concrete noun, see GKC §83¢ (226).

“ Naturally the question of how exactly one goes about finding such a wife is rather problematic, especially
‘when one is also locking to acquire children with the same attributes.
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The phrase 0"37J7 FION as being a description of character, one with a proclivity for
the activities described by the root {17, has a significant tradition of interpreters. Jerome's

commentary notes this sense of the word zeninim:

‘Verbum i im, non icari: icatic ut pleric it sed
qui talem uxorem duxerit.*
Thisisthe ion followed by Harper in hi although he claims that this

tendency would not have been readily apparent.

—Awi iea
hﬂ:ws: (a) Hosea would samely have attributed swch a eommlnd to Yahweh; (6) this
Israel (and, therefore,

(Je.2%);(0) i mi id have been used.
Nor (2) one who, like all Israelites of the day, was spiritually unclean, ie. addicted to
idolatry. But (3) one who, although chaste at the time of marriage, had in her a tendency to
impurity which later manifested itself

‘Wolff agrees with not confusing an ordinary prostitute (“a soliciting prostitute™) with the
‘woman described in Hos 1:2. His understanding is also that “0"J1]T refers to a personal

quality, not an activity™ although this is “a personal trait recognizable before the marriage,”

“ Jerome, Commentarit in Prophetas Minores [CChr], “The Hebrew word zanunim does not, as many think,
That
in marriage), i idior] she
wmmmmmmmummm.wmfw‘a)
“H.pa Amos and Hosea [ICC), 207.
who is unchaste” with the term *harlot” in English. Tms\sms-ymduuofruson(h)whmhmmwhn
Hosea would or would not attribute to Yhwh, never mind that someone has written that Yhwh gave the
‘Go, take a wife of caring little about defining under precisely what conditions
her ‘whoredoms” are to be understood. The irony here is that the biblical text attributes exactly such a
commandment to Yhwh: it is the modern reader / commentator who can scarcely accept or believe it.
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and not a term chosen in hindsight.* Wolff favours understanding these “harlotries” as
occurring in a fertility rite, although this is not to say that Gomer was a cultic prostitute but
rather “simply representative of her contemporaries in Israel.” Gomer was thus a one-time
lay participant (rather than a cultic specialist) in a fertility rite which occurred once in every
Israelite woman’s lifetime.*

‘Wolffs interpretation is echoed by James Luther Mays’ commentary, although Mays
prefers to see Gomer as a ‘sacred prostitute’ rather than a mere participant in cultic fertility
rites.

“Harlotry’ (miinim, a plural of abstraction) denotes a category of person, their class more
than their activity. Hosea was to select a woman who was recognizable as harlotrous in the

sense ofthe word in his She could awoman of
unknown promiscuous tendencies; that would not serve as conscious obedience to the
command. A common but not

as one whose sexual promiscuity was a matter of the very harlotry of Isael in the cult of
Baal. The more likely category is that of the sacred prostitutes (¢“desof; cf. 4. 14)

Mays’ suggestion is that Gomer, in order to properly fulfil Yhwh’s commandment, could not
have been either an ordinary Israelite woman nor a woman whose promiscuous nature
became apparent after marriage. Rather she must have been clearly identifiable as

from the very beginning, nor could she have been a ‘mere’ prostitute.

Andersen and Freedman understand 0'J1)7 IR to mean “a promiscuous wife”

although they feel it is “a mistake in analyzing the word znwnym to separate the idea from

Wolf, Dodekapropheton I [BKAT 14/1], 13. ET: [Herm], 13.
o 1“4 15. ET: 15.
 Mays, Hosea [OTL], 26.
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the action, since these are organically related in biblical thought™* The related term ¥}R3,

which isused in ‘she has violated her marriage vows.” This could
have occurred in “cultic sexual activity”,” although these activities would only have taken
place some time after the marriage. They write:
A literal reading of the passage st zmnym wyldy zmwnym would require her to be an
adulteress with several children before even meeting Hosea. Common sense, if not more
complex laws of evidence and probability, dictates that we keep the number of wives and
dmdrultwnmmnnmn. Tmm:ym that 1:22
imilarly

his wife only became an adulteress after marriage and, if we can take 2 7|snd5\:npmmof
domestic reality, only after the children were born.

