SINAI COVENANT and MOAB COVENANT

An Exegetical Study of the Covenants in
Exodus 19:1-24:11 and Deuteronomy 4:45-28:69

by

TSE GUN SONG

A Thesis
submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy of
the Council for National Academic Awards

| Sponsoring establishment : -
Cheltenham and Gloucester College of Higher Education

August 1992



Abstract

SINAI COVENANT AND MOAB COVENANT
An Exegetical Study of the Covenants in Ex 19:1-24:11 and Dt 4:45-28:69
by T. G. Song

This thesis is basically an exegetical study of two texts in Ex 191-2411 and Dt 4:45-28:69.

In Chapter 1 methodological issues about this thesis are considered. Hermeneutical
problems of narrative texts in the OT are handled shortly in order to prepare the exegesis
of these two texts.

In Chapter 2 the Sinai covenant pericope (Ex 19:1-24:11) is dealt with. The present
context of Ex demands that the covenant making is initiated in Ex 19. The first section
(Ex 19:3-8) concerns the preliminary proposal and acceptance of .the covenant relationship
between YHWH and Israel. There is a transitional bridge (Ex 19:8b-10a) between this first
section and the second one (Ex 19:9-25). The second section should be defined, not as the
theophany, but as the meeting of the two covenant parties. After God's direct law-giving
(the decalogue Ex 20:1-17), which is the first covenant stipulation, the people demand
Moses’ mediatorship through which the subsequent laws (Ex 20:222-23:33), the second
covenant stipulation, are given indirectly. These sections are connected through the
prediction (Ex 199a) - fulfilment (Ex 19:20-25, 20:18-21) scheme. Further these sections are
connected with the final section in' Ex 24 with the macroscopic (Ex 19:24) -
semi-microscopic (Ex 241) - microscopic point of view (Ex 24:9-11). Ex 24:3-8 is about the
covenant ratification ceremony performed through the mediation of Moses by the
participation of the junior Israelites (‘the youngmen of Israel’ Ex 24:5a), and Ex 2491 is
the audience of the senior Israelites (‘the nobles of Israel’ Ex 24:11) with YHWH (‘God of
Israel) after that ratification of the covenant.

In Chapter 3 the Moab covenant pericope (Dt 4:45-28:69), marked by the heading (Dt
4:45) and the colophon (Dt 28:69), is studied. After the geographical, historical information
(Dt 4:45-49) the law itself is directly introduced (Dt 5ff.). In this.section the authority of
Moses demanded by the people is justified in order to prepare for the Hauptgebot
pericope (Dt 6-11). Dt 26:17-19 is about the mutual declaration of the covnenant
relationship ‘and this section gives the framework for the following section (Dt 27-28)
which 1s about the variable or cultic element of covenant, the ratification ceremony. Dt
271-8 reports some aspects of that ceremony (offering, covenant document, meal). And
here and in Dt 27:9-10 the elders and the levitical priests, who speak jointly with Moses,
receive the authority to perform the future covenant ceremony in Shechem. Dt 2711-13 is
the future pronouncement of the blessing and curse whose text is in Dt 28:3-6,16-19. And
Dt 27:14-26 contains the oath formula which will be pronounced by the levitical priests
and responded by the people.

In Chapter 4 a comparative study of both texts is undertakcn. In genera] it 1s asked
whether the covenant is the common theme of both texts. In detail it is investigated
whether there 1s a similarity between the two texts in their themes, theological
frameworks, and structure, and also how far the detailed descriptions of each section are
different. Finally the historical relationship between the two pericopes is investigated.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study

The texts we deal with in this thesis are the narrative sections of the Sinai (covenant)
pericope (Ex 191-2411) and of the Moab (covenant) pericope (Dt 4:45-28:69). It is widely
accepted that these two texts are crucial not only in themselves but for the understanding
of other parts of the Bible, because the main theme of both. pericopes is the covenant
between YHWH and Israel!? Since the covenant concept is one of the most important
themes of the Bible, attention was already paid to these pericopes in the last century!? In
the early twentieth century when the source-critical approach was still dominant, attention
was concentrated on the historical questions of the text and consequently the importance
of the present form of our texts was neglected. Although the advent of form criticism led
to more concern with the present text!®, basically the study was oriented by historical
concerns (e.g. oral / written tradition or history of the religion of Israel). Therefore, there
was no major exegetical work on the present texts except in some commentaries.
Although the monumental work of Old Testament theology by W. Eichrodt'®), which
proposes covenant as the fundamental theme of the OT, was widely influential in the
twentieth century, its impact on the exegetical study of the covenantal texts such as our
two pericopes was slight. Only as a result of comparison with the ANE texts especially
the Hittite vassal treaty texts® has some major exegetical study on the covenantal texts of
the OT been done. In other words the analogy between (ANE) treaty and (OT) covenant
became an important issue of debate and this analogy has been applied to the exegesis of
our pericopes!® In the last decade the enthusiasm for the analogy between treaty and
covenant has diminished, but redaction criticism has led to increased concern for the

present form of the text!” Although two very recent studies on the Sinai pericope
represent a further development of redaction criticism'®), they pay only limited attention to
the present text as the starting point of their study. Meanwhile the Moab pericope as a
whole has not attracted academic attention, presumably. because Dt 27 has long been

considered as a literary orphan in the present context. Despite flourishing in the last two
decades, redaction criticism has not touched this area. Commentators do not find a way

1. The covenant making in Ex 19-24 is especially important in that Israel as a people, Israel, has made the
first covenant with her deity, YHWH (B. Couroyer, /96892 : Ex 19-24 is ‘le noyau du Pentateuque’),

And therefore, it has a continuing influence on the subsequent covenants between YHWH and Israel
including the Maoab covenant in Dt. |

For instance R. Kraetzschmar (/896) who was influenced by J. Wellhausen.

Astonishing insight of G.von Rad on the structure of both texts (193824-25 = 1966,27) is a good example.
(1961, 1967).

For instance V. Korosec (193]), GE. Mendenhall (1954), and K. Baltzer (1960).
J. L'Hour (1962), M.G. Kline (1963 : only on Dt), N. Lohfink (1963 : only Dt), D.J. McCarthy (1963,

1978).) L. Perlitt (1969), GJ. Wenham (1970 : only on Dt), E. Kutsch (1973 : He deals with fragmented
Verses),

F~L. Hossfeld (1982).

T.B. Dozeman (I1989a), B. Renaud (199]). The second book arrived on the last day of this thesis, and
therefore | have not had enough time to study it thoroughly.

L VINEPEN

ol

J-



to explain one of cruxes of Dt, why the author keeps Dt 27 between Dt 26-and Dt 28.

The major issue of the Sinai pericope (Ex 19:1-24:11) is whether the covenant concept is
intrinsic to the whole Sinai pericope or-inserted later by editor(s) or redactor(s) who
gathered various sources which are originally unrelated to the covenant concept.
Throughout the sections within the Sinai pericope we read various covenant expressions
(eg o3, N7 Ex 195, mmnn =woe Ex 247, mn=01 Ex 24:8) and the activities related to
the covenantal theme (e.g. the ceremony in Ex 24:38). If the covenant concept is inherent
in the Sinai pericope, or simply speaking if the covenant is the major theme of the Sinal
pericope, how can we explain the function of other sections (e.g. the so-called theophany in
Ex 19:9-25), which have not been explained until now in terms of covenant, within the
pericope ? And further how can we interpret the relationship between the these sections
and the sections which are considered as covenantal (e.g. Ex 1938) ? Finally how can we
suggest the coherent scheme of the whole Sinai pericope with the theme of covenant ?
Meanwhile, if the covenant concept is not intrinsic to the whole Sinai pericope, how can
we explain the numerous covenantal phenomena within it which are in many cases
essential to each section ? Are they all merely redactional insertions 7 An Interesting
question in this regard concerns the movement of Moses which is usually regarded as
mysterious : why has he to move so busily between the top and the bottom of the mount
7

The Moab pericope (Dt 4:45-28:69) also raises major issues. Academic concern with this
pericope has been concentrated on the legal corpora (i.e. the decalogue (Dt 5), the
Hauptgebot pericope (Dt 6-11), the deuteronomic laws (Dt 12-26)). Therefore, attention has
not been paid to the whole Moab pericope, which is like the vessel containing the legal
corpora. In this pericope we read of the various phenomena related to the covenant
making (e.g. the ceremony in Dt 27, the blessing and curse in Dt 27-28) and the covenant
terminologies (e.g. A™2 nMd Dt 52, 2869, npe oy Dt 2618, 7:6, 142). Do they merely
express the shadowy character of the Moab covenant'®? or are they the actualization of the
past event through cult or preaching 1 Or do they represent the characteristics which
constitute the real covenant renewal in Moab / Shechem ? How can we explain the
mixture of places (Horeb, Moab, Ebal/Gerizim (Shechem ?)) of the covenant making ?
And what is the reason for the mass of legal corpora (Dt 5-26) within the whole pericope ?

Apart from these macro problems of both texts, there are several micro-exegetical
issues in each text which are worth studying for the purpose of this thesis.

In the Sinai pericope the function of the first section, 19:3-8, within the whole pericope
should be redefined, because hitherto it has been dealt with as an independent unit or as a
mixture of various additions or redactions. The second section, 19.9-25, is traditionally

9. R. Kraetzschmar (1896,136 : ‘das schemenhafte Wesen des Moabbundes). Cf. HD. PreuB (7982159 :
“Moabberith" jedenfalls ist ein dtr Theologumenon).

10. Eg. L. Perlitt (196981 : ‘Vergegenwirtigung'), W. Zimmerli (197245 = 197850 : ‘Aktualizierung des
Horebbundes).
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categorized as the section of theophany. However, by this is in many cases meant ‘bare
theophany’, as BS. Childs''" points out well. But with this definition there is no way to
explain why the author puts this section in its present context. For instance, the
relationship with the previous section (19:3-8) and especially with the following legal
sections (20:1-17 the decalogue, 20:22-2333 the Book of :the Covenant) cannot be explained
by this vague definition. Should ‘bare theophany’ be replaced by ‘theophany for
something’ 7 Further, an enigmatic verse within this second section, 19:24, is usually
considered as an orphan in the present context just as Dt 27 is in Dt. If the permission of
Aaron to come to God is mentioned once again in 24:1,9, is there any possibility that the
author tries to hint at a literary connection across the long legal section (Ex 20-23, the
decalogue and the Book of the Covenant) ? Likewise at the juncture of the first section
(19:3-8) and the second section (19:9-25), there is repeated mention of Moses’ report of the
people’s answer to God, 19:8b, 19:.9b. 1t is too paradoxical to accept that in 193b-8 we read
an elegant poetic composition but in 198b-9b we read a childish repetition differing only
by one word!?’ This needs to be reconsidered. And at this juncture (19:9a) once again
another topic is introduced, God’s dialogue with Moses and the people’s -trust in Moses.
Should it be related to God’s dialogue with Moses (1919bff.) and the people’s request for
Moses’ mediatorship (20:18-21) 7 If the connection between 241 and 249 is valid, then the
connection between 24:2 and 24:12ff. is also valid. Then if both are valid, could these be
regarded as a fixed technique of the author ? Two final sections, 2438 and 24:.9-11, have
been dealt with independently simply because both sections do not leave any explicit trace
of each other. How should we define 24:3-8 which has abundant words and phrases
showing that 24:3-8 has the covenantal characteristics ? What is the purpose of the
meeting of the people’s representatives (‘the nobles of Israel’ 24:11) with YHWH (‘the God
of Israel’ 24;10) ? The joyful encounter with YHWH and the bright theophany experience
(24:9-11) contrast strongly with the awesome -encounter and terrible theophany (Ex 19).
Does this contrast 1n adjacent texts seem too purposeful to be considered as the mixture of
the two different traditions ?

In the Moab pericope there are also many thorny exegetical questions which remain
unsolved or at least without any consensus. As we have already mentioned, the position
of Dt 27 within the whole Dt is one of the big questions.  How is Dt 27 connected with
Dt 26 and Dt 28 ? Does 11*?¥, which refers not to God but to Israel and is used only in
26:19 and 281 within the OT, function (as a keyword) to frame the structure of this later
part of Dt 7 The sudden introduction of the ceremonial command in 271-8 after the long
legal pericope (Dt 5-2615) and the mutual declaration of the covenant relationship (2616-19)
is awkward to .interpret. Why are there two joint speeches of the elders (271) and of the
levitical priests (27.9) with Moses, unique features in Dt, in the same chapter ? How

1L (Ex366). | )
12 Namely 198b : M=K BY YOTNR A0 2T, 1996 : ANTPR DY TTOR YD U
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should we understand the repeated command about writing laws on the stones in 271-8 ?
Do the offerings and joyful celebration and meal (27:5-7) constitute the covenant festival ?
The relationship between 2711-13 and 2714-26 is not an easy issue, because both texts have
a similar topic, the blessing and curse. Even more complex is the relationship between
these texts and the parallel poetic- formulae of the blessing and curse in 283-6,16-19. How
do these formulae fit in with the poetic curse formulae, the so-called dodecalogue in
27:15-26 ? Furthermore, is 2869 the heading (or superscription) of the following pericope
or the colophon (or subscription) of the previous pericope ? If it is the colophon, where
is the heading then 7 How can we interpret the two clauses in 4:4445 ? In general, is the
Moab covenant the actualization (by cultic activity or preaching) of the Horeb covenant
or its renewal (4:45ff,, 5:2-3, 2617-19) ? How should we understand the expression ‘today’
(eix3 / mn oid) which often occurs in our text ? If the Moab covenant is the covenant
renewal, what is then its relationship to the Horeb covenant 7 In the legal passages Dt has
three sections (the decalogue in Dt 5:6-21, the so-called Hauptgebot pericope in Dt 6-1],
and the deuteronomic laws in Dt 12-26) compared with two sections of Ex (the decalogue
in Ex 20:1-17 and the Book of the Covenant in 20:22-2333). How should we interpret this
addition of the Hauptgebot pericope in the context of Dt ? |

If each of both pericopes as a whole is relatively neglected as a meaningful unit in its
own right, even less comparative study of both pericopes is undertaken by commentators,
partly because of the analytical study attitude of source and form criticism. When
attention is paid to the history of a text or the historicity of the events behind the text,
the importance of the present text is naturally neglected. Therefore, the comparison of
such texts seems not to be considered worthwhile. A decade ago F-L. Hossfeld dealt with
both texts together, but his concern was limited to the issues raised by the decalogue!!®

This phenomenon is quite surprising in the light of the NT study where the synoptic study
of the three Gospels has always been one of the major study areas. But synoptic study is
a promising exegetical area, and in both texts which this thesis deals with we read reports
nearly comparable to those in the synoptic Gospels in many ways!!4 In this thesis,
however, we will concentrate on the exegesis of each text on its own and deal with each

independently, and therefore we limit the objective of synoptic or comparative study to

clarifying the similarity and the differences of the theme and structure between both
covenants (the Sinai covenant and the Moab covenant).

13. He (1982) omits the sections like Dt 1129ff, 2616-19, Dt 27, Dt 28

14. Certainly there is a clear difference between the synoptic Gospels and our two texts. The major
difference is that in the text of Dt we do not read simply another report of the same event (the Sinai /
Horeb covenant) but the report of another event (the Moab covenant). However, the peculiar
characteristic of the Moab covenant as the covenant renewal, the report about the invariable element or
the legal aspect of covenant is the reuse of the same element or aspect of the Sinai covenant in Ex
19-24. And this similarity together with the difference in the variable element or the cultic aspect of

covenant to the Sinai covenant can be in general considered as the topic of synoptic study. See 3112
about these terms written in italics.

4.



Terms and scope of the texts

The terms ‘the Sinai covenant’ and ‘the Moab covenant’ are not found in the OT.
Nevertheless, we consider these two terms are convenient and suit our purpose. The Sinal
covenant means the covenant found in the Sinai pericope (Ex 191-2411) and the Moab
covenant the covenant in the central part of Dt (Dt 4:452869). We define the event in
the Sinai pericope as ‘covenant’ comprehending various aspects in the pericope : e.g the
definition of the new relationship between God and Israel (Ex 193-8), the encounter of
both parties of the relationship (Ex 19:9-25), the laws (Ex 20:1-17, 20:22-23:33), the
ratification ceremony and the celebration (Ex 241-11)). Meanwhile, in Dt we find three
place names which claim to be the site of the major event : Horeb (Dt 5:2, 28:69), Moab
(Dt 28:69 and passim), and Shechem (i.e. Ebal and Gerizim, Dt 11:29f, 27:4,12-13). Horeb is
only mentioned to recall a past event and it is still controversial whether Ebal and Gerizim
are the mounts in Shechem. Our preference for ‘Moab’ in our thesis title comes from the
phrase in Dt 2869, and from the fact that the major event of Dt occurs in the plain of
Moab. We interpret the event in the central pericope in Dt also as ‘covenant’. For these
reasons we choose the title ‘Sinai covenant and Moab covenant’.

This thesis is basically an exegetical study of the central part of each book (Ex and Dt).
In our exegesis we do not include the laws as such but the larger framwork in which the

laws are contained : Ex 191-25, 20:18-22, 24:1-11 and Dt 4:45-6:3, 11:26-32, 26:16-28:69.

The structure of this study

In Ch. 1 we shall look at some general and specific methodological issues related to
these texts.

In Ch. 2 we shall investigate the Sinai pericope (Ex 19:1-24:11). The scope of the
pericope is the first issue. And then each section (Ex 191-2,3-89-25, 20:18-22, 24:1-2,3-89-11)
is exegetically dealt with in detail: firstly important textual, exegetical issues in each verse,
secondly the unity of each section, thirdly the definition of each section, fourthly its
relationship with the preceding or following sections, and finally, if relevant, its function
within the whole pericope. We concentrate on the detailed exegetical issues of the chosen
texts, so that the central concern of this thesis is the exegesis of the continuous passages.
In other words, we do not pick some relevant texts from here and there, but attempt to
exegete the continuous series of texts which belong to the same context.

In Ch. 3 we shall study the Moab pericope (Dt 4:45-2869). Firstly we deal with the
scope of our study and then follow the same pattern of Ch. 2 in the exegesis of each
section (Dt 4:4549, 51-5,22-63, 11:26-32, 2616-19, 2718, 9-10, 11-26, 281-2, 3-6, 16-19).

In Ch. 4 we shall undertake a synoptic or comparative study of both texts. In this
chapter, building upon the conclusions of Chs. 2 and 3, we shall examine how far both are
similar, or different in exegetical, structural and thematic issues. Finally we shall see
whether there is development between them or whether they are independent of each
other, and if there is development, we want to discuss which has influenced which.
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CH.1 METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

LL Introduction

In this chapter we look at the methodological issues related to the two texts of this
thesis, Ex 19:1-24:11 and Dt 4:45-28:69. It is not our intention to deal thoroughly with all
the methodological issues raised recently. It seems unwise to open the Pandora’s box of
the recent OT hermeneutical debate'?? where sometimes it is said that a paradigm shift is
necessary in OT hermeneutics!? However, all exegetical studies including this thesis
cannot start without certain hermeneutical criteria. This seems to be a dilemma for all
exegetical studies in recent days.

