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AS IS EXEMPLIFIED IN CHAPTERS 16, 20, AND 23,

The present study seeks to examine how Ezekiel i.terprets the past histoxy of
the people of Israel as he presents it in chapters 16, 20, and 23, of the book which
bears his name, What is involved in the examination is primgrily the question of
how Ezekiel uses the older traditions in those three chapters. To achieve this
purpose, the literary-critical method, which has dominated the studies of Ezekiel
since the last decades of last century, and the formecritical method, areh not
enough, This is so, since the problem posed above is concerned with the history of
traditions, especially of those which are used by Ezekiel in his interpretation of
his people's past history. Therefore, another critical method is urgently neededs
and this is the so called traditio-historical method, All of this means that the
acceptance of the traditio-historical method camnot be regarded as the rejection of
the literary-critical method., Instead, the traditio-historical method must be
regarded as an additional tool and should be used together with the other critical
methods.,

By using the traditio-historical method, it is now possible to examine Ezek.
16, 20, and 23, in a broader context., This context comprises not only the orgunic
redation between Ezekiel and the book which bears his name, but also their organic
relations with the prophetic movement, with other prophetic books, and with the
Israelite traditions in general.

The examination of Rzek. 16, 20, and 23 reveals that Hzekiel's interpretation
of Israel's past history is found chiefly in Ezek. 1631=43%; 20:1=31; and 2331-20,
And the examination of these three big sections reveals that, on the one hand,
Ezekiel depends on the older traditions, and on the other, he uses those older
traditions in his own way and for his own purpose.
In Bzek. 1631=43 Bzekiel stands chiefly in the David-Zion traditions, in Ezek.
20:1=31 chiefly in the exodus-wilderness-congquest traditions, and in BEzek., 23:1-20
in both the David-Zion traditions and the exodus-wildermess-conguest traditions,
Apart from the fact that these two streams of traditions, i.e., the David-Zion
traditions and the exodus-wildermess-conquest traditions, are very central in the
life of Israel as the people of Yahweh, they have become both the basic traditione
materials and the frame of reference for the course of Ezekiel's interpretation of
his people's past history.

In spite of all this, the examination of the three sections specified above
has shown that Ezekiel's interpretation of Israel's past history is unique. This
is so,/Inter alia, (a) no other prophet or Israelite traditionist has ever used  /since,
the metaphor of husband-wife relationship in so an extensive way and for so a
radical purpose as Ezekiel (chapters 16 and 23); (b) no other prophet or Israelite
traditionist has ever used those two streams of tradition in their reverse meaning
and purpose (chapters 16, 20, and 23); (c) no other prophet or Israelite tradi-
tionist has ever employed stereotyped formulas and structures in his speech in so
an extensive way as Ezekiel (chapter 20); (d) the paratactical juxtapositions of
short sentences which make up lengthy descriptions in chapters 16, 20, and 23,
are very characteristic of Ezekiel.
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Coupled with the fact that Ezekiel is a genuine insider in the Israelite
traditions in that he is both a prophet and a priest, all of these findings lead
to the conclusion that : (a) the uniqueness and the radicality of Ewmekiel's
interpretation of his people's past history lie in his own constant stress on
the darker side of that history and in his extravagant elaborations of the -
tradition-elements which serve his purpose; (b) Ezekiel's interpretation of
Israel's past history has very much been influenced by his understanding of the
current situation of the people, and in many cases he reads this situation back
to the past history of the people; (¢) historico-critically, this reading back
might be inaccurate, but traditio-historically it is not without basis. This is
so, since (1) Ezekiel's interpretation of Israel's past history is only one of
many interpretations given by the Israelite traditioniets, and (2) the two
streams of tradition which Ezekiel uses in his interpretation are living streams
of tradition, which, on the one hand, are still in the process of all-Israeli-
zation, and on the other, are subject to any review.

In the context of the ministyy of Hzekiel, his interpretation of Israel's
past history has shown that, a genuine traditionist as he really is, Ezekiel
has been able to understand and to review critically both his people's past
history and his people's traditions, and to use them to be the vehicle of the
message he is commissioned to deliver,
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The present study secks to exanine how Igekiel interprets
the past history of the people of Israel as he presents it in
chapters 16, 20, and 23, of the book which bears his name,

What is involved in the examinatier is primerily the question

of how Fgzekiel uses the older treditions in those three chapters.
To achieve this purpose, the literary-criticel method, which has
dominated the studies of Emekiel since the last decades of last
century, and the form-oritical method, are not enough, This

is po, gince the problem posed above ie concerned with the history
of traditions, especially of those which are used by Ruekiel in
his interpretation of his people‘'s past history. Therefore,
another critical method is urgently needed; and this is the

so called treditio-historicsl method, A1l of this means that the
acceptance of the traditio~historical method cannot be regarded
as the rejection of the literary-critical method. Instead,

the traditio-historiecal method must be regarded as en sadditiomal
tool and ehould be used together with the other eritical methods.

By using the traditio-historical method, it is now possidle
to examine Ezek, 16, 20, end 23, in a broader context, This
context comprises not only the organic relation between Izeikiel
and the book which bears his name, but also their orgenic
relations with the prophetic movement, with other prophetic
books, end with the Jsrselite treditions in general.



The examination of Esek, 16, 20, and 23 reveals that
Egekiel's interpretation of Israel's past history is found
chiefly in Ezek, 16:11-43; 20:1-31; and 23:1-20, 4nd the
exaninstion of these three big sections reveals that, on the one
hand, Egeklel depends on the older traditions, and on the other,
he uses those older traditions in his own way and for his oun
purpose.

In Ezek.,16:1-43 Bzekiel stands chiefly in the David-Zion tradi-
tions, in Bzek, 20:1=31 chiefly in the exodus-wilderness-conquest
traditions, and in Ezek, 23:1«20 in both the David-Zion tradi-
tione and the exodusewilderness—conquest traditions, Apart from
the fact that these two atreams of traditions, i.e., the lavid--
Zion traditions and the exodus-wilderness-conquest traditions,
are very central in the life of Isreel as the people of Yahweh,
they have become both the basic tradition-materials and the frame
of reference for the course of lizekiel's interpretation of his
people's past histoxry.

In spite of all this, the examination of the three sections
epecified above has ashown that Egekiel's interpretation of
Isreel's past history is unique, This is so, since, inter alis,
{(a) no other prophet or leraelite traditionist has ever used
the metephor of husband-wife relationship in so an extensive wvay
and for e e radical purpose as Fgekiel (chapters 1€ and 23);
(b) no other prophet or Israslite traditionist has ever used
those two streams of tradition in their reverse meaning and

purpose (ehapters 16, 20, and 23); (e) no other prophet or
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Israelite traditionist has ever employed stereotyped formulas
and structures in his speech in so an extensive way as Ezekiel
(chapter 20); (&) the paratactical juxtapositions of short
sentences which make up lengthy deseriptions in chapters 16, 20,
and 23, are very characteristic of Ezekiel.

Coupled with the fact that Ezekiel is a genuine ingider in
the Ierselite traditions in that he is both a prophet and a
priest, all of these findings lead to the conclusion that : (a)
the uniqueness and the radicality of Ezekiel's interpretation
of his people's past history lie in his own constant stress on
the darker side of that history and in his exiravagant elaborations
of the tradition-elements which serve his purpose; (b) Ezekiel's
interpretation of Isrsel's pest history has very much been
infiuenced by his understanding of the current situation of the
people, and in many ceses he reads this situation back to the
past history of the people; (¢) historico-critically, this
reading back might be insccurate, bubt traditio~historically
it ie not without basis. This is so, since (1) Ezekiel's
interpretation of Israel's past history is only one of many
interpretations given by the Israelite traditionists, and (2)
the two sireams of tradition which Ezekiel uses in his interpre-
tation are living streams of tradition, which, ocn the one hand,
are still in the process of sll-Israelization, and on the other,
are subject to any review.

In the context of the ministvy of Ezekiel, his interpretation



of Israel's past history has shown that, a genuine traditionist
as he really is, Ezckiel has been able to understand and %o
review critically both his people's pasi history and his
people's traditions, and to use them te be the vehicle of the
message he is commissioned to delivex.
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INTRCDUCTION

In reading the 014 Testament, one finds that, on the one
hand, there are themes which are mentioned egain and again in
more than one book, and on the other, each of the books, with its
own characteristics and purpose, seems to have its own way of
using and connecting those themes with each other and/or with
other themes, Thie can be seen as for example, in that the
theme of exodus is used so extensively in the Book of Exodus,
whereas it is only briefly referred to in the Books of Hosea
(Hos, 11:1), and Amos (Am. 937). The theme is found again in
a poem, or part of a poem, in Pas, 78:12-16; 105:23-42; 106:6-12;
and in a different context in Neh, 9:9ff.. The theme of Davidic
kingship is not only found in the Deuteronomistic historical
books, but also in Pss. 2, 110, 132, and others, In the
prophetic books; a similar example can be gseen in that the
metaphor of husband-wife relationship for the relationship
between Yahweh and the people of Israel is found in Hos, le3;
Isa. 1:213 Jer, 2:12ff,3 3:1ff.; Bzek, 16, 23, 1In all of these
references, the metaphor is used in diiferent ways, in different
elavorations, and, undoubtedly, for different purposes.

These examples can, of course, be multiplied by mentioning
how different books treat similar themes in different ways and



for different :mrpose:.l But what has been mentioned above
seems sufficient to szhow that despite the possibility of regarding
each of the bocks of the 0ld Testement as being distinctive,
nevertheless there are elements which connect them with each
other, It is true that very often this connection is difficult
to trace and that sometimes it is only an indirect one,
nevertheless it must be adm_itted that it does exist.

Such a connection is seen not so much in the final form
of the books as in their contents. In other words, the gquestion
which arises here ig not primavily concerned with the connection
between the poetic form of, say, the Fsalter and the prosaic
form of, say, the Book of Exodus. Rather, it is concerned
primarily with the ccnnection between the exodus theme, €48+,
in Ps. 78: 12-16 and that in the Book of Exodus or elsewhere,
As far as the theme of exodus is concerned, the connection
between Ps. 78:12-16 and the Book of Exodus ean be described in
terms of the histoxy of their common theme, Thus, 2 study of

the theme would be able to reveal how the theme developed and how

1Scm.. €s8sy Co He Horth, The O nt Inte: tation

o£ Hiatgz_;z, I.ondon, 19 ; J. H. muer. Y. Jeremias
sekiel nd theologisch untersuechi, Heukirchene=

Kroi.s. Moers, 1955; Je Vounr. schichtliche Rfickblicke und

Motive in der Prophetie des Amos Hosu und Jeremia, ZB.Z.A.H.
1195, Berlin, 1971.



different books use it in different ways and for different
purposes.

The present study iz concerned with the Book of Ezekiel
and, more specifically, Bzekiel's interpretation of Iszael's
past history as is exemplified in chapters 20, 16, and 23, What
is meant by 'Israel's past history' is not only the evenis which
heppened in Isrsel before the time of Egekiel, but, more
importent than that, also the traditions which arose from them,
The events might have happened once and for all, but the
treditions about them, or the interpretations of them, can be
passed on from one generation to another, In other words, the
events might be unrepeatable, but the interpretations of those
evente go on from generation to generation, As far as Israel's
pest history is concermed, it is with such an interpretation
as is found in Bzek. 20, 16, and 23, that the present study is
concerned, Yo be speoiﬂo. the pregent study seeks to examine
how Bzekiel interpreis the past history of his people as he
presents it in those three chapliers mentioned above, For this
purpose, those three chapters will be thoroughly examined.

However, as far os Buekiel ss a living prophet is concerned,
it must be admitted that before and after his time there were
some interpretations of that past history which were given by
both prophets and other Israelite traditionists., With regard
to this, it must be said that there must be a connection or
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conmections between Ezekiel's interpretation and those of the
other prophets and other Israelite traditionists. Due to the
fact that each of Israelite prophets and traditionists has his

own chavacteristics, the best way to find out this connection

is by examining the tradition-materials and/or the themes which
are common in all, and/or unique in each, of those interpretations.

What is involved in this examination is the task of finding
out what are the similarities and the differences beiween those
interpretations and how those similarities and differences are
to be understood. In terme of Ezek, 20, 16, and 23, this
examination involves the task of finding out (a) what ave the
similarities and the differences between Hzekiel's interpreta-
tion of Israel's past history and those of both his contemporary
and his predecessors, and (b) how are the similarities and the
differences to be understood from the side of Ezekiel, In other
words, what is invelved in the examination is the history and
the development of the tradition-materials as they are found in
Ezek., 20, 16, and 23, And the questions are, er alis 3
Fow much Ezekiel's interpretation bears the marks of the older
interpretations or older tradition-meterials? How does
Ezekiel use those itradition-materials? How much his interpre-
tation bears his own characteristics?

In this connection, the Book of Ezekiel as a whole camnot
be left untouched, Iike any other prophetic book, the Book of
Ezekiel has its own characteristics and uniquenesses. Without
exaggeration, it is natural to understand these characteristics



and uniquenesses as coming or originating from the prophet Ezekiel
himself, After all, it is this prophet himself who has given
rise to the existence of the book which bears his name,
With regard to all of this, it is ceriainly part of the task
of the present study to find out the charscteristics and the
unigquenesses of the Book of Bzekiel, This is so, since the
characteristica and the uniquenesses of Nzekiel'es interpretation
of Israel's past history in chapiers 20, 16, and 23, are integral
parts of the sum total of the characteristics and uniquenesses
which have made his book distinetive.

Speaking sbout the characteristics and the uniquenesses
of both Ezekiel and the boock which bears his name will inevitably
involve gpeaking sbout the relationship between BEzekiel as a
prophet and the book which bears his name, The problem of the
relationship between Ezekiel and the book has, either diveoily
or indivectly, been dealt with by many scholars since the closing
decades of last century. Apart irom the fect that the vesulis
of their investigations are veried, it can be said that these
scholars for the most part used the literary-critical method.
Deapite the faet that this oritical method is wery useful for an
understanding of the literary problems of the Book of Ezekiel,
it must be admitted that it has only a limited scope, This
is so, since there are etill many problems the solutions of
which lie beyond the scope of this method. Omne of the most
important problems concerning the Book of Egekiel and/or the
prophetic books in general, is the problem of prophetic traditions,
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This problem is concerned not only with the relationship
of a prophet and the book which bears his name, but alsc with
their relationship or comnection with other prophets and other
prophetic books and, more widely, with the Isrselite traditions
as a whole, In other words, as far as the prophetic bocks are
concerned, the problem of {he prophetic traditioms is concerned
with the nistory of the traditions which ave used and created by
the prophet involved, In the case of Ezekiel and the book which
beara his name, the problem is concerned with the history of the
traditions which Ezekiel uses and oreates. 1In this connection,
and due to the fact that the relationship cannot be understood
simply as being dominated by the so called written traditvion, it
does not seem appropriate to talk about the authenticity and/or
otherwise of a prophetic book. Instead, it seems more appropriate
to talk about thé origin and/or the development of the traditions
found in that particular prophetic book. And for this purpose
e critical method other than those already devised, especially
the literary critieal method, is needed. This method is the
treditio-historical method,

So, with regard to all of this, the present study will
concsist of six chepters, In the first chapter a survey of the
studies of the Book of Bzekiel will be carried out, the purpose
of which is to see, on the one hand, how the studies develop, and
on the other, what problems are gtill left unanswered, The
second chapter will deal with the traditio-historical method, the



debate on it, and the general results of its application to the
Book of Ezekiel, Chapters three, four, and five, which constitute
the main part of the present study, will deal with Ezek, 20, 16,
and 23, respectively. These three chapiers will be preceded

by short preliminary remarks in which both the meaning of the
title of the present study and the order of examination of the
three chapters of the Book of Zzekiel, are explained. In each
of these three chapters the investigation will proceed in two
stages : first, an attempt to determine which section of the
chapter of the book dealt with there is relevant for the examina-
tion of Ezekiel's interpretation of Israel's past hisvory;
second, an exanination of the relevant section by the use of all
eritical methods, especially the {raditio-historical method,

the purpose of which is to describe how Ezekiel uses the older
traditions of Israel in his interpretation of the people's past
nistory, and how he creates a new interpretation of that past
histoxy. Finally, the conclusions drawn from the whole study
are given in the sixth chapter,
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CHAPTER I

A SHORT SURVEY OF EZFKIEL STUDIES

The main problems concerning the Book of Ezekiel are three-
fold, i.e., (a) the composition and/or the unity of the book,
(b) the place or the places in which Ezekiel carried out his ministry,
and (c) the chronology or the datings in the book, In order to
have an idea about these three problems, a brief outline of each one
of them is given below, First, the problem of the composition and/
or the unity of the book, This problem is concerned with the fact
that the book presents many kinds of interests, ranging from prophetic
oracles, priestly language, legal matters, ete., to ecstatic and/or
mystical personality and apocalyptical outlook. In addition, the
book shows some literary features which seem to presuppose the work
of more than one hand. The doublets (e.ge, 3:16-21 and 33£1-9;
1 and 10:8-17; 18:21-29 and 3%:10-20; cf. the double dating in
1:1-3), the inclusion of the prophecies of promise in the prophecies
of disaster in many passages within chapters 1-24, and the fact that
chapters 40-48 sound more apocalyptic than prophetic proper (also
chapters 38-39), all of tﬁis suggests that the Book of Ezekiel is
composite. Ilevertheless, the orderly arrangement of the book in
terms of subject matters, the course of thoughts, and the chronolog-
ical datinge found in it, suggests that the book is a unity., The
question which arises out of all of these facts is this : Is the
book really a unity or composite?

Second, the problem of the place or the places in which Ezekiel
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carried oﬁt his ministry. The book as it now stands shows that, on
the one hand, Ezekiel carried out his ministry in Babylonia (1:1-3;
8333 33%:21; etec.), while on the other, most of his prophecies were
addressed to the people in Palestine/Jerusalem, and suggests that
Ezekiel was himself in Palestine/Jerusalem, The questions which
arise in this connection are these : Where did Ezekiel carry out
his ministry? In Babylonia, or in Palestine/Jerusalem, or in both
Babylonia and Palestine/Jerusalem? Or, still more radically, did
Ezekiel really exiet at all? VWas he not only a fictive literary
creation? Third, the problem of the chronology is concerned with
two things, i.e., the datings given in the book and the period at
which Ezekiel ecarried out his ministry or lived. (a) The datings
are found fourteen or fifteen times, i.e., in 1:1, 2; 3:16; 8:1;
20:13 24:1; 26313 29:1, 173 30:203 31:1; 32:1, 173 33:21; and 40:l.
With the exception of those found in 1:2; 33:21; and 40:1? all of
these datings do not have clear indications of events from which
they are counted. And out of all of them, the most debated one

is that which is found in 1l:1, i.e., 'the thirtieth year'. The
question here is this : Kha£ does the date refer to? [urther,
despite the fact that all of these datings are arranged in a compara~
tively good chronological seguence, it is not clear whether or not
each of them dates all the prophecies or the oracles which follow
it. (b) The answer of the guestion of the datings can no doubt bde
a great help to solve the problem of the period at which Ezekiel
carried out his ministry. The questions here are these : When did
Ezekiel carry out his ministry? 1Is it before, or after, the fall

of Jerusalem? Or, is it before and after the fall of Jerusalem?
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The answers to these questions will undoubtedly determine and/or
be determined by the answer to the question of the place where
BEzekiel carried out his ministry mentioned above.

The present survey is not meant to have a look at how these
three problems have been dealt with by scholars throughout the
decades. FEather, by using those three probiema as a kind of frame
of reference, it will have a look at the works of scholars,
beginning in the end of the last century until now. The purpose
of the survey is, therefore, to try to make notes, as brief and
clear as possible, on the development of the studies of the Book of
Fzekiel from the end of last century until its recent stage. At
the end of the survey, a brief statement will be made of the position
or opinion eoncerning the three problems which is adopted in the
present study. At the same time, the brief statement will serve
as the basis for the carrying out of the present study.

Until the end of the last century, the problem of the unity of
the Book of fzekiel occupied most of the scholars' discussions, and
the widely accepted opinion then was the conservative one, This

can: be seen, €.Z., in the works of A, Smenﬂl and S.R. Driver,2 who

13. Smnd. ver I'ro het Ezechiolg LeiPZig' 1880' PP+ Iiiif., Il‘.‘l.

28. B. Driver, An Introduction to the Literature of the 0ld Testament,

Edinburgh, 1891 ( 9th'ed.’ 1913), pp. 278ff.
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are of the opinion that the book with its a)fntematio arrangement is
the work of the prophet-priest himself, and that Fzekiel was among
the first exiles to Babylonia in 597 B.C. and witnessed the second
exiles of Judah in 587 B.C, The wide acceptance of the conservative
opinion, hovever, does not mean that there was not any other opinion
at all, That there was other opinion is clear from the fact that
(a) there was an unknown writer in The Monthly Magagine and British
Register' who is of the opinion that the author of izek. 1-24 is
not Lzekiel but Daniel, because, inter alia, the geographical refer-
ences in them could only be given by a writer such as Daniel who
knew the places very well (Dan. 2:48; of, izek, 28:13), and (b) L. Zuns
attributed the Dook of Uzekiel to the Sopherim of the post-exilic
period, or moze precisely to 440-400 5.C.,” because, inter alia,
the language of the book shows a great deal of resemblance to that
of the works of the Persian period, and some of the things and
persons referred to in it, e.g., Eden, Noah, Daniel, and Job (14312ff.)
28:%, 13), were not known before this period.

At the beginning of this eentury i, Kraetzschmar published

his epoch-maicing commentary on the Book of r?zek1313 in which he

]'Thn article is 'Concerning the Author of Some Poems Aseribed to
Ezechiel'y, The Monthly Masazine and British fexister, Vol. V, Part
I, 1798, pp. 189-190.

N ]
Lo Zunz, 'Sivelk{ritisehes. II, Ezechiel®, Z,0.Y.C. 27, 1873, ﬂ
pp. 6T76-681, 6883 idem, Di ttesiienstlichen Vot der J N
Frankfurt a. Moy 1892' Phe 179f.o

"’B. Kraetzchmar, Das Buch Fgechiel, (H.A.T. 1IT.3.1), céttingen,
1800,

2



5

presented his distinctive opinion, Kraetzschmar recognized that
there are some doublets, or parallel passages, in the Book of Ezekiel.
Then, in distinction from both Zunz and the alleged unknown writer,

he proposed a theory that out of the original material of Ezekiel

two independent recensions had risen which were later put together

by a redactor to form the present book. Kraetsschmar said that the
first recension used the first person, and that it was longer than
the second which used the third person.1 Kraetzschmar's two--
recension theory reminds one of what Josephus said about Ezekiel.
Josephus said that Ezekiel wrote two books.2 However, it is not
¢lear which 'two books' were meant by Josephus since he did not give
any explanation at all, Some six years after the publication,
Kraetzschmar's theory was slightly modified by K. Budde. Budd33

was of the opinion that initially the book was compiled by Ezekiel
himself. But this original book then underwent several editions
which were later worked over together with the aim of produeing a
unified and standard text-form, The book as it now stands, with

its doublets arnd parallel passages, is the result of the working over.
However, a year before the modification of Budde, G. Jahn had already

denied Xraetzschmar's theory, Jahn4 @rgued that the literary problems

Anda,, pe XIIT.

2Josephns, Antiquities X, v, 1.
5K. Budde, Geschichte der althebriischen Litteratur, leipziz, 1906.

4G. Jaln, Das Buch Bzechiel auf Crund der LXX hergestellt, ﬁberset!t
und textkritisch erklirt, Leipzig, 1905,
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of the Book of Ezekiel were the result of the work of later scribes.
These scribes had written in the margin of the original Book of
Bzekiel revised versions of many passages which adapted the prophetic
message to actualize them, Then still later copyists had inserted
these marginal versions into the original text. The Book as it now
stands is the mixing up of the original text and those marginal
versions.,

Another rejection of Kraetzschmar's two-recension theory came
from J, Herrmann, Herrmann® argued that there were some original,
individual, and independent speeches of Ezekiel which were collected
and put together by the prophet himself, It was also the prophet
himself who from time to time made alterations, modiifications, and
corrections, of his collected speeches. In other words, Herrmann
was of the opinion that all the literary difficulties found in the
Book of Ezekiel are due to the prophet's own remodellings of his
original speeches, In addition, Herrmann admitted the existence
of some very minor additions to the book from a later redactional
hand.

Despite all these differing theories and opinions, attack and
counter-attack by one scholar against the others, until 1924 the
general opinions concerning the problem of the composition of the
Book of Lzekiel remained conservative as that of Smend and Iriver,

namely that the Book of Ezekiel as it now stands is the original

13. Herrmann, Egzechiel lbersetzt und erklfrt, (K.A.T. XI), leipzig,

1924, Cf. his Ezechielstudien, leipzig, 1908, especially pp. 4ff..




work of the prophet himself who was exiled to Babylon in 597 B.C.,
as can be seen, €.g., in the commentaries by W. F. Lofthouse.l

He A, Redpath,® A. B, Davidson, and A.W. Streane.’ However, with
all these opinions of the scholars, both the conservative and the
radical, it can be said that the three problems of the Book of
Ezekiel were still far from being settled. This is clear from the
fact that although those opinions and theories were really attempts
to give solutions to some aspects of the problems, they also gave
rise to new questions,

One of the questions which since 1924 have urgently called for
discussion is how much of the Book of Izekiel is an authentic record
of the prophet's own words. Apart from the faet that this question
was a challenge against the traditional view of the relation between
the prophet Ezekiel and the book whieh bears his name, it has in
its turn given rise to some theories about who Ezekiel was, The

first attempt to answer the guestion to be noted is that of Halachnr.4

1.7, Loftnouse, Ezekiel, (The Century Bible), Edinburgh, 1907,

25 Ae Eadpath, The Book of the Prophet Ezekiel, (The Westminster
Commentary), London, 1907.

5&. We Streane revised the work of A. Be Davideon, The Book of The

t ligekiel, (The Cambridge Bible for School and Colleges),
Cambridge, 1892 (reprinted in 1893, 1896, 1900, 1906). The
revision was carried out in 1916, but there is no major change of
Davidson's opinion which can be noted as important.

4G. H81lscher, Hesekiel, Der Dichter und Das Buch, (B.Z.A.. 39),
Giessen, 1924.



Like Kraetzschmar, Budde, and Jahn, HOlscher recognized that there
are two worlds existing side by side in the present Book of Ezekiel,
i.e., the genuine tzekielian world and the secondary world of later
redactor(s)., According to HBlscher the Book of kzekiel as it now
stands is chiefly the result of the work of later redactor(s) who
belonged to the Deuteronomic school, Although it is true that the
redactor used the orizginal work of Pzekiel as the basis of his work,
the Book of Izekiel as it now stands is derived from the 5th eentury
B.C.; and therefore it is a pseudepigraph. IHzekiel himself, who
was deported to Babylonia in 597 B.C., was a poet-prophet, and his
original, or authentic, work was chiefly in poetic form, With his
theory of 'poet-prophet' iBlscher found that out of the present Book
of FEzekiel there are only about 170 verses which are genuine, or
authentic, while the bulk of the rest of it is from the redactor(s),
or unauthentie.l Almost all of those 170 authentic verses are in

2

poetic form., The second attempt to be noted here is that of

Kesaler,3 which was presented only two years after that of Holscher,

IApart from the fact that the proportion of the verses which H8lscher

regards as authentic is very small, it is actually not clear what

is the exact number of them, According to J. 3, Harford, HOlscher's
handling leaves to Bzekiel himself only about 143% verses out of

1272 verses of the present Book of kzekiel (J. 3. Harford, Studies in
the Book of fSzekiel, Cambridge, 1935, p. 14). The number adopted
in the present study is that of Cooke., 5ee GJA. Cooke's review of
H8lscher's Hesekiel, Ter Dichter und Das Buch in J.T.S. 27, 1926,

PP. 201ff..,

2Ci‘. Irwin's remark : "Not s0 well recognized ... is the fact that
H8lscher admitted. the exiatence of original prose as well, It is
false ... to hold that he made poetic form the touchstone of genuine-
ness., But in the end this consideration seems to have weighed heavily
with him'{ W. A. Irwin, The Problem of izekiel, An Inductive Study,
Chicago, 1943, p. 11).

3F Kessler, Die innere Linheitlichkeit des Buches lzechiel, (Berich~
te des theol, ueminar der Brudergemeinde), Herrnhut, 1926.
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and perhaps was meant to be the reaction to it. 1In distinetion
from H3lscher, Kessler believed that between a writer and his genuine,
or authentic, passage there exists an inner spiritual link which .
unites the writer and his expressed thought, DBefore any paséagu
can be declared unauthentic, it must first be shown that this link
is wanting. With his 'imner spiritual link' criterion Kessler
found that the authentic part of the Dook of Hzekiel is larger than
that found by HOlscher. In fact Kessler regarded the bulk of the
Book of ©Pzekiel as authentic, Notwithstanding Kessler's conclusion,
if any comment must be made on his theory it must be said that his
‘immer spivitual link' criterion is too subjective to be convincing,
Beside the attempts of H8lscher and Kessler, there is a third attempt
which sousht the solution of the problem of authentic, and/or other-
wise, passages in the Book of Egekiel. This is the attempt of
Re Eittel@l Kittel claims that the Book of Fzekiel as a whole is
authentic, i.e., it is the original record of the prophet's own
words. Tor the claim Kittel argues that Hzelkiel has a dual person-
ality, namely as a prophet and at the same time as a priest. It
is due to this dual personality of Lzekiel himself that the present
book which bears his name presents so many puzzling points,

low, as far as the question of the antheﬁticity or otherwise
of the Book of Hzekiel is concerned, it is clear that there was no

agreenment among these three scholars as to how much of the book is

ln. Kittel, Ceschichte des Volkes Israel, Vol. III, 1, Stuttgart,
1927.
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authentic and how much it is otherwise, Vhile Holscher's
conclusion seems to be the most radical, and drastic, that of Kittel
appears to be following the traditional view.

Another question which has ¢zlled for discussion beginning
in the period of 1920s is that of the dating of the Book of EHzekiel
as a whole, It appears that M. durrowsl was the first to examine
the literary relation between the Book of Hzekiel and the other
books, or the other literary collections, of the 0ld Testament,
Through hie examination Burrows finds that the Book of ELzekiel is
later than Trito-Isaish (Isa. 56-66), Joel, Zeeh, 9:11 - 11:13, and
that the Yook is heavily dependent on those, and some other literary,
collections, The conclusion of Burrows is that the Dook of Ezekiel
must be a product of a very late period, even probably of the late
pre-piaccabean period, Durrows' conclusion is more or less similar
to that of his teacher, C. C. Torrey, although the latter's work 6n
the Book of Ezekiel was not published until 1950.2 Besides, Torrey's
arguments are different from those of Burrows in that Torrey took
the canonization of the Book of Lzekiel by the post-exilic Jewish
authorities as his starting point. Torrey claimed that the
reli.ious conirontation between the Samaritans and the posteexilie
Jews was the appropriate background of the purpose, and the composi-

tion, of the Book of Lzekiel, le argued that the book is a

ln. Burrows, The Literary Relations of Ezekiel, Philadelphia, 1925.

ac. Ce Torrey, Pseudo-kzekiel and the Original Prophecy, lew Haven,

1930.




pseudepigraph which was written by a man who was probably of priestly
rank in Jerusalem about 230 B,C. The writer used the situation in
Palestine under the reign of King Manasseh as his main historical
background, so that originally the book was Palestine-centred.
However, Torrey further maintained that some 30 years later the Book

was revised by an editor in order to maintain the view that Jerusalem
| was then the right place for worshipping Yahweh and not Mt. Gerizim
a8 was claimed by the Samaritans. This editor had devoted Chapters
40-48 for this special purpose, And it was under this editorial
work that the former Palestine-centred book underwent a process of
Babylonization, so that it now appears that the Sook of Fzekiel has
an exilic setting and atmosphere.

After the publication of this particular work, there were many
scholars who were not satisfied with Torrey's late dating of the
Book of Ezekiel, There were many criticisms, and rejections,
launched against Torre;y's arguments and conclusion, but it would be
too long to note all of them in this short survey. However, there
is one thing which must be said here, namely in spite of all of the
criticisms and the rejections, it appears that Torrey did not by
any means change his opinion.l Besides, it is interesting to note
that almost at the same time as Torrey, but gquite independent of
him, J. Smith advanoed a hypothesis whiech, though different in aoic

respects from that of Torrey, had some striking resemblances to 11:.2

1For Torrey's answers to his critics, see his articles 'Cexrtainly
Pseudo-Ezekiel', J.B.L. 53, 1934, ppr. 291ff.; 'Notes on Ezekiel',
JeB.L. 58, 1939, pp. 69£f ..

2J. Smith, The Book of the Prophet Ezekiel - A New Interpretation,

London, 1931,




Smith understands the recurring phrase 'house of Israel' as referr-
ing only to Nortiern Israel, and is of the opinion that Ezekiel was
a real historical character who belonged to lorthern Israel., He
was deported in 734 2.C. together with the exiles from Northern
Israel, but in the 30th year after the fall of Samaria he was able
tc go back to Palestine., Instead of going back to Northern Israel,
he went to Jerusalem and continued his prophetic ministry there under
the-faign of King Manasseh, Concerning the composition of the
Book of Ezekiel, Smith is of the opinion that originally it was
BEzekiel himself who wrote the major part of it with a Palestinian
background; but later in the 6fh century B.C. the original work of
Ezekiel was revised by a redactor, or redactors, who used the
Babylonian, or the exilic, situation as its background, It was
this revision that gave the present Book of Ezekiel the exilic
atmosphere which it now has throughout.'

Now, if a comparison between Smith's opinion and that of
Torrey is made, one will find that on the one hand their major
similarity can be seen in that both scholars held the opinion that
the original book of Izekiel had a Palestinian situation around the
reign of King Manasseh as its background, and that the book was
latez’@ahylonizad by other handsy while on the other, their major

difference can be seen in that Torrey held the opinion that the

present Book is wholly pseudepigraphic, and that EZzekiel was not a

drbide, ppe 93£L.
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historical character, while Smith held the opinion that the greater
part of the Book of Ezekiel is historical and authentic, and that
Ezekiel himself was a real historical character.

In 1932 V, Herntrich published his Ezechielgggblomnl in which
he examined most of the questions concerning the three problems of
the Book of Ezekiel mentioned earlier, Among other things which
can be noted from Herntrich's work referred to here are these @

(a) Due to the fact that the book gives no detailed account on the
exilic situation, Hermtrich is of the opinion that Ezekiel carried
out his ministry only in Jerusalem during the last years of the
city's existence, i.e., during the reign of Xing Zedekiah., (b)
Concerning the appearance of the two worlds in the book, i.e., the
world of Ezekiel and that of later editor, Herntrich is of the
opinion that Palestine, especially Jerusalem, was the historical
background of the original Book of Ezekiel, and that later on his
original book was edited by the disciple(s) of Ezekiel who were
living among the exiles in Babylonia. In fact these disciples
not only edited the original book, but also added much to it, e.g.,
chapters 1-33 8-11, so that the bulk of the present book, including
the whole of chapters 40-48, is editorial addition., It was this
editorial activity that has given rise to the exilic atmosphere of

the present Book of Ezekiel.® (o) All the datings (twelve times)

1?. Herntrich, Bzechielprobleme, (B.Z.A.W., 61), Giessen, 1932,

2 1vides pos 124£8.,



in the book were also from these editors, Tue to the fact that
there are only three datings which are specified, i.e., those in
1:2;5°33%:21; 40:1, Herntrich argued that these editors had used two
gystems of dating, All the three specified dates were counted
from the exile of King Jehoiachin, as is clearly indicated by 1:2
and 40:1, whereas the other unspecified nine were counted from the
enthronement of Zedekiah, The reckoning from the enthronement of
Zedekiah is based on the similarity of the figures in Ezek. 24:1
to those in 2 Kings 25:1, which clearly refer to the enthronement
of Zedekiah, The two systems of dating were used together by the
editors in Ezek. 1:1=-2, ©GSince the date in 1:1 should refer to the
enthronement of Zedekiah, who was the successor of Jehoiachin,
Herntrich preferred to amend it from the 'thirtieth year' to the
*third year'.l

From these three conclusions of Hexmtrich, it is clear that
the traditional view concerning the three problems of the book is
almost comp1e£ely rejected.

On the part of the defenders of the traditional view, it was
Ge As Cooke who first explicitly renounced the radical opinion,
especially the Palestinian aspects of the Book of Ezekiel. Concerning
the three problems of the Book of izekiel mentioned earlier, Cooke is

in favour of the traditional view, First, he is of the opinion that

1bia., pp. 60-64.
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the book is oompoaite.l Por this he points out that the present
arrangement of the book is not from Zzekiel himself, It might well

be true that Ezekiel had intended to arrange his own book chronologi-
cally as is suggested by the presence of the datings. But the

present arrangement of the datings is definitely not EHzekiel's.
:Inatead, the present arrangement suggests that the book is an anthology
of Egekiel's oracles, which were originally delivered at various

times, and collected by editors., Turther, the fact that most of

the oracles between two subsequent dates do not entirely oofreapond
with the situation referred to by the dates which head them, suggests
that the editors had put his own additions and/or later materials

to the original oracles of Ezekiel, In addition, Cooke notes that

the many legislative prOposéls in chapters 40-48 bear many resemblances
to that of 1, P, and H., Second, Cooke maintains that Ezekiel carried
out his ministry wholly in Babylonia among the exiles, Tor this he
argues that (a) the vision of God and his glory took place outside

the land of Israel (ef. 3:23; B8:4; 10:15; 20, 22; 43:3); (b) as in
the case of his and other prqphets' prophecies against nations far

away from Jerusalem, Lzekiel's prophgeies to/against Jerusalem do

1599, G. A. Cooke's review of (. H8lscher's Hesekiel, ler Dichter und
das Bueh in J,7.5. 27, 1926, pp. 201ff.; also his 'lew Views on
Lzekiel', Theology 24, 1932, pp. €3ff.. For his fuller explanation
and arguments, see his standard work, Bzekiel, (I.C.C.), Edinburgh,
1936 (reprinted 1967).
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not always demand Ezekiel's physical presence in Jerusalem, Third,
concerning the dates in the book, Cooke maintains that most of them
refer to the exilic period and to the period not long before it.
To be specific he refers to 588-583 B.C., i.e., the years just
before and after the fall of Jerusalem. This traditional view is
also followed by V. E. Barnes, who, inter alia, argued that Babylonia
was the only appropriaste place for Ezekiel's whole ministry, and
that it was from there that Ezekiel uttered his whole propheeielcl
lNotwithstanding this support of the traditional wview, it is
interesting to find that in 1934 W. 0. E. Oesterley launched a new
solution for the problems. In his examination of the book he found
that (a) the book as a literary unity presents izekiel as living
among the exiles in Babylonia who were deported in 597 B.C., (b) as
a true prophet Lzekiel addressed himself almost exclusively to the
people in Jerusalem (especially in chapters 1-24), and (c) it is
difficult to see how the writer of chapters 1-24 can be the same as
the writer of the later chapters of the book. Based on these three
points, Oesterley2 opined that (a) Ezekiel was called to be a prophet
in 652 BeCsy iseey in the reign of King Jehoiakim, and worked in

Jerusalem until he was deported to Babylonia together with the first

1w. E. Barnes, 'lzekiel's Denunciation of Tyre', J.T.S. 35, 1934,
Pre 50ff,3 '"The Scene of Hzekiel's Ministry and His Audience?,
J:T:Sn 35’ 1934, PP« 163f£o¢

2w. 0. E. Oesterley, 'The Book of Lzekiel - A Survey of Hecent
Literature', C.Q.i. 116, 1933, pp. 187-200. 4nd with Th, H, Robin-
son, An Introduction to the Books of the 0ld Testament, London,
1934, pp. 318-329.
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exiles of Judah in 597 B.C.; in Babylonia Ezekiel continued his

- ministry as a prophet among the exiles; (b) it was Lzekiel himself
who first put both his Palestiqian. and his exilie, prophecies into
writing, but later on 'his co-religionist ... edited them in such
2 way as to make it appear that the whole material was written in
Babylonia', To the edited work were still later added some minox
additions by one, or more, redactors,

Nearly the same conclusion as that of Oesterley, namely that
Bzekiel exercized a double ministry in Palestine and in Babylonia,
was independently arrived at by Bertholet in 1936,  Bertholet is
of the opinion that (a) Ezekiel was called twice : the first call
(Bzeks 2313 « 3:9) came in ca. 593 B.C. which was followed by Lzekiel's
minigtry in Jerusalem until the fali of the city, l.e., when he was
taken into the exile together with the second deportation in the
year 587 B,C.; the second call (lizek, 1l:4 - 2:2) came to him in
Babylonia and was followed by his second ministry there among the
exiles; (b) it is due to the double call, and the double ministxy,
of the prophet that some doublets or parallel passages, exist in
the present Book which bears his name, According to Bertholet,
most parts of the Book of lzekiel were originally written by
Ezekiel himself, but there was a later editor who compiled them,
and transferred the prophet's ministry wholly to Babylonia. It
is from the later editor that the present BDook of Izekiel has all

ite exilie atmoaphara.a

1‘&. Bertho:-et and Eu Gﬂlling, Hea&ﬁelj (H.A.Tn 10 Reihe' 13)'

THbingen, 1936,
2;‘!_!16... pr. xiveif..
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Prior to Bertholet, J. B. Harfordl had already held the position

which is in favour of that middle-way. To begin with, and like
other scholars prior to him, Harford recognized that there are two
kinds of material mixed up in the present Boock of lzekiel, They
are the original materials, which are contained mostly in chapters
1-39, and the editorial additions, which are mostly contained in
chapters 40-48. ©Based on the fact that the date in lzek, 24:1 is
exactly correspond with that in 2 Kings 25:1, all the dates in the
Book of Hzekiel, with the exception of those mentioned in 1:2;
33:21 and 40:1, must be counted from the accession of Zedekiah.
Then Barford opined that the original materials were from Jerusalem
during the last years of the existence of Southern Kingdom,
especially the time of King Zedekiah and the beginning of the second
exile,” and that the editorial additions were from the editor of
the exiliec and/or post-exilic periods.3 Concerning the final form
of the book, Harford said that it 'is not the work of one man,
still less was it produced in one sustained effort at one timet.

Then he continued : 'There are two main authors and it (i.e., the

13. B, Harford, Studies in the Sook of BEzekiel, Cambridge, 1935.

2cfs ibid., pp. 40f., 47f., 51, 60.

362, ibid.; ppe 638+

41v4d., 9. 70.
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book) has received additions by later hands, The first author was
a prophet living in or near Jerusalem during the last years of the
Southern Kingdom, ... (And the second is a ) man of prophetic soul,
who belongs to the period of the Captivity and who dwells in
Babylonia'.l About the second man, Harford remarks further : 'He
may have been a young disciple of the older man and he imbibed much
of his spirit. He may well have treasured up the recorded utter-
ances of his Master and woven them in with his own oracles to form
the first edition at least of the Dook as we now have it'.e‘
According to Harford the symmetries found in the present Book of
Fzelkiel are due to the second author., And concerning the two
authiors Harford said that the '"two men are essentially one at heart,
although each has his own method of expressing the message'.3

To return to the three problems of the book, it appears that
go far the efforts to find their solutions had not reached any
general consensus at all, The opinions offered by Oesterley,
Bertholet, and Harford, were just as varied as could be expected.
4 Rejecting

the theories of Kraetzschmar, Herrmann, Holscher, and Harford, Tahl

Meanwhile, another solution was proposed by G, Naul,

llbid., pp. TOf,.

2rbidsy Do The

3I‘oid.. Pe T2+ In the earlier part of his book Harford points

out that there is a considerable number of passages in the Book
of lzekiel which can be attributed 'to a prophet living in
eziég)in Sabylonia, who may or may not be Fzekiel himself' (ibid.,
Pe BU /.

4G. Dahl, 'Crisis in Izekiel Hesearch' in guantulaqumgue : Studies
resented to K, lLake, ed., by Ii, Peasy et al., lLondon, 1937, pp.: 265ff..
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maintained that the book is a unity. ‘This is so since (a) the book
has an extrasordinary and almost monotonous uniformity of style, (b)
the book has some characterisiic words and phrases which are
constantly repeated, €.g., "son of man', ‘abominations', 'gillulim',
'that they/you know that I am Yahweh', etc., (c) the book is very well
arranged and organized with a clear chronology and a clear course

of thoughts, Concerning the so called doublets and parallel
passages, Dahl said that they derived from the fact that Ezekiel

was a priest and a prophet at the same time., Concerning the date
of the book, Dahl was in favour of the view that the book is a
pseudepigraph, This is so since (a) the book abounds in Aramaisms,
(b) in terms of theology the book depends on P, (c) compared with
the Book of Daniel and the Book of fnoch, the book contains the

more advanced and developed phase of apocalypticism, (d) the amazing
clairvoyance, e€.8+, in 12:121f,; 24:1f., 15-18; and the prophecies
againat foreign nations in chapters 25-~32 are oracles after the
events, (e) Gog of Magog in chapters 38-39 reflects the author's
memory of Alexander the Great. On the basis of all of this, Dahl
dated the composition of the book ca. 226 B.C., and said that both
the prophet Ezekiel and the chronological datings in the book are
mere literary creations,

On closer examination, it appears that the tenability of Dahl's
solution depends very much on (a) whether the book does abound in
Aramaisms, (b) whether Aramaisms as such can be regarded as indicating
a late dating, and (¢) whether Ezekiel's prophecies are really

predictions after the events. Although the answers of these three
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questions arve likely to be negative, which means that Dahl's
solution is untenable, nevertheless there were already two scholars
who held the view that the Book of Lzekiel is wholly a pseudepigraph.
Yet the late dating of the Book of Zzekiel did not seem to have
gained much acceptance, Even G. i, Berry, who long before both
Torrey and Dahl had beén in favour of the view that the Book of
Ezekiel is a very late post-exilic production, felt obliged to
modify his opinion. Until around 1930 Berry was in favour of the
late dating of the Book,l but since 1939 he has modified his view.
He is now of the opinion that Ezek. 1-24 was the work of Ezekiel
himself in Jerusalem in the years 597 -~ 586 B.C., and that in the
%rd century B.C. it was Babylonized by a reviser, or revisers, who
also added chapters 40-48 to it.’> 4 similar opinion to thet of
Berry was independently arrived at by I. Gs Matthews.3 But; in
contrast té Berry, Matthews put the date of the reviser(s) not in
the 3rd century D.C. but 3 centuries earlier, i.e., in the period
of the exile. In addition, Matthews recognized the existence of

a third, and still later, hand which he assigned to the apocalyptic

school.,

16. He Berry's articles : 'The Authorship of Hzekiel 40-48', J.B.L.

34, 1915, ppe 17ff.3 'The Date of Lzekiel 45:1-8a and 47:13 -
48:35", JuB.L. 40, 1921, pp. T0ff.3 "The Tate of Izekiel 38:1 =~
59320, Je3eLs 41, 1922, pp. 224ff.; 'Was iZzekiel in the Bxile?',
JsB.L. 49, 1930, pp. 83ff..

2388 note 1 above, and G. K, Berry's 'The Composition of the Book
of Egekiel', J.B.L. 58, 1939, pp. 163f{f., especially p. 175.

3I. G+ Matthews, Ezekiel, (An American Commentary on the 0ld
Testament), Philadelphia, 193%9.
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In distinction from Matthews, Berry, and lahl, 0. H, Fischer
gave a fairly new solution to the problems of Bzekiel.l Fischer is
of the opinion that Ezekiel was first deported to Babylonia together
with the first exiles in 597 B.Ce and received his call there (2:3),
and that soon afterwards Ezekiel was able to go back to Jerusalem
and worked there until the fall of the city in 586 B.C., and that
together with the second exiles he once again went to Labylonia to
carry his new message of encourazement to the exiles,

With the opinion of Fischer, it is clear that the view of a
double-ministry of Fzekiel is once again accepted. Soon afterwards
the same view was also accepted by i. Pfeiffer (1941).2 Notwith-
standing the other achievements of the non-traditional trend in
Ezekiel studies, the acceptance of the view of lzekiel's double
ministry by both Fischer and Ffeiffer could probably be rezarded
as prosress., And one could perhaps agree that it is probably only
on this view that the authenticity of both Palestinian and
Babylonian atmospheres oi the book could be understood. However,
the‘problemn of the Book of Lzekiel are not as simple as that, as
will be seen in the following survey.

The question of authentie, and/or otherwise, passagzes of the

Book of lzekiel was revived by W. A. Iriurj.n.3 Before a note is made

10. R, Fischer, The Unity of the Book of fzekiel, (an unpublished

dissertation referred to by both H. H, Howley in his len of God,
Pe 181, and L, Pfeiffer, Introduction to the 01d Testament, 1941
edition, p. 539), Boston, 1939, ;

gK. Pfeiffer, Introduction to the 0ld Testament, London, 1941,
ppe 535, 537ff..

5w. A, Irwin, The Problem of kzekiel, An Induective Study, Chicago, 1943.
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on Irwin's wview on this particular problem, it seems necessary to
have a look at what Irwin said about the prophet Ezekiel himself.
According to Irwin, Ezekiel was a prophet and never became a priest;
besides, lizekiel carried out his ministry in Palestine from about
600 B.C. until 586 B.C.,1 when he was deported, or voluntarily went,
to Babylonia, joining the Jewish community, where he became very
famous.2 Egekiel was a man of healthy mind and belonged to the
orthodoxy of Hebrew propheecy. Further, Irwin is of the opinion
that Pzekiel delivered his prophecies only in Palestine, and that
these original prophecies were later on interpreted, added to, and
edited, by exilic hand(s). In connection with this editorial work
of the book the guestion which then arose was this : Is it possible
to rediscover Ifzekiel's original prophecies? It is to answering
this qﬁﬂation that Irwin bas devoted most of the pages of his book
referred to here. Irwin was very sure that it is not only
possible, but that the authentic prophecies of Fzekiel may with a
high degree of probability be distinguished from later additions to
the book. He alsc criticised almoet all of the gcholara prioxr to
him for their being unable, according to Irwin, to present satis-
factory arguments., Te said : 'lo one at all has given us reason
to believe that he lnows what the prophet taught';> then he declared

that 'we must discover reliable criteria that will enable us to

1CI‘. ibide, pe 323.
Cf, ibid., p. 329.

31bid., pe 29.
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distinguish with some reasonable approximation to finality between
Ezekiel's own utterances and those of his disciples or follownra'.l
However, it is clear that with this declaration Irwin was just
restating the aims of the scholars whom he criticised, although no
one of them had been as optimistic as he was in saying that 'such
eriteria exist ... is my firm convieiion'.2 By following an order

of investipgation which he believed to have been 'dictated by the
nature of the book',5'1rwin examined and ﬁerutinimca very carefully,
and minutely, each chapter of the Book, beginning with chapter 151
Through his examination and investigation he tried to sift the original
kernel of Lzekiel's prophecies from its later additions. TFor this

he claimed that the original prophecies of Ezekiel had been
interpreted falsely by his disciples, or later interpreters, and

that out of the whole book there are only about 251 verses, in whole
or in paxrt, which are really genuine, or authentic; while on chapters
40-48 he said ¢ 'There is nothing whatever in these nine chapters

that reveals even slight relationship with the genuine work of
Ezekiel'.4 From his reconstruction of the genuine prophecies it

is also clear that Irwin regarded them as only poetic in form, Kow,

livid., pp. 29%..
21pid
«s Ds 30,

F1bia. .,

m.. Pe 258.
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having noted all this, one should not be very surprised that through
his careful analysis and laboured examination, which is a very
worthwhile exercise, Irwin was only led to a conclusion which was
very near, or almost similar, to that of H8lscher in 1924.

However, it is interesting to find that two yeara later the
sanme problem was dealt with by M. J. Gruenthaner'.l Like Trwin,
Gruentﬁaner began with examining the radical efforts which had been
made to solve the problems from 1924 (Hdlscher) until 1939 (Matthews).
On these efforts he, like Irwin, remarked : 'VNome of these scholars
sse has been able to evolve a trustworthy set of prineciples by which
the genuine could be discriminated from the allegedly apur:laus'.a
Then Gruenthaner singled out Irwin's work to be the subject of the
remainder of his article, Although basically Gruenthaner was in
favour of the traditional view, in one point he seems to be in
agreement with Irwin in that he accepted that the parable in Lzek., 15
had been commented on., However, he was against Irwin in that he
could not find the reason why Irwin regarded- the commentary of the
parable as false or spurious, According to his own examination,
both the parable and its commentary are in perfect harmony and
authentic, This is so since, argued Gruenthaner, 'the application

which the commentary makes grows naturally from the parable! 1taelf.3

3 M, J« Gruenthaner, 'Hecent Theories about Lzekiel', C.B.Q. T,
1945’ PP 438ff0l h

Ibid., p. 440.

5I'bid.. Pe 446.
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Another strong criticism against Irwin came from R, Gordis.l
In spite of Cordis' appreciation of Irwin's scholarship, he was
against Irwin at least in two points. TFirst, Gordis just could
not confine Izekiel and his authentic propheciecs to the poetic partis
of the text alone, and, second, more or less like Gruenthaner, he
could not see that Irwin's method in sepsrating a prophecy from its
interpretation was successful. VWith these two criticisms Cordis
then remarked that 'we musi regretfully conelude that the case is
not proved and that we have not yet reached a definite solution to
the problen of zekiel!,?

Apart from Cruenthaner and Gordis, in the following years
there were other critios who likewise launched some criticisms
agzainst Irwin, A minor criticiem first of all came from L. P, Smith
in his review of Irwin's book referred to aarlier.3 In contrast
to both Gordis and Gruenthaner, Smith regarded the supposed
*false interpretations' as a kind of 'prophetic Targums' which came
. from a very late period, and that they were not entirely false,

but they 'freguently ... offer a true hbnily'.4 The other criticisms,

lﬁ. Gordis, 'The Book of Ezekiel in Contemporary Criticismt?,

Jewish heview 4, 1946, pp. 51ff,..
?Ibis., p. 65
31‘0 P. Sﬂth'a I‘Wiow ia i.n i&'_u 68' 1949’ p]). 384:1...

4;91‘10 s Da 387.
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which perhaps could be regarded as major, came from both C. J, Mulloe
Weir and H., H. Rowley. But, as their works will be noted later,
it seems unnecessary to give notes on their criticisms here,

In his assver to all of the eritieisms Irwin® did mot only
maintain and defend his theory and its accuracy, but also claimed
that all of his eritics had missed his point. ©He said : 'lo sound
objact;on to my view has been presented in these eight years ...
(and) on reexamination the case stands in yet greater cogency'.2
With this claim of Ixwin perhaps we could leave him here, and go on
to have a look at the works which followed.

In 1945 1, Messel published his Lzechielfragen’ in which he
argued that (a) the addresseesof Ezekiel were really in Palestine
and it is from there that Ezekiel delivered his prophecies (431 -
5:173 6:1-103 22:1-22; etc.); (b) Ezekiel delivered two kinds of
prophecies, i.,e, the prophecy of doom (Uuheil) for those who were
in Palestine during the exilic period (13:17-233 14:1-11; 33:30-333
ete.) and the prophecy of salvation (Heil) for the exiles (28:24-263
34311=16; 36:16-38; 37: 12-14; etes); (¢) on the basis of Lzra
6116, 193 10:8; Zak, €:10; etc., in which the word 11913 is used
to denote those who had returned from the exile, the word T}&{H

used in the Book of Fzekiel is also to be understood as referring to

L. A. Irwin, 'Ezekiel Research since 1943', ¥.l. 3, 1953, pp. S4ff..

2&&-, Pe 65-

'5E.. Hessel, Lzechielf y 0310’ 1945.



28.

them.l S0, according to Messel, Ezekiel carried out his ministry
only in Palestine in ca, 400 B.C.° and that he belonged to the

group of Jewish people whose worship was purer than that of the
people who remained in Palestine, Concerning the composition of
the book, Messel regarded passages such as 1:2f,; 12:1-6; etc, as
secondary and are evidences of the work of the redactor. Then he
opined that Ezekiel's original book had been edited, and added to,
by an editor, or editors,3 who worked between 361 and 344 B.C. To
a certain extent Messel is actually on the same lines as are

M, Burrows and C. C, Torrey in that all of them are in favour of the
view that the whole Book of Ezekiel is a product of the post-exilie
period. [Further, it is interesting to find that the post-exilic
dating of the book was arrived at by L. E, Browne in 1952.4 lowever,
in distinction from Torrey, Burrows, and lMessel, Browne is of the
opinion that (a) Bzekiel was among the exiles in Hyrcania in 344-343
B.C. and worked under the reign of Alexander the Great; and (b) it
was Pzekiel himself who deliberately gave the false air to his
original book to deceive the authorities, and that chapters 40-48
were his main concern,

lNlow, it is clear that until this stage this survey has noted

Yor, 14d,, $p. 14LL.

26f. ibide., ppe 21f..
30f. ibid., ppe 21£f., 30£Lf..

4L..E. Browne, Ezekiel and Alexander, London, 1952.
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various opinions, or views, and arguments, which mostly come from
the non-traditional trend of the study. From all of this one
perhaps could get an impression that the further this trend goes,
the more problems it solves, but also the more new problems it
creates. Yet, in spite of all of the ever-growing problems, one
cannot certainly say that the non-traditional trend has been without
any success, or without any contribution at all. Since it is
beyond the scope of this survey to deal with the question of how
far the hon—traditienal trend of the study has coniributed to the
understanding of the Book of Ezekiel, it seems better to leave the
question, and the problems involved in it, open.

Meariwhile the progress of the studies of the Book of Ezekiel
since 1949 seems to huve been dominated by those scholars whose
views, on the one hand, tend to follow, and to support, the
traditional view, e.g., that Ezekiel exercised his ministry wholly
in B@bylnnia, and, on the other, vary so much as to whether the Book
of Fzekiel is composite or not. The first among them to be
mertioned here is C. G. Howie® who, following the information given
in the book, says that Ezekiel lived out his ministry and life in
Babylon with the exiles, and that only in spirit did he return to
2

his beloved homeland. Further, taking the captivity of Jehoiachin

10. G+ Towie, The Date and Composition of Izekiel, (J.B.L. lMonograph

Series 4), Philadelphia, 1950,

2Ib‘ldl sy De 6'
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as the time to which all the dates in the book refer, he says that
1:1 is the superscription of the book, and that the dates indicated
there refer to the time when (a) Ezekiel began to recollect and
dictate chapters 1-24 to his disciples and (b) chaptera 25-48,

which were already in existence as individual prophecies either in
wvritten form or in oral form, were collected, edited, and attached
to chapters 1-24 by his diseiples. In his conclusion Howie says
that 'the book ..+ ¢an be ascribed in the main to Ezekiel'l. although
he sdmits that there is a very small amount of secondary element in
it which came from the diseciples.

Next is Cs Js Mullo -.-feir2 who, in reaeting againat the wview
that most of Ezekiel's prophecies were delivered in Palestine,
maintained that Ezekiel's locale was definitely Babylonia, Foxr
this Mullo Weir marshalled not less than twelve arguments and
oriticisms against the radical view, some of which are noted below,
although they are concerned mainly with chapters 1-24. TFirst, the
topographical references of the book indicate very clearly that
Babylon is the true locale of Ezekiel's ministry. Second,
Ezekiel's knowledge of Jerusalem, e.g., in chapter 8-11, is due to
his heving been in residence there before he was deported, and that
the phrase 'Set your face towerd' as is used in, e.g., 6:2; 131173
21:2, T3 ete., can very well be understood only if the prophet was

in Babylonia, Third, as in the case of the prophecies against

IIbidl s Pp. 98f..

26; J. Mullo Weir, 'Aspects of the Book of Ezekiel', v.1. 2, 1952,
PP 97ff..
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foreign nations (chapters 25-32), it is not necessary that in
deliverings his prophecies against Jerusalem Ezekiel should always
be factually, and physically, present there., However, despite his
preference for the Babylonian locale of the whole ministry of
Ezekiel, Mullo Weir's remark that the author of the book was Ezekiel
is not explioit.l

S51lightly in distinction from the opinions of both Howie and-
Mallo Weir is that of Fohrer.2 On the one hand, and like both
Howie and Mulle Weir, Fohrer maintainé that accorﬂiné to the
information given by the book Ezekiel carried out his whole ministry
in Babylonia and on the other, he argues that Ezekiel's original
oracles, which were chiefly in poetic form, were both spoken and
written by Ezekiel himself, To those original oracles Ezekiel
: himself had added some explanation, usuvally at the end of the units,
which Fohrer calls glosses.  Further, due to the orderliness of
the present book in terms of both chronology and subject matters,
Fohrer argues that the original prophecies and their original
glogses have been collected and transmitted through several stages,
in which process some new glosses and tranapositions were made.
Neither/pt’ihe process of the collecting and transmitting, nor the

new glosses and transpositions, are the responaibility of Ezekiel.

IIbid., P. 97.

2G. Fohrer, 'Die Glossen im Buche Ezechiel', Z,A.W. €3, (N.F. 22),

1951, pp. 33-53; idem, Die Hauptprobleme des Buches Ezechiel,
(BoZ.A.W, 72), 19523 Introduction to the 0ld Testament, ZET. by
Iy B. Green), Nashville-New York, 1968, pps 404if.; and with
K, Galling, Ezechiel, (H.A.T. I.13), Tlbingen, 1955.
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In spite of his similarity with H8lscher and Irwin on the
poetic form of the original prophecies, Fohrer's most interesting
contribution to the solution of the problems is probably his stress,
or re-stress, on the existence of the redactional process, Further,
it is very interesting to note that the problem of redactional
process, and its possible complications, were later on dealt with by
0+ Eissfeldt in one of his essays.. Taking the Book of Hzekiel
as one of his examples for examination of the redactional process
in the prophetic literature, Eissfeldt said : 'The literary guestions
must be settled first as such, and only after their solution can we
form an historiecal reconstruction'.2 Now, as far as the Book of
Ezekiel is concermed, Eiaafeldt5 is of the opinion that the Book
is exilic, and was compiled, or edited, by the disciples of the
prophet3 the compilation was carried out by using Ezekiel's own
written notes as its essential parts which can still be clearly
seen in the first person oracles and in the dated passages, About

the date of Fzekiel's ministry, Hissfeldt said that Ezekiel ﬁaa

1O. Bigsfeldt, 'The Prophetic Literature' in The 0ld Testament and

Modern Stug’ ed. by H, H, HWlex, I.sond.ﬂn, 1 T, PPe llsff-.
2
Ibido, Pe 1550

3For Eissfeldt's further treatment of the Dook of Ezekiel, see his

The 0ld Testament, An Introduction, (ET. by P. Re Ackroyd), Oxford,
1966, pps 365-362.
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'called to be a prophet in the exile in 593 and ... (became) active
there as sueh until 573 or perhaps somewhat lenger'.l

Following Eissfeldt, He H. Rowleyz is of the opinion that
Bzekiel exercised his ministry wholly in Babylonia among the exiles
as is stated by the book itself. lHowever, fHowley's opinion on the
déte;bf the compilation of the 3ook of Hzekiel is different from
that of Dissfeldt, Rowley argued that the Book of Isaiah, the
Book of Jeremiah, and the Book of izekiel, are the product of the
same group, or the same circle, of compilers, This is so; because
the arrangzements of those three Books are guite similar. Since
Howley assigned £he date of such a group,.or circle, of compilers
to the post-exiliec period, he regarded the Book of Ezekiel as the
product of that period., But, more important than that, Rleey
argued that the date of the production is not the same as the date
of the materials used. 'The date of the materials is always earlier
than the date of the production. Therefore Howley maintained that
the materials which were used by the compiler(s) of the Book of
Bzekiel were entirely exilic aud came from no one other than Ezekiel
himself. Tor the explanation of the last remark liowley followed
Widengren's theoxry of tradition, namely that it seemed justified
to mssi/n both the prose and the poetic materials to Ezekiel himself.

This is so, since it was probable that Ezekiel, like Muhammad, had

:lm" Pe 372,

2H H, Howley, 'The Book of izekiel in lodern Study', BeJeileLe
36, 1953/45 Pp. 146£f.s (reprinted in his len of God, London, 1963,
Pp. 169£1,).
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given his own explamation, or interpretation, to his original
prophecies : the original propheecies are in poetic form and the
explanations are in prose form. Further, Rowley admitted that the
compiler(s) themselves had also added their own additions to the
original Egekielian materials, although these were only very fuw.l
For all of this Rowley confessed that his position was probably
tradiﬁional. But he maintained that his views 'better justify the
evidence we hgwu'.2

The development of the studies on the Book of Lzekiel during
the last 20 ycars seems to have followed the traditional view toa.
This is clear from the fact that most of the works done on the Book
of Ezekiel during this period have inclined to revive, and to follow,
the traditional view which was dominant during the first quarter
of this century and before, However, despite the inclination to
the traditional view, it must be pointed out that the exiztence
of redactional process in the prophetic literature, especially in
the Beook of kzekiel, has received more and more acceptance as well,
Having noted these two points, i.e., the revival, and the support,
of the traditional view, and the acceptance of the redactional
process of the Book of Hzekiel, this survey arrives now at the latest
phase of Ezekiel studiesj and below is the list of the snhohu
who, in spite of their being varied in meny details and arguments,

lof, idid., pp. 186£f..

zIbiQo. Pe 210,
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are in favour of the two points : Th, H, Ho’binson,1 D, H, Freedman,z
We Zimmerli,3 To these three must be added the name of C. Kuhl
whose contribution on the survey and the biblioazraphy on Esokial4

ig very worthwhile, Next is H, L. Ellison’ who follows all

Gs As Cooke's arguments and conclusions, Fext are G, W, hnddraon§
and J, Muilenburg.!  Fuilenburg said that the Book of kzekiel as
a whole came from Ezekiel in Babylonia, and that although 'there
are expansions here and there ... and perhaps numerous glosaea!

even these represent essentially the prophet's own point of view...'j

1'I‘h. H, liobinson, IThe Old Testament : A Conspectus, lLondon, 1953,
especially ppe 103f..

25s Ne Freedman, 'The Sook of Ezekiel! (Studia Biblieca XAVII),
Interpretation 8, 1954, pp. 4461f,.

34, Zinmerli, Ezechiel, (B.K. XIII/1), Neukirche-Viuyn, 1956=1969;
'The Message of the Prophet Lzechiel', Interpretation 2%, 1969,
pp. 131f7,.

453& C. Kuhl's articles in Th.R, 5, 1933, pp. 92€f.; Th.R. 20, 1952,
PP 1ffey dnd ‘.l‘h.E. 24' 1953;?. PD. 1ff.. Cf. his The (Uld Testamen ’
Its Ori; and Composition, (If. by C. T. M, Herriot), London, '
1 1' Pa 193.

53. Le Ellison, Ezekiel: The Man and His Mes 3, London, 1956,

66. We Anderson, A Critical Comment to the 0ld Testament,

London, 1959 (reprinted with new bibliography 1972), Ppe 129ff.s

75. Muilenburg, 'Lzekicl', in Peake's Commentary on the Bible,
eds, M, Black and H, H, Rowley, London, 1952, pp. 586ff,.
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this is so, because, according to Muilenburg, 'the redactors stand
in close relation with the master's teaching'.® lext is V. Eichrodt®
who seid that Fgekiel was wvery much influenced by the religious
reformation of Josiah during his. youth,” and that although he wvas
called to be a prophet and worked in Babylonia in 594 -~ 571 B.Cey

his priesthood was still very influential.? Purther, Hichroat

is of the opinion that Egekiel had collected his own writings and arranged
them in order to make & book,’ but there"‘}a;astill a considerable number of
them which was not yet included., These spare writings were later

on collected, and then added to the first collection by a redactor,
together with the redactor's own additions which were using a
prophetic, or a priestly, biasj; and it is due to this redactional

work that now there are some discontinuities end later additiong in
the book. In other words, according to Eichrodi, the present Beok

of Ezekiel is the result of 'ein komplizierter Vorgﬁn_g der leuordnung,

ﬁberarbeita:ng und Erginzung ...'.6

]-Ibidg y Poa 569-

2”- Eichrodt, Ezeﬂel. (El‘. by Cs Quinn)' (&M-). London,
1970.

3Cf. ibid.. Pe 5.
4ct. ibid., pp. 1, 24.

9¢f. ibid., ps 18,

G\'I » Eichrodt, ”‘er? Prophet Hesekiel, (A.7.D. 22), Cottingen, 1959--
1966, pe. 16% (BEP, p. 21).
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Lastly, D. M. Ge Stalker,® J. B, Taylor,” and J. W, Vevers.’

Once again, in spite of the wider acceptance of the existence
of the redactional process, the present stage of Lzekiel studies
shows that the traditional view seems to get more and more acceptance
than the otherwise, 'The rensons for this acceptance can perhaps
roughly be outlined as follows., First, the fact that the whole
book shows a single mind and an orderly ccourse of thoughts suggests
that it is a unity. Although the literary composition of the book
is not entirely the responsibility of Gzekiel, which means that the
book is composite, nevertheless the content of it bears witness
that it is a unity. The diversity of interests, the existence of
doublets, or of parallel passages, are¢ not necessarily to be regarded
as not coming from the prophet himself., However, in spite of all
this, a provision must still be made for the presence of later
additione as are found chiefly in chapters 38-39 and 40-48. To a
great measure these chapters resemble the apocalyptic writings, 1.e.,
a litersry group the interests of which lie very much outside ihpse
of Pzekiel the prophet and the priest. Second, although Fzekiel's
prophecies are mostly directed against the people in Palestine, it
does not necessarily always mean that, as in the case of his
prophecies against foreign nations (chapters 25-%2), lzekiel was

present among them, Third, the chronology, which is also the

ID. M, G. Stalker, Ezekiel, (The Torch Bible Commentaries), London,

1968,
2J. Be Taylor, Hzekiel, (The Tyndale 01d Testament Commentaries),
London, 1969 (reprinted 1971).

73y Ve Wevers, Egekiel, (The Century B3ible - lew Series), London, 1969.



historical allusions, can best be understood as refarring_to the
exilic period itself,

Having noted all this, however, one must always be reminded
that an arrival at a certain general accepiance does not mean that
the problems have been finally solved. Noxr does it mean that views
which have been rejected have no significance at all, This is so,
since it is obvious that despite their different coneclusions both
trends of the study have tried to solve the problems of the Book
of bzekiel, loreover, it is here that one should remember that
sometimes the criticisms and the arguments of a scholar against those
of the other fall into the same weaknesses., Yet it would be a
mistake to exaggerate the weaknessesj because all of the opinions
of the scholars have obviously given their respective contributions
to the understanding of the Book of Ezekiel,

To return to the three problems of the book mentioned in the
beginning of this survey, it seems appropriate now to state briefly
the position, or the opinion, which is adopted or taken in the
present study.

1, The book, with its orderly arrangement in terms of both
subject matters and datings, is the result of a very long process.
Anticipating what will be disouseed in the next chapter, it ocan be
gaid thet this process, which involvee both written materials and
oral traditions derived from the prophecies of Izekiel, must have
taken place orgenically and originated with lzekiel himself, 1In
this connection, it can be said further that the many impressions
sbout Egekiel and his ministry given by the book must also have

derived from Ezekiel himself.
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Although Ezekiel may not be the sole author of the book as it
now stands, it is difficult to exclude him entirely from all of the
organic processes which have produced it, The existence of the
doublets, parallel passages, phraseological repetitions, and the
8o called expansions, cannot be regarded as entirely the responsib-
ility of later hands. Rather, they are the responsibility of that
organic process itself, the orizinator of which was Ezekiel himself,
This implies that to talk about the authenticity and/or otherwise
of a passage or part of it is undesirable, and that all the
variations of interest contained in the book are due to Ezekiel
himself who was a many-faced character rather than a one-faced one.

2+ According to the information given in the book, ﬁzegiel
was a priest (1:3), and was one éf those who were deported together
with King Jehoiachin and the first exiles of Judah in 598 B.C,
(1:1-3). He was called to be a prophet in Babylonia (2:1ff,
3:1ff.; ete.), and it was there that he carried out his ministry.
His experience as a priest, especially before he was deported, was
the scurce of his knowledge of both Jerusalem, the Temple, and
Israel's situation in terms of both polities and religion; As a
prophet, it is not necessary for him to be present physically in
Jerusalem/Falestine, although most of his prophecies, including
hi= symbolic actions, were delivered to and/or for hew. The case
is similar to that of his, end of other prophets', prophecies against
foreign nations (Ezek. 25-32), which do not require the prophet's

presence among those nations.

3« The problem of the chronology of the book is complicated.
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This is so, since out of the fifteen or fourteen dates mentioned in
the book there are only three which explicitly refer to the time or
the event from which they are counted, i.e., those in 1:2; 33:21;
4031, and that the relationship between the two dates in 1:1 and 132
is not elear.