A. A. Macintosh also renders 0'21)7 PR by the phrase “promiscuous wife” with

the ing that this of Yhwh'’s is “the result of Hosea’s reflecting

retrospectively on his experiences and his message™, while G. L. Davies claims the phrase

means merely “a prostitute” and the unusual phrase “may have been chosen to lay greater

“ Andersen and Freedman, Hosea [AB 24], 157: Anym:dsm'bads‘lpvmmmwl&”ismpgeﬂm

activity consistent with her character, which i

mmwmmmmumg-"-mmorwmxmmwasmml physml
miscuity? This phrasing s as obscure as any within the text of Hosea.

“ ibid., 162. “Common sense” is 8 ooty sispect e of argmens, peticulary then theiblical tee

to keep the
number of wives and children lmmad, but the facttha the initial commandment s so ‘shocking”
might lead one to be more cautious in summoning common sense to one’s aid in the treatment of this text.
 Macintosh, Hosea [ICC], 7-9.




29

emphasis on the woman’s character than on her profession, or to match more closely the

form of the following phrase.”™

Onesh how thy ies, whil i in difficulties, fail
to distinguish clearly enough the difference between a 1117 and the woman Hosea is
commanded to ‘take’. There are reasons for this confusion; firstly the confusing role that
chapter 3 and its woman play in regards to Hosea’s relationship to Gomer. Secondly, the
phrase “These are my pay, which my lovers have given me” (Hos 2:14, NRSV) gives rise to
a certain amount of confusion. The word I8, found only here, is assumed to indicate the
“pay” or recompense of a prostitute by the majority of the commentaries connecting it with
the word J378% (Deut 23:19, 71T 13R).”" Andersen and Freedman observe that there may
be a distinction being made by the author: “The fact that Hosea avoids the regular term for
a prostitute’s fee, as well as the term for prostitute in speaking of the woman, indicates that

she did not fill that role, at least professionally.”™ Andersen and Freedman obviously do not

" Davies, Hosea INCB, so—l Davies thus does not consider NP to indicate marriage in this context,
lth, in his i ion there is room fnrapmsﬂmle of a certain “character” rather

than mcrexy one with the appmpnnte professional status, whatever sort of “character” he is implying in this

passage. Davies’ interpretation of the symbolism is intriguing, as in his analysis of  liaison with a prostitute

Baal rather than Yhwh.

in the phrase D'3137 M2,

" Thus HALAT: “gift (toa harlot), harlot’s reward” (99b, ET 103a); BDB 1071b (¥ I7131Jand 1072 [0 I1{37]

; Harper, Hosea [ICC], 231; Wolff, Hosea [BKAT 14/1], 36, 46., ET: [Herm], 31, 38 “Dimenlohn”; Mays,

Hosea [OTL], 42; Macintosh, Hosea [ICC], 63; Davies, Hosea [NCB], 77.

™ Andersen and Freedman, Hosea [AB 24],254. The vagueness of this statement and its wholly speculative

basis (the one appearance of /17#%) would, one would think, serve as a warning about the usefulness of this

text for historical inquiry. At the very least one should not speculate upon the basis of a hapax legomenon.
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want to identify “the woman” with a “regular” prostitute for whom one would use “the
regular term for a prostitute’s fee.” The references to “pay” and to “purchasing” (Hos 3:2)
leave one wondering why there is no direct statement of the woman of 3:2 (nor Gomer in
chapter 1) being a zérd, if there is indeed biography present in these chapters. It is this

omission which should warn that the fon of the woman (or women™)

in chapters 1-3 is not concerned with providing the sort of details that modern commentators
are seeking, nor in being consistent in the language used to describe her.

Th involved with these i ions do not deal solely with thy

range of Hebrew words or Hebrew lexicography. There is a strong tendency to use language

that properly applies to the world of ion when iticising sexual
One need only think of ial English in i ication of a word like “whore” to women
who are not il i or i It is merely used to lash out and has

relation to the woman’s status from the point of view of the wronged party. Scholars and
philologists have, for whatever reasons, largely ignored this polemic side to the use of
language associated with prostitution. The Concise Oxford Dictionary (8th ed., 1990), to

take a comparable example in English, gives as a definition of the word ‘slut’: “a slovenly

C ined recent bl
ofﬁndmg bmmphy in Hosea 1-3. How one ‘fills the role” of a prostiute, but not pmfessmnxlly, is difficult
d. A simpler ., merely rhetoric that
daes not balk at coarse language or imagery.
hether there is 1o two s virtually irelevant to the point being stressed here
the ambiguity of the d £ the term zdnd.
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woman; a slattern; a hussy.” If one looks up the word ‘slovenly’ one discovers the definition

“careless and untidy; ical.” ‘Slattern’ is also defined as ‘a slovenly

woman’ while ‘hussy’ is defined as “an impudent or immoral girl or woman.” It may be
because of the peculiarities of Canadian English, but one would be hard pressed to find the
use of the word ‘slut’ (both derogatory and offensive) in popular usage as an insult in the
sense ‘unmethodical’. At the very least one should note the complete absence of sexual
references in regard to this particular dictionary entry, a fact which would probably surprise
many English speakers.”