Before the expected paradigm shift occurs or before we find a grand theory applicable
to every exegetical study of the OT, it is necessary to do some groundwork : (i) to
criticize past studies more rigorously, and (ii) to find positive ground upon which to start
our exegetical study.

(i) We should re-examine what past commentators considered as solid. Two major
methodologies of the OT which are still used are source criticism and form criticism. It is
necessary to examine their philosophical presuppositions and how far they are still valid.
Further, it 1s also necessary to cast a similar critical eye on the recent trend in OT
exegesis, modern literary criticism which 1s influenced by formalism or structuralism. And
we should examine how far its various applications of philosophical thought are legitimate
in OT exegesis. If we call source criticism the old literary criticism, we may call the
recent trend as the new literary criticism!® To follow the new literary criticism instead

of the old may simply be a change from one literary stance or point of view to another.
Theretore we should also be wary of the philosophical assumptions of the new literary
criticism. Meanwhile the new literary criticism as well as the old literary criticism may
discover several literary techniques to support their-own theories. However, it is possible
that such techniques are not intrinsically related to a particular literary theory. These
techniques may simply be there but they have been noticed through those theories.
Finally, we should be wary of hastily constructed syncretism in the biblical studies which
mixes the old and the new literary theories together!* The naive expectation of the
interplay of the diachronic and the synchronic approaches leads to such syncretism. In
particular, such efforts tend to fall short in understanding the ancient oriental text because
they do not appreciate its literary quality and outlook.

L See J. Licht's argument (1983,107-120) of biblical historicism (cf. also J. Barr,/961passim,e.g231) and J.
Barr’s warning against the excessive literary criticism (7992138).

2. M. Saebae (1992136),

3. TR Wright (1988,40ff.).

4. See 122 for the example of T.B. Dozeman (1989ab).
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(ii) The next step we should take, therefore, is to determine to understand the literary
and cultural value and the life view of the ancient oriental text’s own terms before judging
its value and life view. When we look at the ANET we tend to use the analogies drawn
from our own literature or outlook. However, to understand other texts it is necessary to
relativize those analogies. Understanding of the literary value and life view of the ancient
text should precede value judgements. In other words, we should cross the time and
cultural gap between the modern text and the ANET in order to understand its otherness.
If we read the ANET with the intention of understanding the otherness, we appreciate its
own literary beauty and outlook!* Then in the ANET .and the OT we find various
literary genres and outlook of their own. And then we should try to elucidate small-scale
literary techniques or theological themes in the text : this is more important than building
at once a broad hermeneutics or universal grammar of literature which is easily alienated
from the practical textual situation. Further, instead of analogies based on our own
literatures and value systems, we have to use the analogy of the ANE literature and value
system. This is especially relevant in the twentieth century when abundant materials of
the ANET is excavated compared with the preceding centuries!®? Given that thorough
examination of ANET has to be done before undertaking comparative study, the
uniqueness of the OT in its literature, theme and theology should not be relativized.
Nevertheless, these materials of the ANET do offer better analogies than modern texts for
the comparative study of the OT. This is because the gap between their culture and time
and the OT is far less than that between the modern text and the OT.

1.2. Criticism of literary criticism
12.1. The old literary criticism and form criticism

We have seen the necessity of distinguishing the old literary criticism and the new
literary criticism. The old literary criticism has been practised a long time since the

Renaissance. And a new movement in the twentieth century, form criticism, shortly
speaking, is in fact a historical explanation based on the old literary criticism. This literary

5. The otherness of the ANE culture is vividly illustrated by some archaeological evidences. For instance
the great winged bull at Khorsabad in the palace of King Sargon of Assyria has five legs in total (AR
Millard,1985,19). This illustrates the ANE realism that the bull should have four legs when we look at
from the side. A. Berlin (198314, and further 88-113), followed by RN. Whybray (1987,80-84), explains
aptly this phenomenon : ‘But the legs of the lion should remind us that representations of reality do
not always correspond in every detail to reality. This is less troublesome in art than in literature for
we are conscious that art is representation, but we forgot that literature is, toa” A striking example of
this otherness is the parallelism in the ANET and the OT. After the discussion of this feature by R.
Lowth (Lectures on the Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews in 1741) its epistemological lesson has not been
considered seriously until recently (eg JL. Kugel,/198]). Parallelism in the ANET or the OT is a kind
of repetition of one thought. But repetition is valueless or even absurd in the point of view of western
poetry, because in a poem language should be used in a condensed form or economically, However, we
cannot explain the poetry of the ANET and the OT without parallelism.

6. It is undeniable that major study of the old literary criticism was done without enough knowledge of
the ANE literature which shares the same literary milieu as the OT.
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criticism, inspired by an ideology of western literature, the Renaissance'”, judges the
literature of other cultures and different times according to its own frames of reference.
For example source division is prompted by the effort to find a literarily meaningful small
unit within these frames of reference. The further development of this criticism aims to
trace the history of the mixing of hypothetical sources to create the present text. This has
developed into form criticism and redaction criticism.'® However, the sources themselves
and the criteria for source division have been seriously questioned recently!®’ This

questioning is at least justified in the sense that it relativizes the commentator’s frame of
reference about literature and culture. The criteria which were invented to divide sources
are essentially arbitrary to justify this western literary point of view.

It is possible to judge this trend of study of the OT by the movement of western
literature in general. It is well-known that modernism has had a profound effect on
western literature after the Renaissance. Traditionally western literature was oriented

7. For instance J. Frank (1968,7f.) aptly explains this point : “The conception of aesthetic form inherited by
the eighteenth century from the Renaissance was purely external Greek and Roman literature — or
what was known of it — was presumed to have reached perfection, and later writers could do little
better than imitate its example. A horde of commentators and critics had deduced certain rules from
the classical masterpieces (rules like the Aristotelian unities, of which Aristotle had never heard), and
modern writers were warned to obey these rules if they wished to appeal to a cultivated public.
Gradually, these rules became an immutable mold into which the material of a literary work had to be
poured: the form of a work was nothing but the technical arrangement dictated by the rules’

8. R. Polzin (1980,13f.) aptly points out the main weakness of form criticism, for example of G.von Rad :
‘The plausibility of such a separation rests (separation of the Sinai tradition and the settlement tradition)
almost completely on his ability to order diachronically the various reflexes of the historical creeds he
claimed to have found in Deuteronomy 6 and 26, Joshua 24, and elsewhere in the Bible .. But to prove
his point von Rad appeals to that ubiquitous guideline "the shorter a genre representative is, the older it
probably is" . "weak and inadequate diachronic guideline”, R.WL. Moberly (198333f)) points out similar
weakness in Gvon Rad’s form—critical treatment of Ex 32—34. Recently D. Patrick and A. Scult (1990,11)
criticize also different aspects of form criticism. A. Berlin (1983,124f) with J. Licht suggests another
example of the cycle of stories about Abraham. Further, according to redaction criticism the present
text is the outcome of redactional negotiations and compromises of various theological stances during
several periods. In this case the present text as a whole is considered as a theological mosaic where
complex small sections made by different previous authors exhibit their own distinguished styles and

- colours. Here there is no space to consider the hand of one author.

9. For instance DJ. McCarthy (1978,264) mentions this point with an example of Ex 241-11 : ‘Neither do
style or content within the pericope indicate any special affinity to J or E_ It seems to me that the
assigning of passages like these to documentary sources is largely due to a feeling that every pericope
must have a documentary home, and if the pericope is old enough the home must be J or E, if later,
D! R.W.L. Moberly (1983, 33f) also explains this point with Ex 32-34 : ‘A further difficult issue
concerns the way in which theological coherence in the final text bears upon the possible discernment
of sources. Since theological disunity has frequently been cited as evidence for literary disunity, the
converse can hardly be objected to. But how will this work in practice ? . The fact that one writer
may make two seemingly incompatible statements in attempting to express a paradoxical theological truth
raises two problems. The first is that one may simply fail to recognize that a paradox is being
elaborated . In the exegesis it is argued that we have here (Ex 3311 / 3320) a typical theological paradox
straining to express the possibilities and limitations in man’s approach to God. The one complements the
other. To argue, therefore, that these reflect conflicting conceptions of man’s approach to God and so
belong to different sources would be a misunderstanding, or at least a gross oversimplification) And
further (/983,23) he mentions : ‘Such reconstruction of sources is therefore entirely dependent upon
unevennesses and difficulties in the present text - doublets, contradictions, anachronisms, variant
linguistic usages, divergent theological emphases, etc. The problem obviously is to determine what
constitutes a genuine unevenness, Therefore, another method used often by this literary criticism, that
one theological term or phrase reveals one theological concern, cannot stand. Terminology cannot be an
absolute criterion for discerning source. And the meaning of one word could not always be the same.
The context should judge the content of that word. JB. Segal (1963,72f 201ffesp92) rightly puts about

this point : ‘Technical terms are not the special stock-in-trade of individual sources; they are employed
as the context requires.
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strongly by the concept of time. In other words facts and events should be explained
according to the flow of time, chronologically. However, in modernistic literature!'® the
flow of time is slowed down or multiple facets of one complex event happen in a short
time span!'’? It departs from pure temporality and from pure causal/temporal sequence!'?
Furthermore, there are repetitions of the same event. The units of the narrative must be
seen as juxtaposed in space, not unrolling in time!'*? What is more, time can be
eliminated from narrative (or at least severely attenuated) by the use of a very brief time
span for a whole narrative. This technique is called the spatial form theory. Multiple
narrative lines exist at about the same time span so_that the novel is built as segments of
an orange are united into the core!'¥ The painting of an impressionist gives another
illustration. The impressionist painters juxtapose pure tones on the canvas, instead of
mixing. them on the palette, in order to leave the blending of colours to the eye of the
spectator.’ Just like the painting of impressionist the novel of modernist consists of
various seemingly unrelated facets of one event. If the claim of the modernists is right
that this kind of literature 1s not just the outcome of modern western literary history but
can be found in the entire history of literature'!®, modernist literature, together with
recent literary criticism initiated by structuralism and Russian formalism‘'”), offers a
revolutionary critique of OT scholarship which has long been dominated by the western
concept of literature after the Renaissance. Even if recent literary critics judge that
modernism is merely a kind of experimental revolution and now it is not significant any
more, the lesson of modernism to the literature in general is significant for OT study,
because it shows that the literary point of view inherited from the Renaissance is not
absolute and has at least to be relativized, especially when we look at other literature.

Since the old literary criticism concentrates on finding the minimal coherent literary
unit, it naturally becomes analytical. The result is, therefore, that it lacks the
synthetic aspect. And since this criticism tries to grasp the previous stage(s) of a literary
work, the present text usually looks meaningless or like a mixture of incompatible
theological interest(s). Although redaction criticism as a futher application of the old

10. . For instance the works of James Joyce (Ulysses see the study about this work of A. Daghistany and JJ.

Johnson,1981,48-60 and cf. W.Y. Tindall,J968), Marcel Proust (A la recherche du temps perdu see the
detailed study about this work of G. Genette,/980).

D. Mickelsen (1981.76f).

JR. Smitten (198120).

JR. Smitten (198119). It is a common difficulty of all literary work to describe multiple facets of an

event properly, because literature like music expresses the idea linearly compared with painting which

expresses all aspects at once, In a sense modernism’can be considered as an effort to overcome this
limit of literature.

14. D. Mickelsen (1981,65) translates R. Grimm (1962,468) : ‘The novel is .. built like an orange. An orange
consists of numerous segments, the individual pieces of fruit, the slices, all alike, all next to one another
[nebeneinander - Lessing’s term}, of equal value .. but they all tend not outward, into space, they tend
toward the middle, toward the white, tough stem. .. This tough stem is the Phenotype, the existential —
nothing but it, only it; there is no other relationship between parts’

15. 1. Frank (196829).

16. JR. Smitten (198134). For instance D. Mickelsen (1981,63-78,esp.74ff.) analyses the novel of the second
century writer Apuleius, The Golden Ass according to the spatial form theory.
17. JR. Smitten (198133).

BRF
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literary criticism tries to salvage the meaning of the final text which has been obscured by
positing several sources, the result is usually disappointing. Conflicting theological
interest(s) are not adequately explained in the end. How the present text in its totality can
be meaningful is not properly explained by this criticism. Although we cannot deny the
possibility of the existence of earlier stages behind the present text, the starting point of
exegesis is not in the hypothetical source analysis but in the understanding of the present
text. And then we can go to find the previous stage of a text, if necessary and if possible.
In general the old literary criticism and its application go in the wrong direction, from the
investigation of the origin to that of the present text. However, before knowing the
present text as a whole thoroughly we cannot go into an analysis of the historical aspect
of the text. It is impossible to know the historical aspect of the text, the development of
the text, before we study the present text as a whole. The direct result of this analytical
attitude is the neglect of the present (literary) work as a whole. This is because there is
no way of explaining the historical relationship between passages within a literary work
unless the author leaves a hint about it. | o |
This point leads us to consider another related aspect of this : the old literary criticism is
strongly oriented by historical concern!'® History as it really happened is the goal of
knowledge. Therefore, history writing should be absolutely objective and this absolutist
understanding of history cannot regard story-like history as valuable historiography. And
this story-like history seems not to reach the objective standard of historical description
after the Enlightenment. Firstly, the demand that biblical prose should write history by
western standards is pointless. Although we acknowledge that biblical prose could be a
kind of history, still its manner of describing history and the definition of history in the
Bible may be quite different from western concept of history!!®? Secondly, it is true that
nobody is totally free to describe history objectively. In order to reconstruct an objective
'history with the biblical narrative materials various so-called objective sources have been
invented by source criticism, although the existence of those sources cannot be proved
objectively. Because of these kinds of presupposition the real value of the OT prose text
as it stands was usually underestimated. And therefore the literary aspect of the biblical
narrative was of no concern. Even though people are accustomed to label source criticism
as the old(-fashioned) literary criticism, its literary concern is mainly in the minor aspects
(e.g. stylistic analysis) and the real research into the literary quality of the Hebrew
narrative was not attempted seriously. Moreover, the literary concern of this

18. For example BS. Childs in his Exodus commentary (Ex]195f) points out the narrowness of the research
oriented by historical concern and its neglect of the present text : “The point has been frequently made
throughout this commentary regarding the need to deal seriously with the final form of the text. The
emphasis on the prior history of the biblical text by means of source and form criticism has often
resulted in unwillingness and even inability to read the text in its present form.'

19. See C. Westermann (1985,207-219), J. Licht (1983,107-120 : the importance of biblical historicism), and
R.M. Schwartz (199136 : ‘Biblical scholarship is preoccupied with history — not the same history that the

Bible constructs, but a history that the Bible is expected to offer clues to — the political and religious
history of the ancient Near East)).
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old(-fashioned) literary criticism was not self-justifying, but a method whose main object
was to find the history (sources) of a text. Therefore, the depth of literary quality of the
Hebrew prose, especially the literary meaning of a whole work was naturally neglected.
Another reason for such neglect of literary quality is the dogmatic understanding of
literature from the Renaissance to the 18th century!?® QT scholarship, especially the
historical critical method??? which was influenced by this kind of dogmatic understanding
of literature at that time, maintained the superiority of Greco-Roman literature, and did
not allow room for understanding the quality of the Hebrew literature not only in the
micro aspects of literature (for example repetition, reversing the chronological order of
events, etc.) but also in the macro aspects (the literary character of a whole work)??

122. The new literary criticism and its application

One of the astonishing phenomena in recent OT scholarship is the positive assessment
of a text as it stands. - This is caused by the emphasis on a text itself by literary
structuralism which insists that the deeper level of a text is independent from the author.
Regardless of whether we accept the argument that there are two levels of text structure

(e.g. langue and parole) or not, its impact on the OT scholarship is important for calling
attention to a text as it stands. And because of this attention various literary techniques
and stylistic features of the OT are revealed. However, in many cases its application to
the OT study is superficial and the philosophical background of this criticism is not
properly considered. Therefore, the application of the new literary criticism to the OT
study seems to be-still in its infancy!®*’ For instance, the results of analysis using this
criticism is usually weak because of its subjectivity and there seem to be other possibilities
to explain the same text. And sometimes subjectivity increases because the

psychological aspect of the event is.important : the psychological movement in author’s or
actor’s mind in a story, and its-psychological effect on the reader / listener. It is very
difficult to verify this kind of psychological dimension in-literature. Further, if we follow

the guidelines of literary structuralism, it emphasizes only the text but three other aspects
of a literary work (history, author, reader) may easily be neglected!?¥ However, the

20, J. Frank (1968,7f) points to the correctness of Lessing's revolution of the relative undestanding of
aesthetic form, A similar domination of the Greco-Roman tendency to narrative specification is pointed
out by R. Alter (1981129). Recently RN, Whybray (198737) also suggests similar objection to the
old-literary criticism applied to the pentateuchal studies : ‘.that the criteria of the Documentary
Hypothesis were invalid because they were based on a mistaken application to ancient literature of
modern western canons of consistency and order: and finally that the documentary critics, in splitting up
narratives into small scraps to be assigned to the various documents, had insensitively destroyed their
character as works of art.

2L D. Patrick & A. Scult (199017 : ‘The critical scholar has been so thoroughly trained to look for seams
and discrepancies that it is often difficult to make sense of a passage until it has been "deconstructed™).

22. For example works of authors like Joyce, Dostoevsky and Tolstoy (L Vidan,/981132) which have a very
complicated structure would doubtlessly be considered meaningless by the old(-fashioned) literary
criticism.

23. D. Robertson (7977 87).

24, See J. Barton (1984a198-207; 1984b,19-35).



important contribution of this criticism, calling attention to the text,-should be recognized.
And the finding of various literary techniques in text can be utilized, because these
techniques themselves are not inherent in this criticism but the outcome of its application,
as we have mentioned.

Recently there is a tendency to harmonize the old literary criticism and the new literary

criticism. It is argued that the combination of both is desirable because the old literary
criticism 1s considered to be diachronic and the new literary criticism synchronic.
However, we have to consider the following point seriously that the old literary criticism
Is not the only diachronic approach. Although we acknowledge it has a strong concern
with the historical aspect of a text, it is based on a principle usually alien to the OT and
the ANET, as we have seen in 1.21. Furthermore, the diachronic approach itself is not yet
stabilized at the present stage of development of the OT study. Therefore it seems to be a
fruitless expectation that the naive mixture of the two criticisms will give a satisfactory
synthesis.
- Here we Introduce a very recent example of this synthesis which is related-to ch. 2 of
this thesis : TB. Dozeman!?*? Firstly in the three chapters (chs. 2-4) of his book (1989a)
T.B. Dozeman applies the traditional method of analysis to the Sinai pericope (Ex 19-24).
Following source-critical analysis he divides the text (Ex 19-24) into three layers : the
mountain of God tradition, the deuteronomic tradition, and the priestly tradition. And
then he reconstructs the history of three redactions. In the following two chapters (chs.
5-6) he tries to explain these multiple redactions by synthesizing three modern literary
theories, the spatial form theory of modernistic literature, JH. Miller’s differentiation?®) of
‘mimesis’ and ‘ungrounded doubling’, and finally the canon criticism of LL. Seeligmann(??,
BS. Childs, and G.T. Sheppard‘?®, Although in this thesis we cannot go through these
approaches in detail, we want to point out several important methodological problems
inherent in the endeavour of T.B. Dozeman.