Whatever the relationship between the two dates in 1:1 and
1:2, and whatever the event from which the other twelve unspecified
dates were counted, might be, on the basis of what is stated in
1:23 33:213 40:1, it seemsa justified to hold that each of those
dates refers to the lensth of time of Hzekiel's being exiled in
Babylonia,

Having said 211 this, however, it appears that these three
problems, with all their aspects,; are inseparable from each other.
The solution of one of them will certainly affeet that of the other
two. And in dealing with a prophetic book such as that of Ezekiel,
one must remember that what he now has is a book in its writtem
form, This means that (a) he should rely very much on the
informetion given by the book, (b) he is faced with some limitations
the solutions of which are wvery frequently not, or carnot be, fbund
in the book itself, Wevertheless, there is a general presupposition
that a prophetic book, such as the Book of Lgekiel, has a very close
relationship with the prophet whose neme it bears, As a matter of
fact, it is the procphet himself who, on the one hand, has given rise
to the existence of the book, and on the other, has made the book
distinctive. However, due to the fact that the Book of lzekiel

has some similarities with the other books of the 0ld Testament,
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both in terms of arrangement, content, and background, it would be a
mistake to treat it in isolation.

The relationship of the Book of Ezekiel with both the prophet
Ezekiel and the other books of the 0ld Testament can best be under-
stood in the framework of the whole Israelite tradition, This is
80 since Izekiel himself was not an isolated and solitary character.
On the one hand he belonged to the priesthood of Israel, and on the
other he belonsed to the prophetic movement. In other words, in
terms of Israelite traditions, Fzekiel was indeed an insider just
like the other prophets of Israel, Likewise, the book which bears
his name is inseparable from the rest of Israelite traditions.

There are of course many questions that can be asked concerning
the details of this double relationship of the Book of Lzekiel,
such as : How is the relationship of the book with both lzekiel
himself and the rest of Israelite traditions to be explained?

How far is the book chavacteristically Fgzekielian and how far is
it not?

Although these two questions can to some extent be regarded
as a reformulation of the old ones which had ocbupiad most of the
scholars whose works were surveyed above, their being posed against
the Israelite traditions, or more precisely, against the prophetic
traditions, deserve fresh answers., THowever, it is beyond the scope

of the present study to answer all of these guestions in fuller soali.1

lThese questions are dealt with in a fuller secale by K. V. Carley
in his unpublished thesis Izekiel's Place in the PFrophetic Tradi-
tions, (Univexrsity of London, 1968).
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CHAFTER 1II

TRADITIO-HISTORICAL METHOD AND THE BOOK OF EZEKIEL

A. The Need of inother Critical Method.

The survey above shows quite clearly that so far the nﬁuﬂioi
of the BDook of Egekiel are dominated by the use of the literary-—
critical method, Tlespite the variety of the -answers given to the
literary-critical questions of the book, however, this method has
proved itself to be successful in that it has shown that the Book
of Ezekiel is one of Israel's literary products, In its prepéﬁt
form the book is a2 written literature which is to a great extent
subjeet to the literary-critical method. _

However, the fact that the Book of Ezekiel cannot be isolated,
or be separated from either the prophet izekiel himself or the
other prophetic books or, more widely, the Israelite traditions,
has given rise to new questions, It is true that some of these
nevw questions can be answered by the use of the literary-critical
method, but it is also true that most of them lie beyond the capacity
of this particular method to answer. This is so, since all of this,
namely the traditio-context of the Book of izekiel, involves not
only written materiala, but alse the prophet'himself, the p#ople
who lived before, around, and alter, him, oral materisls and oral
transmission, the Israelite traditions, and the organic interaction
among all of these factors, In other words, like in the case of

the other prophetic books, the present form of the Book of Nzekiel
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is the result of an organic process which had taken place involving
many factors. As a rule, this process is both long and complicated,
but generated from the prophet himself.

Due to the fact that this organic process involved tradition
materials, people, institutions, and everything which surrounded,
and originated from, the prophet, the problem which now arises is
not about the possibility to isolate the prophet and his authentic
speeches or oracles, rather it is about the possibility of finding
the characteristics of the prophet and the book which.baars.hin
names In other words, in view of the traditio-context of both
the prophet and_the book which bears his name, it is impossible to
isolate him and his authentic words or oracles. In this oonneeiion,
one of the questions which deserves immediate answer is how far the
book is characteristic and how far it is not. 1In terms of the Book
of Ilizekiel the question may be put this way : How far the book is
Bzekielian and how far the non-igekielian elements have been used
for its formation.

In order to be able te answer this guestion, the whole organic
process and development which took place behind the book under
consideration must be exnminad.l

The first method of investigation other than the literary--

critical one which has been devised for this purpose is thé so called

1Cf. De As Knight, Rediscovering The Traditions of Israel, (S.B.L. -

Dissertation Sexies 9), 1973, De 2+
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form-critical method. It is not necessary to describe this method
in detail here. Instead, it seems suffice to outline its nature
and its aims, and to see how far this method has been useful in
unfolding the organic process and development mentioned above,

Thie method, which was advocated first by H. Cunkel (1862--
1932),1 is concerned primarily with the Iiterary-types which sre
found in the literature of the 01ld Testament. It consists of not
less than gix interrelated steps of investigation, through which
the orgenic process behind the present form of the 0ld Testament
books is traced. The first step is to define the exact limit of
every literary-unit in a given passage or book, and to isclate it
from that which either precedes or follows it, or both.z Tue second
step is the determination of literary-types which are found in that
particular literary-unit. The basis of this step is that in ancient
time literary-units played wvery important role in the w:.ttipgs of
the people, including those of the prophets_,3 and that the writers
were, one way or the other, bound by them in expressing what they
would like to express.

The third step is to trace the history of those literarw**wrii.4

¢, koen, The Growth of the Biblical Tradition, (T« by S. M
Oupitt), Londom, 1969, Ds 3.

®Ihid., p. 115.

3&. Gunkel, 'Einleitung', in I, Sehmidi's Die ;;,Toasen fropheten,
(5.4.7, II. 2), second eﬂition, Tibingen, 1923, De L0V,

41{. Koch, op. cit., pp. 16ff,.
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The basis of this step is that in the present form of prophetic

books there is hardly any one independent literasry-type at all,

They are alweys found either as component literary-types or as
complex literary-types. In addition, very often two or more prophets
used the same literary-types but in different ways. This means

that every literary-type found in one particular passage or unit

has its history, which comprises its whole development from the time
when it was written for the first time until its present form in

the midst of a component, or a complex, literary-type. The fourth
step is the investigation of the literary-types sgainst their individ-

ual setting in life (Sitz im Ieben).l The basis of this step is

that each literary-type is meaningful only if it is used in a
particular situaztion, Although there is possibility that one
particular literary-type is used in more than one setting in life,
nevertheless it is impossible to understand the meaning of the
former without the latter. This is so, primarily because the
content of that literary type would be understandable only so lohg
as the literary-type is related to that particular setting(s) in
life, Aind, interestingly enough, one of the implications of the
possible change of setting in life is that very frequently more than
one literary-types are mixed, forming a component or a complex of
1iterary-types with new mesning.>

drvia., pp. 26£f..

2Ibid., Ppa. 358F..
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The fifth step is to trace as far s back as possible the
history of an individual literary-unit in which those mixed literary--
types are found, The basis of this step is that many biblieal
passages, or literary-units, have been passed down over a long
period of time and have, therefore, been much modified before reach=
ing their present respective ahapas; Although this step would to
some extent be similar to that of the tracing of the history of
individual literary-type, i.e., the third step, there is cne
important distinetion between both in that this step is concerned
with a literary-unit which consists of more than one literary-type.
The aim of this step is chiefly to bring out the background of the
unit under consideration, its literery-types, and its settings in
life, and to give its historieal outline which is necessary for its
interpretation.

The sixth, and the last, step of the method ig to trace the
redaction history of the unit. If the fi'th step tries to trace
the earliest form of the unit by using the wnit's present form as
its starting point, the sixth step goes in the reverse order, It
starts from the earliest form of the unit, then follows the
redactional development which has taken place and has resulted
the present shape of it. Using K. Koch's words : 'It (i.e., the

redaction history or the sixth step) traces the path the unit has

taken from the time it was firet written down until the time it

schieved ite finel literary fomm.' -

]Tbidog DPe 58.
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Having outlined the nature of this method, one may now raise
the question of how is this method applied to the prophetic books,
To answer this question it must be said that, on the one hand, the
fuller description of the method as is outlined above was given
only very vecently, whereas on the other, the use of the method,
or that which may be called its application, to the prophetic books
was made for the first time by H. Gunkel in 1915 when he wrote his
Yiinleitung', especially its third seetion, for I, Solmidt's Die

grossen Propheten (S.A.7. II. 2).2 Despite the fact that Cunkel

doeés not really follow the steps outlined above, nis analyaia-of
the prophetic books in that 'minleitung' does show that he is trying
to describe form-oriticdlly how the process and the development
behind the present shapes of the books took place. Gunkel's lead
has been followed by many scholars whose works would be too numerous
to be mentioned ere, As far as the Book of lzekiel 1a-abﬁce:nqﬂj.
the usefuluess of this method can be seen chiefly in W, Zimmerli's
oanmsntary,3 to which ye will return later,

In spite of all this,there is one essential thing in the organic

process and development behind the present shape of the prophetic

1309, €efsy Ko Koch's book referred to above, and the references

he gives on p. 183,

2‘?. Klatt, Herman Gunkel, (F.H.L.A.N,T. 100), G8ttingen, 1969,
pp. 199€f.3 H. Sohmidt, Op. cit., pp. XXXIVEf,.; of. H, Gunkel,
Die Fropheten, c8ttingen, 1917, especielly pp. 104Lf.,

. Zimmerli, Lsechiel, (B.K. XIIT/1-2), Weukirchen, 1955-1969:



books, which is not considered by, or is beyond the reach of, the
formecritical method, This is the so called oral tradition and/or
oral transmission and its role. H, Gunkel himself said quite
explicitly that originally the prophets were 'Hedner' and that only
later they beceme 'Schriftsteller'.’ Yet, surprisinsly enough, he
did not elaborate the implication of what he said for the trans-
mission of the prophéts' oracles, It seems that, for Gunkel, the
oral tradition snd the oral transmission do not have any significant,
or deeisive, role for the formation of the prophetic books. The
faet that the oral tradition and the oral transmission lie outside
the concern of form-critical method can also be seen in that none
of the six steps of this method outlined above pay any attention to
it at all,

Ke Hoch is right in saying that the extent to which 'a biblical
text is moulded by the oral tradition and ... by the written will
depend on the literary-type and the setting in life.'2

This implies that the formecritical method does take account of the

role of the oral tradition., Tflowever, it must be said that it is
difficult to find full consideration of the central, and continuous,
role of oral tradition in the form-critical analysis., This is
clear not only in the work of H. Gunkel referred to above, but also
in K, Koch's own example of the application of the method to the

prophetic booka.s In other words, the form-critical method is wery

1&. Gunkel, 'Einleitung' in H. Schmidt, op, cit., ppe. XOVIf,..

2
K. Eoch, op. citsy pe 91,

STbide, especially pp. 210£f..
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useful only in unfolding the process and the development of the
written form of prophetic books, but is not sufficient to enable

us to consider fully the central, and continuous, role of oral
tradition and oral transmission in that process. Therefore, in
addition to the form-critical method, another critical method,

which would enable us to unfold as comprehensive and clear as possible
the organic process with all of its factors, is needed. This method
is called the traditio-historical method, This is so, since it

is concerned primarily with the history of the tradition itaelf.;
In terms of the prophets and the prophetic books, this method is
concerned with the history of the prophetic traditions the centre

of which is the individual prophet himself,

It is said above that the organic process which took place
behind each of the present prophetic books involves many factors,
espeeially the living people and the oral tradition, and that the
process iteelf is generally complicated and long., In faet it can
be said that this process is also the history of the book itself,
the centre of which is the prophet whose name it bears. Seen from
the gide of the prophet, it can be said that the book which bears
his name ie the result of the history of both the traditions which
he originated or created and those which he used. And as far as
the prophetic books are concerned, it is with this history that the
traditio-historical method deals,

In spite of the fact that the history of tradition and the
role of oral tradition have been known since long time ago, it must

be said that it is the 01d Testament scholars in Scandinavia who
were|'responsible for introducing traditio-historical considerations



50.

to the prophetic literature'.l In other words, compared with both
the literary-critical method and the formecritical method, this
method is relatively new. And for this reason it seems necessary
to have a look at the debate on its nature, aims,> and place in the
01d Testament scholarship, in order to enable us to have a better

understanding of it. This will be done in the following section.

B. The Debate on the Nature of the Traditio-Aistorical Method.

It is said above that generslly speeking the traditio-historieal
method and its full employment in the study of the (0ld Testament is
fairly new, especially if it is compared with the literary-oritical
method, the historical-critical method, and the form-critical method,
It is zo, because the rise and the full recognition of this ﬁathod
has much to do with the growing recognition of the importance and
the reliability of oral transmission. On the oral transmission,
it is said that before the (0ld Testament traditions became urittan
there was & period in which the role of oral transmias;on was vﬁr& ;
important; and that this role did not cease although the traditions

were written down, but, on the contrary, it went on side by side

1])- A, Kﬂi{—:‘m, ODe cit-, Pe Je

s method has been dealt with very thoroughly by Ds A, Knight
in his book referred to above which was published only very
recently., For fuller account of this method, this book must
be consulted. The present author wishes to thank FProf, G. W.
Anderson for lending him his own copy of the book.
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with the written transmission, and often still continued to influence
the written one. In other words, the 0ld Testament traditions,
particularly the prophetic traditions, did not come into existence
only through and by a mechanical or technical process, but they had
e history. This history was a2 living one because the traditions
themselves were living traditions.

However, in spite of the growing acceptance of this new
uwndergtanding of the 0ld Testament traditions, the acceptance of
traditio~historical method does not come automatically, Even among
those scholare who have alresdy accepted it, there are still many
different opinions, especially concerning the nature of this method
and its relation to the other critical methods, Ingnell, foxr
instance, summarises the characteristics of this method as follows 3

'In the first place, the traditio-historical method is an

tical method which demands a thoroughly unprejudiced
reconsideration of all aspects of the entire materials.
Ita particular task is to delineate as far as possible the
‘tradition works, the traditional collections, the tradition
complexes, and individual tradition units; as well as
possible strata within the oral tradition, It also inclules
the task of comparing different works with each other in
order to ascertain their individual pecularities and of
analysing the different complexes and units within each

particular tradition work to determine their place, M‘t.‘lm.
and possible different original ovder of material,

task might be summed up under the concepts of w
and gomposition analysis'.l

Thié'snnumxy is quoted here not because there is no other definition
or sumary of the characteristices of the method given by scholars,

but because it clearly points out some of the characteristios of

11. sngnell, Critical Issays on the 0ld Testament, (#2, by Johmn T,
\\'11113), LBndon, 1970' Pe 44
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the method and ite distinetion from the other oms.l

However, like any other kind of definition, especially those
of the other critical methods, this summary of Engnell can easily
create differences, and probably many contradictions, in its details,
its applications, and ite presuppositions, This can already be
seen in the criticisms of many scholars which have been launched
againot Ingunell's arguments, In this compection, and for the sake
of the understanding of traditioe~historical method itselfy it seems
good to have a brief look at the progress of the discussion.

First of all, Engnell is of the opinion that 'to a large extent,
01¢ Testament literature ... has the character of an oral literature
which wae written down only at a relatively late period. lNot only
the smaller units, but also the longer complexes ... had already
reached a fixed form in the oral stage, so that the writing down
implies nothing new or molutionm'_.z This opinion of Fngmell
is really very radical, especially if it is compared with that of
the literery critics, and therefore it is not surprising that there
are so many criticisms launched agasinst it. Yet, if one follows
the discussions, it is not less surprising to. find that most of
Engnell's critics are of the same opinion, namely that theymm
acoept the existsnce and the importance and the relisbility of oral

]'For scholars' various undergtandings of the traditio-historical
H‘{M' see, I, A, m@t. O« Gi‘k., ﬂﬂp@ciﬂh Bl 1?7-1930

21. Engnell, op. cites Ps 6.

[ b
SIS
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tznnlnisiiun, although not in so radical a way as ingnell, DBesides,
one must be reminded that the recognition of the existence of oxal
transmission, or of oral traditions, in the 014 Testament tradition
is by no means the invention of Ingnell, and that it would 59 a
mistake to assume that in this case those other scholars are dependent
on him.l However, it is necessary to make it clear that what these
other scholars reject is Ingnell's opinion that the present shape

of each of the 0.T, books has been preceded by an oral literature

in which the composition and the combination of its materials have
been fixed so that the writing down of it implies nothing new or
revolutionary.

Engnell's second argument, which is no less radical than his
first, is that with the rise of traditio-historical method the
literary-critical view musi be diamissad.2 This argument has also
given rise to many criticisms., (Ume of the accusations directed
against it is that the traditio-historical method seems to have put
all its weight only on the oral transmission, or on the oral trad-
itions, and lackeifull consideration on the literary-snalysis of the
b

vresent written form of the meterials. Hovever, as far as traditio--

historical method is concermed, it is interesting to find Ingnell's

ID. A. Knight has shown quite clearly that the significant role

of oral tradition and oral transmission behind the present written
form of the 0ld Testament was already recognized by J. C. NHachtigal
in 1794, who was followed by H, Gunkel in the latter's Schopf

und Chaos (1895). It is from these two scholars thet Ingnell
must heve derived his recognition (D. A, Imight, op, cit.; PP.
61ff., 81 and note 12, BBff..).

I. Engnell, The Call of Isaish, Uppsala Universitets Rvsskrift,
19495 P« 20.

5Cf. He Go m, .Ezekiel" _I'é. Vel. V’I, lew York' 1956, Pe _W.

2
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appreciation of those eriticisms, especially when he says that "the
question of whether literary-criticism can and should be undertaken
along with the traditio-historical method is still much debated'.l

In other words, he is willing to consider the fact that the present
form of the materials is by no means dependent only on oral
transmiasian-2 He acknowledges too that the traditio-historical
 method to a certain extent has something to do with the written
sources in the Cld Testament in which "a traditional, analytical
method of the literary type' is needed. Dut, in this case he does
not want to attach the name 'literary criticism' to the 'traditional,
analytical method of the literary type'. Instead, he would like

to call iﬂ”the written literary method'!, and so this method 'is

one of the methods of investigation which the traditio-~historical
eritic has at hia_diapoaal‘.3 fowever, reserding the actual nature
of the material ahﬂ fha manner of its transmission, i.e., the role

of oral transmission as it is understood by Engnell, ‘nznell is

gtill of the opinion that this ‘'written literaery sethodd [hay only

a vary limited value' and it '"is completely out of place in dealing -

with the prophetic 11taratu:9'.4 In other words, according to

1. mngne1l, Critical issays on the 014 Testament, p. 10.

2cg.. I Tngnell, Cfitiggl Essays on the 0ld Testament, pp. 6f.,
166£F..

31. Engnell, Critical Esggxé on the 0ld Testement, p. 10,

4! ]-.’; vy Me :
midag Do 11,

> -

]
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Engnell, for the prophetic literature the traditio-historical method
is the only alternative and no other method is valid for it.

The problem of traditio-historical method, especially in its
application to the prophetic literature, is also dealt with by

Mowinckel in his Prophecy and ?Eggition.l In this book, which was

written in 1946, Mowinckel says : 'Any statement in principle of
what is meant, or should be meant, by the "traditio;historical 4
method", however, has not yet appeared'.z Purther, he is of the
opinion that the real need for the traditio-historical view=-point
in 01d Testement research is not primarily caused b}: the recognition
of oral transmission, but rather by fﬁggiét;—d;d;éha-i¥m&% of the

—\ literary-eritical method and the accumulating number of materials

éﬂJ from the agF;ient 0riant.3 Therefore the traditio-historical view--
point is é;;sible and is a necessity, and enables us 'to get beyond '
the schematism of “literary-oriticism", to new problems and further
rasulta'.4' In other words, lMowinckel seems to be of the opinion
that traditio-historical point of view is the necessary continuation
of literary-criticism, and it is not, and should not be, the exclusive

alternative to literary-criticism as Fngnell insiata.5 And,

15. Howinckel, Prophecy and Tradition, 0slo, 1946.

erid-, P 6.

30ty ibides ppe 17f.s

m.' Ps 9.

5mou1noke1 says : '.., we are not concerned with an either-or, but with
a both-and' (ibid., p. 7). For fuller account of the debate between I,
Bngnell and S, Mowinckel, see I's A. Knight, op, eit., pp. 260ff., 275ff..



continuing his eriticism against Ingnell, Mowinckel says : 'If the
traditio~historical point of view is to be something more than a
pretext to "refuse the fences", it also has to attempt to be real
hiatory'.l

However, vwhat Mowinckel really means by 'the traditio-historical
point of view' is by no means eclear, On the basis of his explana-
tions, it could perhaps be said that he is of the opinion that the
treditio-historical point of view is something more than, but also
has a close connection with, form-critical method. = lowinckel
saya that 'the criticism of form and "tyve" ("Form- und Gattungs-
forschung", "Form- und Cattungsgeschichte")' is only the first
task of, and therefore does not exhaust, the wﬁole traditic-—
historical method.”

The same account of the traditio-historical method is given
by €, Stendahl.” But taking a step further than Mowinckel,
Stendahl remarks very clearly that, on the one hand,thb form-critical
method is concerned with 'the analysis of the nature, growth, aﬁd

function of the forma'.4 while on the other, the traditio-historical

15, Howinckel, Prophecy and Tradition, p. 86.

al'bid., Ple 9' 243 but contrast, ibad., De 42,

BK. Stendahl, 'Implications of Porm-Criticism and Traditio-Criticism
for Biblical Interpretation', J.B.L. 77, 1958, pp. 33-38.

4via,, p. 33.
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method is concerned with 'the organic growth of traditions' in
1 again, on

the one hand, 'form criticism is sometimes used as a tool to reach

which there is 'the sitrong accent on oral tradition';

back to the ipsissima varba',2 while on the othar&'the organic
growth of the tradition in the circles of (the prophetic) disciples
bars the straight path' to it.> From this remark of Stendahl it
is cleer that the emphasis on the history of traditions and the
fereative role'! of those who handled the ftransmission of them is
not neglected in the traditio-historical method., Thie is very
important, and it is in this comnection that his other remark, i.e.,
that traditio~historical criticism 'is best understood as a critigue
of literary eriticism of a book-ginded, “aeissnrs and paste" type',4
must be understood, otherwise one could fall back to fngnell's
position.

Up to this stage, it seems justifiable to say that there is a
growing recognition among scholars that the relation between
literary-criticism, formecriticism, and traditio-historical method,
does positively exist. Literaxy-;ritieiam aléne is not enough, nor

is form~criticism alone. Something more is needed. And in saying

:bid.g De 340

®1bid., .

fhid., p. 35.

m., Ps 34,
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this, one must be reminded that the insufficiency nlaf these critical
methods, as a matter of fact, does not derive primsrily from their
respective natures, but rether from the growing recognition and
understanding of the tradition, to which they ave applied.

The fact that something more than the form-critical method
is needed can be seen from the following brief observation,
First, from the work of H, Gunkel, Sch¥pfung unﬂ Chaos (1895).
In this work Gunkel deals with the creation-tradition in Cens 1l
To a great extent this work was carried out by the use of what
later on called formecritical msthod, lNevertheless, Gunkel goes
further to deal with the oral tradition which lies behind the
written creation-tradition itself. 1is comparison of the creation--
tradition in Cen, 1 and the Sabyonian myth brings him to a conclusion
that there is a historico-traditional relationship between both,
and that this historico-traditional relationship must have been
very close and strong during the oral period long before the
creation~tradition in Gen. 1 was written down for the first time.’
It ie obvious that this conclusion lies outside the scope of the
formecritical method which Cunkel originally devised, 1In aﬂ.ditim,

and due to this fact, it seems appropriate to sey that Gunkel was

]DQ A. Kl'li{:ht-, OE! Git., pp- 5fft.

23_2@.. PPe T5ff.; We Klatt, Herman Gunkel, ppe 54f.
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in faet the first to advocate the traditio-historical method.l

Second, from the works of both G. von Rad” and M, Noth.”
These two scholars, who are called the fathers of the modern
traditio-historical method by D. As Knight,4 deal in particular
with Hexateuch and Pentateuch respectively. Apart from the fact
that there are some fundamental differences between the methodology
end aim of von Rad snd that of Noth,” these two scholers are in
agreement fn regarding the Hexateuch and Fentateuch respectively
as the 'Indstadium' of traditio-historical processes. And im this
comnection it is interesting to find that in their respective. ,iu'h
neither of these two scholars finishes their respective investigations
by using the critical methods which they originally used. Instead,
they go further and use the traditio~historiecal method, This is
clear from the fact that, on the one hand, von Rad starts his
investigation by using the formecritical method but continm it

by using the traditio<historical method, and on the other, loth

IT\or fuller account on Gunkel's works, see references it note 2
on previous page.

Eapeoially Gs von Had, 'The Foxrm Critical Problem of the Hexateuch'
in his The Froblem of the Hexasteuch and Other Fssays, (ET. by
Te 1‘!14:1:01155 Ed.inbu-ﬁ:-lﬂﬂdon' l-g‘gg' PDe 1'75.

JEspeeially M. Noth, i Fistory of Pentateuchel Traditions, (ETs by
Bs Ve Anderson), Englewood C1iifs, Nedes 1972.

43. e Knight, 0D« ﬂit., PDe 97, 143,

¥or fuller account of this, see sspeoially ibide, pps 172£€¢s



starts with the literary-critical method and then continues by
using the traditio-historical method,

In a sense G, von Had's methodology is like that of H, Gunkel,
namely that something beyond the capacity of the form-critical
method is still to be dealt with, for which purﬁoge the traditio--
historical method is appropriate, However, they are differpa::t
from each other in that Gunkel seeks to find the origin of the
individual literary-units, in his case those of the crection=-
tradition, whereas von Rad seeks to find how those individual units
were amalgamated to form the 'Endstadium'. In other words, Gunkel
would like to go as far back as possible, whereas von Had would
like to go forward towards the final result of the process.

As far as the Hexateuch is concerned, and as the result of his
form-critical analysis, von Rad finds that initially there were
two independent traditions, i.e., the one centred on the crédo
concerning the exodus and the conquest, the other oentred on the
Sinai-event, Apart from the fact that both of these traditions
have their respective, and independent, histories, eventually they
are amalgamated by the Jahwist (J). This amalgamation, which in
itself constitutes a significant traditio-history, is later on
used by the Jahwist as the framework of his composition of the
present Hmfeuoh. S0, as it now stands, the Texateuch is the
*Endstadium’ of that traditio-historical process which took place

hfom’ and finiah&d b}" the Jmiﬁtol

Tror fuller account of all this, see, ibid., pp. 97ff..
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In distinction from von Rad, Noth uses the literary-critical

method as his starting point. In his A History of Pentateuchal

Traditions he maintains that the Fentateuch is the 'iIndstadium' of

a very long, and complicated, traditio-historical process. He,
acceplting the literary-critical analysis of the Pentateuch into

J, E, and P, documents, argues that P is the basis of the literary--
work of the present Pentateuch, and that J is the basis of the
literary amalgamation of J and E, and that due to the similarities
between J and £ these two documents must have independently derived
from a common source or a Grundlage (G).1 It is in his examination
of this Grundlage that Noth's traditio-historical work can very
clearly be seen.

First, he argues that initially there were five independent
tradition units, the centres of which are the five basic themes
which are contained in the Credo of Iarael.2 Thegse themes, arranged
according to their traditio~historical priority, are : the guidance
out of Hgypt, the guidance into the arable land, the promise to the
patriarchs, the guidance in the wilderness, and the revelation
at Jinai.3 Each of these five themes has its own independent

traditio-history before they are merged with each other.4

4. Noth, op. cit., pp. 8-41.
Croady, pe d6.
3Ibid. s PP 46f. .

4por M. Noth's investigation of the traditio-history of each of
these themes, see, ibid., pp. 47-62.
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Second, Noth argues that beside those five basic themes, there are
several individual traditions which, like each of those themes,
have their own respective, and independent, histories.l

Third, Noth argues that the merging of those five basic themes and
those individual traditions did not take place at once, but grad-
ually and mainly orally. This process, according to Hoth, took
those five besic themes as its framework so that its result is a
thematic composition. If von Rad regards the Jahwiszt as the one
who was responsible for the merging of the creedal traditions and
the Sinai tradition and for the composition of the Hexateuch, Noth
regards the amphyctiony of the twelve tribes as a cultic body who
was responsible for the merging of those five basic themes and
those individual traditions, It is from these thematically merged
tradition-materials that all the three authors, i.e., J, E, and P,
took their substance for their respective literary, and theological,
works, Tue to the fact that those thematically merged tradition
materials were mainly in oral state, it is understandable that,

on the one hand, those three authors have substantial similarities,

whereas on the other, they have their respective linguistic, and

1For Il Noth's investigation of the traditio-history of each of
these individuval-traditions, see, ibid., pp. 65-188.

gﬁ. Noth regards J, E, and P, as three independent individual
authors and not as three schools (ibid., p. 228 and note 601).
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stylistic, characteristics., However, vhereas the works of J and
E consisted to a large extent only in the formlation of the
materials handed down, that of I shows much greater individuvality
in the formulation and the shaping of its composition.l

With all of these examples, it is clear that, on the one hand,
the traditio-historical method has its own merits and uniqueness
which deserve full acceptance, and on the other, it is not an
exclusive alternative. Putting it another way, all of these
examples show that neither the literary-critical method, nor the
form-critical method, nor both of them, is sufficient to unfold the
process or the history which took place behind the present shape
of the literatures of the 0ld Testament, On the one hand, both
Gunkel and von Iad show that the form-critical methoed is not enough,
and on the other Noth shows that the literary-critical method is
not to be dismissed, In all of this, it is also clear that the
traditio~historical method is not an execlusive alternative to
either the form- or the literary-critical method, or both.

The positive relationship between the traditio-historical
method and the other critical methods can also be seen from the
remarks of the following scholars, although their starting points
vary one from the other. On the one hand, G, W. Anderson says that

*the traditio-historical method is a valuable addition to the

1H. Noth even admits that in composing his work P has added
materi§1 of his own to the materials he receives from ¢ (ibid.,
Ps 229).
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equipment of the critics.... (It is) an additional tool, and not

one which supplants all othsrs';l while on the other, K, Koch, having
proved the limitations of literary-criticism and the need for form--
eriticism, says : 'Properly understood, literary-criticism can now
only be considered as a branch, along with many others, of form--
criticism'.2 Further, Muilenburg, examining the subject matter

of the form-criticism, particulerly the formation of the literary
type, says that form~-criticism alone is not yet sufficient either,
In support of this judgement, Muilenburg goes on saying that form--
criticism 'is concerned with what is common to all the representa-
tives of a genre, and therefore applies an external measure to the
individual pericopes'!., As a result, formecriticism 'does not

focus sufficient attention upon what is unique and unrepeatable,
upon the particularity of the formulation ...'.3 Therefore,
according to Muilenburg, after all has been said and done about the
forms and types of biblical speech, 'there still remains the task

of discerning the actuality of the particular text, and it is with

1G. V. Anderson, 'Some Aspects of the Uppsala School of 0ld

Testament Study?, E.Th.R. 43, Noe« 4, October, 1950, p. 248.

2K. Koch, The Growth of the Bibliecal Tradition, London, 1969,
PPe 684y T7.

%5 . Muilenburg, 'Form-Criticism and Beyond', J.B.L. 88, 1969,
Pes 5.
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this ... that we must reckon, as best we can, for it is this con-
creteness which marks the material with which we are dealing'.l As
Muilenburg identifies this 'actuality of the particular text' as
something rhetorical in character, he says that something more than
merely form-criticism is needed, i.e., what he calls 'rhetorical
criticism! or 'form-criticism and bayond’.2

From all of this, it seems ¢clear that there is not yet any
definition of what is really meant by traditio-historical method,
although its uniqueness can roughly be grasped. Meanwhile, it is
clear that there is an acute demand for something more than just
both literary-critical method and formecritical method - not to
mention the other ones., And as far as the material is concerned,
it ie the nature of the traditions itself which will judge which
method(s) could serve the best., This especially applies to the
prophetic traditions.

liow, as far as the prophetic traditions are concerned, it was
pointed out earlier that these traditionz do not come into existence,

or grow, mechaniocally or teohnically.3 In this connection it seems

worthwhile to reemphasize, if not to add, two important points.

lrbid., p. 18.
2
Ibid., pp. 8, 18.

33“' supra, PP. 38:1...



First, about the prophets and the traditions : N, W. Porteous has
pointed out that the prophets are not the creators of the traditions

1 This remark of

of Israel, but rather the inheritors of them.
Porteous is very important because it implies that it is not true
to consider every individual prophet as a solitary figure who stands
outside and apart from the people and their traditions, Although
it is true that every individual prophet has his own uniqueness, and
this is very important, it must be said that to a very large extent
he is also one of the transmitters, or one of the bearers, of
Israel's traditions. He belongs to the living traditions of the
Israelite people and he is one of the exponents and supporters of
thems Therefore if one is to speak about the prophetic traditions,
he must always remember that he will speak only about a paxrt of
Israel's entire traditions, and that it is against, or within,
these 'entire traditions' that that 'part' must be understoods In
other words, it will be too one-gided to talk about the prophet
and the book which bears his name without referring to the living
people around him and/or the living traditions in which he lived.
Second, about the relationship between oral and written
transmissions : In dealing with the problem of the oral transmission

of the prophetic traditions, the emphasis is very often laid only on

1H. We Porteous, 'Prophecy', in Record and Hevelation, ed. by
He Wheeler Robinson, Oxford, 1938, p. 217.
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the relation between the prophets and the books which bear their
names, while the relation between the prophet as an individual and
the whole of Israel's traditions, particularly those handed down
within the prophetic movement, is forgotten. This does not mean,
however, that the result yielded by that kind of treatment is to be
despised or rejected. But, on the contrary, the conclusions of
that treatment will certainly be more fully vindicated, if this
latter fact is also dealt with, In this connection, it is wvery
useful to study Nati's survey of the interpretation of Israel's
past history by each of the prophats.l From North's work it is
clear that no one of the prophets seems to have, literally or
mechanically, been so faithful to his predecessors, especially in
preserving what they had already said or written. Yet, there is
an undeniable fact that almost everyone of them knew quite well
what his predecessor(s) was talking about. For example, Amos
(Amos 2:9ff,), Hosea (Hos. 11:1ff.), Jeremiah (Jer. 2:2ff,), Micah
(Vie. 6:2ff,), Fzekiel (Hzek, 20:5ff.), all of these prophets are,
in these particular passages at least, talking about the same thing.,
Yet, surprisingly enough, there is hardly eny similarity whatsoever
among them, as far as their language, their styles, and above all,
their interpretations of that particular thing, are concerned. As
far as the traditio-historical relationship among these prophets is

concerned, the point is whether or not that relationship, especially

1

Ce Re Hortn, The Q;g;Teatament Interpretation of History, London,
1946, especially pp. 40ff,.



that of the so called ‘ecanonical prophets!, is determined and
limited only by the existence and reliability of written transmission
or written traditions, The example given above clearly disproves
this, Instead, it shows that to a great measure every individual
prophet has his own freedom in éxprossing his own opinion, and that
the similarity between two or more prophets cannot be regarded as

a sign that the one is mechanically and/or technically referring
to, or even dependent on, the other, 'This does not mean, however,
that every individual canonical prophet has not written anything
or, at least, left some written materials after his death. But

it does mean that the later prophet(s) did not use those written
materials mechanically or technically. Instead, and in most
cases, he processed them and, using his own knowledge of the same
thing, and of others, which he got from the living traditions, and
his own understanding and the divine involvement, interpreted them
and made them relevant to his own contemporaries, Besides, in
this organic prﬁcess, it is clear, and it must always be emphasized,
that oral transmission is not the same as learning by heart or
recitation, It is more than just that.> Had it not been se, the
relationship of those canonical prophets among themselves would not
be as it is now,

S0, as far as the canonical prophets, the books which bear

lcf., Je Hempel, 'The Forms of Oral Tradition', in Hecord and Revela-

tion, ed. by H. Wheeler Hobinson, Oxford, 1938, p. 31.
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their names, and the relationship between both, are concerned, it
seems justified to say that there is an organic relationship and
reciprocal influence between oral and written transmissions. 1In
other words, the traditions of the Israelite people were not created
and transmitted mechanically, but organically, in such a way that
oral transmission, wiitten transmiasion, and the bearers of the
traditions, i.e,, both the traditionists and the people around

them, played very important roles, It is here that the traditions
really became living traditions. And it is to these living
traditions that each of the prophetic books must be attached; each
of them belongs to the whole of Israel's traditions, and it is not
an independent entity which stands by itself, It is a part of the
whole tradition; its process of coming into existence is also a
part of the whole process; its history is also a part of the wheole
history of Israel's traditions, especially that of the traditions
handed down within the prophetic movement. And if between two or
more successive prophets there was no mechanical relationship or
process, it is also hardly possible to say that between each prophet
and the book which bears his name there was only a mechanical, and
rigid, process.

One of the implications of this is that it is unnecessary and
seems impossible to recover the impsissima verba of each one of the
prophets, but, on the contrary, one is always compelled to find the
uniqueness of each one of thems In view of all this the traditio--
historical method is indispensable, although it is definitely not

an exclusive alternative., In other words, in approaching the
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prophetic books every available critical method must be devised.
Fven in several particular instances a hitherto untried one must

also be devised.

Ce On the Book of Ezekiel.

Since the application of what is discussed in the previous
section will chiefly be found in the main part of the present study,
i.e., in Chapters III, IV, and V, what is attempted below is to
show briefly how distinctive the Book of Ezekiel is compared with
the other prophetic books.

The special character of the Book of lzekiel is so obvious
that almost every critic, be he a literary critic or a historical
critic or a form eritic or a traditio-historical critic or a
combination of all of them, does not fail to pay great attention
to it., This is evident from the history of scholarship on the
subject, which were partly surveyed earlier. In choosing an
approach to this book, the aim of the present study is to follow
the results of the most recent investigations of it, without,
however, forgetting the fruits of the earlier works, Like all
other works, and for the sake of the progress of the understanding
of the book concerned, the present study will make use of them
critically and as extensively as possible.

In his account of the prophetic literature, Lindblom's remark
on the origins of the Book of Ezekiel runs as follows :

"While the Book of Lzekiel may be said to bear more traces
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than other prophetic books of the activity of traditionists,

we may nevertheless recognize that by their work they have

given us a reliable account of Ezekiel's religious thought

in its principal features'. 1
ind in talking about the role of the redactor for the final stage
of the genesis of the book, again, he clearly shows the character-
istie of the book concerned, He says that 'the activity of an
individual redactor is less evident than in other books', and that
in the Book of Ezekiel 'the collector was also in essence a redactor'.2
Apart from the fact that it is not the primary concern of the present
study to analyse how far the Book of lizekiel may be regarded as
authentic or otherwise,3 it seems justified to say that it is along
the lines suggested by the remarks of Lindblom that the organiec
relation between the prophet lzekiel, the book which bears his
name;fﬁis unigque message, can best be understood. ‘

As faor as this view is concerned, it must be emphasized that
it is not a new one, and that Lindblom is not alone either. 1In a
rather different context from that of Lindblom, Zimmerli says that
'even though a complex redactional work can be recognized in the Book

of lzekiel, it preserves for us on the whole the peculiar characteristics

1J. Lindblom, Prophecy in Ancient Israel, p. 267, and the note there.

2Ibid., p. 388.

3For comparison, see, €.g.y He G. May, op, cit., in which he

provides a list of some phrases which he regards as redactional;
on other works of this kind, see, supra, pp. 6ff..
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of the prophet'. So, from the remarks of these two scholers, it
geens clear that the important question to ask about the Book of
imekiel is not whether or not tue bLook has an unsuthentic addition,
i.¢4y redactional or secondary or whatever it might be called, but
what is, or what are, the cheracteristics of the Look itself. In
carrying out this task the present etudy adopts much of the results

‘of Zimmerli's investigetion, as is listed below.

1. Cut of the 52 formecritical unite which Zimmerli finds in
the Sook of Lzekiel, there are not less than 45 units which are
introduced with similer introductory sentence, Lsees sDRTNA® AT *7I.
This formula is found again in the Uook of Jeremiah (Jer. 1:4,

11, 133 2315 &% al.), but not in the other prophetic books, It

is also found in 2 Sam, T:4 et al., 1 Kings 21317, 28 et gl, and in
someé other passages in the Dook of Jeremiah, but now in a narrative
context, i.ee, in the 3mi persons.- On the avundant pusber of
ocourrences of this formmla in the lat person sing.  irmerli says @
'Sy means of this personal account, izekiel subordinstes everything

else to the intrusion of the divine word and vislon ses' 3
2. ™o five unite of the visions of |zekiel are also introduced

dye Zimmerls, "The Special Forme and Praditio-historical Character
of izekiel's Iwopheay', V.T. 15, 1965, p. 515.

%dengthom‘#.thoumﬁwmotJm
mth.m"'rl ;

. Zimmerli, op, oit., pe 516,
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with more or less similar introductory sentence, i.,e.,, 'the hand
of Yahweh came (1°71) or fell ( 591) upon me', They are Hzek.
1:3b (reé.ding s5p inetead of §:Y¥), 3:22a; 8:1b; 37:la; and 40:1b,
This formula is also found in 2 Kings 3:15 and 1 Kings 18:4€, but
is completely missing in the other prophetic books.l

3+ The picture of the prophet sitting in his own house with
the elders of Judah or Israel in front of him, i.e,, in Fzek, B8:1ff.}
14:1ff.3 20:1ff.; ef. 33:31, is not found in the books of the other
canonical prophets. But it is found again in 2 Kings 6:32.

From these three critical findings it seems possible to draw
a conclusion that there must be a strong affinity between lizekiel
and those who are behind these leuteronomistic books (1-2 Samuel,

1-2 Kings).

4, There are two autodramatic viaions2 in the Book of TEzekiel,
the kind of which is not found in any other major canonical prophets!
books, They are in Bzek, 11:1-12 and 37:7. In both of these
passages it is said that Izekiel was in a visionary state, in which

he was prophesying, and that his prophecies were effective forthwith.

lIn Isa. 8:11 and Jer, 15:17‘—hawuva=h the context and the meaning

are different from that in Szekiel, Cf, We Zimmerli, 'The Special
Form- and Traditio~historical Character of Hzekiel's Prophecy',
Vel 15, 1965’ PDs 516ff..

2Autodramatic vision is a vision in which 'the visionary himself

plays 2 conspicuous role in that which happens in the vision',
See, Jo Lindblom, Prophecy in Ancient Israel, p. 4l.
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5. It is very extraordinary to find that Ezekiel has no less
than 12 prophetic sign acts or prophetic symboliems, while Isaiah
only 3 and Jeremiah 7, These 12 prophetic'signe of Fzekiel are in
Ezek, 3: 22273 4:1-3; 4:4~8; 4:9-11; 4:12-153 5:103; 12:1-163 12:17-203
21:118,; 21:23-29; 24:15-24 and 37:15-28, What is characteristic
here is that it is not the prophetic signs themselves which are
 expressly told, but the words of Cod which are either introduced
with the formula of 'The word of the Lord came to me' or simply
put in direct address. This characteristic is c¢learly in a close
connection with the one alluded to in point 1 above. Another
surprising characteristic of these prophetic signe is that they
are almost always directed towards the fall of Jerusalem. As far
as DIzekiel's prophetic signs are concerned, it is also surprising
that [zekiel dramatized what the other prophets had only expressed
in figurative speech., What is figuratively expressed in Jer. 15:16,
cf. Pss. 19:11; 119:103, is foums=4n dramatic expression in Ezek. é}aU4@1
53113 and figurative expression in Ezek., 37:11ff., dramatic expression
in Dzek, 37:1-10.
Whatever the organic relation between the passages in each couple

might be, it is clear that Ezekiel has a very deep dramatic sensitiv:lty.2

10n ‘prophetic sign act', see, e.8+y Ee. Wheeler Hobinson, 'Prophetic

Symbolism', in 01d Testament Essays (Collection of §,0.T.S.!
papers), London, 1927, pp. 10ff,. Contrast, however, G. von Had,

01d Testament Theology, Vol. II, (ET. by D. M, G. Stalkex),
Hdinburgh, 1965 (reprinted 1970), p. 233.

2In this  respect one coﬁld perhaps compare Ezekiel with Hosea, in
spite of the variety of the interpretations of los, l-3.



75

6. There are at least seven passages in the Book of Izekiel

1 Oom, i.e., EWk. 6:2:’.’

in which a formula of a type of 'Qibla!
21:2ff.; 25:23 35:2 which point to a country or a place, and Ezek,
15:17; 29:2 and 38:2 which point to a certain man or people. This
type of formula is also found in Num, 22:413; 23%:13 and 24:1f. in
connection with Balaam's oracles, but is completely missing in the
books of the other canonical prophets.

T« It is very striking that there are some lengthy units in
the Book of Ezekiel which almost exhaust one particular theme, while
in the books of the other canoniecal prophets there are hardly any
such phenomena. It is etriking also because the themes of those
particular, long, passages of Izekiel are in fact found in #hm$ other
books as well, Jor example, the theme of the whole of izeks 7 |
is found in Amos 8:2, the theme of Izek. 16 in Fos. 1-3, and the

thene of Ezek, 2% in Jer. 3:6f£..2

Although it is impossible in

this case to detect that Jeremiah is dependent on Szekiel or vice
versa, s8till it is possible to show that both of them are dependent
on Hosea (Jos. 1-3).

In addition, the characteristic of the long unit is found in Ezekiel's
oracles against foreign nations or foreign people, e.g., Ezek.

26:1 - 26:19 (againet Tyre), 29 - 32 (against Fgypt) and 38 = 39

lThia type of formula shows the direction to which the prophet is
announcing his oracle(s).

2Zimmerli understands Mavv and NTisa in Jer., 3:6ff, as personal

names for Israel and Judah respectively (op. cit., pp. 521f.).

o
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(against Gog of Magog). Further, it is perhaps part of this
characteristic that there are no less than 13 pairs of passages in
the Book of fHzekiel which can be regarded as doublets or parallel
passages or the like.1

8. A particular form of speech which is rather common in the
Book of Hzekiel is that of discussion or disputation, As a rule
it is created by a certain mockery, accusation, complaint, or the
like, on the part of the public which is then answered or replied
by the prophet; from there a style, or a type, of discussion develops.
This can be seen, e.g.s in Ezek, 123223 12:127; 18:2; 18:25; 20:3;
25333 26323 %3:10; 37:11; ete..

9. In comnection with the form of the discussional speech,
there are some passages which bear a very special character, i.e.,
the so called ‘speeches of accusation', in which the prophet is to
judge the people and to maeke their abominations known to them.
This is found in Hzek. 20:43 22:2; 16:1 (sic); and 23136 (sic).
On this particular characteristic Zimmerli says that thexe is
perhaps a relation between this form and the priestly sphere in
which the practice of accusing people is officiated.z

10. From Ezek, 22:6£f.; 18:5-9; 18:10-13; 18:14-17; and 33315,

it seems clear that the series of the laws which avre used by this

lJ. Lindblom, op, cit., pp. 288ff..

201‘. We Limmerli, OD. citey Po 522,
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prophet bear a great resemblance to the formulation of the Code

of Holiness in lev, 17 = 26, This is different from that of Hos.
4:1f, and Jer, T:9, in which the series bear the resemblance to the
Ritual Decalogue in Exod. 20:2-17 and Deut. 5:6-21, These three
prophets, i.e., Hosea, Jeremiash, and Ezekiel, use different series
of laws obviously for the same purpose, namely, accusing the people
for their sins or transgressions.

11. In Ezek, 3:19; 14:13s 18:5; and 33:2, 6, 9, there is a
type of casuistic law in which the word :Dis found after the
subject of the sentence, This construction is of course different
from that which is used in the Book of the Covenant (i.e., Exod.
20:22 = 23:53), but is similar to that which is used in 'the priestly
casuistic' type in leviticus (e.g., Lev. 1:2; 2:1; 27:2, 14; etc.).
Bepides, in Lev. 17 there is a type of speech which runs as follows :

Ttk T bR san ek o
and which occurs four times, i.e., in wv. 3, €, 10, and 13, This
special type of speech is also found in “zek, 14:4, T, but not in
the other prophetic books.

From the lagt three points it is clear that there is a close
connection between Ezekiel's language and that of the priestly
circle, and that the connection could confirm the information in
Ezek, 1:3, i.e., Hzekiel himself was a priest,

12, According to Zimmerli there are two strong lines of
traditions in Terael, i,e., "the Jerusalem-David tradition' and 'the
"total-Israel" perspective of Fxodus tradition'. Whereas Hosea
firmly stands in the latter line, and Isaiah in the former,

izekiel (chapters 16, 20, and 23), does not have that kind of
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exclusive altarnative.l This characteristic can also be seen, on
the one hand, in Ezek, 34:25ff.; 37:25, in which a new David is
both ﬁentionad and expected, and on the other, in Fzek, 40 - 48,
in which a new Jerusalem and a new Temple are to become the centre
of the whole nation, North and South, '

13, The characteristic of Hzekiei is clear also from the lack
of the vocabularies which often surround the name of Yahweh, 1In
the book which bears his name there is no mention of 'Yahweh 75%baoth?
at all, a divine name which is also missing in the priestly narra-
tives (P); no mention of the love of Yahweh; nothing of THIT® 10N
or of (I{71* ZIY , which are very important for both Hosea and
Jeremiah; nothing about  i11i1° JIRT*> ('the fear of Yahweh')s
nothing about *trust in Cod', or 'plan', or ‘'work'!, or even ??-Tg' ’
of Yahweh,

14, There is a form of speech which characterizes izekiel the
most, beoaﬁae with the verb in either 2nd. or 3rd, person it occurs
no less than 63 times in the book which bears his name. This form
of speech is 'And they (or you) shall know that I am Yahweh‘.2 This
" form of speech is also found in 1 Kings 20:13, 28, and Exod, 14:4;
16:12, which points to the Deuteronomistic writer and P narrator

respectively. But it is completely missing in the books of the

L. Zimmerli, op. oit., p» 524. Cf., however, infra, pps 111£f., 257ff.s

2For the number of this form's occurrences in the ook of Ilzekiel,
See, ©.Z+y G. As Cooke, Bzekiel, (I.C.C.), Edinburgh, 1936
(reprinted 1967), pe Tl.
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canonical prophets before lzekiel.
As its number of occurrences shows, this special form has a very
central meaning for Bzekiel, tWith this particular form of
proclamation', says Zimmerli, 'the prophet not only announces a
future act of Yahweh but formulates this announcement in a manner
which expresses the hidden intention of Yahweh's act .... Yahweh
acts, and the goal of that action is the creation of knowledge, the
knovledge that he is Yahweh'.l Further, Zimmerli calls this
peculiar formula 'Erweiswort', and says that 'we have in this a
formula of self revelation, by which Yahweh steps out‘;z(his
incognito, just as we find it in the preamble of the Decalogue or
in the postscript of the Code of Holiness'.> This characteristic
is clearly close to that which is observed in point 1 above.
Summing up all these observations, it can be said that, on
the one hand, Fgekiel does belong to a wider circle of traditions,
@.Zsy the P eircle, the prophetic movement, and probably the
Denteronomistic cirele, while on the other, his characteristics
are really conspicuous. He is not only one of the inheritors of
Isrﬁol'ﬂ traditions, but also one of the most prominent exponents
of them, Zimmerli says :
‘izekiel, this prophet of sensitivity, of dramatic personal
involvement who is seized by the sudden intrusion of the word
of Yahweh, who paints his pictures with the glaring colour

of extreme phantasy but nevertheless stands in a passion--
filled dialogue with his peers, who speaks out of a rich

lw. Zimmerli, opes cit., pPs 526, See also, '/, Eichrodt, Ezekiel,
(ir. by C, Quin), (0.T.L.), London, 1970, pe 15.

2H. Zimmerli, op. cit., pe 526.
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priestly heritage and takes up many themes which have
reached him through the earlier traditions of Israel

and her prophets, this prophet Ezekiel with all his
chargcteristics recedes into the background, when one asks
about the goal of his proclamation. And in his place
appears the one who is revealed by his intrusion, who
desires to make the mystery of his person known to the
world', 1

L. Zimmerli, op. eit., pe 527.
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Preliminaczxy Remarks.

l. As is stated in the beginning of the present study, the
purpose of the present investigation is to examine Lzekiel's treat-
ment of Israel's past history in the Book which bears his name. In
this context, one might ask whether it is possible to separate, or
to isolate, Israel's past history from her contemporary and her
future ones. This question can be answered both negatively and
positively.

First, the negative answer., It is impossible to separate
Israel's past history from both her contemporary and her future
ones, This is so, since theologically there is only one history
of Israel which comprises both her past, her contemporary, and her
future times. 1In this context, if a division of that history must
be made, the designation of ‘'past', 'contemporary', and 'future?,
must be regarded as only superficially poaaibie. This is clear
from the fact that in most cases in which Israelite traditionists
talk sbout Israel's past history they are at the same time talking
about Israel's contemporary and future histories as well, In other
words, most, if not all, of the references to Israel's past history
in the 014 Testament have, one way or another, something to do with

Israel's contemporary and future h.i.:*rl;oritatm..:L And, vice versa, the

lbee, €e8ey Ao Jirku, Die Blteste Geschichte Israels im Lahmen
lehrhafter Darstellungen, leipzig, 19173 J. Vollmer, Geschichtliche
filckblickeund Motive in der Prophetie des Amos, iHosea und Jesaja,
Berlin’ 1971 . 7




references to either Israel's contemporary history or her future

one are very frequently, if not always, accompanied by the reference(s)
to either her future or her contemporary, or her past, histories,

or both her future, her contemporary, and her past, histories.
Therefore, once again, it is impossible to separate, or to isolate,
Israel's past history from both hexr contemporary and her future

ones,

Second, the positive answer, Beapite'all that is said above,
the chronological division of the whole of Israel's history into
three periods, i.e., past, contemporary, and future, must not be
regarded as impossible or strange, Although it would, indeed, be
a mistake to take each one of the three chronologieal periods sji
standing independently from the other two, mevertheless it is not
improbable to regard each one of them as constituting a unit of
time which is, to a very large extent, unrepeatable and unique.

It is true that in many a passage-Iérael'a future history is
referred to by explicitly ecomparing it with her past history. Yet,
it would be a mistake to absolutize this comparison as if the future
history were really the same as that of the past. What is true in
this case is that there are similarities and dissimilarities between
the future and the past, and yet each one of the two periocds has

its owvn uniqueness, It is on the basis of this unigqueness, there-

fore, that each one of the three chronological periods of Israel's
history must be regarded as in itself constituting a unit.l In this

1Of. C. R, North, The 0ld Testament Interpretation of History,

London, 1946, especially pp. 40ff..
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context it seems justified to confine the scope of the subject
examined in the present study to Ezekiel's treatment of Israel's

past history.

2. In the light of what is said above, it is necessary at the
present stage to decide which passages of the Book of Egekiel
can be regarded as representative and relevant for the purpose of
the present study, As far as the Book of Ezekiel is concerned,
there are indeed meny passages in it which, either directly or
indirectly, or both, refer to Israel's past history or to the
fragments of it., The references to the whole of Israel's past
history are, as is well known, found in chapters 16, 20, and 23,
whereas the references to its fragments are found in 20:363 28:25f.}
331265 34323843 361285 and 37:2f..

A closer examination of the latter group of passages shows
that the fragments of Israel's past history referred to in it can
be classified under three themes :;firat, the land-giving to

Israel's forefathers (28:25f,; 33:2f.; %6:28; 37:25ab ); second,

1One might wish to include Ezek, 14:12-20 and 28:3 in this group.
However, it must be said that it is difficult to see the
relationship between the three characters (Noah, Daniel, and
Job) mentioned in these two passages and Israel's past history.
For this, see, @.g.y Ms Noth, 'Hozh, Daniel und Hiob in
Ezechiel xiv*, V,T, 1, 1951, pp. 251-260; Ceorge A, Barton,
'Daniel, A Pre-Israelite Hero of Calilee', J.B.L. €0, 1941,

PP. 213=225,
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the Navidic kingship (34:23f.; 37:25b ); and third, the wilderness
wandering, or wilderness punishment, of the fathers (20:36).
Further, as far as the contexts and the form-oritical unite of the
passages in which these references are found are concerned, the
examination shows that the units are concerned primarily with
Israel's future history rather than with her past. In other words,
each of those fragmentary references to Israel's past history is
used as only one of the descriptions of that future history rather
than as the dominating issue in the whole of the passage or the
unit in which it is found. In that sense, those references can

be regarded as having only subordinate functions in their respective
contexts or units, Therefore, they are neither representative

for the Beok of Tzekiel nor relevant for the purpose of the present
atudy.-

How about chapters 16, 20, and 23, The references to Israel's
past history in these three chapters are not fragmentary, but,
iﬁsteaﬂ, they are comprehensive, This is s0, since in each one
of them the reference does not confine itself to parts of that
past history, but, on the contrary, it comprises the whole of it,
right from its beginning to its very emd. It is true that not the
whole of each of these three chapters deals with Israel's past
history, nevertheless, due to the fact that (a) Ezekiel devotes
the biggest section of each of them to his treatment of Israel's
pest history, and (b) the past history of Israel constitutes the
kernel of the issues in that section, it seems justified to regard

these three chapters as: being representative for the Book of Egekiel
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and relevant for the purpose of the present study.l

In spite of this, however, it must be remembered that the taking
of these three chapters for the purpose of the present study does
not at all mean their being isolated from the rest of the Book of
Ezekiel,

Az far as the language of these three chapters is concermed,
it must be said that that of chapter 20 is different from those of
both chapters 16 and 2%, This is so, sinece chapter 20 uses plain
and ordinary language, whereas both chapters 16 and 23 use meta-
phorical language. OUn the basis of this difference, it seems wise
to deal firet with chapter 20 and then with chapters 16 and 23,

And this is the sequence which is taken in the following examination

of these three chapters.

1&3 a matter of fact, these three chapters were long ago noted by

scholays as the place in the Book of Ezekiel in which Ezekiel's
treaiment of Israel's past history can chiefly be found. This
Judgement is still valid, For all this, see, e.gsy A+ B., Davidson,
Ezekiel, (The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges), first
edition, Cambridge, 1892, ppe. xlivf,, and very recently V. Zimmerli,
Egechiel : Cestalt und Botsechaft, (B.5. 62), Neukirchen, 1972,

Pe T4




CHAPTER III

EZBKIEL 20

A general reading of this chapler would easily give the
impression that it is a unity. This is so because this chapter
presente an idea which, on the one hand, is conveyed in the
setting of the presence of *'the elders of Israel' in front of
the prophet making enquiry of God (yve 1-4, 30£ff,) and, on the
other, is dominated by two exodus themes, which give the
impression that it consiste of two parallel sections (vv. 5£f.s
old exodusy yve. 33ff.: new exodus)., The structures of the
presentation of the theme in both sections are similar, i.e.,
the bringing out of the people Israel from foreign lands
(¥« 10t Bgypt; v. 34: countries of Exile), the wilderness period
(¥v. 10, 15, 23 and vy, 35£f.), and the entry into the promised
land (y. 285 yv. 42f.). In eddition, it is clear that the old
exodus is the prototype of the new one, that Israel of the present
is not different from that of the old exodus, and that in both
exodus events it is Cod himeelf who acts and will act.’

Scholars are, generally speaking, in agreement in dividing
this chapter into two sections, although there is no unanimity

]'Gn Ae m. M. (IcC.CQ)' Edinburgh, 1936 (mprmted 1967),
Pe 2313 W, Zimmerli, Ezechiel, (B.K. XIII/1), leukirchen-Vliuym,
1956-1969! Pe 437,
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ebout the precise delimitation of these two sections. Bertholet
divides the chapter into two sections, i.e., yv. 1«32 and yv.
33-44, and says that they refer to Jerusalem and to exilic
standpoints respectively.® This division is followed by
Fohrer, who points out that in wview of their close relationship,
¥We 1=3 and vve. 51b=32 are complementary to each other, and
that they foxm the beginming and the end of the first section
mpeotiwly.a Fohrer dates the first section in the year
591/590 B.C., while for the second he says that it presupposes
the catastrophe of 587 B.C..’

Unlike Bertholet and Fohrer, Herrmann sees the first
section in yv. 1-71 and the second in yv. 52-44.4 and dates them
in 591 B.C. and after 586 B.C. respectively.”’ This delimitation

is also adopted by Eichmdt.é and its comprehensive explanation

14. Bertholet - K. Calling, Ezechiel, (H.A.T. 1. Reihe 13),
T8bingen, 1936, p. 71,

2G. Fourer - K. Galling, , (B.A.7. 1. Reihe 13),
TObingen, 1955, ppre 107f.y 114. Further, Fohrer uses these
two pascages, 1.4y ¥Ve 1-3 and yve. 31b-32, as the basis of
his explanation of the historical backsround of the first
section (ibid., p. 108).

32!_6-;.’ Phe 109' ‘114.

4.1. Hermmann, Egechiel, (K.A.T. XI), lLeipzig, Erlangen, 1924,
Ppe 122, 126.

SIbia., pp. 122, 125f..

6. Elohrodt el, (ETs by Cosslett quin), (0.7.L.), Loud
R 233&‘9%_..’ s )s )s on,



is provided by Zimmerli,'

From the formecritical point of view Zimmerli argues that the

use of the 'Schwuraussage' (°> 1R °(7) in the Book of Egekiel,
which occurs sixteen times, and with only one or two exceptions,
does not constitute the begimning of a sentence. In most

cases its use is contextual, as for example in Ezek. 18:2f.}
3%2:10f., 24, 27, in which the 'Schwuraussage' is used in connection
vith, and is inseparable from, the preceding quotation.” Based

on this argument, Zimmorli vefers to v. 32 gnd v. 33, which
contein a quotation from what the people said and a 'Schwuraussage'
( *JR °[1) respectively, end says that these two verses are
very closely related and even i.mallpsau:able;.3 In connection

with the diviesion of the chapter, Zimmerli points out that it
would be unusual to use the guotation in y. 32 as the conclusion
of the first section. Therefore, so Zimmerli continues, the
first section must end with v. 31, and the second seetion begins
with ve 32. Thus, the chapter is now divided into two sections,
iecey Y¥o 1-31 anﬂ YV 32-44, and this is the division which

is adopted in the preae:;t -gtudy. I

l1n diotinetion from all these scholars, Cooke does mot divide Ezek,
20 into two sections, Instead, he says that this chapter seems %o
have been constructed on a plan with the following divisions:

e 1=4(7)3 wve 5-93 yv. 10=14; vve 15-22, 23=26; (yv. 27-29

later addition?); vv. 30323 ¥ve 33=39; and wve 40-44 (Ge A.
Cooke, ODe gitq' De 213).

%y Zinmerli, ops cit., Ds 438.
3“. Zimerli, OPe gita’ in loc..
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In view of the purpose of the present study, i.e., examining
Bzekiel's treatment of Israel's past history, it is necessary
to mnine these two pections and their subesections further, in
order to find out which section or sub-sections are relevant., In
this connection the second section will be examined fivst.
According to its form and content, it seems possible to divide
this section into two subesections or units, i.e., YV. 32«38
which deals with the theme of new exodus, and vve. 39-44 which
deals with the theme of (re-) entry into the promised land and
Israel's worship there., The delimitation of these two units
is based on the faect that both sub-sections begin with a form of
speech which is characteristic of Ezekiel, i.e., the disputation
forn (vye 32, 39)," and eve ended by en 'frkemn 1 which
is also characteristic of Ezekiel (vv. 38, 42-44).°

llow, as far as the first unit, i.e., yv. 32-38, is concerned,
it is interesting to find that the new exodus theme is used in
connection with the dispute between Yahweh and the exiles, To
that extent the theme of the new exodus must be distinguished from
the exodus theme in Pentateuch, since the latter is not at all
reloted with any dispute between Yahweh and Israel in Hgypt.

Ipor this form of speech, see, supra, p. 76.

20f4 W Zimmerli, ops Gites e 452.
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However, in this unit there are some points which could possibly
ghow that the new exodus is parallel to the 0ld one. This can
be seen, €8+, in that in the old exodus Israel was brought out
by Yahweh from Egypt (Exod, 15:22; 16:1§ 19:1f,; Num, 10:12;
20:1), while in the new exodus Israel will be brought out from
the peoples and the countries in which they are exiled (vw. 35f.).
And the judgement in the wildermess which is mentioned in this
unit (yv. 35{f.) could perhaps find ite parallelism in the old
exodus in passages such as Deut. 1:35; 2315; Num. 14329f.; 16331ff,..
Hevertheless, despite all these possible parallelisms, the
explicit reference to Israel's past history in this unit is only
found in y. 36 s

'As I entered into judgement with your fathers in the
wilderness of the land of Egypt, so I will enter into

judgement with you, says Yahweh'., 1
What is interesting in this verse is that the verb WDWis used in
its Fiph'al form,? which ie also found in y. 35. Apart from
Ezek, 20:35f., the liphtal of UDW is used fourteen times in
the 01d Testament,” and in all of those occurrences it is, in one

Lomitting 5 3TN

2Por the Hiph'al of @ DU/, see, G-K. para, 51dj; BIB,

31 Sem 12175 Ise. 43:26; 59143 661163 Jer, 2:35; 253317 igek.
173203 383223 Joel., 4:2; Pss. 93203 371333 109:7; Prov. 29:9;
2 Chron, 22:8 (Lisowsky).



91.

way or another, related to the disputation form of speech, or

the so called xrib-pattern, Putting it the other way round, in
regard to the formal context of its occurrences, it seems possible
to infer that the word U ®Win ite Niph'al form is one of

the integral factors of the disputation form of apeeoh.l

‘ However, whereas in both 1 Sam, 12:6£f, and Isa, 43:25-28
the references to Israel's past history are parts of the arguments
in the controversies, the one in Ezek, 20:32-38 is not. Instead,
the reference to Israel's past history in Eszek, 20:36b is one

of the deseriptions of the judgement which Yahweh will carry out
against his people., This is so since this judgement is described
in this unit in at least three ways. TFirst, it will be 'face

to face' between Yahweh and the people (v. 35bf ); seeond, it
will be like that which was carried out by Yahweh on the fathers
in the wilderness of the land of Egypt (¥y. 36); and finally, it
will be like the collecting, counting, and sorting out, of sheep
by their shepherd (vv, 371‘.).2 In this connection, it is of

ll‘or the inclusion of the lNiph'al of WO W, especially that of
Ezeke 171203 20:35-36, in the rib-pattern, see, €.g., B. Gemser,
'The HIB- or Controversy-Fattern in Hebrew Mentality', V.T.Supp.,
Vol. III, 1955, ppe 120-137, especially p. 131.

2I*‘ox- the last one see, J. Herrmany, s (EeA.T. XI), PP
121’ 125&; Ge A, CNkO' 1, (I.C.C. ? De 221[ Ve mli,
Ops Citey Pe 456. Cf, Jor, 33:13; lev. 27:32; Isa. 40326
Matt. 253311ff,.
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course possible to regard each one of the descriptions as only
repeating the other two, or one of the other twoj but, since
Ezekiel often gives a long, and sometimes repetitious, description
of one particular thing,” it seems better to regard those three
desceriptions of judgement in Ezek, 20:35-38 as having equal
significances To that extent, it would be a mistake to regard
the reference to Israel's past history in y. 36b as the
predoninating, or perhaps a subordinate, description of the
judgement, Besides, this unit is, as a matter of fact, dominated
by verbs in the imperfect tense which refer to future actions
of Yahweh, In other words, this unit does not seem to be
concerned with Israel's past history so much as with her future
one, Thus it seems justifiable now to say that this unit is
not relevant to the present study.

Ais was said earlier, the second unit, i.eey ¥V 39-44, is
in a disputation form of speech, as is clear from the fact that
(a) the negative statement which refers to Israel's unwillingness
to hear Yahweh, as is stated, e.g8., in Ezek., 3:7, is now used
as the condition for the strong command to the ‘house of Israel!
to follow and serve their idols (v. 39):2 th:ls command itself

ISne, Supra pps 75f., and infra pp. 129ff..

2ps far as the text of v, 39 is concerned, and apart from the word
517X, the only word that matters much is NNi; otherwise it does
not seem necessary to make a major emendation or correction.
(Contrast, however, W. Zimmerli, o tes Pe 4373 BHS.). As it
now standg, the pula in the word \ny seems to be a
dittography of %.tn the word 171y, and that the particle
“gXin the words 1*X-0x was probably confused with the
orifl.mn suffix ns- of the word Ty, so that in a sense it is a
haplography of it. So, the word "nui is bably originally
the word 0°'1Nye Cfe Josh, 231165 Deuts 13:7, 143 17333 28:14;
29:17. For the word 0D1'y, see, G-K. paras, 1000; 152m..
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is in fact the reversc of the prohibition to do the same thing
as is stated in Ezek, 20:7;1 and (b) this unit is ended with the
use of the 'Erkenntnisformel' (v. 44).

As far as Israel's past history is concerned, there is a
very brief reference in v. 42b:

‘the land which I swore to give to your father'.
In the context of this unit, this brief reference is used only
as the explanation of what DN U® TN IRis. In that sense, it
seems poesible to say that the reference itself has only a
subordinate significance compared to that of the HRIW® DNTN.
On the other hand, it is interesting to find that the use of the
phrase >N *TIRW] 4in connection with Yahweh's oath
to give the land to 'the fathers' is found six times in Esek,
20:1=31, ieeey in yv. 5 (twice), 6, 15, 23, and 28, Thie fact
alone, if need be, seems sufficient to show that (a) this unit,
i.e., Ezek, 20:39-44, carnot by any means be separated from Ezek,
20:1«31, and (b) the significance of the reference to Israel's
past history in this chapter is not primarily to be found in this
unit, In addition, and like in the unit of yv, 32«38, the verbs
which are used here are almost dominated by their reference to
the future actions of Yahweh, In other words, this unit does

not seem to have been concernmed with Israel's past history as much

]'For this controversial command, cf. Amos. 4:43; Noh., 3:153
1 Kings 22:15.



a8 it does with Israel's futm.l

S0, as far as Israel's past history is concermed, this unit is
not relevant for the purpose of the present study.

In view of all this, it seems now justifisble to say that
Ezekiel's treatment of Is:rael'.s past history in this chapler is
not to be found primerily in the second section of the chapter,
i.e., Bzek, 20:32-44, but in ite first one, i.e., Bzek, 20:1=-31.

However, a¢ far as its formal structure and content are
concerned, there is a part of this first section which seems to
have formed a sub-section by itself, This is yv. 27-29. In the
context of the first section, it is interesting to find that
both yve 27-29 and yv. 30«31 appear to be two conclusions of what
is said in yv. 1=26, This is so since both of them begin with
two similar prophetie concluding words which are introduced by

]:)5 (wv. 27, 30). UNevertheless, the two conclusions are
different from each other in that in v. 27 the concluding words
are not followed by a conclusion appropriate for what is said in
yve 1-26, Inotead, it is followed by a new command to the prophet
(zs 27ap : 0iT*hR INAN 3 of. yo 32) to utter e new accusa~
tion against the people (v. 27b-28).° This accusetion seems o

Ly, zimmerli vants to put the wholo section, i.es, v¥s 32-44, in
front of chapters 40«48 primarily because of its concexn with
the future of Israel (ops cite, Ps 453).

ZNotice the emphatic phrase IIT TVY in w. 2Tbx ¢



95

be rounded off by the word-play in ¥y, 29 which refers to the
setiological explanation of the name 710)). Compared with vv.
27-29 the concluding words in yve 30f, contain not only the
summarized reference to what is said in yv. 5-26, but slso elearly
refer back to what is said in yv. 1=3, i.e., the rejection of
Yahweh o be enquired of (W 'T) by the elders of (the house of)
Israel, Besides, it has been shown earlier that v. 31 with
its *Schwuraussage® ( *1 N °[]) constitutes the end of the first
section,

In view, then, of the close comnection between yv. l=3 and
YVe 30f¢, it can be said that these two passages are actually the
beginning and the end of the first section respectively., To
that extent, it seems justifiable to regard yv. 30f., and not yv.
27-29, as the appropriate conclusion for the first section,

Having said this, there are now two questions concerning
YVe 27=29 vhich must be answered, Firet, vhat is the relation-
ship between yv. 27-29 and yv. 1-267 Second, what is the
relationship between wy. 27-29 and yv. 30«31? Putting these two
questions in another way, does yv. 30-31 conclude what is said in
¥V 1=26 only, or does it conclude what is said in yy, 27-29 as
well? In answering this question it must be emphasized that from
the point of view of prophetic traditions, it seems difficult to
regard Vv. 27-29 as saditiensl smndnry/ or the like, Even if
it is, it is not the intention of the present study to prove it.
low, as far as the relationship between yv. 27-29 and what precedes



it is concerned, there are some points which can be made, Pirst,
form-critically this sub-section, i.e.; vv. 27~29, can hardly be
regarded as the contimmation of what precedes it, which is stereo-
typicelly structured, Vhoreas the stereotyped structure of yv.
5=26 can be seen, @«Zsy in the recurrence of the similar phrases
in yv. 8f., 13f,, 21f., there is no such occurrence at all in vv.
27-29.1  Besides, the word 973, vhich is found in y, 28,
and which can be regarded as a substitute for the recurring word
11710 in yy. 5-26, is found again in the Book of fzekiel
only in 5:15 (as e substantive); and the word QY D is found
only in 20328, Second, it is interesting to find that yw., 27-29
cleaxrly deals with the history of Israel in the period after the
entry into the promised land (y. 28), whereas wv. 5-26 deals with
the history before that period, and that the histories in both
periods are the same, i.e., they are the histories of sins.
Third, on the basis of the two pointes above, Zimmerli prefers to
regard YV. 27-29 as containing 'einen ungeschickt eingeftihrten
Nachtrag zum Gesohichtsberioht 5-26'° or as *ein weiteres Stiick
Nechexegese'.” This preference of Zimmerli is cupported by
Ge W Coata,‘altlwugh the latter's argument is slightly different

see, further, W, Zimmerli, Sgekiel, (B.Ks XIII/1), pps 439, 450f..