The exact meaning of 7131 is also obscured by the scholarly use of words like
“fornication’ and “harlot’. The Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament defines 13T as
“primarily a sexual relationship outside of a formal union... Any sexual relationship of a
woman outside the marriage bond or without a formal union is termed fornication.”” Yet,
as has been indicated above, if a 717 is a soliciting prostitute regardless of her social status
or the attitude with which society views her, her activities are not equal to those of either a

married woman or an unmarried woman in her father’s household. The difficulties in

7 This may have 10 do with the dictionary’s manner of treating “vocabulary that s or can be offensive, either
‘groups of people’ “that

by explaining them wi it and a clear indi involved,
a better awareness of their inherent distastefulness may be generated.” ("mem” to The Concise Oxford
Dictionary, ix)

™ TDOT' IV, 100.
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terminology stem in large measure, as mentioned above, from the uncritical use of the rather

vague, polemical sexual i in the prophetic literature and from the lack of clarity
to words like ‘fornication’ in contemporary English usage.

The largest obstacle to clarifying the figure of Gomer, one placed there by her
interpreters, is the deeply rooted historical questions surrounding her. The fact that most of
the commentaries are anxious, in spite of a rather consistent etymologising of 03117 NN
as “a promiscuous woman,” to speak of both marital breakdown and, in the same breath, of
Gomer’s possible status as a prostitute rather than some other, perhaps less elaborate,
explanation is a puzzling fact (e.g., perhaps Hosea was commanded to marry a promiscuous
‘woman and he did just that). The blurring of ‘prostitute’ with ‘adultery’ and ‘promiscuity”
on the part of scholars stands in sharp contrast to the amount of critical effort directed
towards understanding Hosea and Gomer in biographical terms.”® As Yvonne Sherwood

notes:

Despite the huge variety of interpretations, commentators are united in their assertion that
Hosea could not possibly have married an 03] [}, and this reading has attained such
ascendancy that critics rarely think, or dare, to suggest an altemative. Without suggesting

interpretation, that the prophet did marry a wife of harlotry, is so studiously avoided.”

7 As has been noted above, there is a certain amount of ambiguity to the language which is applied in these

areas although one would hope for a more careful analysis from scholars. In Harper’s phrase “one who was

unchaste, ic. 2 harlot” the ‘L.’ betrays the sensibility of the commentator. A professional prostitute is
not chaste, but not everyone who is ‘unchaste’ (however that is defined) is a prostitute. The word

*harlot” itself has become a not very way of ince it is hardly a used word

in contemporary English.

™ Sherwood, The Prostitute and the Prophet, 39.
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There are several reasons for this studious avoidance of “the most obvious
interpretation” but most rest with the mistaken quest for biography with these chapters, and
a scholarly concern for exactness of meaning. These concerns are in marked contrast to the
text itself, where subtle nuances of meaning have been subordinated or entirely ignored for

taken from Harper’s commentary shows howa sense

polemic. The
of propriety or seemliness can be used as a self-evident justification of an uncertain
interpretation. It also shows that the interpretation has succeeded by the fact that its

share in the language towards the figure of Gomer, and

seemingly fail to realise that the text they are reading is polemical and not descriptive.”
Scholarly propriety may also play a role, as it seems that few have raised the suggestion that
the use of znk in the prophetic books of the Bible is more akin to the use of the words “slut”

or “whore” in the contemporary vernacular than it is to anything like finely detailed

fthe ip bei orofthe we ising the worship. The
desire to seek out a historical, biographical context lessens the impact of such material, and
unfortunately completely misses the point.