Firstly we point out a general methodological problem of his thesis : he starts from the
conventional diachronic conclusion of each section of the Sinai pericope (chs. 2-4), then
tries to explain the present form of the text, the synchronic feature of the text. However,
even though we accept that there is diachronic aspect in the text, we should start from the
investigation of the present form of the text and then move to the diachronic study.

Secondly he does not re-examine whether the presuppositions, the methodologies, and
the conclusions of the conventional diachronic approach are still valid. In particular the
otherness of the OT 1s not considered seriously, and therefore he does not pay the
necessary attention to the importance of the ANE materials.

Thirdly T.B. Dozeman misunderstands the spatial form theory of modernistic literature

25. (1989a, 1989b).
26, (1982).

27. (1953150-181).
28. (198221-33).



(for instance J. Joyce, V. Wolf, M. Proust, etc). I cannot avoid the impression that he does
not properly study modernistic literature itself and its position in the history of western
literarture. The revolutionary movement of modernism within the history of western
literature?” and more broadly within western culture®®” is not considered. He seems only
to try to use one important technique of modernism, the spatial form theory to explain
multiple redactions in biblical text. He finds some examples within the Sinai pericope (Ex
19-24) which can be analyzed by this theory : juxtaposition of multiple facets of an event.
However, this phenomenon does not prove his argument that this is the result of multiple
redactions. According to modernism, juxtaposition of multiple facets of an event does not
show multiple redactions in a literary work*", rather it emphasizes the unity of a text
composed by an author. According to modernism multiple facets of an. event are
described by discarding the time span and the chronological order of the facets, which is a
revolution in the general concept of western literature after the Renaissance.

Fourthly repetition does not automatically prove that there are different layers or
redactions. As far as JH. Miller’s theory is concerned, although it is an open question how
far Miller’s theory is applicable to the modern English literature, it is certain that we
cannot apply the same modern theory of English literature to the ANE texts. Moreover,
as in the spatial form theory. it is not sure whether several repetitions, even if we
followed Miller’s theory, prove multiple redactions,!*?’ which is our concern for the OT
study.

Therefore, we have great doubts about the validity of T.B. Dozeman’s methodology of
synthesis of various literary theories. . These theories, if we accept the positive side of
them, rather seem to 1llustrate the artistic value or, success of a text as it stands, not
directly to prove multiple redactions of a text.

1.3. Positive approach to the text.

The consequence of the previous studies (L1 & 1.2.) is that it is necessary to approach a
text as it stands positively. By positively we mean two things. Firstly we have to
approach a text as it stands before we investigate its historical development. Diachronic
investigation either of the old style (old literary criticism) or of the possible new style

29. For example JR. Smitten & A. Daghistany (1981)).

30, For example W. Worringer (1963).
3L For example T.B. Dozeman (19894a,160) : ‘Spatial form devices, as a means of linking the deuteronomic
and priestly legislations, give rise to a whole series of ungrounded doublings in the canonical Sinai

Complex,. If we follow Dozeman we should have found many redaction layers by different authors

from a modernistic novel having inexplicable repetition and complexity {(eg Ulysses by J. Joyce).
32. For example TB. Dozeman (198942,)50f) identifies redaction as mimesis the terms of Miller.
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should follow the study of a text as it-stands!®*® Similarly R.W.L. Moberly‘“’ and V.P.
Longt®*) put this point accurately :

‘A rigorous examination of the final text, treated in its own right as a literary

and theological composition should methodologically precede any attempt to
uncover the text’s pre-history.

Secondly, it is necessary to approach a text with the positive expectation that a text makes
sensel®® A particular biblical passage makes sense if it repeats compositional patterns
already encountered in what precedes and it foreshadows perspectives that lie ahead.

These points are directly related to the importance of the present (or final) text.
Sometimes commentators who are devoted to the historical study of a text feel it

necessary to investigate the literary aspect of a text®”), although it is not pointed out that
source criticism upon which they depend for their historical study has its own literary
presuppositions.!?®?

The concern for the present text is diréctly related to a literary work in its totality.*”
For instance, as we shall see (2.1.2. & 2.11.2)), the Sinai pericope (Ex 19-24) itself does not
stand independently but within a larger context. The event of the Sinai pericope 1s hinted
at before Ex 19, and the content of .the Sinai pericope demands that the Sinai pericope
should be in the present position within a larger context. Although the main theme of Ex
19-24 is the covenant making between YHWH and Israel, there is a sub-topic in the Sinai
pericope (Ex 19:9a,19b-24, 20:18ff.), the authority of Moses, which cannot be explained
without consideration of a larger context (cf. Ex 4, 520ff,, 14:31, Ex 34).

If we appreciate the present text as a whole, we become careful of the detailed literary

33. R. Polzin (1980,16), depending on L Soters (1970,96), insists as follows : ‘It starts afresh with a preliminary

literary analysis and attempts to work its way through the text without tackling the usual historical
questions that have been the primary focus of previous analyses’

34, (198324).
35. (198919).

36. R. Polzin (198017) : ‘., we are still responsible for making sense of the present text by assuming that
the present text, in more cases than previously realized, does make sense’ This might be called realistic
narrative reading of biblical stories which went into eclipse throughout two recent centuries (H.W,
Frei, 1974324). See also RE Thiemann (198730).

37. V.P. Long (1989,7) aptly cites the necessity which is felt by an important scholar of form criticism
G.von Rad (1971659) in his last years : ‘Viele der monumentalen Monographien und Kommentare dieser
Forschergeneration beschaftigen sich viel weniger mit dem Text, der Erzihlung, wie sie dastand, als mit
ihrer Entstehung, ihren literarischen, sagengeschichtliche oder mythologischen Vorstufen. .. es
beunruhigte mich schon frih, daf3 bei dieser Art von Lesen und Lehren etwas nicht stimmte, solange
die Bemithung fehlte, den Text nun auch ebenso prazis in seiner Letztgestalt und im Rahmen seines
Kontextes zu verstehen' See futher G.von Rad (19381 = 19589 = 1966,1) and EW. Nicholson (1977.423f).

38. Further among old commentators A.C. Welsh (1932,24) points out correctly the failure of C. Steuernagel
and others to realize the present structure of Dt. See also S. Crites (1987,99f) and BS. Childs (Ex,195f).

39. G.von Rad (1971659f. : ‘den Weg .. wieder zum Text in seiner Ganzheit zuriickzufinden und vor allem
das Sinngebiude der grof3en literarischen Kompostion zu verstehen, in die der jeweilige Text ein
Baustein ja auch nicht zufillig geraten war’). See TE. Finch (198019) who points out that one of the
weak points of form criticism is its failure to consider a literary work as a whole, Further he calls
attention to the idea of EH. Hirsch's ‘intrinsic genre’ which draws ultimately our attention to a literary
work on the whole. EH. Hirsch (1967,86) defines ‘intrinsic genre’ as ‘that sense of the whole by means

of which an interpreter can correctly understand any part in the determinacy. See also R.E. Friedman
(1987 211). '
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techniques or stylistic features!4®” For instance the repeated report of the itinerary of
Israel in Ex 191-2 (2.3.2.) is related to the importance of the event in Ex 19. The
connection between Ex 19:3b-8 and Ex 19:9ff. is achieved through transitional technique
(2.4.6.). And the connection between Ex 19:.9a and Ex 1919b-25 is made through the
prophecy - fulfilment scheme. An enigmatic verse Ex 19:24 is in fact related to Ex 241
and Ex 24:9-11, and this phenomenon can be explained as macroscopic - semi-microscopic -
microscopic perspective (2.7.1.2. & 2.11.2.). The keywords PRI* in Ipid DYV
SR (Ex 241,9) and ot 098 (Ex 24:10), "oen 93 3R (Ex 2411) indicate that the
celebration for the established covenant relationship is the real concern of Ex 24:9-11
(2.13.2.2.(1)). These examples illustrate that it is necessary to pay attention to literary
techniques and stylistic features within a text. |

Furthermore, these literary techniques or stylistic features serve to convey the

theological intention of the author. V.P. Long“V correctly summarized this fact :

‘In short, an increased appreciation of the literary mechanisms of a text - how a
story is told - often becomes the avenue of greater insight into the theological,
religious and even historical significance of the text - whar the story means.’

To neglect the art of the OT narrative may lead us to interpret the theme of a text totally
differently. For instance Ex 19:16-19a is usually considered as theophany. However, our
study reveals (2.6.2.) that it has a concentric (chiastic) structure where the meeting of the
two parties of the covenant is the main theme. In this case the stylistic device serves very
well to express the theological theme of the author.

1.4. About the comparative study of two similar texts

It is well-known that both texts of this thesis, Ex 19:1-24:11 and Dt 4:45-28:69, are
controversial : their textual unity, structure, and theme are hotly disputed. The contention
of this thesis is that the subject matter of both texts is the same, the covenant making
between God, YHWH, and his people, Israel. The first is the Sinai covenant and the second
the Moab/Shechem covenant. The first is the initial covenant making at Sinai and the
second is its renewal at Moab/Shechem!4? All sections within each pericope are closely
related to the main theme, the covenant making. Each section functions as a part of the

]

40. D. Patrick & A. Scult (199016 : ‘.. he (J. Muilenburg, TGS) revived .style criticism under the conviction

that close attention to the artistic devices of composition would lead the interpreter to the content of
what the author had to say’).

4. He (198937-42) depends on R. Alter (198119 : ‘the fullest perception of the latter (theological, moral, or
historiographical vision TGS) dependent on the fullest grasp of the former (literary art TGS)). Further
see R. Alter (1983116-117 : ‘In its abundant narrative and poetic portions the OT uses manifestly literary
means to serve chiefly religious — it might be more accurate to call them, covenantal ~ ends)).

42. See 3655. about the reason that two places (Moab/Shechem) are necessary to renew the covenant.
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covenant making (or renewal) process.

Each periéOpé will ‘be dealt with independently without depending upon the argument
of the other, the Sinai pericope in ch. 2 and the Moab pericope in ch. 3. Each chapter
proves independently that the theme of each pericope is the covenant (making or renewal)
between YHWH and Israel. If this thesis i1s correct, this tends to confirm that the
conclusions about the theme and unity of each chapter are correct. -

In ch. 4 we compare both pericopes in detail developing the conclusions of chs. 2 and 3.
The main purpose of this investigation is to know the similarity and the difference
between the two covenants so that we shall realize the degree of the continuity of the
theme and the further development of the same theme. We shall compare the
components within one text with other similar components in the other text. If the
number of similar componentsh increases, the degree of the connection between the two

pericopes increases. In both pericopes the following rough  comparative table can be
suggested : | |

Sinai covenant Moab/Shechem covenant

1. the proposal  Ex 1938 Dt 261619
2. meeting of both parties =~ - Ex 19925 © = Dt 545
3. law-giving and its double procedure of direct speech and indirect speech

31 decalogue (direct speech) Ex 201-17 Dt 56-21

32. people’s request Ex 201822 Dt 52233

3.3. indirect speech m Ex 20:23-2333 Dt 6:4-2615..

(the Book of the Covenant)  (dt laws) -

4, covenant ratification ritual  Ex 24311 Dt 271-26

(concealing, oath, writing, sacrfice, and meal) _;
In this table we realize both pericopes are connected by six items. This means that the
degree of connection of both pericopes is extremely high. It is-difficult to find such an
example elsewhere in the OT. This means. the conclusion of one chapter (2 or 3) supports
the validity of the conclusion of the other chapter 2 or 3).

Finally we want to look at the historical relationship between the two pericopes.
Although this kind of investigation is tricky, we can start to find out the elements that are
common in both texts as well as the new elements in every parallel texts. Therefore, the
first task is to find out the differences and similarities, to describe them in detail, then to
try to explain the reasons for them. Then we can decide whether the complex version is
original and the simple version is the simplified version, or the complex version is a later
elaboration of the simple version. We have to do this work section by section and in
many cases this may be a matter of probability and the degree of probability varies in

each section. Eventually all these comparisons may illustrate the probable historical
relationship between the two texts.
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CH2 THE SINAI COVENANT

After studying the methodological issues in ch. 1 we now want to deal with the first of
the two main texts, Ex 191-2411. The term the Sinai Covenant does not appear in the OT,
However, we use it as a convenient term to define the event reported in Ex 191-2411,
since this covenant took place at mount Sinai!!

2.1. The Scope of the Sinai pericope, and the Sinai pericope within the larger context
211, The scope of the Sinai pericope

It is natural to call the text which describes the events which happened during Israel’s
stay in the mount or region of Sinai (Ex 19 - Num 10) the Sinai pericope!*» However, the
character of the event described in Ex 191-24:11 is quite different from that of other events
in Ex 19 - Num 10 which are related to the establishment of the cult (e.g. building of the
tabernacle, priestly system, offerings, etc). And from Ex 191 there is a quite different style
and content from the preceding pericope!® Therefore, we shall start our study from Ex
19:1. And then we close our study in 24:11, because, although the shift from 241 to 2412
is not so clear as that between 18:27 and 191, in 2411 the main covenant ratification
ceremony is over'Y> and from 24:12 we read a different story about the regulations of
cultic institutions!® In other words, 191-2411 forms a small unity within the larger context.
This narrow pericope (Ex 19:1-24:11) stands in close parallel with the central pericope of Dt
(Dt 4:45-28:69), with which we shall deal in ch. 3 of this thesis.

2.1.2. The Sinai pericope (Ex 19:1-24:11) within the larger context.

The meaning of a section or pericope is found not only within the section or pericope

1. But in Dt 2869 we read a deuteronomic term indicating the same event of Ex 191-2411, A3
AN BAR NJ2TAER, which might be called as ‘the Horeb covenant’. Since Dt prefers to use
‘Horei)'. it is quite natural to call the event in Ex 191-24:11 ‘the Sinai covenant) if that text describes not
simply a theophany or God's law-giving but the covenant between YHWH and his people, Israel. Just
as ‘the Moab covenant,, the shortened expression of the original one ((TR/R=IR MIT MR™WR NAA7
R0 PORA '?25:\@’:' ol ah I‘\ﬁ;‘?), is a convenient expression of the event in Dt 4:45-2869, ‘the
Sinai covenant’ is for that in Ex 191-241l.

2. B. Baentsch (Ex169), WH. Schmidt (1983,75).

3. For instance the sudden introduction of well-organized repetition in 191-2, and God's unprecedented
proposal of the covenant relationship to Israel in 193-8, etc. Most old and new commenatators agree
that from 191 begins a new section (eg A. Knobel (Ex]81), G. Beer (Ex96), and recently J. Schabert
(Ex,79)).

4. The fact that the official ratification is over and the Israelites should bear the responsibility of their
action after this moment is clearly alluded to by the difference no-punishment for the sin before Ex 19
and punishment after Ex 24 (in Ex 32f). See 212l

5. There is a strong connection between 243-11 with 2412ff, because as we shall see in 21111, 242 is
macroscopic announcement or prediction for the next event which will occur from 2412ff. However, it
is beyond the scope of this thesis how the Sinai pericope (Ex 191-2411) is related to Ex 2412ff.
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but also in its context especially when we read a literary work within a complex structure
like the pentateuch. Therefore, it is worth studying the relationship between the Sinai
pericope and the surrounding texts. It is not our concern to study detailed exegetical

1ssues of these surrounding texts, but we want to find some distinctive features in the
context of the Sinai pericope. There are four'® :

(i) there is no divine punishment for the people’s sin before Ex 19, but there is
punishment after Ex 24 (e.g. Ex 32ff, Num 10ff.),

(ii) there are law-givings before Sinai,
(iii) the legal system is prepared before Ex 19,
(iv) culmination of all events in the Sinai event.

21.2.1. No punishment from God for the people’s sin before Ex 19,

There are several texts before Ex 19 which describe Israel’s sinful behaviour towards
God (14:11f,, 1522-27, 16, 171-7, cf. 521, 69‘7). - The astonishing features of these texts are (1)
that sins accumulate steadily, (2) but there is no report of God’s punishment.

(1) In all these texts we realize how the sins of the people are real. For this purpose the
author highlights several issues :

(i) various typical words (3% ni. (15:22-27, 162,7, 173), 13 hi. (16:2,7,7,8.8,9.9, 173)%),
3% qal. (17:2,2,7)%, nos pi. (172,7¥19) and an expression (MPB=%R Yu¥ KD 6:9), which
describe that Israel’s behaviour is sinful,

(ii) the people’s fear of death (e.g. 273 N’ in spite of God’s promise of life and
salvation (1411f, 163, 173, cf. a1 521¢12),

(iii) the people’s total misunderstanding of the meaning of the exodus (1411f,, 163, 173,
cf. S21}13),

6. In 13. we have seen the importance of the consideration of the context of a certain textt RW.L.
Moberly (1983320).

7. EC. Fensham (Ex,67), pace G.W, Coats (1968,255f), rightly points out that from 521, 69 the murmuring
motif is already visible.

8. The multiple accumulation of this keyward (verb or noun form) in Ex 16 (v.7,78,8.89)2) is impressive.
In 168 the object of this ‘murmuring’ is not ‘we’ Moses and Aaron but God ()T~ 28 *J).

9. This word means the legal dispute and in this case the dispute is against Moses. ' J. Begrich (1938731 : ‘die
technische Bezeichnung der Verhandlung des Streites vor Gericht) and HJ. Boecker (1970,54n2 : ‘die
ProzeBfiihrung als ganze). See G.W. Coats (1968,57) and RC. Culley (197684ff) for the further study.

10, BS. Childs (Ex,267) holds that 1o test God’ does not necessarily mean the deuteronomic influence.

1. FC Fensham (Ex67) calls it ‘sarcasme’,

12. This is the keyword in Ex 5, cf, v. 3bb. Through the ironical use in two different situations (ie,
Moses’s word to the Pharach in 53bb, people’s word to Moses in 521) the sinful characteristic of the
utterance becomes vivid.