21b1d., p. 439.
JIbide, pe 450.
4G. We Coats, Hebellion in the Wildermess, Nashville, 1968,
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from that of the former, Due to the subject-matter of his
particular study referred to here,’ Coats takes the murmuring
tradition as his starting point, and from there he looks at
Ezek, 20:1«31, He demonstrates that Hzek, 20:1;31, in gpite
of its Dzekielian characteristic and uniqueness, does inherit
the mumuring tredition.2 But, due to the facts that (a)
the elements of the murmuring, with its wilderness reference,
is found only in yv. 5«26, and (b) formecritically yv. 27=29
is different from yv, 5-26, Coats infers that wv. 27-29 is 'not to
be considered as part of the basiec tm-:l.i:'..3

From these three points, it seems clear that both forme
eritically and traditio-historically wvwv. 27-29 is different from
Vs 5=26, And in that sense yv. 27-29 can perhaps be regarded
as separating yv. 5-26 from its conclusion in yv. 30f.., However,
the faet that wy. 27-29 is form-eritically and traditio-historically
different from yv. 5-26, does not necessarily mean that it must
be excluded from the context of the whole section, This is so
for the following reasons, First, vv. 27b-28 can be regarded

ISoe note 4 on p. 96. What Coats means by the murmuring tradition

is the traditions of the wilderness wandering of Israoel whose

particular motive is the negative response of Israel to the

exodus event. The key word for this murmuiring motive is the

;io;d) 115 followed by the preposition b5y (ibide, ppe 13-15,
LR

%G, W. Coats, ops Git., e 241.

3;91‘3- s De 231,
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as referring concisely to Israel's past history, i.e., Israel's
history in Palestine until the time of Ezekiel (Ezek, 16:23).
Despite the feet that some of the words used in this reference
to Israel's past history are different from those in wv. 5-26,

it must be noted once again that this history is also a history
of sin, which is the same as that described in yv. 5-26.

Second, apart from the word DD, the phraseology used in

¥+ 27a is similear to that which is used in y. 3ax « This
suggests that the reference to the sinful history of Israel's
past in yv. 27b-28 might be intended to serve the same end as in
¥Ve 5-26. Third, the phraseology used in v. 28a is interesting,
This is so because 3

() It is similar to the one used in v. 42apb. It has been
said esrlier that the significance of the use of *1° *JIRW]

is not primerily to be found in y. 42, but in yv. 1-31. This,

in fact, applies also to the one found in v, 28, which means that
the significance of the phrase *71° *JINW] is te be found
primerily in wvye 5., 15, and 23,0

(b) It is only in v. 28 and y. 42 that the phrase > T°* *{IRU/]
is used in connection with the reference to the entry into the
land which is promised to be given to the 'fathers'. Anticipating

lFor this, see, below.
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the inference that the phrase ST *TINY/] is genuinely
Ezekielien, it must be said that the phrase which is used in the
theme of the entry into the land can hardly be Ezekielian.
This is so, not only because the theme of the giving ( ]31])
of the land to the 'fathers' was already known to Terael's
traditionists long before Ezekiel (e.gey JE : Gen, 12:3, Ts
13:14-16; 1513, 7, 18; ete.),> but also beceuse the use of the
Hiph'il of XY plus ] §1) in the phraseology of this
theme is Deuteronomistic rather than otherwise (ef, Deut. 61233
263335 31120f,).° Besides, it seems true that there is e close
relationship between Ezek, 20:27b=-28 and Deut, 31:20f., in that
these two passages contain the same theme : the saving act of
Yahweh, i.e., his hoving brought (Hiph'il of %%11) Israel into
the land, is, or would be, responded to by sinful deeds on
Terael's part.’ Also, the phrase 573 SSIRL/) in v, 28
(and 42) is clearly a substitute for the Deuteronomistic term
Y1 W  which normally goes together with the original
Deuteronomistic term for the bringing of the people Israel into
the promised land (Deut. 1:8; 63105 7:13; 8313 11:9, 21; ete.).

Yof. G. von Bad, 0ld Testament Theology, (ET. by Ds Me Ge Stalker),
Vol. I, Edin'burgh, 1 5. PPe '

%H. Do Preuss, '\/{1's IVy Z,0.A.T., cols. S44£f..
3Stee also how close is the idea which is contained in Deut. 31:21b

to that of Ezek, 20:32a, i.e., Yahweh knew what was in the mind
of the people.
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Fourth, although it is not clear whether in this case Ezekiel
copies from the Ileutercnomistic documents or wvice versa, it

is clear that, as it nov stands, ¥. 28a preserves the idea

that Yahweh's bringing Israel into the promised lend is part, or
the last part, of the whole saving history (Deut, 2639).1

Now, if this saving act of Yehweh is followed up, or is responded
to negatively by the people (¥. 26b; ef. ¥. 27b; Deut, 31:20b, 21),
does it not mean that wyv., 27b-28 has the same structure as thet
of yv. 5-267 Moveover, it must be said that v, 28a is not only
the counter-part of the negative statement in w. 15 which is
basically also using Deutercnomistic phraseology, but it is also
the continuation of it.

From all ¢ ie, it can now perhaps be inferred that (a)
although form-eritically and traditio-historically vv. 27-29 is
different from wv. 5-26, its structure is the same as that of yv.
5«263 (b) as it now stands, yy. 27-29 constitutes part of
EBzekiel's reasoning to support hies coanclusion in the disputation
addvess which is formulated in yv. 30f.; and (¢) due to the fact
that yv. 27«29 aleo deals with (the last part of) Israel's
past history, its inclusion into the whole section must be
regarded as relevant for the purpose of the present study.

IC-fQ Ges von M|_°E= gi!., PPe 224%,.
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Having seid ell this, it is time now to examine Fzekiel's
treatment of Israel's past history in this section, i.e., in
¥V 1=31, To begin with, it must be said that Ezekiel's treatment
of that history proper is clear only from v. 5 onwards, while
¥Ve 1=4 ond vve 30f., constitute its framework,

i!;gg_;,: The dating.

This verse is one of the eleven whose dates have no explicit
historical reference at all.) Battersby Harford argues that on
the basis of the similarity between Ezek, 24:1f, and 2 Kings 25:1
all of these eleven datings might have their reckoning from the
enthronement of King Zedekiah as does the date of 2 Kings 25:1.°
Whatever the historical reference, or the historical references,
of these eleven datings in the Book of Ezekiel might be, it ie
interesting to find that smong them there are only two in which
*the elders® are mentioned, i.e., 8:1 (the elders of Judah) and
2041 {4he alders of Iszael).’ The problen whieh s invelved ir the

are : DLzek., 1l:lj 8:1; 203:1; 24:1; 26:1; 29:1, 17; 30:20;
31:1; 3231, 17,

2J. Battersby Herford, Studies in the Book of Ezekiel, Cambridge,
1935, pp. 40f..

JEzek. 1451 mentions 'the elders of Isrsel® but without
dating.
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mentioning of the names 'Israel' and 'Judah' in the Book of
Ezekiel has been very crucial for some scholars, A ;engthw
discussion about this can be found in Batiersby Harford's book
referred to sbm.l However, despite some possible further
discussions sbout the historical and the chromologicel references
of the dates in the Book of Izekiel, particularly that of Ezek.
20:1, it is generally agreed that this particular date in Ezek.
20:1 could be assigned to the year 591 B.C. (Cooke, Zimmerli)

or 590 B.C. (Davidson), ie.es, before the fall of Jerusalem end the
Temple.

The mentioning of the elders sitiing in front of the prophet
(8:1£5,3 1431£f,5 20:1fF.3 ef, 33131), is one of Ezekiel's
characteristics, And as has been pointed out earlier, thie kind
of situation or setting is not found in any other prophetic book
or in other books in the 0ld Testament except in 2 Kings 63132,
Ezek, 20:1 shows that the purpose of those elders who sat before
the prophet was to inguire of God, a special purpose which is also
explicitly stated in 14:1ff,. HNevertheless it is not clear what
in fact they were inquiring of God, despite some suggestions that
they might be waiting for some comforting words of (God through
the prophet (Zimmerli, Eichrodt, Taylor), or that they had some
particular questions to ask (Cooke)s What seems to be certain
here is that the presence of the elders in front of a priesteprophet

lJ. Bﬂtte“by Haxrford, w.' PPe 271f.; cfe Ve Zimmerli,

*Israel im Buche Ezechiel', YT. 3, 1958, pp. 75-903 idem, '"The
Special Form- and Traditio-historical Character of Lzekiel's
Prophecy*®, YT. 15, 1965, p« 524.
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like Ezekiel points to an activity whiqh is in some way connected
with the onlt.l To that extent it can perhaps be said that the
getting, or the background, of this chapter, i.e., Ezek, 20, is
the cult rather than any other formal institution. This is also
clear from the vocabulary which is predominant in it, e.g.,
PN, D WDWA, *AW |90, ete..

The mentioning of the meking inquiry of Cod which is followed
by the recitation of Israel's past history in this chapier is in
parallelism with the structure found in Bzek, 36:37f., in which
the mentioning of the making inquiry of God is followed by the
mentioning of God's past promise. And the mentioning of the
inquirérs' accusation (Ezek, 30:1ff,, 30f,) is found again in
Ezek, 14:1-11.

Verse 2.

This is a typical prophetic formula which amnounces the word--
event of God's revelation to the prophet.> Although the formula
in this verse is very frequently found elsewhere in the 0ld
Testament, $he use of the firwt parssn suffix in the verd 5D

1

Cf+ He Graf Reventlow, Wlichter Uber Israel : Ezechiel und seine
Tradition, Berlin, 1962, pp. T6f..

2Fenr the term *word-event'!, see, however, K, Koch, The Growth of

the Biblical Tradition, (ETs by S. M. Cupitt), London, 1969,

Pe 202,
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seems to be very characteristic of Esekiel,l Although this
formula does not seem to be the invention of Hzekiel, its frequent
occurrence in the book which bears his name is impressive.
According to Zimmerli, this formula, with some mqll variations,

occurs not less than 52 times in the Book of E:zakiel._2

Jexse J=4.
The use of the phrase (IR~ ‘\1 is characteristically Ezekielian,

This is so for at least two reasons, First, whereas its
occurrences outside the Book of Egekiel are found only fourteen
times, i.e., in Hum, 23:19; Isa. 51:12; 5612; Jer., 48:18, 33;
502405 51:43; Pss. 8315; 80:18; 146:33 Job 16:21; 263165 35:8; and
Dan, 8:17, it occurs not less than 93 times in the Book of Ezekiel.
Second, whereas in all of those occurrences outside the ook of
Bzekiel, with the exception of Dan, 8:17, the phrase D"]R"]l
could either be a title of king (eegs, in Pss, 80:18; 146:3) or
refer to mankind in general,” in those of Dan, 8:17 and the Book

1w Zimmerli, 'The Special Form- and Traditio-historioal Charscter

of Ezekiel's Prophecy’ o 15, 1965, ps 516; idem, Egechiel
(BeKs XIII/1), pre aeri'.;ﬂ ; i j

4. zimmerli, Ezechiel, (B.K. XIII/1), p. 88.

33 Haag, 't]"[jé'y_)_' II. ToW.A.T., cols, 685-6863 G, Ae Cooke,
Eﬁgl%gl . PP 30f.; Ve Bichrodt, :s_z&el, (817, by

Cosslet Quin), (o.s.' L.), London, 1970, p.

The relationship of the Hebrew phrase QIR ~{land the Aramaic
WX -1 is both toc complicated and mlmt to be discussed
here, The discussion of this relationship can be found, cegey
in S, Mowinckel, He That Cometh, (ET. by G. W. Anderson),

Oxford, 1956, especially pp. 346-450; CG. Dalman, The Vo of
Jesus, (BT. by Do M, Kay), BEdindburgh, 1902, pp. 234-267; H, Haag,
E‘ git.’ 0015. 682‘689.
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of Bzekiel it refers to a private individual, In Dan, 8:17 it
refers to Daniel and in the Book of Ezekiel it refers to Ezekiel
himseli’.l As far as its ocourrence in the Book of Ezekiel is
concerned, most scholars are in sgreement in taking this phrase

as referring to the conirast between Izekiel, a man with his human
weaknesses, lowliness, and creatureliness, and Yahweh, the Lord,
with his glory, majesty, and almightiness.’

As it now stands, its being used immediately after the complete -
word-event formula (v. 2) is regarded by Cormelis B, Houk as one
of the signs of the authenticity of the passage or the section
which follows.’

l'l‘he formecritical and literary-critical significances of the
phrase TQTIR\1 in the Book of Ezekiel are clear from the statements
of both W. Zimmerli and Cornelis B, Houk, On the one hand

We Zimmerli says : 'Die formel leitet in der Iegel eine neue
Redeeinheit ein und ist infol ssen eines der wesentlichen
Hilfemittel zur Abgrenzung de¥ einzelnen Redeeinheiten im Buche
Ez' (ops cites pe 88), and on the other Cornelis B, Houk points out
that the phrase is one of the signs of the authenticity of the
passage or the section which immediately follows it ( 'OTR7 |2
Patters as Literary Criteria in Ezekiel*, J,B.L. 83, 1969,

PP. lwt .)_. !

2gee, supra, p. 104 note 3, and A. B. Davidson, Ezekiel, (Cambiidge
Bible for Schools and Colleges), revised by A. W. Streane, who
prefers to translate QIR ~§2 as ‘child of man' (pp. 15f.).

BComeliﬂ Be HO‘Jk. 22 c&to. loc citog
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In vy 3ax it is stated that Bzekiel is commissioned by Yahweh
to deliver his words to the elders of Israel, As was noted above,
this command is similar to that which is found in v, 27, elthough
the presence of the word |55 in the latter has caused some

problems, The use of the word ") 11 (Pi'el imperative) which is
followed by waw consecutive plus dmperfect (= imperative), J1 VAR, )7
and prep. — DN in this command reminds one of the affinity

of Egzekiel to P, This is clear from the fact that this combination
of 17T (Pi'el imperative) and 311N plus prep. ~ R, which
occurs four times in the Book of Ezekiel (14:4; 20:3, 273 29:3;
3332), is found again only in P sections of the Pentateuch, i.e.,
in leviticus (eeges 1323 17:2; 18:2; 22318; etc.) and Numbers
(eezey 51125 632; 83123 1532, 18, 385 etcd).

Further, the interrogative sentence in Y. 3ap seems to refer
to what is stated in y. hﬁ s and that the negative sentence in
Yo 3b is the answer to it., In other words, as it now stands,
Yv. 1=3 appears like a disputation-form of speech.]' In addition,
the way the negative answer of Yahweh is presented seems to support
this agsumption.

The use of the phvases *JR *i1 and {])171° QO R) before
and after the answer respectively shows how emphatic the answer
is, The combination of these two phrases )ia frequently used by

J'For this form of speech, see, supra, pe. 76.
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Ezekiel, and certainly is one of his charmteriatioa.l

S0, it can perhaps be inferred that yv. la 5 b-3 is actually
(part of) a disputation-form of speech in which the people is
confronted by Yahweh through the prophtﬂ:.z In this connection
there are two things which must be said before an examination of
V. 4£f, can be made, First, although vv, lapb-3 is ended with ,
the pm.-uo' iM% { *171N) DN)y it cannot be inferved that
the disputational speech is ended there, This is so primarily
because what is said in yv. la fb-3 is found egain in yv, 30f..
This means that yv. 30ff, is still part of the disputational
speech, Desides, it has been shown earlier that vv. 1-3 and wv.
30f., are actually the beginning and the end of the whole section
respectively, Second, on the bagis of this, it can be said that
YVe 4ff, is actually the continuation of the disputatiomal speech
in yv. lapb=3. S0, in the light of these two things, it can
be coneluded that the reference to Israel's past history in yv.
5«29 is actually part of the arguments which are used by Ezekiel
in the disputational speech itself.

Nowy before Ezekiel's interpretation of Israel's past history
in this disputational speech is examined, a few words must be said

Yoee, eege, Ezek, 531l; 141165 18, 205 16:48; 17:16; 18333 20131,

333 33:113; 34:8; 35:16, 11,

2es, H, Graf Reventlow, Wichter Uber Jsrael: Ezechiel und seine
Tradition, Berlin, 1962, ppe. 76-78.
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about vs 4. The most interesting thing in this verse is the use
of the word U WHi (gal imperf, Il.nterrog.). In the 0ld
Testament this word in its present form is found only five times,
and all ave in the Book of Egekiel, i.e., Ezeks 20:4 (twice),
2212 (twice), and 23336, 1In all of these three passages the
woxrd WOWIil is fellowed by, or more precisely, is
combined with, another sentence which contains the command to the
prophet to make known> the abominations (subst. from 11YF))

of Israel.’ The facts that (a) this combination is uniquely
Ezekielian, and (b) in Ezek. 20:4 this combination is used as an
integral part of the disputational speech, suggest that that
combination is one of the most imporxtant parts of the
disputational speech .'I.taso].i’..4 And in that sense it confirms

the conclusion drawn earlier, i.e,, that Ezekiel's treatment of

Y5, nendelkern, Veperis Testementi Congordentise lebralose gtque
Chaldaicae, Akademische Druck-u. Verlagsanstalt, Craz, 1955.

zuhereas in both Bzek. 20:4 and 22:2 the word Y71* is used, in

Ezek, 23336 the word TAl.

5In Ezek, 2034 Israel is referred to as the 'fathers', in 22:2
as 'the bloody city' of Jerusalem, and in 23:36 as *Oholah and
Oholibah!?,

4ce, G. 4. Cooke, Ezekiel, (I.C.C.), who says that each time the
context explains that the word TWHWIN mneans 'to set out the
scase' againast the people (p. 214).
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Israel's past history (vv. 5-29), which immediately follows that
combination (v. 4), is part of the arguments in the disputational
speech itself,

Verses 5-29 : Israel's past hiat'ory.

This section is remarkable in that in dealing with Israel's
past history it does not use metaphorical language. In other
words, this section is remarkable in that it does not speak about
a foundling baby-girl (of, Hzek, 16), or sbout a vine (of. Ezek.
153 19:10£f,), or about a lion (ef. Ezek, 19:1ff.), or about
adulterous women (of. Zzek, 23), Instead, it epeaks clearly,
openly, and directly, about the *'fathers' of Israel in the literal
senge of Yancestors! .1 If the 'elders of Israel' or the current
generation, who are the addreas_eet of the speech in this section,
feel that they are the children of these 'fathers® (of. Izek.
2:2; 18:2, 19; ete.), this direct address must have sounded more
emphatic than if it had been expressed metaphorically. A direct
address which is coupled with a clear mention of the name of the
addressee, is asmtﬁlly stronger than s metaphorical one, This
is so because essentially the latter is more meditative than the
former, The direct address found in this section gives the

impression that Ezekiel knew very well how to use the social,

Y. Zinmerli, Hzechiel, (B.K. XIII/1), p. 439.
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religious, and anthropoloéical background of his audience for
the benefit and the effectiveness of his message., This is so
since to the eastern mind, and in a disputational speech such
as is found here, the effect of the mentioning of the abominations
of the fathere is almost as strong as that of the mentioning
of the abominations of the children itself. So, by leoking at
Israel's past history, Ezekiel is actually looking at the history
of his audience itself.

Further, it is remarkable that this section does not use any
political phraseclogy or any political term at all. Instead,
it uses phraseologies and terms which refer to the religious
1ife of the *fathers', This fact suggests that the issues
of the speech in it eve religious, and not political. 1In
other words, the abominations of the 'fathers' which are made
known here are religious abominations, and not political ones
(ef, Bzek, 23, below). The fact that these religious
abominations are told in relation to Yahweh's choice of the
seed of the house of Jacob (y. 5) and, most significantly,
to the exodus event, has made this section unigue. In this
connection Zimmerli rightly warns that in dealing with this
section one must be very caveful not to say that this section
can be understood as containing an arbitrary remembrance of
Israel's past history. Instead, so Zimmerli opines, this
section must be looked ot in ite traditio-historical setiing or
vackground., ! |

‘1bid..
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As in Bzek, 153 19:10-14 in which Egekiel puts the stress
of his understanding of Israel on the negative side (ef. Hos.
1-3; Isa. 531=7; Jer, 2:1ff,), in this section his interpretation
of Israel's past history is also dominated by his negative stress.
Ls it now stands, the formal structure of this section reminds
one of the Credo, Therefore, according to Zimmerli, Ezekiel's
negative interpretation of Israel's past history in it could be
oriented antithetically to the outline of the salvation-history
which is found in the credo-formulas.® In this conmection he
says that, on the one hand, the elements of Israel's disobedience
in Ezek, 20:1-29 can be related to the ancient traditional
elements of the murmuring of the people in the wilderness, of
the sinning ('Verstindigung') with the golden calf ( Exed, 32),
and the rebellion of part of the people in relation to the sending
out of the spy to Palestine (Wum, 13f.; Deut. 1:19-46), and on
the other, in Ezek, 20:1«29 Ezekiel is not called to enumerate
the sine of Israel, but to declare that the great events of
her salvetion~history are themselves the 'Stationen eines Weges
der greulichen Stnde Israels®.’

As is said above, G, V. Coats takes up and develops one
aspect of what Zimmerli saye here in that he demonstrates that

L1vid., ppe 43925,

2;916., Pre. 440-442.
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Bzeke 20:1«29 does inherit both the rebellion tradition and the
mrmaring one.l What can be inferred from Coats's particular
work referred to here is that, from the point of view of both
the rebellion tradition and the mumuring one, the recitation
of Israel's sinful past history in Ezek, 20:1-29, or rather Esek.
20:126, is neither new nor unique., This is so because the
traditions of Israel's sinful past history were already in
existence and in trensmission long before Ezekiel's time (ef.
Exod, 323 Num, 13f.; Deut, 1:19-46; etc.)?.

However, Coete's analysis of Pzek, 20:1-29 must be regarded
as one-sided in that it has ignored the form and the structure
of this section, Despite the fact that the tradition-materials
which were used by Hzekiel were already in existence and in
transmission long before his time, their being organically used
by Ezekiel in this particular part of the book which bears his
name seems to point to something new and, perhaps, unusual. In
this comnection, Zimmerli's remerk that the similarity of the form
end the structure of this section to that of the Credo~-formula is
very important. Zimmerli says that in this seotiqn Ezekiel takes
the elemente of the 'little historical credo's In this 'little

1, s Coats, ops Gite, DPe 24, 78, 231-241.

20::» of the important aspects of Coats's work referred to here

is %o show the rise and the transmission, or the development,
of these two traditions, i.e., the rebellion tradition and the

murzuring tradition.
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historical credo' the great salvation-acts of Yahweh from the
exodus onwards ave praised, whereas in this section they are used
by Bzekiel to show the history of the punishable disobedience

of Israel.l Besides, the fact that in this section there is a
three~fold stereotyped formal structure, especially in vv. 5-26,
is quite distinctive., This is so since in the Book of Ezekiel
there are some passagees which also show that Egekiel is really
fond of the number three, e.g., the casuistic course of the three
generations in Bzek, 18, and the triple casuistic lay-out of
Hmeke 3:17€f.3 14:12£f,3 33:168,.°

From all this it can be inferred that although Ezek, 20:1«29
depends very much on tradition-materials older than Ezekiel
himself, nevertheless its present form and structure show quite
cleerly that it is distinctively Izekielian, In other words,
although to some extent Ezekiel depends on the older traditions
he appears to have used those traditions oxrganically and not
mechanically,

This inference is also supported by the result of the
following general examination of some passages outside the Book
of Ezekiel in which the recitation of Israel's past history is
found, These passages ave, among others, Deut, 6:20=24; 2635=9;
Johs, 24:2-13, 17f.5 1 Same 12:8ff.5 Pes. T8:9ff.; 105:7£f .3

lw. Zimrli, ODs gét.' PDe 439ff..

211)16.., Pe 440.



106:6£545 136:4£f+3 Heh, 9:6ff.s Disregarding the dates of all
of these passages, the most outstanding among them are Pss, 136
and Neh, 9:16ff,, in that the former begins Israel's history with
the creation (Ps. 136:4=9) and ends it with the nccupation? of
the land of Palestine, while the latiter begins it with the '
patriarchs and ends it with the exiles (Neh, 9:27ff,)., These
two passages are called outstanding because none of the other
passages listed above begins Isrsel's history as far back as te

the ma.t:lan2

or ends it as late as the exile. In other words,
what is involved in those other passeges is Israel's past history
ranging from the period of the patriarchs to the period of the
occupation of Palestine by Israel, If this span of Israel's
past history is divided thematically, it would be clear that some
of those passages have less, or more, themes than the other and
that some of them deal with one or more themes differently.

This can be seen from what follows., The patriarchal theme is
found and is used as the beginning of Israel's past history only
in Deut. 2635-95 Josh, 24:2-133 and Ps. 105:17ff.; whereas Deut.
6320-24; Josh, 24317f.5 1 Sam, 12:8£f.; Pss. 78:9ff.; 136:4ff.,
use the exodus theme as the beginning of Israel's past history.

]The term Yoccupation' is used here in the sense of ‘'entering?,
‘conquering', and 'oceupying', the land and Israsel's settling down
there,

218&. 51312-16 does refer the begimning of Israel's histoxry to
the creation, but it is not considered here because it does not
refer to the end of that past history.
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The wilderness theme is not mentioned at all in Deut, 6320-24;
2635-93 1 Sam, 12:8ff,, end is only briefly mentiomed in Josh,
24:Tb, 17bs Ps. 136:16, although it is mentioned in lengthy
measure in Pes, T8317ff.3 105:37ff,3 106:313ff.3 and Heh. 9,
Pinally, the theme of the occupation is found in all of those
passages, except in Ps, 106 in which it is only implicitly
indicated (Ps. 106334£f,.).

Now, if a comparison between Ezek, 20:5-29 and all of these
passages is made, it will appear that Lzek., 20:5-29 lacks both the
patriarchal them and that of the exile because it begins Tsrael's
past history with the theme of exodus (Ezek, 20:5ff.; the same as
in Deut., 6320=24; Josh, 24:17f.3 1 Sam, 12:8ff,; Pes, T8:19Lf,;
136:47f,.), and ends with the theme of occupation as do all of
those possages, except Nehs 9, In addition, it must be sald
that, as far as the wilderness theme is concerned, it is only
in Ps, T8:117ff.; Ezmek, 20:10-24, that this theme is mentioned
in relationship to, and with an emphasis on, the people's
rebellion ageinst Yahweh, Whereas Ps. 106:13-33 and Neh, 9
mention this theme in relation to the confession of sins and the
penitential prayer of the people, those other passsges in which
this theme is found mention it in relation to, and with an
emphagis on, the mereiful salvation act of Yahweh, In the light
of this, a comparison between Ps. 78:17ff. and Ezek, 20:10-24 must
be made, TFrom thic comparison it ie clear that, on the one
hand, Pa. 78:17£ff, conceives the people who rebelled against
Yehweh in the wilderness as the Iphraimites (y. 9), and that the



pealmist has used this particular theme to justify both the
rejection of the Northern Kingdom and the acceptance of Judah

by Yabweh (yve 67££.), while on the othexr, Emek. 20310ff, conceives
the rebel as the whole of Teracl,” end uses the reference to the
wilderness theme as the reagon for the coming Jjuigement of
Jerusalen.

From all this, it can be concluded that Israel's past history
wvas treated, or recited, in various ways by Israselite traditionists.
On the one hard their treatments show some differences, while on
the other they still preserve some similarities, In other woxzds,
Isveel's traditions of her past history were not trsnsnitted
mechanically, but organically, the result of which shows that
both similorities end differences have equal place.

In this commection it is interesting $o find both C. von
Rad and M, Foth argulng that within the Hexateush or Fentateuch
(Tetrateuch) eaoh of the themes alluded to above constitutes a
basic element in a confessional statement. Von Zad belicves
that treditio-historiecally the earliest confessionsl statement
con be found in Deut, 26:5-9, in which two thewss, i.e., cvodus
and ocoupstion, are inseparebly juxtaposed.. To these two themes,
the piatements of which initially still confine thomselves to

e Tismerli, 'ieveel im Buche Ewechiel®, Y.T. 8, 1958, pps 75-90.
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the objective historical facts, were later on added some othexr
themes whose statements are more theologically elaborated., And
the Hexateuch as it now stands is, according to von had, the
result of treditio-nistorical growth which is based oufihose basic
elements of the confessional statements ox thmﬂa.l
In distinction from wvon Rad, M, Noth believes that each of the
themes initially had its own cultic setting. Even the two
themes, i.e., exodus and occupation, which ven Had believes to
be inseparsble from the outset, are regarded by Noth as representing
two tradition-themes which were initially independeant from each
other, Only lator these two themes were joined together.-
These two tradition-themes and the other ones, which form the
frame work of Pentateuch, were gradually joined together and
became the property of 'all Israel! in Palestine.’

Despite the differences of opinion between von Had and Noth,
it is interesting to find that these two scholars do not seem

to vegard Pentateuch (Noth) or Hexateuch (von Rad) as & result of

¢, von fed, 0ld Testement Theology, (Ef. by Dy Ie G. Stelker),
Vol, I, pp. 122ff.; idem, The Problem of Hexateuch and othexr
isseys, (El, by Be We Trueman Dicken)y PPe [Tifee

%M, Hoth, A History of Dente tions, (ET. by Ba V.
Anderson), fnglewood Cliffs, N.J. 1972, pp. 46f..

5:21&.' Ple 42f£.. 5‘0ffo
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a mechanical and rigid processing of those themes., Besides,
they regard the themes of patriarchs, exodus, wildermess, and
ocoupation, as being very old. However, von EBad is scepiical
concerning the date of the joining together of those themes,
whereas lioth is of {the opinion that that joining together must
have taken place 'between the time of the occupation of the land
and the begimming of the formation of the state’.’
Indeed, apart from those four themes alluded to above there
are some others which ere equally important for the analysis of
Israel's history, Dul, in comnection with the main concern of
the present study, those four themes are mentioned here because
they are probably the only ones referred to in Lzmek, 20:5-31.
Now from all this, it can be said that, as far as the themes
of Israel's Credo are concerned, there are at least two kinds of
traditio-historical developments, First, if von Rad and Hoth
are right, the Pentateuch or the Hexateuch must be regarded as
the outcome of the development of the tradition themes,
Second, the passeges listed above, in which all or most of the
themes are found, show another kind of traditio-historical

development which does not lead to any épacifie end-product.

101 von Rad, Qlﬂ hgms m1ﬂm, (E’!. by De Mo Go St&lk@l'),
701. I, p. 1221!0'&8 21.

%M Noth, 0p, Git., De 45.
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These two kinds of development scem to be in conirast to each
other, If Hoth's dating of the joining Sogether of those themes
is right, it is poseible to avgue that some of those passuges
listed above, especially those which do not belomg to Femtateuch,
are dependent on the Pentateuchal treditions., This seems true,
not only from the fect that they are later than the dste proposed
by Soth, but elso because of the cultic setting of esch of the
themes, or ol the Credo as a unity, which at the same time has
bhecome the vehicle for the transmission of those themes and/ox
the Credo, This is assuming, of course, thai those paseages
cutside the Pentateuch bear the marks of being cultic in one way
or the other,

However, there is some evidence which slwws that those
possages outnlde the Fentatench do not entirely depend on the
Pentateuchal traditions, If it is truc that the lentateuchal
traditione are an all-Isvselite tradition, one wonders why
Pse 78:11£f, singleg out NHorthern Israel to be the subjeot of
those Credo-like recitals of Iarael's past history. Besides,
the rejection of Noxthern Israel and the acceptance of Judah and
Zion (Ps. 78:67ff,) seem Lo presuppose the fact that the process
of 2ll=Jaraelizing of those themes did not take place very smoothly.
Ge von Red® and B, . Clements® have pointed out that the David-Zion

Y. von nac, 932 Sostopent Theology, (7T by e Ye v Stalier),
Vol, I, pPpe foe

965s pe 524
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traditions lived predominantly in Judah, whereas the traditions

of exodus-wilderness-occupation lived predominantly in Noxrthern
Torael until at least the fall of Ssmaria.® The fact that some
of the passages listed above miss out one or two of the themes
whereas others elaborate them almost cxeceesively, does seem to
show that there is no dependence of those passages on the
Pentateuchal traditions. In addition, it is indeed very difficult
to find in the Pentateuch, or in the Hexateuch, any paxallel

to what issid in Ezek. 20:7-8%

From all this, it can be concluded that the development of
the themes of Israel's past history which led to the formation
of the Pentateuch or Hexateuch was not the only development which
ever ook p].qwe. In other words, if some passages outside the
Pentateuch or Hexateuch contain some or all of the themes of the
Credo it does not necessarily always mean that they quote, or
depernd on, the Pentateuchal/Hexateuchal traditions., Instead,
it must be said that both the Pentateuchal /Hexateuchal traditions
and those passages which contain the themes of the Credo depend
on a common source, i.e., the cult in which the setting of each
of the themes is found. In this connection the gquestion about
the date of the joining together of all of those themes must be
coupled with the question of the dates of the successive joining
together of each individual theme to the others, Putting it in

lsee below, on Ezek, 16.
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another way, it seems impossible to answer the question, vhen
were the themes of creation, patriarchs, exodus, wilderness, and
conquest, joined together. This is so, since in the passages
in yhich the themes of the Credo are found, two of the themes,
ie€s, that of exodus and that of occupation, are alwaye present,
wvhereas the others are not. In other vords, although some of
those paesages miss out one or two of the themes, they always
have the themes of both exodus and occupation, It can therefore
be inferred that the joining together of these two themes must
have taken place very early.’  And, consequently, if theve is any
question of the date of the joining together of all of those
themes, it smet be only the question of the dates of the gradual,
or successive, joining together with the others of these two
themes which had already been combined,

However, before anything can be said zbout the joining
together of the themes of patriarchs, excdus, wilderness, and
occupation, in Ezek, 20:5-29, there is another part, or another
line, of Israel's traditions which must be locked at, This
is the prophetic traditions, It has been shown earlier that
Egekiel does not stand in isolation from the traditions of
Israel, or the prophetic traditions in particulax, As fer as

1Beyer11n argues that the exodus-Sinai traditions were reshaped
as soon as their bearers invaded Canaan (W, Beyerlin,

Origins
and Hist { the Oldest Sinaitic Traditions, ((ET, by S. Eudman)),
Oxford, 1%5. PPs 151!’1‘.5. Cf. Go von Rad, op, cit., p. 122
and note 21, _

28“, m, w. 40f.o
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the themes of the Credo are concermed, it is interesting %o find
that the joining together, or the juxtaposition, of three of
them (i.e., the themes of exodus, wilderness, and occupation)

is found only in Amos 2:101'.1 as parte of Yahweh's address, or
argunents, against YIsrael's and that it is only in Bzek, 20:15+29
that the joining together of four of them (i.e., the themes of
patriarchs, exodus, wilderness, and occupation) is found, This
fact does not mean that Amos or Jeremish does not kmow the theme
of patriarchs, and neither does it mean that the other prophets
who do not make any mention of any of them do not kmow them at
all, Indeed, the theme of patriarchs can be found in passages
such as Amos 7:9, 163 Hos, 10:11f,; 12:1f, 12; lic, T:20, and
the theme of exodus in Hos, 1l:lj 12:13; Mic, 6:4f, (exodus and
occupation); 7:153 the theme of wildermess in Hos, 9:10f,; and
the theme of occupation, either explicitly or implicitly, in

2

almoet all of the prophetic books, Nevertheless, this fact

means that the joining together of three or more themes does not

1-5m scholers, not without reason, would like to transpose

¥. 9 and v. 10 vhich, indeed, may make a good result, See, €eZe,
We He M.H.@m. (1.¢.C,) Edinburgh, 1905, in 10C.}
Ge As Smith, Book of t 1 s Vol, II, revised
edition, New York and London, ne dey in 10C..

alt is surprising that in Isa. 1-39, with the exception of

10:26, there is no explicit allusion at 21l to any of those four
themes. ]
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seem to have been known in the prophetic traditions, Iwven
that one which is found in Amos 2:10f, ox, say, Amos. 2:9-11,
can hardly be regaurded as coming from the time of Amos himself,
A closer examination of this passege shows that it is Teuter-
onomistic rather than purely Amosian.. Again, the juxtaposition
of three themes in Jer, 2:6~7 does not appear very even, since
the themes of exodus and wilderness in ¥w. 6 are in a quoted
sentence, whereas the theme of occupation in v, 7 seems %o
continue the theme of wilderness in yve. 2-3. As it nov stands,
¥. 6 is parallel to ¥. 8a in that both of them contain the same
kind of quotations. As they now stand, these two quotations
look like two liturgical formulas which were usually used in
cultic activities.> If it is veally so, it is interesting to
find that, as far as y. 6 is concernmed, the joining together

of the themes of exodus and wildermess was found, or even
deliberately initiated, in the cult., This fact does not

only support both von Rad's and Noth's theses that the joining
together of the themes of the Credo took place in the cult, but
also provides a strong basie for the conclusion that it was this
cult, or the cultic activities, which hed become the most

]H Wa uﬁlff. hodekapropheton 2: . £IMOE ¢ (BQK. XIV/E),

Neukirchen=Vluyn, 1969, PPs 157fey 1 2 os 204£fe5 Geo Ve

Anderson, A Critical Intreduction to the 0ld Te s

London, 1959 Emprinted with new bibliography 19?2?._ Pe 149;

:;5 Ao S, Kepelrud, Central Idess in Amos, Oslo, 1961, pp. 30ff,,
LR

2¢f, He Cunliffe-Jones, Jeremiah, (The Toreh Bible Commentaries),
second edition, london, 1972, pp. 55f..



important vehicle for the preservation and/or the transmission
of the joined themes. In other words, although each one of
those themes of the Credo might well have been transmitted
individually and independently, their graduval and successive
joining together can only be found and be transmitted chieily
in, and through, cultic activities.

In the light of all this, a detailed examination of Hzek,
20:5-29 can now be made. To begin with, it can be said that due
to Ezekiel's priestly origin (Bzek, 1133 ete.), the joining
together of gome of the themes of the Credo must have been quite
familier to him, Although among the books of the prophets it
is only in Bzek, 20:5-29 that the joining together of four of
the themes is found, it cannot be said that before the time of
Bzekiel that Joining together did not exist. In other words,
although within the line of the prophetic traditions Hzek, 20:5«29
is the first to record the joining together of the themes of
patriarehs, exodus, wilderness, and occupation, nevertheless
the origin of that joining together must probably be found
chiefly in the cult which is earlier than lgekiel himself,

It has been shown earlier that, as it now stands, Ezek, 2035«29
is part of a disputationalespeech beitween Yahweh and Iaml.l
To this extent it is similar %o Jer. 2:2-8 and Amos 2:9ff..
However, a closer examination of the comparison between Ezek.
20:5«29 anj.i thea_e two passeges sliows that Ezek, 20:5-;29 .13 unique 3

Ysupra, po.107z..
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In the disputational-speeches in both Jer, 2:12{f, and Amos,
23616 Israel's past history is referred to in ite positive
meaning, i.e., as salvation history, and that it is only after
the ocoupation that Israel showed her sinful deeds, whereas in
Ezek, 20:15-29 Israel is accused as having simmed from the time
when she was still in Egypt! Besides, Dzeks, 20:5-29 tells the
ginful past history of Israel in four periods, i.e., the period
when Israel was still in igypt (vv. 6-9), the period of the first
generation in the wilderness (¥v. 10-17), the period of the second
generation in the wildermess (yv. 18-26) and the period after
the ocoupation (vv. 27-29). From this chronological division

it is clear that Ezekiel is also unique in that he seems to have
conflated the themes of patriarchs and exodus into one period

" (¥v, 5-10), and that in the theme of wildermess he distinguishes
the first generation of Israel (wy. 10-17) from the second one
(vve 18-26), This uniquenese does not stop here in that the
first three periods are spoken of in a stereotyped structure
with the almest verbetim repetition of some or most of its
vhreseoclogies,

A11 of these facts show, on the one hand, how binding the
traditions of Israel were for her traditimisté, while on the
other, how free Ezekiel was in handling and transmitting them,
On the basis of this organic relationship between the traditions
of Israel and her traditionists, it seems justified to carry
out a close examination of Lzek, 20:5-29 according to the order
of the chronological division mentioned above rether than
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according to the themes of the Credo which are involved in it,
This does not mean that the former order will, or should, exclude
the latter, ' As o matter of fast, in Emek, 20:5-29 both orders
are inseparable.

How, before that close examination is carried out, something
must be said about the relationship between the twe orders which
are involved in this particular section, i.e., lzek. 20:5-29.
First, what is involved in the thematic ordexr of the Credo is
the saving acts of Yahweh, or the salvation history, in which
Yahweh is the subject and Israel is the object. This can be
seen in vy. 57 (the theme of patriarchs), v. 10 (the theme of
exodus), ¥¥. 11, 18 (the theme of wilderness), and y. 28a (the
theme of occupation), Second, what is involved in the chronolo-
gical order is the abominable deeds, or the abominable historxy,
of Israel.

Tuils is clear in ¥. 8 (first period), v. 13 (second pericd),

Mo 21 (third period), and wv. 27b, 26b (fourth period), Third,
the traditional Credo of Israel is concerned only with the saving
acte of Yahweh or the salvatien history. But nowv the course

of this salvetion history is used by Lsekiel to reveal openly

the abominations of Isrszel, so that in this perticular section
Israelts past history is the history of her punishable abomina-

tions rather than the history of her glorious salvation.

The firet period : Israel in Egypt (vve 5+9).

As far as content and structure are concermed, the speech



depicting the first period can be analysed as follows : (a)

the element of the salvation history (wv. 5f.), (b) the element
of lew (¥s 7)s (0) the eloment of Israel's rebellion (v. 8a),

(8) the element of Yahweh's judgement (v. 8b), and (e) the element
of Yshweh's forgiveness or {‘-he suspension of the ;}u@mnt

(¥, 9)s These five elements are so beautifully and systematically
arranged that no ome will fail to recognize how artistic is
Ezekiel's gpeech in this particular part of the book which

bears his name. As a matter of fect, this systematic, and
beautiful, strueture is used again in his speeches which depict

the second and the third periods.

a. The elemert of salvation history (vv. 5f.),

The expressions in which the element of salvation history
is contained are so emphatic that,; on the ome hand, they look
so repetitious, while on the other, it is difficult to remove
eny pert of them without damaging their wholemess, This is
clear especially in the fact that the expression ~1° NU/) is
found three times, a mumber of occurrences which seems to be

excessive for a short speech of two verses such as this.

Besides, it is only in its third occurrence, i.e., in v. 6a,

that this expression seems to be appropriate, because here it

is followed by an accusative objsct which denotes the substance of
the cath, whereas in the first two occurrences it seems to be
hanging in the air without any definite accusative objeet.

Hany scholars have noticed this uneven literaxy structure,

]
2
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and their contributions towards its solution are worth noting.
Fohrer, who believes that Ezek, 20:1-32 qonaiata of twenty
strophes with seven short lines each, regards v. 5b as 2
‘variierende Closse nach 5a' and it must be deleted.® In
distinetion from Fohrer, Eichrodt attempis to sclve the uneven-
ness on theological grounds. According to him, Yahweh's
revelation ( VY71{N|) must precede Yshweh's oath ( 7° R/,
therefore the expression  7|* NI/) in ¥, 5b is not in the
right place, However, despite the smooth translation of his
reconstructed text, it is difficult to follow Eichrodt's
explmmtion.z Another sclution is offered by Cooke, who says @
"The firet I lifted up my hand (v. 5a) is not followed as anywhere
else, by a clause giving the substance of the ocath; the second
does not go naturally with 1 am Yahweh; while the third (v. 6a)
is in its proper place'’,

Then he continues ¢ 'The three together ean hardly be orig:l.nal'.5
However, it is not clear what Cooke means by his latier remark,
gince in his textual note on this particular phrase he says 3
*ihe second *T1° NUMN certainly interrupts the sentence, and may

1G. Fomr - K. m:-ing, Ezechi. $ (E.&.'l‘. 1. Reihe 13)'
Tibingen, 1955, pe 109,

%4, Bichrodt, Ezekiel, (El's by Cosslett Quin), (0.7.L.), London,
1970, pp, 258ff, note d-e.

20s b Cooke, Ezekiel, (I.0.C.)s 1936 (veprinted 1967), p. 214.
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be an accidental repetition', 3

These three examples of the attempt to solve the problem
of the unevenmess of yv, 5f, are enough to show that the joining
together of those short sentences is reslly problematic.
However, all of those attempis seem to have forgotien one
important feasture which is characteristic of Ezekiel, This
is Ezekiel's habit of deseribing one particular thing by using
several short sentences, which sometimes look very repetitious
or excessive. Given this particvlar choracteristic of Ezekiel,
it is unlikely that there is any textual or phraseological problem
at all in yv. 5f.. DBesides, one must remember that in these two
verses Ezekiel has very concisely joined together the deserip-
tions of two, or even three, themes of Credo, i.e., the theme
of patriarche (v. 52), the theme of exodus (y. 6a), and the theme
of occupztion (_v_r. €b)e So, it seems uvmnecessary to reconstruct
the text of wv. 5f., because as it now stands ite form is weally
characteristic of the prophet himself,

The word 1111 in y 5a is interesting because it is not
found again in the Book of Lzekiel, This word, with Israel
as its weeusaiive object, is most freguently used in the Book of
Deuteronomy (Peut. 4:37; T7:7: 10:15; 14:2)s and scholars have
argued that this word, with Yahweh as the subject and Israel as

1%0' Be 224 .
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the object, came into use only at a fairly late period, i.e.,
from the time of the Deuteronomist omward.® Even so, the word
contains an idea which is much older than the Teuteronomist,
and Rowley has shown that this idea might well have originated
from the time of Abrebam.> By mentioning the name of Abraham,
there is now a question of whether the word T\T11 with a
private individual as its object is the same as the word T\ [111
with the people of Isreel as its object. There is evidence to
show that the word "\[[] is used with private individuale as
its objeet in the pre-leuteronomic pe:r.'.it:ni..3 But since none
of these private individuals is one of the patriarche, it is
difficult to see their relationship with Israel as a people,
The only passages which clearly mention the patriarch(s) as

the object of the word T[]l are mostly exilic or post-exiliec.
This can be seen, e.8+y in Isa., 41:8f,, 44:1-2; Neh, 917,

low, because it was the leuteronomist who first used the word
M with the people of Israel as its object, it ean be
concluded that the use of this word with the patriarch(s) as
its object came still later, In other words, althoush there
is a strong relationship between the patriarchs and the people

6. von Rad, ops Gites pe 178 and the notes there; G, E. Mendenhall,

*Election'y, I,D.B, Vol. II, pp. T6ff.; H, Seebass, 1%
TITe S5ey T A.Tey cols, 602£€, . ‘_]U;L

2H.. He. Rowley, The Biblical Uoctrine of Election, lLondon, 1950,
ppe 1544,

2
“Seey €eZey 1 Bam, 2:283 101243 16:8-10, 12; 2 Sam, 6:21; 16318,
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of Israel, the identification of the former as being chosen by
Yahweh came later than that of the latter.

Returning to the use of the word M\N1lim Ezek, 20:5a, there
is the question whether or not in this case Bzekiel is dependent
on the Deuteronomist, It has been shown earlier that, on the
basis of Ezek, 20 in particular, there is a c¢lose relationship
between Tzekiel and the Deuteronomist.’ It is certainly not
very diffiocult to see this relationship again in the use of the
word MNlwith the people of Israel as its object., But it is not
clear whether this kind of use of the wordf]] was really the
invention of the Deuteronomist, In this connection, it is
interesting to find that most of the scholars give a negative
answer to this provlem, although they do not give any clear
solution either as to where, when, and by whom, the word T1[11
with the people of Israel as ite object originated.”

Cuteide the Dook of DLeuteronomy and the Book of lzekiel

the woxd "\[1] with the people of Israel as its object, or its

lm, Pe 99, in which it is shown that the word W) (in
Hiph'il) in Bzek. 20:27b-28 is also found in the Deutercnomic/
Deuteronomistic traditions.

G E. Mendenhall suggests that if the word -T2 was known
before leuteronomy, 'the religious meaning of God's "choosing”
must be looked for within the framework of the religious bond
which held early Israel tegether, This ean only be the

covenant Pradition' (og, gites Po 79)3 of. H. H, Rowley,

CPe Oitag PP. 15-443 C. von Rad, 0D, Qit'; DD 1781’.; We Z.‘lmrli,
Lzechiel, (B.K. XIII/1), pe 442,
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implied object, is found chiefly in the Psalms (e.g+y Pss. 33:12;
47353 65:5; 78:67f.5 105:6, 433 10615; ete,) and in Deutero-
Isaish (eges I8as 41:88.5 44:1F,3 45345 49163 ete.).t 1In

thte case of the occurrence of this particular use of the

wozd M1 in the Psalms, X, Koch aske whether or not there is
any :ln.f.‘luéno.e of the Deuteronomic circle on the part of the
psalmiste .2 Koch's answer is negative, Then he argues that
in this particulaxr case both the psalmists and the Deuteronomist
have been dependent on the cultic traditions of Israe1.5

The same is true with the question of the occurrence of this
particular use of the word "\[11 in Deutero-Isaiah. ¥och has
rightly shown that, on the one hand, in both the Psalms and
Deuteronomy this particular use of the word 7| [1] is always
connected with the recital of Israel's Heilsgeschichte, and on
the other, in Deutero-Isaiah it is commected with the Heilsorakel

of the prophet.4 The fact that Deutero-Isaian's Heilsorakel is

Lvor 1 Kings 318, see K, Koch, "Zur Gesehichte der Erwihlungs-
vorstellung in Isvael', Z.A.W. 67 (H.F'. 26), 1955, p. 228 note 45,
whereas for Isa. 14:1, see infra, p. 133 note 2 .

atsm die Erwfdhlungeaussagen der Psalmen, soweit sie sich auf

das Volk Israel beziehen, auf deuteronomischen binfluss
surfickzofuhren?® (X, Koch, op. cit., p. 214).

Toid., ppe 214, 217, Cf. A. Woiser, The Palms, (ET. by
H, Earhmll), (OQT.LO)’ London, 1962' PDe 59f,.

4K. Koeh, op, cit., pp. 206-222,
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very wuch basod on Israel's past Heilsgeschiohte' suggeste that
Leutero~Isgiah has taken this particular uwse of the word from

the sare source as that irom which both the psalmist and the
Deuteronomiet do, This source is the cultic traditiouns of
Israel,” So, from ell this it cen be concluded that the origin
of the word 1T1] with the people of Israel as its object, or

its implied object, is the cult.3 It is from this culitic common
source that both the Deuleronomist and Ezekiel have taken this
perticular use of the word |11+ In Ezekiel's case, this

is strengthened by the fact that Fzekiel himself was a priest, who
must hoave been quite familiar with the recitation of the

Heisgeschichte in the cult.’

]T-'or this problem see especially R, P, Carroll, | 8 i
of the Electio it of ient Israel for the I'ro
Their Develo b8 & and the lic Prophets,
unpublished thesis), University of Idinburgh, 1967, pp. 564=404.

2510&11 Pamadks : 'Der fast susschliesslich Gebrauch von M1 im
Heilsorakel (in Deutero-Isaiah) weist auf die kultische
Tradition als Herkunftort' (ops git., ps 221).

This remark is also applicable for the solution of the use of
the word TWN21 in Ysa. 14:1, GSee also, A, Schoors, I Am m

o 50f.

oux Saviour, (V,I.Supp. Vol. XXIV), Leiden, 1973, p

BK. Koch, op, eit., pp. 205-226, For further discussion of
the use ol the word N1 in the 0ld Testament, see, €.8¢;
Th, C. Vriezen, Die FrwBhlung Isreels nach dem Alten Teschament,
Surich, 19553 He Seevass, ' ', 1I-11I, in T,7,A,7., cols.
593-608., My

4The recital of the Heilsgesehichie is one of the priests®
duties in the Qumran community. See, A. Weiser, ops cit.,
Bhe 679‘:. and the note there.
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Thus, on the basis of all this, the relatiomship between
Bzekiel and the Teuteronomic cixcle in {erms of the usege of
the word )] with Israel as its object cemmot be explained
without the referemce to the cultic common source, The direct
relationship between Lzek, 20 and Deuteronomy, or the dependence
ol the former on the latter, is also xuled out by the use of the
phragse J° NW) by Ezekiel for Yahweh's oath instead of the
word YI\/« Although the word Y1l is also found in the Book of
Bzekiel (Bzek, 16:8; 21:28 and %2:4 ), ite use for Yahweh's
cath to the patrzriarchs is elmost exclusively characteristic of
teuteronomy (veut, 1386, 353 4:313 6:10, 18, 23; etc.).l
Besides, the phrase 1° N/) is used by Ezekiel not only for Yahweh's
oath to the patriarchs, (Zzek. 47:14), but also, quite uniguely,
for Yehweh's oath to the people of Israel who, 25 is stated in
Bzek, 20:5, was to go out from EZgypt.

In Bzek, 20 the phrase 1> N\/) occurs seven times, and in
vv. 5=6 alone it ocours three times., The triple cccurrence
of the phrase ~1° N/ in vy. 5~6 must also be regarded es
bzekielian, This is so because the statements, or the short
sentences, in yv. 5-6 cannot be undewvstood as referring to the

ehrenoloszical sequence of some historieal events, since the

13. e Twiver, ops citsy Ps lxxix; ofs W, Zimmerli, Ezechiel,

(BeKe XIIT/1), p. 443.
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introductory NRiilil T{’1 in v« 6 only specifies, or refers
back to, the statement DRI 11 DI*1in ve Saxe In
other words, all the statements, or the short sentences, in yv. 5ap -6
are actually repetitions of the statement bﬂﬂw*:l 12 Di*2
in ye 5ao(y which are paratactically arranged. Bach one of the
descriptions has a signiiicence equal to that of the others, and
to that extent, the triple use of the phrase 1° RNW/J must not be
regarded as unusual repetition for Ezekiel, As has been said
above, N)ilil Di*d in y. 6a is in fact a repetition of the
statement DR SN O 1in ¥s 5ax ! So, what is meant by
these paratactically arranged short sentences is that the day
when Yahweh chose Israel ie also the day when Yahweh swore to
the seed of Jacob, is also the day when Yahweh made himself
known to them in Egypt, is also the day when Yahweh swore to
them saying 'I am Yahweh your God', Thet particular day is
also the day when Yahweh swore to Israel to bring them out of
the land of Egypt to the land which he has searched out ceee

low, from these paratactically arranged short deseriptions,
there are at least two things which deserve attention, First,
for Egekiel Israel is the seed of Jacob, Although it is possible
to trace the mentioning of the name 'Jacob' traditio~historically
back to the patriarchal traditions, what is significant here is
that for Ezekiel Jacob is the father of the people Israel, or

the father of the twelve tribes.® It is, of course, possible to

lmmmg to L, Hicks, who adopts H, Gunkel's analysie of the Jacob

traditions, the making of Jacob to be the father of Israel the
twelve tribes was a very late development of the traditions of
Jacob as an individual, L, Hicks, 'Jaccb (Israel)', I1.D,B.,
Vol. II. PPe 785f-¢
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underagtand the name 'Israel' as referring only to the Northern
Kingdom (of. Bzeks 4155 25:3; 37:17);" but its being paratecti-
cally joined with the name *'Jacob'!, which was originally populax
in Judah,? only strengthens Zimmerli's argument that for Ezekiel
the name 'Israel! means the whole people of Israel.s i.e.y Horth
and South, Second, it is interesting %o find that according to
Ezek, 20:5-6 Israel's past history begins in Egypt, and that

the beginning of that history is associated with an important
salvation act on the part of Yahweh which is deseribed by the
words 111, 1° RW)y and YT In other words, the
beginning of Israel's history is the time when Yahweh chose them,
swore to them, and made himself known to them (theophany?), and
that these three salvation acts of Yahweh took place in Egypt.t
In addition, this element of salvation history is coupled with

1J o Smith, The Book of the Prophet Lzekiel - A liew Inte@_t_gtig,
Iondon, 1931, ppe 558f.3 cfs Jo Bs Hartford, Studi he Book

of Egkiﬂl. Cambrid.ge. 1955. Ple 31:.. 93-1020

2L. Hicks, ops oite, Ppe T83f..

BH. Zimmerli, 'Israel im DBuche Ezoohiel'.. Y.r. 8, 1958, pp. 75-90.

4ne similarity of Ezek, 2035 to Exod. 6 must be understood as
originating from the common cultic source which was used by

the authors of these two passoges. V. Zimmerli regards the
phraseologies of both passages as referring back to the priestly
way of)apeeoh. or to the priestly cirele (Egechiel, ((B.K. XIII/1)),
Pe 443).
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Yahweh's oath ( T°> \3W/I) to bring the people out of Egypt
to the land which Yahweh hae searched out for them (y. €). The
long statement of the oath in Yy, 6a b can be divided into fowr
or five short sentences or desocriptions, and their respective
parallelicms can very easily be found elsewhere.’ But, as it
now stends, that statement of Yahwel's oath consiete only of
two important points, i.0., the oath to bring the people cut of
Egypt (and the oath to bring them in-)to another land, This
mummdmxmwmmmmmnwm
statement (R 5Xin ye 6b. These two points in fact comstitute
two themes of Credo whioh, as has been shown earlier, were from
a very early time Joined together in the ocult, This fact alone
shows that here Egekiel hus a direot relationship with the cult,
This relationship is also clear from the paratactical arrangement
of the three descriptions of the land, which iimmerli calls 'die
dreifache, fest liturgisohfeierliche Pr@dikstion',> The uniguencss
of Igekiel is also clear in that in stating all these aspecto
of the begimming of Israel's history, especielly that of the
exodus, he does not make any mention at all of the elements of
oppression by the Fgyptians, the cry of the opprecsed, and their
deliverance (cf. Exod, 33 6)s In other words, the promises of

1’0" this, see in particular, G, A. Cooke, (I.C.G.).
Pe 2143 V. Zimmerli, Egeohiel, (5.K. XIII/1), pe 444.
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the exodus and of the bringing into the land which Yehweh has
searched out do not seem to be linked to the traditions about
the slavery in Egypt. |Vhether Bzekiel knew these traditions
or not is difficult to decide, because there is no hint at all
about it in the book which bears his name (cf. Lzek, 23:le4,
for which, see below) P

Having said all this, it can be concluded that in referring
to, or in reciting, the beginning of the salvation histoxry,
Egekiel is both standing in the cultic or priestly line and
emphasizing only the saving acts of Yahweh without contrasting
them with the situation of the people in Egypt.° Moreover,
despite the fact that some of the aspects of the salvation acts
of Yahweh recited here could refer to different saving acts of
Yahweh which began outside Egypt, for Egekiel all of them began

in Egypt.

be The element of law (ve 7).

As it now stands, the form of the statement of law in v. 7
reminds one of that of the statement of low in lev. 19:13, in that
it begine with (J/° XN and ends with a selfeproclamation formula

1gven in the big collection of the addvesses against Egypt in
chapters 29-31 there is no hint at all of the traditions of the
slavery of Israel in Egypt.

%Pne constant use of the first pers. sing. verbs in yy. 5-6
is quite impressive.
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0O 5% 747 *1R e In terms of the 01d Testament
law, this concluding self-proclamation formula is also ealled the
motive clause or, more specifically, the motive refrain, As
it is found here, the motive refrain is comnected with the
command asyndetically, and to that extent it reminds one of the
similar structure of some of the commandments in the Code of
Hol:lneu.l
The similarities as well as the dissimilarities of the command-
ments in the Code of Holiness and in the Book of Egekiel,
especially in Ezek, 40-48, have long been noticed by scholars.>
How these similarities and these dissimilarities are to be
explained is outside the scope of the present study. However,
there are some points which are worth noting, First, as far
as form goes, the motive refrain Ut)"leN 11 IR whien
is asyndetically connected with a commandment, is found again
in the Book of Egekiel only in Ezek, 20:19, Second, the asyndetic
connection between this motive refrain and a commandment, or a

compound commaendment, is very frequently found in the Code of

]Tor this, see especially, B, Gemser, 'The Importance of the
Motive Clause in 0ld Testament Law', V.T. Supp., Vol. I, 1953,
PPe 50-66, more especially p. 55. Cemser also regards the
motive clauses as being attached to 0ld Testament law from a very
early time, and that they are not later redactional additions.
Contrast, however, W. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, (B.K. XIII/1), p. 445.

2See, eogey infra, p. 147 note{ § L. Zunz, 'Bibdelkritisches II :
Esmal', Z.Bﬁl . 27' 1873; PPe 676"639.
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Holimss.l and it could perhaps be regarded as one of its
characteristics,
Third, Zimmerli rightly points out that, on the one hand, the
parallelism between Ezek, 20:7 and some commandments in the Code
of Holiness cannot be deniedy and on the other, the language
of Ezek, 20:7, ises, the use of the words l{‘xpwana [1*5‘\5,5.
is exclusively Ezekielian, From these three points it ean
perhaps be inferred that, as far as the commandment in Hsek, 2037
is concermed, Bzekiel could not have been dependent on the Code
of Holinesas., The formal similarity between the commandment in
Ezek, 2037 and that in lev, 19:3 is due to their common source
rather than to the dependence of the former on the latter or vice
vma.2 This is so, primerily because Ezekiel was himself a
priest and Lev, 19:3 is generally regarded as a priestly commaudient,>
liow, although formally Ezekiel seems to be dependent on the
common and priestly source, essentially he seems to be free to
handle the legal or judicial traditioms, This is clear in that
(2) in Ezek, 2017 he uses his own vocabulary, i.e., t{\?LU
s DIDI58,, and (b) shess 16 8o ether secsttel Svidence thet
Yahweh had ever given his commandment to the people of Israel

1B-;-.Gems.er, op. cit., pp. 55.

20, Eissfeldt, The 0ld Tes s An Introdustion, (ET. by
P, R Aomyd)' O:fox'ﬁ, 1 9 De 238.

BM.' PPe 204f.s
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in Hgypt before the exodus except in Ezek, 20:7. A few words
must be said about the fact stated in (b) sbove., As it now
stands, what is stated in y, 7 is actually one of the descriptions
of the beginning of Israel's history, This is clear in that
form=oritically vv. 6-7 is parallel %o ¥. 5. This parallelism
can be seen in the following evidence : a) the wordsR il DI*1

in yo 6 is parallel to the wrdslb}'ﬂu.f'l SMADLin v 53 b) the
self-proclamation formula at the end of v, 7 is similar to that

at the end of ye 5. Due to this fact, the significance of the
waw-consecutive in the word 1)IN| at the beginning of y. € is also
to be regarded as equal to that of the waw-consecutive in the
worde NWR) (twice) and Y 1iRlin vo 5. This is to say that what

is stated in y., 7 camnot be regarded as an event which historiecally
took place after those which are stated in yv. 5-6. Instead,

the statement must be regarded as a part ol the deseriptions

of the begimning of Israel's history., In that sense, the
statement must be regaevded as the comtinuation of the descriptions
which are stated in yve 5ap b-6; and it is so, because of one

of Ezekiel's characteristics, i.e., his habit of arranging

such long and detailed descriptions paratactically, All these
descriptions of the beginning of Israel's history are to be
understood not as referring to some events in a chronological
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o:der.l Rather, they refer to the aspects, or to the dimensions,
of the beginning of Israel's history as it is understood by
Egekiel.

So, Af it was said above that the day when Yahweh chose
Israel is also the day when he swore to the seed of Jacob, made
himself known to them in Egypt, swore to them saying 'I am
Yahweh your God', swore to them to bring them out of Egypt into
the land which he has searched out .., it must be said that that
very day is also the day when he commanded each individual
Israelite to cast away the detestable things of their eyes and
the idols of Igypt. In other words, according to Ezek, 20:5«T
the beginning of Israel's history camnot be separated from the
commandment, or the law, of Yahweh, Putting it the other way
around, the commandment, or the law, of Yahweh is from the outset
an integral part of the beginning of Israel's history., This
does not mean, however, that for Fzekiel the salvation history
is conditional (cf, 16:3ff.; 23:2-4). Rather, it-mann that for
him the salvation history cannot be perceived without its legal,

or judicial, element.

1Cantraat Je van Seeters, 'Confessional heformulation in the
Exilic Period', V,7. 22, 1972, whoue translation of Ezek, 2035~6
ghows how he uould understand the descriptioms in v. 5apb
as referring to events in the chronological sequence. His
translation reads as follows :
'"Thus says the Lord, Yahweh : "On the day when I chose Israel,
I made an oath to the descendants of the house of Jacob after
revealed myself to them in Egypt, and afier having made
an oath to them stating : "I am Yabhweh your Ged", On that very

w saa”? . (pp. 449:.).



In this comnection there are at least two things which must
be exanmined, First, Hzekiel's thought that from the outset

the selvation history is not conditional, yet cannot be perceived
1

without its legal element., In his book The Law and The Prophets,
Zimmerli has pointed out that theologically the 0ld Testament

law is embedded in the covenant between Yahweh and his people
Tsrael.”

Within the context of the covenant the law can neither be under-
stood as a threatening power nor be ignored. Although on the
one hand ""lay" is a commandment which has the power to expel
men, or even the whole nation of Israel, from the oovmmt'.3 on
the other, and in its relationship with the covenant, "the law
stands ... 28 something which hides a curse behind it, even though,
because of its comnection with the covenant, it recalls God's
great act of salvation, and so is continually a reason for
rejoicing® .4 With this understanding of the function of law,

Zimmerli rejects the opinion of von Rad, i.e., that the prophets

lbl. Zi.merli, The Lew and The Prophets, (ET. by He E. Clements),
D:d.'ord, 1965.

2M¢’ PDe -5Hto
BMO. De 51-

4%.. P- 60-



were the preachers of law full of threat and ;]Wnt.l

Instead, he is of the opinion that the prophets always used
the lav in its relation with the covenmant, This is so, because
the addressee of the prophets is the covenant people of Israel,
who for a long time 'had 1ived with its divine law'.? Further,
eccording to Napier, the covenant ( T]°>\1 ) between Yahweh
and Isreel cannot be separated from Yahweh's eleetion ( \[|1 )
of the people of Israel, HNapier says : 'Election with reference
to Isreel is perpetusted and realized in covensnt?.’  Although
the terms >\ and "\[1] are very rare in the classical
prophets, ‘the notion of covenant is unmistakably and persistently
present : covenant as the working extension and mmution
of election ¢see’ 4

From all this it can perhaps be inferred that the concepts
of election, covenant, and law, with reference to Iarael, are
not the invention of the prophets. Rather, they are the property
of the people as a cultic commnity and/or, before that, cultie

1;!14.. PBe 51’ 61€f,..
2Ihido. Pe T64

I']3. Ds Napier, 'Prophet, Prophetism*, 12, I,0,B., Vol, III,
Ps 913.

41big,,
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commnities, and that from there the prophets took them over.
This is also the line which R, E, Clements argues for in his
book Prophecy and Covenant,' loreover, Clements quite rightly
shows that for the pre-exilic prophets the traditions of the

~ exodus, the covenant, and the law are mlmnble.a Although
it is not clear vwhen the joining together of these three
traditions took place, the use of the law by the pre-exilic
prophets presupposes the function of the law within the covenant
context, 1In other werds, for the pre-exilic prophets the law,
which was already extant, is not a pre-condition for the covenant
or the election, Rather, it is a part of it.> In berms of
the salvation history, the law or the commandment is not a pre--
condition for Israel's deliverance by Yahweh, rather, it is part
of Yehweh's saving act itself, As far as Ezekiel is concermed,
it can haxdly be denied that he also follows this line of the
theology of lawe This is clear, for example, from the fact
that in Egek, 20:5~7 he describes the election of Israel by
referring to the covenant and the covenant law (v. 7.4  so, as

l'R... Es Clements, Pro nant, (S.B.T. 43), london, 1965.
®Ibid., ppe 45¢1..

STbide, pp. 69£f..

4Gf. W. Zimmerli, m, Pp. 80ff,.



in other pre-exilic prophets, the salvation history for Ezekiel
is also unconditiounal, yet inseparable from the obligation of
the commandment(s) or law.

Houever, as far as Lzek, 20:5~7 is concermed, it is remarkable
that this pascage shows quite explicitly both the element of
salvation history (vv. 5-6) and the element of law (¥. 7). Thie
explicit statement is not found in the parzllel passages of the
other pre-exilic prophets, In the latter in which Egypt, or
exodus, is regarded as the beginning of Israel's history, it
is only the element of salvation history which is explicitly
mentioned, whereas the element of law is sometimes only presupposed.
This is clear, €.g8es in Amos 2:9~11; 9:7; Hos. 1l:l; 12:10;
1334f.; Jers 236, The explicit mentioning of the element of law
is also missing in the passages such as Jer, 2:2f.3 351:2f, in
which the wildermess period is regarded as the beginning of
Israel's history, Coupled with the fact that the words %\?LU
and D"‘blbf‘\ in Ezek, 2037 ave characteristically Ezekielian,
the explicit mentioning of the element of law here must be
regarded as unique, This uniqueness is also clear in that in
the other pre-exilic prophets and in the other collections of
laws in the 01d Testament the element of lew is almost alweys
associated with the wilderness period or Sinai event, in Ezek,
2037 it is associated with the period when Israel was still in

Second, this unigueness of Izek. 20:7 creates a question of

the historical reference(s) of the commandment stated there.
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Elsevhere in the 0ld Testament a commandment which is similax
to this one is found only in lev. 18:3, Apart from its form-

critical problem and its function in the context of the whole K
1

. Leve 18," the commandment in Lev, 18:3a does not seem to refer to

any prohibition of religious idolatry as does the commandment
in Bzek, 20:7. THowever, the mentioning of the names of Egypt
end Canaan in such a parallelism in Lev, 18:3 could give the
impreseion that in this particular passage the Hgyptians' way
of 1life is rogarded as similar to that of the Cansanites.> This
ie 80, because as it now stands Lev., 18:3 (of, lev, 18:24ff,)

premposesllaraslite cult in Palestine and not at Sinai (v. lt'.).3

Wow, although it is difficult to find other evidence for the idea
that the Egyplians' way of life is regarded as similar to that

of the Canaanites, it might well be that in Israel's cultic life,

]Tbr this, s €+ey He Graf Reventlow, Hei itsgesetz :
fo;man%ug untersucht, (W.M.A.H.T, 6), Heukirchen, Kreis
Hoers, 1961, who notes that in Lev, 18:1-5 there is a double

situation : the Sinai situation (v¥. 1e2) and the Palestinian
situation (v. 3). About this, Eeventlow seye ¢ 'Diese Toppel-
heit der Situation ist aber ... ein wesentliches Kennzeichen
der Bunidesfestsituation, Im bBundesfest findet sozusagen eine
Begegnung zwischen Gegenwart und Geschichte statt «..' (p. 60);
Ke B;.;.;gr. Leviticus, (H.4.7. 1. Reihe 4), T#ibingen, 1966,
PDe e

20:. H. Koth' iti 9 (E‘l‘. {:'_' ?. E. mmon). (OQT.L.)’
London, 1965, pe .

5809. ‘note.1 above. .

il
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in which commandments played their important role, this idea is
not entirely strange or aliemn, To that extent it is not surpris-
ing that Ezek, 2037 must have had this idea too as its background,
This is based on the fact that Fzek, 2017 is formecritically
unintelligible without a eultic setting or cultie background.l
In lev, 8:3 this similarity is understood in ethical terms, i.c.
sexual licentiousness (vv. 6£f., especially wv. 24ff,), whereas
in Bzek, 20:7 it is uvnderstood in religious terms, i.e.
worshipping deities other than Yahweh. Whether this similarity
really has any historiecal and factual evidence, is not cleax,
From all this it can now be concluded that due to the cultie
covenantal setting of the recitation of the Credo, the reference
to the element of salvation history cannot be separated from the
element of law, As Fzekliel here takes Egypt as the place of
the begimming of Israel's history, so he puts the element of
law in that loeality too, As far as this element of law is
concerned, Ezekiel is unique in that he makes it explicit that
this element is really present in the covenant relationship
between Yanweh and Tsrael, In other words, Ezekiel has taken
those two elements, i.e., that of salvation history and that of

L ormecritically Ezeke 2037 is eimilar to Leve 1933, for the
M of which see, eegs; He Graf Reventlow, op, cit.,
PDe 318f,, .
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law, gothered them together with the other descriptions of the
beginning of Israel's history, and localized them in Egypt.
Tor this Zimmerli's remaxrk is undoubtedly appropriste : 'Die
eigenwillige Raffung ist Dz's eigentimliches VWerk und soll der

Dichie seiner Verikundingung aiemn'.l

ce The element of Israsl's rebellion (v, 8«).