The discussion to this point has largely dealt with the various ways in which the
figure of Gomer, the O'J1)T IR, has been viewed and the semantic range of the znk
™ Mary Joan Winn Leith, “Verse and Reverse: The Transformation of the Woman, Israel, In Hosea 1-3” [95-
108] in Gender and Difference in Ancient Israel, “The woman of harlotry and the adulteress have committed

related but not identical misdeeds... What is important is that both [chapters | and 3] accounts preserve the
essential image of a wife deemed unfit” (97).



which her. The desif ion of her as a “prostitute” or as a “shrine

prostitute” has been shown to stand on far from secure ground. There is good lexicographic
evidence to refute this understanding, but surely far more damaging are the literary
considerations. The purpose of Hosea 1-3 is not to establish biographical details about
Gomer and Hosea, but rather to establish a metaphorical lens through which the rest of the
book may be viewed. Hosea represents Yhwh, and he is linked to a promiscuous woman.

As has been di d, the language i i i ical, not descriptive,

and to attempt to make all the terms such as “prostitution,” “adulteries” and the like bear up
in all their nuances under a biographical inquiry leads to confused interpretations.
Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament, for example, thinks of Gomer as “a prostitute™
but “both an adulteress and a prostitute.” It is hard to imagine how this could have any sort
of literary impact were it biographical, as it seems difficult to empathise with someone
marrying a prostitute and then complaining about her lack of chastity!™

In the case of Hosea 1-3 scholarship has been slow to recognise that in terms of
biography it is important to be exact, but in polemics it matters little. Thus, despite being
“a promiscuous woman” and not a prostitute, it is not contradictory to use a line such as

“these are my pay” because the point is to decry religious apostasy in colourful language.

® TDOTIX, 115.

- Exeepung that one imagine a scenario wherein Gomer- was thought to have reformed, but returned to a life
but this would be in the real far removed from the textas

In be difficult to either refute or support.




Regardless of whether or not Hosea himself experienced any personal tribulation, the
point of Gomer in Hosea 1:2 is to represent the land in a general way. If one is prepared
to use the symbol of a promiscuous woman then it is only a logical extension to make use
of language that could be applied to the world of prostitution as well. Colloquial English
does much the same thing, with words like “whore” bearing a wider semantic range than
merely being references to the realm of the professional prostitute, particularly when used
to describe a woman who has been deemed to be unfaithful.* It is offensive, but it is
meant to be a sweeping attack upon religious practices and activities, not a detailed
analysis or diagnostic survey of the condemned actions and the people or nation involved.
To take this sort of language literally, or to search through it for reliable biographical
information, is to miss its point. The designation of Gomer as a “cult prostitute” can be
analysed with the very same methods of historical inquiry, but surely the more damaging
critique is the one made by literary analysis. Such a clearly metaphorical literary unit
must, at some point (even if originally biographical), involve a telescoping or
manipulating of the history or biography it purportedly contains. There is ample evidence
cited here to cast doubt upon the popular designation of Gomer as a prostitute, or even as

a participant in sexual cultic activity. The fact that these are different roles, yet are often

* It ought to go wi ing that there is a double-standard imbedded in papu!ul' lmgulsm: usage in which
there are i to describe a promi woman,
The s ofitis wond “Where' i ks comtenss 1 oserio var behavloux shauld d
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viewed as interchangeable by commentators speaks to the lack of clearly biographical
information in Hosea 1-3. The various designations of Gomer as a fertility cult
participant or a shrine prostitute are based upon tenuous evidence, and the very act of
theorising about the manner of her promiscuity stems from not properly understanding the

nature or literary character of Hosea 1-3 and the language it contains.



Chapter2

Most studies of Hosea divide it into two main sections: 1) chapters 1-3, and 2)
chapters 4-14. As was explored in the previous chapter, this attitude towards the book’s
basic structure has often been combined with an interest in searching for biographical
material about the prophet Hosea, his wife Gomer, and her alleged infidelities. The

confusion over the designation of the genre of Hosea 1-3 and the seemingly tenuous

ip it shares with chi 4-14 is largely a result of this emphasis and its exegetical

efforts. Recently ho d against this view intained

that its literary and symbolic nature have priority over the search for biographical material.

Th ion against ion with bil ical material is most notable in,

though not confined to, feminist readings of Hosea.' In addition, several studies of Hosea
as a literary work have appeared in recent years, investigating different questions and

ichhad i - 2

applying dif scholars.