13. R. Knierim (THAT,I871) rightly comments on 3?7 : ‘Die Rebellion griindet in einer totalen
Fehlinterpretation der Befreiungsgeschichte als Verderbensgeschichte und zielt auf ihre
Rickgingigmachen ab’ Also K-D. Schunck (TWAT,IV,530) : ‘Daraus ergibt sich, da3 Mose und Aaron
sowie JHWH selbst nicht als Retter des Volkes, sondern als Bringer von Not und Verderben angesehen
werden, wobei JHWH als der Gott der Gemeinde der Israeliten als der eigentliche Verursacher dieser
Situation gilt und deshalb auch als der letzte Zielpunkt der Rebellion erscheint.’
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(iv) failure to keep God’s command (16:20,27f,)¢14
Further if all these texts are read consecutively, the sinful nature of the people appears to
accumulate steadily, the more the exodus history goes on. In this respect 171-7, the last

section reporting the people’s sin before the Sinai event, especially reveals this fact
clearly!*

(2) None of these texts mentions God punishing Israel for these sins. However, this
does not mean that these actions are not sinful'!® Furthermore, in none of these texts is
there an expression of God’s anger on account of these sins. For these sins God’s anger is
usually mentioned before proclaiming God’s punishment!!” For example in Ex 16 we
read two aspects of keeping God’s (or Moses’) command: (i) not to keep manna left until
the next morning (16:19), (ii) to rest and not to go out to pick up manna on the Sabbath
(16:5,23-26), but Israel fails in both!'® These phenomena in the texts before Ex 19 form a
clear contrast with the opposite phenomena for Israel’s sinful actions after Ex 24, after the
covenant and law-giving at Sinai. For example in Ex 32, just after making the covenant

and the law-giving, God punishes the people for breaking the second commandment. And
similar results are found in Numbers. In Num 1I:1-3 (Taberah), Num 11:4-35 (Kibroth

Hattaavah), Num 13-14 and Num 20 we read of the punishments of God. And
interestingly these texts explain sins somewhat similar to those in Ex 14:222-26; 16; 1711
This is a striking difference!?®? G.W. Coats'*!), seeing this phenomenon, attributes ‘the
incongruous picture of Jahweh alternating between aid and punishment’ to the fact that
these different responses represent two separate themes in the wilderness tradition.
However, how two separate and even contradictory themes, could co-exist in the same

14. Interestingly, this theme becomes incorporated with the theme of God’s testing (f1923). In other words,
when God tests the people, they fail. Further, the testing motif is significant throughout 1522-17:7 (BS
Childs,Ex,286).

15. Firstly the three major verbs ('ﬁ‘? 2, 10J) describing the sin of the people are used in this section.
Secondly the change from God’s testing of the people (164) to the people’s testing of God (171-7) is so
dramatic that the reader / listener cannot fail to grasp the depth of the sinful nature of the people’s
behaviour. And thirdly the clause they are almost ready to stone me (Moses, TGS)' (17:4) shows also the
seriousness of the challange to the leadership chosen by God.

16. Various other books of the OT as well as our texts define these actions in the Israels wilderness
journey on the whole as sinful (eg Ps 7817-25).

17. Num ILIff, is a_typical example : (i) the sin of Israel (MNT' "3RI P D"JJNMJ ﬂg'l 1), (ii) the
anger of God (1BR ") 2 nh I?Dl’.’f"l) and (iii) the punishment of God (M i"l"' Eb"ﬁ?:l‘“
qN20 N3P SONMY). M.’ Vervenne (1987,265-269, esp. 268) points out the element of God's
Judgement m "14d1-12. Interestingly, however, this judgement is towards Pharaoh but not towards Israel.

18. Therefore, U. Cassuto (1967,186ff.) holds that Ex 16 chronologlcally comes after the law—gwmg at Sinai
and even after the erection of the tabernacle, and that Ex 16 is in its present position because of the
thematic similarity with 1522-26, 171-7 ("N@., 'ﬁ‘?) However, there is no specific reason to put Ex 16
after the Sinai law-giving, because there are other sections which have similar characteristics (e.g
law-giving, people's sin, etc) before Ex 19,

19. Many commentators point out this fact, eg J. Wellhausen (in WH. Schmidt,1983,75), BS. Childs (Ex254 :
‘The presence of striking doublets (cf. Meribah, Ex 17//Num. 20; manna, Ex. 16//Num. 11) indicates that

the present arrangement of the tradition reflects a complex history of traditonal and literary
development’),

20. M. Noth (1948,136,n351), RC Culley (1976,.86). Cf. BS. Childs’ (Ex,258ff.) pattern theory, which is not
proper explanation for this case.

21 (1968163893107-115). Also W, Brueggemann (1977,2835) and R. Adamiak (19829).
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context of the wilderness journey is not explained. Should it be seen as a matter of God’s
character, 1.e. sometimes God punishes sin but sometimes not. Borrowing R. Adamiak’s
expression'??, do the erratic and unpredictable divine responses to the acts of disobedience,
sometimes punishment but sometimes no punishment, rather constitute a system of divine
terror 7 R. Adamiak, together with V. Fritz'?%) alludes to the importance of the Sinai
covenant for this question : before the establishment of the Sinai covenant there is no
punishment but after it full punishment. More interestingly, although a case law (ie. the
Sabbath law) was given before the Sinai law-giving and Israel failed to keep God’s law,
God did not punish Israel (16:27f.). In short, we read an-important phenomenon, although
there is a law, there is no punishment. In the present context at least, law-giving by itself
does not automatically authorize punishment, which is quite different from ordinary case.

Therefore, we have to ponder the content of the text, standing between these texts
which report these differences of God’s reaction towards Israel’s sin, the Sinai pericope (Ex
19:1-24:11)12¥ The event in the Sinai pericope makes these differences and we have to
interpret that this event is related to creating a certain official relationship between
YHWH and Israel, which authorizes God’s punishment for Israel’s sin. In other words,
through forming this official relationship the legal institution can function and again
through this legal institution God can punish Israel legally. This relationship-making
process in the present context is the covenant at Sinai. Without a (covenant) relationship,
law although already existing, does not function, because the binding force of law
ultimately derives from the establishment of relationship, and the conviction of sin in turn
derives from the notion of law. Therefore, if there is no covenant, ie. no relationship, no
law can function, and consequently there is no sin and punishment proper.  We suggest the
following catch phrase altered slightly from the famous one of the Reformation :

No Covenant No - Sin'?¥

This means that the author is clear about the order of events : firstly comes the
covenant-making and the law-giving at Sinai, and secondly punishment. In other words,
only after the covenant is legitimately initiated, negotiated (19:3-6), accepted (19:7-8, 243,7),
categorically conditioned by laws (201-17, 20:22-23:33), proclaimed, and finally ratified and
celebrated (24:3-11)2%, and then God may at last apply his laws to his people. The

22. (19829). |

23. (197067-70).

24, Very recently T. Dennis (1991,61-87, esp. 80ff.) also indicates this issue and the importance of the text
(Ex 19-Num 11) standing between these texts. Although he realizes that the issue of this text (Ex
19-Num 11) is something to do with ‘relationship making' between YHWH and Israel or ‘torah’, he does
not suggest the specific feature of that relationship and_the detailed exegesis.

25. Cf. no law no sin of the Romans (OU 8€ OUK £0TUV VOUOC OVSE NOPAPOOIC 4:15b) and the
Reformation.

26. D. Patrick (986,232 : ‘In announcing his law, Yahweh exercises the authority of lawgiver granted him
by the covenant and binds his subjects to an actual order of justice and right. This proposition can be
inferred from the order of passages in Exodus 19-24 ).
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examples above strongly support this interpretation of the undeniable relationship between
law (also sin and punishment) and covenant.

2122, law-giving before the Sinai event (ratification / case law)

There are three texts reporting God giving laws before giving the law at Sinai in Ex 19
(121-131627, 1522-27 (25, wawmy pn)?®), Ex 16). If we follow the conclusion of 2.1.2.1,, the
giving of these laws gives rise to some questions. - Why are these laws given then ?
Should they have waited until the Sinai event ? Since it is hard to explain the law-giving
before there was a relationship between the law-giver God and the recipient of law, the
people, what'is their real function in the present context ? We suggest the following
points for these questions.

(i) The law in 15:22-27 seems to be a law for a specific case, although it is impossible to
define the content of this law. Also two other laws in 121-1316 and Ex 16 have the same
character. In other words, they are individual legal decisions dealing with a particular
problem (cf. 1 Sam 30225, woe' »n for a specific regulation). Between the exodus and the
event at mount Sinai, two major events, related to the main issues of law, occur : the first
Passover (Ex 12-13) and manna for the Sabbath day (Ex 16). The mixture of law-giving
and narration of event in these two cases, together with Ex 1522-27, is most probably not
a deliberate invention but a result of natural need : a suitable law is given when a specific
event demands. In a sense the giving of these laws may be considered as ad-hoc legal
measure'?? before the coming of the major and legitimate law-giving in the ratification of
the Sinai covenant. Therefore, these laws are always very specific and not as

comprehensive as the laws given at Sinai. “The ultimate authority of these laws is derived
from the covenant relationship made between YHWH and Israel. In other words, these

laws presuppose the covenant relationship which will be made in the near future.
Theoretically these laws can be legitimized only by the ratification of the Sinai covenant.

(ii) The laws before Ex 19 are not pure law, but they are assimilated into the narrative
context. In Ex 16 the regulation of gathering a portion of manna for one day is

intermingled with the law of the Sabbath day. These two regulations are totally absorbed

27. D‘?'II? PR0 121417, Mg 270 12:24; AR5 npn 12:43; JONR -mn 12:49;, MIT PR 139, R0
DIt 1310; two phrases about the phylactenes 139,16) These laws are given not dnrectly by God but
indirectly through the mediator Moses, and therefore this is similar to the indirect law-giving after the
people’s request in 20:19ff. However, it does not mean that 121-1316 is misplaced from the place after
Ex 20f, because before Ex 19 not only the law-giving but also all other correspondence between God
and Israel are done through the mediator Moses. Therefore, the indirect law-giving in 121-1316 has its
own character compared with the law-giving in 2022ff.

28. G. Liedke (1971184) holds that this rare expression of law made by the smgular words is gwen neither
by God nor by Moses, but by man. However, this concept of law-giving is very strange in the OT.
Rather these singular words seem to be related to the fact that the law is specifically for the event of
Marah. Most probably the law in this event does not mean the comprehensive law, but the law applied
to the concrete situation. See M. Fishbane (/98591 : ‘.many ancient codes regulate only matters as to
which the law is dubious or in need of reform or both’). -

29. M. Fishbane (1985,98ff.), also in Lev 2410-23, Num 96-14, 1532-36, 271-11. And t:sm:a Pl'l in 1 Sam
3025 like in Ex 15295 is used for a single legal measure.
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into the narrative context. In Ex 12-13 we also read how the various detailed regulations
of the Passover feast are systematically constructed in order to show the two perspectives

in the present narrative context. This narrative context has given rise to this form of
regulation.

2123, Preparation of the legal system (18:13-27).

The present position of 1813-27 in Ex clearly prepares for the official giving of the law
by establishing the legal system.!3® Although in Num 11 we read a similar story, we
cannot find there a legal dispute which causes a problem. The institution of the leaders
(roeh oy 9t Num 11:16) is already in place. They are not specifically concerned with
legal issues and their task is not clear. On the contrary, Ex 1813-27 clearly shows that the
task (5W) of leaders (W) is very obviously a legal one. It looks as though these two

stories are positioned in parallel just before and after the Sinai event!®’ In Ex 18 Israel

emerges as a community with a proper legal structure before she reaches the appointed
place (@¥WoRD B2

Without law there is no purpose in a legal system. The text itself also shows the reader
/ listener that the law which Moses should teach the people (18:20) must now exist. This
logical demand, however, is not fulfilled by direct giving of law but first of all by making
the official covenant relationship from which the Sinai laws draw the authority of

execution. This legal system now waits to be set up through the ratification of the
covenant between YHWH and Israel

21.24. Culmination of all events in the Sinai event.

The culmination of all events in the Sinai event (covenant and law) is sometimes
pointed out by commentators®*® Very recently E. Blum'* also hints at this issue :

30. Commentators are aware of the problem about the position Ex 18 within Ex. Ibn Ezra and J. Lightfoot
(in BS. Childs (Ex321)) suggest that Ex 18 is originally after the Sinai pericope because the laws (1816,
U‘D‘?ﬁ__ﬁﬂ 20, YO are not given yet to Moses. B. Baentsch (Ex,163) insists that this event was just
before Israel’s departure from Sinai. For M. Noth (1948,150) Ex 18 is an isolated chapter., See also E.
Blum (1990154 : ‘Yon 193ff. her gesehen hat ein Geschehen wie 18,13ff, davor eigentlich keinen Platz
Ahnlich widerstindig bleibt das Kapitel gegeniiber dem Vor-Kontext). This kind of negative judgement
for the present text, however, is usually the outcome of no consideration about the position of Ex 18
within the total structure of Ex. The connection between Ex 18 and Ex 3 is clear (E. Blum,7990,155f).
And Ex 3 is in many respects the starting point of the narrative of Ex, because of some keywords
related to the future event between God and the people, 127N n*n‘agj;l "3 (31 and 93y (3:12),
N3t (318). Until the time of fulfilment of the objective in Ex 19 (ie. the covenant between YHWH and
Israel) all necessary aspects are arranged before Ex 19. And Ex 18, where we read the preparation of
the legal system, is an important example.

3L )L Durham (Ex240f), TL. Thompson (1989150).

32. Study about the dating of this legal system (e.g. Chr, Brekelmans (/1954,215-224), R. Knierim
(1961)46~171), H. Reviv (1982566-575)).

33. For instance J1. Durham (Ex228 : ‘The narratives of Israel in the wilderness are thus a part of an

accumulating preparation of the quite unbelievable story of Israel at Sinai).
34. (1990,145n184),
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‘Wenn man so will, hat der Horeb/Sinai als Ort der Gesetzesmitteilung in unserer
‘Endgestalt’ alle vorausgehenden Wiistenstationen annektiert T

However, E. Blum eliminates the aspect of time and space in Ex which is so important to
the author that he mentions time and space on every movement of Isracl. Therefore, it is
necessary to pay attention to the phrases of time and space in each passage which disclose
the specific intention of the author.

An important example is, as we have seen, the phrases like 1270 BNPRD 23 / 20
oIoRa / 0/ mia on / aana (31,12, 427, 175, 188 19:23)13%) In 17:6 the giving of water
is related to :ﬁ'n.;:.‘“’ As we shall see in 2.3.1., this word recalls the original long phrase
nan oNORD 93 (3:1), the place where Israel will meet God. And together with 93
ovaoRT (18:5) and <30 (the mountain’, 19:2) this word recalls the ultimate goal which should
be achieved in that mountain. We set out the expressions of this place as follows :

31 naan ot o (cf. 342 : o s, 427 1 ontan o)

176  37n3
185 BIONT 0
192 N

b 2 4

And what should be done in the mountain of God, Horeb, is expressed with various verbs
from 312 :

(i) 92y + God (the direct object with AR or with suffix) : 3:12, 4:23, 716,26, 816, 91,13,
10:3,7-8,11,24-26"37,

(ii) nat + Y + God, the object : 318, 53817, 84,21-25,

(i) W + 9 : 5188
All these phrases in the context seem to express a similar idea, crcating an official
relationship between YHWH and Israel through offering®*

35. From source-critical point of view the definite article of ‘“he mountain’ seems to be meaningless,
because it is believed to be the outcome of the later redactor who wants to bring different materials all
together. E. Zenger (1982,28-29) recognizes the connection between Ex 17, Ex 18 and Ex 19 which is
formed by these words about the mountain (‘Horeb' (17:6), ‘the mountain of God’ (18:5), and
‘the mountain’ (19:2)).. However, he insists that this arrangement is done by the priestly redactor : ‘Die
beiden Abschnitte 171-16 und 18:1-27 sind demnach zwei ‘Sinai-Einheiten’, die Rp vor die in Ex 19
erzihlte Sinaitheophanie stellt On the contrary, however, we should try to understand the natural
connection of this definite article among the previous section without source—critical presupposition. The
mountain in 192 is understandable if we hold that 3] "1 (3:12) is used after the long phrase W}
N300 BVIVRD (31)

36. Some commentators (eg B. Baentsch (Ex160f), BD. Eerdmans (Ex,54), V. Fritz (197011)) consider this as
gloss or secondary insertion, although they cannot suggest any solid reason.

37. Gute Stroete (Ex, 42) understands that "12Y means ‘eredienst voltrekken’, and EC. Fensham (Ex, 24)
seems to consider that 312b (72)) means to make a vassal treaty with YHWH at Sinai

38. It is clear that A in 51 does not mean the Passover Feast performed before the exodus in 1214,
because the place (‘in the desert’) and the time (‘a three-day journey) in &1 are clearly different from
the situation in 1214, The meaning of ANV is not necessarily limited only to three major feasts which
will be given later, 51 (A7) and 53 (NAY) belong to the same context, and therefore these two phrases
are virtually the same expression. And 53 (1) is the word spoken to Pharaoh and in this respect it is
the same as 318 (M31). Again, 318 (NA!) belongs to the same context with 312 ((AY).

39. 312 and 51 is particularly interesting In 312 we read God's promise to Moses. A ial event, which
is alluded to by the words A1 and N3%, will happen ‘on this mountain’ (M3} '\:b:_'lsp‘:;). ﬁ'ﬂ‘?ﬁﬂ "3
A1 (31). Therefore, we expect a certain kind of worship to be perfomed in Ex 19ff, And in 51 we
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relationship between YHWH and Israel through offering®®

Together with the issues raised in 2121, 2122, 2123. this point are the thorough
preparation for the important event in Israel’s history, the covenant at Sinai. Therefore,
we draw the following conclusion : the further from the exodus, and the closer Israel
approaches to Sinai, the more the necessity of the Sinai event is emphasized.

2.2. Introductory remark on the Sinai pericope (Ex 19-24).

In 2.1. we have dealt with the scope of the Sinai pericope and its place within the
larger context in Ex. We have looked at the preparatory sections before Ex 19 for the
Sinai event. We have come to the important conclusion that the connection between
these preparatory pericopes and the Sinai pericope is not arbitrary, but a product of careful
literary skill and of profound theological reflection. Therefore, without the Sinai event
these preparatory pericopes would lose their meaning, because at Sinal the most important
event happens for the new people of God, the forming of the covenant relationship
between YHWH and Israel. ' Without this covenant relationship the law-giving before the
Sinai event (e.g. Ex 12f, 16) is meaningless, and without this covenant we cannot explain
the reason why there is no punishment at-all for the sins of -Israel before Sinai pericope
and why, on the contrary, there is always punishment after the Sinai pericope.

However, this conclusion, articulated with a catch phrase no covenant no sin, 1s not the
result of an internal investigation of the Sinai pericope (Ex 19:1-24:11) itself. This
conclusion is logically demanded by the context. Therefore, our natural task now is to ask
whether the Sinai pericope internally shows that the most important theme of this
pericope is the establishment of the covenant relationship between YHWH and Israel

Our investigation of the main body of the Sinai pericope focuses on the narrative
structure, and the definition and the function of several sections or units within the Sinai

pericope (i.e. the definition of the covenant relationship in 19:3-8, the so-called theophany in

19:9ff., two kinds of law-givings (the decalogue and the Book of the Covenant), and the
covenant ceremony in 24:3-89-11 (see 2.14.)).