The relationship of y. 8a and ¥, 7 is in itself clear, In
the whole proclamation of Ezekiel, the ‘detestable things'
( D°YipW ) and the *4dols® ( D°>51DA ) waich profane
Israel are always regarded as the opposition or the rivals of
Yahweh,? The mentioning of these two things in vv. T-8a
pust have belonged to Ezekiel's interpretation of the similarity
of the Egyptians' way of life and that of the Gamnitea.z'
However, the mentioning of these two things in y. 8a is now
associated with & double statement which deseribes thé deeds of
Israel against Yahweh :

'"But they rebelled againet me and would not listen to me...'
&o 8a )o

Y. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, (B.K. XIIT/1), pps 445f..
2Gf. ab;d.. PPe 149‘., 4460

PSee, supra, tp. 147f..
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in this conmection the use of the word A0 ('to webel?)

is very important, This is so, because Ezekiel also uses this
word to ecreate a new name for Israel, INoit less than thirteen
times Israel is called ~ 1] ~ 71°] ('house of rebels' or
trebellious house') by kzekiel instead of '_')R‘IIU" {7 b
the meaning of this new name is not directly cleax without a
close examination of its context, save that it sounds very
pejorative. This new name is used as a wotive clause no less
than seven tines.2 and once as vooatiw.3 in which its meaning
is not explained, However, in four places, i.e., 5zek, 235,73
33273 12:2, this new name is related to either the willingness
or the unwillingness of the people to hear ( VAW ) the words of
Yahweh through the prophet, In other words, the new name must
have been used partly because the people are no longer willing
%o hear the words of Yahweh, The significance of the word YW
in its cultic setting can be seen, e.Ze«, in its use in Deuteronomy
in which, apart from Deut, 634, it is frequently comnected with
the aunnouncement of Yahweh's statutes ({11 2[1) and ordinances

( WOWY) (veuts 4:13 5:1; etes)s And in creating and using
that new name izekiel, who is himself a priest, has undoubtedly
known the significance of the word VU too., Besides, the

are Ezek, 2'5' 6, T’ 8’ 539* 26' 27' 1232' 3. 9‘ 17'123
24:3 (44:67).

In Ezek, 215, 6, T3 3:9, 26, 273 1213.
3'Ezek‘. 12:25.

2
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root of the new name, 1.4y ;] 17 , can in some cases be
understood as the exact opposite of the rooteword VY NU/,
especially if it is used with Yahweh or his commandments as its
objects. As for example, in Micah 53143 Isa. 13193 2 Sam, 22345
(= Pse 18:45), the word VY )XU can be understood as meaning 'to
obey! or 'to be obedient', and in Deut. 1:26, 43; 9:23; Josh, 1:18;
2 Same 1231143 etc., the word ;1 1)) can be understood as meaning
'to show disobedience', or 'to be disobedient', From all this
it can now be inferrdd that the use of the word ;171)) for the
new name of Isrsel by Ezekiel has an emphatic meaning in that
it shows exactly the rebellious deeds of the people against
Yehweh,*

The rebellious deeds of Israel againet Yahweh are deseribed
in various ways by Emekiel, In Hz, 2:3 the word ;|10 is
replaced by a stronger word, i.e., | 1) ('to rebel', or 'to
revolt!), and Israel is called 'the revolter®' ( T3 11A71).

n

In this connection Israel, i.ec., both the current generation
and their fathers, is described as having rebelled ( Y WD)
against Yahweh 'to this very day's Vhat is meant by this

Yof, W, zimmerli, Egechiel, (B.K. XIII/1), pe Tde

2Por the text of this verse, 56e, 6«ge, Go A+ Cooke, Ezekiel,
(I4CsCs)y po 363 Wo Zimmerli, Ezechiel, (B.K. XIII/1), Pe 9.
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description is not specified, save that it can already indicate

the pejorative identification of Israel, both in the past and in
the present, Another genersl deseription of the worda 110

is found in Ezek, 2:8 in which it is the prophet who is commanded
by Yahweh to hear ( YW ) what Yahweh says to him and not to

be rebellious ( 1)) —sin-by ) like the rebellious house.

The context of this verse shows that what is meant by 10~ >7131-HN
is to do what is commanded by Yehweh, By doing what Yahweh
commands him to do the prophet is then regarded as not rebellious.

Now, if these general descriptions of the word ;171)) ave
applied to the house of Israel, it is clear that their being
called S T1°] is because they are disobedient ( 71\ ) and
revolting ( T 1)) ) ageinst Yabweh, and do not do what Yahweh
commands them to dos It is in this context that Ezek, 20 can |
be regarded as the place in which Ezekiel specifies what he
means by the word |10 when he uses it with Iesrael as its
subject.

In Egzek, 20:8acx the statement that Israel rebelled ( 71712)
against Yahweh is strengthened by a negative statement in which
the word Y QW 4e used

‘and they would not listen to me'.

The two statements in y. 8ax are actually the same, although

the former is positive and the latter is negative, But their
being juxtaposed as such indicates that they are meant to emphasize
what is stated there., What is emphatically stated in v, Ba«

is then specified in y. Bapy
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*they did not cast away the detestable things of their
eyes, and they did not forseke the idols of Egypt'. 1

Now, what Ezekiel means by 'the detestable things of their eyes'®
end 'the idols of Egypt' is very difficult to understand, This
ie because the words %‘1?[{} (vdetestable thing') and U"E)ﬁbh
(vidols') are characteristics of Ezekiel., levertheless, there
is one thing which is clear here, namely that the two statements
refer back to the commandment of Yahweh in v. 7.
Although the word 1TV in y. 8ay seems to have & more general
meaning than the word N in v. 7aB , it is clear that the
commandment of Yahweh is not obeyed at all by Israel, Israel
rebelled against Yahweh and would not listem to him, It is
this rebellion of Israel against Yahweh, i.e. the unwillingness
and the total refusal of Israel to obey Yalweh's commandments,
which seems to have ocoupied Fzekiel's mind.

That thie rebellion of Israel took place in Egypt has created
a speeial historical problem, There is hardly any other evidence
to support what Ezekiel alludes to here. Ge Ae Cooke (1936), for
instance, makes two points on this, First, he believes that
while the 'fathers?! were still in Egypt they no doubt practised
the rites which were common to their race but in some cases would

2

have seemed heathen enough to Ezekiel, Second, on the basis

]?or the deletion of the word W’>N , see, G, A, Cooke, ¥W. Zimmerli,
We Bichrodt,

2G, Ae Cooke, Ezekiel, (I.CeC.)s Pe 215.



154.

of the language used by Ezekiel, here bzekiel might have been

thinking of the wilderness period end reading back Israel's

outstanding rebellious character into the Egyptian period.l

lore than twenty years later, the problem of the historical

relference of what Ezekiel says here, does nol seem to have been

solved, This is clear from V. Eiehmdt"'a comnentary on the

Book of izekiel (1955-1966), in which he says that although

there is hardly any historical ground for such a remerk of Hzekiel,

nor does this feature appear in the whole exodus tradition, 'yet

bzekiel lays remarkable, if not excessive, stress upon it'.2
However, there are some pagsages which could be regarded

as illuminating this charge of Ezmekiel, First of all ixod.

431=9 and Exod, 5:15-21. The theme of Exod, 4:1=9 is Moses®

second refusal to the call of Yahweh to come to the people of

Isreel in Egypt (4:1). In this passage the miraculous signs

which Yahweh was Igoing to give to Moses are presented in an

antithetic way against the possibilily of the people's disbelieving,

Bissfeldt assigns this passage to what he regards as the oldest

source of Pentateuch, i.€., I..3

‘bia..

2. Bichrodt, Bzekiel, (ZP. by Cosslett Quin), (0.T.L.), London
1970, p. 266. ' ; i .

30, Bisefeldt, The 01d Testament Introduction, (ET. by
P. R. M). Oxford, 1 L] Po 19 e
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If Bicsfeldt is right here, then Exod, 5:15«21 (JE) can perhape
be regarded as containing a small reminiscence of the tradition
of Israel's disbelieving 3o Moses in Egypt (vw. 20£.).%
Moreover, it might be true that kxod., 5:20f, does not refer %o
Israel's unfaithfulness in terms of worshipping idols in Eeypti>
but it is possible that in this case Ezekiel received this trad-
ition and articulated it in terms of Israel's worshipping deities
other than Yahweh in Egypt. In the time of Ezekiel Egyptian
cultic practices seem to have been regarded as similar to those
of the Canaasnites, The author of lev. 8:3 and Bzekiel both
describe Israel's rebellion against Yahweh in Canaan and in
Egypt by using the same words.’ Despite all this, however,
it is not cleaxr how Ezekiel received that traedition of Israel's
disbelieving in MHoses in Hgypt.

The second passage is Josh, 243114, On this passage
Ge We Coats remarks that the word 1°1421Y is secondary
addition, and that there is no refervence to the gods of Egypt
whatsoever.! He then says that there is 'no basis for supposing

l'l‘hn.t the tradition of Israel's disbelieving in Moses in Egypt is
different from that of Israel's murmuring and rvebellion in the

wilderness has been shown by G. We. Coats in his Rebellion t
Wilderness, Nashville, New York, 1960, ppe 225fe, 255f+e

20!'. ¥, Zimmerli, tes Pe 446; G, VW, Coats, Rebellion in the
bilderness, Nashwville, 1968, pp. 255f..

Sot, Supra., pp. 146f..
4G, W. Coats, ops eites Pe 2333 of. W, Hichrodt, ops eit., ps 266.
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that this verse is earlier than Ezekiel and evidence for a pre-
exilic tradition of Israsel's apostasy in E‘m‘b'.l Now, as far
as the writien tradition of Isrsel's apostasy :ln Egypt is
concerned, perhaps Coats's opinion can be aceepted, namely that
the writing down of that tradition, as found in Josh, 24:14,
did not take place until a very late time, presumsbly in the
post-exilic periocd., But the case is not yet solved by this
acceptance.

The third passage is Ps, 106:7. To begin with, Ps, 106
shows that Israel's past hislory is recited in comnection with
the people's confession of sins in the cult.2 However, it is
remarkable that a rather comprehensive account of the sinful
history of the 'fathers' is presented here, and thot this sinful
history begins with the period when the 'fathers' were still in
Bgypts To that extent it is true that in y. 7 the sinful
deeds of the 'fathers' are emphasized, yet it seems difficult
to extend the meaning of this verse and to understand it in terms
of idolatrous sins as is required by Ezek, 20:8b, This is so
because (a) in this verse there is no explicit reference to idols,

and (b) the sins of the 'fathers’ here are understood in terms

16, . Coats, Rebellion in the Wilderness, p. 233.

23, Mowinckel, The P in Ierael's Worship, (ET. by D« R.
Ap—m‘)’ Vol. 11, O:I.ford. 1 s Pe 112, Cf. Ao "!'«'018“'
The pg. (ET. by Herbert Hertwell), (0.T.L.), London, 1962,
Pp. 679, 681. - - i :
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of their having neglected and forgotten Yahweh's wonderful
vorks and graee.l At best what is likely to be feasible here
is to refer this psalm back to its cultic Sitz im leben, and %o
say that it is in this cultic eircle that the traditions of the
gins of the 'fathers' are preserved., It is from this cultic
gource that both Ezekiel and the psalmist have taken their
relisble materials.>

From all this, it seems justifiable to say that it is
impossible to deny the sinful deeds of the *fathers' when they
were still in Egypt. Although the passages mentioned above
give a variety of information about those sinful deeds of the
'fathers', it sceme impossible to say that they are without
basis, The fact thal each of those passages has its own termino-
logy and phraseology must not be regarded as unusual, Even
the writer of Actes 7, especially wyv. 22«29, 35, has his own
terninology and phraseology tool 1In this comncction, Izek, 20:8a
must be regarded as unusual only in that it interprets the sins
of the '"fathers' in Igypt as idolatrous sins, which are centred

in tuo characteristic words of Buekiel, isesy (iPW and
051547

1of, 4o Veiser, The Psalms, (iT. by Herbert Hartwell), p. 68l.

Hotice the word 111 is used in comnection with the fathers®
rebellion at the Heed Sea ( 71D N°), and not in Bgypt.
21bid., pp. 680£f.,

3c:t. Ge We Coats, op, cits, ps 234.
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How the relationship between Izek, 20:7 and Ezek, 203Ba
pust once again be exsmined, From the examination of their
bistorieal problem above, it is clear that what is specifically
mentioned in yv. 7-8a does not find any pam).lelis elsewhere,
and that the question of its historical reference(s) conmot be
presged too far, Instead, the examination reveals that a cultie
cirele, or cultic setting, plays an important role behind the
mentioning of both Yahweh's commandment and the people's rebellion
against its In other words, as far as yv. 7-8a is concerned,
the question of its historieal reference(s) does not seem %o be
more important than that of their oultic setting and traditio--
historys It does not seem important to ask what kind of commande-
ment Yahweh gave and what kind of rebellion the people did, But,
it seeme very important to know that Yahweh has given his
commandment and that the people have transgressed or rebelled
against him by disobeying the commandment, This is so, partly
because in yv. 7-8a the specification of both the commandment

and the rebellion is entirely the responsibility of Ezekiel hiaaolt,l

1Aa far as the two characteristic words, i.e«, ({\?u.l and 'D"L_ﬂ!),ﬁ ’

are concerned, elsewhere in the Book of Ezekiel'they are always
used to denote the detestable things and idols of Israel in
Palestine, or those which were brought from Palestine ( ¢Ip W s
53113 T7:20; 8:103 11:18, 21; cf, Hos, 93103 Jexr, 7:30; 1C:18;
D35¢548 3 624, 5, 6, 9, 133 8:105 14:4, 5, 73 1816, 12, 155 etec.).
With this evidence it can probably be said that the specification
of both the commandment of Yahweh 'in Egypt' and the rebellion
of the people there is a reading back of what Ezekiel saw as
a specific rebellion of the people against Yahweh's commandment
in Palestine,
About the word 0>5ibS in Ezek, 30113, see, e.g8e¢ Gs Ao Cooke,
who prefers to regard it as addition (Qpe cites Pe 333), and
W. Bichrodt, whose translation implies the emendation of the word

0’5158 to D>5(75 (ops_eite, in loc.).
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and partly because in yv. l-lja, 19-2la, the phraseologics of
which are similar to that of vv. T-8a, both Yalweh's commendmente
and the peoplet's rebellions are also stated in general tem.l

S0, once again, as far as Israel's rebellion againsi Yahweh
is concerned, what HDzekiel seems 0 have been concerned with in
thig chapter is not primarily the details of that rebellion, but
the fact that, on the one hand, Yahweh had given the people
his commandments, and on the other, the people had rebelled
againet, and disobeyed, those coumandments, whatever the details
of the people's rebellion were, they were clearly and emphatically

understood by izekiel in terms of rebellion sgainsi Yahweh.

de The element of judgement (¥, 8b).

Again, the question of the historical reference(s) of this
element is very difficult to answer., But, the fact that this
element is put immediately after the statement of Israel's
rebellion or transgression against Yahweh, indicates that Dzekiel
here follows a logical structure, i.e., Yahweh's fury { 10101 )
will be poured out (Qal of '[‘:'JUJ) and his anger ( l‘]R) will be
spent (Pi'el of ,‘15:)) because of the sin of the people (contrast

117‘0:: the mentioning of the sabbaths, see below.
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Exod. 43243 2 Same 6:17)e. The juxtaposition of these two
expressions, i.6e, Dﬂ’b\’ >STAM "DLU5 and DI IR 5155
iz intevesting, This is so, not only because these two expressions
bagically mean the same thing, but also, and primarily, because
their being jJuxtaposed shows Hzekiel's euphasis on the judmnt.l
Por that reason it is not necessary to delete the second
expression as Fohrer would do,2 although it is true that in v 13b
it is only the first expression which recurs, vwhereas in y. 21b
both of them are found. [he absence of the second expression
in y. 1%b does nol mean that originally Ezeckiel used only the
firet expression, This is so, because in y. 13b Ezekiel has
used ancther expression whieh is by no means less emphatic than
the one which is amu:m't;.3

These two emphatic, but also similar, statements of
Yahweh's judgement have their own peculiarities in that they are

13“ belows,

2 1 sl
Gs Pohrer -« K, Galling, Ezechiel, (H.A.T, 1. Reihe 13)
Tibingen, 1955, p. 109. ; :

Jme expression "5 ‘AN TOW is found again outside chapter
20 in 9383 14:19; 22:223 3031155 361183 of, Jer, 10:25; Isa.
42:25, For the second expression, i.e.y 011 *9% 1525,
of s 63123 13:15 in which the word /141 is used instead of the
word qxX. These two words are actually esynomymous (B, T.
Dahlbexg, 'Wrath of God®, 1. &+, I,D.B., Vol. IV, p. 904).
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mostly used to desoribe Yahweh's judgement against Israel's
idolatrous sins (xod. 32:1=10; Num. 25:1=5; Deut, 11:16-173

135 29:16-28; Judge 2:11-15; 2 Kings 22316-17; ete.)s In that
context the judgement usually means the annihilation of the
idols' worshippers (ef. Bzek, 7:1-23; 9:1-11), So, the fact
that these two statements are now used together by Ezekiel in
Ezekes 20:8b against the idolatrous sins of Israel in Egypt, means
that for Zzekiel the threat of Israel's annihilation has also
begun since Israel was still in Egypt.

Because of the difficulty to look for the historical
reference(s) of this threat of annihilation, and because of the
fact that there is not likely to be any other evidence in 0ld
Testament which could support this allusion, it seems better to
exanmine this statement of threat against its cultic background
as in the case of the elements of Yahweh's commandment (v. 7)
and the people®s rebellion (¥. 8a). It was shown above that all
of the elements of salvation history, commandment or law, and
rebellion of the people, are very frequently taken from the cult
in which, in connection with the commemoration of the covenant
between Yahweh and his people, they are preserved and transmitted,
In this commection, Dehlberg has shown that there is a close
relationship between the threat of the wrath of Yahweh against the

ginful people and the renewal of the oovemnt.l According to

13, . Dehlberg, *Wrath of God', 2. esf., LsDsBe, Vol IV,
PP 905f.
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Dahlberg there ave at least two waye which lead %o the renewal
of the covenant, VFirst, through the people's repentance, i.e.,
'a complete turning about and return to the obedient sexvice

of Yshweh', which would lead Yahweh %o turn his wrath away

(Jexe 4345 56:7; Amose 53153 Male 537, 16)s  Second, if the
requirements for the deliverance are '"found to lie beyond human
accomplisiment ... the fulfilment of the necessary condition

is carried through by Yahweh himself', i.e., 'by his establish-
ing a new covenant with Israel' (Deut. 3036; Jere 31:31=34;
32:39-40; ef. Szeke 36:36=37).> Out of these two ways, the
second one seems to be relevant for Egek, 20:8b, But, in order
to understand the relevance of the second way, the threat of the
Juigement in Bzek, 20:8b must be understood in connection with
the question of whether or not the threat is executed by Yahweh,
For this purpose Ezek, 2039 must be examined,

e. The element of forgiveness (v. 9).

The chaige of the statement of y, 6b to that of vs 9 is so

drastic that G. A, Cooke points out that here 'we must supply
in thought but I did not or but I relemted®.> It is surprising

Y14,

26, A+ Cooke, Ezekiel, (I.C.Ce)s Pe 215.
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that Egekiel, whose detailed and lengtuy statements nave decome
one of hie charvscteristics, should maxe such a drastic change.
Hevertheless, the coutext of y¥. Sb-10 shows that what is meant
by Yabwen's action for the sake of his own name is not thai he
exocuted the threat of the judgement in y. 8b, bul, on the
contrary, that he postponed ithe judgement, or withirew that
um/—-n—a.- Wnether this postponement should be understood
a8 either Yahwelh's forgiveness or Yahweh's own fulfilment of the
necessary coundition for the cultic remewal of the covenant,
or boti, is jJust a matier of choice, | But, in view of what
Dahlberg pointed out above, the significance of this drestic
statenment seems to lie in that it quite clearly shows that the
survival of lsrael and the renevel of tine covenant Jdepend entirely
on Yahweh's gracious acts This is so, not only becuuse the '
contradictory statemente in y. 6b and y. 9 have Yahweh as their
respective subjects, but also because there is no call to the
people to repeat, and neithexr is there any hint that the people
would like to do so.

low, before a conclusion can be drawn, the examination
of ¥o 9 must be carried out further, As ii now stands, this
vorse ie in feot & long sentence with veveral clauses, The
mein part of the sentence is to be found in ¥, Sapi, iy

D987 *1vD IN adad 20w yveb uv

and the clauses begin with ;1071 WX envards, The funotion of
these clauses is to deseribe U’)A/] in the main part of the
sentence, and to that extent they must be regarded as subordinate
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to the main aentenca.]' The question of the historical reference(s)
of what is stated in this verse must not be pressed too far,
since there is a historical machronism in mentioning 'the
peoples' ( U*1A1] ) in the Egyptian context. Thorefore it
is better to examine this verse formecritically ageinst itse
cultic background,’ bearing in mind that here Ezekiel is still
deseribing the beginning of Iserael's history. It was said sbove
that the postponement of the judgement by Yahweh is not primerily
for the sake of Israel's salvation, but for the sake of Yahweh's
name ( °0W ]9705), that it should not be profaned in

the sight of the people ( 11°%7/1 ’:I’Yll)). The use of this

J'Fu- the problems of these clauses, see, €.Zey A. De tholet =

+ Galling, Hegechiel, (H.A.T. 1, Reihe 13), Tibingen, 1936, who
would like to regard the last clause as a doublet of the first
three words in y. 10, which gre lacking in IXX's version

(pe 70)3 G Fohver = K, Galling, ops eit., would like to delete
the firet clause, i.e., 3D1310 [IN/T T1WNR o because it is a
'nifherbestimmende Glosse', and to opine that "4 Kurzverse sind
ausgefallen' between ve 9ot end v. 9B (p. 111). What these
'4 Kurzverse' are is not clear, and therefore it is difficult

to follow Fohrer's effort to unite these missing '4 Yurzverse!
with the last clause in v. 9b and the whole of v. 10, to
reconstruct a strophe of seven 'Kurzversgen', Finally, V.
Zimmerli, op. cit., would like to insert a few words in between
Ve 9 and v. 9023 which he translates 'mit dem Versprechen®
{pe 432). This insertion is adopted by W. Eichrodt, with a
comment 'unless one prefers to delete the last clause altogether!
( Cle Oit.n. PPe 259, 261 note h)o

zTh.ia is also the case with the references to the election of
Israel and the revelation of Yahweh's name which are juxta-
pused in y. 5 with, anachronistically, Lgypt as their locality.
bee sy y PPe 126£FT..
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motivation for the posiponement of the judgement by Lzekiel
must be regarded as unique, The verse recurs almost verbatim
in vv, 14, 22,and in the same context as well, i.e,, in comnection
with the postpomemént of Yehweh's intended Judsemént. The
unigueness is also clear in that in these verses Lzekiel combines
three or four ideas which elsewhere stand independently.

First, the idea of Yahweh's aetion, Inl the 014 Testament

.the use of the word (1Y with Yahweh as its subject cau be

elassified in two ways. (a) It is used in combination with an
object of historical events (e.g., Exod, 18:9; Hum, 143111, 22;
3%:43 Deuts, 1:303 10:21; 11l:34 T3 Josh, 24:17; 1 Sam, 283183
Bzek, 518, 103 25:11; 28:26). (b) It ie used sbsolutely,
.04y witnout an explicit object : 1 Kings 8:32, 39; Jexr. 14:7;
Pes, 22:32; 37453 523113 Ezek, 20:9, 14, 22; and Dan, 9319,
Even 80, it is only in Bgek. 2019, 14, 22 that the act ( /IUY )
of Yahweh wmeens his postponement of the judgement against Israel.
In other words, whereas in most cases the act of Yahweh means
positive a.otién, it is only in Ezek, 20:9, 14, 22 ,t.bat, it means
negative one, lioreover, as far aa'juﬂgenenlt as the object of
Yahweh's act is concerned, it is only in Ezek. 2019, 14, 22

that the act of Yahweh mesns its postponement, whereas elsewhere
it means its executicn, Now, as far as Ezek, 20:9 is concerned,
it can be said that despite its negative meaning, the use of the
word 1 IUY still retains its legal, or judicial, background.

Thic is so, because the postponement of a judgement cannot have
any other setting or background then a legal or a judicial one.
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Second, the idea of 'for the sake of my name’ ( OV P1b).
With Yehweh in the suffix of the word DR/, the phrase QW T)?O':J
occurs not less than fifteen times in the 01d Testament .1 From
the context of its occurrences, it can be inferred thal the Sitg
im Leben of this phrase is the cull, or at any rate, that this
phrase has a; very close mﬁction with the cult, Except in
1 Kings 8:4l, in all those occurrences the phrase ic used as
the motive of Yaehweh's own act, either in the past, or in the
present, or in the future, Even so, the combination of this
phrase with the word (1WY oeccurs only in Ps, 109:21; Jer, 1437
and Lsek, 2039, 14, 22.
while in Ps, 109:21 and Jer, 14:7 the word [ WY is used in
connection wiith the psalmist's, or the people's, confidence in
Yalwei's will to help,” in kzeke 2039, 14, 22 it has nothing
at all to do with that confidence., Besides, the use of the word

1wy with its legal/judicial background shows that these
passages, i.e., Lzek, 2039, 14, 22, refer to Yahweh's judicial
act rather than otherwise.

Third, the idea ol the prevention of the profanation of

Yahweh's name ( 51‘1 i1 25 5:15). As it stends, the whole

11 Kings. 83413 Pee. 23:3; 25:11; 31:4; 79:9; 106:8: 109:21;
14353113 Jere 1417, 21; Lzeke 2039y 14, 22, 443 Isa. 48:9.

2

Ge von Rad, 01d Testament Theology, (ET. by D, M. C. Stalker),
Vol, I, D.‘iinbm:gh, 1965, pe. 184.



167.

statement in y. 9 presupposes the idea that Yahweh's name is
holy, This idea is certainly not the property of Ezekiel
alone, Iﬁ is found elsewhere, @.g., in Lév. 20333 221323

Pgs, 332213 103313 105:33 106:47; Isa. 57:15; Amos. 2:73 etces
However, the idea of the profanation of Yahweh's holy name seems
to be found only in the Code of Holiness (lev. 183213 19:12;
203133 21363 2212, 32) end in the Book of Hzekiel (Ezek, 2039,

4y 22, 393 36:20=223 3937, 253 43:7, B8)s Vhereas in the Code
of Holiness this idea is gluays related to cultic activities,

in Ezekiel this is not always se. This is clear from the faot
that in Ezek, 20:39; 39:253 4317, 9 the idea of the profanation
of Yahweh's name is welated to the bilateral relationship
between Yahweh and Israel, whereas in Izek, 20:9, 14, 22; 36320-22;
39:7 it ie also related to the role of foreign nations. However,
as far as Bzekiel is concerned, it is interesting to find that
the mention of both the profanation of Yahweh's name and the
foreign nations in :l;ela,tion to the legal decision of Yahweh
sgainst Israel are only found in Iizek, 2019, 14, 22 and 36320-22,
In Zzek, 36:18«19 it is clearly stated that the scattering of
tha Israelites among the natione ig the result of Yehweh's
judgements and in Bzek, 36:2022 it iz stated that Israel's
being scattered outside their land has given rise to the saying
of the nations which profanes Yahweh's name, In other words,
what is involved in Ezek, 36:20-22 iz not the profanation of
Yahweh's name in its cu_ltic sense, but in its legal sense,

This ic zo0 beoause in Tzek, 35:120«22 there iz no mention at all
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of either foreign gods, or idols, or the cultic association of
the profanation, It is also in this legal sense that the idea
of the profanation of Yahweh's name in fzek, 20:9, 14, 22 must
be understood, Otherwise, the postponement of the juligement
would only meke the idolatrous worsnip of Israel in Egypt continue
and Yahweh's name would be cultically profaned.
Fourth, the idee which is contained in tho phrase 0°1371 >3°vh.
H. Graf Reventlow has rightly shown that this phrase must have
its Sitz im leben in legal practicos.l In that legel setting
the function of those who are referred to, or mentioned, after
the word  °3°YY (in the comstruct state), is to witness what
is taking place.”
16241 in which the nations ( D°13:/1 ) and 'many women® ( 0°170 D’'W1)

This is clear especially in Ezek, 5:8j

will become the witnesses of Yahweh's judgement against his
people,

But, as far as BEzek, 2039, 14, 22 is concerned, it is clear
that the function of the nations ( Q>1A /1) here is not to
witness the judgement of Yahweh or its postponement. In vv. 14,
22 it is explicitly stated that these nations were the witnesses
of the leading out of Israel from Egypt by Yahweh, According
to Num, 14113-16 the exodus event vas witnessed by the igypbiens,

11, Graf Reventlow, 'Die WBlker als Jahwes Zeugen bei “zechield,
Zehoey T1 (W.F. 30), 1959, pp. 38f..

znooording to e Graf keventlow, the combination of the word 1595
(in the conetruet state) and 2 noun (in the absolute state) occurs
thirteen times in the Book of Ezekiel : with D>1871(5:8; 2019,

14, 22, 413 28:25; 39:27); withB*14 (22:16); with 0°10 0*(38s
23)s with other nouns (5:14; 16:41; 26:16; 36:34) (ibide, pPe 39
notes 25-28).
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but the profanation of Yahweh's name would be made by the nations
in Canaan whom the Egyptians told about the event, whereas in
Deut, 9:26-29 the profanation would be made by 'the land' from
which Yahweh had brought out Israsel. HNow, what is interesting
here is that the nations ( TN* {311 ) in Hum, 314:13-16 and *the
land? in Deut, 9:26-29 would only profane Yahweh's name when
Yehweh executed his judgement against Israel, as far as they are
not the witness in the judgement itself. This distinetion
between the witness in the judgement and the witness of Yehweh's
mighty ects is very important.. The witness of Yahweh's mighty
acts could profane Yahweh's name, whereas the witness in the
judgement could net.

If M, Hoth is right in regarding Num, 14:13-16 as a Deuter-
onomistic insertion,> it oan be inferred that this distinction
is not a strange thing for the Deuteronomistic ecircle, This
distinetion is found very clearly in Fzekiel in that in Egek,
2019, 14, 22 he is talking about the witness of Yahweh's mighty
acts, or Yahweh's promise to do mighty acts, and not about the
witness in Yahweh's judgement against Israel, whereas in igek.
5:8; 16241 he is talking about the witness in the judgement and

1C£. He Graf. Reventlow who does not seem to have made this
distinetion =t all (ibid., pp. 33-45.)

. Roth, lumbers, (E0, by J. D, Martin), (0.7.L,), London,
1968, PDe 1081‘..
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not otherwise. The profanation of Yahweh's mame would be made
by the witness of Yahweh's mighty ects, or by other nations,
but never by the wiitnesses in the judgement itself.

Whether the similarity between the Deuteronomistic cirele
and Ezekiel in this case can be understood as the dependence
of the latter on the former or vice versa, is difficult to
decides In any case the quotations in both Hum. 13:16 (= Deut.
9:28) and Ezek, 36:20 seem to suggest that the profanation is
judicial rather than religious, Therefore the profanation
must have originated from legal activities rather than from
cultic ones, Yet the probability that the intercessions of
Moses, which are recorded in Fum, 14:13%-19 and Deut, 9:25=29,
are used in the cult ecan hardly be denied, This is so, since
these intercessions find their counterpart or parzllelism in
Bxod, 32:1350ff,, the origin of which may have been the responsibility
of 'some specific event in Israel's cultic history? .1 In this
cultic setting the idea of the postponement of Yahweh's judgement
against the sinful Israel must be very important for both the
continuation of Israel's existence and her cultic esctivities.
Nevertheless, in the context of Izek, 20:9, 14, 22 it must be
reemphasiged that the postponement is not primarily for the sake

of Israel?s salvation, but for the sake of Yahweh's name.

1y, Beyerlin, Oricins ¢ story of the Oldest Sinaitie Tradition,
{87, by S, Eudman), ﬁ oﬁ, 1955, Pe 133 and note 5%8.
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So, to return to Ezek, 2039, 14, 22, there are three
conclusions which can be drawn, First, what is invelved in
the phrase 0O °13i1 >1°YD is not the idea of the function
of 'the nations' es the witnesses in the judgements, but of their
function as the witnesses of Yahweh's mighty acts for Israel.
With that function those nations eould certainly profane Yahweh's
name if he executed his judgements against Israel, Second,
there is a close traditio-historical relationship between Ezek,
20:9, 14, 22 on the one hand, and Num, 13:16; Deut. 9:28 on the
other, But, their difference is also clear in that Num, 13216
and Dut, 9:28 are closely attached to a2 cultic setting whereas
Bgek, 20:9, 14, 22 is to a legal or judicial setting. = Third,
what is called 'the element of forgiveness' ghove is in faet
the reference to the postponement, or the suspension, of Yahweh's
judgement against Tsrael, despite her punishable sins,

With the presentation of these five elements in such a
composition, i,e,, the element of salvation history, the element
of law, the element of rebellion, the element of judgement, and
the element of forgiveness, Fzekiel has described the beginning
of Israel's history in Bgypt (lzek, 20:5-9), As they now stand,
it is not clear which element(s) is, or are, occupying the mind
of Dzekiel most, What is clear here is that the arrangement of
those five elements in such a juxtaposition is really remarkable,
Ag far as that arrangement and that juwtaposition are concerned,
it seems true to say that they are only found in Izek, 20, and

to that extent they must be regarded as unique.
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The 8 eriod : Isreel in the wilderness (vv, 10-17).

To begin with, it must be said that the structure of this
subsection ig similar o that of the preceding one, This ie
clear in that the five elements of the preceding subsections
are found here in an exactly similar composition and juxtaposition.
However, this subsection (vv. 10-17) is different from the
preceding one (¥v. 5-10) in that it hes an additional length in
which the elements of law, judgement, and forgiveness, are
repeated in e slightly differvent order (vv, 15-17). If the
preceding subsection has those five elements in the order of
1l=2~3%=4=5, the present subsection has them in the following
order 3 1-2-3-4-5 (¥ve 10-14) plus 4-3-5 (vve 15=17).

in view of the repetitions of these three elements, the
only problem which seems to have arisen is whether or not the
repetitions of the fourth and the third elements in yv. 15-16
is to be excluded from the unit of yv, 10-17. The only evidence
which seems to support their exclusion is that y. 16 is similar
to v. 13 and that v, 15, which is introduced by the word [JA},
is in contradiction to v 14 and v, 17. However, the contra-
diection of y. 15 to vve 14, 17 is not a strange thing in the
context of both this unit and the preceding one, since this kind
of contradiction is already found in v, 8b and is repeated in w. 13b
and ve 14, Besides, despite the fact that there is a similarity
between the structure of this unit or subsection and that of the

preceding one, it would be a mistake to use that definite and
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stereotyped structure to be a measure te rule out any verse
which causes structural unevenness or structural disturbance.
In connection with Ezekiel's characteristics, it would be a
mistake to regavd any repetition of either phrase or word as a

1

gign of an additional or secondary insertion. S0, it seems

better to regard vv. 15~17 as an integral part of the unit or
gubsection, which gives a further explanation of the three
elements repeated there.

e+ The element of salvation history (v. 10).

It is remarkable that this element if contained in a concise,

but clear, statement :

*And I led them out of the land of ILgypt, and I brought
them into the wildermess',

The allusion here is clearly to the exodus event, for which the

2 yith

use of the word N <° (in Hiph'il) is characteristic.
Yahweh as its subjeect, this word is used to refer to the exodus
event (Exod. 18:1; 20:2; Josh. 24365 Num, 20:16; Lev, 19:36;

223333 Deut, 1:27; etec.), although in some passages it is loses,

or Moses and Aaron, who is, or are, its subjects (Moses : Exod.

Lcontrast 4. Bertholet = X, Calling, Hezechiel, (11.A.T. 1. Reibe 13),
1936, who regavrd yve 15f. as a redactional insertion which has
destroyed the clear context in the unit (pa 73).

zJ. Vijngasrds, ' R°$\il and 11O¥71 a Twofold Approach to the
Exodus®, V,T. 15, 1965, pp. 91ff..
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%310-123 14:113 Moses end Aaron : Exod, 6313, 26), 1In the Book
of Ezekiel the use of this word with Yahweh as its subject, and
in reference to the exodus event, is only found in Ezek, 20.1
This means that, as far as the Book of Ezekiel is concerned, this
chapter must have something to do with the exodus traditions.
Iven so, it must be said that Dzekiel does not receive and
transmit these traditions mechanically, but organically. This
is clear from the fact that his statement is simple and straight-
forwerd (v. 10), without hinting at any element of Israel's ory,
or complaint, in Egypt. And neither does Ezekiel make any
reierence to the plagues, Moses, or other things, which are
integrel parte of the exodus traditions. What he seems to have
been concermed with is that the exodus event is a mighty act
of Yahweh for Israel which was witneesed by the nations (yv. 9,
14, 22).° However, the concise statement of exodus in v, 10,
in which no mention of the nations is made, seems to sugpest that
Ezekiel knew perfectly well that the exodus event is primarily
for the benefit of Israel and not for that of the nstions

(Cfe ¥vo 6). In other words the simple mentioning of the exodus

llt is used eight times altogether : five timees in reference to

the old exodus (vv. 6, 9, 10, 14, 22), and three in reference to
the new oml(v_!. 34, 38, 41).

amotioe the statements of Yahweh's mighty hand, his oubstretched
arms, and the pouring out of this wrath in Ezek, 20:33 are

not comnected with the exodus event. Instead, they ave
connected with Yahweh's ¢laim to be the king over the people of
Israel. ' '
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event in y. 10 refers only to the bilateral relationship of Yahweh
and Israel, and in that sense it points to the Credo-theme of
Israel itself,

How, before an examination of the other individusl elements
in this subsection or unit (yv. 10-17) is cexried further, it
seems necessary to have a general look at the unit itself,

After the leading out of Isrsel from the land of Hgypt, the
locality of both the scene and the elements in this subsection
is now changed from Egypt to the wilderness, The short mention
of the wildernese in v, 10b is as interesting as that of the
exodus event itself (v. 10a). This is so, since there is no
mention of either Marah, Meribah, Sinai, Kadesh, or any other
big event which took place during the wilderness wardering.
Instead, what is mentioned by Dzekiel is that Yahweh gave his
commandments sgain (ef, ¥. 7), and that Israel rebelled again
(¥v. 13a, 16), and that Yahweh thought again to punish them

(¥ve 13b, 15), but again postponed it (yv. 14, 17). With these
recuwrring elements, and with the fact that *the wilderness' is
not deseribed further, it might well be that the historical
references of all of these things, which are mentioned in this
subsectioh or unit (vv. 10-17), are less important that the case
which Hzekiel is arguing. It is of course possible to say that
the giving of both the statutes ( T17P[1) and the ordinances

( °WBWN ) by Yahweh (v. 11) refer to the Sinai event, and
that Israel's rebellion (y. 13a) refers to the golden Calf

event (ef, Exod. 32), ete., but it seems difficult to see whether



176.

wvhat Ezekiel is stressing is those individual events themselves
or the law, the rebellion, and the postponement of the judgement,
However, granted that Ezekiel puts his stress on the law, the
rebellion, and the postponement of the judgement, more than on
the individual historiecal events behind those individual elements,
it is interesting to find that halpmesents the case of Israel's
rebellion by £o110§ing the course of Israel's history. It is

in this connection that Ezekielt's treatment of Israel's past
history must be undexstood : on the one hand, he follows the
course of Israel's history as it iz set out in Israsel's Credo,
while on the other, he has his own stress on the interpretation
of that history. TFor that purpose he leaves out thé details

of that history, but, instead, confines himself to the case which
he wants to present and to avgue, Therefore, it is no wonder
that Ezelkiel devotes more space to the elements of law, Israel's
rebellion, and Yahweh's suspension of his judgement, rather than
to the element of salvation history and/or the descriptions

of Eaypt, thg exodus event, and the wilderness wandering.

Now, this wesult of the general look at yy. 10«17, surpris-
ingly enough, applies also to what Ezekiel is dealing with in
the third period of Israel's history, i.es, ¥¥. 18=26, Although
_ it is the children of the generation who came out of Egypt who
are now beiﬁg dealt with, the locality of the sceme of this
period is still the wilderness (yv. 18, 23). loreover, the
order of the juxtaposition of the five elements in this sub-
section (yve 18-26) is similar to that in the preceding one,
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despite a small difference in the extension of some of them.

In yv. 10-17 the order is 1-2<3~4~5 plus 4~3-5, that in vv. 18-26
is 2=3-4-5 plus 4-3-1/5.) Because in this unit or subsection
fzekiel also devoites more space and proportion to the elements
of law, rebellion, judgement, and postponsment of the judgement,
than to the details of the history, it can be said that, as in
YV 59 and yv, 10-17, here Dzekiel is following the course of
Israel's history set out in her Credo, but applying his oun
strems of interpretation te it.

'I'ﬁe similarity between this unit (yy. 18-26) and its
preceding one (yv., 10-17) can also be seen in that most of the
vorde and phrages of both of them are the same, Houghly
speaking, the following similarities or parallelisms are
undeniable : vv. 11-12 with vv. 19-20; wvv. 13-14 with vv. 21-22;
YV 15-16 with vv. 23-24; and the vecabulary of vy. 25-26 is
similar to thet of wy. 11ff., 16. Besides, the formecritical
structures of both of these subsections are similar. The formulas

in vv. 13=-14 are repeated almost yerbatim in wyv. 21-22, and both

lThess numbers refer to the following elements 3 2alaw o 18=20,
25£,)3 3=rebellion of Israel (yv. 2la, 24); 4-3udgem (%v_. 21b,
23); S=forgiveness or postponement of the judgement (v. 2

If ve 17 could be regarded as implying the element of salvation
hiztory (element 1), it would be possible to include it in

the present unit (v, 18-26) as well, so that the order of these
elenents here would be : 1-2-3-4-5 plus 4-3-2.
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the introducing words, and the concluding ones, of the giving
of the commandments and the sabbaths in yy, 11-12 are similar to
those of vy, 25-26, Despite the fact that the form-critical
structures of ¥, 17 and yv. 18«20 do not find any perallelism
in eithér of these two units, it can be said quite definitely
that all of these similarities suggest that the case of the
first generalior in the wilderness (yv. 10-17) and that of the
second (¥y, 18-26) are the same, And a comparison of these two
gimilar cases with that of the generation in Egypt, i.e., the
MMtim at the beginning of Israel's history (wv. 5~9), shows
that all of the three cases are the same.

Having noted all of these pimilarities, one must not forxget
that there ave some differences toolamong all the three subsections
or units, These differences will be noted in the detailed
examinations of ths second and the third periods of Israel's
past history below. Returning to the second period, we are
now in & position to examine the second element of the unit

concerned.,

8. The element of law (yv. 11-12).

The substance of this element consists of two groups of
commandments, i.e., 1) the statutes and the ordinances and 2) the
sabbaths.

1) The statutes ( JI11PI1 ) and the ordinances { DN WOHWN ),

In his small but important book Die g des israelitischen
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M,l A. Alt desoribes these two words, i.e.y, SIVPIT and D°QOWN,
as the termini technici of the apodictic laws and the casuistic
laws respectively.° This deseription could perhaps be accepted
only as far as these two Hebrew words stand independently from
each other, As they are now found in Bzek, 20:11, 13, 16, 18

( O°PIM , meses), 19, 21, 24, 25, their being used together

as a couple suggests that they have a differvent tradition--
history from that of their being used separately, In the Book
of Ezekiel alone this couple occurs not less than thirteen
times,” whereas elsewhere in 01d Testament it is only found in
the .Coda of Holiness (lev. 18:4, 5, 263 ete.) and Deuteronomy
(alvays D°PT, mesc.s Deut. 4:1, 5, 8, 14, 155 ete.).t
Although in both Ezekiel and leviticus the order of these words
is either T YHWA""- INPYI ox Sl *@2wn,
whereas in Deuteronomy zlwaye TI*QIOUWN -~~~ U’PIil, it seems
justifiable to say that due to the frequency of its occurrence,

4. £1%, Die Urspelinge des israelitischen Rechts, Leipzig, 1934,

now also as 'The Origins of Israelite Iew' in his FEssays on
01d Testament Histoxy and Religion, (ET. by R. A. Wilson ),
Oxford, 1%3, Pr. 81=13%2,

2_133_42-. PPe 17, 59 note 2., (ET. pp. 92, 123f. note 106).

3Es&lﬁ:. 536, T3 11:12, 203 18:9 (of, 18:19, 21); 20:11, 13, 16,
18, 19, 21, 24, 25.

4, g. Cooke, Ezeikiel, (I.C.C.), Bdinburgh, 1936 (reprinted 1967),
De D
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i.04y not less than thirty-eight times altogether im the 012
Teastament, the use of the couple must not be confused with the
use of each of the words,

The fect that the couple is very frequently found in both
the Code of Boliness and Deuteronomy, may give rise to a traditio--
historicel question of the relationship of these two literary
collections with the Book of Egekiel, lNow, ae far as the two
terms ( STIPM /0PN ana D*DOYN ) are concerned,
it can be said that H, Graf Reventlow is »ight in pointing out
that the Sitz im Leben of their coupling is the cult.® It is
from there that both the Code of Holiness, Deuterocneomy, and
Ezekiel, have derived their respective uses of the cormle.z
It muet alec be sald that despite its cultic Sitz im Ieben, the coup~
ling of these two terms does not seem to have been transmitted
mechanically, Instead, it was transmitted organically, In
cther words, despite the fact that both Ezekiel and those who
wero behind the Code of Holiness and Deutercnomy can to a large
extent be regarded as cultic persoms, they still have freedom
:ln_receivina and transmitting the use of tllzeae_ooﬂtxpled tma.3

13. Graf Leveutlow, Wicl
Zredition, (BZ.A.i.

%cf. fl, Cref Reventlow, ops Gites DDs 9ffes
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This is elear not only from the fact that these two terms axre
found in an interchangesble order, but also from the fact that
the verbs which always go with them are interohane;ea.bie as well,
The latter can be seen, @.Ze, in Ezek, 20:13%, 16, 19, etes, in
widch the words ] TOi] Kb are used with the texm 119,
vhereas in v. 24 the word D RY) is used; in a positive
statement the term N*YPOWN is used either with the verbs [ TW
(leve 18:4, 5), or both WY and VAW (Ezek, 20:19),
whereas in 2 negative statement it is used with either DRA
(Ezek, 20:13, 16), or \DW~HN (Pzek, 20:18), or V1N ~R
(Ezek, 20:21), or 7TWY ™ RS (Ezek, 20:24).1

Vhat Fzekiel means by the statutes ( SUPM /TP ) e
by no means clear., The only descriptions in this unit are
found in yy. 11, 13, and sll are positive., In connection with
these deseriptions, it is of course possible to argue that these
two terms, L.0.'BOWN and SHPI, mst be treated separately

because they are desoribed individually.’ But, due to the fact

YM1pid., pe 10.

21t is not clear why Ezekiel uses Aipn in 20:11, 13, 21 and TN

in 20:18, 25. However, due to the faet that 0*PN is preferred
by Deuteronomy, it seems justified to say that these two terms,
ie0sy 3PN amd Q°PN, are interchangeable,

In yy. 11, 13, 21 the deseriptions use a masc. suffix which
refers only to 0T’0LOWA, GSee also ¥, 25 in which the
description of Q*PN is different [rom that of T VOWAD,
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that the coupling of theee two terms has ites own Sitz im ben,l

it seems better to treat them together as referring to a single
ideas, This togetherness is also clea® from the fact that in
Egeke 18:9 the walking in Yehweh's statutes (  J11p[] ) and the
observance of his ordinances ( D ODWY ) are related
only to one idea, i.e., life (ef. Lev. 18:5).2 So, on this
basgis it can perhaps be concluded that the observance of those
positively deseribed statutes and ordinances (izek. 20:11, 13)
would bring 1ife.’

2) The sabbaths ( 32w ).

The faet that in this section, :l..g.. Ezek, 20:1=31, the word
S1{51 QW is always used in its plurel form (wv. 12, 13, 16, 20,
21, 24) indicates that (a) it must not be confused with its use
in singulay form and in that sense (b) it is in a paralleliem
to the plural forms of both the words 31§y [1/0°PI1 ena
D DOUM . As in the case of both SUPT/D*PN ana D WOWN,
the question of the detailed meaning of {\\ S11W must not be
pressed too far, It seems sufficient to say that what is meant

1300. supra, pp. 180f.,

211: is of course possible here to combine the ideas of righteous-
ness (P1<4) and 1ife ( /1°M) as Go As Cooke did (ope cite, pe 199).
Buty since the idea of righteousness is mostly related to the
observance of the casuistic laws (cf. the detailed casuistic
laws in Ezek, 18:5~8), it seems better to distinguish it from
the idea of life, Cf. ¥, Zimmerli, Egechiel, (B.K. XIII/1,

o 398f,, 406£f.; W, Bichrodt, Izekiel, (ET. by Cosslett Quin),
fg.'r.n.). London, 1970, pp. 238ff. and the references on p. 288
note 1.

on the contrary, the observance of the negatively described
statutes and ordinances in Egek, 20:25 will bring death.
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by these *sabbaths' is all the sabbatical laws or the sabbatical
activities, be it the day of sabbath or the seventh day, or the
day of rest, or the sabbatical years, or other things referred
to in the sabbatical regulations, But in connection with its
particular use in Bzek, 20 it is interesting to find that (a)
these sabbaths are in faet given by Yahweh to be a sign between
Yahweh and Israel (v. 12) and in that sense they should be
hallowed (v. 20) and not be profaned (of. wv. 13, 16, 21, 24);
and (b) by hallowing and observing the sabbaths the people will
know that it is Yahweh who sanctifies them, i.e., the people of
Iaraal.l

In the 01d Testament the deseription of the sabbath(s)
as a sign between Yahweh and Israel is only found five times,
i.eey Exod, 31313, 16, 17; Ezek, 20:12, 20; whereas the relation
of their hallowing and observing and the sanctification of
Israel by Yahweh (v. 12b) is found again only in Exod, 33:13.
The fact that Ezekiel's descriptions of the sabbaths are similar
to that of Exod. 31:13ff., suggests that there is a relationship

draking the third per, mese. pl. suffixz in the word QWIPD

in vs 12 as referring back to Israel, and not to the sabbaths

( #niN2w ) which is in feminine form. However, see,

G=K, para. 1350 which shows that the third pers. masc. pl.
sulfix could refer to fem, pers, pl, noun. On ite appliecation
in Egek, 20:12, cf. Lev, 21:23; 22:16.
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between Ezek, 20 and Exod, 31:13ff,,

For the problem of this relationship, Niel-Erik A, Andreasen
has rightly pointed out that this smlarity is due to the faect
that both Ezekiel and the author of Exod. 31:13ff, shared the
traditions of Israel from the cult, and therefore, the allusion
to the sabbaths in Ezek, 20:12 passim must not be regarded as
addition or aeoondary.l Further, Andreasen points out quite
rightly that the two deseriptions of the sabbathe as foumd in
Ezek, 20:12, have their functions in the covenant relationship
between Yahweh and Israel, and that it is in this covenant context
that Egekiel has used the word 11311/ throughout the book
which bears his name.

With these two general instances of the element of law, it
is clear that Ezekiel is referring to the covenant relationship
between Yahweh and Israel, The faet that both of these
instances are understood by him as being the gifts ( _‘\S'IJ )
of Yahweh to Israel also points to the covenantal setting, in
which, after having done a saving aet for Israel (v, 10),

fiieleBrik A. Andreasen, The 01d Testament Sabbath, (S.5.L.
Dissertation Series 75, Published by the Society oi Biblical
Literature, no place, 1972, pp. 42«47, 210,

2Tbides PPs 204-213.
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Yahweh requires her to keep the covenant by observing his
statutes end ordinances and hallowing his sabbaths (yv. 11, 12).

c. The element of webellion (ve 13a).

As in v, 8a, the details of Israel's rebellion against
Yahweh in V. 13a is described in terms of Israel's total rejection
of Yahweh's commandments : Israel did not walk in Yahweh's
statutes (  PN ), rejected his ordinances ( D°> PDOWN),
and profaned his sabbathe ( NINAW ). In other words, in
terme of the covenant relationship between Yahweh and Ierael,
the rebvellion of Iar_aol is total, which means that Israel's
life or death depends entirely on whether or not Yahweh would

like to renew the covenant or to forgive her,

ds The element of forgiveness (v. 13b).

As in V. 8b, what is called the element of forgiveness here
is in fact the postponement, or the suspension, of Yahweh's
Judgement against Israel, The difference between y, 8b and y. 13b
lies in that in the former the judgement is not explicitly
deseribed, whereas in the latter it is, i.0., Um_b:)b (o
finish them'), Even so, this oxplioit deaﬁr:lp‘l:ion does not
actually make any essential difference, since it was shown sbove
that the intended judgement in v, 8b is the annihilation of
Israel in Egypt. DBesides, the motive of the forgiveness or of
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the suspension of the judgement in v. 14 is similar to that of the
suspension of the judgement in ve 9¢ The only difference here
is thot the reference to the exodus in ¥, 14 is chronologically
more accurate than that in v. 9. :
With the mentioning of this motive the whole case of the

firet generation in the wilderness is understood by Ezekiel
as exactly the same as that of Israel in Egypt. However, the
faot that in this subsection (yv. 10-14) Egzekiel elaborates the
element of law still further, ie.e., by using the terms JT1\PI1,

Q*OWN, and J11N2W , which have wider meanings
than those used in v. 7 do, suggests that Ezekiel measures
Israel's past history in terms of her obedience to do what those

1 Tuis is also clear in yy, 15-17 in which Yahweh's

terms convey.
judgement is announced because Isrsel does not obey the command-
ments of Yabweh which are classified in those three terms (v. 16).
Bzekiel's elaboration of the element of law can be seen again
in His trestl_ient of the third period of Israel's history in
yv. 18=26,

As it now stands, XV 15=17 is problematic in terms of both

formal structure and content, First, as far as the stereotyped

1of, G, von Rad, 0ld Testament Theology, (EF. by D.M. Ge
sm). Vol, II, Bdinburgh, 1965, p. 224 and the notes
there,
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formal structures of both ¥v. 5-9 and yy. 10=14 are concerned,
the introducing words >IN DAV in y. 15 suggest that yv. 15-17
does not seem initially to have belonged to the original
structure of the section (yv. 1-31), This seems to be strengthened
by ¥o 17 which does not have any parallelism in yv. 5-9.

It is perhaps because of these reasons that A, Bertholet regards
¥.17 as ‘die ursprimgliche Fortsetzung' of *Jahwes Handeln' in
¥, 14,1 and that yy. 15¢, is & 'redsktioneller, mur unliegendes
Material verarbeitend Einschub' which destroys the smooth context
of ¥ve 14, 17££.,% Second, some scholars treat yv. 15-22 as

& unity,’ although they do not explain why.

Tt vas shown earlier” that in vy, 15-17 there are recurrences
of the fourth, the third, and the fifth elements, i.e., the
elements of judgement (v. 14), law (y. 16), and forgiveness
(ve 17)s This repetition must not by any means be regarded
as strange for Ezekiel, A closer examination shows that
¥Ve 15=17, taken as a whole, is in fact the description, or the
clarification, of what is stereotypically presented in yv. 13«14.

1‘. Bertholet - K, Gﬂlina. ODe g&t.' Pe T0.

®Ibid.y pe T3.

3
Cf. G, A, Cooke, ODse O!to) Pe 217! Ges Fohrer - K, Galling. 5D,
ﬂi&. Pe 112, Y

4%. pp. 175ff..
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What is stated in y. 13a is clarified in y. 16, what is stated in
¥ 13b is clarified in y. 15, and what is stated in yv. 14 is
clarified in v, 17, 1In this sense, and from the point of view
of prophetic traditions, to regard vv. 15-17 as additional, or
secondary, or an insertion, seems to be baseless, = Besides,
compared with the content of wv. 13a~14, what is stated in wvv. 15,
17 seems to have clearer historical reference(s) : it is
Ezekiel's interpretation of what is recorded in Num, 13f. and
Deut, 1:19—46.1 This interpretation is organic rather than
mechanic, andy, in the context of BEzek, 20:1«31, the negative
statement in y. 15 is extremely emphatic over against the
positive one in vo 6, The mentioning of the idels in vy, 16b
reninds one of what Ezekiel seems to have been particularly

2 the historical reference(s)

concerned with in this section.
of these idols of the wilderness period (eof. ¥¥. 24, 26) are

es difficult as that of the idols of the Egyptian period (vw. 7f.).
So, in this particular connection it must be said that Ezekiel
reads back Israel's religious life in Canaan to her religious

life in the 1::11(101'1:1»“;,3 ae he does in the case of Israel's

10f| Wa Zimrl:l., OPoe git.’ PDe 44T e e
2contrast G, Fohrer - K, Calling, who regard v. 6b as an
'erlButernde Glosse' which must be deleted (o ey Do 111).
Cfy Go Ao Oooke. CDs eite, Do 217. ! '

3|‘.'}. A, Cooke says : 'Israel in Cansan might have deserved this
sweeping condemnation, but not Isr, in the wilderness', Yet he
continues, ',,.only two outbreaks of idolatry during the wanderings
are recorded, Ex. 52:1-6(L), Deut. 9:16 (the golden calf) and

Hom, 2531"5' Hos, 9:10' (ops. itey Do 217)0
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religious life in the beginning of her history in Egypt (v« 8).

The ' iod : the second tion the wilderne
(vwe 18-26).

As was stated earlier, ye. 17 can be regarded as implicitly
containing the element of salvation history for the birth of
the second generation in the wilderness, Yet Ezekiel does not
seen to have been concerned with this element as mwh as he
does with the.elemnta of law, rebellion, and judgement.

Therefore he beging his mterprotatioﬁ of the third period of
Israel's history by stat.‘-ng explicitly the element of law L 18-20)
which he elaborates still further in yv. 23-26.

With the lack of explicit statement of the element of
salvation history, the order of the other elements in this
subsection is as followss 2=3=4-5 plus 4-3—-2 or- 5.1 With this
order, it is clear that this subsection still preserves the
stereotyped structures of yv. 5«9 and vv, 10-17. The stereotyped
structure is also clear in that this subsection has some yerbatim
repetitions of the formulas or the statements used in yv. 5-9
and/or in ¥v. 10-17. Hmnm, this subsection is in many
regpects diffmt rron the preceding two. These differences

Yyor the references of these numbers, see, gupra, p. 1T'T note 1.

25uges Vs 21, 22 is sinilar to yv. 8-9 and yve 13-14; yv. 23-24
is ainilar to yv. 15=16; wv. 25-26 is similar to vv. 11=13,
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will be hinted in the detailed examination of this subsection
below,’

As far as the content of this subsection is concermed, it
is clear that Ezekiel ies now dealing with a part of Israel's
past history in the wilderness (wv. 18, 21, 23) in which Israel
is referred to as the children of the generation who was led
out of Egypt by Yahweh (yye 10, 18). Again, it is very striking
that in this subsection the detailed information or reference
to the history of these 'shildren' is as little as that of the
generation dealt with in the preceding two subsections.
However, despite all this, it is clear that Egekiel is still
following the course of Israel's history as it is set out in
Israel's Credo, and that it is against this creedal background
that he presents his interpretation of that history, In other
words, Egekiel knows very well the course of Israel's past
history, but his interpretation of each period of that history
is entirely his own.

2. The element of salvation history (v. 17).

It was said above that this verse does not state explicitly
the element of salvation history for the birth of the second
generation in the wilderness, Yet it can perhape be justified
to regard it as implying this element, This is so, since the
negative sentence in v, 17b uses vocabulary which is similar to
that of y. 13b, It was also said above that v, 17 is actually
the explanation of the stereotyped formmla in w. 14; therefore
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a statement similar to that of w. 10 could be expected after y. 17.
The lack of this statement shows that Ezekiel's interest does

not lie in this element of salvation history. So, once again,
the element of salvation history in the third period is only

implied in y, 17.°

b. The element of law (vv. 18-20).

There are two kinds of commandments here, i.c., (1) the
statutes, the ordinances and the idolatry, of 'your fathers'
(ve 18) and (2) the statutes, the ordinances and the ﬁbbatha.
of Yahweh (ye 19-20).° The detailed meanings of the statutes
and the ordinances of 'your fathers' are as vague as those of
the statutes @d the ordinances of Yshweh, However, the explicit
reference to the idols of the fathers in y, 18b wégasta that
the idolatrous worship of Israel has become the particular
interest of Ezekiel, It is in that particular reference that
Israel's rebellion ‘againat Yahweh is manifest at its clearest
(efe yvs 7, 8b, 16b, 24b, 28).

Form-critically the use of particle 5}? piua an imperfect
or a jussive in v. 18b reminds one of the prohibitive law in

Lev, 18324; 13:4, 29, 31. Yet the difference between them is

1Sse, also on Y. 1% x , below.

®For the interchangeability of NPN and 0’PM, see, supra,
9. 1795,
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also clear in that in Bzek, 20:18b the partiole D) follows the
substances of the law, whereas in lev, 183243 19:4, 29, 31
precedes them, and that in the former it is used in combination
with the preposition 1, whereas in the latter with either the
preposition 1, or NN, or .')N. Whether these different
prepositions signify anything is not clear. Moreover, the use
of the motive clause 10J°7ION /MiT” *INin the prohibitive law
does not seem to be regular, This motive clause is immediately
used after the prouibitive law in Lev, 19:4, 31, vhereas in Lev.
18:24; 19:29 is not. If this irregularity means anythine a
all, it must be that the prohibitive law ecan be ended either
vith a motive clause or without, As far as Ezek. 20:18b is
concerned, the form of the prohibitive law here is still a
little problematic. This is so since in Y. 1%acx there is a
motive clauseDMTON NP *JNXwhich can be regarded as either
concluding the prohibitive law in Yo 18b or mtroducins the
commend in wvv, 1%9ap b-20. However, as it now stands, the
commandment in yv. 1923 b=20 has its own motive clsuse, ie€ey
the Zxkenntnisfornel in v, 20bF , a formal structure which
suggests that the motive clause DTION /T *INin v, 19ax
ehould belong to y. 18,

In this conmection W, Zimmerli is rignt in referring to
Levs 18:2f, in which the formula [12°719R TNIT® *IN constitutes
the preamble of the commendments stated there. But the fact

o Zimmer1i, Bzechsel, (3.x. XIII/1), pe 448.
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that the commandment in lev, 18:2f, is not concluded with another
motive clause,  suggests thet this formula caunot be used
together with another motive clause. And to that extent its
role is determined by the context and the plagce in which it is
used, In Lev, 18:2f, the formula must be regarded as the
introducing motive clause or the preamble of the commandment,
whereas in lev, 18:4 it constitutes the concluding one (ef. lev.
18:303 19:3, 4, etes)s So, in the light of all this, it seems
better to regard the formula  UD°TIDXR /131 *IN in Ezek,
20:1%a a8 the concluding motive clause of the prohibition
in Bsek, 20318 (of. Ezek, 20:7).°

The reference to the statutes and the ordinances of *your
fathers' here is unique, i.e., it does not occur anywhere else
in the Book of Ezekiel, Its being jurxtaposed with the positive
adnmonition in yve 19a$3 b-20 suggests that Ezekiel elaborates his
deseription of law so straightforwardly that Israel is faced with
an either-or situation, This straightforward elaboration, oxr
this sitraightforward presentation of the eithér-or situation,
is also clear in that (a) Ezekiel uses the same terms for both

the fathers' statutes and ordinances and those of Yahweh and (b)

diaking the prohibition is Lev. 18:2f, and the commandment in
Lev, 18:4@5 two separate things.

20f, W, Zimmerli, who says that in Ezek, 20:19f, the role of
the motive clause is not clear (op, cit., p. 448).
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in yve 19apb=20 he uses verbs in imperative mood, whereas in

¥v. 11-12 he mentions none of them,

¢. The element of rebellion (v. 21a).

Although formeoritically this half-verse is similar to,
or the stereotyped repetition of, vves 8a, 1Ja, its being juxtaposed
with the positive admonition in wvv. 19a g b-20 shows how emphatic
Egekiel's presontatioﬁ is, | But, the fact that the positive
admonition in yv. 19af8 b-20 is still preceded by a prohibition
(v_v,. 18-19ax ), makes this presentation more emphatic than that
which is found in wv. 7-5;. This is so, since the rebellion
of the children against Yahweh in v. 2la is understood by Ezekiel
as their having made the umg choice in the either-or situation
set out by the elements of law in vv, 18«20, By doing so the
children's history is worse than that of their fethers,

de The element of judgement (v. 21b).

The formula in y¥. 21b is a stereotyped repetition of that
which is found in Doth y. 8b and y. 13bs Its occurrence in
¥e 21b is the last in this chapter, Even so, a2 close examination
does not find any major elaboration of it, except the change of
a phrage which makes the formula relevant to each period of the

history being dealt w.tth.]' In the first period, or in the unit

Lrme presence of the phrase nMbodand the lack of the phrase

0n2 *ax 3bab dn y. 13a do not seem to signify anything which
can be regarded as an elaboration of the element of judgement
contained in the whole formmla.
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which deals with the beginning of Israel's history (¥v. 5-9),

this formula has the phrase DN>¥N @R '|'1'],']1(_v_. 8b), and in the
second and the third periods (vv. 10-17 and yv. 18-26 respectively)
has the phrase Y1 T1)X1 (¥v. 13b, 21b). So, in comparison
with Bezekiel's trestment of the element of law in this subsection
(vv. 18-26), it can be concluded that Ezekiel's elaboration of

the element of judgement is only minor, In other words,

fzekiel is putting his emphasis more on the element of law rather
than on the element of judgement,

Apart from the phrases >71°"f1IN *S1AW/ 11 s the whole
formula in y. 22 is similar to that which is found in yv. 9, 14.

Due to this fact, some scholars prefer to leave the phrase
TSNS AU out,  For instance, G Fohver deletes this
phrase becsuse, according to him, it is & ‘variierende Closse!,’
whereas W. Zimmerli notes that it is not original.’ In contrast

16, Fohrer - K. Galling, ops cite, pe 111.

25ter noting that there is no trace of the phrase >T1° JIR *TIAWMN

in IXX, Vulg., and S5yr., We Zimmerli says : *Das im

Epzihlungs 217, schwer entridgliche pexrf, cons,, die
bei Ez sonst nie von Jahwepebrauchte Redewendung 1> Wil

(von Mensch 18:8, 17; 38:12) und das Fehlendes Passus in den
parallelen Ausffihrungen 9,14 scheinen die Aussage als nicht
urspriinglich zu erweisen' (ope. cits, pe 435). See also W,
Eichrodt, whose reason for the deletion of the phrase is

similar to that of W, Zimmerli (Ezekiel, ((EF. by Cosslet Quin)),
pe 261 note q).
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to bothk G, Fohrer and W, Gimmerli, A. Bertholet and G, A. Cooke
retain the phrase although they do not give reason for it .1 This
is also the position which is adopted in the present study.
From the point of view of prophetic traditions, it seems better
to retein the phrase., V. Zimmerli is right in pointing out
that the phrase 71° 1°Wi] in the Book of Ezekiel is only used
for man (18:8, 173 38:12).2 But the fact that this phrase is
also used for men in Josh, 8126 is interestings In this
particular pessage in the Book of Joshua the phrase 1° 1’Wilis
used exactly as the opposite of the word 1W)(*to stzetch out?).
The word  71{) is often used in the phrase T° [1W)which is
used for Yahweh in Isas 53253 9:11, 16, 21; 31:3; Jer, 2135,
which denotes that Yahweh's anger is (still) burning., In other
words, the phrase 7J° [|0) is used for Yahweh as a gesture that
Yahweh's judgement is not yet finished., On the basis of this,
it can perhaps be said that the phrase T°> 1’Wl is a suitable
opposite of the phrase 1° [10]s This is so since the opposite
of the phrase ~,»n> 710) (Bx0d, 15:12) is also the phrase
T’?‘.’J" AW (lament, 2:3), Besides, the phrase 1° J\W for
Yahweh ie found in Ps. 74:11 in which the psalmist appeals to

1&. Dertholet - K, Galling, op, cit.; pps T2fs; Ge Ao Cocke,

22: Oit.. Pe 218.
2y Zimmerli, ops cit., ps 435.
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Yahweh tco help him faee his enemy. So, the use of the phrase
T2 2A°Wil for Yahweh in Ezek, 20:22 cannot be regaxded as

completely unusual.l Therefore the phrase® 1°~SIR ‘R AWM
in Bgek, 20:22a is Ezekiel's own description or elaboration
of the stereotyped formula in the rest of the verse,

If this description means anything at all, it must be that
it emphasizes the posiponement of Yahweh's judgement, This
is so, since the use of the phrase 1° 1ilW elsewhere means
self-withdrawal or self-suspension from doing something (ef,
Ezek, 1838, 17; 38:12; Ps, T4:1l).

S0, as far as yv. 18-22 is concerned, it is clear that, on
the one hand, [zekiel is emphasizing the rebellion of Israel
by elaborating the element of law, while on the other, he is
emphagizing the postponement of Yahweh's judgement against
Israel, With these two emphases, it ies also clear that for
Ezekiel the ccurse of Israel's past history is the course of
the increasing tension between Israel's rebellion against Yahweh
and Yahweh's postponement of his jJjudgement against Israel, This
tension is still developed further by Ezekiel in wv, 23-26.

]'It might well be that the phrase s7*~3IR *nauill is the counter-

part of the phrase>T* SR *SIRW) which frequently occurs in

Ezek, 20, But the faect that the latter is never used in
connection with Yghweh's oath to punish, or to execute his
Judgenment, makes it difficult to regard the former as the opposite
of the latterx.
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As it now stands, yve 23-26 is problematic in terms of both
formal structure and content, This is so, primarily bLecause
(1) the use of the phrase °IX™0A! in yv. 23, 25 can be reparded
as showing its additional character, and (2) the recurring
stereotyped formulas are not found in an order similar to that
of the preceding subsections (vv. 5-9; ¥Ve 18-22), and (3) the
content of this subsection is irrelevant for the situation in
the wilderness, However, it was shown abovel that, despite
these three reasons, yv. 23-26 still shows many features in
terms of both formal structure and content which support its
being an integral part of Ezekiel's presentation in this chapter.
Besides, due to the fact that this subsection (vv. 23-26)
preserves some of the elements found in the preceding subsections,
is€ey the fourth, the third, and the second or the fifth,
elements,> its exclusion from the chapter as a whole, or its
pejorative labellings, would really be baseless, As far as its
content is concerned, its irrelevance for the wilderness period
can be compared with that of the substance of laws referred to
in wve 7fe, 18, Horeover, it was shown above’ that in chapter 20

1%, Pe 1778f. .

gm the references of these ordinal numbers, see, supra, Ps 177 note 1.

JSupre, ppe 156ff., 173Ef..
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EBzekiel's interest in the details of lsrael's past history is
far less than his interest in Israel's rebellion against Yahweh
and his commandments, Therefore, it is better to keep this
subsection as it :l.sl and where it is, and regard it as an integral
paxrt of the cha.pte:'r: as a whole, And in this sense it seems
justified to say that yv. 23-26 constitutes a further deseription
of what Uzekiel stereotypically lays out in wv. 13—22.2
The repetition of the fourth, the third, and the second
elements in this subsection shows how close is the relationship
of this subsection to that which precedes it, i.e., ¥Yv. 1822, In
fact, ¥« 23 can be regarded as explaining v. 21b, and v, 24 is
similar to y. 2la (and y. 16); and yv. 25-26, which is form--
ceritically similar to yv. 11-12, can be regarded as both the
countexpart of yv. 18«20 and the explanation of y. 22.

100ntrast A, Bertholet = K, Galling, who argue that like wv, 15f.,
which disturbs the smooth context of yve 10«14 and v. 17, s0
does wv. 23-27 disturb the context of v. 22 and v. 28,

According to them the rebellion of Israel (v. 21) is again
answered by Yahweh's gracious act in that Yahweh led the people
to Palestine (ve 28)s It is because of Israel's sinful deeds
in Palestine that Yahweh threatens them with what is stated in

Yve 23-27« Therefore, so A, Bertholet - K, Galling opine,

¥ 28 must be transposed after v. 22 and before v. 23 (op, cit.,
PPe T3fe)s This opinion of A, Bertholet - K, Galling is later
on adopted by W. Eichrodt (op. cite., pp. 259, 269£f.). GSee also,
Ge Fohrer « X, Galling, who regard the Palestine period as
beginning with v. 23, although © do not transpose V. 28
belore 1t. (02. 019.. PPe 107' lhlgg.

2In this sense the function of wv. 23-26 is similar to that of
¥v. 1517 in its relationship to yv. 10-14. See, gupra, pp. 186f..



200,

A close examination of this subsection shows that the
substance of both the deseripiion of judgement in ¥y, 23 and of the
law in yv. 25-26 are'pmblema.tie.

