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WATERMAN : THE MARRIAGE OF HOSEA 197

spectacle. The example of Isaiah, with only a word, spoke with
great force of captivity, not of obscenity. The psychological
presuppositions with which the realistic interpretation is forced
to conclude seems even more of a boomerang than the psycho-
logical appropriateness with which the reminiscent theory sets
out.

‘What then constitutes the message of chapters 1-3, realistically
considered? (1) Not that Yahweh loves Israel, love is nowhere
in the analogy; (2) it is not that the prophet by his relation
to Gomer arrived at any new trnth; (3) it was primarily
an expression of the incompatibility between Israel and Yah-
weh, but to what end? If the analogy be taken at its face
value, not simply in time, but in its fundamental nature, there
existed no true relation between Israel and Yahweh and no basis
for expecting sueh ever to exist, and therefore, logically, the
appeal would be to turn the people from Yahweh. But the
nation could have answered with righteous indignation that this
marriage did not represent the fundamental relation between
Yahweh and Israel, yet had they granted that it was true their
rejoinder would have been quick and sharp. Why take the tron-
ble so laboriously to illustrate that which has no foundation in
reality! If a wife who later becomes faithless trnly represents
Israel’s relation to Yahweh, the prophet’s conscious choice of
an immoral consort does not truly illustrate the same thing, and
in the latter case Hosea conld not even excuse his condunet by
saying that the land committed whoredom from Yahweh, let
alone teach the nation a lesson. "That is to say, the analogy
taken realistically illustrates too much and logically would seem
to eliminate the motive for the prophecy.

On the whole the reminiscent theory seems to the present
writer to involve less of assumption and self-contradiction. less
violence to the text and less psychological strain, while at the
same time it preserves higher values and a clearer motive for
the prophet. Some of the objections bronght against it are inore
apparent than real. The charge that it is a contradiction to
make the call of the prophet go back to the commandment to
take a wife if he only found out her true character years after-
ward, while as a matter of fact he is seen to be a prophet at the
birth of his son Jezreel, although there is no hint in the name
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buying. 2 Kings 3:16 and context suggest the manner of secur-
ing water in the region of dom for a large company, namely by
digging shallow trenches, and modern exploration reveals the
fact that what is described in 2 Kings 3 as a miracle, is still a
reliable means for securing water in that region (c¢f. New Cent.
Bible, ad loc.). The usual meaning of 7D ‘‘to dig,’’ there-
fore, furnishes a suitable explanation of the manner of getting
the water and if this be granted, the verb in Hos. 3:2 in the
sense ‘‘to buy’’ stands alone. In the second place the form in
itself is anomalous. The dagesh in the J is usually explained as
dagesh dirtmens (Ges. 20 h), but if so it is again an isolated casc
and the lexicons are doubtful or assume it false (ef. BDB. and
Ges-Buhl, ad loc.). There is some reason in this, so far as
dagesh dirtmens is concerned, but the word is a perfectly good
form of an }'} verb 1D and the corresponding Arabic form
karra ‘‘to cause to turn back’ suits this context admirably.
The Versions negatively confirm this since they consistently trans-
late ‘“‘hired’’ or “‘dug’’ (LXX-Syr. equofwcduyy, éoxaya Vulg. fodi,
Syro-Hex.) even though this makes no sense; only once does Liat.
emt ‘‘bought’’ occur. The second difficulty with our verse is
the omission of 3 pretii, after the first item; this omission would
be natural if 3 merely indicated accompaniment, i. e. if he
caused her to turn back to him with these articles in her posses-
sion. 1 S. 1:24 illustrates both the grammar and the situation.
As Hannah went up to Shiloh unaccompanied by her husband
but with various offerings (three bullocks, an ephah of flour and
a skin of wine), so may the wife of Hosea have done, indeed she
must have done so if she went at all, for with the witness of
Hosea’s scathing denunciations of public worship at the sanectu-
aries (4:12-13, 15; 5:6; 6:6; 7:14; 8:14; 9:15) we cannot
possibly think of him as resorting thither. When, therefore, he
says: ‘‘I caused her to turn back to me’”’ (°9), the expression
gains new meaning. It is also to be noted that the prophet is
here simply carrying out an earlier threat, viz., to restrain her
from the sanctuary and withhold the offerings (ef. 2:9, 11, 13).

There remains the last expression of the verse ‘‘a lethekh
of barley’” (@"™MP¥ ']1‘15'1) ; both words occasion difficulty.
The expression is untranslatable. The consonants vocalized as
““lethekh’’ have no known root. The Vulgate rendering ‘‘one
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