Our main objective in this chapter is to find out how diverse sections within the Sinai
pericope function to constitute a single unified theme. Why does the author arrange all

39. 312 and 31 is particularly interesting In 312 we read God’s promise to Moses. A ial event, which
is alluded to by the words A and N3, will happen ‘on this mountain’ (33 "33 : D), Q‘ﬁ‘?Nﬂ "l

37 (31). Therefore, we expect a certain kind of worship to rfomed in Ex 19ff. And in 51 we
read the clear definition of God as ‘YHWH, the God of Israel (bﬂ‘g‘ "I"?l*_t 1)) and Israel as ‘God’s

people’ (*2)) and this reciprocal statement of the relationship strongly ‘indicates that the event in Ex
19ff. (esp. 19:5-6) is for building of an official relationship. Further the feast in 51 and the ‘offering’ in

other texts point to the festive event in the mountain and narrowly the covenant ceremony in 243-1L
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these various texts or components together in successive sections and in his: own specific
manner within the present Sinai pericope ? How can we interpret the position of the
Initial section, 1938, within the whole Sinai pericope ? And what is the function of the
section, 19:9-25, which is usually defined as theophany, in the covenant context ? How do
the proposal of covenant relationship (19:3-8), the theophany (19:9-25), the laws (201-17,
20:22-23:33), and the ceremony (24:1-11) function together in one pericope ? Summing up,
the objective of this study is to discuss how far the author succeeds in uniting these
various factors for a single theme within a single literary unit.

23. 19:1-2 (The introduction to the Sinai pericope : the itinerary report)

AT TP W3 M EPD DD YIRS RIS FREY W Tong 201
ST ) YRR DOTTR) DTRD U YO W WIN OTIR PR 2

In this introductory section of the Sinai pericope there are two issues to be dealt with.
One issue is how this small section connects the previous pericopes with the Sinai
pericope, 193-24:11.  And the other is what the inner unity of this short section is.

2.3.1. The function of 19:1-2 as a connection between the previous pericopes and the
following Sinai pericope.

We have seen in our study of the pericopes before Ex 19 (2.1.2.4.) that the author
arranges the events-to build towards the most important moment in Israel’s history, the
covenant between YHWH and Israel. We must now look at whether the two main

pericopes in Exodus, the pericopes before and after Ex 19, are theologically connected with
this 1nitial passage of the Sinai pericope.

Although commentators usually assume that 19:1 is a continuation of the previous
passage in the present text?), the continuation is recognized only at the level of the
framework of itinerary report. However, there seems to be continuity at the deeper level
An important connecting point between the Sinai pericope and the previous ones is ‘the
mountain’ ("1 19:2). If ‘the’ mountain were totally new, we could ask why the author
does not use a proper noun in place of a common noun with the definite article. Here the

40. For instance W. Rudolph (1938,41), followed by G.e Stroete (Ex]141), insists that 191 (P) is the
continuation of 171a. E. Zenger (1971,46,55), although he follows the idea about the priestly ‘Rahmung’
of Ex 191 with Num 10:l1], assumes the connection of this section with Ex 18 However, BD. Eerdmans
(Ex,60f.), following the idea of JJP. Valeton (1907,76) that in the Sinai pericope there was no source but
Thora, rejects the idea that 191-2 belongs to P.

-25-



definite article of 23 appears to have demonstrative force!*!) And the sudden
introduction of ‘the’ mountain can only be explained by the author’s assumption that his
reader / listener understands fully what is the real meaning of this phrase, and that it
indicates the mountain mentioned in the preceding pericopes!*® Interestingly, from 31
(the first mention of 37N SWYRT==) to 191 there is no use of the short form (=37). Just
after 31 there are two notes about the mountain, 312 (33 “30) and 427 (@9NYRI 0.

Before the Sinai pericope there is a similar description in 17:6 (32n) and 185 (&R =)

These parallels increase the possibility that <5¥3 in 19:2 refers to the previous word / phrase
in 17:6 and 1854% - ~ . i

191-2 is also connected with the main body of the Sinai pericope, 19:3-8
(i) Both are connected stylistically. As we shall see in 2.3.2, 19:1-2 is highly poetic44
And the fact that this poetic feature of 191-2 corresponds very well with the skilful
parallelism in 193-8 supports indirectly the connection between 191-2 and 1938,

(ii) Another support for the connection with 19:3ff. comes the repetition of -itinerary
report (by level [A] and level [B]) in 191-2 which we shall see in 2.3.2. This kind of
repetition in the itinerary report cannot be found in Ex hitherto.

All these points show that the author wants to connect 191-2 and 1938.

2.3.2. The structure of 19:1-2

In Ex four verbs are used to describe the itinerary from one place to another place
from Ex 12 to Ex 19 (12:37, 13220, 1522f, 27, 161, 171, 191f.).

L yos (+ ). (folding up tent)

2. Ny - (departure)

3. , Nia - (arrival)

4. o0 (+ ) (erecting tent)4
41. GK § 126-ab.

42. A. Reichert (1972112) wrongly holds that "V mdlcates forwards 39 '\'I in 19:12,18,20,23 Although
both phrases mean the same mountain, the demonstrative meaning of W:'I'l ‘must be found in the
previous pasages.

43. Another point related to this is, as U. Cassuto (1967,62) nghtly pomts out, that the reference to ‘the
desert’ and ‘the mountain’ (191-2) forms a parallel with the opening verse (31) of the main part of Ex
(Ex 3-40). Apparently there is no geographical gap for the author when he mentions ‘the desert’ and
‘the mountain of God’ together in 31 Likewise in 427 ‘the desert’ and ‘the mountain’ are mentioned in
parallel. See further about the meaning of "IN (31) in BDB (behind, after’), GMD ('I:"ID"I "IN,
‘Gber die Steppe hinaus’), A. Dillmann (Ex24 : ‘dh. Giber die Wiiste hinaus in die Gegend jenseits von
ihr und kam endlich zum Horeb’), and J1 Durham (Ex28ff. : ‘behind’ Moses' customary routes). Then
the geographical continuation from 176 (ﬂ:ﬁl‘lﬁ) through 185 (U”ﬂ‘?&'l ) to 191-2 (YO '\J'ID 2
times, 3723, T3 T3J) is more plausible. The appearance of ‘Horeb' in 176 and ‘the mountain of
God’ in 18:5 are not arbltrary insertion. Further, J-P. Sonnet (/989,326) holds that the phrase

PRT=*33 in 191 is significant to signify the beginning of a new pericope as in LL This feature
correSponds with the parallelism ‘the desert’ and ‘the mountain’ in 192b, which incidentally always appear
in this order. See further RJ. Clifford’s argument (1972109) about the name Sinai

44, Although 193b-6 is usually regarded as poetic (eg Ehrlich (/336), H. GreBmann (1913180f.,n3) and

further see 24. about our study of 19:3-8), it is strange that the perfectly harmonized parallelism in
191-2 (by level A and level B) is not often pointed out.

45.  We make the following observations about the use of these verbs :
(1) Each verb has a specific meaning Although J23 (nol) and RX* (n0.2) are mmﬂar to each other for
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In 191-2 we find all four verbs expressed in the two levels of journey report!® : -

level [A] (192) * level [B] (19:2)
L R (inf) + ¥ + Egypt (new moon) 1 ¥2 (vipf) + ¥ + Rephidim
2. Nia (pf) + Sinai desert (day) 2. Ria (Hipf) + Sinai desert

3. rur (vipf) + 3 + ‘the desert’ -
4, ron (vipf. sg) + 2 + ‘the mountain’

Syntactically, and according to the content there seems to be a clear dividing line between
the level [A] and the level [B] In other words, the verbal form of the level [A] is inf. +
pf47, but that of the level [B] is only ¥ipf. Although there is still much dispute about the
precise meaning of this syntactical difference between the level [A] and the level [B], this
difference must support that there are the two levels of itinerary report. | |

We find another point which supports our division into the two levels : in the level [A]
there is a phrase of time in each line, but in the level [B] there is no indication of time.
Apparently in the level [B] the exact indication of the place is the issue, especially the
eventual arrival at ‘the mountain’ mentioned in the last line as the objective of the
description of 19:1-2. The level [A] has a wide range of concern with reporting the journey
from Egypt to the Sinai desert. But the level [B] has a narrow perspective of reporting the
journey from Rephidim (171) to the Sinai desert. " - |

In terms of verbal form the two lines of 191 do not form a perfect parallel with each
other (namely inf. in 19:1a + pf. in 191b). However, the content is balanced : the departure
from Egypt and the arrival at the Sinai desert. A more detailed analysis, moreover, of the
sentence structure of the level [A] (191) reveals its parallel feature obviously :

191a time (3-phrase) + verb (inf. X¥Y) + place (y-phrase)
191b time (2-phrase) + verb (pf. Xi3) + place (adv. acc)

The level [A] (191) reports the total journey from Egypt, the beginning of the exodus, to
the Sinai desert!4® The virtual repetition of similar content by using two levels of report

expressing departure, they are not identical. Y0J (nol), which is accompanied with &, has still the
nuance of the original meaning folding up a tent. But RX" (no2) referes to the action of the people’s
movement from a place (or towards a certain direction).

(2) N1 (no3) and NN (nod), referring to arrival, have a similar relationship to each other like
O3 (nol) and RY® (no2). In other words, N13 (no3) means the arrival as movement, but 37 (nod),
which is accompanied with 3 means to erect tent and settle (temporarily).

(3) The order of these four verbs is never changed in all journey reports at least between Ex 12 to Ex
19. For instance we read the combination of Y23 (nol) + MM (nod) in 1320, 171, 192, the combination
of RX* (no2) + Ni3 (no3) in 1522f, 191, and the combination of ¥BI (nol) + N3 (no3) in 161 And
there is a case of the combination of K13 (no3) + 7 (nod) in 1527,

(4) RY" is used for the departure from Egypt (1241, 1334, 161, 191) and for departure towards
somewhere (1522).

(5) The temporary settlement for resting in one place is expressed W1 (1320, 1527, 171, 192).

46. TB. Dozeman (1989b90f), without a clear reason, eliminates 192bb (our fourth line of level [BD from
this short section of itinerary report (19:1-2) and categorizes it as belonging to the next section (193-8).
However, through this odd division not only the neat parallel structure of 191-2 is destroyed, but also
the parallel structure in the next section (193) is disrupted : Moses going to God (193a) and God's calling
from the mountain (193b). Cf. also Ch. Levin (19854,184) who tries to make a diachronic differentiation.

47. This pf. form is used probably because of starting a new begin (J. Hofbauer,1932,480).

48, In 16135 we find a similar interim report from the beginning of the exodus to the final goal of the
journey, Canaan : 161 (time (3-phrase) + verb (ipf. RR") + place (JB-phrase, Egypt) / 1635 (time
(W-phrase) + verb (inf. X13) + place (?N-phrase, Canaan). Although these two verses in Ex 16 are not
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(the level [A] in 19:1 and the level [B] in 19:2) seems to be intentional but not the result of
careless juxtaposition of traditions!?> An itinerary report usually consists of two clauses
reporting departure from one place and the arrival at the next place. In 191-2, however,
the report is three times longer than the normal itinerary report in Ex. This is an
extraordinary amount, and it seems that the author wants to emphasize the importance of
the event. This literary device of expanding the normal sentence threefold can be called
the spatial form technique!®® The main purpose of this technique is to create a realm
where various complicated events happen because time is passing slowly. This device can
be used not only in a small block of text but also in a larger section. As T.B. Dozeman
Indicates, many descriptions of the Sinai event in Ex 19-34 use this device.
We are now ready to study the first main section of the Sinai pericope, 1938

24. 19:3-8 (The preliminary negotiation of the covenant)

The main issues of this first main section of the Sinai pericope are as follows : (1) the
connection of this section with the previous one (191-2), (2) the structure, the main content,
the definition of this section, and the function of this section within the whole Sinai
pericope, (3) the connection of this section with the following one (19:9ff).

24.1. The connection of 19:3-8 with 19:1-2,

consecutive, the reports belong to the same context and they give a consistent report of the middle
stage of the long journey. As we have pointed out, the fact that the phrases for time and place are
found in the level [A], compared with the level [B] shows the balanced interest of the level [A] as
journey report about time and place. On the other hand, the level [B] reports a short journey, that
from Rephidim to the Sinai desert P03 + }@ + Rephidim) which follows the journey in 171 (1 +
= + Rephidim).

49. For example M. Noth (ATD,Ex]126 = OTL,Ex]157) about 1922b : ‘ein Bruchstiick aus den einleitenden
Satzen einer der alten Quellen Commentators’ source division of 191-2 is systematically analysed by A.
Reichert (1972110f). We find the following system of the itinerary report in 191-2 :

Firstly the line 1 P03 (&ipf) + I® + Rephidim) in the level [B] clearly reminds the reader /
listener the journey mentioned in 171, This is just like 33 in 176, which is related to i}
E'I"?bfa:l in 185 and TV 11 in 192. We have already pointed out in 2124. that these words recall the full
term which is in the very beginning of the exodus history in 31 (R27R n*n‘:gg.:l B))

Secondly the line 2 of the level [B] (Ri2 (“ipf) + Sinai desert) precisely corresponds with the
line 2 of the level [A] (R1D (pf) + Sinai desert (day)) by two common factors : (i) WA, (ii) Sinai desert
without preposition).

Thirdly the line 3 of the level [B] (37 (%-ipf) + 3 + ‘the desert’) reports a more advanced step
in the journey than the line 2, namely from the report of arrival (R13) in the second line to erecting
tent (L) in the line 3. And ‘the desert’ reiterates the previous Sinai desert in the line 2

Fourthly in the line 4 the action 131 is repeated once again and expresses that the final goal of
the journey towards ‘the mountain’ is achieved. According to the content the line 4 virtually repeats
the line 3 because of two important common factors : verb (F13F) + place (in the desert (line 3),
DL (line 4)). Important change (‘the sons of Israel' to ‘Israel) occurs in the line 4 and "1AJ is added to
‘the mountain’,

50. TB. Dozeman (1989a,passim; esp. 1989b,89f.) seems to mistake the real meaning of this technique for the
analysis of the Sinai pericope, when he insists that there are at least three layers of tradition in 191-8 :
19:1-2a (the priestly itinerary), 192b-3a (a pre-exilic tradition concering of the mountain of God), and
193b-8 (a deuteronomic proposal of covenant). If we acknowledge in a (literary) work the existence of
the spatial form technique, it means that the work is more plausibly the result of one author as we see
in the writings of the moderinists and on the other hand the possibility to have many layers of tradition
diminishes, Or at least we may say that the the power of authorship rather than that of redactorship is
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The first part of Ex 19 is usually divided between 19:3a and 19:3b!°*"? And the
connection between 191-2 and 19.3ff. is considered to be made by the priestly author.
However, reasons for the combination of the two sections is not usually or poorly offered.

Since we have shown the unity of 191-2, it is right to deal with 193a here which stands
between 191-2 and 193b-8.

2411 193, (FoN2 TER T T MR DT Ay )

The sentence 19:3a, especially 193aa (B>RI=7% N7y NYdY), can be explained in two
ways : grammatically and theologically.
(1) Grammatically there are three interesting features.

Firstly the use of verbal form indicates the connection between 191-2 and 193b-8; the
continued WAYYIQTOLSs in 192 :

1932 WAW-x-QATAL - (nby myny)

193b WAYYIQTOL  (xp>0)
This WAW-x-QATAL (19:3a) makes 19:3a as a circumstantial clause according to F..
Andersen!®®? He defines this clause as an episode- (or paragraph-) level circumstantial
clause compared with the ordinary sentence-level circumstantial clause. Through this kind
of circumstantial clause a new dramatis persona, Moses, is introduced!’¥® In 191-2 the
subject is Israel but from 19:3a Moses appears as the subject. This is natural in the
situation as Moses is the covenant mediator and is crucial for making the first covenant
between God and Israel. The function of this kind of circumstantial clause is to serve as a
formal marker of an episode boundary.

Secondly, however, if we consider Moses’ action, his bold approach to the mountain of
God without God’s command or permission, we realize there is another grammatical
aspect to be considered. JJP. Valeton®®* insists that this pf. (7%p) is the pluperfect, because
the reader / listener is supposed to know the story already. In other words, for the reader
/ listener this action of Moses is not strange but has already been alluded to in the
previous text. In favour of JJ.P. Valeton’s view that i3y is pluperfect, Moses’ bold climb
to ‘the mountain of God’ is without any clear command of God (19:3aa) and God’s moving
to the next event (NBXRY VI MM *YR R, 19:3ab) is without any criticism of Moses’
bold action. Moses’ action, as we shall see soon, is in fact not the outcome of his own
initiative but the action already mentioned before Ex 19 (e.g. 3:1ff.). This view is

stronger. See further 122,

5L  BS. Childs (Ex360 : 193b-8 has ‘a compositional integrity’) and especially among commentators who

postulate the deuteronomistic composition of 19:3b-8, eg. J.P. Hyatt (Ex,200). See A. Reichert
(1972110-111) for categorization of commentator’s source division.

52 (1974,791) ‘
33. Compare Gen 31 (03} BTD)) where the dramatis persona is the snake.
4. (1907,18).
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grammatically elaborated by A. Niccacci®®®’, who understands WAW-x-QATAL as a
retrospective pf. (pluperfect) among the three divisions of his linguistic perspective!*®’
This retrospective WAW-x-QATAL (nby ne'oy 19:3aa) corresponds with WAYYIQTOL
(R9p*) 19:3ab) which is simple-past or imperfect or which brings degree zero
information (A. Niccacci’s term).

Thirdly the normal clause we should expect in 193a is ‘Moses went up to the mountair’,
but interestingly we read here ‘Moses went up to God. We have already seen in
2.124.(a) that =37 in 19:2 is supposed to be &¥RD =1 appeared in the previous text (18:5).
Since this =33 is already mentioned in 192, and the present choice of word in 193aa (et
BVIORA=OR N7P) is not strange. Through this composition it becomes apparent ‘that the
purpose of Moses’ going up is not just to climb the mountain but to meet God.
Furthermore, this arrangement corresponds with the reuse of =33 (\%™%) in 19:3ab after
So0 in 19:22b.  Through this structuring there is no redundant word from 192b, through
193aa and 19:3ab in regard to the mountain of God®? :

192b ) 3 MR ogym) (57
193aa  oRONRTOR N iy (EORTOR)
193ab I T YYR XN %)

(2) There is a theological explanation for 19:3a. Hitherto Moses does not act
independently without God’s command or permission, but we read the exception in 193aa.
‘Going up to God’ in this verse is connected not only grammatically with the previous
sentence in 19:2b as we have seen above, but also theologically with the previous
statements from 31,12 onwards°®? Moses’ seemingly independent action in 193aa is not
the result of his free initiative, but it is well prepared from the beginning of the history of
the exodus!®® The objective of the action is expressed with various phrases :

"3y + God : 423, 716,26, 816, 91,13, 10:3,7-8,11,24-26;

nat + % + God  : 318, 53817, 84,21-25;

A+ 0 . S
All these phrases are connected with the time of Israel’s coming to ‘the mountain’.
Therefore, when Israel arrives at the intended place, Moses goes up into the mountain

55. (199020,passim).

56, Namely, (i) recovered information (pluperfect, WAW-x-QATAL) - (ii) degree zero (simple past,
imperfect, WAYYIQTOL) - (iii) anticipated information (conditional, YIQTOL). However, it does not
mean that we endorse the total theory of A. Niccacci as the principal grammatical rule without
exception. We simply find in this verse one example of his system of explanation. This recent insight
needs to be debated much rigorously in the future.