First, the element of jadgoment in ¥, 23. In the preceding
subsections the elements of judgement, which ave contained in
the stereotyped formula in vy, 8b, 13b, 21b, are deseribed by
the reference to the substance of jJjudgement reiexant to t_he
period of history being dealt with., In y. Sb the judgement
mezns the annihilation of the whole people of Israel, although

there is no explicit statement of 11‘..1

The meaning of the
Judgement in y. 13b is the sawe as that of the ;judmf in
Yo 8b. But the desoription in y, 15 shows that the substence
of the judgement ir v, 13b is the prohibition of the first
generation of wilderness %o enter the promised land. This
description is also implied in v, 17. In reference to what
historically took place during the Egyptian and the wilderness
periods, these twe descriptions of the juigement are relevant.
This is 20, since, on the one hand, the exodus event presupposes
that the annihilation of Israel did not take place, and on the
other, it can be said that none of those who went out of Egypt

ever saw the promised land at all,

tin _&; 10 it is implied that had the judgement referred to in
X been executed, the excdus event would not have taken place
at all.
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In comparison with these two deseriptions, what is stated in
¥e 25 does not seem to be historically relevant at all for the
second generation of wildermess. The description in vy, 23 would
be relevant only for the generation in Palestine, for whom
exile can realiy be regarded as judgement.

The reason why Hzekiel uses this irrelevant deseription
for the threatening judgement mentioned in v, 21b is not clear,
Yet it seeme clear that in doing so Ezekiel shows that his
concern with the details of Israel's past history is less than
his congern with Israel's rebellion and Yahweh's judgement on
it, lioreover, the juxtaposition of the threat of judgement
vith the stereotyped reasons of it (v. 24) shows how Ezekiel
develops that descriptions of the judgement, It was noted
above how contrasted are the formal structure and the content
of the description of judgement in y. 15 to those of the promise of
the land in y. 6.° low, in yy. 23-24 the form of the description
is the same as that of the description in yv, 15-16, but its
content is more drastice. In ¥we 15 it is stated that the firet
generation in the wildermess is not allowed to enter the
promised land, whereas in y. 23 the promised land will not be the
final destinatioﬁ of the second genergtion either! o

‘supra, p. 188.

202, G. Fohrer = K, Galling, ops Git.s pe 112.
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What is morve, the veason for the latier is the same as that which
is stated in ye 16, This reason is centralized by kzekisl in
the idolatrous worship of Israel (V¥. 16b, 24b),

blsewhere in the 0ld Testament, the ithreai of deportation
or exile is always based on Israel's idolairous worship.
This can be seen, €.Ze.y in Deut, 4:25-28; 28:64f.; Lev, 26327333
Jer. 9313-15; of, leut., 283115, 36, 58, 64if., Although the
precise datings of these passages oulside the Book of Lzekiel
ave diffioult to decide, their similarity in this particulax
case presupposes a kind of theology, or traditions, about the
exile and its veason, The question of when this kind of
theology began is difficult to enswer, However, the fact that
in Isreel's history exile pex se did not happen until the fall
of Samaria (722/721 B.C.) suggests that this theology did not
arise before then, In the light of all this, it can be concluded
that Bzekiel himsell must have known this theology or traditions
of exile (ef. Bzek, lile3; 5:125 22:15; ete.). Yot Lsekiel is
different from those behind the passages listed above in that
he applies the threat implied in this theology not to Israsel in
Palestine, but to the second gemeration in the wilderness (Ezek,
20:23)., Whether this application is historically accurate or
not does not ceem to comcern him very much., Besides, from the
very begimning of his treatment of Israel's past history,
Ezekiel does not seem to have been concernmed with the question of
whether or not his detailed historical references are accurate.

This kind of tendency is in feet not a strange thing in the 0ld
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Testament, After all, each one of Israelite traditionisis
can be regarded as showing freedom in his interpretation of
israel's past history.l
Second, the description of the element of law in wv. 25-26.
The historical irrelevance of this description is clear in
that it is in Palestine rather than in the wilderness that the
idolatrous worship of Israel can be regarded as really flourishing
and destructive for the covenantal relationship between Israel
and Yahweh,”
This irrelevance can perhaps be understood, like in y, 23, as
one of the indications that Ezekiel is not concermned with the
detailed historical references as much as with what he is arguing
for in this disputational speech, However, the most puzzling
problem of this description is that it is Yahweh himself who
is said to have given all the bad commandments which led to
Israel's appalling idolatrouas worship.z’ Accordingly, it is no
wonder that some of the scholars have devoted more space to

discussing this problem than to discussing other parts of this

ohapte:l‘.'.4

lmis is elear from the survey of C. R. North, The 014 Testament

Interpretation of History, Iondon, 1946.

%I. Zimmerli related this situation particularly to the times of
King Ahaz and King Fenasseh (ope cite, pPP. 449f.).

5Notice the emphatic use of the first person pronoun in these
two verses (25-26).

41. Be Davidson, op, cit., ppe 143 £f43 Gs A. Cooke, Op, cit.,
PPe 218f43 W, Eichrodt, op, cit., pp. 270-273.
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It hes been shown above that form-critically vv. 25-26 is
similar to vv. 11«12, and that substantially the former is the
reverse of the lattu'.l However, what is the meaning of the
‘agtatutes which were not good, and ordinances in which they could
not have life' (v. 25) is as vague as that of the 'statuites ...
end ordinances by whose observance man shall live' (v. 11).

It was said above thet Ezekiel's specification of what he means
by the 'statutes' and the 'ordinances® (and the 'sabbathst')

in y. 11 can be seen in his attitude towards Israel's idolatrous
worship. In parallelism to this, it can be said that what
Ezekiel means by the ‘statutes which were not good, and ordinances
in which they could not have life' (y. 25) is also specified in
his reference to Isrsel's idolatrous worship in v, 26.

The fact that in v. 26 the word *idols' ( T°OV58) is not used
does not mean that what is described there is not idolatrous
worship, That whet is described in v. 26 means idolatrous
worship seems to be clear in that the phrase QN 'T(OB"_‘D a2yl
in v, 26ap is used to specify what is meant by the phrase

DFNIS1A1  in v, 26ew o2

]'&lthough the Erkenntnisf 1 in v, 26 is slightly different
from the usual one, it is difficult to regard it as late or
additional., Cf, We Richrodi, op, cit., in loc,; contrast
1:'!. Zimel‘ll, G. Fohm' GC A. 0001{0.

2 1370 , in pl, or in sing., is one of the terms which are
used to denote sacrifices as gifts in general, See, T, H.
Gaster, 'Sacrifices and Offerings, 0.T.', I,0,B., Vol. IV.,

Pe 148,
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ilsewhere in the 0ld Testement the phvase 0NN 1209"'.)3 o i
is found only in ixod, 15:12 as part of & compandment, The
problem about this phrase lies in that most scholsye would like
to add the word W R to it wiich would make a meaningful
puraseology WXL 11Y *to pass through/by five'.  This
combination is supported by the fact that it is alresdy found
in Deut, 18:10; 2 Kings 16133 17:17; 21:63 23310 and imek, 20131,
vith this combinetion or addition, it is then possidble to argue
thet in both Ixod, 13312 and lzek, 20826 the commandment of Yahweh
doos mesn the cormandment to vacrilice the human firet bomm
(ehilé sserifice). However, a closer exauination showe that
in all of these passages the phrase W/ N1 1Y is never used
with the phrase Q10 ‘1?03({)3). Instend i% ie used with either
|1/D0er  {1/D)1end F1/TNILe a0 16 ds vith those
two phrases, or sometimes with the word YT, that the idea of
child sacrifice io expressed (see also, lev, 18:21§ 20:2f.3
Jere 19353 32:35; Deut, 123313 Hzek, 163213 23137), but never
with the phrase T[T T1YD(Dd) 48 far as the phvase (-52)
0N 1YY  is concerned,” ite ocourrence in the 014 Testament,

13_‘0!'5 Exode 13312, 860, @egey Us He Diiver, wm
(The Cambridge Dible for Schools and Colleges), Cambridge, 1911,
Pe 108; for Emek, 20126, 800, @.iey Ae Bertholet -~ X. Calling,

s¢ Pe 733 Go Johver - X, Calling, ope cit.y pe 1133
Ce Ao v w.’ Ve 218' Ve ﬁm" Mo. Pe 259.

23“. @eBey Fxod, 263385 lev. 23:37f+3 Hum, 1816, 11, 293 Teut.
16317; Pa. 68:19.
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with a;:me variations, is found not more than seven times, i.e.,
Exod, 1332, 12, 15; 34:193 Num, 33123 18:15 and Ezek. 20326,
It is only in Exod. 13:15b that the phrase is used as the acc.
object of the verb [I1AT('te sacrifice?). Yet Exod. 13:15b
states quite clearly that human first born is not ineluded in
that sacrifice, The same is true with Num, 18:15 in wvhich the
verb 1P ies useds In Bxod, 13:2; 34:19 and Num, 3:12 it is
stated that 111 ”DD WD 110175 ama DN 2D 5D
are Yahweh's, although in Num, 3312 they are substituted by
U*ibﬂ (*the Levites'). Besidesy although the term
11810, or plural 01113519, means gifts in general and
offering or sacrifice in paxtioulax.l in none of its occurrences
in the 014 Testament does it include child sacrifice, As a
matter of faet, in Bzek, 20:%1 the 'gifts' and the *child
sacrifice' are very clearly distinguished from each other.
With all of this it can be concluded that although the phrase
o “1‘(096_')3). or its variations, demote the first born
as the substance of sacrifice, it never included human first born
at all, What happens with the humen first born is that they
should be passed over (1Y, Exod, 13:12) to, or be consecrated
(Yp, Exed, 13:2) for, Yahweh, because, like other non-human
firet borns, they are Yahweh's,
S0, to return to Ezek, 20:26, and in parallelism to the

ISee, Bupra, P. 204 note 2,
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revergsal or Yahweh's statubes anéd ordinances in Izek, 20:25,
it can be said that what is meant in Ezek, 20:26 is ai&o the
reversal oi Yahweh's commandment conce.miné the hwman first born.
In the light of the examination above, it can be sa.idl that here
Israel did what was forbidden by Yahweh, i.e., to include their
hamatt £irah bern b the seariftes.’ In 4Net ceutenk Wiy ave
not worshipping Yahweh, but worshipping their idels, The fact
that her idolatrous worship is described as her obedience to
the commandment of Yahweh caanot by any means be regarded as
Ezekiel's reference to the permissivencss of Yahmh.2 Instead,
and in the context of the disputational speech in this section,
it must be regarded as Yahweh's explicit accusation or blame
against Israel, In that sense Yahweh's threat against Isrsel
is clear, i,e.,; Israel will have no life.

In contrast to the historiecal inaccuracy of all these
descriptions, namely their application to the wilderness period,
what is unique here is that Zzekiel has elaborated his arguments

in such a way that yv, 23-26 can be regarded as approaching the

1ot, R, de Vaux, Ancient Israsl : Its Life and Institutions,
(27,by John MeHugh), London, 1961, pps 442ff..

2Gontrast R, de Veux, who says that in Ezek, 20:25-26 Bzekiel
tis attributing to divine causality all the actions, good and

bad, of men', and here Ezekiel 'is referring to the permissive

will of God® (ibid., p. 444).
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climax in which the judgement of Yalweh against Israel will be

decisive and final,

Ghe fourth peried : Isreel in Palestine (wve 27-29).

What is interesting in this subsection is that it only
conbains two of the five elementes found in the preceding sub-
sections.

They are the elements of salvation history (v. 28a) and the
rebellion (wv. 27b, 28b, 297); and as they now stand, the
latter is predgminant, since the former is in fact found within
the latter, Due to the fact that none of the stereotyped
formulas occurs here, these two elements can be Wﬁ as
further descriptions of their counterparts in the preceding
subsections, The element of salvation history (v, 28a) shows
that the locality of the scene is now in Falestine, whereas

the element of rebellion (wv. 27, 28b, 39) describes further
the details of the rebellion itself,

ae The element of salvation history (v. 28a).

the introductory formula in this halfverse, is6ss ~ DN R,
is similar to that which is used in Israel's Credo in Deut, 2619
Joshe 2418; and so is the substance of this element to that of
the Credo in both passages. These similarities show that Ezekiel
is really i‘evieving Isracl's past history as it is set out in her
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Credo. To that extent the inclusion of the Palestinian periocd

to the review is to be regarded as natural.

b, The element of rebellion (vv. 27Tb, 28b, 29).

Instead of using the recurring stereotyped formula °>1)7\711))3%

this subsection uses the words l’]"ih and  HYY bvm .
The fect that the word f)7TQ in the Book of Ezekiel is found
again only in Ezek, 5:15 (as subst.) does not mean that it is
not Ezekielisn, The use of 591 LYN in this voeok is
found sgain in Ezek, 14:13, 15383 173203 18:24; 39:263 whereas
in 39123 only OVY). The juxtaposition of the two clauses
in ye 27b, the predicates of which are the words ¥ 1A and

590 respectively, must be regarded as uvnigque and emphatic.
With Yahweh as their acc. objeet, both of theese words are more
straightforward than the word 111))) in its stereotyped use in
the phrase 1 Y1), what is meant by the straightforward
expressions in ve. 27b is described in detail in yv. 28b-29
which points to Israel's idolatrous, religious activities, The
description is also unique in that it does not explicitly accuse
Israel because of her idolatrous astivities, but describes these
activities in & very humiliating way. It begine with Israel's
seeing the high hills and the leavy tree, then proceeds with
Israel's worshipping there (ef. the stype of Ezek, 23:14-16).

Compared with yv, 25-26, this description is shorter, but

more straightforward and specified, However, both of these
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deseriptions, i.,e., that in yv. 25«26 and thet in vv. 27b-28b,
have an important similerity in that they do not show a rough
or o rigid style., Their style is smooth ond calm, To eastern
mind, 2 smooth or 2 calm style cof exprossion could very often
be 2 vehicle of an accusation and/or = blame stronger and
sharper than otherwiee.

Having read this description of the element of rebellion,
one may expect that a threat of Yahweh's judgement would follow
aftorwerds, But the threat is lacking here, and so is the
element of forgiveness. Yet, if the description of the element
of rebellion is comnected with the conelusion of the whole
disputational speech in this section, which is found in ywv. 30f.,
1t is possible to detect why they are lacking.

(1) The interrogative sentence in y. 302 phx muet be
understood in the same way @s is the bad cormandment in yv. 2526,
2y pultting that question forward Ezekiel is in fact stressing
vhat his eudience has been doing.> In & sense, such a guestion
night sound very oynical, but in a disputational spesch it is
very appropriate., This is so, because in what follows, i.n..,
in ye 3lax , Ezekiel describes in detail and in an emphatic way

l¥or the use of 71 plus Dage¥ forte in this intervogstive sontence,
gee, Gl g Dara, 1001,

20K, paras 1500,
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what is implied in his question in y. 30apb.

The deseription in v 3lax , surprisingly, not only corresponds
with what Ezekiel describes in wv,. 25-26, but also emphasizes
further that idolatry is the main content of Israel's rebellion
against Yahweh 'to this day"'.

(2) Por this reason Tahweh is not willing to be inguired
of by the 'house of Israel' (¥. 3lapb). This is expressed in
two ways, Tirst, in a form of an interrogative sentence, the
answer of which is definitely negative (y. 3lap ).1 Second, in
a descriptive sentence which is preceded by a 'Schwuraussage'
(¥e 31b)s The combination of these two emphatic sentences will
not fail to impress any in Izekiel's audience, or the reader
of this section, that Yahweh no longer thought that he would
pour out his wrath upon Israel (_ﬂ_r. 8b, 13b, 21b), but he has
already begun to carry out his judgement, And if the date in
¥+ 1 really means the year 591/590 B.C,, the judgement which was
then threatening must be the fall of Jerusalem in 576 B.C..

Having seid all this, one may wonder, with G. Fohrer,>
how Egzekiel could single out idolatry to be the kermel of his

argument in this disputational speech, and how cculd he not say

1G-K. vara, 150a.

26. FPohwer - K, Galling, op. cit., pp. 1137,,
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anything about David, Solomon, the Temple, Josiah, etc., This
question can easily be answered in that all of these non-idolatrous
historical references are not included in the Credo of Isramel,

and therefore they are not included in Ezekiel's review of the
vhole Isvzel's past history in this ehapter.l This can be
compared with the lszek of other non-idelatrous historical
references both in the Egyptian period and the wildermess period
such as Moses, Reed Sea, Sinai, Joshua, etc..> Nevertheless

it would really be a mistake to say that this lack means that

Egekiel does not know those particular references.

111; is indeed questionable whether G, Fohrert's philosophical
answer of the question is appropriate (ibid.).

214 is astonishing that in the Book of Ezmekiel very little
mention on these names, or ¢ven none at all, is made.
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Conclusion,

1, Having examined Ezekiel's ftreatment of Isrsel's past
history in this chapter, which is found particularly in vv. 5-31,
one is struck, first of all, by the stereotypically formulated
presentation of the prophet, The stereotyped formulas begin
in y¢ 5 and are carried through until y. 27 in which they break
up into more descriptive and straightforward expressions.

The fact that the stereotyped formulas are composed in a
structure, which in its turn makes three stereotyped units
(¥ve 595 yve 10-17; and vve 18-26), is very interesting.
However, there are two things which must be said in connection
with these stereotyped formulas and units.

a. To a large extent these stereotyped formulas and units,
which are never used in so an extensive scale by other prophets
or other Israelite traditionists, make Egekiel's intexrpretation
of Iszael's past history very clear right from the beginning.
This is so, since thies interpretation is presented as his
argunent against Israel in a disputational form of speech., On
the one hand, Ezekiel is answering the inquiry made by the
representative of the 'house of Israel'y while on the other,
everything that he said recurs in each one of the units, In
other words, by looking at the first wnit (vv. 5-9), which also
deals with the beginning of Israsel's history, one could find
straight away what Bzekiel's interpretation of thai period is.

Besidesy the fact that each of the three stereotyped units, plus
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the last non-stereotyped one (yv. 27-31), deals with one period
of Israel's past history, makes it clear that Ezekiel's intere
pretations of all of these periods are the same, In short,
for Bzekiel, and particularly in this chapter, the history of
Israel vight from its beginning until his time is the same.

be The stereotyped formulas and uwnite have in fact limited
the content of Lzekiel's interpretation of that history. It
is true that, with the exception of vv. 27-29, each unit or
subsection contains five elements, i.e., the elements of salvation
history, law, rebellion, threat of judgement, and forgiveness
or suspension of judgement, Bul the fact that the phraseology
of each of these elements is repeated almost verbatim in each
of the units, does not seem to provide large room for other
historical details or references.

And the fact that out of those five elements only two which are
developed or elaborated in the third, fourth, snd fifth units,
shows quite clearly the particular emphasis of Ezekiel's
interpretation of Israel's past.

2, Ae far as content is concerned, it is interesting to
find that in this section Ezekiel regards the Egyptian period as
the beginning of Israel's history (ef. izek, 233 but contrast
Ezeke 16), and that the chronological division of the history
corresponds with that of the structure found in Isrsel's Credo
(Deuts 2635-9; Josh, 24:2ff,). It is aleo interesting to find
that the phraseology of the element of salvation history in
each of the units, i.e., in yve. 5-6, 10, 28, vhich refers to the
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themes of election, exodus, wilderness, and conquest, respectively,
is similar to that of the salvation history recited in the Credo.
On the bagis of all this it can be said that Ezekiel follows the
course of Israel's past history as it is set out in Israel's
Credo, And to that extent it is unique that his intexpretation
does not ignore what is said in the Credo.

Despite the fact that these similarities between Ezek, 20:5-31
and Israel's Credo cannot be understood as the dependence of
Bzekiel's historical review om the Credo-formulation in Deut.
26:5«9 and Josh, 243:2ff,, newertheless they do show that
traditio-~historically it is against, or with the background of,
that Credo that Zzekiel does his historical review, DBesides,
the fact that the element of law is the first which is elaborated
by Ezekiel, means that BEzekiel is also standing in Israel's
Judiecial traditions, Coupled with the mentioning of the
sabbaths, it is oclear that his concern with Israel lies more on
this judicial aspect than on the salvation history itself,
However, the faet that this judicial aspect is seen in the context
of salvation history, it would be a mistake to regard Ezekiel
as the champion of the legalistic life of Israel, Instead, he
is the champion of the covenantal life of Israel rather than
that of her legalistic life,

It is within the covenant tradition that Ezekiel does his
review of Israel's past history, in which the obedience, or the
disobedience, of Israel to Yahweh is his main concern, This
is so, since the elaboration of the elements of law throughout

this section (vve 5-31), and the constant reference to Israel's
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robellion against, and/or disobedience to, that law, show how
Ezekiel measures the life of Isrsel throughout her history.
In this particular pexrt of the book which bears his name, i.e.,
gek, 2031=31, it is clear that for lzekiel the history of
Israel, from its very begimning in Egypt until his time, is a
history of rebellion against Yahweh.

Further, it is interesting to find that this rcbellion
is understood by Hzekiel in terms of Israel's disobedience %o
Yahweh's commendments, and that he specifies the menifestation
of it in the rank idolatry of the people. As a matter of fact,
this kind of rebellion and its manifestation are suitable chiefly
for the situation of Israel in Palestine rather than elsewhere.
And Egekiel has undoubtedly been content with this situation for
quite some time (of. Ezek. 8=11; 143 163 18; etc.).” But his
application of the same measure to Israel's history both in
Egypt (¥ve 5-9) and in the wilderness (vv, 10-26), scems to be
inaccurate as far as historiecal references are concerned.

The examination above has shown, however, that this inaccuracy
does not signify anything, The reasons are : a) Hmekiel is in

faect not concerned with the detailed historieal references

llt is not true that in chapter 20 Egekiel thinks that JTareel
never entered Falestine as is argued by Je. lust. (I am unable
to get access to his book on this particular chapter), See,
also W, Zismerli's review of J. Lust's boock in T,L,2J4, 1971,
cols, 258ff,, and that of M, W, Schoenberg in C,B,0. 33, 1971,
PP 126-128,
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of what he presents in this particular chapter, This is not
surprising since he is in fact not concermed with the bright
aspect of Israel's history ms much as he is with Tsrael's
rebellion in the course of her history. b) He iz reading
the current situation of Isrsel's histoxry back to its very
begimning and onwards, This is possible since in terms of the
covenant the current Israel is the same as their 'fathers?

and vice versa. And Ezekiel's review is in fact covenantal
rather than otherwise.

Finally, the suspension of Yahweh's judgement in the firet
three periods will no longer be applicable to the current
generation, The salvation history in which Yahweh is the prime
actor is now reversed to a history of rebellion and idolatyy,
in which Israel is the prime actor, The land which was sincerely
promised to them and to their fathers will now only become their
temporary place, The judgement of Yahweh is inevitable,
Ezekiel shows all this in his elaboration and detailed description
of the element of law, against which he presents the element of
rebellion,

This is veryolear in yyv. 23«26, and still clearer in yy. 27=29,
in which it is only the oclement of rebellion which is described
in detail.
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CHAPTER IV
EZEKIEL 16,

As with chapter 20, a quick look at chapter 16 gives the
impression that the whole chapter is a unity which consists of
three elements, i.e., accusation (vv. 1-34), judgement (vv. 35-52),
and promise of a bright future (vv. 53-63). However, the investiga-
tions which have so far been carried out by scholars show that this
chapter can be divided into some sections. Despite the fact that
it is difficult to find agreement among scholars on what criterion
or criteria which should be used in the analysis, most, if not
all of them, are agreed in dividing the chapter into two or three
sections.l Although it is difficult, or perhaps impossible, to

formulate a precise delimitation of each of these aeotions,2 it

1. Fohrer - X, Galling, Ezechiel, (H.A.T. 1. Reihe 13), Tubingen,

1955, pp. 83, 92; J. Herrmann, Egechiel, (K.A.T, XI), Leipzig,
1924, divides the chapter into two sections, which he divides
again into some subsections (pp. 98~102)., J. Herrmann's division
is adopted by W. Eichrodt, kzekiel, (ET. by Cosslett Quin), (0.T.L.),
London, 1970, pp. 201f.. Unlike all of them, W, Zimmerli, Egechiel,
(B.K. XIII/1), 1969, examines this chapter according to its formal
structure and content, and finds that there are three sections

in it, i.e., ¥V, 1243; yv. 44-58; and vv. 59-63 (pp. 341£f.).

We Zimmerli's division is adopted by J. W. Wevers, Ezekiel,

(The Century Bible - New Series), London, 1969, p. 119. To all

of this, however, contrast, A. B, Davidson, lizekiel, (The Cambridge
Bible for Schools and Colleges), revised by A. W. Streane, Cam=
bridge, 1916, p. 109.

2Cf. We Zimmerli, op, eit., p. 342.
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is the intention of the present study to take yv. 1-43 as its main
concern, The reasons are, first, many scholars are agreed on
regarding this section as the kernel of chapter 16, and second,
Ezekiel's treatment of Israel's past history is to be found in
this section.

In taking up the first reason, one is faced with the question
of whether or not the whole section is authentic., This question
is, as a matter of fact, inseparable from the question of delimita-
tion, which deals with the problem of deciding which part is
authentic and which part is not., 1In this connection it must be
said that it is not the main concern of the present study to deal
with these two questions., Yet, it seems good and helpful for the
purpose of the study to have a brief look at the discussions which
have so far been carried out concerning them., J, Herrmann regards
¥Ve 1-43 as 'die ursprlingliche literarische Einheit' to which

YV. 44-58 and vv. 59-63 were later added.1

further, he believes
that vv. 1-43 is derived directly from Ezekiel himself, and

therefore it is anthentic.z In distinetion from J. Herrmann,

1J. Herrmenn says : 'Flir die litersrische Analyse des Kapitels hat
sich ergeben, dass die ur liche literarische Einheit wvon

1-43 reicht, an die eine Fortsetzung angefligt ist' (op. cit.,
P 102); cf. W. Bichrodt, OD. 01t0| Pe 202,

2J. Herrmann, op cite., ppe 98f..



220.

G. Fohrer regards yv. 44~58 and yv. 59-63 as unauthentic because
they do not come from Ezekiel.l In addition he does not regard
the whole of vv. 1=43 as authentic. 1Instead, he says that wvv.
16«21, 26-29 are later additions, and that vv. 30-34 is 'ein von
einem anderen Verfasser herrfihrender Zusatz'. Further, G. Fohrer
believes that the authentic verses within the section of yv. 1-43
are in a poetic form which consists of twenty strophes with five
lines each.? In distinction from G, Fohrer, but in the same line
as J, Herrmann, A, B, Davidson, J. W. Vevers, and G. A, Cooke, seem
to regard the whole of vv. 1-43 as authentic.’
Despite the variety of their opinions concerning the authenticity
and/or the unauthenticity of wv. 1-43 or part of it, all of those
scholars are the same in that they do not provide any reason at
all for their respective opinions., In contrast to this, it is
interesting to find W. Zimmerli who treats the chapter differently.
Referring with disapproval to both G, HBlscher's thesis of the
poet Ezekiel and G. Fohrer's attempt to reconstruct the poem out of

the so ealled authentic verses,4 We Zimmerli says that 'hier wirkt

e, Fohrer - K. Galling, ops cit., p. 92.
2G. Fohrer - K, Calling, ope cit., pp. 83f.; see also, G. Fohrer,
Introduction to the 0ld Testament, (ET. by David E, Green),
Nashville, New York, 1933, P« 410.

3A. B. Davidson, op., cit., pp. 108ff.; J. V. Wevers, op, cit.,
pp. 119ff.3 G, A, Cooke, Ezekiel, (I.C.C.), Edinburgh, 193
(reprinted 1967), p. 159.

4. Zimmerli, op. cit., pp. 342f..
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die Abtrennung der Kurzverse zur Cewinnung des Strophenmasse oft
wenig ﬁberzeugend' « Then he opines that the whole of chapter 16
is neither pure prose nor pure poetry, but like chapter 7 it is
'eine gehobene Prosa' which consists of short sentences with two
or three beats each, which are mostly arranged in a paratactical
aequenoe.l As far as the division of chapter 16 is concerned,

We Zimmerli is of the opinion that forme-critically vv. 44-58 and
Y¥e 59-63 should be regarded as two units which are different from

V. 1-432. However, V. Zimmerli does not regard these two units

L. Zimmerli says : '... die Kurzversthese ... fihrt hier nicht gu
einen einleuchtenden strophisch-metrischen Erklirung des Gesamtge-
bildes'. Then he infers : 'So wird man denn im Grundbestand wvon
Ez 16 mit einer freien Handhabung gehobener Erz8hlsprache, die sich
von reiner Prosa unterscheidet und gelegentlich die Form der
Parallels8tze streift, aber sich keinem straffen Metrum fligt, zu
rechnen haben. Kennzeichen dieser gehobenen Prosa ist vor allem
der knappe, mit zwei oder drei Akzenten zu lesende Kurzsatz, der
im Eingang von Ez 16 in meist parataktischer Heihung herrscht'

(OE! Oito’ Pe 343).

2phe delimitation of these two units is clear from the following
facts. a) The 'Gottespruchformel' in V. 43bx is the concluding
formula of vv. 35-43a, whereas v. 43bf is a new connecting verse
which introduces a new charge in vv., 44-58. This new charge is
concluded by a 'Gottespruchformel' in v. 58b. b) Verses 59-63
is introduced by a 'Botespruchformel' in v. 5%ax and is ended by
a 'Gottespruchformel' in v. 63bp . For this, see, V. Zimmerli,

op. cit., pp. 341f..
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as separable from yv. 1-43 because they are thematically dependent
on the lattar.l Therefore, instead of regarding the two units

as unauthentic, he regards them as a result of a 'Traditionvorgang'
which derived from the time after the fall of Jerunalem.2 In
other words, on the one hand, W. Zimmerli does not want to exclude
both yv. 44-58 and yv. 59-63 from the rest of the chapter, while
on the other, he regards vv, 1-43 as the 'Kernstllck' of the whole
chapter.,

Further, W. Zimerli argues that this 'Kernstlick' consists of
what he calls 'der Crundbestand' and/or 'der Grundtext' to which
'Erleuterungen' and/or 'Erweiterungen' are later on added either
by Ezekiel himself or by his disciples. From his analysis and his
reconstruction of the 'Grundtext' it is clear that W. Zimmerli
regerds the following verses as 'das unkommentierte Wort an
Jerusalem' : vv. 4%, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9%, 10, 11, 12, 13%, 15, 24,

2528 b, 35, 3ac*, 3Tacii, 39, 40, 4la.’

1w. Zimmerli, op, eit., pp. 341f,.
2”. z:l.morl.t, ODs Oito. PDe 3421 }651 369-

3. Zimmerli, op, cit., pp. 353-364. Cf. W. Eichrodt, who, on the
one hand, seems to regard vv. 17-21, 26-29 as disturbing the
evenness of the speech (op. cit., pp. 196ff.), and on the other,
excludes vv. 30-34 from the section, saying that these verses
'leave the general direction of the parable' (op. cit., p. 208).



With this opinion of W. Zimmerli, it is clear that the problem
of authenticity and/or unauthenticity of the whole, or the part, of
YVv. 1-43 cannot easily be resolved., Apart from the possibility
that this section does have a 'Crundbestand' or a 'Grundtext!',
it is, however, difficult to give a pejorative label to those verses
which do not belong to that 'Crundbestand' or 'Grundtext'. There-
fore an alternative way of dealing with this section must be sought.
In this respect it seems Jjustified to say briefly that from the
point of view of the prophetic traditions it is better to regard
¥v. 1-43 as a piece of production of the prophetic traditionists'
activities in whiech the question of authenticity and/or unauthenti-
city is less important than that of the traditio-history.

Now, about the second reason. As far as content is concerned,
it is clear that beginning with v. 44 there is a new topic which
to a large extent is different from that of vv. 14 3a. This is
so since beginning with that verse it is no longer Jerusalem alone
which is dealt with, but the comparison of Jerusalem's life with
that of whom Egekiel calls Jerusalem's sisters, i.e., Sodom and

Semaria.’ Another new topic is found in vv. 59-63 in that thie

lThis comparison of the lives of the sisters is different from
that which is found in Ezek, 23:11ff.. This is so since in Egzek.
16:44-58 the comparison is made under the proverb ;1711 i1HXD
('like mother, like daughter' - v, 44b), in which three sisters
are dealt with, whereas in Ezek, 2%:11ff, no such proverb is
mentioned and the comparison deals only with two sisters. For
further discussion of this difference, see, infra, pp. 35{ff..




passage deals with the covenant and the future of the three sisters.
Although the reference to the covenant reminds one of v. 8 in which
coﬁonant is mentioned, it is clear that this passage or subsection
has closer relationship to wv. 44-58 than to yv. 1-43. DBesides,
the fact that vv. 59-63 deals chiefly with the future thing, it can
be inferred that this passage is not relevant for the purpose of
the present study.

The irrelevancy of these two units or sections (vv. 44-58
and yv. 59-63) to the purpose of the present study does not
necessarily mean that it could become a reason to regard the units
as non-Ezekielian or secondary additions., As a matter of fact,
it is always difficult to argue whether a section or part of it is
addition or otherwise without imposing certain eriteria which
are mostly alien to the text itself, Espeeially in the Book of
Ezekiel, and particularly in chapter 16, a changing of the topics
and/or an excessive description of any of them, cannot be understood
es an evidence that one of them is authentic while the other not
or vice versa., However, as far as this particular chapter is
concerned, it is clear that the topice of the last two sections
are different from that of wvv. 1-43. And since Ezekiel's treatment
of Israél's past history is found chiefly in vv. 1-43, it is
therefore appropriate to say that this section is the most relevant
one for the purpose of the present study.

Before a detailed examination is made, it seems necessary
to have a general look at this section of vv. 1-43. To begin with,

this section can be regarded as a big unit which is introduced
with a 'Wortereignisformel' (v. 1) and ended with a 'Gottespruchformel!'
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(¥e 43box ). Despite this, it seems possible to see that this big
unit consists of some smaller subunits whose respective ending is
a 'Gottespruchformel' which is found six times in 11:.1 Hovever,
the fact that throughout the whole of the big unit it is Jerusalem
which is dealt with, this division must be regarded as only super-
ficially possible. This is so since (a) throughout this big unit
Jerusalem is personified as a woman who is addressed constantly in
the second pers. fem. sing., and (b) neither of those six
'Gottespruchformelen' is followed by an expression which can be
regarded as an introductory formula for the subsequent passage,
What is found after each of those 'Gottespruchformelen' is either
a verb in -consecutive imperfect m. 8-9, 14=-15, 19-20, 23-24)
or an infinitive (vv. 30a-30b), which shows that the speech does
not really stop with the respective 'Gottespruchformel’.
Nevertheless, there is a part of this big unit which in
this respect deserves further attention, i.e., vv. 35-43:1:0( « As
it now stands, this particular part has a clear form-critical sign
which makes it possible to be regarded as a small unit. This
passage begins with a formula of 'appeal for attention' (PNVYy. 35),
which is followed by a 'Botenspruchformelt (/111> *ITTN 1K 71D,
¥. 36), and ends with a 'Cottespruchformel! (i1’ *IIROKXS, v, 43bx ).

'They are wy. 8b3 , 14b3 , 19b, 230f , 3083 , and 43b .
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Besides, this passage is self-contained in that it contains a
prophecy of diaaster.l S0, it can be inferred that this passage
is a self-contained unit, However, this self-contained unit is
inseparable from the rest of the section because the diatribe in
Yo 36a b has a very close, and essential, connection with what is
said in yv. 1-34, As a matter of fact, that diatribe can be
regarded as a concise repetition of what is said in wv. 1-34,
which means that what is said in yv. 35-43bx cannot be understood
without that which is said in wvv. 1-34. Putting it the other way
around, what is said in yv. 1=34 would be aimless unless it is

connected with that which is said in vv. 35-43bo .2

In addition,
within the context of the prophetic traditions and especially
Ezekiel's characteristics, this kind of repetition is not a strange
thing. Therefore, in spite of its being a self-contained unit,
YV, 35=43bx is still relevant for the purpose of the present study.
3

Verse 2.

As has been said earlier,4 Ezek, 16:2 can be compared with

1. Kooh, The Growth of the Biblieal Tradition, (ET. by S. M.

Cupitt), London, 1969, pp. 210-213.

2Cf. We Zimmerli, op, eit., op. 359f.3 H. GwfReventlow, Wachter

lber Israel : Ezechiel und seine Tradition, (B.Z.A.W. 82), Berlin,
19 2! PPO mfo.

5For Ezek, 16:1, see the explanation of Ezek, 20:2, supra, pe. 103f..

4Supra, pp. 107i..
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both Ezek, 22:2; 23:26 and 20:4., In this context it is clear

that Hzek, 16:2 is different from all of these other passages in
that it contains only one command, i.e., the prophet is to make
known to Jerusalem her abominations. However, if the section which
follows this single command is read through, it will also be clear
that the command is later on confronted with the fact that ww.
35«43bx no longer speaks about the making known of Jerusalem's
abominations. Instead, this unit of wv. 35-43bc speaks about

the judgement which will befall Jerusalem. Due to this fact, the
question which now arises is this : How is the command to make
known Jerusalem's abominations (v. 2) to be related to the announce-
ment of the judgement Q!!. 35-43bx )? In answering this question,
a comparison must be made between the form of the command in Ezek,
16:2 and that which is found in Ezek, 20:4b; 22:2b; 23:36b, Apart
from the fact that in Pzek, 16:2 there is only one command, this
comparison seems to show that there is an established, stereotyped,
form of command of this kind which Ezekiel seems to have been
familiar with, W, Zimmerli has shown that the command to make
known the abominations of the people of Israel can be compared

with the task of the priest in giving guidance ( 117111 ) to the
people and in differentiating.(b’j:lﬂ) between the sacred and

the profane.l If this is really the case, Ezekiel's acquaintance

l\vl. Zimmerli, ODe citey PPe 344f..
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with this kind of task must be taken for granted since he himself
was a priest,

Further, the juxtaposition of the command to make known the
abominations of the people and the command to judge them, as is
found in lzek, 20:4; 22:2 and 23:36, seems to show that the two
commands have often been combined and used together. Apart from
the fact that this kind of command is unique in that it is only
found four times, and all are in the Book of Ezekiel, it is not
clear whether this combination could be understood as a guarantee
that if one of the two is missing then the one which is present
presupposes the other., However, the combination of these two
commands has a parallelism in the prophetic speech, especially
that which is called the prophecy of disaster. In the prophecy
of disaster, the announcement of judgement is very frequently, if

not always, preceded by the announcement of the gins of those who

are to be punished.l The announcement of the sin is usually called

the diatribe, i,e., part of the speech which generally shows the
reason of the announcement of the judgement, As a prophet,
Ezekiel must have known this kind of speech as is shown in, e.g.,

Ezek, 16:35-43bx ., Moreover, it is shown above that the diatribe

found in this particular prophecy of disaster, i.e, Ezek, 16:35=43bcx ,

is closely connected with what is said after the command in Eszek.

1632.

11{. Koch, op, cit,, loc. cit..
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On the basis of all these facte, it seems possible to infer that
Bzekiel's being a prieat and a prophet might well have something to
do with the combination of the command to make known lsrael's
abominations with the command to judge her, as is found in Fzek,
20343 22:23 25:36. Consequently, it seems possible to say that
in the cuse of imek, 16312 the presence of the command to make kmown
the abominations of Jerusalem might well presuppose the command to
judge her as well, In other words, the making m?§Mﬂ'l
abominations in Igek, 16:2 cannot be understood without relating
it to the announcement of the judgement for Jerusalem, which in
thies particular case is found in Egek. 16:35-43bocx .

The important word in this command to make known Jerusalem's
abominations 18 V77{jls This word is used in the same command in
Ezek, 20:14b; 22:2b, dut is substituted by the word TA/] 4in
23:36b, According to ¥, Zimmerli, the word Y 7{/Tean be regarded
a8 belonging to the vocabulary of the priestly office as is shown,
€sfes by lzmek, 32:263 44123 (ef. Exod. 18:16, 20; 1 Sam, 6323
10:8; 163133 268:15), This is also supported by the fact that the

vocabulary of Fmek, 16:2 is itself pﬂutl;r.l a phenomenon which
is not surprising in the case of Bukul.z

1'. Zimmerli, M—" PPe 344f..

®According to Paul Humbert, in his 'Le substantif tofeba et le verbe

£5b dans 1'Ancien Testament', Z.A.W. 72, 1960, in the “eok of Egek-
iel the word Avy0 as is used in izek, 16:2 occurs twice as a verb

and fortyeight timee me substantive (p, 219). In no other book of
the Old Testament does it occur so often =s in the Hook of Fgzekiel,
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However, it seems difficult to see how is this priestly language

to be connected with the office of a reprover ({1*D72) in the
procedure of the justice in the gate as W, Zimmerli wants 1t.1 It
is true that the wordi\’'Dx)as is used in Isa. 29:21; Amos 5:10, and
Bzek, 3126, refers to this Sitz im Leben. And it is true that the
priests were very frequently involved in the problem of justioe.2
But whether the priestly wordY1{i7in Ezek, 16:2 is to be related
to the procedure of justice in the gate seems to be doubtful, What
seems to be feasible here is that this word Y lflhas its Sitz im
Leben in the priestly court in the sanctuary. What is the differ-
ence between the priestly court in the sanctuary and the court in
the gate is not clear, since in Israel the distinction between the
civil and the religious laws does not seem to exist. However,

R. de Vaux ahoﬁa quite clearly that there were at least three kinds
of judges in ancient Israel's court system, i.e., the Elders, the
professional judges, and the priesta.5 Whatever the similarity
and the dissimilarity among these three kinds of judges might be,

the most appropriate judge in front of whom the priestly language

lw. Zimmerli, op. cit., p. 344.

2R. de Vaux, Ancient lsrael : Its Life and Institutions, (ET. by

John MeHugh), second edition, London, 1965, pp. 153£f.

31bid., pp. 152-155.
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of Ezek, 16:2 is used seems to be the priests, Now, according to
Deut, 17:8-1% this priestly court is the place in which the most
difficult legal cases are brought in and resolved; and the Jjudgement
issued from there is without appeel.l Whether this means that

the priestly court is only meant to deal with the most difficult
cases, or that this is only one of its functions, is not clear.
Nevertheless, the fact that in Ezek, 16:3-43bex DHzekiel does not
refer to any appeal either from the part of the people (eof. Dzek.
18:2, 19, 25) or from himself (ef., Ezek, 9:8; 11:13) seems to
indicate that the legal case presented there can be regarded as

one of the most difficult. In other words, the legal case presented
in BEzek, 16:3-43bx is not an ordinary one which can be resolved

in the court held in the gate, but it is one of the top level which

must have its Sitz im Leben in the priestly court in the sanctuary.

Verses 3-34.
It is in this part of the chapter that Fzekiel's treatment

of Israel's past history is to be found. The uniqueness of this
treatment lies in that Israel is referred to in the name of
Jerusalem, which is in its turn personified as a woman, With this
personification, HEzekiel's treatment of Israel's history in this
section takes its form in a metaphorical language. To that extent
it iz similar to his presentation in Ezek. 23 but different from

that in BEzek, 20. However, despite the similarity between the present

Arvid., p. 153,
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gsection and chapter 2%, the former is different from the latter
in that it deals only with one woman, whereas the latter with two
women. The significance of this difference will be shown later
in the detailed examination of this section and that of chapter 23.
In the context of the priestly court, it must be said that
what is presented in vv. 3-34 is an accusation against Israel, and
that which is presented in yv. 35-43bx is the announcement of her
judgement , In other words, in the present section the woman
Jerusalem is addressed as the accused, and the accusation is told

1 It is in this accusation or in this

in a form of metaphor.
metaphor that Fzekiel's treatment of Israel's past history is
contained,

In this connection it is ihteresting to find that Izekiel

begins his metaphor by unveiling the curriculum vitae of the woman

Jerusalem, Coupled with the fact that to the eastern mind the
mentioning of one's parents in its bad sense is almost a taboo
(ef. Fzek, 20:5ff.), the beginning of the present metaphor with the

unveiling of that currieulum vitae shows how strong is the tension

of the accusation, Besides, the fact that this metaphor is

dominated by direet addresses, in which Yahweh, the accuser, is

1Some other scholars call it allegory (Davidson, Cooke, Fohrer).

This designation is perhaps applicable only to part of the story,

and not to its whole., Moreover, it is very difficult to accept

We Zimmerli's remark that 'Ez gilt unter den at,lichen Propheten

als der eigentliche Vater der Allegorie' (the italics are mine).

Despite all of this, and despite the fact that some other stories of

this kind are found in the Book of Ezekiel, e.g., Bzek., 15; 29:2ff.;
8f.3 etc such a remark is quite an eration. However, as far as
zek, 16 and 25) and the meaning of the fern 'allegory' are concerned,

it is a great relief to find Zimmerli's further remark, in which he

says : 'Es ist nun aber bei Ez 1 2% noch ehe i di Form
agt' rter Bil a e - go§ngr : ocin:g Bsragi Y nd’ se

mwelt ganz ufignn Ahsohauunga orm mit der Alle 1e
zundchst zu tun hat, herauswﬁchs%' z OPes Citey Po 3§o§
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referred to in the first pers. sing. and the woman Jerusalem, the
accused, in the second pers. fem. sing., has unmistakably shown that
the accusation is really presented with full of tension.

This strong tension has in ite twrn unmistakably given a strong
impression that Jerusalem has occupied a very, if not the most,
important place in the speech of Ezekiel, In this connection,
however, it is worth while to remember that this section is by no
means the first or the only place in which Jerusalem has occupied
the mind of Ezekiel, This is clear from the fact that the great
prophetic symbolic actions in Ezek, 4, especially wv. 6£f., have
pictured Jerusalem being menaced in such a way that she will not
be able to escape the punishment of Yahweh. The picture is shown
again in Ezek, 5 (ef. Ezek., 12:19) with a more dreadful symbolic
action, i.,e,, the population of Jerusalem will be destroyed by fire
and sword, and will be scattered '"to all the winds' with but a few
of them left behind., TFurther, the great vision of the prophet
which is reported in Ezek., 8~1l puts Jerusalem and the Temple right
at the centra.of the seene, and the happenings which took place in
these two places are reported with a full tension similar to that
of the report of the symbolic aetions in Ezek, 4, The abominable
deeds of the Temple officials have caused Yshweh's ancer and wrath,
that he will inevitably punish hie people, 'my eye will not spare,

and T will have no pity' (8:18), and those who are in the city of

lThn '‘Jerusalem' of 4:1 is generally regarded as a later addition
(zimmerli, Eichrodt, Cooke).
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Jerusalem will be smitten, except those who have been marked.

All these deseriptions of and judgements on Jerusalem, which
are full of negative tension, acquire fresh emphasis in other passages
in which the name Jerusalem is mentioned. This is so, since out
of the twenty six occurrences of the word 'Jerusalem' in the Book
of Ezekiel,l it is only in two passages that this word, or this
name, is mentioned with approbation, i.e., in 26:2 and 36:38.
Besides, it must be said that with the exception of 'Jerusalem'
in Ezek, 33:21, the other twenty three explicit mentionings of that
name are found within the confinement of lzek, 1-24, i.e., in the
part of the Book which is generally agreed to contain Ezekiel's
oracles of Judgement. With all of this it can be inferred that
Ezekiel's view of Jerusalem is from the outset very negativl.z

This negative view is of course not without traditio-historical
background, And in this context a traditio-historiecal examination
is very appropriate, In the part of the Book of Fzekiel dealt
with here, i.e., Ezek, 16:3-34, the name '"Jerusalem' occurs only
twice, i.e., in v, 2 and v. 3., However, the fact that Jerusalem
is personified as a woman, who is addressed constantly in the
2nd pers, sing, throughout this section, means that this section

is really speaking solely about Jerusalem, It is true that

1For the number of these occurrences, see, lelson's Complete
Concordance of The Revised Standard Yeraion Bible, Edinburgh,
1957, under 'Jerusalem'.

2For more information on this, see, W, Zimmerli, Grundriss der altes-
testamentlichen Theologie, (T.W. 3), Stuttgart, 1972, pp. 181£f.
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tJerusalem' here is used only metaphorically, which means that she
represents something else; but, the fact that Jerusalem predominates
the vhole speech, suggests that Fzekiel is here standing within
the traditions about Jerusalem rather than otherwise, It is
therefore desirable to carry out the traditio-historical examination
of the section within the confinement of this particular tradition,
The use of the metaphorical language is not a strange thing
in the 014 Testament, and, particularly, in the prophetic traditions.
It is interesting to find that in most cases in the prophetiec
traditions the metaphorical language is used in addressing Israel
as the people of Yahweh., 1In this connection Israel herself is very
frequently addressed, or described, either as a woman (Hom, 1=3
et al,) or as a vineyard (Isa. 5; Jer, 12:10), or even as a lioness
(Zzek, 19), or something else.
Among these metaphorieal, or figurative, desoriptions of Israel,
the woman figure is the most significant for the present study.
This is so since throughout Izek, 16:13«34 Jerusalem is personified,
and addressed, as a man.l The personification of Israel as a
woman in the prophetic traditions can be resarded as outstanding
in that Tsrael is not only personified as a grown up woman, but
also as @ baby-girl (Szek. 16:3ff,), or as & 'daushter of Zion®
(Jer. 4: 31), or as a 'virgin of Tsrael' ( DWW DI,

Amos 5:2), or as a bride (Jer., 2:2), or as a married woman or a

Yor, Ezek, 23.
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mother (Hos. 1=3). In other words, the use of the woman figure
as the personification of Israel does not confine itself to a grown
up woman, but comprises almost all the steps of the whole life of
the woman, right from her birthday until her marriage. The common
practice in the prophetic traditions is, however, to deal only with
either one or two steps of the life of the woman figure. 1In that
sense Ezekiel is unique because in this particular section, i.e.,
Ezek, 16:3-34, he deals with almost the whole life time of the
woman figure.
His perasonification of Jerusalem begins with her birthday and
continues right through until her marriage., Dloreover he describes
every step of the growth of the woman figure in a very characteristio
WaY

But, in reference to the Sitz im lLeben of the speech in this
section, it seems clear that Egzekiel's descriptions of this woman
figurg at the same time constitute: as both part of Yahweh's
accusation against Israel and Ezekiel's interpretation of Jerusalem's
past history., 1In this sense, it can be said that Ezek. 16:3-34
is similar to both Ezek, 20:1-31 and Izek, 23%:1=20, in which
Yahweh's accusations against Israel are also constituting as Ezekiel's

interpretations of Israel's past history.l

loor wzek. 20:1-31, see, supra, Pp. ggry, § and for Ezek, 23:1-20,
see, infra, pp. 30eif..
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Now, before this interpretation is examined further, it seems
necessary to have a look at the significance of Jerusalem in
connection with the history of the whole Israelite people. This
is so since as is shown above, Jerusalem is the sole subject in
the speech of the prophet in this chapter. TFor this purpose we
will confine ourselves to have a look at Jerusalem from two points
of view,

First, from the point of wview of political history, it seems
right to say that the significance of Jerusalem begins only after
she was taken over by David, This is so since before that event
Jerusalem does not seem to have anything at all to do with the
politieal history of Israel as a people of Yahweh. In other words,
the inclusion of Jerusalem in the political history of Israel begins
only after she was taken over by David (2 Sam. 5:6-10). The
occupation of Jerusalem by David has at least two important meanings.
a). Jerusalem then became the centre of David's government, whence
David, as a king, reigned both Judah and all Israel (2 Sam. 5:5).
As a matter of fact it is beginning with David that Judah and all
Israel were politically united into one kingdom for the first tino.l
b). Despite the fact that David made the stronghold of the city
his own personal abode, from which the name 'city of David' arose

(2 sams 5:9), it is in and from Jerusalem thet a new political

lGo W. Anderson, OPe Oitc’ PPs. 541‘0' Je Bright, OPe eit-, PP« 193ff..
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identity of the people Israel as a nation has arisen. It is this
event which has made Jerusalem so meaningful to the political
history of Israel as a people of Yahweh, in spite of the fact that
the presence of the non-Israelite elements are still to be noticed
(2 sam, 24:18-25).1

However, the problem which is to be discerned concerning the
political significance of Jerusalem in relation to Bzekiel is to be
examined further, This is so, since the political significance of
Jerusalem had, in the course of Israel's history, undergone some
developments in both for the worse and for the better. And one
of the results of these developments is that what was true during
the time of David or of Solomon might have no longer been true at
the time of Ezekiel and vice versa.

However, before discussing this problem further, it seems
wise at this stage to have a look at the significance of Jerusalem
from the second point of view., This time from the religious point
of view, 1In speaking about the religious significance of Jerusalem,
one is soon reminded of the building of the Temple at Zion. The
building of the Temple had, in fact, been intended by David himself
(2 sam, T:1ff.). But, due to Yahweh's own will, only later his
intention was carried out by his son Solomon (1 Kings 6:1-9:1). A
close examination of the religious significance of the Temple,

however, seems to show that without the Ark the Temple glone would

1Cfo Je Bright, ODs git.' Pe 195.
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certainly be less significant, In other words, from the religious
point of view, the existence of the Temple would not be understand-
able and meaningful without the presence of the Ark in it., This
is so since from the beginning, the Ark is inseparable from either
the tent of meeting, or the shrine, or the aanotuary.l Therefore,
if the Temple is to be sgignificant at all it must be related to the
Ark, And this is exactly what Solomon did., After he finished
building the Temple, he then brought the Ark of God, or the Ark

of the Covenant, into it (1 Kings 8:1-9, 21). With this event

the Temple can now be regarded as really the religious centre of
the whole people.2 But, to return to the beginning of Jerusalem's
religious significance, what Solomon did seems to be only a later
development of what was previously done by David, This is so,
gince despite the fact that the Temple was built by Solomon, the
initiative had in fact been taken by David years before (2 Sam.
7:1-3), Moreover, the Ark of God or the Ark of the Covenant is
most certainly neither Solomon's own invention nor of David, Even

when David took over Jerusalem, he was faced with the fact that the

IR B. CIQmenta' God and TEEE e, OXford, 1965’ PP 40fci

Ge We Anderson, o °1t.' 59f|. 44. 55‘ id 'Israel:
Amphictyony : ' ZAH, mﬁpp. SEDAH' , in Trmgat&' and
Understanding the 0ld Testaments Lss in Honour of H, G s
Ed. by H. T. Fr‘nk ﬂnd W. L. Rﬂ.d' HBShVillg e Hew York’ 1970’
PPe 144ff.; He. de Vaux, op., cit., pp. 299ff,.

2

Jo Bright, op. cit., ps 214; G. W. Anderson, The History and
Religion of Jlsrael, London, 1966 (reprinted 1969, 19715,

PPe H4f.3 H. de Vaux, OP. cit., pp. 320f,.
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Ark of God had already been playing its important role for a long
time in the religious thinking of the people.1 And 1t is perhaps
mainly for this reason that soon after his viectory David felt it
absolutely necessary for him to bring the Ark into Jerusalem

(2 sam, 6=1ff.).2 With this aection, not only did David enhance
the honour of his own name in the sight of the people, but he also
enhanced the meaning and the function of the newly converted
Jerusalem,

The significance of Jerusalem was, then, increased to its
utmost : As the capitel of the newly united kingdoms, she is both
the centre of David's government and the centre of the religious

cﬁ\i;gentity of the whole people of Iarael.3 In other words, the
supreme significance of Jerusalem is now established, and therefore
she can fully be called the centre of the Israelite people. In

the light of this it is clear that despite the fact that the Temple

1500 s 239 note 1.

2The exact name of the place from where this Ark was taken is rather

difficult to identify, owing to the vagueness of the name 171\ sbya,

The Chronicler identifies it as Kir'iatheje'arim (1 Chron. 13:6);

but according to Josh. 1519, 60; 18:14 Kir'iath-je'arim is called
992 or Hya-map.

N

Cf. Jo Gray, A History of Jerusalem, London, 1969, pp. 86f, and
the notes there. There is no clear information, however, about
the place where David put this Ark in 2 Sam, 7:17. For the
discussion on it, see, H. E, Clement, op, cit., p. 42, and the
seferences there; H. H. Rowley, op, cit., pp. T1ff,
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is Solomonic rather than Davidic, what Solomon did is only the
continuation of what David did., In other words, the birth of the
religious significance of Jerusalem for the people Israel must be
looked for in what both David and Solomon did-l

Having said all this, the problem of the development of
Jerusalem's significance through the course of Israel's history
raised earlier can now be examined. In dealing with this problem,
hovwever, it is very important to distinguish between the question
of Jerusalem as the central identity of the people of Israel and
that of Jerusalem zs a city. Although the investigation carried
out earlier has shown that both of these significances have been
established by both David and Solomon, the course of Israel's
history later on shows that both had developed differently. This
is true in relation to the severe schism which had divided the united
kingdom into two sister-kingdoms, i.e., North Israel and Judah,
which took place soon after Solomon's death. Despite the fact
that there were some intervals in which both sister-kingdoms were
re-united, or at least were on good terms (1 Kings 22:2-38; 2 Kings

3:4-2T; 281263 9:16ff.),2 the significance of Jerusalem had, in

1For all this, see also, M. Noth, 'Jerusalem and Israelite Tradition'

in his The Laws in the Pentateuch and Other Essays, (ET. by D. R.
Ap-Thomas ), Edinburgh and London, 1533 Zrtprinted 1967), ppe 132ff..

Cf. M, Noth, The History of Israel, second edition, (ET. revised
by Pe He Ackroyd), London, 1960, pp. 234f. and the notes there.

2
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fact, been considerably changed or reduced, FKames such as
Samaria (1 Kings 16124; Hos, 8:5-6), lan and Bethel (1 Kings 12325~
33; Amos, T:10«15), to mention but three of them, remind ome of the
faet that .thn significance of Jerusalem was, to a very large extent,
dcﬁhd by the leaders of the bigger group of the people. Although
the significance of these three cities seemed to have ended in the
catastrophe of the year 721 B, Csy 1lee., the year which is generally
regarded as the terminus ad qyen of the existence of Northern
Tereel (2 Kings 17:1-6),) and although the so called Israelite
traditions do not elaborate their significances as they do
Jerusalem's, it would be a mistake to ignore their effects on the
latter's -ignlfiomo.z

Anyway, despite the political and the religious schievements
of Northern Israel, two things which are more decisive for the
religious identification of th; vhole people of lsrael are still
left in Jerusalem, These are the Temple and the irk of God, Ilue
to the difficulty of separating the religious significance of

Jerusalenm from her political ono,5 and this is perhaps one of the

1500, euges 1bide, o 22; 3, Bridits 95a 8ites Po 2143 Go Vo
Aﬂmn. ine “ASLOry § Feligs i 181,y mm. 1”6
(reprinted 1971), ppe :

Ziowever, some seholars are of the opinien that the religious
activities carried out in both Tan and Bethel (and Samaria?)
were not of Baalism, but Yahwism. 0Jee, eegey He He Hovley, dorship

in Ancient Israel, london, 1967, pp. 78, 82, and the references
there.

Ses the worries of Jemebosn ooncerning the religious habdits of
his subjects in 2 Kinge 12126£f,.
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reasons for Jehu's rebellion against the house of Omri (2 Kings
10:15££.),  in the final analysis all the religious efforts of the
kings of Northern Israel seemed to be 'unable to compete with the
Ark in Jerusalem and its unique traditions'.2 Therefore Jerusalem
remained the sole identification of and for the whole Israelite
peorle.

However, the superiority of Jerusalem over the cities of
Northern Israel does not seem to mean that she was free from any
threat and defilement which came, directly or indirectly, from the
part of the kings and/or the people of Judah, Indeed, the reforma-
tions of Hesekieh, Josiah, and the threats of the prophets,
especially that of Ezekiel, would mean nothing if this 4id not
happen.3 Although it is sometimes very difficult to discern
whether or not the defilement of Judah had anything to do with the
whole Israelite people since Judah's sovereignty was often confined

only to her territory, nevertheless the effects of the defilement

1Jehu was perhaps strongly influenced by, or at least in the same
belief as, the Rechabites; ef. 2 Kings 10:15; Jer, 35:1-19,

ZH. Noth, op, eit., pe 231; cof, H, H, Rowley, op, cit.,
FDe TSf-

3In this context, however, it is very interesting to find that
both the cult centralization programme of Deuteronomy and the
programme of the restoration of the city and the Temple in Ezek,
40«48 do not specifically identify the place for their purposes
as Jerusalem, Cf, H, H, Rowley, op, cit., p. 1063 see also his
Irom loses to Qumran, hutiterworih-Lress, London, 1963, pp. 198f.;
Ge A. Cooke, op, eit., p. 427.
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on the significance of Jerusalem are hardly possible to be confined
to the territory of Judah. Putting it the other way, despite the
faet that the non-Yahwistic religious activities within and without
Judah were to some extent the result of the foreign influence,
their having been so L2hown that the significance of
Jerusalem was qlearly less than it used to be.

Yet, the fact that there is no evidence which could show the
effort of the Samaritans to revive the political and the religious
life of Northern Israel to the level of rivalling Jerusalem, at
any rate until as late as 587 B.C, when Jerusalem was plundered by
the Babylonians, seems to show that the survival of Judah,
especially that of Jerusalem and the Temple and the Ark, until
about two centuries after the fall of Samaria, must have meant more
positively rather than negatively to all the Israelite people.

This can be seen chiefly during the reign of King Josiah., On the
onie hand, King Josiah was considerably successful in restoring

the political unity of Judah and Northern Israel, and on the other,
his religious reformation was not confined only to Judah, but was

extended to Northern Israel as well (2 Kings 22f,3; 2 Chron, 34f.).1

14, H. Rowley, Worship in Ancient Israel, p. 107; G. W. Anderson,
The History and Religion of Israel, pp. 124ff.; M, Noth, op, eit.,
PPe 273ffe3 Jo Bright, A History of Israel, second edition,
London, 1972, pp. 316ff..
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In other words, although Jerusalem's significance has been reduced
by, during, and after, the schism to such an extent, her survival
after 721 B.C. has given her a great chance to regain and develop
it for all of the people Israel, both in Judah and abroad.

S0 far the investigation presented here has only dealt with
the historical development of the significance of Jerusalem in
terms of both politics and religion, It is now time to have a
look at the relation of this development to the history of the
tradition of Jerusalem in connection with Ezek, 16:3, The amazing
thing which one finds in this endeavour is that, to begin with,
the birth of Jerusalem can only be understood in connection with
Ravid.l Of course it would be a mistake to ignore the tradition
of Jerusalem in its connection with the tradition about the blessing
of Abraham by the king of Salem as it is recorded in Gen. 14:17--24.2
And R, B, Clements has clearly shown that there is a close connec-
tion between the traditions of the Davidic covenant and that of the
Abrahamic covensnt.5 But, as far as Ezek, 1633 is concerned, it is

Have
not the latter traditions which has—presuppesed its text, rather it

1Sea, e Noth, ope cit., loc, cit..

2
Clements argues that the story in this passage has come from a
time after David conquered Jerusalem, 'when the worship of
Yahweh was introduced there'. However, he goes on and says
'It is in fact in every way probable that the story itself is an
adaption of traditional material used to explain and legitimize
certain developments in David's reign' (ops eit., P« 43 and see his
note there).

:R. Ee Clements,Abraham and David, (S.B.T. Second Series 5),
London, 1967, pp. 55f..
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is the former, This ie so, because in their early traditio--
historical developments and amalgamations, the traditions of the
Davidic covenant turn out to be predominant compared with that of
the Abrahamic covemant.,® R, E, Clements demonstrates that the
Davidic covenant is also different from the Sinaitiec covenant in
that the former is promisory whereas the latter is not.2 This
means that, although 'the Davidic covenant was simply an extension
and adaption of the earlier covenant of Horeb-Sinai', the former
will remain forever, whereas the latter will not.3 With all this
it can be concluded that in this passage Ezekiel is standing in
the line of Tavid-Jerusalem traditions which is different from
both the Abrhhamic traditions and that of the Sinaitic covenant,
This also means that in this passage Ezekiel is not standing in
the line of the exodus-wilderness-conquest tradition., This does
not mean, however, that Fzekiel 3id not know the exodus-wilderness- -
conquest tradition., The investigation of chapter 20 carried out
earlier has shown very clearly that in that chapter he is almost
completely standing in this tradition. If now in chapter 16

Ezekiel employs the David-Jerusalem tradition, or more popularly

1Ih1d.; Me Noth, OPs cit.y loce cit..

21vid., pp. 52£2..

’Ibid..
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the David-Zion traditions,l to accuse the people Israel, then, it
is imperative to find out what this tradition is.

Aceording to both C. von Rad® and R. E. Clements the David-
Zion tradition consists of two traditions, i.e., the tradition
about Yahweh's election of David and the tradition about Yahweh's
election of Zion. Vhen were these two traditions joined together
is not clear. On the one hand, G, von Rad, on the basis of Ps.
78:68ff,, says that 'the choice of Zion and the election of David
are clearly differentiated as two separate acts', and that they

represent two separate traditions,3

and on the other, he does not
gseem to deny that later on these two separate traditions were
amalgamatod.4 In contrast to von Rad, R, E., Clements is of the
opinion that the Zion tradition is 'indissolubly comnected with the
(tradition of the) divine election of David and his dynasty to be

the ruler of Israel'!, and that the dates of their amalgamation might

llt must be noted, however, that Fzekiel does not use the word
tZion' at all in the book which bears his name,

Cf. G. von Rad, 01d Testament Theology, (ET. by D. M. G. Stalker),
Vol. I, “dinburgh, 1970, p. 465 R. E. Clements, op, cit.,
PP. 48£f,.

2

1vid., p. 26,

4et. ibid,, p. 47.
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go back to the Davidic-Solomonic age.l As far as the kernels of
these twofold traditions are concerned, most scholars seem to be
in agreement that the election of David refers to the establishment
of David's dynasty to be the ruler of Israel and that the election
of Zion refers to the doctrine of Yahweh's having chosen Zion, ox
the Temple in Jerusalem, as his dwelling place.z Whatever the
origins of these two electional traditions might be, it is in any
case true that the David-Zion tradition was 'fostered in Jerusalem
and Judah'.3

To that extent it is different from the exodus-wildermess-conquest
traditions which lived on predominantly in Northern Kingﬂon.4

In addition it must be said that the David-Zion tradition does not
only show and preserve the gignificance of Jerusalem, but also

becomes the vehicle of 1t.5 The investigation presented above has

1R. Es Clements, ope cit., Pe 49 and note 2, In other place K, E.
Clements points out that the assertions of the divine eleetion of
mount Zion as Yahweh's dwelling place, and of David's house to
provide Israel's kings, became central features of the religious
traditions of Jerusalem (Abraham and David, ((5.B.T. Second Series
5))s S.C.M. Press, London, 1967, p. 52.

2G. von Rad, op. cit., pp. 46f.,; R, E, Clements, God and Temple,
Pre. 49f.3 idemy, Abraham and David, p. 523 M. Noth, The Laws in the
Pentateuch and Other Hssays, pp. 139ff.; R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel :
Its Life and Institutions, ppﬂjzstf..

3G. von Rad, op, cit., p. 47, ef. R, E, Clements, God and Temple, p. 58,
40

« von Rad, op, cit., pe 47.

5This tradition can be regarded as one of the common sources of the
similarity of some passages within or without the prophetic tradi-
tione in which Israel is figuratively addressed as the woman
Jerusalem, or as the woman Zionj see, e.g., Isa. 1:8. 21; Mic. 1:13;
Hos, 23 Jer, 2:2ff,; Lam, 1l=2; etc..
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shown that in the time of Ezekiel Jerusalem was still the signifi-
cant symbolic identification of the whole people Israel, And it
is against this background that now the prophet launches his

accusation against the whole Israelite people.

Verses :-! .

It is shown above that in dealing with the personified Israel
or Jerusalem in this chapter Ezekiel is unique in that his metaphor
comprises the whole life of the woman, begimning with her birthday
until her getting married. The way Ezekiel presents the metaphor
is also interesting in that he begins with unveiling the curriculum
vitae of the woman Jerusalem. In this conneection it is worth
noting that the first three or four names which one should write

in filling in a curriculum vitae form in modern time, especially

in esstern countries, are his/her own name, the name of the place
and the date of birth, and the forenames of each of the parents.
Whether Fzekiel and his contemporaries knew this kind of thing is
not clear, Yet, it is remarkable that he begins his accusation
against Jerusalem by reciting this kind of record. It is not
clear whether this kind of recital was always made before someone
was accused in the court of ancient Israel or on other formal
occasions such as marriage or divorce, nevertheless the record
recited by Ezekiel here can be regarded as unique. This is so
since this kind of recital finds no parallelism at all in the 0ld
Testament,

With this recital Ezekiel reveals concisely both the
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identification and the origin of Jerusalem,

(Your name is Jerusalem, your sex is female),

'yvour origin and your birth are of the land of the Canaanites,

your father (was) an Amorite,

and your pother (was) a Hittite'.
In this recital it is clear how Ezekiel looks at the origin of
Jerusalem, The mentioning of both >7 7_’]}{,‘]1 and J)*51{] have
rightly reminded most scholars of the pre-history of the city of
Jerusalem in the land of the Canaanites.” It is well known that
before Jerusalem was taken over by David she was a city of the
Cansanites,
These Canaanites people were not in themselves a homogeneous people,
They consisted of both Semitic and non-Semitic elements, which had
been intermingling for quite some time (ef, Gen, 15:16, 18f.;

2631343 481223 Deut. 71l Josh. 31105 24111} ete.).”

1For the article i1 here, see, simmerli's note, op. cit., P« 334.

2For the discussions of this, see the Commentaries of Eichrodt,

Cooke, Weavers, and Zimmerli, and their bibliographies. See also
Je« Van Seeters, '"The Terms "Amorite" and "Hittite" in the 0ld
Testament', V,I. 22, 1972, who argues that the references to the
land of Canaan, Amorite, and Hittite in Ezek, 16:3 are 'all
rhetorical and pejorative' rather than 'to give a quaint historical
footnote on Jerusalem's great antiquity'! (pp. 72ff,, especially

pp. 78, 80).

3A. Haldar, 'Amorite', I,D,B.,Vol. I, ppe 115f.; I. J. Gelb,
'Hittites', I.D.B., Vol. 1T, pp. 612ff,3 M. Noth, The History of
lsrael,(ul's revised by P. H. Ackroyd), second edition, London,

1935, P« 141 note 13 J, Bright, A History of Israel, second edition,
London, 1972, ppe 11l4f.3 Ge W. Anderson, The History and Religion
of Israel, london, 1966, p. 44. To all this, contrast, J. van
Seeters, op, cit., pp. 64-81.
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If this recital is compared with what was commonly known as
the significances of Jerusalem as they are contained in the David--
Zion tradition, it is clear how Ezekiel challenges the people of
Israel. It is shown earlier that thé birth of the aignifieannes
of Jerusalem zs the central identity of the people was both the
glorious political and religious acte of David and Solomon, In
that sense not only does Ezekiel reveal the non-Yehwistic background
and origin of Jerusalem, but also reverse what is gloriously stated
in the David-Zion tradition.

What is interesting in this challenge of Izekiel is that
Ezekiel firmly stands on an historieesl basis. In other words, no
one will fail to see that what Fzekiel recites in the curriculum
vitae of Jerusalem is historically right., In this connection it is
certainly probable to argue that the part of Jerusalem's history
referred to by Ezekiel here does not belong to the history of
Jerusalem in her connection with Israel as a people of God, But
it is precisely with the background of this glorious history of
Jerusalem that Fzekiel is here presenting his accusation apainst
the people,

In other words, instead of telling the history of Jerusalem beginning
with her glorious birth by referring to David's conquest and empire,
Ezekiel looks at that history by referring to the birth of Jerusalem
from a non-Israelite people.

In what follows Ezekiel elaborates his metaphor in a more
detailed description in which he showe how different is his inter-

pretation of Jerusalem's history from that which is contained in the
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David=Zion tradition. FHe looks at the beginning of Jerusalem's
fate and deseribes it as the fate of an unwanted baby-girl, The
birth of Jerusalem is like the birth of an unwanted baby-girl,
to whom no maternity customs or ceremonies were performed, Her
navel string was not cut, nor was she washed with water. She was
not rubbed with salt, nor was she swathed with binds, The meaning
of all these customs is clear in that in ancient Israel, these
four things must be performed if the newly born baby was wanted to
be alive.l
The deseription of this unwanted baby-girl (vv. 4-6) is
characteristically Ezekielian, As it now stands, the word —["’S'H"f Biiﬁi

is in a casus pendeng.z This word is followed by some short sentences

which are paratactically arranged until the end of v. 5. Coupled
with the faect that these short sentences are in themselves self--
contained, it seems possible to understmnd the word '[‘S'IH' ':)h& as
if it is implicitly followed by a colon., In other words, the
function of the short sentences in yv. 4-5 is to describe vhat is
meant by T’SH"I'J‘HTI .

The deseription begins with the words '[FIN .'.ﬂ'll)h‘l DM in v, 4a,

lb‘or this see, W. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, (B.K, XIII/1), Neukirchen--—
Vliuyn, 1969, p. 349 and the references there; R. de Vaux, op. cit.,
P. 43,

2“. Zimerli, 0D citey Pe 348,
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and ends with the words "gﬂ 5'[“'[’).‘] 02 in v, 5b. Despite the
fact that the latter words are defective, this verbatim repetition
is not a strange thing in connection with Dzekiel's characteristics.
As a matter of faet, this verbatim repetition enhances the emphasis
of what is described there, i.e., the newly born baby-girl Jerusa-
lem was really an unwanted baby-girl.