Yet these readings, for the most part, are as exclusively concerned with Hosea 1-3 as the

works with which they are taking issue. The stance taken here, however, is that while the

' N:nmlGﬂﬂz,“GndnsmLmeluHMvslefe:mMmphchmgome s Wife” in The
“eminist Companion to the Latter Prophets (FCB 8; Anauy. Brenner (ed.); Sheffield: Sheffield Academic

Pns. 1995), [lZS»MS] Fokkelien Ven DifHemmes, “The Imagination of Power and the Power of

nalysis f'[‘woB'bhulL. ‘The Song of Songs and Hosea 2" JSOT

wm9rrs~n] “ i chs. 1and3

of the ‘real” life of Hosea.” (79). Shawmd. The Pmmuu and the Prophet, 18: ““Hosea’, ‘Yhwh® and

*Gomer’, therefore,

is implied. Any similarity to any persons, living or dead, is, as they say, entirely coincidental.”

? Francis Landy, Hosea [Rudmp], Fisch, “Hosea: A Poetics of Violence™ in Poetry With A Purpose: Biblical

Poetics and. and is: Indiana University Press, 1988), [136-57]; Paul

R. House, The Unity of the Twelve (JSOTSup 97; Sheffield: The Almond Press, 1990); Gerald Morris

Prophecy, Poetry and Hosea (JSOTSup 219; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996).
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special character and nature of chapters 1-3 must factor into any reading of the book as a
whole, the role of these chapters belongs within the larger context of the book and not as an
independent, isolated unit. If the focus of Hosea’s first section is not biiographical but serves

purpose, what might that be? The very division of chapters 1-3 from the

rest of the book is largely upon the fon of histoerical or
motivations lying behind the first three chapters, and although there are ample problems for
this view it is not enough merely to point out its shortcomings: some alternative
understandings must be explored.

Scholars such as Morris and Fisch have brought forward many- examples of stylistic
connections between 1-3 and 4-14 such as repetition (from ordinary repetition to a variety
of puns), use of certain key-words and phrases, and recurring imagery~,” all of which testify
to a manner of reading Hosea in its entirety, even though Hosea has mot been a book that
always appears as a unified work to either historical or literary critics. “This apparent lack of
cohesiveness might first appear as problematic for the larger aim of" this thesis, which is
ultimately concerned with the role of the first three chapters within the framework of the

entire book. Acknowledged here is the fact that since th ofall previou

has been primarily with the first three chapters, a large portion of this project must of a
necessity be directed towards the same section, if only to position the an-alysis and discussion

here in their proper place within a wider arena. As well, stating that prewious scholarship has

? Morris, Prophecy, Poetry and Hosean 45-100; Fisch, “Hosea: A Poetics of Violemee” 144-49.
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b istaken in terms of its ing of the book, in particular its isolation of chapters

1-3 from the rest of the book, need not require a statement against the book’s fragmentary

nature; the often i i iguity, and i i both logic and
the reader’s expectations is at the very heart of Hosea. Hosea’s ‘unity’ is in its use of

and that do not cohere in a logical or systematic fashion.

The seeming lack of organisation to chapters 4-14 is not accidental, and it is only the
emphasis placed upon chapters 1-3 as being at some level biographical (with its
accompanying efforts to organise and re-organise the material into a coherent whole) which
has obscured the fact that chapters 1-3 are themselves sequentially illogical and make

and even i To read Hosea carefully is to discover that

the key feature which unifies the book is i i ises and i
and forgiveness. This creates a tension and uncertainty within the book in regards to the

positive or negative nature of the chief message being expressed.

Th jon of the i is partof the large-scal fthe book. Chapter
1 begins with a negative judgement on the behaviour of Israel while chapter 14 brings the
book to a close on a positive note with promises of growth, fertility and the turning away of
Yhwh's anger (Hos 14:5-7). The early chapters play a special role within the book by
introducing this stylistic feature in a variety of ways. By means of wordplay upon the names

of Hosea’s children (par ia), the text ishes a special and distinctive nuance to

the negative adverb RS, The ambiguous use of images (rendering positive images as

negatives, negatives as positives, or allowing a single image to carry both positive and
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these images. The early chapters of Hosea alert the reader to these stylistic characteristics

and devices, introducing the book in its entirety as presenting a message filled with

uncertainty and tension between threats of puni: promi: iliation. This
chapter will closely examine these devices found in the early chapters of Hosea, particularly
chapters 1-2.