57. Pace R. Kraetzschmar (1896,73) and E. Zenger (197157). This fact coresponds with the poetic style of
the whole passage of 191-8 (esp. about 3b-6 see J. Muilenberg]1959,351-357). M. Buber (1958,101 : °This
message is a rhythmic utterance, in which once again almost very word stands in the place fixed for it
by sound and sense’). .

38. In 2124. we have seen how the previous texts are deeply connected with the Sinai event (31,13,18, 423,
313817, 71626, 84,1621-25, 9113, 103,7-8,11,24-26).

39. U. Cassuto (1967,.225f).
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without hesitation or without God’s command{¢® The fact that ‘the call of God’ (19:3ab) is
not mentioned before Moses’ going up to the mountain (19:3aa) but after that action
confirms this interpretation, because usually God’s call precedes the action of his servant
Moses.*!) Here =312 MM ™R XM in 193ab is a summarizing introduction of God’s
word to Moses in 193b-6. As we have seen, through the variation of =37 (19:2bb) --
2R3 (193aa) — =03 (19:3ab) the author succeeds in forming a literary continuity between
19:2 and 193%62) Despite this continuity between 192b and 193aa there is also a certain
degree of further development which is described by the reversed word order of the
verbal clause in 19:3aa : the subject + the verb (pf.). Namely, from 193aa a new factor is
introduced together with its continuity with 192bf¢* At the same time the reciprocal and
continuous action between Moses and God is expressed by the neat sentence structure :

193aa  subject (Moses) + verb (pf.) + N -k
193ab verb (ipf) + 9% (Moses) + subject (AT

24.2. The structure of 19:3-8.

The literary (poetic) perfection of this section is well recognized!®>’ Its literary beauty

60. M. Buber (71958101 illustrates this fact vividly : ‘And now, as Moses, unsummoned, like a messenger
who comes [sic] to report to his lord the execution of a mission (to lead the people to the promised
mountain TGS), ascends the mountain "to the God". And see M. Goldberg (/985,120 : ‘no chance
encounter, but a prearranged rendezvous, where both the narrative and God’s plan will meet their
culmination’),

61. Pace J. Wellhausen (189983), E. Auerbach (1953163), and W. Beyerlin (196110 = 1965,6). Without
considering the context carefully, commentators usually change the sentence order of 193a. See U.
Cassuto (1967226), RR. Ellis (198822f.n2).

62. NB. the parallelism in the reciprocal action between Moses and God between 193aa (Moses went up to
God) and 193ab (‘God called him from the mountain). )

63. Brokelmannd3 : ‘Die geringste Unterbrechung durch Anderung der Wortstellung fiuhrt zum
Wiedereintritt des konstatierenden Perfekts..' The reversed sentence order happens not merely because

of the change of the subjects (from the people in 192b to Moses in 193aa) but because of the new
event which is now introduced.

64. If this formation of clauses is a deliberate one by the author, it is more probable that the changing of
divine name here (E"l’?ﬂﬂ to M) is a kind of stylistic device rather than a mixture of the different
sources (cf. B. Baentsch,Ex,71-76; SR. Driver,Ex]168; G. Beer,Ex96-98; J.P. Hyatt,Ex196f). And also
emendation of '!'h'l" to ﬂ‘ﬂ“?ﬂﬂ (two LXX versions, Pershitta, and MTs) is not necessary. This prompts
us to look at a theologlcal issue, the so-called God's dwelling on the mountain. C, Barth (1968,524,n12),
following traditional source division of God's dwelling on the mountain (E) and God’s coming to the
mountain (J), points out that 193 together with 1917 are the texts which show God living on the
mountain. W. Rudolph (1938,42), appealing to LXX manuscript (textus Graecus originalis and codices
minusculis scripti) and Peshitta, emends )7} to n*n‘:m because NMYi1’ living on the mountain
(MOTYD) does not suit the _documentary hypothesls. Only a LXX manuscnpt (Codex Vaticanus)
translates W2 into £X TOV OUPOIVOU. As in Ex 3, however, the text of 193a does not necessarily
mean that God dwells on the mountain. God is there because he promised to meet his people on this
mountain. Rather we have the following impression. Just as the ascent of Moses to the mountain can
be best explained as the active participation of Moses, the call of God from the mountain is also the
active participation of God for his promise and plan. These active participations illustrate that the
author presupposes the knowledge of the reader / listener about the previous command repeated several
times. Therefore, there is no theological difference between God's coming to (J) and dwelling on (E)
the mountain in this text. This mterpretauon corra'ponds with the mtermtmg phrase following in 194,
"‘7N ROMR RAN)Y.  As we shall see in the exegesis of 194, the real meanmg of this phrase (‘brought to
me") is God's leadmg Israel to the mountain of God, Horeb, which is hinted at several times in the
previous passages (31, 427, 176, 185).

65. For instance J. Muilenburg (1959351 : ‘The composition of Exod. xix 3-6 is so closely woven and the
structure so apparent that the excision of any line of verse actually mars its unity and destroys its
literary character’), U, Cassuto (1967,223-230), FM. Cross (198321f.), BS. Childs (Ex,360 : ‘indeed, the unit
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cannot be found only at one or two points in some verses but throughout the whole
section esp. in the total structure. Using J. Muilenburg’s and H. Wildberger's'¢® rather

short analysis of this section we want to investigate it fully. The reason for the division
and connection between words and phrases will be dealt with in 2.4.3.

Since there is a combination of direct speech and narration, we cannot find the
parallelism in the purest form in.every part of the section. However, we find here various
levels of parallelism.!*”? We propose the following analysis of the structure :

The meeting of messenger with God : [Al
[A]  3a Moses goes up to ‘the’ mountain and God’s call
God's word to the people : [B] + (C] + [D] + [ED + [B’]
¥ The introductory section : [B]
[B]  3b the beginning formula of God’s direct speech (i3 +)
[bl] - Opp MY wRA
[b2] R 93% T
* The main content : [C] + [D] + [E] _
[C] 4 salvation process three stages : ‘You (BMR) have seen’
[cl] ‘what I have done to Egypt’ (Ist stage)
[c2] ‘eagle’s wing’ (desert journey, 2nd stage) - :
[c3] ‘I have brought you to me’ (Sinai, 3rd stage)
[D] 5a the condition of covenant (Now if’ (e 1)
[dl] 5p3 waen Yy
[d2] *ma=ry opnees
[E] 5b-6a the promises of God (BRR, two structures of 1 + 7 +)
5b [el] mpa0 + PoNT™D2 oD DrpTvan
6a [e2] wimp i ouas NoYes
* The concluding section : [B’]
[B] 6b the ending formula of God’s direct speech

¥

is a remarkable example of poetic symmetry and artistic beauty’), and recently RR. Ellis (988,35 : ‘an
intricately formed poetic unit . a carefully designed structure and style), JC. de Moor (1990,164ff.)..

66. J. Muilenburg (1959,352f), H. Wildberger (1960,14-16). J. Muilenburg's analysis : 1 oracular opening
(193b), 2. proclamation of the mighty acts (194), 3. the covenant condition (195-6). H. Wildberger's
analysis is more accurate than that of J. Muilenburg : 1. Die Einleitungsformel (19:3b), II. Die
Vergegenwirtigung des Heilsgeschehens (19:4), IIL Die Bedingung fiir die Giiltigkeit der folgenden Zusage
(19:5a), 1V. Die Erwihlungszusage (195b-6a), V. Die Verpflichung des Volkes (198a). Further, L. Perlitt
(1969,167ff.) characterizes this section as “Zuspruch und Anspruch’, which is a rough definition of the
two main contents of this section (God's word and people’s answer).

67. Many commentators at least agree about the unity of the short section (193b-6b) reporting God's word.
For instance A. Reichert (1972137f.) insists that 193b and 196b form the ‘Rahm’ of God's word and there
are in total four small sections : L. Auftrag, IL Rickblick, IIl. Bedingung, 1V. Erwahlungszuszge.
Meanwhile, the analyses of JR. Farley (1960224) and RR. Ellis (198837) suggest the symmetrical cycle of
this section : 1 (193b Introduction)lAl II (194 Heilsgeschichte){B] III (19:5a covenant condition)ICl IV
(195b-6a God's promise){B’} V (19:6b Conclusion){A’l However, the connection between [B] - [C] - [B]

seems to be unnatural, because the covenant condition in 195a [B] is closely related to God’s promise as
its result in 19:5b-6a [C]
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The messenger meets the people and reports God's word : [A’]

[A’] 7 Moses’ report of God’s word to the elders
People’s word to God : [F]

[F] 8a people’s acceptance of the covenantal terms with their whole heart
The messenger meets God and reports the people’s word : [A”]

[A"]  8b Moses’ report of people’s word to God.

The introductory formula (IB], 19:3b) is called as an ‘oracular opening’ by J. Muilenburg
and this style is similar to the phraseology of the Mari royal texts, the Hittite treaties'¢®

and the prophetic literature.®” It seems to be the typical speech of royal discourse which
1s spoken by the authority to the messenger!’®

Through its structure the main content of this section ({(CH{DIIE]) is emphasized
naturally by its position in the centre!’” The main content of God’s word consists of the
three components : ‘proclamation of the mighty acts’ [C], ‘the covenant condition’ [D]
(these two are the terms of J. Muilenburg), and ‘the covenant promise’ [El All these
components are easily found in the ANE treaties. These three components are vital to the
correct definition of this section which we shall deal with in 2.44.2. Within the main part
19:5a-6a (ID] + [E]D shows the highly poetic style deployed with great skill. This is well
recognized by nearly every commentator!’? And the connection between the first section

[A] and the last section [A”] by using the same word (WX in 19:3b and X1 in 19:8) is
visible!’?

24.3. The content of 19:3b-8
2431, 19474

68. J. Muilenburg (1959354,n0s1-2) for the literature.

69. E. Konig (1902,63ff.), cited by J. Muilenburg (1959,351), characterized this section as ‘die
durchherrschende Dominante aller alttestamentlichen Weissagungen'. Similar opinions by S. Mowinckel
(1927128) and A. Reichert (1972138).

70. JR. Rolland (1960,24), D. Patrick (1977,147), and R.R. Ellis (198836) hold that this section serves as a
solemn introduction to the pericope.

7L RR. Ellis (198837).

72. For example J. Muilenburg (1959351ff), A. Reichert (1972125 : ‘Durch Inversion und Chiasmus der
Yerbformen ist eine sehr kunstvolle zunachst rein formal Steigerung ereicht. lhr entspricht eine
inhaltliche Steigerung der Ausmgen und tragenden Begriffe),

73. DJ. McCarthy (1978272 : ‘.trying the whole passage together with a formal marker remformng the
logical unity of the sequence’).

74. The perfect parallelism of 193b is undeniable (193ba (2 3;3" 1'1“35 WX 13) / 193bb (‘335 Tan)
W) and this corresponds with the two reports of Mosm to God in 198b and 199b :

193ba AN/ 193bb 113 hi (JHWH's word to the people through Moses)
198b W / 199b "W hi (Moses to JHWH)

Interestingly enough, the fact that both 19:8b and 199b according to their content are in pamllel with
each other emphasizes the correspondence between 193ba / 3bb and 198b / 9b. :
1986  MITTOR DYDY W A
1996 MMTOR o3 AW i WY

In other words, 198b and 199b function not only to connect two sections of their own charateristics
within the whole program of the Sinai pericope, but also both together as Moses’ word to God
correspond to the parallelism at the beginning of God's word to the people (193b).
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The structure of this verse can be analysed as follows :
the main clause :

194aa o oW (‘ou have seen with your own eyes)
the sub-clauses expressed with /N :

194ab  ovu=b vty (what I have done in Egypt)
194ba vy *BI3~%p oW N (how I carried you on eagle’s wings’)

19:4bb 9% 2R NAN) (‘and I brought you to myself’)

In the main clause, 2nwa 2o (cf. Dt 11931, 49, 1021, Josh 233), the subject (RQN) is
emphasized!’® In this manner Israel's direct experience of God’s power, exercised to the
Egyptians, and God’s love, expressed toward Israelites, is visualized in God's word.

After the main clause in 19:4aa the three sub-clauses (19:4ab, ba, bb) are introduced with
"R The first two of these sub-clauses explain what God has done to two different
objects, Egypt and Israel. The best understanding seems to be that these two sub-clauses
explain God’s successive action, firstly destruction of Egypt and secondly salvation for
Israel!’® In conjunction with this interpretation, the third clause (19:4bb) is best
understood as God’s next action, to bring Israel to the mountain of God, which is long
expected!” ‘To me’ (‘2%) in ‘I have brought you up to me’ (‘2% BON% RIRY) corresponds
with Israel’s coming to the mountain of God in 191-3a. This seems to be significant for
understanding the theological intention of this section. The strong connection between
God and mount Sinai is obviously revealed. This phrase corresponds with the preceding

75. Therefore, this clause may be translated into ‘you yourselves have seen’ or ‘you have seen with your
own eyes. We find the same emphatic pronoun (RIR) at the end of God’s proposal in 196a, through
which the beginning and the end of God's proposal are marked clearly (see. JK. Kuntz,1967,77).

76. In other words, the first sub—clause (19:4ab) refers to God’s punishment of Egypt and the second
sub-clause (19:4ba) is about God’s subsequent saving action for Israel through the Red Sea and on the
desert journey, -

77. These three stages in 19:4 are often pointed by many commentators. For example A. Knobel (Ex]192 :
the order is ‘Agypt — Wiiste - seine Wohnsitz), followed by A. Dillmann (Ex195). Or at least two
stages (Egypt for the fist sub—clause, Sinai for the third sub-clause) are acknowledged (eg G. Beer,Ex.97,
BS. Childs,Ex,367). A. Reichert (1972138) makes somewhat mechanical bicola division through 193b to 6a
: 1 (3ba / 3bb), II (ﬂ:ﬁ}‘.@b ‘D‘hj? ﬂ?ﬁ RO DAR /7 RN DYVIW2 ‘QQ_D“?P OAN R?l:tl
"28 EQ!:I!'}). III (5aa / 5ab), IV (5b / 6a). In the section II (19:4), however, we should firstly consider its
content which tells the three stages of the salvation history. This kind of tricola is not strange in prose
as well as in poetry. If so, the meaning of an unusual phrase of 194bb (“21:5 QI RIN)) becomes
clear : ‘Now I, YHWH, have led you, Israel, to the place where you will be my possession. In Dt
N13 hi. is constantly used to mean ‘to bring to the promised land’ (Dt 4:38, 610,23, 71, 87,9428, 1129,
269, 30:5, 3120f). A. Reichert (1972125) holds that this is a more important word than ‘eagle’, a word of
the pre-deuteronomic tradition. However, X123 hi. in 194 cannot mean ‘to bring to the promised place’
but ‘to bring to mount Sinai. Then it is more plausible that Dt uses the phraseology of 194 rather than

the opposite. A. Dillmann (Ex|195), following A. Knobel and H. Ewald, comments "?R ROAR RANY
sicher zu meinem Wohnsitz, meinem Heiligtum' However, “Wohnsitz' and ‘Heiligtum’ seem to be a little
superfluous in the present context and give a false impression to support documentary hypothesis of E.
As we have seen in 193, the text emendation (T¥T* to B¥Y?R) is not necessary in order to prove this
section belongs to E. And further G. Beer (Ex97 : ‘.. daB3 er das Volk aus Agypten rettete und, wie ein
Adler seine Jungen auf den Fliigeln tragend, es sicher bis zum Sinai gebracht hat’), WH. Gispen
(KV,Ex,1153), M. Noth (ATD,Ex126 = OTL,Ex]57), and BS. Childs (Ex367 : the picture is of God's

bringing his people to Sinai).
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mention of the mountain in Ex, as we have already seen (31 (391 &%Ra =), 427 (A0
BoRD), 17:6 (29n), 185 (B0%R1 =), 192 (A37)). And the text gives us the impression that
God is now waiting for this moment and this event.

The whole of 19:4 presents an imagery of an owner who recovers his possession from
the robber and brings it to a safe place for a special purpose!’®’ The short but
concentrated clause of 19:4bb illustrates vividly the event soon to follow!” The

possession concept in ‘P& of 19:4 is more clearly explained in the first of the three
promises in 19:5b, nP35. Therefore the third sub-clause 19:4bb (brought to me’) may be
considered as the summary of Israel’s arrival at ‘the mountain of God'**”

There is a significant corollary of this interpretation for the understanding of the whole
structure of Ex. If 19:4 is an integral part of 19:3b-8, the author views the (salvation)
history as clearly progressing from the farthest history (plague in Egypt) to the present
situation®” The same concern with past history is found in the pericopes before the Sinal
pericope although they look forwards the future. Not only in Ex 15-18 but also in Ex 3-14
there is an expectation of the greatest event in the history of Israel, the Sinai covenant,
and this expectation is summarized by the catch phrase ‘no covenant, no sin and

punishment’'®? In other words, the pericopes before Sinai event eagerly look forward to
the future covenant at Sinai, and at Sinai (19:3b-8) the author recalls the past events.

2432, 19:52%9 (Yrp=rip SEEUA Yp3 YRR Yisyor nny)

nry marks the conclusion of the former historical introductory passage, 193b-4 (cf. Jos
24:14, 1 Sam 1213)84 The next word, I, is a keyword in the Sinai pericope (195, 2332,
24:78). L. Perlitt'®® holds this word in 19:5 ‘nicht als Beschreibung des Gottesverhiltnisses
(die erfolgt in v. 5b. 6 !), sondern als eine auferlegte Verpflichtung, die eben die Bedingung

78. M. Buber (1958]102) gives a vivid illustration about the imagery of WJ *833. Concludingly, he finds
here ‘election, deliverence, and education; all in one.

79. Cf. E. Blum (199047,n10 : ‘Bildet der Vorgang nach 194 nicht geradezu den Gedanken der ‘Erwahlung
aus den Volkern' in concreto ab 7).

80. This understandmg coheres with our interpretation of '\-'L'i in 192b3a. "W} (with the article 0 recalls
the previous promise of God that in this mountain Israel will perform somethmg special for the
relationship with God.

8L. JM. Myers (1975,15) suggests this salvation history is similar to the Hittite king's (Suppiluliumas) saving
act of the Nigmadu of Ugarit. They made eventually the vassal treaty.

82. This kind of macro point of view is long time neglected in the OT scholarship which was dominated
by the analytical tendency and the micro perspective in dealing with the biblical literature. For instance
for L. Perlitt (1969,167-181) 193b-8 is never properly considered in its relationship with the previous
pericopes and with the following ones. In case of DJ, McCarthy (1978,270), however, it is different. He
states ‘the idea fulfills the sign given in Ex 312 and parallels the meaning of the early poetic phrase in
Ex 1517aA’, although he does not elaborate further. See RE Friedman (1987,207-222).

83. H. Wildberger (196035f.116) holds that this part only is a later addition. However, see RR. Ellis
(1988,70), BS. Childs and Rde Yaux.