In dealing with the detailed description of the fate of the
newly born-baby, W. Zimmerli is right in pointing out that the
phrase ‘|‘>’ ‘Pb}’ oM y’;)in Y. 52 is uniquely Ezekielian.l
Although the significance of this phrase is similar to that of the
individual short sentences in the rest of wv. 4-5, it is worth
noting that this phrase occurs again in Fzek, 5:11; T7:4, 9; 8:18;
9:5, 10, In all of thesme passages the phrase means that Yahweh
will not protect or spare Israel from his wrath or judgement. In
this sense it might be possible to understand the use of this
phrase in Ezek, 16:5a as meaning that the newly born baby girl is
really without protection or charitable acts., This meaning is
strengthened by the following description in Ezek, 16:5b in that the

baby was disposed of, or cast out on the open field and left there.2

1U. Zimmerli, op, cit., p. 349.

2Aocording to W. Zimmerli, op, cit., pe 348, the siyle of the

narrative in vv. 4-5 is to be connected with that of the priestly
narratives in Gen, 2143 5:1; 6:9; 10:l; etc.; and due to the fact
that the introductory 51*wR11 in Gen, 1:1 is, so W. Zimmerli,
the substitute of Ti1*2 in all of these passages, so fzek, 16:4-5
must also have a connection with the creation story in Genesis.
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This is really a very dreadful condition for a newly born baby,
even more dreadful than the condition befallen to Ishmael when he,
still in his mother's womb, was expelled from the household of
Abraham (Gen. 16).

Having said all this, one wonders whether there is any
historical reference(s) at all of what izekiel here is presenting.
In comnnection with the dreadful fate of the newly born baby in the
field, it is easy to see the anzlogy of the baby's condition to that
of Israel in the wilderness. Or even to say, as A. B. Davidson
does, that the baby's condition refers to 'the history of the family
(of Israsel) in Canaan, in its descent to igypt, when it was feeble,
unprotected, and in danger of perishing'.® But, since it has been
pointed out earlier that Lzekiel is here standing in the David- -
Zion tradition, it is difficult to adapt this view. This is so
since this view refers to the patriarchal traditions and the local=-
ity outside Canaan., Instead, and as far as Jerusalem is concerned,
it seems better to look at the condition of the newly born baby by
analogy with the geographical situation of the city of Jerusalem.
Compared with the great cities known to kzekiel, e.g., Tyre, Babylon,

Tel=Abib, which were situated near river(s), or were surrounded by

IA. B, Tavidson, op., eit,, p. 110.
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water, Jerusalem means absolutely nothing.l This is so because
she is always threatened by drought and death! And such was the
fate of the newly born baby.z

In this connection one wonders whether Ezekiel was the first
to interpret the beginning of Israel's history by using the metaphor
of a baby which is exposed in the field and threatened to death,
As far as prophetic traditions are concernmed this metaphor is found
again very briefly in Hos. 2:5 (RSV. 2:3), in which the birth of
baby girl Tsrael’ is associated with both wilderness ( 58 1 o 1
e parched land ( [1°% @ﬁ ) and thirst ( RNY ). Yet, there are
at least two things which make it difficult to see the relationship
between Hosea and Bzekiel in this partioular case, Tirst, it is
generally agreed that Hosea is standing entirely in the exodus- -
wilderness-conquest traditions, This does not mean, however, that

Ezekiel does not know these traditions, but in the case of Ezek. 16

lTho references to the river and water which are positively connected
" with Jerusalem are only found in chapters 40-48 in the Book of
Ezekiel., And in the context found in these chapters, it is better
to understand them in their ideal sense rather than in their real
ones, Cf. He HEa Clmnt!. Cod and TQEl.’ p. 107.

2It is perhaps possible to see Bzekiel's usage of ;7741 here in

contrast to the glorious title given to Jerusalem, M)*VYi1, the city,
in Ezek, 4:3, 73 5:2 et al., which was then well known. Cf, W.
Zimmerli, op, citey, De 349.

5In Hos, 11:1 Israel is called 'son', which refers to a baby-boy
rather than a baby-girl.
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it is difficult to see how Ezekiel devises those particular tradi-
tions, Second, vocabulary in Hos. 215 (RSV.2:3) is different from
Bzek, 16:5, in that the former uses™) 117 and the latter [ .

As a matter of faet the word 71 171)) is more at home in the exoduse-

wilderness-conquest traditions rather than the word :1"1u1.1

So, if the similarity of Ezekiel and Hosea in this particular case
must be understood in terms of traditio-history, the best that

can be said seems to be that Ezekiel applies the metaphor of a baby=--
girl, which he receives from Hoseanic traditions, to Jerusalem in

the land of the Canaanites.

By doing so Ezekiel is, on the one hand, similar to Hosea in that

he interprets the beginning of Israel's history as a newly born
baby-girl, and on the other, different from the latter in that he

is standing in the David-Zion tradition.

To return to Ezekiel's usage of the metaphor, it must be said
that the dreadful fate of the unwanted baby was soon afterward
completely changed, as is told in vv. 6-7. Irom the context of
the metaphor, it is clear that this change did not take place long
after the baby was exposed in the dreadful condition, The baby
was still weltering in her blood when Yahweh passed by, saw, and

said to her : 'Live, grow up like a plant in the field'.° 1In

1300 also, below,.

2There is a dittography in v. 6b.



257.

connection with the expression used in this speech, V. Zimmerli
has rightly pointed out that the combination of the words ;727 and 'IT/
iTQN has its counterpart in the combination of the words ;JMDand /120
as is used by P in the story of creation (Cen. 1:22, 28; 9:1, T3 ‘
of. Gen, 17:20; 28:3; 35:11).1 The use of the emphatic meaning
of the combination of the words i'l*f‘ and ;1] in this metaphor shows ﬂ /
quite clearly how contrast will be the fate of the baby before and
after Yahweh's passing her, 1Instead of facing death in the field
she is now commanded emphatically by Yahweh to live and grow., In
view of the contrast, the command of Yahweh can perhaps be under-
stood as referring to a new creation of the fate of the baby.a In
other words, by this command it is shown that Israel's life or death
depends entirely on Yahweh's intervention in her life right from
the day when she was born.
In this metaphor the intérvention of Yahweh is told as a very
unexpected act, Yahweh was just passing by the baby (Tl?? TAVY)
when he saw and commanded her to live and grow. 5o, it is not the
intention of Yahweh to find and help the exposed newly born baby--
girl. Or, in other words, the finding of the baby by Yahweh is
only a fortuitous event, Yet, in spite of all this, Yahweh's

willingness to look at the baby in compassion must be regarded as the

lwo Zimmerli, CDs Oit-’ P 350.

2Gf. the creation story in Gen., 1 in which the chaotic situation
is changed by Yahweh into an orderly, and live, one,
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beginning of the change of the baby's fate. With this willingness
of Yahweh, the salvation history of Israel begins.

The interesting thing about this salvation history as is told
here is that it began precisely in the land of the Canaanites, on
the open field ( 7171¢71 19 5? - Ve 5‘b),1 where the baby was cast
out and left dying. This is also clear in that if compared with
the exodus-wilderness-conquest traditions, Izek, 16 does not say
anything about a possible movement of the baby from one place to
another, which could be regarded as a possible parallelism to that
of the exodus-wilderness-conguest traditions.z fverything pictured
in this chapter is located at the same place. And according to ¥w. 3,
the name of the place is the land of the Canaanites (cf, Lzek, 5:5).

The change of the baby's fate is described in y,. Tapb.
Hevertheless, apart from the fact that Ezekiel seems to be the first
to put in writing the detailed description of the physical growth
of female body,3 the picture he describes in ¥. Tapb gives an
impression that he is referring to a country girl rather than to a

eity girl., This does not mean, however, that the girl is less

]'Not:loe that in the exodus-wilderness-conquest traditions the
frequent word is 721» and not 71TV,

g Contrast, however, W, Zimmerli, The Law and The Prophets, (¥r. by
R. B, Clements), Oxford, 1965, who says that 'Yahweh took her up
from the field 444" (p. 81)0

3Por this, see, W. Zimmerli, Lzechiel, (B.K, XIII/1), Neukirchen--
Vl\l;"n, 1969. p. 350. Cf. 1 Sam. 2‘21]3’ 26.
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civilized than the ecity girl, but, rather, to the eastern mind,
being a country girl or a country people means being a simple people,
and not sophisticated. Besides, the picture given here could
perhaps remind one of the picture of Eve and Adam deseribed by J

in Gen, 3:1-7, although the differences between them are obviousl}

Verses 8~14.

The metaphor goes on in deseribing the curriculum vitae

of the girls This time it begins with a phrase similar to that of
v. 6, which again shows that the meeting of Yahweh and the girl
Israel is a coincident happening. But, clearer than the first,

the coincidental character of the present meeting is soon over-
shadowed by the intentional act of Yahweh, in which he propoaedLFhe -taj
girl, betrothed her, and married her, so that she became his (v, 8).2
As far as the metaphor is concerned, it does not seem appropriate to
ask questions like for example : what has taken place in the time
between these two mootinga?,5 although Ezekiel did refer to the
growing up of the baby to becoming a girl in v, Tapb. To that
extent, therefore, it is out of the proportion to mention or discuss
the childhood of the girl, since Ezekiel himself did not mention

about—whetandhow—wae the relationships between Yahweh and the

1For the form-critical relationship between Izek. 16:6-T and the P
narratives in the Book of Genesis, see, W. Zimmerli, op. cit.,
in loc..

2For the textual problem of this verse, see, G. A. Cooke, op, cit.,

in lo¢.; We Zimmerli, op, cit., in loc..
3¢, Zimmerli, op. eite, p. 349.
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adolescent girl.l The obvious thing in both of the meetings, which

coincidentally took place at the decisive periods of the girl's
life, is that Yahweh saved the girl from a probable death, and then
married her. [Nobody will fail to understand these acts of Yahweh
as his saving and gracious acts. 'Therefore it is a great mistake
to hold that Ezekiel is here occupied by the darker side of Israel's
past history, as he probably is in chapter 20.2 This saving act

of Yahweh is told in detail in yv. 8-14, in which tzekiel quite
remarkably and almost exclusively uses the language of betrothal
and matrimony. However, W. Zimmerli has rightly demonstrated

that, although Ezekiel here tends to be unique, his uses of these

matrimonial and betrothal phraseologies is not without parnllel.3

IIt is true that the childhood ( T Y] ) of Israel is mentioned

in both Hos. 11:2 and Jer. 2:2, but both of these passages refer

to the Exodus event and therefore belong to the exodus-wilderness--
conquest traditions. However, the similarity of Hosea and
Jeremiah, namely that both of them say that this period of the
childhood of ITsrael was full of positive attitude from the part

of the child, could perhaps illuminate the silence of Izekiel

here.

It is again to be remembered that in chapter 20 the saving acts
of God always go side by side with, or even presuppose, Ezekiel's
accusation against Israel.

3y, Zimmerli, op, oit., in. loc., and the references therej see
also, R. de Vaux, op. cit., pp. 26ff., whose guestionable inter-
pretation of Ezek, 16:8 is followed by John B, Taylor, Egzekiel,
(Tyndale 014 Testament Commentaries), London, 1969, in loc..
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The spreading of the end of the skirt in v. 8 is again found with
a similar context in Ruth 3:9, The entering into the matrimonial
covenant (v. 8) is also found in Prov, 2:17 and Mal, 2:14; while
the crucial > 3715l in ve. 8b3 could perhaps be compared with the
statement of [laguel to Tobias his son in Tobit 7312.1 However,
despite the fact that Isrselite people also allowed their young
people to choose their bride-to-be (Judg. 14:2; Gen, 26:3%4f,) or

vice versa (1 Sam, 18:20),2 it seems better not to talk about the

idea of choice in the contéxt of the passage dealt with here,§
because the idea in this metaphor is the absolute kindness of God

to Israel and her absolute dependence on him, beginning from her
birth onwards, and that she is now belonging to him alone. This

is also clear from the fact that the idea of choice does not lie
primarily in Yahweh's having taken care of Israel, but in his having
been compassionate to her, In other words, seen from the side of
Israel this event cannot be regarded as her being chosen by Yahweh,
whereas seen from the side of Yahweh his having done all the saving
acts only means that he has chosen to be compassionate to Israel,

and not that he has chosen Isrsel heraelf.4

ICf. He de Vaux, ope Citey Pe 55+ See also the discussion of Ezek, 23:

4y infra, pp. 32¢fF.,

2R. de Vaux, op. cit., p. 30,

Jcontrast, however, W. Zimmerli, op. cite, Pe 351.

4It might well be possible to see the relationship of this act of
Yahweh with the idea of Yahweh's having chosen Israel to be his own
people or Jerusalem to be the place of his dwelling, However, there
are at least two difficulties which mizght well prevent see this
relationship., First, in this passage the word 'ni(to choose) is
not used, Second, despite the fact that the idea of Israel's being
hosen by Yahweh does not always mean her having glorious privilege
isee e.g., H, H, Howley, lhe Biblical loctrine of Llection, London,
9502, it seems riqht to sBy that 1t is precisely in ehallencsing

the idea of Israel's being chosen by Yahweh that here Ezekiel chose

the metaphor of the foundling girl.
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So, with v. 8, in faet the gurriculum vitae of the girl seems to

have ended. She is now no longer alone, She is married, and

therefore she becomes the possession of her husband.'
The pieturing of the relationship between Yahweh and Israel

a3 that of the husbsnd and wife is by no means peculiar to Ezekiel.

Already Hosea used it (Hos. 1=3), and so did Jeremiah (Jer. 3:1,

20). For thie, we maintain that izekiel end Jeremiah were

contemnporaries ,2 thereiore it seems more accepiable to understand

both of them as depending on Hosu.3 In any case, it is clear

that the idea of the husband-wife relationship used for the

relationship between Yahweh and Israel was one of the current ideas

at the time of Jeremish and Ezekiel, Ard as far as Ezek, 16 is

concerned, it is at this point that Hzekiel clearly shows his acquain-

tance with the tradition from Northern Israsel, i.e., Hos. 1-3.4
Begimning with y. 9 the scene of the metaphor is changed.

The phrazseologies used here5 remind one of the phraseology of Huth

lFor wife's being possessed by her husband, see, R. de Vaux, op.
citey pe 26, and some of the passages referred to there.

M_rg. w- 383, 395f..

3593 also, Je We Miller, Das VerhHlinis Jeremias und fesekiels 3
ch und theoloﬂsch untersucht, Neukirchen-ireis, Moers,
1955’ esjpecinlly Pe 107.

4"01' the origin of this idea in the Beook of Hosea, see; Js L.

Mays, -Mg (DOT.LC)’ Iﬂmon. 1%9. PPs 81’.3 ef, Cs von Mf
014 Testament Theology, (#7, by I's M. G Stalker), Vol, II,

Minw. 1970. PPse leou

5]‘01' the possible omission of v, 9ap , see, W. Zimmerli, op.
Sifes dn 100,
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3:3a. Llespite the possibility of understanding this phraseology
as part of the ritual ceremony for a bride,l the use of the wverb
t<r1j, which also occurs in 2 Sam, 11:2aff in a more customary
sense, seems to refer the meaning of this verse, i.e., v. 9, to
other point., In Ruth 3:3a the context is hardly of ritual ceremony
at all, It is, rather, referring to one of the current customs
(ef. Exod, 2:5), namely, it is customary for the woman to take a
bath, anoint herself, and put on clean clothes, The purpose of
this custom, therefore, is not slways to prepare oneself for a
ceremonial occasion. How and when did this custom become an
essential part of certain ritual ceremonies, is very difficult

to trace. 1In any case, the mentioning of this custom as part of
the care given by Yahweh to his filthy wife is, first of all, to
be understood as referring to the custom rather than to a ritual
ceremony. Besides, one must remember that the story here is a
metaphor, and is not an historical or a ceremonial record. The
comparison to the language of huth 3:3a and Exod, 2:5 has shown
that here Ezekiel is using the popular, secular language in order
to be able to move his addressees or to make them wvulnerable,
This popular, secular language is still used by Ezekiel in his
description about how Yahweh clothed, ormamented, and looked after

his wife in wv. 10-13. The comparison of V. 9 to Ruth 3:3a also

IB. Zimmerli, ibid..
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shows that the clothing is miseing in the former, But in these
verses, i.e., Lzek, 16:10-1%, the clothing of Jerusalem is described
almost to every detail, It is of course difficult and probably
unnecessary to ask what does the 'best clothes' in Ruth 3:32 mean,
However, the context found there will be sufficient to be used as
the basis for perceiving that what is deseribed in Ezek, 16:10-13ax
is undoubtedly referring to the best of the best.l This ‘'the best
of the best' does not mean only that both the clothes and the
ornamentations given by Yahweh to Israel are complete, i.e., he
provides her with everything the woman misht need, but also that
the materials of those things are of the best quality. Even the
stuff with which Yahweh feeds Israel (v. 13ap ) is not ordinaxy.2

If one looks again at the language and the phraseologies used
in these verses, one is impressed by the details which Ezekiel seems
to be keen on, However, since the inclusion of detailed and lengthy
descriptions is one of Hzekiel's characteristics, it is unnecessary
to raise any question about it. But, the contrast between
detailed and lengthy description in Ezek, 16:9-13a and the sketchy
deseription in Ezek. 16:3-8, which are juxtaposed as such, certainly

cannot be ignored. Apart from their difference in style, these

1For the detailed explanations of each of the things mentioned here
Bﬁe, 'h'. Zimrli, Gs Ao :001{2-

2Cf. the domestic life of the woman at Zarephath, 1 Kings 17:8ff.;

see also the quality of the food which lzekiel has to eat in his
symbolic actions, lzek., 4:9ff.,



two passages have in fact presented two different scenes as well,
Ezek, 16:3%=8 tells the story of a very simple, and perhaps poor
country girl, while Ezek., 16:9=13a tells the story of the same girl,
now she is married woman, who is superbly dressed, and perhaps

even aophinticated.l Moreover, in vv. 13b-14 it is said that this
woman now achieves the highest rank in the society, and even becomes
well known among the nations., Trom the point of view of social
psychology, this contrast could mean at least two things. First,
the sudden change of the woman's life from her birth day until the
present stage means nothing else but that she is indeed a very
lucky woman, Second, seeing that this change happens presumably
only in a very short time and without her active participation, it
is no wonder that she will not be able to be responsible in using
all the things she now has., However valid such a point of view
is, it seems justified to say that the primary concern of Ezekiel
in this metaphor is not this, IRather, he is concerned with the
faect that all the glories of Israel, as both politicel entity and
religious community, are neither the result of her own efforts

nor that of the efforts of other deities. All of them are the
gifts of Yahweh., Even the very existence of Israel itself is not

and will not be understandable apart from this loving Yahweh. In

1Howevar, We Zimmerli, sees this contrast differently. He says :
'Debei scheint das Tun Jahwes bei dem Armutsstand des Madchens,
wie er)im Vorgehenden geschildert war, anzukniipfen'(op, ecit.,
Pe 351).
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this context it is certainly not a coincidence that in Ezek, 16:
3-14 the metaphor is dominated by werbs in which Yahweh, who is
speaking in the lst, person singular, is the subject of the
sentences, It is he who is actively acting., VWhile Israel,
addressed in the 2nd. person, feminine, singular, acts only as the
dative ebject, which has no participation at all., In other words,
from her birth, i.e,, from the beginning of her life, until she

is now at the top of the world, it is Yahweh alone who cares for
and looks after her, ©So, as far as Bzek, 16:8-14 is concerned,
it is this saving history of Yahweh alone which has dominated

zekiel's mind and his metaphor.

Verses 15-34.
The first faet to be found in yv. 15-34 is that the structure

of the sentences here is different from that of vv. 5-14.1
Although the speaker here is still Yahweh, the subject of most of
the sentences is now Israel, It is now Israel who is told to be
ecting. And Yahweh, who is pictured as her loving husband in

¥Ve 3=14, is now more clearly acting as her accuser., The accusing

lFor the form-critical analysie of vv. 15-34, see, W. Zimmerli,

OPs Citey in loc.; he says that vw. 30-34 is the 'weitere
Eﬁgfﬂﬁ;hngen' of vv. 26-29; while vv. 26-29 is, in turn, the
‘Nachiterpretation' of vV. 16-23, The theme of vV. 26=29 is in fact
the basic theme of chﬁptex 2%, and therefore this passage cannot
be authentic. Since yv. 16-23 is in itself in the same line as is
Hos, 2, 4, it cammot be regarded as authentic either, So, V.
Zimmerli concludee, ' or Crundbestand der Slndschilderung ist
danach in)den knappen Ausflhrungen 15.24f. zu finden' (op, cit.,
PPe 353f.).
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status of Yahweh is in faet already clear from the scene set forth
at the beginning of the metaphor. But it is not until v. 15 that
he exposes the guilt or the abominations of Israel his wife.1

What are the abominations of Israel? Before answering this question
one must realize that here he is again faced with a lengthy and
detailed description of the guilt. And in some cases he will

find that there are some descriptions which are only repetitions

of what is said before. Like for example, the takingjgarments in
V. 16a is repeated in v. 18a; the building up of the vaulted chamber
etc. in v. 24 is again found in v. 3laj v. 31b is repeated in v.
34a. Nevertheless, the most remarkable thing in this passage which
one will never fail to realize is a2lso found in the style of
repetition, namely the word [|]T dominates the whole deacription.2
So, despite the lengthy and detailed deseription found here, it is
Justified to say that the guilt and abominations of Israel are
mainly comnected with the connotations of the word: (11T, i.e.,
idolatry, abomination, fornication, and harlotry, Yet, in the
context of Hzek, 16:15-34 the meaning of i!1T is very ambiguous.

It is used not only in describing the practice of a prostitute with

lﬁbout the possibility of a husband accusing his wife, see, Deut.

22313-22; cf, R. de Vaux, op. cit., pe. 35.

onoording to W. Zimmerli's counting, the word /11T occurs twenty-

eight ;imes in chapter 16, and twenty times in chapter 23 (op. cit.,
Pe 354).



268,

any passer-by (vv. 15f., 24f,), but also in describing the worshipping
of deities other than Yahweh, -the worshipping of 10T "?3‘7‘5“ -
whatever these words might mean® (v. 17f£,), in describing the foreign
policies of Israel, which ede-in itself ambisuous (yv. 26, 26f.),

and in describing the practice of a real prostitute (wv. 32ff.).

S0y apart from this ambiguity, a close look at the descriptions

which in some cases refer directly to the current and actual
happenings, will indicate whether or not fzekiel here is still
speaking uetaphorioally.3 The problem of the ambiguity of 13T and
the question of the abomination of Israel posed above are actually

one thing, This thing is in faet also found in Fzek, 16:3=14,

IA. Be Pavidson translates this word to 'image of man'j and W.

Zimmerli leaves it open, although he relates it to the cult objects
made of costly jewels or ornamentations as is mentioned in Ixod.
3232-4, 243 33:14-6; %5:22; Judg, B83124~-27, However, he also mentions
the names of Ehrlich, Herrmann, and Fohrer, who think of a phallic
image (ops cit., in loc.). To these names, however, the name of
Eichrodt is to be added. Unlike all of them, G. A. Cooke thinks
only of the image of Baal.

°The ambiguity of the meaning of 'adultery' in comnection with
Israel's foreign affairs in this passage is dealt with by O,
Bissfeldt, 'Hesekiel Kap. 16 Als Ceschichtsquelle', in Kleine
gchriften 11, Tibingen, 1963, pp., 101-106, who argued that this
word means both political and religious submission to any stronger
foreign nation, He says ¢ '"Tenn politische Verbindungen brachten
in der Antike auch immer kultische Beziehungen mit sich +.s!

(pe 103). See also J. B. Taylor, op. cit., ppe 138f.; G. von Lad,
0ld Testament Theology, (ET. by D. M. G. Stalker), Vol. II,
Edinburgh, 1970, ». 229 note 16.

4. Eiohrodt, notioes that Hzekiel hiere is abandoning his
parable and "continued in a different way' (op, cite, p. 206.)
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especially in vv. 9-14., The description found in these verses is,
indeed, ambiguous. It can refer directly to the real, current
customs of a2 newly married woman, or even woman in general; yet, it
is still part of the metaphor. This ambiguous explanation is
without doubt also applicable to wvv. 15-34. ©So, despite the fact
that some parts of the descriptions of [|]7 here directly refer
to the current realities, that passage of ©zek, 16:15«34 is, therefore,
still to be regarded as part of the metaphor, Ahd it is in this
metaphorical sense that the meaning of ;1] T here is to be understood.
Now, a close look at the various, and ambiguous, descriptions
of 1]T in wyv. 15-34 will reveal that behind all of them there is
only one idea, namely, the unfaithfulness of a wife to her husband.
And this is exactly the idea which Ezekiel wants to present here :
Israel is, indeed, unfaithful to Yahweh, And if the metaphorical
deseriptions of this unfaithfulness could directly refer to the
actual, but not necessary current, happenihgs, this would be a
great help to understanding that the case presented by Ezekiel is

not without baain.l In other words, the prophet knows exactly

1For the historical references of each of the deseriptions of the
adultery here, see, 0. Eissfeldt, op, cit.; W. Zimmerli, op, cit.,
in loc.3 V. Eichrodt, OPs gj-t.' Ge A+ Cooke, OPDe g‘.to’ in loc.s
Je« B. Taylor, ODe citsy in loc..
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what he is saying.

The picturing of unfaithiful Israel as an adulterous wife is
by no means Ezekiel's invention., Already Jeremiah (Jer. 3:1,
20; 4:30) and Hosea have used it (Hos, 2).1 But the difference
is that kzekiel has elaborated and elevated, or even exaggerated,
the picture to such an extent that the adulterous character of
Jsrael becomes unique, This unigueness can be seen not only in
the clarity of the reason why Israel becomes so adulterous Q!. 15a),
but also in her lewdness to accept any passer-by (vv. 15b, 25), and
in her insatiability with the foreign lovers (vv. 26, 28f.), and,
moreover, in her being prepared to pay rather than to be paid
(vve 51b-34).2 Besides, and unlike in chapter 20, here Ezekiel
regards the adulterous deeds of Israel as not taking place at the
beginning of her history when she was a child or a baby, but at the

time when Israel has achieved the peak of her glory.

lFor this, see, e.2sy Jo Ve Miller, op, cit,, especially pp. 111f..

21t is true that in Isa. 1:21 Jerusalem is also personified as an

adulteress or harlot (771)IT ). But the faet that (a) Isaiah does
not relate this personification with the idea of Jerusalem's being
a wife, and (b) the word 71)JIT is used as an opposite of the
word Wy, makes it clear that the degree of Isaiah's personifi-
cation is milder than that of Hzekiel, It would of course be a
mistake to deny the traditio-historical relationship between
Hosea, Isaiah, Jeremiszh, and izekiel in this particular case, but
it would also be o nmistake not to recognize that Ezekiel has
elaborated the metaphor of the woman Jerusalem to its e¢limax,

For Isas 1:21, see, €.gey He Wildberger, Jesaja, (B.K. X/1),
Neukirchen, 1972, pp. 59f..
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Verses zﬁ"i: .

In this passage, the judgement for the adulterous Israel is
announced, First of all, it is interesting to find that this
passage can, in itself, be regarded as a self-contained unit of a
prophetic speech, There is a messenger formula (v. 36axi ),
followed by diatribe or indication of the situation (v. 36axiib),
which is in turn followed successively by the announcement of
judgement (vv. 37-4la), the concluding motive (vv. 41b-43a), and
finally by i1 OR] it But, as has been pointed out
earlier, this passage actually belongs to the preceding ones, i.e.,
VV. 3=14 and vv. 15-34, and in itself announces the judgement
suitable for the accusations launched there. This is confirmed
by the faet that the diatribe found here is in fact more than just
catching words which could easily be regarded as connecting this
unit with the previous oness it is, in fact, the repetition of the
accusation in vv. 15-3-4.2 And as far as a repetition of this
kind is concerned, it has also been pointed out earlier that it is
one of the reasons which have made the metaphor lengthy and deta.i.led.5

Therefore, despite the possibility of regarding vv. 35-43a as a

J'See. supra, p.|226 and note 1 .

2Compare v. 36 with vv. 15-18, 20-22, 25.

5Eiea,, supra, pp.:?EGf..t['he repetitions, either only of the style or
of phraseology, is also found in chapter 20, which are generally
regarded as one of Ezekiel's characteristics.
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separate unit, it is better to look upon it as the concluding part
of the whole metaphor., And in this context it is interesting to
find that the picture of the adulterous woman presented in vv. 15-7/
is clearly continued here.

Now, a2 close look at the judgement announced in this passage
will reveal that, like the descriptions of guilt in wv. 15-74, its
description here is lengthy and very detailed, Hepetitions also
occur, €.8sy the gathering of the woman's lovers is found in
Ve 372 and in v. 37b, the uncovering of the woman's nakedness is
found in v. 37b and in ¥y, 39b. It i= perhaps partly because of
these repetitions that W, Zimmerli argues that there are actually
two phrases of punishment here., The first is the punishment
carried out by the individual lover (v. 39), and the second is that
which is carried out by the host (D71, ve 40), The first
punishment will be so executed that the woman will be left alive
but 'naked and bare' (v. 39) as she was before (vv. 3-8), while
the second will be carried out according to the punishment of
adulterous woman, which ends with the woman's death (v. 40a; cf.
Deut, 22:21-24; Gen. 38:115ff.; Ezek, 23:47). Although the
executors of both punishments are different one from the other,
i.e., the first by the individual lovers and the second by the
5?1;7, these two punishments, so W, Zimmerli goes on, are
described, or rather, interpreted theologically in vv. 36-38 as

the punishments of Yahweh himself.l

1w. Zimmerli, op. cit., p. 360, and the reference there; ecf, R. de
Vaux, ops cit., pp. 36f..
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Whatever the details of the punishments might be, there are
at least two things which can be noted of them, First, like in
chapter 20, it is clear that the punishment is inevitable. Israel
will be punished. On the basis of the date of this passage, which
is generally agreed to be the years before the fall of the city
of Jerusalem in 587/6 B.C.,' it seems obvious that the main
objective of this punishment is the fall of Jerusalem itself, In
the light of this objective, the two kinds of punishments above
can be explained easily., The first punishment will be so carried
out that Jerusalem, as a city in the literal sense of the woxd,
will be stripped so that all her beauty and glories will be
finished, ©She will be left 'naked and bare' at the place where
she is and was, 1.e., on the open field, ;[ 1Y/l °19 5? (£. 5b).
While the second punishment will be so carried out that Jerusalem's
significance as both the political and religious identity and the
centre of the people Israel will be finished too. The kingdom
of Ierael and the religious community of its people will be
destroyed, so that from then on there will be no indentification
for their existence (cf, Ezek, 7 and the situation of Ierael pictured
with dry bones in Ezek, 37:1ff.,). So, both of the punishments

actually mean one thing, i.e., the total punishment of the people

1See, €.Z¢y Go Fohrer, Introduction to the 0ld Testament, (ET. bY
David E, Green), Nashville - New York, 1968, p. 408; G. A. Cooke,

Ope cit., p. 159.
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Israel, GSecond, this interpretation of the punishment is
strengthened by the fact that in this chapter Hzekiel does not give
any hint at all at the idea of exile or of remmant.

The m« ol these two ideas in the wholeﬁ:hapter 16 is very dﬁ
astonishing, In the whole Book of #zekiel one will not fail to -
find that both of these ideas are outstanding. In fact the

chapters which contain the details of punishment appropriate for the
accusations in chapter 16 clearly announce either one or both of

these ideas, The punisiment ammounced in 6:1=7 is followed by {the
statement that Yahweh will 'leave some of you (i.e., Israel) alive',
which is immediately related to the idea of exile (wv.8f.). And

the punishment announced in chapter 7T, which announces the absolute
‘end' to the land of Israzel, which is parallel to the capital
punishment in 16:35-43, is also coupled with a hint at a possible

idea of remmant, although it is not related to the idea of exile
(BEzek. 7:16).

Whatever may be the differences of 16:35-43 from other
passages of similar concern, it is clear that this passase is
unique in that it contains a metaphor which speaks only about
a woman, who is the personification of the whole people Israel.

It is due to this uniqueness, and nothing else, that the

punishment of the personified Israel cannot be analysed inte
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detail, If the woman is dead, then, everything about her is

finished.t

1It is possible, however, to use the argumentum e silentio to
suppose that here the ideas of both the remmant and the exile

were in the mind of Ezekiel. And the fact that vv. 41b-43a can
be looked upon as part of an embryonic salvation oracle

‘Heilsausagge}, perhaps justifies this hypothesis. For the
accusation, '"Because you have not remembered the days of your

youth' (v. 43a; of, v. 22a), see, S. J. de Vries, 'Remembrance

in Ezekeil', in Interpretation 16, 1952, pp. 58f.; B. S. Childs,
Memory and Tradition in lsrael, (Studies in Biblical Theology 3%),

london, 1962, pp. 46ff,.
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Conclusion.

1, Despite the fact that it is impossible to isolate Ezek. 16:
1=43 from the rest of the chanter, the present examination of
. Bzekiel's treatment of Israel's past history confines itself to
this particular section, The examination carried out above shows
that this section deals with Israel's past history in a unique
ways Formecritically the section reminds one of the procedure
of the judgement in the priestly court, in which the guilt of the
whole Israelite people is revealed (vv. 3=-34) after which the
judgement or the punishment is announced (¥v. 35-43). 411 of this
is told in a metaphor in which Israel is addressed as a woman,
represented by the personification of Jerusalem, The metaphor
itself is unique in that it is not confined to a part of the woman's
life, but looks like a curriculum vitae which described the whole
life of the woman beginning with her birth day until well after
she got married.

The uniqueness of kzekiel's interpretation of Israel's past .
history can also be seen in that in this metaphor he does not begin
his description about Israel by referring to her being Yahweh's
chosen people, Instead, and in a humiliating way, he begins by
describing Israel as an unwanted baby-girl of non-Israelite parents,
vho soon afterward becomes Yahweh's foundling child.

2, Historico-critical examination shows that the significance
&' Jerusalem for the people of Tsrael did not emerge until she was

taken over from the Canaanites by David. Since that event, and
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with the building of the Temple and the installation of the Ark
of God in it, Jerusalem can be called the identification of the
people Israel. It is due to this faet that in this passage
Ezekiel is, traditio~historically, to be regarded as standing in
the David-Jerusalem, or the David-Zion, tradition, which was
fostered primarily in Jerusalem/Judah, And this is also the
reason why his recital of Israel's past history is different from
the exodus-wilderness-conquest traditions. According to this
passage Israel was born, grew up, and became the peocple of God
in the land of the Canaanites. DBesides, and apart from her dark
pre-history, beginning with her birth onwards, Israel's past history
is in fact inseparable from the saving history of Yahweh, 1In this
case, there is presumably a significant parallelism between the
David=Zion tradition and the exodus-wilderness-congquest traditions.
3. Apart from the exclusive use of the David-Zion tradition,
however, the picturing of Israel as an unfaithful wife by Ezekiel
is by no means unique. Jeremiah and Hosea have already employed
this picture., But due to the fact that Jeremiah was Ezekiel's
éontemporary, it is better to hold the view that, traditio--
historically, both Ezekiel and Jeremiah are deriving the picture
from Hosea. Consequently, it is at this point that in this
passage Ezekiel shows his acquaintance with the tradition from
Northern Isrsel. Heturning to Ezekiel's treatment of Israel's
past history, it is very interesting to find that in the course of

Israel's curriculum vitae this passage shows quite clearly that

Israel does not begin her abominable deeds until she is at the peak
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of her glory. One will not fail to see that this view is, indeed,
in an absolute contrast to the view in chapter 20.

4. The announcement of the judgement for this adultexouns
woman is also presented in a nmetzphorical way. Apart from the
ambiguity of the meaning of the word (11T, the woman will be
punished rccording to Israelite low of sdulterous woman, owever,
¥¥eo 35~43 seems to present two kinds of punishment, i.e., one in
¥+ 39 and another in vwv. 40-4la, The study presented atove has
shown that these two punishments are sctually one thing. Their
different appearances ave in fact due to the possibility to
interpret 'Jerusalem' both literally, i.e., the city, end
metaphorically, i.e., the woman Israel, And it is due to the
metaphorical character of the passzge that the woman will be
punished with a2 capital punishment, which means that Israel's
identification will be finished.

Despite the fact that the question of the detailed historical
references of what is metaphorically said here camnnot be pressed
too far, yet it seems acceptable to say that thie punishment means
nothing else but that Jerusalem is to fall, And with it is also

Israel,
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CHAPTER V

EZEKIEL 23

By a quick and general look at the chapter as it now stands,
one will find that, as in Ezek, 16 and 20, the redactional unity
of Ezek, 23 is undeniable, In a very systematic way the chapter
deals with both kingdoms of Israel, which are metaphorically
personified as two sisters of one mother, This systematic way
can easily, and clearly, be seen in the facts that : vv, 2«4
deal very concisely with both sisters together; vv. 5-35 deal
with them individually, i.e., first the elder sister (vv. 5-10),
then the younger (vv. 11«35); and finally in vv. 36-49 both sisters
are once again dealt with together, This general impression of
the systematic structure of the chapter is so strong that it would
certainly be a mistake to regard it as a false or misleading
impression. [However, a close and careful look at the chapter will
show that that systematic structure is not without problems. These
problems can be seen not only in the facts that some parts of the
text of the chapter, especially in vv. 42ff., are very cryptiec,
and that vve. 13, 18 with their lst, pers. sing. inflexions seem
to have disturbed the evenness of the speech in the chapter, but
also from the facts that (a) Y. 21, being direct address, does not
seem to have belonged to what precedes, and (b) the introductory
formala in v. 36 ( 553# Y™ INR) is different from the
characteristic introductory formula of Ezekiel (5'?R L7 b B S

Cellny in_!. 1; 2231; BtO.)-
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These unevennesses have actually been dealt with by scholars
in their analyses of the chapterj and, naturally, their opinions
are varied, Some prefer to leave the disturbing verses out while
others prefer to regard them as secondary, or additional, or
extensional, or even authentic, Indeed, their opinions vary so
much, ranging from the most redical to the most modest, that one
must be very careful in trying to look at the chapter afresh, In
this comnection, and whatever the most acceptable opinion regarding
the above mentioned facts of the chapter might be, it is necessary
to have a look briefly at what seholars have said about the structure
of the chapter,

H81scher,) whose thesis of 'der "Dichter" Ez' is well known,’
has radically scrutinized this chapter., As a result, he left
some 16 verses, all within yv. 1=27, as the original part of the
chapter, He believes that these 16 original verses are orizinally
in a poetic forn.5 He is also of the opinion that vv., 28«30 are

1

Go iblscher, fesekiel, Jer iisiter wni Ges Suchy (.iuisis 39),
1524, pr. 120ff..
2

We Zimmerli, Igechiel, (B.X. XIII/1), Heukirchen~Vluyn, 1969,
P. 342,

5!1!1:01;01- says : '"In ¥ap 23 folgt vieder ein hesekielisches
Gedieht, much diese, wie gewdhnlich, stark Uberarbeitet.

nie Ausscheidung des upspringlichen Bestandes is natlirlich nur mit
relativer Sicherheit mBglioh. Aber die rhytlmische Struktur des
urspriinglichen Textes ist unverkennbar' (op, eit., p. 120).

See also his reconstruction of what he regards as the original
poem, op. cit., pp. 120-122,
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a 'Nachtrag' added to the original part of the chapter; and that

the poem in wyv, 32-34 has nothing at all to do with the original
poem of Ezekiel; and that wvv. 36-49 are ‘eine weitere Anheng' .1
Going slong a line more or less similar to that of H8lscherx,

Fohrer believes that apart fxom a few paxts of the wverses in it the
suthentic part of the chaplter is also to be found in wv. 1-27;2

and that this authentic part, which is introduced by a prose formula
in y. 1, 18 a poen consisting of 15 strophes with 7 short lines each.5
Fohrer also believes that, following this suthentic paxrt, there are
three 'lachirlige Hesekiels', i.e., Vv. 28«30, 31=34, and 35, which
'zeitlich nach dem vorangehenden Stlick entstanden sind';4 and that
these 'Hachtrge Hesekiels' are alse in poetic form.’ Following
HBlscher again, Fohver regards vv. 36=49 as unauthantio.s He is of

6. B8lscher, ops cit., pp. 123if,

G. Fohrer, Die a_a_ugt%blm des Buches Fzechiel, (B.Z.A.W. 72),
1952, p. B85 and nocte there, Fohrver regards wv. 4b, 9b, and

20=21 as "Zuslitze'.

2

3¢, Fohrer = K. Gelling, Bzechiel, (H.A,T. 1. Reihe 13), TGbingen,
1955, p. 130,

4. Fohrer, Die Hauptprobleme des 3uches Ezechiel, (B.Z.A.W. 72),
Beriin, 1952, p. 85. He regarded v, 28 and part of w. 35 as

prosaic introductions, Cf., G. Tohver = K. Gall:lns, 0D cy_t{
p. 1%1

SG. Folwer - K, Galling, ope. cit., p. 130,

6t'.:.. Fohrer, lie ggamblema des Buches Ezechiel, pps T5fey 99.

He says that yv,30-49 'dirfte mit gwosser Wahrscheinlichkeit als
unecht zu bezeichnen sein' (p. 75). In other place he continues :
"Das Yort (of . vy. 36-49) ctammt nicht von Us, sber sein Verfasser
hat sich eng an 1631ff,.; 2331ff, angeleunt' (G. Fohrer - K, Galling,
Ops 0itey Pe 136). See, 2lso, G. Pohrer, Introduction to the 01d
Testament, (BT, by Devid Green), london, 1570, pe 410, in which he
includes vv. 36-49 in his list of the later passsgee in the Book

of Ezekiel, :
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the opinion that these verses, i.e., vv. 36=39, are a poem consisting
of 6 strophes vith 7 short lines esch,}

In distinction from both HSlscher and Fohrer, Hermann,
concerning Ezek, 23, says that 'die literarische linheit reicht
zunfichst von (¥v.)2-35' and that 'eine Veiterflihrung des Themas ist

2  However, although the problem of

(¥ve) 36ff, angeschlossen'.
authenticity and unauthenticity does not seem to have come into
Ho:::nmn'n conecern, what is interesting in view of Ezek, 2% is his
opinion that yv. 28-30 'scheint eine Art Variante zu (wv.) 22-27

zu sein', and that 'bereits mit (v.) 27 war sachlich der Abschluss
erveicht, dem Anfang des Stlickes (i.e., yv. 11£f,) entsprechen';
and that wv. 3649 came from a later time than the previous verses.’
Slightly in distinction from Hermann, Bertholet is of the opinion
that vv. 36-49 is a 'Nachtrag' which has come from the hand of a
rcda.ctor.s In this respect it seems obvious that for Bertholet

these verses are later than the preceding ones, similarly v. 35,
which he regards as 'eln sekundiirer lNachtrag' .6 Further, Bertholet

1, rohrer - K, Galling, ops cite, ps 130.

2. Hermann, Esechiel, (K.A.T. XI), Leipzig, Erlangen, 1924, p. 144.

v

%3, Hefmann, ibid., p. 1463 in the brackets are mine.

40r., ibid., pp. 146f..

5
A. Bertholet - K, Galling, Ezechiel (H.A.T. 1, leihe 13)
Tdbingen, 1936, p. 85, ;

6mia,, p. 81,
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says that yv. 71-34 is 'in sich geschlossen' and that yv. 1-30
'nicht aus einem GCussen aind'.l It is on vy. 1-30 that Bertholet's
opinion is very close to that of Hexfunn. Rejecting H8lscher's
attempt to reconstruct the original poem out of this section
Bertholet says that 'vielleicht aber vermag gerade hier die
Becbachtung tatsHchlicher Dubletten und Parallelen (ef, besonders
22ff, mit 28f,) etwas weiter zu fihren bis szur frke:ntnis, dass es
sich hier im gangen um eine Zusammenarbeitung zweier in sich
geschlossener Relationen handeln dirfte'.? Tespite the fact

that Bertholet does not seem to have developed what he says here,
his translation of Ezek, 23 shows which verses are the doublets and
which are the pnrnlloll."’

At this stage, however, there is one thing concerning Fzek, 23
which seems to have gained acceptance by the seholars. Thias is the
fact that yv. 36-49 has been regarded by all of them as a section
which is in some sense distinet from the rest of the chapter, Of
course this acceptance does not mean that the section has not
problems of its owm, The fact that the delimitation in this
chapter could not, and may not, alwaye mean a literary separation,
makes this section still deserve great attention in the context

of chapter 23, G. A. Cooke, for instance, regards this section

‘..

2MI’ Pp. 82f..

5‘1‘21055 doublets and parallels can be seen within wvv. 3-10, 11-20,
and 22-30, BSee, A, Bertholet - K, Calling, Ezechiel, (H.A.T.
1. Reihe 13)' Tﬁbingm, 193'6' PPe 80. 82.
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as 'a new address' which 'was added as an sppendix to yv. 1=35,

1

(and) perhaps by Ezekiel himself"', While Eichrodt regards it as

the result of some Egzekiel's disciples' work, who 'den Meister nur

sehr unvollkommen nachshmt! .2

To these two opinions should be
added that of Vevers who says that this section is 'a later expan-
sion to verses 1-35' and that its secondary character can clearly
be seen 'from the fact that the two sisters are described, judged,
and sentenced together in contrast to verses 1-2?'.3 In distine-
tion from all that has been noted above, and it is the only opinion
of its kind which has come into notice in the present study, is

the opinion of Davidson, Concerning this section Davidson says
that 'the passage is not a continuation of wvv. 1235, but an indepen-
dent deseription' which is parallel to it.* Indeed, this remark

of Davidson is very surprising, not only because it has gone further

Go 4. Cooke, fgekiel, (I.C.C.), Bdinburgh, 1936 (reprinted 1967),

Pe 256, Cooke also warns that 'we need not be so positive as
HBlscher that 5z, has nothing to do with the section wv. 28-35,
or accept the view that wv. 36-49 were dictated by the criminal
procedure of later Judaism' (p. 248).

2. Edchrodt, Der Frophet &z , (A.T.0, 22), GBttingen, 1959-
1966, p. 222, (ET, by Cosslett Quin, London, 1970, p. 332).

3J. Wevers, %&l, (The Century Bible - liew Series), london,
1969' P. 186,

4.&. B. Davidson, Egzekiel, (The Cambridge Bible for tchools and
Coll.m), revised b’ A, W, Sm. c.-bridg.. 1916. Pe 1860
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than just showing the delimitation of the section, but also reminds
one of the theory of Kraetzschmar., Since Kraetzsehmar's theory
of two recensions has long been challenged, and finally discarded,
by many scholars for one reason or another,1 it is also difficult
to follow what Davidson means by his remark, DBesides, it is a
pity that neither Davidson himself nor the reviser of his book
makes any attempt to explain what is; or are, the implications of
the remark,
From all that has been said abovep, it is clear that on the

one hand the scholars are in agreement on regarding vv. 36-49
as a section within chapter 23, while on the other their opinions
on the relationship of the seetion with the rest of the chapter
are varied, However, there is another attempt to explain this
relationship which, due to its method, deserves special attention.
This is the attempt of Zimmerli, According to Zimmerli there are
at least two facts within this section itself, which 'weisen 36-49
als sekundfres, stark von Zitaten lebendes Sonderstiick aus* .2
First, there is the fact that this section is introduced by

513); N 1AR°y 1.4y by words and a form of expression

vhich are unusual in $he Book of Bsekisl.’ Second, frem the point

189q Supra, pPe 5.

%y, Zimmerli, Ezechiel, (B.K, XIII/1), Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1969,
Pe 537,

3In the Book of Ezekiel these words and form of expression occur

again only in 9:4 with (L instead of *5s5¢ ;3 whileils sOn 1%

occurs twice, i.e., in 44:2, 53 and 1i71* 1OR°1  occurs only

once, i.,e, in 4:13, For the explanation of the unusual form of
sS5R 1P 1%WRY, see, We Zimmerli, ibid., ad loc..
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of view of the content and the linguistic usage of the section, it
is clear that this section depends on Zzek, 16 rather than on the
rest of chapter 23.0 About these two facts, it must be said that
2 although they did

not come to the conclusion that the relation between 23:36-49 and

the second has long been noticed by scholars,

chapter 16 can be understood as the dependence of the former on

the latter, or that the dependency could overrule the relationship
of the former to the rest of chapter 25, DBesides, it has been
said earlier that in chapter 16 itself the problem of the secondary
and/or primary part(s) of the chapter cannot easily be solved.
Therefore it is also difficult to hold the view which says that any
dependency of part(s) of chapter 23 on chapter 16 could mean that
within the context of chapter 23 this part is secondary, And if
one looks back at the variations of the opinions of scholars
recorded earlier, one might say that the main reason for that
variation is the lack of the definition of what is primary and what
is secondary, Neverthelesas, it seems clear that in drawing his
conclusion Zimmerli does not stand solely on this lack of definition,
The first fact within the chapter under comsideration which he
pointed out sbove is really strong and decisive for the solution of
the problem, Further, despite the similarity of the form (and

A Zismerli, Ezechiel, (B.XK, XIII/1), Neukirechen-Vluyn, 1969,
pp. 537, 552ff..

Jee the explanations of the individual verses of this section,

h. Celeay Ge As com' %"po 256fo' Ge Mlm. t..
Pe 124 and notes 2::.' Ge Fo - Hea G'.lline. it.'” 1 ff.'

He Smend, _Q?_MJ, (Kurz, HoA T, 8, Lief, ). Leipzig,
1830' Pps 1 5o o8



287.

content?) of the worde in v. 36 and those of 20:4 and 22:2, there
is another fact which also strengthens Zimmerli's conclusion.

This is the fsét that the 3rd, pers. fem, pl., pronoun seems to have
dominated the whole speech which follows the word of command in
Ve 56.1 As a matter of fact, this pronoun of 3rd. pers.fem. pl.
does not at all dominate the speech in 20:5ff, or in 22:3ff,; and
nor does it in the rest of ch. 23.

Having said all this, there are still two other things about
this section which are worth noting, TFirst, from the point of
view of the prophetic traditions,2 it is actually difficult to
regard this section as either secondary or primaxry. As far as
Ezekiel's characteristics are concerned, this difficulty comes into
view not only because the metaphor of the previous part of the
chapter is still continued in this leetion,3 but also because (a)
this section is concluded with an 'Erkenntnisspruchsformel!

i (‘]"I)\“) IR D U351Vl which is characteristic in the
Book of Ezekiel,4 and (b) the vocabulary of this section strongly

reninds one of the priestly language, which Ezekiel must have been

loe., W. zimmerli, ops cit., pe 553.

250&, supra, pp. J8ff.

5The names Oholah and Oholibah in vv. 36, 44 could not have come
from other source except that which precedes this section,
Cooke says that in yv. 36-49 the allegory (sicl) of yv. 1-35
is still kept up (op. cit., p. 248).

4509, We Zimmerli, op. cit., ppe. 55%ff.; also his 'Erkenntnis Gottes
nach dem Buche Ezechiel’, in his Gottes Offenbarung, (T.B. 19),
Miinchen, 1965, especially pp. 42-54.
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quite familiar with,® The latter can be seen from the fact that
the list of the sins of Oholah and Oholibah in this section points
heavily to religious sins (€.gy ha s 37=39) rather then to political
ones, Although thie fact does not mean that the priestly language
should be regarded as exclusively containing religious matters,

but it means that in this loof:l.on the dominating point of view is
religious rather than other things, And in this religious context
it is now e¢lear why these two women are dealt with together,
Cranting that Cholah and Oholibah are the metaphorical names of
Northern Isvael and Southern Israel respectively,” in religious
problems there was only one Israel in the mind of i:hek:lol.’

The second thing about this section is the fact that the list of
the sins of both Oholah and Oholibah does not only present the
reason why they should be punished (wv. 4522.),% but also refers
to the history of their lives. Although it is not clear when and
where that history began, it is clear that it is full of religious
eing, This sinful history is expressed by using words which, as
is pointed out by Zimmerli,? mostly resemble the words used in

15&0. supra, pp. 59, T0ff..

%5ee, infra, ppe 334¢f..

J0¢, V. Zimmerli, 'Tsrael im Buche Emechiel', V,I. 8, 1958, pp.
75-90, See also the discussion on Ezek, 16 presented earlier,

“ieading (7% instesd of UIIS® in y. 45acx , with Cooke and
Zimmerli,

58”, Bupra, po. 285f,.
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chapter 16, The word ryx], which is found again elsewhere in
the Book of Ezekiel only in 16:32 (Pi'el, ptep. fem, sing, ) and
16:38 (Qal, ptep. fem. plur. ), is found in this section in v. 37
(twice, Pitel, pf. 3 fem, plur. ,¥. 43 (as subst, m, plur,) and
v. 45 (twice, Qal, ptep. fem. plur.).® And the ideas of
worshipping idols and of child sacrifice (wv. 37, 39), the decking
of oneself to please other men than the lawful husband (v. 40),
the preparing of the table for gods other than Yahweh (v. 41), and
the punishing of these adulterous women with *the punishment of
adulteresses and the punishment of bloodshedders' (v. 45) are
ideas similar to that found in chapter 16, especially vv. 15-21, 38.
The similarities between this section and chapter 16 are actually
more than what has been noted above, But, as far as the past
history of Israzel is concerned, there is one important thing which
is found in Ezek, 23%:36-49 but not in Ezek, 16, i.e,, the mention-
ing of the defilement of Yahweh's sanctuary and the profanation

of his sabbaths (23:38, 39ap ).

Now, as far as the mentioning of the profanation of Yahweh's
sabbaths is concerned, it is uhlikely that anything new can be
said here, because its phraseology has already been dealt with
earlier, i.,e., in connection with its occurrence in the stereotyped
speech in Izek, 20, However, what is seemingly special in the

section under consideration is the mentioning of the defilement of

1539, Se Mandelkern, Veteris Testamenti Concordantiae Hebraicae
atque Chaldsicae, Akademische Druck-u, Verlagsanstalt, Graz, 1955.
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Yahweh's sanctuary bwj?)g-ggmﬂto in v, 36bx . And, what is
interesting in this expression is the fact that the verb RO
with WP as its accusative object is only found twice in the
Dook of Ezekiel, i.€., in 5:11 and in the verse under consideration
here (23:38). Of course the verdb NXDOU gould have some
connotations and synonyms, and perhaps this is proved by the fact
that, e.gsy in ¥, 39a the verbd 5‘7“ is used instead of the
verb 0D .

But, in the context of the problems of the whole section, what is
involved in this unusual phrase is the question of whether or not
it bears any basie significance at all so that the whole section
could be regarded as offering something other than that offered
by chapter 16 and 20,

This question can be answered in two ways. First, by
comparing the phrase in 23:38bx with that in 5:11, Disregarding
the differences in the order of the words and the person of the
verd X’XJ in both passages, there is another difference which
ie decisive in determining the significance of the phrase, 1In
Ezek. 5:11 the phrase clearly constitutes a very important part in
the form of the prophetic epeech found there, It is the diatribe
without which the apeech could not have been completed. The

lsimilar case can be seen in Lev, 20:3 in which U1p0 is used
as the acousative object of the verb RNV , while in lev, 21:12,
23 the verb 29/ is used instead of the verdb KXYV , The
conneotion between the Book of Izekiel and Leviticus has been
noted by scholars, e.g., Cooke, Zimmerli,
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diatribe is preceded by ]}” and, more significantly, a 'Schwurrede'
ARTEN (*:I"m) OK] ‘1N %1, which are in turn preceded by 135.

The use of i_‘)b—‘ivs is very frequent in the prophetic speech,l

especially in the prophecy of disaster, Therefore, as far as

L

characteristics of Ezekiel, However, the position is different

with the 'Schwurrede! ffh—l"(‘]"l}‘sjﬂ.‘r?] 1%, This form of speech

]9* is concerned, it is impossible to include it in the

is one of the characteristies of Hzekiel and occurs not less than 16
times in the Book which bears his namasn.2 Now, the guestion which
immediately arises in this connection is whether or not the
appearance of RNV WY~ 3R 4n 5:11 can be regarded as
basically from Ezekiel himself, It is surprising to find that
Zimmerli's answer to this question is negative, He regards Ezek.
5:11-13 as one of the interpretational additions which were given
by Ezekiel's disoiples.’

As far as the characteristics of Ezekiel are concermed, it is

cleer that the W TP "SIy (KU in 23:38bx  is not used in
such form as that of 5:111, although its role as part of the
diatribe in the speech cannot be denied, So, if this phrase
XND© WP "8R8 |, which is used with a form of speech

1. Koch, The Growth of the Biblical Tradition, (ET. by S. M.
Cupitt), London, 1969, pp. 210ff, and note & on p, 212,

2. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, (B.K. XIII/1), p. 135.

51bid., pp. 100f., 135.
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characteristic of lzekiel, could not basically be from Ezekiel
himself, how much more is this true of the similar phrase found
in 23:38b which is used otherwisel GSecond, this suspicion that
the phrase V1PN 0OR (XAY in 23:138bx could not have had a
basic significance in the context of whole chapter is strengthened
by the fact that the word W% is not frequently used in Bzek,
1=24, In the Book of Lzekiel this word occurs not less than %0
times, which is the biggest number compared with those found in
other books of the 01d Testament,® This number is distribduted as
follows : © times in Ezek, 1=24, 4 times in Izek, 25-39, and 18
times in Ezek, 40-48,> By looking at this distribution, it seems
possible to say that the word W‘T?XJ must have its significant
role in chapters 40-48 rather than in other parts of the Book of
Enk.i.el.’

With these two answers it seems now clear that the phrase
>UTPATIANR [ ROV in 23:38bx , which is unique in the sense
that it only occurs again in 5:11 in this whole book, cannot be
regarded as bearing & basic role in the context of chapter 23. So

1In the (0ld Testament this word occurs not less than 75 times,
The greatest distribution is found in the Books of Ezekiel and
leviticus, See, S, Mandelkern, m.’ De 1016.

zThay are 5:113 8163 9:63 111165 21:7; 23:38, 393 241213 25333
28:18 (of Tyre)s 37:26, 28; 43:21; 44311, 5, (=9, 11, 15f.3 4513,
4, 4, 183 47:12 and 4838' 10, 21,

slt is unlikely that the meaning of this word can be interpreted
as Temple per se as is implied in the use of the word 31’1 in
Y. 39b. The word S51°2/1 in 48:21 is in the absolute state,
therefore it is different from that in 23:39b, While in 9:6 the
word $1°717) seems to have been only part of the meaning of the
word VUipA.
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despite the fact that this phrase and the whole section do give
hints about the past history of Israel, i.e., of Oholsh and Oholibah
together, it is unlikely that the basic treatment of this history
in chapter 23 can be found in this seetion., Therefore, it is now
time to turn to the other parts of the chapter, i.e., to vv. 1-35.
From the opinions of the scholars briefly recorded oarliar,l
it can also be gathered that the majority of them seem to have
agreed on dividing Ezek, 233:1-35 into sections, The division which
is so far alleged by most of those scholars is as follows: first
section vv. 1-27, second section vv. 28-30, third section vv. 31--
34, and finally fourth section v. 35. Although this division cannot
be regarded as absolute in the sense that it might lead into a
conclusion that one section can be isolated from the other,
nevertheless it seems acceptable, Indeed, the reasons and the

explanations of this division have been varied as ranging from the

1159&, Bﬂra.' PP 280ff..
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most radical to the most modest.> The radical reason and explana=-

tion prefers to regard some verses as originel and retain them,

and leave out those which are not original, uhilo the most modest
prefers either not to involve itself with this problem ort be
silent about it, Vhichever attitude is better, it is interesting
to find that each of those sections is introduced by a form of
prophetic speech familiar in Ezekiel, The first section is
introduced by 1DRS sSROMNTTaT 2 y» & form of prophetic
speech characteristic of Egzekiel, while the other three are

Lis10cher would like to accept only some verses of the first section,
iseey within yv. 1-27, as original and to leave out the rest of
it, and the rest of the chapter. According to him the non--
original parts of the chapter are either the result of the working
over of the original verses or later additions, Cf. HSlscher, op.
gﬁ;. PPe 120-123, 5Slightly different from H8lscher, Fohrery says
t 123:1«27 iet un unumstritten echt', Dut lohrer continues,
saying that 'in 23:28«30, 31-34, 35 schliessen sich drei Nachtrige
Fgechiels an ... die zeitlich nach dem whendm Stﬂck
enstanden sind' (G. Fohrer, Die Hauptprobleme d aches lzeo
B.Z.A V¥, 72, Berl.tn, 1952' Pe 85 -

Bertholet's opinion is modest. Tlespite his saying that "wiederum
ist des Bild dee Bechers 31-34 in sich geschlossen, wHhrend 35 fiir
sich steht, ein sekundllr Nachtrag', he is of the opinion that in
YVe 1«30 'vielleicht aber vermag gerade hier die Beobachtung
tatslichlicher lubletten und Farallelen (ef, besonders 22ff, mit
28ff.) etwas weiter zu fthren bis zur irkenntnis, dass es sich im
ganzen um eine Zusammenarbeitung zweier in sich geschlossen
Relationen dfirfte' (A. Bertholet - K. Galling, op, oit., pp. 81,
83). Cooke's opinion is also modest. He says that vv. 28-31,
32«34, and 35, are three paragraphs which give further description
of the punishment contained in yv. 24b, 25, 27 (G« A. Cooke, op.
Citey De 248)s To these two last names cen probably be added the
names of Fichrodt, Zimmerli, and Wevers.

Further, the most modest opinion is represented by scholars,
€effley As Be Davidson, who seems not to have geen any problem at
a2ll in accepting the whole chapter, He divides the chapter into
four diviaiona, 1.9.. w. 1-10’ 2. 11"21; WQ 22-35; and W. 39"-
49 (A. B, Davidson, op, s Cite, Do 180), Equally very modest is the
opinion of J, B, Taylor, See J, B. Taylor, Ezekiel, (The Tyndale
014 Testament Commentaries), London, 1969 (reprinted 1971),

PPs 1708,
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introduced by a similar form of prophetic speech, but slightly
different from that of the first, i.e., [1{71> 411X WX 1D(*D).
The only major difference in the use of this introductory speech
is found in the third section in that it does not seem to have
really introduced the section, Besides, the third section is
different from the others in that it ends with a concluding
formule - i1{i7* *1TIX OX) in y. 34.

With these two facts, indeed, the identity of wvv. 31~34
as a section inherent in the whole chapter is shaken, This is
mainly because the existence of these forms of prophetic speech
could set vv. 32-34 as an independent unit apart from what precedes
and what follows,> and that by this fact the weight of v. 31
could easily be reduced to a mere connecting wverse which connects
the unit with what precedes it, This, however, does not mean that
it is now possible to leave this section or to attribute some
pejorative labels to it, This is so, despite the fact that the
text of this section, i.e., vv. 32-34, is very difficult to render.
However, as far as the treatment of Israel's past history in the
passage under consideration, i.e, 23:1=35, is concerned, there is
one important reason which could lead either to the leaving of
this section out of the present consideration or to the retaining

of it., The reason is that this section speaks about the figurative

ICf. Ke Koch, ODs Oitt’ PP, 205, 208; W, Zimerli, OPs Git..
PP. 537, 551f,. It is also interesting to find that BHES puts
YV. 52=34 between two V's.
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cup, which, on the one hand will be drunk by one of the sisters,
while on the other it belongs to the other sister. Now, in
order to be able to clarify this reason, it seems helpful to have
a look at the grammatical structure of the word O)D'cup' in the
passage, In the passage as it now stands the word DI|D oeccurs
three times t ¥v. 32an 4 33bx , and 34ap 3 all are in the same
grammatical strueture, i.e,, in the construet state. As far as
D1D in the construct state is concerned, its figurative
meaning is also found in Pes, 11:6; 16:5; and 2315, In all of
these three passages of psalms it seems clear that the figurative
meaning of the word DI|D denotes or refers to the life, or the

2 In Ps.

fate, or the destiny of the person who owns the 'cup'.
11:6 the lives of the wicked men ( (J °Y W) will be threatened
by wrath,” in Ps. 2535 the life of psaluist is overflowingly full
of blessing,” while in Ps. 1615 it is God himself who is the 1life

or the destiny of the pn.m-t.s S0, from these three passages

11n Ps. 2315 OiD could also be understood literally; see, C. A.
Brisgs, The Book of Psalms, Vol, I, (I1.C.C.), Edinburgh, 1906,

Pe 94, For the figurative meaning of OO here, see, @.,8., ¥. 0. E,
Oesterley, The Psalms, Vol, I, London, 1939, who says that the
expression is 'a figurative expression ... meaning that he (i.e.,
the psalmist) is fully supplied with his needs' (p. 184),

25 Weiser, The Psalms, (ET. by Herbert Hartwell), (OsT.Le),
ngdon. 1962, ppe 15T, 175§ We Os E. Oesterley, ops cit., pp. 148,
1 f.. 134.

5cf, A. P. Kirkpatriok, The Book of Psalms, (The Cambridge Bible

for Sehools and Colleges), Cambridge, 1933, Pe 60.

401‘. Je He Baton, Psalms, (The Torch Bible Commentaries), London,
1967, pe 78,

5w. Os He Oesterley, op, cit., ppe 156f.3 of, J. H, Haton, op, ecit.,
Pe 59. Tor the mentioning of the 'cup' in Jer, 25:15f., see, €.&e)»
H, Cunliffe-Jones, Jeremiah, (The Torech Bible Commentaries),
London, 1960. Ps 170.
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it can be inferred that 01D ('cup!) in its figurative meaning
could refer to man's life as either full of blessing or full of
wrath, Between these two references, the one which denctes the
life full of wrath is relevant to ﬁnek. 23132~34, This is clear
from the apposition of the word 01D with the nouns TIOOUN AW
in v, 33bx ,1 which means that the content of the '0up'2 is some~-
thing (ds.0es 100U 710U ) aloser to the idea of wrath rather
than to the idea of blessing.> In the sequel, the idea of wrath
brings the question of whether or not the figurative meaning of
0YD could be related to the idea of God's judgement. The
answer to this question is positive, The explanstion of this
positive answer is as follows ¢ If the Sitz im lLeben of the
figurative cup it one of the cultic feasts in which the cultie
meal vas served, and in which the ""festival cup" of Yahweh' was
pessed arcund,” it is not difficult to understand why in Ps. 7519
the pesalmist could talk about the cup which is in the hand of the
Lord, DMNoxreovery in Pg, 75:7«9 it ie clear that the judgement of

God, which he will execute, is spoken of by using the figurative

lDeBpite the opinions of some scholars that the word Tpw in
¥+ 33b is later addition; of., Zimmerli, Cook, BHS (crit. apps).

2For the weaning of such an apposition, cf. G-K para, 1352 cee.
J5ees Buges Jors 25:17L.; 49:12F..

4 s

Cf, A, Weiser, o ites 2s 1573 ¥We 0. E, Oesterley, op. cit.

Ppe 148, 156f . ."Eﬁ':hﬂh{eppe 7;a will enswexy Zimg{'lm
when he tries to find the traditio~historieal oxigin of the use

of the figurative cup. He says : "Das Bild von denm mit Rausechirank
gmllen Becher, an dem, wer davon trinkt, zu Schwanken und Fall

pmt, ist vor 2z achon bel Jeremia und Hgbakuk nochzuweisen. see

Jer,25:15, 17, 28 zeigt das Bild in einen Wort aus der Zeit Jojakims
in der Ausweitung auf das gBttliche VBlkergericht, Nach Hab 2:16
soll M1’ {°»° 01D dem geheimnisvollen therrscher dargereicht
werden, der "seinen_ udchsten' trunken gemacht hat. Keine von diesen
beiden Stellen dUrfie die Drstverwendung des Bildes, dss in Beiden

schon z spezifisch elt is legen' (W, Zimmerli
Bzechisl, ((B.K. xx:xflgf, P. 5 1f.$! ( .
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cup which he holds on his hand :

(7) 'For not from the west and (neither) from the east,
and not from the wilderness (comes) lifting up,

(8) But it is Yahweh (who) judges,
meking one low and 1lifting up another,

(9) For a cup (is) in the hand of Yahweh,
full of foaming wine, (well) mixed,
and he will pour out from it a draught,
and all the wicked of earth ghall drain and drink'.l

S0, reverting to the figurative 01D in Ezek, 23:32-34, there are
two things which can be said now., First, from the text itself

it is clear that the 'cup' is associated with 'horror and
desolation', In the light of Pss. 11:6; 16:5; and 23:5, it cannot
be doubted that the 'cup' denotes the fate of one of the sisters,
and that this fate is full of wrath and destruction. Second, in
the light of Ps. 75:7-9 it is also clear that the horrible fate

of that aiater2 is nothing else but the judgement of Cod. DBesides,
it is very interesting to find that outeide the Book of Izekiel
the idea of judgement is often related to the drinking of the
figurative cup. The content of this cup is more or less similar

to that of the figurative cup in Ezek, 23:3%2-34, This can be

10!.5 €+8ey Briggs, Barnes, Kissane, who would like to regard the
word (nw’ as a gloss.

2Nost of the scholars are in agreement on regarding the word '11>Ou/
here as a later addition.
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found, e@.gey in Joxr, 25:15f.5 49:12; Isa. 51:17; ete.,., Indeed,

1 that the appearance of

this idea is common in the 0ld Testament,
the drinking of the figurative cup in Ezek, 23:72-34 could not

have any other meaning : the other sister will have to receive the
Judgement of God too,

The text in Ezek, 23:32=-34 as it now stands could give an
impression that the giving of the cup from one sister to the other
could mean freedom for the former and judgement for the latter.

Yet if the cultic itz im Leben of the figurative cup is correct
there is no evidence at all to support this idea. In other
words, the passing around of the '"festival cup"” of Yahweh' means
that all who are partaking in the feast do drink from the same
cup., And in the passage under consideration it is clear that there
is only one cup which seems to have already been passed on to

one of the sistdérs but will be passed on to the other.

S0, because it is one cup only that is passed around, the idea
that the judgements on both sisters are the same is unavoidable.
And it is because of this idea that y. 71 has come into existence.
In other words, since the judgements conceived in the use of the
figurative cup expression are the same, so the reason for that
must be the same too. And this ie what is said in v. 31 3

15-0 the remarks of Briggs, Barnes, Kissane, Xirkpatrick concerning
Pe. 75:7=9.
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*In the way of your sister you have walked,

80 I will give her cup to your hand',
Now, what is interesting here is the fact that v. 3la is the same
as Yo 13b

*(There is) one way for (or, which belongs to) both of them'.
Since it is said earlier that v. 13 seems to have disturbed the
evenness of the speech by its being a comment on what precedcs,l
and that for this reason it can be excluded from its context,
therefore it can be said that v, 31 is also liable to the same
treatment, Moreover, it has been shown earlier that the idea
of the sisters' similar judgement is found in wv. 36-49,2 in a
passage dominated by religious issues, therefore it seems justified
to say that all these passages, i.e., ¥V. 13, 31-34, and 36-49,
show themselves to have belonged to the same traditionist(s) who
stressed the similarities of both wicked, abominable ways and
horrible, disastrous judgements on the two sisters. With all
these arguments, it is now possible to differentiate all the
passages examined above from the remainder of chapter 23. Their
main differences can be seen from the fact that (a) in the
remainder of the chapter there are elements which show that the

two sisters are not the same (e.g., in vv. 11, 14, 19), (b) the

1See, supra, «279f .3 Zimmerli even says that vv. 12-14a 'einen
ausmalenden rag darstellt' (lzechiel, ((B.X. XIII/1)),
Pe 545)s GSee also, J. Wevers, ops cit., p. 181,

2 |
SOO, B“E!.‘I., ppl 282f..
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remainder of the chapter is dominated by political issues and
political vooabulary, and (¢) the treatment of Israel's past
history is found mostly and very distinectively in the remainder

of the chapter., So, it seems possible now to exclude these

three passages, i.e.y ¥V. 13, 31-34, 36-49, and some other
passages whieh will be shown later, from the present consideration,.

Looking at the rm:lndar of the chapter, one will find that
¥¥. 22-50 raises the first problem. It has been said earlier
that this passage has two introductory formulas, i.e., at the
beginning of wv. 22, 28, and two concluding sentences, i.e., ¥V.
27, 30.} . Although neither of these concluding sentences is
followed or accomplished by the wsual concluding formula i1iil° TOR)
as at the end of y. 34, it seems certain though that their function
is to sum up what is said after their respective introductory
formulas, However, before the examination of the passage is
pursued, it seems wise to have a look briefly at what the scholars
say about it.