Previous scholarship as expressed in the standard academic commentaries has not
dealt all that well with the issue of the structure of Hosea. The tremendous amount of time
and energy directed towards the type of analyses critiqued in the first chapter has distracted
attention from the issue of the present shape of the early chapters of Hosea and its influence

upon what follows. Thy i sort of to the general

shape of the book as a whole, taking note of its beginning with the negative indictment of
Israel under the banner of the charge {7 TITN 13772 and its ending with a positive
section in chapter 14. Yet at a closer level there are many differences between the various
commentaries, although they share many of the same basic understandings concerning the
relation the early chapters of Hosea have with the following chapters.

Harper’si ial ICC ivides the text, true to the methodology of his

time, into original and ‘secondary’ sections. The original verses run throughout the entire

book, beginning in the first chapter and ending with the first verse of the fourteenth.® There

* Harper, Hosea [ICC] has a chart (clx) mapping out the original and secondary portions of the book.
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is a further division in the book’s structure within the verses Harper believes to have

originated from Hosea himself:
(1) P* 3" isastory, bneﬂy and simply told, of the prophet’s own family experience,
narrated in part to ow he came to ich he was to deliver to
his peoj

ple.

(2) 277114 .19 is the prophet’s suggestion of the meaning, obtained in the light of his

own experience, in its explanation of Israel’s situation.

(3) Discourses uttered from time to time, put together without chronological or logical

relationship, ~a group of thirteen, presenting, under varying circumstances, the double

thought of guilt and inevitable punishment (4'4'%).5
Harper’s division of Hosea’s “family experiences” from the rest of the book has continued
to enjoy the support of most commentators. Although his view on the lack of logic present
in the book’s structure in chapters 4-14 has met with some contrasting views in more recent

commentaries, his statement that this portion of the book seems to be assembled without a

or pattern inion of a large f'the book’s readers

throughout the years.® Most notably, Harper’s commentary breaks up the order of the MT
to set the first three chapters in an order which makes the most sense in terms of his analysis,
a practice which later commentators shy away from doing in such an open manner.”

Hans W. Wolff distinguished three “transmission™ units within the book; 1-3, 4-11,
and 12-14 respectively.® Once again chapters 1-3 are set apart from the rest of the book,
although Wolff’s commentary attempts to find thematic and structural connections, both

between the larger sections (i.e., 1-3;4-11; 12-14) and within each smaller transmission unit.

# ibid., clxiii.
¢ This division between chapters 1-3 and 4-14 did not originate with Harper. For an overview see Yee,
Composition and Tradition, 1-25.

" That is to say that the same processes are still at work in the commentary, merely that the canonical chapter
and verse divisions are not re-ordered to visually aid the exegete’s argument.

* Wolff, Dodekapropheton 1 [BKAT 14/1], xxiii-xcvii; ET: [Herm], xxix-xo0ii.
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This effort is often difficult, according to Wolff, because of the manner in which the book
has been redacted and transmitted. Chapters 4-11, for example, and the “peculiar way the
sayings have been strung together” are “explicable only if these kerygmatic units present

sketches of scenes which were written down soon after the prophet had delivered his

message.™ Wolff, unlike Harper, perceives a certain themati unity to the book
asa whole, however i ising principle might be in the case of smaller units
within each of the three ission units. H that the “three larg of

transmission are parallel to each other in that they each move from accusation to threat, and
then to the proclamation of salvation.”" This observation of Wolff’s is, as will be discussed
below, on the right track in terms of demonstrating one of the key elements to the structure

of Hosea though, as discussed in the first chapter, his designation of the genre of chapters 1-3

1 £

as memorabile is rooted in an ion about hapt
biography than this present study accepts as probable or necessary for the interpretation of
the book of Hosea.

and

More recent ies have maintained this basic di
chapters 1-3 and 4-14. Andersen and Freedman, in the Anchor Bible volume on Hosea,
describe these “unequal parts” as “quite distinct, though not so different as to constitute
separate works of two prophets living decades or even a century apart.™"! Chapters 4-14

“show Littl i id f careful iti ization” although there “are

? ibid., xxv; ET: xxx.
¥ ibid., xxvi; ET: xxxi.
"' Andersen and Freedman, Hosea [AB 24,] 57.
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many thematic links between the parts, and some editorial supervision of the whole can be
postulated.” The Anchor Bible commentary, despite its claim to be a ‘conservative’
analysis of the book of Hosea, makes the same divisions within the text as previous
commentaries. The emphasis on rhetorical criticism and the final form of the text is

by the authors® that much of t