84. DJ. McCarthy (1978272). AX. Fenz (1964,52,74) holds that after mentioning history (194) this word
introduces ‘die Grundsatzerklirung' (K. Baltzer,1960,22f.) similar to Jos 24:14 and in the Codex
Hammurabi (V,1-24). Similarly P. Kalluveettil (1982115) lists the cases where this word introduces a
demand (Dt 1012, Jos 24:14, 1 Sam 12:7,1316, 1 Chr 288, Ezr 912) or request (Gen 2123, 3L:44, Dt 41, Jos

212, 2 Sam 72529, 1 Kings 82526, Ez 103, Neh 932) in the covenant context, although it is dubious
whether all these cases are in the covenant context.

85. (1969171).
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dieses Verhdltnisses umschreibt. Assuming the priority of Dt before Ex 19, he adds a
cynical remark about the author’s motive in this passage :

‘Im Sinaibericht bekommt also das Gesetz das Wort, bevor es erlassen wird, und
genau das ist die Lesebrille, die jene Erben des Dt dem Leser der Sinai-Erzihlung
auf die Nase setzen wollten. Sie trugen die Erfahrung hinzuy, die in 1 K 11:11 mit

denselben Worten als Urteil festgehalten ist. Und mehr gibt es in Ex 19 nicht zu
lesen tiber den Sinai-"Bund",

However, L. Perlitt misunderstands the character of the covenant of Dt. In Dt the
covenantal promises are formulated as follows : ‘You are (or have become) the people of
God’ (M0 oY or Wiy oy, Dt 7:6, 141,221, 26:18f.). Making covenant (i.e. pronouncing the
other as the partner of covenant relationship) and keeping the covenantal terms is not a
mutually exclusive concept, because making a covenant is fundamentally the concept of
relationship and the validity of this relationship depends on the behaviour of each party at
every moment!®*®) Dt has this consistent understanding of covenant and it does not
recognize the perpetual covenant relationship regardless of Israel’s behaviour. In 19:3b-8, on
the other hand, God’s covenantal terms are suggested in a very practical way : to keep his
voice and his covenant is the basis of Israel’s position as the covenant partner of God.
Although we do not find here a bilateral declaration of both parties like Dt 2617-19, the
key point is actually the same : ‘if you keep the commandment of God continuously, you
will be always in the position of God’s covenant partner’ (R0, B30 NOYeb, Tinp )87
Furthermore, L. Perlitt does not consider that these promises of God are the relationship
concept and they have the existential character!®) And Perlitt’s assumption that 1938
basically depends on Dt’s formulation is not convincing. The phrases in 1938 similar to
the deuteronomic phrase do not prove the influence of Dt on Ex. The opposite possibility
is in fact much stronger!®”’ The straightforward expression in Ex 19-24 in general
contrasts with the more theologically reflected expressions in Dt. If there is a direct
relationship between Ex 19:5-6 and Dt 2617-19, it is very difficult to accept the dependence
of Ex 19:3-8 on Dt 26:17-19, because in Ex 19:5-6 we read a more simple and natural
(irregular) expressions but in Dt 26:17-19 we read more elaborated and balanced
expressions. The conditional style of Ex 19:5-6 does not prove that it is influenced by the
legalistic attitude in Dt as L. Perlitt supposes. Rather this style is another example of the
straightforward expressions in Ex 19-24 compared with the reflective, elaborated, and

86. We shall see this point more fully in our discussion on Dt 2616-2869 in 3655.

87. In 1 Kings 111], the text used by L. Perlitt for his argument (1969,171), there is no word like n‘gnq.
L2123 NI2EL, T2 "W which define the covenant relationship substantially. Therefore, this text does
not match with 193b-8,

88. This profound misunderstanding about the character of covenant by L. Perlitt (1969171f) is traced
further in his interpretation of the relationship between Dt 75,141,223 and Dt 2617ff. : ‘Der Ausdruck
ist von hier noch in verfremder Weise in die Rechtsformel Dtn 2618 eingeflossen, hat aber sonst kaum
Nachhall gefunden, was bei einer alten zentralen VerheiBungstradition nur verwundern kénnte’

89. DJ. McCarthy (1972b,116 = 1985,48) makes this point clear. There are some expressions which do not
appear in Dt, eg 3PP '3 (193, E. Kutzsch,1973,79).
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stereotyped expressions in Dt in general®® Furthermore, in the ANE treaties we find
many cases where the mutual relationship between two parties is not mentioned bilaterally
as in Dt 26:17-19 but expressed very practically from the standpoint of suzerain. In many
of these texts the (vassal-suzerain) relationship is presupposed, and therefore not mentioned
in the treaty texts, we read the straight forward expression with the conditional sentence
style through which the stipulations of the treaty become clear!?” Therefore, 13 is used

here as the stipulations which are originated from the making of ™n3. A. Reichert'%?
renders a clear argument about this fact :

‘Die Zuordnung von *?i» und 03 in Ex 19:5 wiirde jedenfalls auf eine Relation
des Bundesbegriffs zum "Gesetz", dh. zum Gebot (und Bundesbuch) hinweisen, die

doch nicht einfach - wegen der konditionalen Formulierung - als Vorbedingung,
als auferlegte Verpflichtung und Vorleistung zu definieren wire.*?*

This issue, the relationship between covenant and law, is vital for the correct

understanding of this text, although A. Reichert does not so clearly elaborate this point
further®4

!

To make the issue clearer, firstly, we should define the meaning of *N*\3 in this verse.
A. Reichert®® rightly argues against E. Kutsch and L. Perlitt who understand this word in
19:5 rigidly as regulation or obligation in the pure form (‘Verpflichtung). We surmise that
this /™3 is different from the simple obligation or regulation in its pure form like several
Hebrew terms of law. Rather this word expresses the stipulations as an important
component of the new relationship between YHWH and Israel. Although the primary
meaning of this word 1s In the concept of relationship, the semantic field developed
further is broader than its etymological meaning. In 19:5 we find one example of this

development so that this term, primarily referring to making relationship between two
partners, has an extended meaning of the obligation resulting from the relationship.®%
Secondly, building upon this understanding of %3 we may go one step further. There
are two aspects of this word of 19:5 : the relationship itself and the terms of that
relationship. The first one is the basis of the second and the second is the application of

the first one. Expressing it more generally, this term itself shows there is ‘a relationship

90, M. Weinfeld (1972,passim), DJ. McCarthy (1972b116 = 1985.43).

91. Similar criticism can be applied to E Kutsch (1973,78) who holds this simply as ‘Verpflichtung', because
here we read the conditional sentence,

92. (1972128).

93, (This in)terprelalion is against E. Kutsch (967,139, 1973,78), W. Zimmerli (1970,176,183,188f), and L. Perlitt
1969]171). |

94, BS. Childs (Ex360f) holds that 923 PN YIBY in 195 illustrates as in Dt that the people hear the
decalogue directly, and “Y3=1WR BISEA as God's other stipulations.

95. See also S. Herrmann (1971,210-220).

96. L. Perlitt (1969171,n5) rejects the idea.that we may use the comparative study of M. Greenberg
(1951172-174) and JA. Thompson (1964,1-19) about ﬂ?ﬂ? (Akk. sikiltu) in 19:5b for the interpretation of
Y3, because the context should decide the meaning but not etymology. However, a crucial issue,
which L. Perlitt simply neglects, is that *J1" 13 and ﬂ?&? are used in the same context together and two

terms are closely related to each other. One is the condition and the second is the benefit which Israel
will enjoy if she keeps that condition. A. Reichert (1972237n.54).
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between covenant and law’ to which A. Reichert alludes.

Thirdly, ‘my covenant’ seems to contrast with Israel’s covenant making with Canaanites
(23:32, 34:12,15). In particular, this idea is strongly expressed in Dt 7:1-11°" This
theological understanding undermines the.idea of E. Kutsch and L. Perlitt in this verse at
least.

Fourthly, in conjunction with this understanding of 13 A. Reichert”® gives a correct
observation 713, a word standing in parallel with 3 :

‘Eine Verengung der % auf "Gebotsmitteilung" und auf das "verpflichtende
Wort" scheint gerade nicht im Duktus der allgemein und offengehaltenden
Sprachform von 19:5 zu liegen, wie besonders der Vergleich mit Dt 412f zeigt.

2433, 19:5b (Peo3 70 OBPToxe N7 o apm)

After the condition of the covenant relationship with God i1s mentioned in 19:5a, the
promise is announced by God in 19:5b-6a. This consists of three items : 7930 (19:5b),
0D noYen, winp b (19:6a). We want to look at (1) the meaning of 7330, (2) the clause
connected to this word (PT=53 *o=3 oy=v0) in 19:5b. - -

}

(1) n%w (the first promise of God)

Possible translations of this word are ‘peculiar treasure’ (KJV), ‘treasured possession’
(NIV), ‘special treasure’ (NKJV), ‘special possession’ (ASV, RSV, NASB){?% All these
translations denote two elementary concepts : (i) something valuable and (ii) something
privately owned. However, the value of 720 in this text depends not on the value of the
object, Israel, herself, but rather on her special relationship with YHWH!%  Although this
word denotes in some cases the objective value contained in the object itself (e.g. gold and
silver), in this text and in many ANE treaty texts the value of the object depends not
primarily on the objective value of the inferior, Israel or vassal, rather on the will and the
decision of the superior, YHWH or suzerain, to take the inferior as the superior’s A%, In
other words, Israel or the vassal's value as 1?30 comes not from its own intrinsic worth
but from its relationship with YHWH or suzerain. In this case N739 denotes the
relationship concept. In our study of 19:5a (2.4.3.3.) we have argued that *n*33 is also a

97. Dt 71-5 is about making treaty with other nations, and Dt 76 is the application of the famous
statement of covenant relationship in Dt 2617-19 (see the future comparative study of Ex 193-8 and Dt
2617-19 in 3655). |

98. (1972128).

99. The most reasonable translation with amplifiaction : G. Bush (/852,238 : ‘possession or treasure of which
the owner is peculiarly choice [sicl one on which his heart is set, and which he neither shares with
others nor resigns to the care of others. — It has obvious relation to the Latin word sigillum, ‘seal, and is
especially applied to such choice possessions as were secured with a ‘seal, as gold, silver, jewels.’ (cited in
RR. Ellis (1988 80-81)).

100. RR. Ellis (7988 386).



relatiénship concept, and this corresponds precisely to the use of the word 1730 in 19:5b.
And again this characteristic of both words corresponds with that of the other promises in
19:6a, 2305 NP5 and ¥iD iy, which also express primarily the relationship concept. In
particular, when we think about the exegetical relationship between the three promises

(M35, oD nNOYep, Biap “)) in 19:5b-6a carefully (see 2.4.3.5.), this becomes more
apparenL(IOU

M. Greenberg's well known study of this word in AKK ‘sikiltu’ is still usefult?*» RR.

Ellis adds to this another fact that an Ugaritic cognate, ‘sglth’ has evidently the same
meaning and use in the ANE treaties as Akk ‘sikiltu®!% : '

“The Ugaritic word appears in a letter in which it was apparently employed by a
Hittite suzerain to describe the king of Ugarit as his ‘private property’. In total 8
times used in the OT and 2 (1 Chr 293, Eccl 2:8) in a literal sense, referring
material property. .. The word is employed metaphorically in Exod 19:5b with
the meaning that Israel will be like a treasured possession to God, just as a King's
private holdings of gold or silver are his treasured possession’ (italics, TGS).

One strong point of this iﬁtcrpretation is that this understanding corresponds with the
metaphorical understanding of the second promise &3> NOab (see 2.4.34.(1)). Recently

J.C. de Moor''® affirms again the antiquity of this term and its relationship with the
Ugarit word, ‘sglh’ :

“The circumstance that this technical term is now attested in a covenantal context
in Ugarit shifts the burden of proof to those who regarded ‘sglh’ as a
deuteronomistic term on the tenuous evidence of the prosaic elaborations in

Deut. 7:6, 1422, 26:17. .. The fact that people are considered possessions (‘sglh’)
without doubt presupposes a vassal treaty.

Further, M. Weinfeld cites the Alalah tablets'’?®’ whose seal impression denotes the king as
the ‘sikiltum’ of a goddess. M. Weinfeld concludes the root ‘sakalu’ has its basic meaning
‘to set aside a thing or certain property’ either with good intention (as Israel is set aside
from all the other nations) or with an evil purpose (as in the Codex Hammurabi § 141 and

I0L We conclude in 2435, that in the present text the second and the third promises ) BNS J‘Q?@?;
B7171)2), expressed successively, are arranged to supplement and to detail the first one (ﬂ?&?j And the
third promise (732 ") is clearly the relationship concept (243.4.2)). Furthermore, the fact that all
three promises are expressed by the pattern 111 + *? which reveals also the relationship concept of
tl‘;ese promises (19:5b, 6a). See our study on Dt 2616-19 (361) for the characteristic of this AN +
v? phrase. ,

1020 (1951172-174)., Further B. Landsberger (1954,47-73), M. Held (196111-12). Cf. also M. Buber
(1956,206,n.69). In Alalah an epigraphic of this word of the royal seal of King Abban was found and
this cannot be later than the fifteenth century BC. (NM. Sarna,1986,131). Further ‘sikiltu’ the Akkadian
equivalent of ﬂ‘?ab is used in the titles of the monarch in parallel with ‘servant’ and ‘beloved’ of a god
(W.von Soden,9721041c£1053; GR. Driver and J.C. Miles,1935221-222)

103. (7988,78and n4, 82). In a tablet sent by a Hittite suzerain to his vassal Ammurapi, the last known
king of Ugarit, we read that the Hittite overlord characterizes the latter as ‘his servant’ and ‘his special
possession’ (‘'sglth”) (in CH. Gordon,/965,283,17:1,n.2060, and see further NM Sarna (/986,131235) and HB.
Huffmon and SB. Parker (1966,36-38)).

104, (1990,165n294).

105. (1972226n2). See also DJ. Wiseman (1953,pliii).
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in other Babylonian sources). Interestingly, this basic meaning of ‘sakilu’, ‘to set aside

something’ or ‘to separate’ is also the basic meaning of @7 used together with 1739 in
the same context (19:5b-6a).

(2) PR Yo DEpTh

This combination of two phrases (&'5y=932 and PT23 *»=3) is not attached to the
second (237> No%ew) and the third (R *1t) promises, but to the first promise (7739)!1)
Just as we read in Dt 7:6, 14:2, it is natural that this clause (P=T=92 9= BBPI~Y30) is
originally related to N0 (or Ny &p). By this attachment the meaning of A9 or &Y

n730 becomes clearer : Israel is chosen as God's special possession among all the peoples in
the world.

The combination of this clause with 1739 or N?® BY in 19:5b leads us to consider the
concept of election!!®” In 19:3-8 there is seemingly a rare combination of covenant and
election concepts!!®®  Although there is no word like 12 here, 19:5b undeniably implies

election. However, it is not true to say that here two concepts (covenant, election) are
combined deliberately by the author, as L. Perlitt assumes.

Firstly, although =13 is not used in the Tetrateuch, it is hard to insist that the concept
of election itself is not early. A term does not always create a concept, rather a term
sometimes functions to express a concept already used. It is difficult to say whether the

concept of election in Dt is a new theological creation or invention, or it is a restatement
of long-established doctrine!!%%

Secondly, the concept of election is inkerent in the concept of covenant!!!® In 19:5b

106. H. Kruse (1980129-130) insists that =3 clause in 195b suits better the second promise (B'373 NO72R)
in 19:6a, and then he translats 19:5bb-6aa as follows : ‘while the whole world is mine, you will be to me

a kingdom of priests.” We make two objections against this interpretation, according to the content and
also to the style. In its content, as RR. Ellis (1988,83,n.2) rightly indicates, the idea of God owning of
all the earth (}’:k‘;lu:l"?; Y5=*3 19:5bb) becomes more sensible as a contrast to God's unique ownershsip
of Israel (ﬂ?&?) than as a contrast to Israel as a kingdom of priests Stylistically the connection of this
phrase with the second promise (%371 n.g‘znr;) in 19:6a destroys the well balanced poetic structure of
the whole section of 193b ~ 19:6(8). See 342, The use of these phrases in Dt illuminates this more
clearly. In Dt 76, 142, although both 772 BY and i'l‘?ﬁ DY are used, a clause (O’ D2} plole
T N *gg*‘: ) similar to the clause in 195b (PTRRT™ 5; =3 b‘t;:ﬁ:j“?.?t;) is attached not to Y
B9 but to NP0 BY. If we compare these texts with Dt 1421 this fact becomes clearer, because
there D1 BY is used but neither with PIRUT™2 ‘?™' B'BYN~73D (like Ex 195) nor with 225
MDTINT 9070P R DY (like Dt 76).

107. M Buber (195805).

108, L. Perlitt (1969172). ,

109. H. Wildberger (1960,10ff.), EW. Nicholson (1967,56), GE. Mendenhall ({DB,l11,76), W. Zimmerli
(1970,175f), ). Bright (982,148 : ‘the notion of election was fixed in Israelite belief from the beginning),
R.R. Ellis (198889,n2). In Ex we find several passages donoting the concept of election (eg 422 ‘my
son, my first born” 66-7 ‘And | will take you for my people, and I will be your God’).

110. J.C. Rylaarsdam (/B,/,971). RR. Ellis (/198886ff) assumes that the first promise (ﬂ?a?) implies God's
election of Israel : ‘The status of being God's treasured possession did not come through Israel’s
achievement but through divine choice. God’s claim at the end of verse § that he owns all the earth
emphasizes his election of Israel” As far as this text is concerned, there are two possibilities of
interpretation about the relationship between election and covenant. Either there is only one substance

having two aspects (ie. election and covenant), or there are two substances (ie. election and covenant)
which share common factors.

-40-



N739-is used for the new official relationship between God and Israel. And as we have
seen above, N730 expresses a relationship. Ny itself, without the additional clause in 19:5b
(PORI=H =3 D'2pa=%3p), brings clearly the notion of election, because its meaning
'special possession’ expresses that Israel is chosen by God for a special relationship with
God. N9 contains in fact not only the concept of covenant but also that of election.
Therefore the clause (P2 *o='2 opo=b25) does not add a new theological idea to
N0, but it emphasizes or clarifies once again Israel's special position as a chosen people
among the nations as in Dt 76, 1422,

24.34. 19:6a"'V (whqp 2 s m‘m:: 7T OO

YV I =

(1) oua> noed (the second promise of God)

There are two aspects of this phrase, which is unique in the OT, to be considered ; (i)
its content, and (ii) the literary use of each word. These two aspects are closely related to

each other. And the understanding of content controls the understanding of the literary
analysis.

(i) the aspect of content

Although G. Fohrer and R.B.Y. Scott'!!?) summarize in. detail several possible
interpretations of this phrase, we want to make a simplified categorization of the opinions

11. For the study history of this verse see W. Caspari (1929,105-110), RBY. Scott (1950,213-215), J. Bauer
(1958,283-286), H. Wildberger (1960,passim,esp80f), WL. Moran (1962,7-20), G. Fohrer (1963359-362), JH.
Elliot (1966,50-78), HJ. Kraus (1966,50-61), N. Lohfink (1971275-305), H. Cazelles (1976,541-545), J
Coppens (1977185-186), R. Mosis (1978,1-25), FG. Lopez (1982438-463). RR. Ellis (1988,passim.).