It is interesting to find that Tavidson does not seem to have
noticed that there is a problem in the passage. 5o, he has no
relevant comment to make., In distinction from Davidson, Cooke
remarks that vv. 28-31 is 'a second threat of punishment' which
is 'not quite so harsh as yv. 22-27'. Although Cooke does not

'heading RIS THOT()in ¥, 2968 as the beginning of y. 30,
and ¢y instead of 71V¥y in v. 308cx. See, the crit, apps.
in m’ and BHS, in m.o
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give any further explanation of his remark, it is clear that he
notices that there are two threats of punishment in the passages,
The mentioning of the two threats, however, hag actually been
noticed by commentators long before Cooke, Kraetzscimar, whose
theory of two recensions is well known, says that vv, 28«30
‘wiederholen nur die Gedanken von Vv. 22-27' and that ‘vve 28ff.
sind wohl nur eine Publ, davon, von H(edaktor) aus der kirzen
Textgestalt des Ez.-buches entnommen' .3' llext, rohrer regards
V. 28«30 as the first of the three 'Nachirfige' in which izekiel
twiederholt ... noch eimmael zusammenfassend und knapp die vorher
ausgesprochene ‘.-r.-ol'n:m;;',2 ie0ey YV. 22«27, Of course this list
can still be enriched by adding to it the varied opinions of the

other scholars.z’ But, as far as the reeson and the explanation

111. Kraetzschmar, las Buch ILzechiel, (B.A.Te IIX. 3), GBttingen,

1900, p. 192.
G. Fohrer - K, Calling, ops cit., pp. 130, 136.

SLike for emnple, (a) R. Smend, Der Pro% fzecniel , (Km.ino
HAD, 8, Lief; Lei ' e 8ind e
Wiederholung von' S ., wobe!. nur noch s?!rkex- als dort
betont wird, dass U 1llick Jerusalenms die Sirafe fir

Unzucht, d.h,, vor lem den GBtsendienst ist' (p. 16223 ?b J.
Eerrmann, Ez 101, (Ked.To XI), leipzig, 1924, says

28-30 schelnt eine Art Variante zu (v_v..g 22—2 zu sein® (p. .
'.wigg ﬁs rmri k Iimf han seeng to have ::g&géed = %gtle what he
8 orey i.e o win.g . as an
'abschwac!‘ende 1*1;1'}1331:9 a,-zT' iH ral izechiels en,

Leipzig 908

Dofr, nnd vy, 285, St et e Stavenenlioner Tublelten wir
Para.llele:f""‘in VVe 1—32 and that the case might be conec
with 'elne I amena:r lt wei sich geschlossener
Relationen® cit, pi e) We Fy Lofthm:se, al htly
in distinctich al IR R e R ahove,

2

w. 28=30 'are in the min a repetition of the tho 3.11‘6
gsed in yv. 22«27, but the expreasian (in vv. is too
i enk t0 warran us:l.nput themdown‘iﬁ'agoaa
dou lf*t"' u’. ¥, Lofthovse, szekiel, ((Thc Century Bi‘bl;s}i Edinburgh,
1;071& The opinion of Lofthouse is somewhat mod ed and
ed Wevers in the new series of The Century Bible.

175 as its point of departure' ely D 178). iurther, he rem=
verse d

Wevers says na.t in 26=30 's second ement been added eee
which is parallel % %he fiﬁt 3. indvus‘f 2-2735?.'% takes 're:m;e
Zal
arks that yv. 28-30 'is an WLM «27% (ibid., p.184).



303.

which have led the scholars to their respective conclusions are
concerned, it seems better to have a look at what the later
comnmentators have to offer, However, it is a great pity that
among the later commentators it is only Zimmerli who, so far, seems
to have elaborated his arguments for his oomlusion.l Therefore,
there is no other comparison for it.

To begin with, Zimmerli points out that yv. 28-30, which is
introduced by a * chformel?, shows itself as 'eine
blassere, in allgemeineren Worten gehaltene Zusammenfassung von

vorher Cesagten' .2 Looking more closely at this passage, Zimmerli

111' compared with Zimmerli's explanstion and reason, those of the
others are only remarks, This can be seen in the following
facts : J. Muilenburg remarks that 'the original threat ,.. ends
appropriately by an allusion to Egypt (27; eof. 3 and 19-21),

In sharp contrast to the concrete detail, 28-31 are general,
though the motif of harlotry is pronounced' (J. Muilenburgk,
'Ezekiel', in Peake's Commentary % the Bible, ed, by M. Black,
and H, i, Howley, London, etc., 1962, para., 507i, p. 581)-
Muilenburg's remark is guoted by Stalker, who in his turm remarks
that yv. 28-30 'are a doublet or later expansion of vv., 22-27'
(0. M, G, Stalker, Ezekiel, (The Torch Bible Commentaries),
London, 1968, pp. 192:.%. while on Eichrodt's commentary on the
Book of Fzekiel, one could only ask whether or hot the number
123:23=30" should be read '23:28-30' (W, Eichrodt, Wgﬁ'
Hesekiel, ((A.T.D. 22)), G8ttingen, 1959-1966, p, 2213 ET., De
330)s If it should, it is very interesting to find that
Eichrodt regards the passace, i.e., vv. 26-30, as a postscript,
with non-allegorical language, and that it is a simplification
of the case according to the leuteronomistic points of view

(ef. ibid.).

2y, Zimmerli, Bzechiel, (B.K, XITI/1), ps 537.
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says further : 'Die Erweiterung 28«30 bringt die Gedanken der
Gerichtsansage 22-27 ... nochmals mit leichten Varianten des
Ausdrucks und der Durchfiihrung ‘701".1 Zimmerli shows these
»p

in yv. 17, 22 are interpreted by the word NIY in Y. 28; and

'leichten Varianten' in the fact that the words Yp’

that the second ~1°]-sentence in y. 28b ‘'macht den Eindruck
einer nachholende Bezugnahme auf 17, 22';2 and that the word

7D in ¥. 25 is replaced by the word [1NIW1in v, 29acxis
that v, 29a & ii modifies y. 26; that the expression of 'naked
and bare' ( 15IY1 0P ) in y. 29ap is taken from
16:7, 22, 39; that v. 29b stems from y. 10; and that the
defilement of the sister in v, 30 is derived from v. 7. Based
on a2ll this Zimmerli concludes that vv. 28-30 'ist ... als
Formulierung der Schule Ez's zu beurteilen, die, wohl schon unter
dem Eindruck der Plfinderung Jeruszlems (29), das Strafgeschehen
in enger Anlehnung an 23:1-27 ... nochmals zusammenfasst und in
der nachgestellten Begrtindung (30) auf die Buhlerei und Verunreini-
gung mit den Volkernm und ihren G8tgzen als die Ursache des Cerichtes
we:l.aat'.5

With all this, it can now be said that most of the scholars

11bid,, ppe 551. For these 'leichten Varianten', of. R, Smend,
Ops Citey in loc.; Re Kraetzschmar, op, cit., in loc.; G. A.
Cooke, ODs cita., in loc..

2\4. Zimmerli, op, cit., loc. eit..

>Ibig..
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are in egreement on differentiating yv. 28-30 from yy. 22-27.
Along the line of differentiating these two passages, there are
two other things which can be pointed out here. Firset, as favr
as Yv. 20«30 is concerned, its concise form reminds one of the
concise form of wve, 9-10, i.,0., the passage which recalls the
Jjudgement of Uholah, Desides, there is a similarity between
them in the faot that the two | l-sentences in y. 28 with the
preceding verb ]S‘IJ are found in y. 9. Second, the
religious sin referred to in ye. 30 is not only without parallel
in yye 22-27, but also reminds one of yv. 36£f. in which the
religlous iscuss ave dominant,’
in draving a conclusion concerning yv. 28«30, especially if he
remembers the nature of the prophetic traditions and the character-
istics of Fzekiel., However, on the basis of what is sald above,
it seeme mcceptable novw to exclude yy. 20«30 from the examina~
tion of the treatment of Isrsel's past history in chaptex 23.
low, an examination on ¥, 55 must also be mede, This is
a self-contained pessage, vhose introductory formula is basically
the same as that of yv. 208ff., 32f,, and 46£f,, Indeed, ite
concise form reminds one of that of yv. 910, 28«30, which is
rather unusual in view of Izekiel's characteristics. The phrase
SR 3IMTDOVY e only found egain in 22:12 in the Book of
2 the word [1DV *te forget

Now, one must be very careful

Foekiel; thie time in reverse oxrder.

lmmg thie passage, see, gupra, pp. 280ff..

2on Bgek, 22:12, sec especially Zimmerli, 0p. Gite, pe 511.



306.

with 'Yahweh® or *God' as its accusative object is very frequently
found outside the Book of Ezekiel, e.,g., in the Dook of Jeremiah
(5:21} 131253 18:15); Pss. 9:1€; 13:2; 50:22; Deut, 6:12; 8:11,
14, 193 Fos, 2:15; 13:6; ete,. Further, the phrase *you cast
(me) behind your back' which occurs only here in the Book of
Ezekiel, is found in 1 Kings 14:9 and Weh, 9:26 in which
the deuteronomistic character is dominant.l Finally, something
bout the verb  NW 1 , *to bear' or *to cavey', must be said.
Despite the fact that this verd occurs fairly frequently in the
Book of Fgzekiel, and in each case is in a context more or less
similar to that of ¥, 35, the phrese °RUJ JIN"DA()occurs
again with a different accusative object in 16:52, Yith all
these facts, but without forgeltiing the nature of the prophetic
treditions and the chaoracteristics of Fzekiel, it seems acceptable
nov to exclude this passege (i.e.4 ¥. 35) from the main concern
of this study.

Having said all this, it is now time %o pursue the main
concern of the present study, i.e,, to exanine how Ezekiel
treats the past history of Israel in this particulax chapter.

On the basis which has been avgued above, the examination will

10“ 0 Kings 1489, BGEy Eefley Jo Gray, 1l &2 Eégﬂ!’ (OOT.L.)'

london, 1964, pe. 3073 on Neh, 9:26, seo, .25 e Ludolph,
Ezra und Kehemia, (H.A.T. 1, Reihe 20), Pfbingen, 1549,
Ps 161,

2800. ©efey Ezek, 434,35 14:103 16354, 585 23:49; 352:24f, 303

36315-
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be confined to yv. 1=27 in which the past history of Israel

is uniquely presented., To begin with, it is very interesting
to find that this passage, i.e., ¥v. 1-27 is a metaphor. But as
the metaphor goes into detail, one is struck by the use of
vocabulary which is almost entirély non-metapherical., This
vocabulary is so dominant and its content is so clear, that one
could not fail to recognize that the whole passage contains only
one issue, i.e., political harlotry., In the sequel, it is very
interesting to find that the division of the passage into some
sections is in itself so clear, that if there is anything at

all about the passage which should immediately be agreed upon,

it must be its division, The division is as follows : first
section : yv. 1-4; second section : yv. 5-10; and third seection :
v, 11-27.

The passage iz introduced by an introductory formula which is
quite characteristic in the Book of Lzekiel : 'The word of Yahweh
came to me, saying'.l In most cases this introductory formula
is immediately followed by words of command ('Botenspruchformel!)
from Yahweh to the prophet to do or to say something, e.g.,
17:1f,3 16:1f.3 13:1f.; ete.. However, in 23:1f, the intro-
ductory formula is not followed by anything but a long reporting

speech in which Yahweh is the speaker and the 'son of man' is

Yror this see, supra, pp. T71f.
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the only hearer., The reporting speech goes through to ¥. 21,
in which it breaks up into a direct address which in turn
dominctes the rest of the passage. As far ss the reporting
speech is concerned, it is indeed unusual that the speech ghould
last so long. [Elsewhere in the Book of Ifzekiel, the reporting
speech with the introductory formula similar to that of 2311 is
found in 11:14f.; 22:17f.; 33:23f.; 36:16-21, However, despite the
fact that the reporting speech in 36116-21 is the longest among
these other passages, nevertheless that of 23:1ff, remains the
longest of all, DBesides, these other passages of reporting
speech are different from 23:1ff, in that they are followed by
words of command from Yahweh to the prophet to do or to say some-

shing & 11336(-- - 10B% ]35);1 22329 (--- 18R pb);’
3325 (T°° 0N 135): 3622 (bwws -5°25 10 ;35).
The of the 'Botenspruchformel' at the end of reporting

speech in 23:1-20 has made the changing of the speech into the
direct address (yy. 22ff.) rather uneven, This unevenness is

even worsened by the fact that v. 21 is, secording to ¥7,> in

1por HIe 10X see notes of W, Zimmerli, op, cit., p. 200;
BHS, erit. APPey in loc..

%Por the insertion of 10y o see, ¥, Zimmerli, op, cite., ppe 514,

5193 BHS, erit, app. in loec..

51:: IXX the direot address even begins in y. 19.
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iteelf o direct addvess.

S0, with or vithout ye 21 the case seess to be just the seme.’
with the change of the reporting speech into the direct address
the soene is now also changed, In the direct addvess (yy. 22-27)
it is no longer Yahweh, but the prophet who speaks, In other
words, the addressee of the speech is no longer the 'son of man',
but iz Oholibah; end the spesker is the prophet who does so on
behalf of Yahweh, Further, the direot address no longer talks
about what Cholibah did or does; imetead, it talks about what
her lovers ( 7> /1X>)) will do to ber, This is clear from
the fact that the subject of most of the sentences in the reporting
speech is Cholah and/or Cholibah (l.e., 3rd per, fem. plur./sing.),
wvhile in the divect eddrvess it is Oholibah's lovers (i.0., 3rd,
pers, magse. plur.). lLike most of the judgement sentences
(Gexichtsaussagen) in the Book of Nzekiel, the direct address is
dominated by verbs of imperfect mode, 1,6., the form of both

xaw-consec, perf, and impf, tense (G-K paras, 112x, 107), which

Mummlmmm-muumum. secondary,
or tho uho. Cfy Ve Zinmerli, oy Pe 5483 W, Edchrodt,
QX ; lLeged (l.f.'ﬂ. 211 ”‘. ‘ (H. ’. ’19

CA. Sertholet = Ke Gdnu ey Do 82, Fohrer
even wante to delete ¥. 20=21 because are "wiederholende
Glosge’ (Go Folwer - Calling, oy Pe 155)0 However,

there are two other things which can said about v, 21, namely,
firet, the words J°7IvJ NN dornot actually refer . |

to o vy D> (e 1) ox te 10 NVIL (Ze 33 seceud,
it is not necessary to change the preposition (0 imto 1 in the
word 0°1% %Y 5, since both prepositions are interchangeable.

For the interchangeability of these two prepositions, see,

e Ve Sarns, 'The Interchange of Frepositions and MI¥ in
Biblical Hebrew', J,B,L. 78, 1959, pp. 510=316.
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means that the happening is not yet or will be accomplished.
Having noted all this, one is still faced with the faot that in
the direct address there is a pronoun, which, theologically
epeaking, is very important, This is lat, per, promoun, the
1%, 1.eep Yohweh himself, Although the 3rd, pers, masc. plur.
predominates the speeeh, it is, after all, Yahweh himeelf who is
the mester of the Judgement announced there., So, since the
direet address is mainly concernmed with the judgement whieh will
come to Oholibah, thevefore it scems justified to say that the
question of how Emekiel interprets the past history of Isrsel
ohould mot primarily be looked for in the direct address. Instead,
it muast be looked at primerily in the reporting speech, i.c.,
¥¥e 1=20,

As was sald earlier, ilzek, 23:1=20 is umique in that after
the introdustory ferwula 1Nb >SN 7P 111 *7H there is no weord
of command or another kind of prophetic speech formula, @«fes

711 (P17X) AR 71D or the 1ikes In the text as it now
stands, one could not fail to recognize immediately that it is
Yabwel himself who is speaking and the prophet is his sole
hearer, In the speech Yahweh is acting like & reporter who is
reporting about something to the prophet, It is from this scone
that the temm 'roporting speech' has come into use throughout
this study., As far as the texm is concerned, it is of course
possible to ask questions about its appropriatences or its
suitability, or even to reject it completely, However, what
strongly impresses one in locking at the paesage under consideration
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ic the faot that it presents e kind of seene in which there are
three parties, and that the fivet party tells the second about
the third, The first party does so so intensely that the whole
speech has become monologue without the interruption from either
the second or the third perty. It is from this that the ‘repert-
ing spooch' is derived.

Purther, it is very interesting to find that the report is
80 aystematiocally arranged. Ites sentences and its oclauses are
80 beautifully composed that the whole plece presents a work of
high quality. It is partly because of this beautiful composition
and systematigation that the atienpts by some scholars, @.fey
HEBlischer, to reduce the passage into a coucise poem do not gain
much acceplance, However, it iz also rather difficult to regard
the pessage as plain prose, since the rhytimical and the metrical
structures in it ave too obvious to be ignoved.) It is taue
that the sentences Iin the passage are sometimes very long, with
olauses and sub-glauses or repetitions, It is also twue that
for the sake of straightforwardness of expression these clauses,
sub~-clauses, and repetitions, can be left out without too much
redueing the message of the passage. But, if one remembers
that it io one of iZsokiel's characteristics to go into detailed

50 tuls problesm, see, V. Zimmerli, 9p, cite, Ps 538,
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end lengthy dosewiptione in presenting his messape, as for example
in Emek: 163 18, it seems there is no resson why thece elements
should be ocut off or left out, So, as in Pgek, 16, here one is
rot dealing with either prose or poetry, but with what Zismerli
calls Yeime gehobene Prosa'’ or Yeime gehobene HrzAhletil?,”

Jezses 1=d.

This secotion constitutes the begluming of the passage and
ic entirely in & metaphorical form, 4s far as the metaphor
iteelf is concerned, it must bLe said that the sentioning of the
two women ( 0° VW] D'V ) simultencously is very interesting.
This is 80 not ocnly because it has presupposed the existence
of the ftwo sister<kingdoms of Israel, but also beceuse it is the
word D'U] and no othor words, eeges 111512, which is used hexe.
The word 0U’V] is the plural of YR vhich according to
BIB means ‘woman, vife', 1.0,y & grown up woman, In this
sense it is clear that the scotion deels with two grown up women.
If the metaphor is to refer to the people of Israel at all, the
question vhich arises is this : does the mentioning of the tweo

1 immerli points out that 'Kennzeichnen dieser gehobene Prosa

ist vor allem der knappe, mit swel oder dreil Akzenten 2u lesende

Eurzsatz, der ... in meiet parataktischer Eeihung herrscht?

%‘.90 343). This is the kind of composition which ome
finde in Fsek, 231120,

24mmerli vemarke 1 'So wird men such hier mit einem gehobenen

Erzihletil, der sich gelegentlioh streng metrischer Bhythmisierung
annfihren kann, aber dann wieder mu freierer Bewepgung zurlickkehxrt
see Zu rechnen haben' M&-’ Pe 5”)0
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grown up women mske any sense at all? If it does, in wvhat way?
Before angwering this question one must have & lock at the clause
in ¥ 20 4 Le0sy (7] SININTON 312s which gives a shord
desoription of the two women, According to this clsuse, the twe
women mre the dsughters of ome mother, therefore they are sisters.
The metaphorical use of sister-relationship for the two kingdoms
of Isracl, 1.¢., Northern Israel and Southern Israel, outeide
Faek, 231120 ie only found again in Beek, 16145f.) 23131, 33; and
Jere 31704y 10, However, the question vhich immediately arises
in connection with the clause in ¥eek, 23:2b is 3 who is the 'ene
mothert? Ox, putting tho question in another way : how is the
{271 3INMX"DX 51111 to be understood? The only passage in the
Book of Emekiel which explioitly mentione who is the mether of ome
of the sicters is Esek, 1613, "your mother was & Tittite', But,
from the study on Ezek, 16:1-43 presented earlier, it has been
shown that wvhat s meant in Psek, 1613 is applicable only to
Jerusalem, At best the meaning of Emek, 16:3 can be applied
only to Judah or the Southern Kingdom, but not to both kingdoms
of Israsl, MNoreover, meither Ezel, 23131, 33, nor Jer, 317f.,
10 could give a clear clue to anower the question of who is the
‘one mother', So the meaning of the sister-relationship and the
idea of 'one mother' must be sought from other sources, .0y
the fssues vhich Hzekiel might have been familiar with, First,
the religious issue, vhich raises the gquestion : does “mekiel
think that there were two religious groups within the people of
Israel? In the study presented earlier, especielly that of Izek,
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16:1-43, it has been shown that iFmekiel has never thought of such
religious division within the people of God,

For him there is only one Cod, Yahweh, and one people of Cod,
Israel. There has never been any idea of two people of Cod for
Esekiol., Therefore, if he uses the idea of division within the
pecple of Israsl, he wmust refer it to something other than religions
¥ith this negative result, the second issue must be examined.

This is the political issue, which raises the guestion : does
Bzekiel think that there were, or there arve, two political groups
within the people of larael? In answvering thie question one is
faced with at least two difficulties. (a) It is not true that
Sgekie) thinks entirely politically, or that the political iseue
was his main concern, (b) If there is any passage in the Book of
Fgekiel whioh most outetandingly spesks about Israel politically,
it must only be Esek, 23:1-20 (or 23:1=27). Fven so, the issue
here is not only polities, [ven the politiecal iecsue itself is
pregumably mot the invention of Fzekiel himeelf either, Vith
these two difficulties it seems clear that the political issue
found in 27:1-20 ceanncot be regarded as genuinely Efgekielian, It
is, rather, something which has come to him and vhich he simply
sccopts, Indeed, the sentemee (‘i1 JII% UN W11 TV s
does not sound derogatory or controversial; and throughout chapter
3M1|NMQtdlﬁ01MMwthmm
exietence of the two political groups of the people Israel, or
interpreting it as 2 breach of Israel's unity.

G0, if one is to answer the guestion of political issue posed
above, it seems acceptable to say that IPzekiel himself does not
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partioularly think of the people of Isrsel in termes of polities,
but he iz confronted with the faot that there were already two
political groups within the people themselves., This is the
existence of Northern Israel and Southerm Israel.

The political interpretation of the metaphor of two sisters
in Egek, 2%:2 seems to be applicable also to the similar metaphor in
Jor, 317f.; 10, These two prophets were contemporaries which means
that the historical issue sround them was move or less the came.
Yot Egekiel talked only about 'two women', 1.e., purely in a
metaphorical way, while Jeremiah showed the political identifiecation
of them 3 *faithless Jersel' and 'false Judah', The comparison
between these two prophets' metaphors will bLe elaborated later.

For the moment it is suffice to notice that these two prophets are
using similar metaphorical language to express their understanding
of the two sister-kingdoms of Israel, In comnection with this
interesting faect the question of the traditio-nistorical relation-
ship between these two prophets certainly cennot be ignored.
However, reverting to the interpretation of Ezek, 23:2, it muat

be sald that the political application of the metaphor of the 'two
wonen' seems to be in difficulty if it is to be related to the last
clause in the pessage i °71 SMNX"OX 5111, How is this
phragse to be understood? Does it mean that initially there wes a
powerful kingdom whose political expansion had resulted in the
existence of the two sister-kingdoms of Jerael? Or, does it only
presuppose that initially there was one political unity of Ierael
which eventually split up into two political entities, i.e., Horthern
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Tsrael and Southern Isrmel? About the lset two questions it een
be said that, theoretically, the former could be the right omses
while historieally, it is the latter which could be the right one,
However, theze two possibilities do not solve or answer the first
question, Inetead, they oveaste s dilesme, In this situation the
only way out is $0 go back to the nature of the metaphorical language
itself, In going back to the metaphor in Bmek, 2312, it seems
provisionally sufficient to say that there was only one political
unity of the people lsrael, but later there were twoj and it is due
to the metaphoricel lenguasge employed Ly Lzekiel that these two
political entitiem, f.¢,, Nortuern lesrsel and Couthern larael, are
called "two women®, and that the one previous to them is called
‘one mothex*,

This suck may be said about religious and the political
fseues wiloh can be examined in connection with the metaphox in
Bzek, 2312, As far as the result of the examination is concerned,
it must be said that those two issues have been helpful only in
providing general illumination for the metaphor, since to some
extent they ere oxtermal fmctors rather than isternal ones.
Therefore, & closer examination of the pessage itself must now be
mnade,

In carrying out the exeminstion, it is very interesting to
find that there is an important fact in the metaphor itself.
Thde feot is the phwase ('VU) 0°T1Y, whioh can be understood in
tvo vays s First, grammaticelly, it can be understood as on oxdinavy
sumerical expression, namely that there are two women, eaoh stands
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independently, without sny relationship between them, GSecond, due
to the faots that (a) the word ("5 cen be rTegerded ss & dual noun,
(b) the phrase refers to the two-sister kingdome of Israel, and (e)
the two sisters are the daughters of gne mother, it might well be
that the pirese ['VU] D°TW refers to the wholeness of the two=-
sister kingdoms rather than to their being two separate kingdoms,
In ether words, beside the faot that the phrase 0°Y] D3 ean
mean that there are 'two women', it retains the comnotation that
the 'two' are actually cme.”

Tlsewhere in the 014 Testament the phrase [)°W] D°JIY/, with both
vords in the sbsolute state, is found egain only in 1 Kings 516
and Zech, 5193 wiile in 2 Chvon, 2413 it occurs in reverse order.
O0f these three or four ocourrences, it is onhly in Emek, 23:2 that
the phrase is used as o metaphorical expression, HMoreover,
mmtmammwmmMmm

is strong, the case is slightly different in Hzek, 23:2. This

is clear from the fact that,on the ome hand, it is not impossible
to conceive more than two women to be the wives of Jehoiada (2 Chren.
2413), more than two women to prove Solomon's wisdom (1 Kings 3:
16£f,.), and more than two women in the vision of Zecharish (Zech.

5193 ofe 5:7)3 while on the other, it is impossible to couceive

18”. B.P .B ™

‘rhoemnuhtbcmoduth that of the dul m. ct..
GeX para. 88, 97a~b} James Kennedy, Introductio: iblical
Tew, london, 1898, para. 1404, p. 100,
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more than two women to express metaphorically the existence of the
tvo eister-kingdoms of Jerael (fzek. 23:2; Jor. 316=10),

S0, it is olesr that elthough Nsmekiel is referring to the
existence of the two sister-kingdoms of Israel, i.e., Horthern
Isreel and Southern Israel, the problems of separation, of contra-
diotion, of hatred, of emmity, and of the like between these two
kingdoms are out of his mind,' Instead, the ideas of harmony and
vholeness behind the divielon are very strong. 7This ean be seen
once agnin, in the use of the dual nmoun [1°J1V end from the phrase

TR OR « It is these ideas of harmony snd wholeness whioh
have enabled Izekiel to speak about the deeds of the two women's
youth (¥. 3) without pointing out or giving hints of any difference
between their deedsj he speake about thelr deeds as if there was
only one womans:

7 410112 7002 117K (. 38).°

In referring to. 3 it ie very interesting to find that there
erve three things mentioned together in it s harlotry of the two
women ( [11T), Beypt ( 0°1424), ant the youth of the two
m(1n°ﬂi9j). These three things are in themselves inter-
related, namely the mame of igypt is related to the youth of the
women, and both are related to the time when the women, or rather

3. Zimmerli, *ITersel im Buche Fechiel®, Y,T. 8, 1958, pp. 7590

aﬂwmotthom.m.rn.ﬁur.u « 3 is to be understood

as refexring to the dual idea and not s Cf, G=K parass.
m.usno
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the young women, began to play the harlot. Elsewhere in the Book of
Bzekiel the interrvelation, or the association, of the name of Egypt

with the time when Israel began to play the harlet is at best only

found egain in Ezek, 20:5-8a. Even so, the difference between Ezek, 20:
S5e8a and 23:3 cannot easily be ignored, Ezek, 20:5-8a does not speak

in metaphorical language, and its issue is religion rather than polities;
while Ezek, 23:3 speaks in metaphorical langusge, and therefore its
issue is rather vague, However, it seems acceptable to say that

the clue to understand what is involved in the association of the

name of Egypt with the harlotry of young Israel in Ezek, 2333

lies in the verb (11T, In the passage under consideration, i.e.,

Bzeke 25:1-20, the word i1]T occurs 13 times, both as verb and

as substantive, This number is not only extra-ordinarily big

for a passage of 20 verses such as Bzek, 23:1«20, but also elearly

gives the indication that the whole passage must be dominated by

the word concerned, About the word ;| JT it is generally

accepted that its metaphorical use with Israel as ite subjeet and
foreign nation(s) as ite object could mean both religious and

political harlotry,r

and that these two meanings are to a

great extent inseparable, Consequently, it is due to this

double meaning of the word that its metaphorical use in Ezek, 23:
1«20 is also liable to a double interpretation, Nevertheless, Ezek,
2331«20 is different from both Ezek, 16 and Ezek, 20 in that its

metaphorical use of the word T19T  ic coupled with the real

0. Eissfeldt, 'Hesekiel Kap. 16 Als Geschichtsquelle’, in his

Kleine SE iften II’ Tﬂbingon, 1963’ PDe 101=106.
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desoription of the military or political power of the foreign
nations involved, This can be seen in yyv, 5f., 7a, 11f,, 14f,.
From this faot i1t is 2lso clear that the whole passage i» dominated
by the lssue of thl.politiﬂl harlotyy more than by the religious
one, [However, concerning v. J there is a question of whether
the word (1]T is eleo to be understood as being dominated by
political issues or mot, The answer to thie queestion is likely
to be negative. It 15 80, becouse of at lsast two reasons 3
Yiret, as far as Isrsel's political history ia mmd.]‘ the
passages whioch coulé support the indication that Israel had
political alliance with Hgypt in the early years of her existence
ave 1 Kings 3:1j 7:85 9116, 24.° All of these references have
one similerity in that either directly or indirectly they speak
about tolomon's gerrisge to ‘harach's dsughter, It is true that
folomen's marrvisgee to foreign women (1 Kinge 1131) couléd have
both political and religious implications, It is equally true
that the leuteroncmistic historian slways connecte the presence
of foreign womsn in the roysl household with the presence of

‘n is soctually 4ifficult to say whether there was any political
history of lersel as such, Dut this term is used here in an
attempt to deseribe the foreign political affaire of Israel.
Mthmhlndhum&mldmmmtmdlml
umohemxu as possible, see, J, Brisht, :;.._.-_- y Isx

london, 1956, TYor the ins

8 politiecal and nngiou- h!.otcr:u, Bsen npnhu:.

Ge We Anderson, The Histe and He grael, london, 19C6
(reprintes 1971),

21 Eings 11:1 is not included here beocause mosl sclolurs agree on
regarding the word [1Y1D 3°1 5N there as a gloss or an addition.
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foreign idols,’ Dut, s far as Solomon's merrisge to Pharaoh's
daughter 1 econcerned, it seems that all of the rveferences sbove,
partioularly 1 Kinge 3:1 and 9:16, stress the political implica=
tion more than oﬂumnao.z
However, it iz difficult to regaxrd Sclomon's political affairs with
Szypt as Israel's political harlotry, This is so, because
Solomon's foreign political affairs happened primarily due to his
mighty empire rather than te his political weskuness, This means
that, on the one hand, Tsrael is superior than her forelgn counter-
parts, and that Fgypt is less powerful,” and on the other, it is
impossible to make this particular foreign politicel affaivs
coryespond with “gekiel's explanmation of political harlotry in

4. Hoth, (ET. revised by P, B. Ackroyd),
Mﬁllﬂ, }Mﬂl.l » Poe 216.

o Gray, 1_3_5;“. (o.r.x..). won. 1964. Je e
Gollm ¥l Iococo).
ogd; Ae AlS,

’m.utmmm.n.nnh.m_ﬁ..mumulum
mmu';wrm mu%
ports Phargohs of the 2lst Fgyptian Dypasty® (p. 2

of the Impire did mo ve their daughters even to kings of
Babylon or ﬂtm!l‘ De ?i). CL, O, ¥, Anderson, m Eum
and leligion Sr8ely Pe .
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¥ 3b which suggests that Egypt is superior snd thet Israel 1o
weak, Second, as on Hzek, 20:5-8, some scholars sey that Ezekiel
might he referring to the time vhen the tribes of Jersel were
sojourning in Beypt,’ or even to the time vhen they were in slavery
service there,” lovever, slthoush these two events ave hictorie
cally well warranted (ef, Gen, 45:103 46:2«55 47:117,; Exod, 118ff.;
5350f.3 ete.), 1t s again very difficult to understand them as a
political haxrlotry. Furthermore, according to lzekiel the harlotry
was initiated by Isyasell

S0y Af the word /11T in w. 3 doos not refer to political
barlotry, then does it vefer to religious harlotry? As far ee
the problem of Israel's religious harlotry in Sgypt is conceramed,
it is only in Fzek, 20:5-8 that the indication of it is alluded
to. Yet, the study of Imek, 20:5-8 presented above has shown
that the historieal evidence for such an allusion is very meagre.
However, if the comparison of izek., 23315 with 20:5-8 is to be
meaningful at all, the best that can be said here ie that in Ezek,
2%:3 Pzekiel is also reading the harlotry of the people Israel
in Palestine into Israel's earliier history, And to that extent
the readingz back must be regarded ae unigue. Thie is oo, because
of two ressons : Firet, there is no evidence that Egekiel is

10. Fohrer « K. Galling remark 3 'Er (i.e., Izekiel) musste sich
neturgenfiss der ihn sugfnglichen Wberlieferung von Aufenthalt
gans Israel in anschliessen' (9ps Gitey Pe 132); ef, G. A.
Cooke, Izekiel, I.CeCo)s Do 2493 J, Vevers, 8P Cites Do 179.

23. Herraann, M-. Pe 144.
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copying or elaborating any thread of a similar tradition, In
other words, the interpretation of Israel's pre-exodus relation
with Zgypt as a harlotry on the part of Israel is entirely his own
invention, GSecond, Ezeiiel could only do so by employing a
metaphorical langusge which presusably could give him sowe kind
of flexibility to express what he had in minde It is due to this
metaphorical usage that the word 1)1 im yo 3 camnot be analysed
into 2 epecific meaning or s specific detail. The caly
eleboration of its meaning is found in y. 3b.' Here onme is
again faced with a metaphorical explanation which could give an
idea of how lewd the deeds of the young Israel are, although it is
still very difficult to specify what the deeds were, It is hinted
above that the explenmation in y. 3b might refer to the exploita-
tion of lersel by Egypt during the time of Israel's slavexryj but
it is also sald sbove that the slavery exploitation was the desive
of fgypt and not of Israel.

S50 fay, what has been discussed here i1s only the association
of the name of LHgypt with the time vhen the young lsrael began to
play the harlot, How the sssocietion of the two things with the
mthormatvom(]ﬂ’"ii)’])mnom. Piret of all
it is vexy interesting to find that the metaphorical use of the

Yrnis elaborstion is unique in that it is not found in any
prophetic book or in any other book of the 01d Testament,
in the Book of Zzekiel itself such an elaboration is found
:;!.nu three times, i.e., in Ezek, 23:3b, 8 (incomplete),

ebii
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construct ° 1|V] in the Book of izekiel is only found in 16322,
43, 60 (with 2nd, pers. fem, sing. suffix) and in 2333, 8, 19, 21
(twice) {Lisowsky). Although the weanings which ave conceived in
the use of thic word in all of those passages are the same, there
ie e big difference between chapter 16 and 23, In 16:22, 43, 60,
the vord is used to denote the early life of Jeruwsalem in Fales~
tine, while ia 2313, 8, 19, 21, it is associated with the name of
Bgypte lioreover, it has Leeun shown earlier that traditio--
historically there is noc sign vhatecever wilch could indicate that
chapter 16 has any influence from the exodus-vilierness-conguest
tradition, Instead, it is based on the Lion-Jerusalem tradition
which is quite diffevent from the exodus-wilierness-conguest
tradition, Since the influence of the latter is strongly felt
in chaptexr 23, therefore, it seems justified to say that the use
of the word (T)*71{)] here is not to be confused with that of
chapter 16, In other words, the tradition which is followed by
Egekiol In chapter 23 is different from that of chapter 16, which
means that although the same word is used, yet its application is
different,

Purtier, it is very interesting to find that the word (0)*11]
is metaphorically used in the same conneotion as in Izek, 25 by
two other prophets, i.e., by Hosea and Jeremiah, whose traditio- -
historical influence(s) on Fzekiel has oiten been noted by
scholers, By the former it is found in Hos. 23117, while by the
latter in Jer, 2:2," The surprising thing found in these two

Jer,

oﬂo »
‘! J. '. L L7

('0“.’!-!.,'. 41 ’ :
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passages ie that both of the propheis ave talking about the same
thing : the youth of Isrsel is associated with the willernees
wandering end the faithfulness of Isramel to Yahweh (of, Hos, 1l:l
Jers 3:4)s In this particular connection there ave at least two
differences belween the two prophets and lsekiel, First, Hzekiesl
associstes the metaphorical use of the word (0)°71V] with the
period when Israel was in Sgypt, while fosea and Jeremiah associate
it with the period vhen Igrael was wandeving in the uildlmulcl
Second, lzekiel associates the youth of Isrgel with the time when
Israel began to play the barlot, f.¢., discbedience to Yahweh,
while Tosea and Jeremiah associate it with the time when Israsl
wao obedient to Yahweh.© Even in the passage in whioh Ezekiel
elearly refers to the wilderness wvandering, i.¢., Szek, 20:10ff.,
the vilderneas peovied is also associated with Jorsel's disobed-
ieuce to Yahweh, Despite ithe twe differences, there is a
similayity among these three prophets in their metaphorical use

of the word (U)"\i')’] in that in the paseages referred to above

Liovever, Hos. 1111 could be understoed as referring to the time
when Isreel was still in Lgypt, Jee, W, Rudolph, Hosea, (K.A.T.
¥III/1), Ctiterloh, 1966, p. 214. Even so, there is no indication
that here Hosea associates this period with Israel's disobedience.

zth Hon. 237, see especially H, ¥, Wollf, 1

Hosea, (B.X. XI¥/1), NeukircheneVluyn, 1961, ppe 51=53; Ve fudolph,
sy PPe 16!'.; 3. m, o3 PDs 16’.' Ve Eudolph,
ﬁ (H.A.T. 1. Reihe 1!). » 1“7. De 11,
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the word is associated with the bdeginning of Israel's history.

In this similarity it is again very interesting to find that for
Hosea and Jeremish the beginning of the history of Isreael is full
of obedience,’ while for Smekiel it is the begimming of Israel's
harlotzy.” '

Having said that, there is now s question of how should
Ezekiel's dark view of Israel's early history be related to the
bright views of both Hosea and Jeremiah, Defore answering this
question one must bde rexinded that the passage wnder conaideration,
i.04y Evek, 2%3:12«4 ia concise and, unfortunately, does not provide
any clear elue for ita possible detalled examination, Here
Fzekiel does not make any hint whatsoever at the wilderness
wvandering and the conquest of Palestine, i.,e., the evenis or the
poriode of Israel's history whioh are uaually regarded as the
bright periods in Israel's credo (e.g., Josh. 2438-13).3 Instead,

:'M Homen's mmatm ot lsrael's harlotry, see further,
e.8ep G, von liad, Old sament Theology (Efs by D Ks Gs
mﬁmﬂ mo). Pe 140:

21t 1s possible to infer that for Hoses and Jeremiah the begimming
of Israel's harlotry is associated with the settlement in Palestine,
1528807 G ve "E-?’Zz'gmm ‘°‘Ti§5"x§‘“"“m"“'w"§3;.’;:; ‘;E..”‘",
e} von ® . «f Ve
(K.A.Te XIII/I). . . J: a;”‘imrli. "The %"orﬁ of Cod in
Book of Zmekiel' (BT, by James F, Hoss), in History and Hex
(JaZsChe 4)y Bew York, 1967, ppe 1-13.

3por the lacking of mentioning of Binai in the credo, see, HeB.
Huffmon, *The Exodus, Sinai and Credo', « 27, 1965, pp.
101-113%, who, following YWeiser, argues that the “inai event was
not a salvation-event as were the Ixodus and the Conguests
therefore the Sinal event cammot be lneluded into the Credo,
wvhich in iteelf is historical prelogue of the covenant,
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after rentioning the early history of Iarael with its tivee
dinensions (¥. 3) Esekiel goes back to the mentioning of the two
siocters with their respective namee and thelir relationship with
Yahweh, and their ohildrem (g, 4a). If yv. 2 and 4a ave read
through without ve 3 they will give the impression that Egekiel's
historical starting point is the situation when Isracl had already
been divided into two sister~kinglcae, In this comnection, it
is again very imteresting to find thet no hint et David or Solomen
or ather bright periode of Isrsel is found, What does this
mean? Itumthnt.mtbommmwmm
one of the similar case in lzek, 20:1-31, while onthe other it
could make one ask how could Hzekiel do that,
In anevering the question of "how could Hgekiel do that' it would
be a mistake to argue that Esekiel did not know the important,
and bright, evente in the history of Israsl. The phrase

ol ) KX k1 in ¥, 4ap could give the evidence that
Egekiel at any rate knew what was involved in the important, and
bright, eventes’ he even goes further in his mentioning of the
vemen's having sons and daughters (Y. 4ay )e Although the phrase

%0 plus preposition O occurs very frequently
in the 014 Testament, it is interesting te find that it is also
use: setaphorically to denote Iersel's becoming the possession of

1ses ales the hinte et the salvation sete of Yahweh beside the
remarks on Isreel's rebvelliocus deeds in 20:1ff.; ef, suprs,
PPe 259ff..



328,

Yahweh in conneetion with the 3inai Covenant (Exod. 19:5f.
530 >S5 ouem e U2 710580 sS-1219).

It is of course difficult %o argue that vhen Uzekiel used the
ghrase  *D [I1%73N 4a 23148y he vas referring to the Simai
event, DBut the idea of Israel's being possessed by Yehweh is
unmistakably contained in the phrase there, This is supported
by the faet that in wmany passages in the (li Testement the phrase

5 1571 ie mostly used to denote similar ides of possessing,
Cofep Gone 203125 24:673 lev, 27:153 Wumb, 31171, ete.. Horeover,
with 3rd, pers, fem, as the subject of the verb AT the
phivase is used to denote the women's, or the wowman's, becoming
the wives, or the wife, of man, as is shown, e.g«y in Gen, 20312
¢ TTURS 5050 Yena 267 ¢ TTwRS (5715 )
S0y back to Ezek, 2%1dap , it is pot surprising thal many scholars
have been puzzled by the question invelved, namely, how is the twe
vomen's becoming Yahweh's wives to be understood?

Before looking at the question further, it seems better

to exanine y. 4 acoording to the sequence of whal are said theve,
In ¥ 4o the names of the two sisters are told : Cholah the elder
and Oholibah her sister., In the 0ld Testament these two names
are only mentioned in Nzek, 23, and this is a sign and an evidence
that here Pzekiel is unigue., Although there are similarities
in the naming of Sortherm and Southern Kingdows of lsrael by
Izekiel and Jeremiah (Jer, 3:6=il), the differeuces between them
are also obvious, Tie similarities can be seen, €egey in the
following faots s first, the two kingdoms are metaphorically
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called two siasters who belong to Yahweh (Jex., 316-12; imek, 2312,

4)3 second, the two sisters play tie harlot ( 11T , Jers

" 3:6b, 8b, Sa: Laek, 23:3); thixd, Judah's herlotry is greater than

lsrasl'es (Jex. J:8b, 9, 11), the idea which is found in an

elaborated leugth in fwek, 2J:0ifes While their differences ave

clear from the following facts i firvet, in Jer, 316-12 the nanes

of the two sievers ave not really metaphorical, since they are

8till coupled with the real names of the kingdoms 3

SWIWP 71290 (Jexe 316, 8 1) wad  117671° (--°) T8
(Jexe 317, 8, 10:.);1 second, wiile neither 1AM nor
17121 /TTTAL eceuss in the Sook of yzeiiel,” the names

5)@“[&!’ and |177{/]®* in the passage of Jeremiah concermed

denote political identity rather than otherwisejy thixrd, while

the harlotxy AIT  4n Jere 336-11 is associated with

religious affeire rather than with politics,” the case is on the

other way zound with Zzek, 2331120,

These similaritles and differences can of course be added by other

"Fn- this Zismerli seye :%'Jer 3 hatte die beiden Frauen je mit
einen qualifisierenden Ueinamen als AVY uad T71IA2
{ 71752 ) beseichnet, dazu aber bei beiden gane wnbefangen die
in politischen Berich gel#ufigen Nemen lesrael und Juda geftigtt?
s ((B.E, mlfl)), Pe 541). For further discussion on
Jer, it 12. see, Jo Bright, "The late of the irose termons of
J‘omlnh" M 70, 1”1' Ve 553 ¥W. Thiel, Ol Citu. Poe ‘3-'-
91 and tho notes therej J. We Millex, Jas V
uné Tosekiels s spraohlich umd Gheolosiseh untersucht, Neukirohen--
Kreis, loers, 195%, PPe 551

23“. Je Bright, m.-

fhis can be seen as for example in the use of the verb qxnd
and the phrase Yl -JRt JARAIR 4N in Jers 3:6f., which are
lacking in Ezek, 23:1-20, but are found in Esek, 23:45. For the
religious concern of .weks 27345, see, gupra, pp. 288ff..
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evidencon,’ but as far as the metaphorical maming of both Northern
and Southern Kingdoms of Israel is concerned, it seenms that those
facts noted above are sufficient, On the basis of those facts
it is now poesible to draw a conclusion on this partioular case
that traditio-historically there is a close relation between
Jeremiah and Igekiel, However the traditio-historical aspeet of
this relation is to be explained, there is one thing about the two
prophets whioh ie certain, namely, that in their reapective
historical reviev examined here neither of them made any mention
of Tavid or Solomon., As in Ezckiel's oase, the missing of the two
nenmes from the account of Jer, 3:6-1l1 does not mean that Jeremiah
did not know what thelir significences for the history of Ierael
vere., Passages like Jer, 33:15, 17, 21f.; 26, could at least
prove that Jeremiah <418 know, o, me far as the metaphorical
and geni-motaphorical account of Yersel's panst history in that
particular passcges of Jeremish and Fgekiel is concermed, there

is now another intereating fast, 1,24 that both Jeremish and
Ezekiel are gubject to the question of vhy did they not give any
hint et all at the significances of Pavid or of Solomon although
they knew it perfectly wolle, Vith thie question one is led further
to a traditio=hintorical question inveolved there, namely, whether
or not there is any record in the 014 Tegtament in which Israel's
bistory is metaphoricslly reviewed in the same way as that in both

Y50, @aes Jo V. Hidler, Ops 0ite, PPs 67£Lee
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Jeremiah and fzekiel, i.e., by using husband-wife relationship
for Yahweh's relationship with Israel, which was transmitted by
Israel's traditionists earlier than the contemporary Jeremiah

and Ezekiel, The answer of this traditio~historical question

is positive in the fact that Hosea (in the second half of the 8th.
century B.C,) had been dealing with Northern Israel in symbolic

actions which to a certain extent can be regarded as metaphor,

1  In the most disputed

the kind of which is relevant here,
passage of Hosea, i.e., Hos, 1=3, especially Hos, 1:2-9; 2314
(RSV 232) and 3:11e5, it is stated clearly that the woman of

harlotry, whom Hosea was to marry, symbolizes the people of Iarae}..a

llt is very interesting to find that there are at least two other
kinds of metaphor which are also wvery frequently used for reviewing
the history of Israel, particularly her relationship with Yahweh,
They are the metaphor of the father and son, e.g., Hos, 11;

Isa. 132f43 30:9; Jer. 3:19, 223 4:22; 31:9, 203 and the metaphor
of the vine and/or the vineyard, e.g., Hos, 10:1; 1437 (sic.);

Isa, 531-7; 16:8f.; 27:2-113 Jer, 231213 6319 (sic)s 8:13; 12:10f.;
48:32; Ezek, 15; 17:1-10 (eic); 19:10«14; Ps. 80:1-19 (mic.).

2800, G. We Anderson, The History and Heligion of Israel, lLondon,
1971, pp. 116f,; in other place Anderson remarks : 'Hosea's
marriage to Gomer, her infidelity, and his enduring love for

her, were counterparts of the bond between God and Isrsel,
Israel's lapses into Baal worship, and God's loving purpose to

win her back to Himself' Critical Introduction to the 0ld
Testament, London, 1959 (Ereprinted with new bibliography 1972)),
Pe 144).

In addition to Anderson's remark, it is interesting to find
Fohrer's which reads as follows : 'Hosea heiratet eine Dirne ...
un das Verh#iltnis Israels zu Jahwe zu symbolisieren : Es steht
vor ihm wie eine Dirne statt als treues Fheweib da' (_I)g._g

S schen Handl der rropheten, ((A.T.AN.T. 54)), Ztrich/

Stuttgart, 1965, p. 25).
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In Hos. 2:4 (BSV 2:2) the case is the same, i.e., Israel is called
Yahweh's wife, It is not clear, however, whether or not Hosea
was the first to employ the marriasge relationship as the metaphor
or symbol of the relationship of Yahweh and his people.l But in
either case it is very interesting to find that a similar kind of
metaphor or a similar symbol is found in both the Book of Jeremiah
and the Book of Ezekiel, This at any rate means that the metaphor
or the symbol is not the invention of either Jeremiah or Ezekiel,
Further, from the fact that Hosea employed the metaphor in connec-
tion with his polemics against the people because the people had
adopted the Canaanite fertility cult practices, and that it is in
the Cansanite religion that the symbolism of marriage and love

was preeminent,> it seems justified to say that the metaphor or the
symbol itself, to a large extent, cannot be derived from the
traditions of the salvation-history (H«S.1:9@»«31:1.(3111;0).3 In other
words, the metaphorical use of marriage relationship by losea was
originally developed, or perhaps invented, in Palestine; and as
such, it is perhaps one of the results of the settlement. There~

fore, so long as the marriage relationship is used metaphorically

J'Soo. €sZey W Brueggemann, Tradition of Crisis : A Study in Hosea,
Richmond, Virginia, 1968, ppe 51ff.} Os Jo Baab,  'Marriage', in

I.D.B. Vol III, pps 285fe.

20f, G. W, Anderson, The History snd Religion of Isrsel, London,
1971, p. 117; W. Brueggemamnn, ibid,.

3 It must be emphasized that the metaphor of husband-wife which is
used for the relationship between Yahweh and Israel has at least
two inseparable elements, i.e., the marriage and the unfaithful-
ness of the wife,



or symbolically for the relationship of Yahweh and his people

Israel, in most cases it refers to the dark side of Israel's

history and not to the bright side, So, in this case Hosea,

Jeremiah, and Ezekiel are the same., And from the point of view

of the traditio-historical criticism it is possible now to say

that the later prophets must have inherited the metaphor from

the earlier one, DBesides, from the fact that there are similarities

and differences between Jeremiah's and Egzekiel's handling of the

metaphor, it is clear that the transmission of the metaphor had

not gone under way without any dynamical development, As a matter

of fact, the metaphor which was used only in Noxrthern Israel for

her situation following the settlement is now used by both Jere~

miah and Ezekiel to denote the relationship of Yahweh with the two

sister~kingdoms of Israel, Instead of one woman there are now

two women.® Wnile in Hosea and Jeremjsh the iesue connected

with thé harlotry is religious rather than political, in Ezekiel

it is the other way :'ml.m‘.l-.2
Perhaps the most characteristic development of the metaphor

is found in the Book of Zzekiel, i.,e., in the naming of the two

sisters : Oholah and Cholibah, As is said earlier, no other

“the verb 117 amd 73] ave perhaps characteristic of the
metaphor, They are playing significant role in those particulax
passages of Hosea, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel referred to above, In
the rest of Ezekiel's passage they are strengthened by another

verb 1.‘.; Ay § see, %’ Pe 346-

2Por the comparison of Jeremiah's and Ezekiel's handling of the
metaphor, see, supra, pp. 3287f..
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prophets or any other Israelite traditionist had ever mentioned

the names; even in the Book of Lzekiel itself they are only found

in chapter 23.

The attemptes to explain the meaning of the names can be outlined

as follows % Most of the scholars sgree on analysing the names

as if they are derived from the word [N . While most of them

agree on associating the meaning of the word 5:‘1)? to the tent(s)

of religious purpose in Palentine,l it is only Zimmerli who prefers

to associate it with the tents in which the Israelites lived when

they were wandering in the wilderness. There are at least two

main arguments of Zimmerli in rejecting the traditional explanation

of the names.> First, although the two names seem to be in

analogy with the name A1 17°Y907 4n 2 Kings 2131 (ef. Isa.

62:4), it is impossible to read them ADTIN  instead of
A57R% and 772°571%¢ instead of 11°571N, because the

consonant | in the name ,[ 17> 9[] is clearly preserved in the

MI'. Second, although both names are derived from the word

15, Hermann, maintaining the older 'inhaltiche und philologische’

explanation of the names Oholah end Oholibah, saysthat ;157N
ie similar to 151X meaning '"ihr Zelt"” d.,h, "die ihr eigenes
Zelt d.h, Heiligtum hat"® and that ;11°D/1N is similar to 71 oI
meaning *'"mein Zelt in ihr" = "die, in welcher mein Zelt d.h,

Heiligtum ist"* (ops eite, ps 144). Cf, C, P, Keil, Biblical
umﬂmj.

Commentary on the 'Eo%giaa of Ezekiel, (ET. by J.
Yol, I, Edinburgh, 1676, p. 322,

Slightly in distinction from the opinions of Heﬁnann and Keil,
Fohrer - Galling say : 'Auch Juda ist von Anfang an stindig, so
dass die Namen dieselbe Verschuldung bezeichnen, die verhassten
H8henheiligtimer. Ohola bedeutet demnach "die Zelt hat",

Oholiba "Zelte in ihr"' (op, cit., p. 132). See aleo, Bertholet -

Galling, op. citey Pe 83.

%%, Zimmerli, Ezechiel, (B.K.XIII/1), pp. 541fs.
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SR, it is impossible to relate them to either the Temple
in Jerusalem or the sanctuaries in the high places, because (a)
apart from Ezek, 41:1 in which the word OTIN is a ‘Pextfehler?,
the Temple in Jerusalem is never called  D/lX at all in the Book
of Ezekiel; therefore any connection of names 518 ana L ONX
with P's TN ‘DT‘IN is out of the guestion; (b) in
Ezek, 16116 where the worship in the high places is spoken of,
the word used ds not /IR put SIRbU NVO1.
Besides, Zimmerli, following Noth, points out that the meanings
of other ngmes derived from the word bﬂ){ are in fact not
alvaye related to either 1710 DTIN or HBhenzelte’, Therefore,
concludes Zimmerl#, 'wird man bei der Deutung der Namen von Ez. 23
vorsichtigerweise bei der Normalbedeutung von DTIR  bledbent,
Then Zimerli continues : *Die beiden Frauennamen dlirften bel E2Z...
sagen wollen, dass die beiden Midchen mit den gleichklingenden
Hamen ..+ zZu den von der Wiste herkommenden in Zelten wohnenden,
Herden weidenden (Gen. 4:20) Leuten geh!ron'.l

The opinion of Zimmerli, however, does not stand without

question or rejection, Accepting the fact that the word behind
the two names is D7IN , Eichrodt asks : 'Soll es die Nomadenzeit
Israels erinneren, wie es bei dhnlich gebildeten Namen der TFall
sein mag s+¢.7' On his question, and at the same time on Zimmerli's
opinion, Eichrodt on the one hand comments that 'eine solche
archiologische Reminiszenz liegt jedoch hier ganz fern', and on the

IM.f Pe 542,
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other peinte out that 'es findet sich nirgends eine_ Spur davon,
dass das Zelt im Alten Testament als Charakteristikum des HBhenkults
epfunden wire'., Therefore, continues Eichrodt, 'wird die alte
Erklfrung sich immer noch als die befriedigendste anbieten, dass
hier an das Jahweheiligtum gedacht sei, das ja im Pentateuch, und
dort mit Vorliebe in der Priecsterschaft gerne als Zelt bezeichnet
wird', Se, asccording to Eichrodt, the name Oholah means *(die)
ihr eigenes Zelt (hat)' and Oholibsh means '"mein Zelt in inywe,l
With Eiechrodt the interpretation of the names Cholah and Oholibah
goes back to the old one, namely that they refer to the religious
tent(s) : the one belongs to Yahweh and the other does mot 2

Now, it seems clear that generally speaking the discussion
on the meaning of the two names rises out of the question of how
is the word 5;‘1}{ te be understood. On the one hand it is
posaible to relate the meaning of the word to the nomadic life of
the wandering Israel before the settlement, while on the other it
is equally possible to relate it to the cultic tent(s), About
the second poesibility Taylor says 3

'The names, Oholah and Oholibah, derived from Hebrew
-'ohol, meaning a 'tent'. It could be a reference to a

1w. Eiehrodt, Der t Hesekiel, (A.T.D. 22), G8ttingen, 1959--
1966, Pe 214 (ET. PP 3211, ).

220 & certain extent Cooks also ¥afers £ his interpretation when

he says that both names 'means tent, the second with a slight
increase of emphasis, in allusion, probably, to the tents set up o
the high tla.oos for religious prostitution'., However, he eonti.nms ]
(ghoapo;ln is thaﬁi t?e t&atoga) alg:shulggenm 80 %:d glil.;%%'
. . Cooke. el, «Co L in L]
o Js %’ Ez'nn. Ezekiaz. E grmntn'y,
2 m’)l 972 s "They were both aliho in nm
th ullgh

t fferent emphasis, as well
diapoaition.]{‘aoh was depraved and wayward' (De 501)



tented place of worship, but it is not elear whether
this is Israel's tabernacle in the wilderness or a pagan
ghrine,

ees On the other hand, Oholah could mean "her tent” and
Oholibah almost certainly means "my tent (is) in hex",
which suggests Yahweh's sponsorship of Jerusalem'.

However, Taylor does not want to go any further than what he says.

Instead, he says that ',.. the details must not be pressed too far.

It is enough that the names had a cultiec tlavour'.l The hesita-

by

tion of Taylor to go any further is shared with/Wevers, Although

basically Wevers rejects the second poasibﬂity,a in faet he does

not go any further in following up the first either. He says :
The allegorical names given the sisters remain obscure,
They wexe probably names Mentionally‘sounding alike ...
(And, although) the basic element of 'Ohel occurs
cccasionally in Phoenician names, in the Hebrew name,
Oholiab (Exod, 3236), end in the Edomite feminine name,

Oholibamash, in Gen, 36312, 5, but these are no help, 3
llor is reference to the tent of meeting at all alike'.

With all this, it is now clear that a new way out must be

sought in order to understand what actually Ezekiel had in mind with

13‘ + Be Taylor, Ezekiel, (The Tyndale 0ld Testement Commentaries),
London, 1969 (reprinted 1971), p. 171.

2Hmrs says that 'the traditional explanation of the names Cholah
as "her tent" and Oholibah as "my tent is in her" cannot be based
on MP, and are not over lucid! l%k:!.el' ((The Century Bible -
New Series)), London, 1969, p. 180).

3..T. Wevers, ibid.. For gquite a different attempt, see, T. K.
Cheyne, Critica Biblica, Part II, London, 1903, who argues that
these two names are 'corruptions of (the name) Lx»n[i1'

(po 99)"
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these two names, For this, it must be emphasized that the names
ave used in a metaphorical context, In that sense it must be
¢2otinguished from other personal names, despite the faot that the
latter very frequently heve speeial meanings too (ef, Isa. T:7%;
8:3; Fom, 134, 61 ete.). In other words, the metaphorical context
of the namee Oholah and Ohelibeh has its own uniquenocss, This
is so, not only becsuse traditio-historically the naming marks the
climax of the metaphor's development in the prophetic traditions,
but alse because both names ave derived from the word Oi]} which
is one way or the other very important in the course of Israel's
history.
From the traditio-historical exemination carried out

earlier, it has been made clear that the metaphor was developed,
or perhaps invented, in Palestine, This means that, as far es
the course of Israel's history is oconcerned, the Sitz im Leben of
the metaphor is the Palestinian soil rather than the wilderness ox
the “gyptian soil, In this sense it is probably right to say
that originally the metaphor was used only to denote the relation-
ship of Yahweh with Israel in Palestine (Hos. 1-3).} 1t 18 in
this connection that the relevancy of the meaning(s) of the word

LR s to be sought, Zimmerli is perhaps right in referring
the meaning of the word to the tent dwellers in the wilderness,
i.20 the nomadic ancestors of Israel, DBut from the fact that in

1’In Jer, 2:2, however, the metaphor is applied to the relationship
of Yahweh and Iarael in the wilderness, Vhether the bride-bridegroom
relationship there can be regarded as equal to the husbande-wife
relationship, is etill a queestion, Besides, the word used in

Jers 212, 1.5 515190 4 18 not found elsewhere.
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Egekiel 2% the metaphor presupposes the existence of the twe
pister~-kingdoms of Israel, it is unlikely that his interpretation
is relevant here, Further, it is true that in the Palestinian
context the word I)i_}ﬁ could refer to either the tent of Yahweh
or the tent(s) of deities other than Yahweh, end that this fact
seers tc be the reason why Cholah is often zassociated with the
tent(s) of deities other than Yahweh and Cholibah with that of
Yahweh, But, as Zimmerli has rightly argued, it is unlikely
that that is really the meaning of the two names, since in the
Book of Ezekiel the two sister-kingdoms are never contrasted one

ageinst the other.l

So, the probable solution of the problem is
to look for the meaning of the word 5,‘1){ which will keep the
harmonious relationship of the two sisters and with Palestinian
locality.

For this, first, one is to realize that the short sentences in
23:2, 4a,which are arranged paratactically, cannot be regarded

as representing the chromological sequence of what m historically
taking place, Hather, they are the metaphorical presentation

of what the situation really is, namely, that the names of the two
sisters are Oholah and Oholibgh, and that they belong to Yahweh,
and that they have sons and daughters. In other words, they are

the dimensions of what is metaphorically stated. Second, it should

L. zimmerli, 'Israel im Buche Ezekiel®, V.T. 8, 1958, pp. 75-90,
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be emphasized that as is shown earlier, the aspects of harmony

and unity of the two sisters are more outstanding than their being

two independent, separate women, This is actually also the case
with their two, and almost similar, names. The root word 5:7.7%

behind the nemes refers to their being ome rather than to their

being two, In this sense it is unlikely that the word OIIR
1

referg to enything other than the tent of Yahweh in Jerusalem.

Despite the fact that there were attempts by Northern Kingdom to

set up her own tent of Yahweh, in Israel's history until at least

the time of Izekiel it has been proved that the tent of Yahweh in

Jerusalem remained superior. Even so, it seems unlikely that

2

K. Koch, in his extensive explanation of the word 571X has
shown that the name of the Temple in Jerusalem which was built
by David is different from that of the Temple built by Solomon.
Tatid's Temple is called 1171 D1RN 4 while Solomon's is
called TYI¥ 571N « Yet, as far as the word O/1X is
concerned, he says : ! rlei, ob das davidische Zelt YHWHs in
den solomonischen Temple eingenbracht und einer Kammer
(zusammengefaltet) aufbewahrt wurde oder nicht, die Zelttermino-
logie geht jedenfals in die Templesprache ein' (T.W.A.T. eol, 138).
It is also ssible to refer the meaning of the word O /1R
to the tent(s) in the high places, because, apart from the fact
that these tents can be found in both Northern Israel and
Southern Israel, and that their number was so big, it is
difficult to see the harmonious relationship between the two
sister-kingdoms and Yahweh thro them, Besides, in the Book
of Ezekiel they are not called 51N but 711R5V N8
(especially Bzek. 16316),

See, supra, pr. 241ff..
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the use of the word l) (IR for the metaphorical names of the two
kingdoms arose from this superiority, since in the time of Ezekiel
the Northerm Kingdom had long ceased to exist.
Rather, it must refer to the fact that from the beginning the word
5ﬂ}~? had played a very important role in the history of
Israel as the people of God. This fact is not only evident in the
erection of the tent of meeting ( IYI1n DN ) in the
wilderness, but, most of all, in the building up of the Temple or
the tabernacle oy 70',/1_1171" OTIN) in Jerusalem by David
and Solmn.l It is with these two tabernacles, i.e., the
tabernacle in the wilderness and the tabernacle of David and
Solomon, that the unique history of Israel as the people of God
mt?eundoratood. And if ome is to choose which SR best
suits the Palestinian flavour of the metaphor, it must be said that
the choice should fall on the tabernacle or the Temple in
Jerusalem,

Now, it is true that the relatiom between 7 Y19 DN
in the wilderness and the tabernacle/Temple in Jerusalem is rather
difficult to explain, nevertheless their significances in relation

to Israel's becoming and being the people of Cod are undeniable.z

5or the terminology related with the word L% , see especially
G, He Davies, '"Tabernacle', 15n ;,;.B. Vol IV, pp« 498ff,;
Ko Koch, ops €it., under 'Oy

20f, R. E. Clements, God snd Temple, Oxford, 1965, pps 35-62.
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Moreover, with the D iIX , be it the TY1¥ DiIR in the

wilderness or the tabernacle/Temple in Jerusalem, the idea of

Isroelts being possessed by Yahweh was never associated with

her being divided into two or more groups, but always with her

wholeness. 1In other words, with the word S5TIR  there is

no divided Israel; instead, there is only one people of God, i.e.,

the whole Israel, It is precisely with this idea of the whole

Israel's being one people of Cod that the second dimension, i.e.,
>5 71171317 must be exanined, The first thing about this

expression of *5 T13>° 71517 whien immediately attracts one's

attention is the fact that the verb 11231 is in the 3rd.

pers, fem. plur, form. Due to this feet it is not surprising

thet, in dealing with this perticular passege of Ezekiel, many

schelars have been led to the conelusion that metaphoriecally

Yahweh has married two women, The idea of deity's bigamy was

of course familier in Canaanite mythology and other non-Israelite

religions, Put it was certainly alien to the religion of

Israel, It is due to this fact that the explanations so far

given by scholars concerning Oholah and Oholibah's becoming Yahweh's

are almost always based on non-Israeclite rol.tgion.l

However, it has been hinted above that the problems concerning the

Ypor this, see the discussion in Zimmerli's Ezechiel, (B.K. XITI/1),
Pp. 538f. and the references there; Zimmerli himself does not

seem to have solved the problem involved in the metaphor of
Yahweh's bigamy. See supra, pp. 332ff..
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*two women' and the two names Oholah and Oholibah are genuinely
Hebraic and not non-Israelite, namely that although there are 'two
women' (23:2), or two-sister kingdome, they are actually only

one unity or one wholeness. In terms of their relationship with
Yahweh, their being 'two' does not at all exelude their being one
people of Cods This contradietion can perhaps be compared with
the Hebrew understanding of dual mun,l in vhich it is implied
that instead of looking at the dual noun as referring to two
separate things, it is preferred to look at it as referring to one
unity or one wholeness.

In the light of this comparison it seems possible now to understand
the word 1]1°°|15]1) as a prediecate of a sentence whose subject

is a dual noun (ef, G-K, paras. S8a, 145!1).2 With the dusl noun
as the subject of the word ]]°° /1511 the metaphor now clearly
refers to the idea of Yshweh's possessing Israel as a whole and
not as two separate kingdoms. In other words, due to the fact
that the 3rd per, fem. plur, suffix in the word ,11°°/151) refers
to Oholah and Oholibzsh, i.e., tﬁe two sisters-kingdoms which are
ectually one unity, the problem of Yahweh's bigamy can be regarded
as non-existence, This is so, since the metaphor clearly refers

to the marriage of Yahweh with Israel as a whole, and not as two

IG-K. para. 88.

nis is actually also the case with the words 7114175 and
131 in Bzek, 23:3.
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geparate parts.

Now, as far as the ides of monogamy contained in the
metaphor is concerned, it is easy to see the comnection of the
metaphor &f Hzekiel with those of Homea and Jeremigh, On the one
bhand Ezekiel goes in the line of Hosea in the fact that the ideas
of monogamy and of the bearing sons and danghters are followed;
while on the other he is like Jevemiah in that the two sister—-
kingdoms are included in the metgphor. In the first cese it
could cleerly mean that Ezekiel's metaphor is derived from and
the development of that of Hosea, and that Ezekiel wes acquainted
with the tradition of Northern Kingdomg; while in the second case
it camnot be understood as if Ezekiel was depending entirely on
Jeremiah.l The truth probably was that the division of the
kingdom inte two separate kingdoms, i.e., two separate politieal
identities, no longer allowed any Ieraclite traditionist to talk
about one political identity for the whole Israel, This can be

seen chiefly in the work of the Deuteronopistic historian.z which

l'It has been argued earlier that the case might well be that both
Bzekiel and Jeremizh depend on Hosea, but not Zzekiel on
Jeremiah, This means that each of these contemporaries has his
own version of the metaphor, BSee, gupra, pp. 327 ff..
Contrast, however, J. W, Miller, who, seeing the connection of
Jers 33 6-11 with Ezeke 23:1~35 (and Ezek, 16344«52), says that
‘Jer, 3i16£f, das Original bietet und nicht die Stellen in
Hesekiel' (op, eite, pe 91); of. Zimmerli's remark that 'Ez
steht auf den Schultern Jeremias, wenn er dieses Bild (i.e., the
picture of the two uafaithful wives of Yahweh) aufgreift und in
der ihm eigenen Criindlichkeit (analog Fzek, 16:34) es im eirzelnen
ausmalt' (Bzechiel, ((B.Xe XIII/1)), p. 539).

Cfe Go We Anderson, The History and Religion of Israel, pp. 104,
1673 his A Critical Introduction to the 0ld Testament, pp. 93£f..
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clearly shows the distinction between Northern Israel and Southern
Israels So, it can now be said that by the time of Jeremiah and
Ezekiel there was already a common knowledge that in terms of
politice there were two kingdoms of Israel, i.e., Northern Israel
and Southern Israel, It is from this common knowledge, or this
common source, that both Jeremiah and Ezekiel seem to have derived
their knowledge of the divided kingdoms to which they applied the
metaphor of the husband-wife relation of Yahweh and Israel.

While Jeremiah in his treatment of the two sisterekingdoms in this
particular passage, i.e., Jer, 3:13-~ll, still preserved the names
‘Israel'! and 'Judah', Ezekiel, in his metaphor dealt with here,

Joft them out altogether.>

Instead, Ezekiel used other names,
ie€sy Cholah and Oholibah, In other words, while Jeremiah's
treatment is only semi-metaphorical, that of Izekiel is entirely
metaphorical., Based on all the arguments above, it can now be
said that the sentence in Ezek. 23:4b cannot be regarded as an
original part of the metaphor. This is so not only because the
mentioning of the names 'Samaria' and *Judah' has weakened the
metaphor, but also because these two names do not fit well with
the meaning of the word O/]X which underlies both names 'Cholah'

and 'Cholibah'.

lPor the use of the names 'Israel' and *Judah' in the 0ld Testament,
particularly in the Book of Jeremiah and the Book of Ezekiel,

see, Gs A. Danell, Studies in the Name Israel in the 0ld Testament,
Uppsala, 1957, DD. 206-261., Despite the fact that the name
*Israel' can be understood in several ways, lanell admits that

in Jer, 3:6-10 it refers to the Northern Kingdom as contrast to
YJudah' which refers to the Southern Kingdom (ibid., pp. 211f..)
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Verses 5-10 : The deeds of Oholah.

It is very interesting to find that this section begins
with the verb 1T with Oholah as its subject. In this
section alone the word |17 occurs four times, i.e., once as a
verb (v. 5a), and three timee as substantive (yv. 7a, 8a, 8b);
once connected with person other than Oholah (v. €b), and three
times connected with Oholah alone (vv. 5a, 7a, 8a).  From this
gtatistice it can be inferred that the history of Oholah is one
way or the other comnected with the word 11T « This
inference is strengthened by the use of the verb T3 which in
this section alone cccurs three times, and each time with OCholah
as its subject (yv. 5b, Thb, 9b).1 It is true that these two
dominating words are used metaphorically., But it is interesting
to find that the partner, i.e., the Amsyrians (v. 5b), with whom
Oholah played the harlot ( 1117 ) and doted on ( LAY )
is not spoken of metaphorically, Instead, the Assyrians are
described as what they really were, i.c., they were the military
and the administrative pemnml.z From the deseription it is

l'.IZn the 01d Testament the word A3y meaning tdesire', 'doteont,
occurs not more than ten times, i.e., once in Jer, 4:30 and nine
times in the Book of Ezekiel, The distribution of those in the
Book of Ezekiel is ag follows : Ezek, 333131, 32, end Ezek, 2315,

7s 9, 11, 12, 16, 20 (Lisowsky)., For Ezek, 16:37, see Zimmerli,
Ope cit., in loc,s BHS, erit, app., in loe..

2For the detalls of the desecripiion, i.e,, the last word of v. 5
plus y. 6, see, e.g., Cooke, Zimmerli (and the references there),
and Wevers.
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eclear that the reference is now the foreign political affairs
rather than the religlous ones, To this extent Szekiel ie differe

lvhountmmt!u

ent [rom Lot liosea and Jeremial,
Canasnite religious wlm.z

of whether there was any particular reference in the mind of

Although it is still a question

Boekiel in his mentioning of Chelah's herlotry and desire with
Assyria, and il there was whebiher 1t could be regarded as repres-
entative of the whole period of Northern Isracl's existence,
there is one thling wihiech is cexrtain, nawely, that in that vhole
period Assyria vas becomlng the world o-p.in.’

If the historical veference is pressed lurther, one would see
that there are at least two factes which could Le regarded as
impoxrtant. Firet, as far as the history of lorthern lsrael is
concerned, it was only King Jeim (841815 5.C.)," King Menshen

’hmwm with & slightly different reason, Zimmerli says : 'labei
gteht hier nicht mehr wie in Tos 2, Jer 7 ... die Buhlerei mit
den kansenfiischen lLandesbaalen vor Augen, soniern die politiszche
Fremdlinderel ...' (op, eit., pe 539).

2v1th the exception of Hos. 819, For this passage, see, Cefey
We B, Harper, (I.C.C.). Bdinburgh, 1905, pp.
317f44 We Hudolph, loses, (K.A.7. X1I1/1), says that 'die
Bundnispolitik jst fiir Hosea genausc eine Verletzung des exsten
Gebotes wie der Fremdkult' (p. 166).

,:For this, see, G. V. Anderson,
London, 1971. PPs 101ff..

41n the so called Black Obelisk of Shalmaneser IIT it is clesrly
pletured that Jehu was prostating and paid atribute to Shalmaneser

III the King of Assyria.

For this See, 0.8.. K. ﬁﬂh, . ’ » 2!!‘ ﬂiﬁiﬂn.
in.wstmlqm. revised by P, He » London, 1960
reprinted 1972), pe 247 and note 23 J. Bright, o £

Jdsroel, 2nd edition, London, 1972, pp. 250f. note ©8; C. V.
Anderson, m.' PPe 98f,, and the references there.
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(745-738 B.C.), and King Hosea (732-724 B.C.) who had become
Assyria‘s vassale (2 Kings 15:19f.5 17:3£f.), While their respec-
tive predecessors and successors showed either defensive ox
offensive attitudes against Assyria's expanaion.l Second, despite
the resistance from the part of small countries like Syria,
Damascus, and Northern Israel, Lssyria's successful expansion

to the west had certainly made her the overlord of those small
countries. In other words, as far as Northernm Israel is concerned,
it seenmc there was no time at all in which her relationship with
Assyria can be regarded as enjoyable., The situation of Northexrn
Ierael had always been either surrendering to or fighting against
Asgyria, In either situation there was no point at all at which
Northern Israel can be regarded as bemefiting Ifrom her encounter
with Assyria.

However, there are some evidences in the Book of Hosea which
show that the relationship of lNortherm Israel with Assyria had
become cne of the major prophetic criticisms, They are Hos,.

53133 7:11; €:9; 12:1, 1In all of these passages Northern Israel's
geeking for help or her submission to Assyria is regarded as her

distrusting endlenial of Yebweh, her only God.2

It is interesting
too to find thet it is ouly Hos, 7:1ll and 8:5 which to some extent

are metaphors, while Hos, 5313 and 12:1 ave not. Nevertheless,

]?or all this, see, M, Noth, ibid., pp. 245f., 253£ff,3 J. Bright,

Ahid.’ PDe 257-240’ 268.ff..
Ge We Anderson, ;hid.. PPe 925 101ff.,

2&; these passages, see, €«gey Jo L, Mays, Hosea, (0.T.L.),

mon. 1969 v Mo
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these evidences show that it is impossible to deny that one way
or another this prophetic criticism of Hosea must have come to
Ezekiel's lkmowledge, S0, it can now be said that there are at
least two sources which had given rise to Lzekiel's metaphor of
Oholah's harlotry with the Assyrians : first, the historical
gource or the historical evidence, e.g«y the seeking for help
and/or the submission of King Jehu, King lMenahem, and King Hosea,
%o Assyria (of. 2 Kings 15:14f.p 17:38f,)" which, neagre though
they might ve in the traditious of the people Israel, iLzekiel
must have known by himself; second, the traditio-historical source
or evidence, i.ee, those derived irom the passages oi Hosea
referred to above, Turning to Hzek, 23%:8 it can be said that
the solution of its problem is more or less similar to the one
presented above, Although to a great extent 23%:8 only repeats
2333,% it is elear that the mentioning of the name of Egypt could
refer to twe historical vefervences : first, it refers to the
historical reference of v. 3, and second, it refers to the

historical reference of Hos. T:ll; 12:1, As far as the second

l‘rhe issue here seems to be politically centred rather than
religlously centred, although in the whole context both politics
and religion were inseparable., With this view in mind, it looks
like that lzek, 23:17b does not fit well to the main issue of
Bzeke 23:15-103 ef. We Zimmerli, ope cit., p. 544; J. Wevers,

OPs gita, Pe 180.

2Hepatition is a literary phenomenon characteristic of Ezekiel.
For the problem of repetition, see, C. Kuhl, 'Die "Wiederaufnahme"
- ein literarisches Prinzip?', 8,A.W. 64, 1952, pp. 1-11.



historical refevence is concerned, its explanaticn is entirely

the samwe as that of the relevence to Aseyria in iZmek. 2315, 'Ill..1
But as far as the fizet hlsloriecal reference is concerned, it is
jutereating %o find that here Egekiel does nol relate Northern
leraelts seeking for help to Lgypt with larael's haxrlotry with
the latter io her early historyj but he alsc sees that the later
harlotzy with Egypt is vased on and the coutlouation of the Lormer
onaes In this sense it is unique that Hasekiel sces the whole
history of Northern Israel, as the histoxy of harlotzy ( /11T

and 3y Je& For this reason, it is therefors understande
able tuat the pualshment which befell upoa her is the punishment
which a barlot deserves (wv. 9f.)s> And it im mot difficult to
find the historxlcal reference of the punishment, since the metaphor
refere to the fall of Sameria (722 BJC.) and thedeportation of
Northern Israsl's populatiés by the Assyrians.?

1?0: Horthern Israel's seeking for help to Fgypt, see, 2 Kings
1714

214 hos been shown eariier that $he lacking of the reference 0
the positive, and bright, periods in the history is due to

the
nature and the itz im leben of the metaphor itself, See
PP. 337Lf.. ¥ Sp—

Saxcept in Deut, 22120f., there is no other evidence in the 01d
Testarent which shows that the punishment of a2 harlot ( 7 s B
is dsath sentence, Cf. 0. J. Baab, 'Pro.timi.ﬂ'
Vols III, ppe 931=934. Although the phrase ) T AR
in 23%:10af does not seem to belonz to the original metaphor,
it shows elearly that the issue in the metaphor is political
rather than religious,

4o relevant passage for this is 2 Kings 1735f., 23; for the
passage, see, J. Bright, A History of Israel, 2nd editiom,
london, 1972, ppe 273£f.3 J. Cray, m PPe 583f.. For
the explenation of the punishment, ef, o 16139£f,, and gupras,
P. 34 note 2.



51 .

Verses 11-20 : The deeds of Cholibah,

ILike that of Cholsh Oholibah's deede are described by using
two domicating verbs, L.e., I1JT and AAY . Out of
the seven occurrences of tho word 7117 in thie section there
are only two which are not related to Cholibah., Vhile the rest,
and the whole occurrences of the word 1AY (four times), exe
directly related to her.® The frequent occurrences of these two
words is not only keeping the unit in the line and the continuation
of the preceding metaphor, but can alsc be regarded as maintaining
the dual character of the two sisters. This is to say that the
deeds of the two sisters are basically the same, 1.e., metaphori-
eally called by the uses of the words 1]JT and 2AY
The other similarity between the sisters is that their partners
are not described in metaphorical language but, instead, in plain
language, The description of the Asayﬂana in yv. 12 is just
the same as that of the Assyrians in w. 5f.3 the deseription of
the Babylonians 'pictured on the wall' is just clear and real as
well (wv. 14b-15).° From the descriptions of Oholibah's two
partners it is elear that the issue in the unit is once agein
foreign political affairs., THowever, there is one outstanding
thing here which distinguishes Oholibah from Oholah, namely, that

oy o Yv. 11b, 14a, 18a; 192, and 19b3 13y :¥¥. lla, 12a,
16&. and 20a.

zFor the detailed description of the Babylonians' picture, see,
Coiley 2. A+ Cooke, op, cit., pp. 251f.5 Zimmerli, op, eit.,
PPe 54 P
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Cholibsh's harlotry is told to be grester than that of
Cholah, This is clear not only from the fact that Cholibah
got the chance to 'play the harlet' with the Babyloniaus
while Oholzh did not, but also from the deseription of hex
deedss In ¥y, 11 there are two expressions which show the
difference, each indicated by the use of the preposition ]b
~comparative (G-K paras. 133a, b), while in wyv. 14, 19
Oholibah is deseribed as increasing (Hiph'~il of T]D." )
and multiplying (Hiph'il of 7117 ) her harlotry
( 12503179 ).

However, before going into further details on the section,
it seems helpful to have a look at other passages in the 014
Testament which have similar idea with the section under
consideration, As far as the comparison of Northern lsreel's
harlotry (or sin) with that of Southern Israel is concerned,
it seems that there is only one other passage in the 014
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Testament which can be considered, i.e.,, Jer. 3:6—11.1

lit seems impossible to take 2 Kings 17:7«20 into consideration

here, because it does not say anything about the excessive sins
of Judsh compared with that of lortnern Israel. Instead, if
says that their sins are the saune.

It seems equally impossible to refer to Ezek, 16:44ff,, since
it deals with three sisters, i.e., Jerusalem, Samaria, and
Sodoms For this, see, Eichrodt, Ezekiel, (iT. by Cosslett
Quin), (C.T.L.), London, 1970, pp. 214ff..

As far as Jer., 3:6-11 itself is concerned, most scholars
are in agreement on regarding the passage as a self-contained
one, which to some extent is separated from the rest of the
chapter (Cornill, Velz, kudolph, Weiser, Cunliffe-Jones).

The text of the passage is not entirely good., The correcctions
of Cornill, Hudolph, Volz, and BH3 crit, app. are very
suggestive, However, as far as the comparison between
Horthern Israel and Southern Isryael is concerned, thers is

one thing in the pessage which is rather difficult to explain
ise4y the Y (ex 10 7) which is prefixed to the word ‘);?
in ¥+ 9a. For this one could only ask whether or not the 2
(ox {0 ) is meant to be a prepesition (N-comparative.

For the allusion {o the sending away of a wife with a
decree of divorce in Jer, 3:8b, see, Deub. 24:led, The use
of the legal prescription in Jer. 3:1 to show how Judah's
legal fate would be is very interesting. It is true that
to some extent Jer. 3:l concerns with a kind of comparison
between Judah's ineressing herlotzy (v. 16, and that of the
woman in the legal prescription (v. la). However, to under-
stand the case of that lcgal préseription as the case of
Northern Israel's divorce from Yahweh (Jer, 3:8b) would be
reading too much into the text of Jer. 3:1l. As far as Jer.
3:l1 is conceruned, see, @.g«y the illuminating article by
Je Ds Haxtin, 'The Forensic Background to Jer. IIizl', in
Y.T. 19, 1969, pp. 82-92.
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In spite of what has been said about Jer, 3:6-11 above, there
are at least three things which can be said concerning its
comparison with Ezek, 23:5-20, First, in both passages it is
clear that Yahweh is the speaker and the prophet the sole
heaver,® Second, both passages deseribe Southern Israel, which
is metaphorically called TP TIR by Esekiel and semi-—
metaphorically called ;171171 77180 by Jevemiah, as having
gseen the deeds and the punishment of Northern Isrsel, which in
its turn metaphorically called | lD,"IH by Bzekiel and semi-—
metaphorically called DY\ 11X by Jeremiah, The
phrase which these two prophets uses for the description are the
sane, 1.0, 77917 ASHNR TTA IRm
(Jer. 3:7b) and 157X AR 7RI (Esek, 23:11).
Third, both passages contain the idea of compagrison between
Horthern Israel and Southern Israel., This can be seen in the
use of the preposition ‘]):}-oomparative in both passages, i.e.,
Jers 3:11 ¢ 171471 7171827 by mawn aval npis
and Bzeke 23311 : ‘] 11T 71PIHITH AR 71342 AN2AY JNWH
F\.ﬂjﬂ}i, which shows that Northern Israel's harlotry is less
than that of the Southern Israel, Despite the fact that the issue
in Jer, 3:6-11 is religious rather than politieal, it can be said

that both passages have similar theme or idea, i.e., Judsh's

1Focr this type of speech, see, supra, pp. 310f..
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harlotry ( i1JT ) is greater than that of Israel,t Now,
since these are the only passages in the 0ld Testament in which
the idea or the theme of comparison is found, it is therefore very
difficult to trace back the history of the idea or the theme |
concerned, The most that one can say here is that there is a
relationehip between the two passages. Bui the question such as

how and what the relationship was is very difficult to m.2

lpor the idea as it is found in Jer, 316-11, see, e.g., A. Weiser,
Das Buch des Propheten Jeremia, (4.7.D. 20), GBttingen, 1952,

ppe 33fs3 H. Cunliffee=jones, The Book of Jeremizh, (The Toreh
Bible Commentaries), london, 1960, p. 60§ Volz, and kudolph,

21?. seemeg that Miller has gone too far in sayins that the passage

of Jeremiah is the original, which means that Ezekiel copied

or developed it, Hore modest opinion is expressed by Zimmerli,
who says that here Bzekiel was standing on the shoulders of
Jeremiah although Ezekiel had his own interpretation (ef.
Egechiel, ((B.K, XITI/1)), p. 539); ef. Eichrodt's remark

on Zzekiel's employment of the symbol of marrviage for the
relationship of Yehweh and Tsrasel, in his Rsmekiel, (ET, by
Cosslett Quin), pe 210,

For all this, however, one must be reminded that
similarities of phraseology and idea in two or more passages
does not necessarily always mean that one passage is dependent
on the other, Especially with Jeremiah and Ezekiel, who were
themselves comtemporaries, the case might well be that their
similarities have derived from a common source or a common
knowledge.,

In other words, both Jeremiah and Bzekiel might well have
derived their similarities from a common source or a common
knowledge, which was presumasbly so common and/or so popular
that no other Israelite traditionist felt necessary to put

it into record., Cf. C. A. Briggs, 'The Argument £ Silentio?,
g_,_-?_‘_l_l_l’ June="ecerber 1883, PDe 3"‘21.
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Going back to Ezek, 23:11-20, it is very interesting to
find that here Bzekiel understood the history of Judah as the
history of harlotry ( T and QA AY ) with foreigm
nations or foreign powers., He deseribed the history very
syastematically in metephorical language similar to that of
Oholah's or Hokhern Isreel's history, Once again one may be
surprised by the lack of any hint at the bright periocds of Judah's
history. And for this it must be said that the lack is primarily
due to the nature of the metaphor itself. This, however, does
not mean that Ezekiel did not know the bright periods of Judah's
history such as those detected in the Tavid-Zion tra.diti.on,l and
the reforms and resiestances of Hegekiah end Josiah, Besides,
the lack shows that the issue in this passage is entirely different
from that of Ezek, 16:1-43., With this in mind, one is also
surprised by the faoct that Pzek, 2%:11-20 only mentions the
Assyrians and the :Ba.l:y],tm.‘.mnsn:2 ae Cholibah's partners in her
harlotry, and is silent about the other foreign engagements,

For this fact there are at least two things which carn be said,
First, although the Assyrians and the Babylonians are described
in g very plain language, their being nenfiomd here is primarily
to be undersiood in the context of the metaphor and not otherwise.
Second, it is true that there are many other foreign engagements
of Judah, in terms of both alliance and submission, But the

reason for the mentioning of only these two foreign powers is

15“. supra, Ppe 259ff., 277, 326ff., 341ff..,

zf'or the mentioning of the name Egypt in yv. 19f,., see, infra,
pp. 364EF..
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presumably because they wvere the two world empires whose influences
were most decieive for the political life of Judah, In other
words, as far as Judah is concermed, it is chiefly with these

two world powers that her whole political affairs were determined.
With all this is seems clear that Lzek, 2%3:11-20 does not have

any concern at all with detailed historical references.

The systematic structure of the passsge is shown by the
following facts : First, in v, 11, and in a fairly concise
statement, it is verbally reported that Oholibah's deeds are
worse than that of her sister, Second, this statement is not
immediately followed up by the description of the difference
between the two sisters. Instead, their similerity is shown
first (v. 12), and it is only after that that their difference,
or rather Oholibah's excess, is mentioned (vv. 24ff,). The
systematic structure is so clear that with or without the comment
in v. 13° 4t wil) easily be noticed. Finally, it is very
interesting to find that the excess of Oholibah's harlotry is
regarded as the result and the continuation of her harlotry with
Bgypt in the days of her Youth (yv. 19f.).

Having said all this, there are now two problems which

must be examined. First, the problem about the mentioning of

lsm secholars would like to leave this verse out for one or two

reasonsi see, €.Z., Wevers, op, cit., p. 179: Zimmerli, op, eit.,
Pe 545,
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the Assyrians ( 1w/ °]11 ) in y. 12, It is said above that
Bzeks 2%:11-20 does not actually concern with detailed historical
references, Therefore the examination on the problem of the
mentioning of the Assyrians in this section will be confined only
to what is mentioned there. In v. 12 it is stated that Oholibah
tdoted upon' ( 1Ay ) the Aseyrians. Ae for as its
historical reference is concerned, this verse could probably be
referring only to the reigns of King Ahsz (735-715 B.C.3 2 Kings
16317fe3 efs Isa. 7:1-8:8), King Manasseh (667-642 B.C.; 2 Kings
21:11-18), and King Amon (642-640 B,C.; 2 Kings 213:19-26),

i.e., the times when either willingly or by forece Judah became
one of Assyria's vassals., These references do not mean, however,
that it is only during those special periods that Judah's life
was determined by the Assyrian power. The whole period beginning
from Assyria's first military campaign in the mid-9th century
BeCe until the fall of liineveh in 612 B.Ce. had turned out to be
the period im which the political lives oi the sSyrian and the
Palestinian countries were measured by the Assyrian pom-l
However, those references of Judah's history do show that during

that particular time Judai's political life wes completely

1!4. Noth, The History of Ierael, ppe. 243£f,, 255-269; J. Bright,
A History of Terael, ond. edition, pp. 283ff.; A. L. Oppenhein,
YAssyris and Babylonia', I.D.B., Vol, I, especially pp. 271-274.
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dependent on Assyria., In other words, Assyria was then Judsh's
overlord, Yet it is surprising that in v, 12 ELzekiel does not
call the Assyrians the 'lover' of Cholibah as he does in the case
of Oholah (ve 5b).) Whether this silence of Ezekiel signifies
enything is not clear,

Second, the problem zbout the mentioning of the Babyloniars

( 513.“ 511 ) in wvv. 14-17. The striking thing here is
that the harlotry of Cholibah with the Babylonians is deoscribed
in such a way that one cannot fail to appreciste Ezelkiel's
characteristios, The deseription begins with e concise intro-
duction (¥« 14a) which, on the one hand, is comnecting what
precedes with what follows it, while on the othox raises curious
tension in the reader about what will follow. In whal follows,
i.€ey YVe 14b-15a, it is not the Babylonians themselves who are
desoribed in detail, but only their piecture which is presumably
peinted on & vell.” lore it is egain very surprising that Ezekiel
describes the picture twice, First, he identifies the 'men
painted on the wall' ( *D~ 5y APND SWUIRN' 4 X 14b)
as the 'images of (the) Chaldeans' ( [°ST1¢D M5% , ¥« 14b)

wvho, according to the eclothes or the uniform they were wearing,

1 immex1i notices that thesequence of the detailed desoriptions of
the Assyrians here ls different from that found in y¥. 5f+s The
sequence in vve 5f. is : l=2-5=4, but in v, 12 is : 2-1-4-3,
wilh the variation of S1591 instead of 3‘15 o1 (Bzechiel,
((BOKO HII/I)). Ps m)t

Some scholars would like to change PO *YIR in ve 14 inte
gspny SwlIR (Comnill, , Foy, Bertholet, Cooie),
while others, referring to 8:10, preier to retain it (Zimmerli,

Bichwodt).

2
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‘appear like third-ranked=men' (  TDD T'WOY NNV, ¥e 158);
second, he identifies them as the 'likeness of (the) Babylonians
(whose) native land was Chaldea® ( ~ bl'_'l"’]'.l WA, ¥e 15b).
These two deseriptions could mean at least two things : (a)
Ezekiel realizes the difference between the Chaldeans end the
Babylonians (ef. ve 23).% As a matter of fact it wes not the
Dabylonians who set up the neo-Babylonian empire in 625 B4C.y

but it was the Chaldeans.2 This was so, partly because most

of the Babylonians themselves were deported to Noxthern Israel

by Assyria soon after the fall of Samaria in 722-721 B.C, (2 Kings
17:24).° (b) Due to this fact the Babylonians referred to by
Fzekiel in y, 15b must then mean the neo-Babylonians, i.e., the
neo-Babylonian officers, and not the old Babylonisne, This is.
so not only due to FEzelkiel's characteristice in arranging detailed

L. zimmer1i, Ezeehiel, (B.K., XIII/1), says : 'In (v.) 23 werden
sogar die Babylonier Y12 *11)von den Chaldfiern ( D*1wWD)
unterscheiden, Darin kdnnte sich ein Wissen um die Fremdherkunft
der aramléiischen Chald8ern ... verraten', loreover, it is
interesting to find his suggestive conclusioy, in which he says 3
Man wird solche Unterscheidung einem in der bab, Verbennung
wohnenden Propheten eher zutrauven als einem in Jerusalem
redenden' (pp., 546f.).

201'.. Ceilay lia Koth’ M.. Pe 2703 Ve Eiohmt' ler
Hesekiel, (A.7,D. 22), ps 217 (BP., pe 325); VW, Zimmerli, .s

BCf. }'i. Hﬂth, 0‘0: Git., p. 262.
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deseriptions like this one (yv. 14b-15) paratactically,’ but also
due to the historical fact, namely that it was this neo-Babylonian
empire and not the old one which determined Judsh's political

2 S0, with these two

life after the fall of the Assyrian empire.
things it is better to regard the two descriptions as being one
long, and detailed, deseription which refers only to one thing,
iscey 10 the picture of the neo-Babylonian officers.

The question of historical reference of the picture, i.e.,
whether the plcture was seen in Jerusalem or oulside, iz very
difficult to answer, It is true that some of the materials of
the painting were found in Jerusalem (Jer, 2%:14 : W U’PP#)

and that Fzek, 8:10 could perhaps give the idea of what sort of

lon this deteiled deseription, Cooke remerke that T>1w> *1%%

is 'perhaps a note from the marginj the mentlioning of the
Chaldeana comes tco soon, anticlpating v, 15%, and that

on % D*1vDis an amnotation to v. 15 (ope cit., pe 251).
Heo , since detailed, and somectimes repetitious, descriptions
are found very often, end since it is oune of Ezekiel's charac-
teristics, this remarke of Cooke are actually unnecessary.

2he first phase of Chaldean history was marked by King
Herodachbaladan, during whose reign the Chaldean Kingdom was
still fairly emall., Although he had seized Babylon in 720 B.C.
and had taken part in the fights against Assyria, it was
Nabopolasar (626-605 B,.C.) who had brouvght the kingdom inte world
power, liabopolasar set up the mo ealled neo-Babylonien Kingdom,
vhich later, under the powerful reisn of Febuchadnessar II
(605-562 B.C.) became a world empire (2 Kings 24:7). 'In fact
"Chaldea" then began to reploce the term "Babylonien"',
Nebuchadnessar was succecded by his son, Evil-Merecdach, under
whoze reign the empire began to weaken. Under the reimm of
Bebonidus the empire eventuslly fell into Cyrus' hand in 539
BiCl See’ A. Lo Oppe‘nh-Eim' .Charldeﬁ'. I:?‘.B- v@lo IO' PP; 551‘.'
efy Go We Anderson, ODs cite, PP« 105, 148, " :
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painting it wes, DBut, it seems to be too pedantic to press
thies guestion further, VWherever the picture was, it is upon
those who were painted there that Oholibah doted. TFurther, the
expresasion vwhich ie used to describe the reaction of Oholibah
in pgeeing the picture is indeed quite emphatiec :

N30y Axmb OeORA2AMN (re 16a).0 This i immedistely
followed by Oholibahts rezl action, i.e., sending them messengers
to Chaldea (¥. 16b). Oholibah's invitation was precumably
gladly scoepted, so the harlotry went under way (v. 172).

With all this, one cannot fail to be impressed by the sysiematic
and detailed deseription of the process of Oholibah's harlotry

with the Babylonians, from its very begimning until its
accomplishment, By looking back at the introductions in wvv. lldapb,
14a, it must be seid that here one is dealing with a piece of
literary work which is indeed difficult to find its comparison.
However, it has been said above that here too one is dealing
primarily with a metaphor, for which rezason the historical
reference(s) of what is deseribed cannot be examined in detail.

So, here too, its historical reference(s) will be examined in
the confinement of what is said by the passage itself.

As far as one can see, the politieal involvement of Judah
with Babylon ecan be noted clearly when Merodach-baladan 'sent

envoys to Jerusalem (i.e., to the Fing Hesekiah) to encourage

1.~aading the text with g er?, (Zimmerli, Cooke, and others).

Wotice the emphatic expression : 1°1'» 1RWb,
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resistance to Assyria'’ (Isa. 39:1-4) some-time in 703 B.C.

(

2 Kings 20:12-15). But the dependence of Judah on Babylon

itself does not seem to have begun until 605 B.C. when King
Jehoiakim became Babylon's vassal (2 Kings 24:1):° in addition,
Judah's complete submission to Babylon took place only in 597

B.C, (2 Kings 2418£f,), after which the first deportation frem

Judah to Babylon, ineluding Ezekiel himself, took place. With

all these references it scems acceptable to say that it is

d

ifficult to pinpoint what or which of those events BEzekiel was

referring to.

o

The mentioning of kgypt in vv. 15-20 might give some light

n the reference, There are at least two poesible ways to

understand vve 19f.. Both of them actually depend on how ¥ 19a

is to be understood. To begin with, it has been said earlier

¢

hat the expression in v. 19a is one of the stetements which is

employed by the prophet Hgekiel to show the difference between

1

2

G. W. Anderson, The History and Beligion of Isrsel, p. 105.

It is not clear whether Jogiah's geoing to Meggido to attack
liecho II when the latter was on his way to Assyria in 609 B.C.
(2 Kings 2%:29f.3 2 Chron, 35:20~24) had any thing at all to
do with Babylon's growing power, However, it is interesting
to find that wevers alludes to the commection when he says 3
'Actually Josiah's attempt to stop Egypt at leggido from going
to the help of Assyria was aid to Babylon, and this may be what
sending messengers (is.es, Y. 16b) (in the breckets is mine)
may refer to' (op. cit., p. 182).

Yor the discussion on this provlem, see, €.gey U W,
Anderson, op, eit., ps 129 and the note there; ¥, Woth, op, eit.,
Pe 277 and the note there.
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Oholibah and Cholah., However, il seems that the expression as
it now stands has a double function, i.e., to repeat and siress
the statement in y. 14a and to introduce a new case of Cholibah's
hazrlotry (¥ve 19b=20). In the first fumction, which leads to
the first way to understand vv, 19-20, it is clear that the
statement stresses the increase of Ohollbah's harlotry deseribed

in vv, 14b=17a, and gives reason for it

'She multiplied her harlotry, remembering the days of her
youth when she played the harlot in the land of igypt!

(¥. 19)3
that is to say, Oholibah mmltipldied her harlotry with Babylon

 because she remembered her harlotry in the land of Esypt when she
was still ynung.l This implies that the nessibility to understand
Ve 19 as rveferring to a new harlotry with Egypt is ruled out,

and that the harlotry with Babglon, presumably very intensive one,
was the current harlotry which Tzekiel saw and deseribed, If it
is so, then the two verses, i.e,, vv. 19, 20, only constitute

a concluding remark which gives more siress to and resson for the

1Ix:n, paekiel’s denunciation on Jerusalem the bloody city (Fzek.

22:6-12), the harlotry is related to Jerusalem's having forgotten
Yahwehes In this conmection perhaps one could say that Cholibah's
remembrance of her harlotry iec actually the same ss her forget-
fulness of Yehweh., For the theological discussion on the
problem of remembrance and forgetfulness hinted at here, see,

8¢ Jo de Vries, 'hemembrance in Hzekiel?, Integfggggt;gn 16,

1952, op. 58ff., although he does not say anything about the
connection of Israel's remembrance of her harlotry with the
increase of her current one referred to by Fzekiel.
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harlotry deseribed in yv. 14-17. While in the second function
of the statement in y. 19a, i.,e,, introducing a new increase

of Cholibah's harlotry, the case is different. In this connec-
tion some scholars regard yv. 19«20 as referring to Oholibah's
new harlotry with Egypt which 1s different from that deseribed
in v. 3.1 This 1s justified by the fact that in 609-605 B.C.
Judah once again beceme the vessal of Bgypt (2 Fings 23131£f.3
Jer. 22:10£¢,).2

Lichroat points out that the new harlotry with kgypt began after
the bankruptey of Judah's pro-Babylonian policy. He, then,
continues 3 "Man sucht durch Anlehnung an xy'ptem, dessen
Expansionspliéne nach liorden wmter liecho neu belebt wurden, eine
selbotlindigere politische Stellung mit grisseren IFreiheiten
einzvhandeln.

Hesekiel kenn darin nur eine gesteigerte Wiedekehr des alten
slindlichenHanges erblicken, den er mit den verletzendendsten:
Worten als widerliche Teilheit brandmarkt' (Der Frophet ekie
((A.T.Ds 22)), pe 218; ET, p. 327).

Despite the faet that Cooke deals only with v. 20, he points
out that 'the allusion here is to Judash's overture to Egypt
for help when threatened by the Babylonians'. For this he
refers to ve 27; Jexr. 2:18; 37:7; and Lems 4:17. (G. A. .Cooke,
Ezekiel, ((I1.C.C.))s Pe 252). However, Ezek, 23:27 does not
gseen to confirm Cooke's remexk, since the 51d. pies. maso, plur,
suffix in the word 0*S5R is not clear whether it refers
to 'Egypt' or fo.Cholibah's 'lovers' (v. 22). Besides, in the
list of COholibah's 'lovers' in v. 24 the name of Rgypt is not
included,
See also A, B. Davidson, The Book of the Prophet Bgekiel,
(The Cembridge Bible for Schools and Colleges,, revised by
A. W, Sm, CMbride’ 1916, Pe 184,

2‘2"}:0 name *Shallum' in Jer, 22:10ff, refers to Jehoahaz. See,
€efey Ge W, Anderson, oD, cit., p. 129.
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However, there are two problems which are raised by these
twe interpretations of ws 19a. TFirsi, if it is true that

BT AR 205N (¥e 19a) introduces a mew cese
of harlotry, the partner of Cholibsh camnot be Egypt, dut must be

(D Tl)"Wﬁ'DD . This is so not only because v 19b
(D760 ¥R 5T 1575) refere to the past
harlotry rather than to the current ome, but also because Yo 20a
uses the expression and form similar to that of wwv. Sbe ,
gbs, and 16ax, i.ees QY , plus DY , plus object. The
object here is (0/T)>W3DD. Second, granted that v. 198
introduces a new case of harlotry, and that Bgypt was the partner,
then it iz rather difficult to refer the historical reference
of ¥v. 19b=20 to Judah's becoming the vassal of Egypt in 609-605 B.C.
This is se because, on the one hand Judah's becoming the vassal
of Egypt im this period was prior to her submission to Babylon
(597 BuC.y of ¥ve 14-17a) which means that the harlotry with
Fgypt cannot be understood as the increase of the harlotry with
Babylon, and on the other the meaning of the word Ui 1°W/JS .'JQ
is not elur.l
As far as the word [i1°W/A 55 is concerned, it might well be
that this word is a foreign, or a loan, word as it is suggested

Y5ee, note 1 following page and infra, p.'368 note 1.
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by some ncholm.l But whether it is foreign or not, its
meaning seems to be determined by ites explamation in v. 20b.

In this connection Oswald's remark is wvery helpful. He

points out that there was & great and complex literaxy tradition
between the expression used in v, 20b and a Sunerian expression

of the sane ld.nd.z Despite the difficuliy to see how this

lmm’ Zimmerli.

In distinction from these two scholars, ikichrodl does not say
anything about the word's being foreign. Instead he points out
that elsevhere this word is used for concubines, and that here
it must have a masculine meaning (ef, W, Bichrodt, Ezekiel,
((8r. by Cosslett Guin)), p. 319 note j), Further, rejecting
K8hler's suggestion that this word means the Philistines,
Fichrodt seems to have taken for granted that 0I*WALDD

refers to -W'pt !ihidog PP 527).

21"rom the construction of the sentences, it is clear that y. 20b
is setually intended to describe what D71*Va 55 pefers to, For
this problem lLoretz Cewald hac drawn attention on an expression
from a Sumerian literature which he thinks helpful to undex-
stand what Bzek, 2%:20 means, Oswald himself aclmowledgese that
he gquotes the relevant expression from W, Heimpel's Tierb

in der sumerischen Literatur, (Studia Pohl, 2, Hom. 1968,

DPe 258127 ﬁ.—The relevant expression is : 'Eine dreijdhrige

Fyran heiratet man nicht wie Esel (es tun)', The comment of
Heimpel on the expression, whiech is again quoted by Oswald,
reade as follows 3 'Der Vergleich beruhrt nicht etwa zuf der
"Wiedrigkell" dur Isel ... sondern vielmenr auf deren intensive
sexuelle Aktivitit',

Confirming Heimpel's comment, Uswald concludes : 'Das
sumerische Sprichtwort und Ez 23:20 stellen sich uns somit als
Zevgnisse einer grossen und komplexen literarischen Tradition
dar' (L, Oswald, 'Sine sumerische Parallele zu Lz 23:20,'
Biblische Zeitschrift, N. F., 1970, p. 126.

In the 0ld Testament there are four passages whose ideas are
perhaps similar to that of Ezek. 2%:20, They are Hos, £:9; Jex,
2:24; 5:83 13:27. Apaxt f{rom the fact that they all refer to
Israel or Jerusalem, it is only Jer, 5:8 which uses the vord

D*OiD 4 while Jer, 2324 and Hos, 8:9 use the word RO
(*wild ass'), and Jer. 13:27 uses the word Y14 (neighing of
horse?). Despite this differeuce on terminology, these four

sages might throw some lzlght to the 'grosse wnd komplexe
ﬁemische Tradition' of Oswald., To begin with, it mignt well
be that Hosea had a ﬂplied the Sumerian expression to Israel's
harlotry., This application was later on taken over by Jeremiah
and Izekiel, together with the other elements of the Hoseanic
tradition, mu Jeremiah to some extent remmnined dependent on
Hosea, Tzekiel referred back to the origin oi the expression cndl

lied it to the Baby n:lim This was possible because he was
qg%gelf in the Bs.bylonia.n a. Dthemise, perhaps Le weuld have
folloved Jeremigh's step.
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literary tradition wes, it might well be that suech expression
ae is found in y. Mmlmuym. or Babylonian, rather
thon Egyptian, MNoreover, the expression must have been knowm
only by a prophet or a person who had been in Babylon himself,
If it is so, the argument will certainly support the thesis that
Fgekiel wes actually in the land of Babylon, amones those deported
in 597 B«Couu

© With el these srguments, it seeme mow clear that wye 1920
refers to Cholibah's wmultiplying harlotry with Babylon, and not
with anpt.l In this conneotion there are two things which oan be
poted ¢ Virst,; it ie interesting to find that it is not Oholibah'e
but ber pattner's sexual capacity which is deseribed here, The
desexiption is in itself a metephor which, on the one hand is
diffevent from that of yv, 14-17, while on the other fits well
with, snd esmphasizes, the meitephor of Cholibah's harlotyy.
Second, since Igeliel himself was ome of those wuo underwvent the
result of Babylen's world power, it seems Justified (o say that
hexe he was talking not% ouly about Judah's past history but also
ber curreat cne, ior Lgekisl the wiole histoxy of Judal, 1.04
from the beglualng in dgypt wnitil his time, was a history of ewver
increasing harlotxy.

“The wora (Uﬂ)’v}.ﬁbﬁ, gomehow or other, refers to Babylon or
to the Babyloniane more emphatically, The plural form of the
word reminds one of that of the word (/1)° 171 IRYD in ¥ 5a.
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luss

1, Having looked at Ezek, 23 with the aim of examining
Bzekiel's interpretation of Israel's past history, it is found
that not all of the units in the chapter are relevant, From
the examination of the form and the content of the unitas, it
eppesrs that the relovant passage is vv. 1-20. Thie passege is
in itself a metaphor of two sisters, i.e., Oholah and Cholibah,
and is dominated by two words, i.e., i1lJT ('to play the harlot')
and AAY ('to desire', 'to dote upon')., The Qivision
of the passage into three sections is in itself zlready very
clear, The division is. as followe : the first secction t ¥¥.

1-4; the second gection : vv. 5-10; and the third section t
vv. 11-20,

2. In the firat section, the begiming of Israel's history
is dealt with. The history is teld in a metaphor of two sisters
whose names are Cholah and Cholibzh, In their youth the two
sisters played the harlot in Tgypt. THowever, if the roference
of their harlotry in Egypt (y. 3) ic left aside for a moment,
what are staled in yv. 2, 4b cannot be regarded as a chronological
account of who the two sisters were. Hather, what are stated
are the three dimensions of what Israel really was., The
- menbioning of the two sisters refers to the two sister~kingdoms
of lorasel, l.e., llorthern Isvael and Southern Israsl; CUholah is
Northern Israel, Oholibah is Southexn Israel, and both are Yahweh's,
Desides, the meniioning of {the two sisters refers to their dual

charscter rather than to {their being two independent, and separate,
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women, Therefore what iz meant here is not the two seperate,
and independent, kingdoms of Tsrael, but one and the whole Israel
ags the people of Cod. It is in this sense that their playing
the harlot in F¥gypt end their becoming the possession of Yahweh
muat be wnderstood.

With the metaphor which is in itself a Palestinisn invention,

it is 2lso clear that on the one hand Ezekiel stande in the
prophetic traditions, especially that of Hosea, while on the
other he has his own charscteristics.

In the second section, the history of Northern Isrsel is
dealt with, The metaphor is here continued, but Cholah's partner
is desoribed in a plain language. TFrom the description of the
partner, i.e., of the Assyrians, it is clear that whal is meant
by harlotry is in fact Northern Isruel's foreign political
affairs, Oholah's harlotry with the Assyrians is understood
by Ezekiel as the result and the continuation of her harlotry
with Zgzvpt in the beginning of her history. while the conquest
of Northern Terael by Assyria is understood by him as God's own
deliverance of the kingdom to Assyria because of her harloﬁp
S0, in the understanding of Ezekiel the whole history GI.f Hoxrthern
Israel, i.0., from the beginning until the end, is a history of
harlotry.

In the third section, Judah's history is dealt with, Again,
the metaphor is continued, with an even stronger tensioun.
Cholibah's harlotry is deseribed as greater than that of Oholah,
This is shown in various ways, snd all these ways are concen-
trated on Cholibah's current harlotry with Babylon, Like that of
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Oholah, what is meant by harlotry here is Judah's foreiszn political
affairs, So, in the understanding of Ezekiel the whole history
of Judah, i.esy irom the beginning in Egypt until Ezekiel's
time, is a history of ever increasing harlotry, which is worse than
that of lorthern Israel.

3¢ As far as the idea of comparing Northern Israel and
Southern Israel in terms of their sinful deeds is concerned,
bzekiel must have a traditio-historical wrelationship with Jere=-
miah, However, like the other traditio-historical relationships
between these two contemporary prophets,” it is very difficult
to decide whethexr or rot the one is dependent on the othex,
Apaxi from the fnci? that each of them has his own characteristics,
the most that one can say in this connection ig that they must
have common sources, €.g.; the Hoseenic tradition, the historieal
traditions, and the historical materials or the historical facts
of their tiwe,

4, The lack of any hint at the bright periods of Israel's
history in the passage wnder examination is mainly due to the
nature of the metaphor itself. This, however, doesc not mean

that Hzekiel did not know those bright periods at all.

1Basp:i.*lze the diffienlty in accepting Miller's coneclusion on this
problem, he has provided a great deal of material on the traditio~-
hisvorical relationship between the two prophets. OSee, Jo We
Miller, Das Verhfltnis Jeremias und Hesekiels 3 sprachlich und

Eheolosisch untersucht, feukirchen-Xréis, iMoers, 1955.
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CHAPTER VI

ConcLusION

There are still wmany questions wiich arxe not dealt with in
the exaunination and study presenied avove. These guestions
include, inter alisa, Szekiel's {wagmentary references io Israel's
pest history in his deseriptioms of the future of Israel,

Egekiel's doctrine of individual responsibility in chapter 18

whleh is in great measure contraiictory to the usual earlier
doctrine of hereditary responsibility, his diccourse on the bloody
city Jerusalem in chapter 22 which is contradioctory to the common
belief that Jerusalem is the chosen and holy city, ete.. In all
of these references and discourses,y bzekiel must have had something
from Israel's past which served as his basis., (Otherwise his
discoursee or his accusations would Le baseless and irrelevant

for his audiences. This is algo wery clear especially in chapters
40=48 in which Egzekiel deac&ib@a his desisn ior Isracl's f{uture.
Almost every topic which he describes there is taken from

Iarsel's pest history, Temple, priesthood, people of God, land
division, kingship, offering, uew Jerusalem, etc., would in fact

be unintelligible without referring them to Israel's past in which
all of them were found.

Hdwever, the concerm of the present study is confined mainly

to Ezekiel's interpretetion of Israel's past history, In that
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gense it is different from the study of Igekiel's references to
Israel's past history., The former implies something which is
charactevistically bzekielian, whereas the latter does not. By
ueging all eritical methods, especielly the truditio-historical
method, the present study Lus sought to exemine the passagesin
which Bzekiel's interpretation of that hisvory is lound, The
study avove has shown thal the relevent passages for this purpose
are the first, and the biggest, sections of chapters 16, 20, and
23, respectively.

Despite the faot that Lzekiel canmol by any means be
sepavated from the whole of Tsraeliie traditions, especially those
handed down within the prophetic movement, he has his own uniqueness
which distinguishes him from every other Israelite prophet or
traditionist, This alt least means that, as far as the Israelite
traditions are concexned, on the one hand, Ezekiel knew the
traditions of lIsrael's past, and on the other, he has his owm

interpretation of that past. .

1. The question of what were the past traditions of Israel
which Ezekiel knew is very importani, although it is di.fficml_t
to ancwer, This is so, siace the examination of the three chapters
above shows that on the one hand, by the time of Ezekiell “he
warious past traditions of Iarael had been so amalsanated or fused
that it is no longer poasible to make any asbsolute separation of
then, while on the other, there were still some major themes
which arve predominant in the amalgamated traditions. Scholars
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have also shown that the amalgamation had begun centuries before
Ezekiel came to his ministry, and that the process of amalgamation
vent on until thé post-exilic period, and even through to the

New Tesiament era.l

However, this continuel amelgamation cannot by any means
be understood as having occurred mechenically. 1nsiead, it
must be understood as a long, living, and oxganic process which
involved many factors, The Israelite traditionists, be they
prophets, priests, psa1m4sts, or traditionist circle, were not
persons whose work was mainly joining together all those traditions
mechanically. Instead they were exponents and interpreters of
those traditions, by whose works many oi the past traditions
became relevant for their respective audiences or addressees.

As faxr as Ezekiel is concerned, he is neither more nor
less than the other Israelite traditionistis in that, on the one
hand, he is one of tne heirs of Israel's past traditions, and on
the other, he is one of the exponents and interpreters of those

traditions,” This means that, in connection with chapters 16, 20,

l5ee, €sgey Go von Bad, 0ld Teatggnt Theology, (EXs by D. He Ge
Stalkex), Vol, I, Edinburgh, 1962, especially pp. 69ff.; M, Noth,
A Histoxy of Pentateuchal Traditions, (iT. by B. W. Anderson),
Englewood Cliffs, 1972, especially ppe 42-453 W, Beyerlin,
Ordgins and History of the Oldest Sinaitic Traditions, (BT by
e iudman), Oxford, 19¢H; ke B. CLBmﬁhtS’ Abraham aia David,
(5.B.Ts uecond Series 5), London, 19613 i, . Nicholoomn, leuter-

onoiy and iradivion, Uxford, 1967.

2Cf. Ee Wo Nicholson, Freachins to the Zxiles, Oxford, 1970, whose
argunent concerning the prose tradition in the Book of Jeremiah
implies that the Deuteronomisiic cizecle was one of the interpreters
of the Jeremianic traditions (especially pp. 38-115),
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and 23, Peekiel invented rone of their traditional content.

This i8 clear from the faect that, as was shown in the examination
above, in chapter 20 Dzekiel stands mostly within the credal
traditions, i.c., the exodus-wilderness-conquest traditions, and
in chapters 16 and 23 within the Jerusalemite or the David-Zion
traditions, In other words, the three chaptere can be regarded
as representing two different streams of ¢troditions which were

at Zzekiel's disposal. his does not mean, however, that they
are the only streams of tralition which Hzekiel kmew, but their
having been used separately by him means that to a great measure
they were otill dietinguishable from esch other, and that Ezekiel
was jJust to accept them that way.

Heecent studies have shown that the exodusewildernesge-
conquest traditious and the DewideZion traditions, are the outcome
of two independent, long, developments of traditions, in which
amalgamations and reinterpretations are the most noticeable
upects.l In this connection it is interesting to find that in

a great measure the prophetic movement was also recponsible for

Yror the history of the exodus-wilierness-conquest traditionms,
see especially M, Foth, loc, ecit.; V. Beyerlin, loc, eit,
For the history of the David-Zion traditione, see especially,
Re Ey Clements, Mv_ﬁlﬂ ¥, ¥o Porteous, 'Jeruvsalem-Zion i
“’”%‘{{i“*w » in his Living the Mystery, Oxford, 1967,
PPe diq X



376.

the preservation, amalgamation, and reinterpretation of the tradition
materials Iof those two streams of traditions.

The facts that most of the transmission of Israel's past
traditions was carried out in the cult,’ and that it is impossible
to separate the prophet from the cult, mean that the prophets
cannot be regarded as not responsible for the development of the
traditions.’ This is precisely the situation of Ezekiel, wio
was both a prophet and a priest., The study presented above has
shown that lzekiel stands in both the cultic circle and the prophetic
movement, OUne of the most important implications of this faet
is that, as far as the history of the transmission of Israel's
past traditions is concerned, he is really standing within the
circles in which the traditions of Israel can chiefly be found.
In other words, apart from the fact that his knowledge of the
traditions of his people is undoubtedly secured, fzekiel is really
an insider in the development of the traditions.

In view of all this, the problem of the stages of the
development of both the exodus-wilderness-conguest traditions

and the David-Zion traditions in the time of Fzekiel must now be

M. Noth, loc. eit.; W Beyerlin, op, eit., especially pp. 145ff.3
Ges vOn Had, 100. g& s

2509, €0y He We Hicholson, leuteronomy and Tradition, especially
Phs 551»'!..
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looked at. First, the stages of the development of the exodus-
wilderness~conguest traditions, The examination above has shown
that the amalganations of all of the elements of these traditions
have begun from a very early period, but only its most advanced
stage is found in Ezek, 20, This does not mean, however, that
Lzek, 20 should be understood as chronolegically the last and
final stage of that development, After the time of Izekiel
there were still other Israelite traditionists u&no concerns
with, and whose involvements in, the development of these
particular traditions played a more decisive role than that of
fzekiel in the formation of the 0Old Testament as a whole, This

oan be seen chiefly in both the Deuteroncmistic cirele and the

Chron.iom.z Heither does it mean that these later traditionists
were entirely dependent on Fzekiel's advanced amalpgamation of
those traditions, although a close relationship between themccan
hardly be denied,

As far as the prophetic movement is concerned, the examina~

tion above has shown that most, if not all, of the tradition-elements

1:e von Rad, Studies in Deu » (EP, by D,N.G, Stalker),

(848.7+ 9), london, 1953 (reprinled 1963); idem, Old Testament
Vols I, ppe 334ff.; E. ¥, Nicholson, leuteronomy and

Iheolosy,
M-um’ PPe mff. B

2:, von Rad, 0ld Testament Theology, Vols I, ppe 347ff..
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of Bzek, 20 are also found in the earlier prophets' .boak-.

Although by the time of Ezekiel all of Horthern Israel's surviving
prophetic traditions had been brought to Judah, and perhaps had
even been claimed as the property of all=Israel, nevertheless
there are indications that initially the exodusewilderness~conguest
traditions were chiefly preserved in Northern Israel, With
regard to this, the present study is in favour of the opinion

that the responsibility for the custodianship of these traditions,
and/or the elements of these traditions, lay with the eultic cirecle
in Northern .Isrul. and that it is chiefly from this cultic source
that Hosea and other lNorthern Israelite traditionists derived
their references to those traditions.-

In this comnection it can be said that in Northern Israel
~there were at least three cirecles of traditionists who were
‘responsible for the transmission of these traditions., They are
the cultic cirele, the prophetic rovement, and the Ieuteronomic
an-ele.z Although these three circles were to some extent

inseparable from each other, and although it is not clear how and
when the transference te the South of the exedusewilierness--

conquest traditions, and other MNorthern lsraelite traditions, took

ef. B. . Nicholeon, ops eit., pps 75f..
2por the Deuteronomic circle, see, especially ibid..
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place, the examination of Pgek, 16, 20, and 23 above hes shown
that it io only the firet two clrecles which had their respective

counterparts in the South.t
period around T721/720 5.C., or soon after it wes the busiest

It might well be true that the

tine of the transference, and thet by the time of Izekiel most,
if not all, of the traditions preserved in the Horth had been
transferred to the South, However, the process of making them
the posseesion of allelarael does not seem to Lave gone very
smoothly. The reformation by King Josiah can perhaps be regarded
as achieving the greatest successes in the process of the alle
lsreelization of both the Northern and Southern traditions,
although this particular process already had ite prototypes
during end before the times of DJevid and Solomon.”

fow, whatever the relationship between the all-Israslite
traditions of the times of David and Solomon ané those of the time
of Josiah might be, one thing is certain that by the time of
fzekiel this alleIsraelization process had ac:ieved a great desl
of success, This iec clear from the fact that (a) in chapter 16

Ew%lﬂofﬁnmﬁmﬁefﬁhnlmtomiocmhm

Southern Israel, soe, jbid., especially pp. 88, 94i7.,

2

Cfe Go We Anderson, The E Pe 1293
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Esekiel is speaking atout all Israel although this chapter is
predominated by the David-Zion traditions which were originally
presexved only in the Sothern Kingdoms (b) in chapter 20 Smekiel
is addressing all Israel although he is standing mainly in the
exodusevilierness-conquest traditions which were predominant
in the Horthern Xingdoms (o) in chapter 23, despite his knowledge
that Israel consisted of two political entities, Ffzekiel firmly
regards them as one people of !mh.l

What is surprising in spite of all of these successiul
mhwathamms-mt,aﬁduoaQupomtor
view of tradition history, the two streams of traditions used
by Ezekiel cannot be understood without relating them to their
respective provenances and origins, The David-iion traditions,
or the Jerusaleam traditions, which are now used for all-Isrsel
in chapter 16, camnot be understood without referring them baok
to their original contents; the exodusewilderness-conguest
traditious which are used for all-lsrael in chapter 20, cannot
be understoed without referring them back to their original
contentes and thie is also true of the traditions employed by
Ezekiel in ohapter 23, It ioc iwposeible in the present study to

go into details on the provenance of each of those truditlm,a

l‘sw all this, of, ¥, fimmerli, *'Jereel in Juche ‘zechiel',
Yale 8y 1998, pre 75-90.

22"0: the provenances of some of theege traditiors, see the
references in notes 1 and 2 on p. 381.
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but very briefly their respective original contents can perhaps
be outlined as follows,

The lavid~Zion traditions contain the covenanit between
Yehweh and David, in which the Davidic kingship is secured, and
Zion, or Jerusalem, is chosen to be the dwelling place of ‘!ahuehol
The exodus-wilderness-conquest traditions contain the saving acts
of Yahweh towards some of the iribes of the Tsraelite people.”
And the traditions used in chapter 23 are mainly predominated by
the meaning of the word 5]‘[ N which refers to either the Temple
in Jerusalem or the tabernacle in the wildermess, or beth.

From all this, it can be said that all of the traditions of
Israel's past in Egek, 16, 20, and 23, are originally concerned
mainly with the seving acts of Yahweh to those who were later on
regarded, or claimed, to be the originators of all Israel. In
other words, the all-Israelizing process of those various {radi-
tions implies the claim that the special status of Israel as the
people of Yahweh has been granted to her from a very early period,

i.0.5 from the times of both their very first forefathers (Abraham,

ton this, see especially R. E. "iements, Abraham and David, (S.B.T.
Second Series 5), london, 19673 G. von m. 01d Testament Theology,
Vol. I, PPe “ff..

2

S“' mmw. M Kﬁth.
(mo h’ Bc Uo MM)' < dle,
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isaac, and Jacob), their first king (David), and their first
Temple in Lion.

Fany scholars rightly relate Israel's special status as
the people of Yahweh to her covenantal relationship with Yahweh,
In this connsction, and with regard to the origins of these
various treditions, R, E. Clements has rightly said that there
were verious covenant ideologies in Israel, and that there was
a continuous process of reshaping and/or reinterpreting them.
Although Zzek, 16, 20, and 23, do not particularly show how this
process of reshaping and reinterpreting occurred, they do show
that, as was revealed in the exanination above, the concept of
a covenantal relationship between Yahweh and Israel is dominant
in all of them, As a matter of fect, the cases which Izekiel
presents in all of these three chapters can hardly be understood
without it., Vith regard to all of this, it does not seem to be
mtinjg to say that the covenantal relationship between
Yahweh and Israel is used by Dzekiel as his framework in presenting
his arguments against Israel in those particular three chapters.

In this connection it is interesting to find that, on the
one hand, Fzekiel still follows two different sources of covenant
traditions, i.e.,, that of the David-Zion (in chapters 1€ and 23)
and that of the exodus-wilderness-conguest (in chapter 23), and

13. E. Clements, Abraham and David, pp. 86f,.
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on the other, each of these two traditions is used as referring

to the covenantal relationship between Yahweh and all-Israel.

In other words, although in each of those three chapters Lzekiel

deals with alleIsrael, the almost exclusive use of each of the two

covenant treditions, i.e., in chapter 20 on the one side and in

chapters 16, 23 on the other, means that traditio-historieally

these two traditions were still independent of each other, This

is indeed surprising, since the process of amalgamation, or the

process of all-Israelization, of these, and other, traditions

of Israel had begun long before Esékiel'a time, Yoreover, the

examination of these three chapters above has shown that it is

only in them that each of these traditions is so extensively

used, whereas in other parts of the Book of Ezekiel and in other

prophetic books there are only fragments of thems To that

extent the three chapters of the Book of izekiel are really unique.
Their unique characteristics are also clear in that both

chapters 16 and 23, in which the David-iion traditions ave

predominant, use metaphors throughout, whereas chapter 20 uses

stereotyped formilas and stereotyped structures, It is true

that the metaphors used in chapters 16 and 23 are not by any means

the invention of Izekiel himselfl bLecause they are already used

by both his predecessors and his ecutemporary (Jeremiah), but their

being used in so extensive, detailed, and developed a stage is

peculiar to these two chapters. All of this shows that, on the

one hand, RAzekiel is standing within two very important sti:oms

of Israelite traditions, and on the other, he is unique in that he
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uses the two covenant traditione so extensively that their orgauic
relationship in his tescuing is conspiocuous,

2, izekiel's mmmumums‘mm
way he trests the contenis of those two covenent traditions.
It wvas said avove thet neither of these two traditions could be
understood without referving them to their respective provenancee
and contente, As far es contenie are conceined, these two
etreams ol traditions can be rega;ded as two important veuicles
by which the memories and/or the recowds of I 1's past history
are chiefly preserved. The exoduse~vilderness-conguest traditions
heave been rishtly associasted with the Credo of Israel in wiich
the glorious pest history of the people is recited. It is beyomd
the scope of the present study to trace back the tradition history
of this Credo, vut, despite this, it can definitely be sail thatl
it is this Credo which has beceme the background of mek, 20.

In the classic examplos of Israel's Credo, l.e., Jout.
26351f, and Josh, 24:2ff., the past history of lasrcel is relerred
to, or ie recited, a8 & plece of idetory full of Yalweh's saving
acts. In other words, accoxding to that (redo, the exiotence
of Israel as a people of Cod fromite very veginmning depends
entirely on the saving acts of Yahweh, This means that from the
mmmmtoryofhmlhnhistmof.thommo:
Yahweh, loreover, a closer examination of the two credal
passages referred to above siows that the recital of those saving
. acte of Iahweh constitutes au important vart in the wiole act of
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covenant renewal ceremony which Israel enscted from time to time,
mofthummtthnohnvuyelﬁomimm
the Credo and the covenantal relationship of Isrsel and Tanweh,

How, in Ezek, 20 Emsekiel also recites Israel's past
history. However, the stress of his recital does not lie on
the bright side of that history at all, Instead, it lies on its
daxker one, This is clear in that with sterectyped formules
and stereotyped structures Esekiel's recital featuree the whole
of Israel's paet history as being full of Israsel's disobedience
to Yalhweh's commandments, Apart from the fact that the use of
both the stereotyped formulas end the stereotyped structures in
this recital are very impressive, the recital's strese on the
darker side of the whole of Israel's past history shows that the
function of this recital is different from thet of the recital
in the Crede., This is true in that the recital in Izek, 20
is used by Pzekiel as the basis of his aunouncesent of juigement
against Israel, In other words, with the recital of lsrael's
past history in Ezek, 20, Ezekiel does not only turn Isresel's
Credo upside down ani detach it fyom the context of the covenant
renewal ceremony, but also changes the stress of its content and
uses it as the basis of his anncuncement of Yehweh's judgement.,
In addition, he does all this by using the form of disputationsl
apeech.

In this recital Israel is presented as a rebellious people
who d4id not obey Yehweh's commandments from the very beginning
of her history. Although in this particular chapter Fzeikiel does
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seenm to have read the people's situation ef.hl.a time back to the
people's whole past, and eome of his references to that past are
his oun creations and are not entirely naouinto, neverthelese it
is impossible to deny the relevance of his interpretation of that
past history. Tnie is so, beocmuse h&l‘intnryuotutzoa is
presented within the framework of the people's covenantal ltlfnl.
From the Credo it is cleaxr that the covenantal etatus of the
people is claimed, or is believed, to have begun since the time
of Israel's forefathers, or more popularly, since the exodus
event, It is precicely this status which is now reviewed by
dzekiel by way of arguing that from that very begimning Israel
has been rebellious against Yahweh., In doing this the only
measure wnich he uses is whother or not Israel obeyed Yahwenh's
commandments, liowever, in spite of the faoct that Isreel's
disobedience, or Israel's rebellion against Yahweh, is mentioned
several times, it is interesting to find that in chaptex 20
fzokiel seems to have specified it only in terms of lerael's
worshipping deities e‘illu' than Yahweh, Iue to the fact that
Israel's involvement in this practice was advanced only after
she entored Paleatine, and it is certein that fzekiel himself
witnessed the practice during his lifetime, it is once egain clear
that to & great measure izekiel nmust have read the people's
situation in his time back into that of the pecple's wiole past
history. \
It is also with this disobedience of Israel that igekiel
is concerned in the two metaphors in chepters 16 and 23%. Although
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in chapter 16 Ezekiel stands mostly in the Tavid-Zion traditions
wuma;muﬁtmm—mmummmmm—
vildéerness~-conguest traditions, the two metaphors are the same in
that they speak about the relationship between Israel and Yahweh
8s the relationship between wife and husband, However, as far
a8 Israel's past history is concermed, the two metaphors are
different from each other in that in chapter 16 it speaks sbout
Jerael's disobedience only after Iesreel has been on the top of
her glory, whereas in chapter 23 it speaks about Israsl's discbed-
ience since Israel's youth, Nevertheless, chapter 16 does not
by any means appear to be less redical than chapter 23 (and
chapter 20) in that in a very humiliating way it deseoribes
Israel's origin not as coming from Israel's forefathers or as
being chosen by Yahweh, bLui from non-Israelite parente and as
being an unwanted baby girl wio was poorly left dying in the
open field,

There axre certainly many important poimts in the two
wmetaphors in chapters 16 and 23, but in the context and purpose
of the present study it seems sufficient tc say that Zuekiel's
interpretations of Ieruel's past history iu both of these
chapters are mot less gloomy than that in chapter 20, This is
80, since the two metaphors present Tsrael as an unfaithful and
disobedient wife who, instead of cbeying her lawful husband,
commits adultery with other men throughout her marvied life,
Sesides, in cpite of the fact that the descriptions of the
didobedience in chapter 1€ and 23 are Aifferent from that of the
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disobedience in chapter 20, in that the former descriptions refer
to both religious and political adulteries whereas the latter
refers only to religious disobedience, nevertheless in terms of
religzious sdultery or religious disobedience all of the three
chapters are the same in that they speeify it in terms of Isml'n_
worshipping deities other than Yahweh.

Further, the politiecal disobedience of Israel described in
chapters 16 and 23 is important, This is so not omly because
it could give a clue for the determination of the starting point
of “zekiel's interpretation of Israel past history in the two
chapters. The two chapters explicitly emphasize that Israel's
foreign political affairs, or more precisely, larael's reliance
to foreisn political powers, is an essential part of her disobedience
to Yahweh, In this conneoction it is clear that by the time of
Fzekiel Tsrael's political reliance on foreign powers can be
underetood only in connection with her political establishment in
Palegtine, Therefore it can be said that the political establishe
ment of Israel in Palestine ies used by Izekiel as both the
starting point, and the frame of reference, of his interpretation
of Israel's past history in both chapters 16 and 23, In other
words, the fact that Israel's foreign political affairs can be
understood only in comnection with her political life in Palestine,
makes it clear why the two metaphors in chapters 16 and 23 deal
chiefly with Israel's past history in Palestine after the conguest
and not with Israel's psst history before that period.
The conlinement of Israel's past history to the period after the
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conquest 4s clear from the following facts., In chapter 16
Ezekiel deals metaphorically with Israel's past history by
reciting the curriculvm vitae of the woman Jerusalem whose birth-
place and place of residence is Palestine, and in chapter 23
deals metaphorically with it by referring to two sisters of one
mother who presuppose the co-existence of the two sister-
kingdoma of Israel in Palestine.

ue to the fact that the separation of the religious
meaning from the political mesning of the metaphorical adultery
is penerally umacceptable to scholars, the distinction between
both of them at any rate showe that the metaphor mmet have
presupposed the fact that Tsrael il not only a religious community
but also a political comemunity, or political communities.
This means that the metaphor is concermed chiefly with Israel's
situation in Palestine after she eatablished hergself as a
political community or communities, Thig is a2lso the case with
the metaphors of husband-wife rélationship in Hos, 133 Jer. 3:1ff.;
Isa. 1121ff.s It is true that in Jer, 2:2 and Fzek, 2313, 21
the metaphor refers to Israel's situation outlido Palestine.
But these two passages do not seem to matter, since in Jer. 2:2
no political disobedience is involved, whereas in lzek, 23:3, 21
Fgekiel reads the Palestinian situation of Israel back to her
pre=Falestinian peried.

Having said all this, however, it would be a mistake to
assume that in chapters 16 and 23 Ezekiel does not refer to

Israel's bright past history. As a matter of faect, and as in
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the case of chapter 2C, all of Izekiel's nepative interpretations
of Israel’s past history in chapters 1€ and 23 are presented by
using Tevael's hrigit past as their background, Therefore it
mldmmmlewmmmdlndWIom
of Israel's mt:h:htoq Zgekiel puts the stress on the darvker
side of that history rather than on its bright eside., This
gtress ie so strong and so predominating that fmekiel's unique-
ness is impressively conspicuwous, In addition, izekiel is

even prepared not to mention any major bright event at all. In
chapters 1€ and 23 no mention is made of either David or Soleson,
or Josiah, and in chapter 20 no mention is made of either Noses,
or Ginai, or Joshua, '"he luck of theae greal names does not
mean that Czekiesl does not know the brizht periods of Israel's
past which surround them., DBut it does show that Lzekiel is
determined to present what he understends sbout his people's
past history.

The examinetion presented above has shown that traditioe—
historically Egzekiel's negative interpretations of lsrael's past
history in all of those three chapters are not really new, “his
is 8o, sinee his predecessors, e.g., Hosea, lsaish, and Jeremiah,
have already presented their negetive interpretations of that
past history as well, although theirs are more fragmentary if
compared with that of Izexiel, Vhat seoms to be new in lmekiel‘s
interpretations ia the way they are presonted, i.e. they are
presented in special chapters and in really elaborate, and developed,
literary compositions, 20 that they could give a sharper, and more
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radical, impression tken that of the other prophets., fThe
origin of this difference, or this newness, must be sought in
the characteristics of itzekiel himself,

It vas ol'ten said in the examination presented avove that
one of izekiel's characteristics is his fondness for describing
one particular thing by using a lengthy, detailed, and sometimes
repetitious, deseription., It is thie kind of description, and/or
literexy composition which one actually finde in all sections
of the three chapters ol the bHook of igmekiel dealt with in the
present study, From the point of view of prophetic traditions
it can be said that 4t would indeed be  mistake to put auy
pejorative label to any pert of the lensthy descwiptions found
in those seetions of the chapters, This is so, partly because
in those sections mont, if not all, of the short deseriptions
are arranced paratactically so that it is impossible to regard
one of them as being subordinate to the other, and partly because
it is imposaible to determine whetnor a deseription is either
primary or seocondary, or a later addition, or the like, This
poratactical arrangement implies that all of the short descriptions
have similer functions, and togetier make ivekiel's preseststion
very clear and extraordinarily impressive. V., Zimmerli is
certainly right in regarding ihe literary composition of each of
the three chapters as neither pure poetry nor pure prose, but as
‘eine gehobene Proaa'.

Certainly, one might wonder whether in chapters 1¢ and 23,
in particular, igekiel has not gome too far in deseribing the
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deede of his people by elaborating the negative stress of the
mwotaphor wiiich otherviee was very fanilisr in the prophetic and
other Jeraslite traditions, This question applicse also $0, €.ges
Dgekiel's elaboration and, indeed, his changing, of the metaphor
ummmmw.mmuMhammo:
individual responsibiiity in chapter 18, levertheless, one
must remeusber that Dsekiel is really an exceptional persenality,
iu wvhom one could find many uniquenessves which distinguish him
from other Ierasliite traditionists, In this connection,

Ge Ve Anderson is right in pointing out that it is patural to
tiink of a prophet's experience of vocation ae the driving foree
behidnd his ministry.,® In the case of imekiel, the correctness
um:mt'mummmtmuvamwm
ingeparable from his unique experience of vocation as is desoribed,
CeBey in Emek, 13484y 238-3135 4:1-17; ete.s IFurther, the 01d
Testament iteelf gives evidence that there are no two similar
prophotic experiencee of vecation, Each ome of the prophete
has his own uniquenssees, both in terms of his experience of
vocation and in terms of his messace. In this comnection it
st be said thet fzekiel's exporience of vocation is unique,
mtmxyutmuum:mtma.wauorm«mm.
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but also in that in some cases it shows further, and detailed,
elaborations and advancements upon theirs, This can be seen
both in his incomparable visionary, and enigmatic super-normal,
experiences and in his vivid dramatization of some of his
nessages., In view of all this, it wmust be said that the
seeningly extravagant elaboration of the descriptions of Israecl's
adulterous deeds in chapters 16 and 2% is one of Lzekiel's
outstanding characteristics .1
J« To'return to the sections of imek, 16, 20, and 23, dealt
with in the present study, it can be said that all of them only
have one .thun. i.e,y Israel's unfaitihfulness, or disobedience,
to Yahweh, For Fzekiel this unfaithfulness hes existed since
the very beginning of lsrael's history, The fact that there were
some parts of lsraselite traditions which told how Israel had
originated, particularly the exoduws-~wilderness-conquest
traditions and the David-iion traditions, made it easy for
Ezekiel to present his interpretation of his people's past
history, This is s0, since it is these traditions which are
now used by Ezekiel to present his underastanding of his people's
unfaithfulness and disobedience, The fact that these two |
streans of traditions, either in their advanced form or in their

lpor further charactéristics of Izekiel, see, supra, ppe T2ff..
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fragmentary form, have been known by Hgekiel's predecessors and
contemporaries, means that tgekiel is not their imventor, In
other words, iv this particular case Fgekiel to 2 great measure
depends on the tradition materials which were already in exiutence
by his time, VYet, the faet that in the three chapiers Izekiel
eould, in a unigue wsy, us¢ them for the purpese which is
contrary %o thelr original ones, thtmemhmkhlm
determinedly advocated, shows that he iz aleo trausforming them,

This is clear from the following facts., (a) Instead of
reciting Isrsel's salvation histoxy sccording te thn Credo,
SZsekiel recites Israel's rebelliousness which begins from the
very beginning of her hiatory (chapter 20). (b) Instead of
telling of the lovely husbandewife relationship between Yahweh
and Israel, tzekiel tells o.fl the broken husbandewife relationship
between them which is full of adulterous deeds from the part of
the wife Ierael (chapters 16 and 23). In addition, imek. 15
shows that instead of telling about the precious, and fruitm..
vine Israel, Egekiel tells of thnl uselessness of the vine's wood,

The dependency of Egekiel on the tradition materials can
duhmumrwtthtutmmm&mﬁum-
wife relation nor the credal historical recital was Fmekiel's
invention, His predecessers and other lsreselile u-.auupam
have used either one, or both, oi them, Yet, Ezekiel's unique
use of thesé two tndition.mteruh in those particular three
chapters shows very clearly that he is different from, and more
than, most, if not all, of Israclite traditionists.
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Al) of this means at least two things. First, traditio--
historiecally, by the time of Ezekiel the two streams of traditions,
and both the metaphor of the husband-wife relationship and the
eredal historical recital, had not been settled and/or firmly
established as such that they were unchangeable and/or untrans-
formable. In other words, in spite of the fact that Ezekiel's
predecessors and contemporaries had known and used both the two
streams of traditions and the metaphors and the credal historical
reecital, nevertheless all of these tradition materials remained
as the living common property of Israel from which every Israelite
traditionist got the right to use and to develop them, This
is so, since essentially every Israelite traditionist is both
the heir and the exponent of his people's traditions, which means
that the traditions were not transmitted mechanically but
organically. Second, as far as Fzekiel is concerned, it has
been shown above that he is only one of the interpreters of
Israel's past history. 1In that sense, and with regard to his
being both a prophet and a priest, he is not an Iiao.lated. and
solitary, person, Rather, he is an insider, whose whole
ministry has been guided by his critical views of both his own
people's situation and his own people's traditions,

In connection with these two things, one is reminded of the
ministry of Jeremiah, Although Jeremiah began his ministry
several years before Ezekiel, it can be established that to a
great measure these two prophets were contemporaries, Vith

regard to thia,' it seems Justified to say that to a very large
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extent these two prophets shared a common conviction concerning
the people of Israel,

This is so, partly because they were living and earrying out
their respective ministries in the same historical period in
which external, as well as internal 'momentous changes had taken
place' both in Judah and in her neighbouring eduntr:l.u,l and
partly because they were of priestly origins (Jer. 1:l; Ezek, 113).
Although these two prophets do not eeem to have explicitly
menticned each other in the books which bear their respective
nanes, it is no doubt true that, as far as the Israelite people
is concerned, they shared the same crisis. The faet that, on
ithe one hand, Jeremiah's commission is 'to pluck up and to break
down, to destroy and to overthrow, to build and to plant’

(Jer, 1:10), and on the other, that of kzekiel is to announce
both complete judgement (e.g., in Lzek, 4ff.; and in the sections
of chapters 16, 20, 2% dealt with above), and complete restoration
(kzek, 37; 40-48), does not seem to be a coincidence, In
addition, these two prophets must traditio-historically have
inherited more or less the same tradition materials or tradition
inheritance, All of this gives e~ .idence that the similarities
between Jeremiah and Ezekiel cannot by any means be understood

as the dependence of either on the other., Apart from all of this,

1G. We Anlerson, op, cit., loc, cit..
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it must be admitted that Jeremish seems to have borme his concern
about the peoplets crisis within his own personal contention, ‘
whereas hzekiel seems to have expressed it more openly. In
other words, compared with Jeremiah, Lzekiel seems to be more
versatile in articulating hj._a concern, and his contention, about
his people,

To return to Ezekielis interpretation of Israel's past
nistory, it must be said that what izekiel radically says in
chapters 16, 20, and 23, is his own responsibility. Nevertheless,
in all of the three chapters Lzekiel appears to be dependent on
the tradition materials which he inherited. Thie is, once again,
clear partly from the fact that the two streams of traditions
witich are used by Lzekiel were already known and used by his
predecessors, and partly from the fact that the darker side of
Israel's past history has also been spoken of by them, In
addition, it is impossible to deny that izekiel has taken some
tradition elements from both the common source, where these
elements were to a large extent living orally, and the cultic
source.

5o, summing up what has been said above, it can be said
that, on the one hand, Lzekiel's radical interpretations of
Israel's past history as is exemplified in Ezek, 16, 20, and 23
are traditio~historically not without basis in the whole of
Israelite traditions, especially those handed down within the
prophetic movement, and on the other, they show that Lzekiel, as

an insider, is not bound by those traditions. In other words,
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due to his being an insi@er in the Israelite traditions,

bzekiel did not only master the living, and the most central,
traditions of his people, but was also capable to use them in
an extremely characteristic way to be the vehicle of the radical
message which Yahweh commanded him to deliver.
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