112. G. Fohrer (1963359), RB.Y. Scott (1950,213-219). For instance R.B.Y. Scott explains two possibilities of
grammatical analysis of the two nouns in this phrase (and like in the example suggmted by RR. Ellis
(1988,126-128, esp.27,nl), although the third view is logically possible (ie. two nouns are in absolute state
to be translated as ‘kings and priests’ (Talgum), but n:‘m:: is not used as in the absolute state in the
OT) :

(a) the nomen regens (n;‘gnr::) may express an attribute of the nomen rectum (Q%/] D) as in the
phrase =R ‘?‘DD a fool of a man’, ‘a foolish man' (eg LXX BOGIAEIOV LEPXTEVOY) ‘royal priesthood”
(b) vice Versa as in the phrase ‘W'D 3 ‘my holy hill’ (eg Vulgate (‘regnum sacerdotale) ‘priestly
kingdom’'.

R.B.Y. Scott, comparing another phrase like Ef‘l‘l’ "1, concludes n;‘mn expresses the substantive
idea and U‘J?'IJ its attribute, and the right lranslatlon of this phrase is either ‘*kingdom of priests’ (in
modern versions and in the natural rendering of the MT) or ‘regnum sacedotale’ (Vulgate). ‘And further
he enumerates five possible meanings of this grammatical analysis : (1) a kingdom composed of priests,
(2) a kingdom possessing a legitimate priesthood, (3) a kingdom with a collective: priestly responsibility on
behalf of all peoples, (4) a kingdom ruled by priests, (5) a kingdom set apart and possessing collectively,
alone among all peoples, the right to approach the altar of Yahweh. Among these he chooses the fifth.
RB.Y. Scott’s grammatical interpretation about the attibutive role of D“J'IJ towards the substantive
n.'JbDD (ie. following the example of Vulgate) is more plausible than the vice versa (ie. following the
example of LXX). Three major dictionaries support this view : GB, BDB, and HAL interpret
n:br:r: as the construct form of 'IJ‘?I:D and mb;.z:a is preferably nomen regens and D‘J'IJ whose
construct form is "J"IJ functions as nomen recfum as in many normal cases, But the opposite
possibility is slight. "And the fifth alternative (RB.Y, Scott) is, grammatically speaking the most possible
one because in 19:5b, which belong to the same context and has the same spirit of promise, we read that
Israel’s privilege is in the fact that God has chosen Israel among all the people. However, he does not
weigh whether the real matter in this second promise of God is in its function as priests or in its

privilege. What the author wants to express is not the function as priest but Israel’s privileged or
exalted status as God's chosen one among all the people, as we shall see soon.
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of commentators : (a) functional understanding of this phrase, (b) Israel’s function and her
privilege as its result, and (c) Israel’s privileged status as God’s people.

(a) functional understanding
JP. Hyatt'!!® advocates this interpretation :

‘As a ‘kingdom of priests’ the Israelites were all to have access to Yahweh, and
the nation was to serve as priest for the rest of the nations of the world’

However, the commentators following this interpretation do not consider properly the
context of this second promise of God in Ex 19-24 (at least 19:3-8) or in the book of
Exodus as a whole. Rather their concern is the connection of this unique phrase with

other similar phrases in other books of the OT. And then in some cases commentators
tend to insist the influence of other texts on this phrase in 19:6a!114)

(b) Israel’s function and the privilege as its result.
R. Martin-Achard is a typical commentator who adopts this interpretationt!?5),

considering Ex 19:3b-8 as the product of the deuteronomic editor influenced by Is 61:6 and
Jer 23 |

‘The two expressions (‘a kingdom of priests’ and ‘a holy nation’ TGS) are almost
synonymous; together they emphasize Israel’s privilege, and define its situation in
the world and also the part it must play. .. This is a privilege which involves
responsibility: priesthood cannot be anything else than a vocationX!1®

This understanding, however, is in fact a combination of the interpretation (a) and (c).

Because of the same failure to look at the context as in (a) this interpretation cannot
stand.

(c) Israel’s privileged status as God’s peopleli!”

3. (Ex200). Similarly FC Fensham (Ex]120) : ‘De priestelijke kwaliteiten moet dit volk aan andere volken
ten goede komen door zijn missionaire taak te aanvaarden’ Further also A. Knobel (Ex,192), HL. Strack

(Ex,223f), G. Beer (Ex97), M. Noth (ATD,Ex)26 = OTL,Ex]157), and H. Cazelles (1977,78). Recently TE
Fretham (1991361) wrongly defines the Sinai covenant as ‘vocational covenant’ without thorough exegesis.

114. H.-J. Kraus (1966,59). Many commentators also make connection between Ex 195f. and Is 616 to
support their functional understanding of this phrase. However, it is doubtful whether the mention of
heathen in Is 615f, (R™, "33 “3J) refers to Israel's mission to them. Rather this text seems to picture
the heathen servmg Israel ~ And in the whole Pentateuch the functional understandmg of Israels role
among nations is very rare except some unsure passages (e.g. Gen 121-3). In Ex it is very difficult to
find this function of Israel among nations especially in the Sinai pericope. Although before Ex 19 there

are many allusions to Israel’s coming to mount Sinai for covenant making there is no hint about Israel’s
function as priests.

115. {796237-40). M. Buber (1952125), supposing that the concept of the covenant between JHWH (the

King) and the people is in this Sinai covenant, holds that the priest serves the King personally as a
servant (2 Sam 818, 1 Chr 1817, 1 Kings 45, 2 Sam 2026). H-J. Kmus (1966,59).

116. Because of this interpretation he (196239,n9) understands the plural (D‘J.'IJ) as intensive,
117. “E. Dhorme (1956203ff) translates 19:5b ‘You will be privileged for me among all the peoples’
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RB.Y. Scott'!1®) makes a clear-cut statement : o

‘But there is no support whatever for it (functional understanding, TGS) in the
immediate context of Exod. XIX 6, where what is emphasized is rather the
separation of Israel from all other peoples’

He'''? further points out, Is 61:6 where a similar phrase (U™ 373 in the first line of 61:6)
appears seems to emphasize the privileged status of Israel by adding the parallel third and
fourth lines of 61:6 : “You will feed on the wealth of nations, and in their riches you will
boast.*12%) If the connection between Ex 19:5b-6a and Is 616 is certain, Is 61:6 seems to
support this second understanding of &35 N7eL (ie. as privilege). Therefore, it is better
to acknowledge this'phrase could have functioned as a seed or precursor for the concept
of Israel’s priestly function in the prophetic books, if there is a textual connection of Ex

19:5b-6 with the prophetic texts!!?!)  JH. Elliot''?? makes some interesting and correct
observations about this verse :

(1) in this ancient text there is no trace of a polemic against the levitical priesthood,

(2) the concern of this text is an emphasis not upon the priestly function but rather
upon the priestly relationship to JHWH,

(3) o> NOYob is a unique expression having only Is 616 as the close text. Is 616
shows in its terminology and content the affinity with Dt 18:1-5 and the analogy of
levitical privilege,

118. (1950217). See the arguments against the functional understanding eg JH. Elliot (1966,passim), and
especially Th.C. Vriezen (1953,61) who effectively rejects the idea of ‘Missionsgedanken’ in this text
compared with the time of the Reformation : ‘Aber dafiir war damals, als es galt Israel aus dem
geistigen Verfall, aus der Gefahr des Synkretismus zu retten, die Zeit noch nicht reif. Wir werden den
Reformatoren des 16. Jahrhunderts doch nicht im Ernst den Vorwurf machen, daf3 sie die Mission nicht
in den Vordergrund geriickt haben. Also H. Cazelles (1987,291) and B. Renaud (1991,49f). R.R. Ellis
(1988,146ff), on the one hand, agrees that there is no contextual support for the functional understanding
of this phrase in Ex. But, on the other hand, he holds that one should not overlook the possibility that
this second promise of God served as a precursor for the mission concept. However, before making any
connection with other texts in the OT we should be rigorous about the meaning of a phrase in its
context. And in this regard what R.R. Ellis should have studied primarily is not the connection of this
phrase with the similar concepts in Is 616 (5;'2 N} u‘g‘yggs VR IRPA T 03 BARY)
related indirectly to this phrase, but with 'ﬁ"?y in Dt 2619, 281 which has the direct relationship to

B0 NORD in various aspects.

119. (1950213). _ |

120. There is also a parallelism in the first and second lines of Is 616 : fUT “3N2 is parallel with TR/
13“::1173_:5. In this parallelism the phrase 71" Y02 does not demand the literally functional
understanding of this phrase because of %J‘ﬂ’?l'i ‘LB, Apparently the author of lsaiah intends to

*1v

‘mention not the office as priest which Israel takes among all nations but Israel’s privileged status among
them.

12, In the consideration of Is 61:6 we should also consider Is 618b-9 which apparently belongs to the same
context of Is 61. In Is 61L8b-9 there are two factor to be discerned for our purpose : (1) Naturally the
key issue of Is 618b-9 is U:I‘Z SR ﬂ?m AN in Is 618b, and therefore at least the theme of Is
61:8b-9 is covenant. (2) The result of this issue is mentioned in Is 619 with four lines. All these four
lines speak about the eleborated status of Israel among nations not directly denoting Israel’s priestly
function. These two factors correspond very well with the content of Ex 195b-6 and Dt 2618-19 (see
3655). An important support for this interpretation comes from 1922, The fact that D337 may

approach God (n'l:l_ﬁ:‘btl E‘Ufé;tl) belongs to the privilege of the priests in cult (H. Cazelles (1987.291)
and B. Renaud (1991,50)).

122, He (1966,62) holds that 193b-6 is based on the ancient cultic observance and 196 presents the central
emphasis of this pericope. Recently H. Cazelles (1987,289-294) offers a similar interpretation.
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- -(4) ‘the text possibly implies that Israel’s priesthood is to comprise further a mediatorial
and missionary function among &' - a new aspect of Israel’s priestliness consistent with
the universalistic view of the prophet. But this can only be inferred. The text itself
speaks only to the question of priestly privilegeX12%

This interpretation suits the context of Ex where Israel is at the stage of formation as a
nation after the exodus but not yet at the stage to do mission work for the world.

(i) the literary aspect’

Commentators are usually confused in the interpretation of 873 nY7e% because there
are two possible levels of literary usage : (1) descriptive level and (2) metaphorical level.

(1) The first word (Mo%2®) of this phrase is used descriptively. This word describes the
existing situation and if we take only this word, the translation could be ‘Israel shall
become a kingdom’ or ‘Israel shall have a kingship. However, here we do not need to
think about the existence of kingdom or kingship in this context. Israel as a kind of
theo-political entity 1s expressed with 12%2% and this understanding corresponds with the
use of "\ of the third promise. In general to constitute a nation three vital elements are
required, political integrity, people, land. In other words, n2722 with 2 in parallelism
expresses two elements which constitute the entity as a nation, the theo-political integrity
and the people. In spite of .these preparations to be a perfect nation, it is impressive that
in this section there is no mention of the word, king. This phenomenon contradicts the
somewhat rigid understanding of M. Buber!!?¥ that the reality of this section is YHWH’s

kingship. In this text YHWH does not make a covenant with His people as a king, but
YHWH as the God makes a covenant with his people.

(2) The second word (2403) of the phrase (&3> nobew) is used metaphorically?®
As we have seen In the previous argument, the primary concern of this text is not with
the function of Israel as priest but with Israel’s privileged status. This corresponds with the
primary concern of the two other promises of God (the first N30 and the third 2 *)
in 19:5b-6a which is not with Israel’s special function!!?® but her privileged special status.'!2”

Therefore, In the present context of the Sinai pericope the functional understanding of all
three promises is less plausible, and therefore 84> has a metaphoric sense. In other

words, just as a priest enjoys his high social position, Israel does the same among other

123. This fact is also pointed out by RB.Y, Scott (1950217).
124, (1970111ff) cf. Ex 1518, Dt 331-7.
125. Metaphorical sense derives from ‘génitif de qualité’ of this word (Joidon § 141, B. Renaud,/991,50).

126. W.L. Moran (1962,passim, espl7) understands this phrase functionally, and translating this phrase merely
descriptively (‘a royalty of priests’), and therefore he cannot find the metaphorical sense of this phrase.
127. R.R. Ellis (198882). However, his understanding about the content of this phrase (p. 139ff) is a mixed
one of various possible interpretations (e.g ‘Israel as people which worshiped Yahweh, rather than pagan
deities’, ‘Israel’s position was like that of a priest with regard to holiness’, ‘the priestly position of Israel
suggests that the nation was able to draw near to God'). Only his fourth interpretation (p. 141) is most

reasonable : ‘the proposal that Israel was to be a kingdom of priests implies that the nation held a
position of dignity and nobility.”
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nations.

Therefore, the phrase 302 noben!!?8 should be interpreted metaphorically. The status

of Israel among all other nations should be ‘like’ the priest in a society. W. Mosis'!??
gives a clear-cut explanation about this phrase :-

‘Wie ‘Krongut’ und ‘heiliges Volk’ bezeichnet auch ‘priesterliches Kénigsreich’
nicht ein Amt und eine Aufgabe, sondern einen Stand und eine Wiirde die Israel
durch Jahwes Wertung und Schéitzung und fiir siec empfangen soll. ‘Priesterliches
Konigreich’ nennt nicht eine Funktion, die Israel gegeniiber den Heiden oder

gegenuber Jahwe auszuiiben hitte, sondern den Adel, der dem Volk von Jahwe
her und in seinen Augen zu eigen ist. -

(2) ©ip *b (the third promise of God)

L. Perlitt!!39, who presupposes the exilic background of Ex 19:3b-8 and does not define

- the second promise (8% NO%ew) clearly, tries to understand the third promise (&Fp i)
functionally : |

- ‘In diesem Prozef3 der Funktions-Heiligkeit wird Israel, Y13 unter &', also in den

Dienst der Gottverherrlichung hineingezogen; 3% ist es nur dafiir und nur
insoweit.

However, this promise and the second promise do not give any allusion to a functional
understanding in the context (24.34.(1)). As we have pointed out, &% in this phrase does
not denote the substantial quality of Israel, like inherent holiness'!3!’, rather it denotes

Israel’s separated position towards God among other people. Therefore, it has still the
basic connotation of ¥, ‘separation from something*!3?) but this phrase does not

positively suggest the holiness as an inherent quality of Israel. In this sense this word
corresponds with the basic meaning of the first promise A3 (2.4.3.4.(1)).

128. J. Bauer (1958,284) suggests that ﬂ".ﬁ: n:‘:z:t: the phrase combined with two nouns, shows the
literary techmque of hendiadys so that we translate this ‘the priestly kingship. However, it is doubtful
whether there is hendiadys here (see W.GE. Watson,/984327f). Even though we accept this literary
technique, still the translation, ‘the priestly kingship’, is quite difficult to understand if we do not
interpret this with metaphorical sense, J.Cde Moor (1990,166) holds that this phrase evokes the state of
Thebes ruled by the high priests of Amun. The charismatic leadership of priests in Egypt as well as
Israel is in the background of this phrase. Therefore, he (1990218ff) takes this phrase having the
substantial meaning ‘the kingdom controlled by the priests (Moses)' as the kingdom of Thebes, which is
the direct outcome of the covenant making between the deity and the people. The connection between
the Egytian history and the OT is very interesting especially because we can explain not only Ex 19-24
as the covenant making between the deity (YHWH) and the people (Israel) but also the huge amount of
priestly legislation of Ex 25-Num 10 as the result of this covenant. The contribution of JCde Moor in
our text is that the covenant between the deity and the people and the kingship of that deity is not
strange before the first mil. B.C, In any case, until we acquire the elaborated archeological result and

the enhanced comparative study of the ANET, it is safe to point out that this argument clarifies this

phrase means the privileged position of Israel.
129, (197825).

130. (1969174). And further he (1969,175) interprets that the clause in 19:5b (}"N.'I“?D *‘7"‘3) reveals the
spiritual character of the exile,

3L M. Buber (1970,113).
132, H. Holzinger (Ex24 : ‘im passiven Sinn — Gottes besonderes Eigentum, auserwihlt, ihm geweiht)).
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Finally it is important to consider the relationship between the second promise (RY%5%

A 2 A T

D%n3) and the third promise (®i9p “3). Both phrases do not need to be in perfect
synonymous parallelism. In 19:6a the first words of each phrase (ROYed / *1) parallel each
other perfectly. However, the second words of each phrase (830 / 1) are different in
their grammatical feature : namely £33 is noun but &i7» is adjective!!? Therefore, we
have to hold that the parallelism in these phrases is not at the level of each corresponding

word (nl. the first word of the first phrase to the first word of the second phrase) but at
the level of the meaning of the total two-word phrases!!’¥ We find cases where
nabbp appears with *ia in the OT (eg. Gen 17:6, 3511, Ez 3722, Hag 222 (pl), Ps 46:7).
And more closely to Ex 19:5b-6a the phrase (=) + 1 + nooen(™H) is used in several cases
(1 Ks 181010, Is 60:12, Jer 110, 1879, 278, Zeph 38, 2 Chr 3215). In these texts two general
usages are found :

(1) the parallel use of NY%=5 and *b is not strange,

(2) in some cases (e.g. Gen 17:6, 3511, Ps 467, Is 60:2) two words as a kind of
merismus seem to work in order to signify the totality.*?*

In particular, the successive use of these words in the same context in 1 Kings 1810,10 (i
navnm / vhamnR) nobeen=n) and Jer 1879 (nobno=by) =YY, two times) and the use in

rv¥yi: =

the same promises of Gen 17:6, 3511 show that the successive use of both words express
the concept of totality.!!®

(3) the relationship between the three promises of God in 19:5b-6.

It is interesting to point out that the three promises of God (N%2%, 2> NIZLR, 12

133. Although both words (n*;.:}'a / YD) are related to each other, the meaning of !H'IP does not
depend on the second promise (B*12) but rather it depends on the first promise (n‘gg_g) so that the
concept of ‘chosenness’ among all the people is stressed. TN72 within 193-8 at least means that Israel is
‘seperated’, ‘chosen’, or ‘selected’ among all other nations by God. The context of 193-8 demands that
€172 does not have the concept of holiness inherent Israel but the concept of relation. G. Fohrer
(1963362, esp. nl18) with W, Staerk (/9378f.) holds correctly that Ex 195 is deeply related to Lev 2026
where the concept of holiness is connected with the election concept. This interpretation of holiness is
at least valid in this context of Ex 19:5b-6a.

134. G. Fohrer (1963360) alludes slightly to this degree of parallelism. L. Perlitt (1969175) understands this
with the traditional term, synthetic parallelism. Meanwhile, B. Renaud (1991,50) holds that both phrases
‘ne seraient pas paralléles mais complémentaires, désignant respectivement le gouvernant «royaute de
prétres», et le gouverné «nation sante».” However, the intentions of the text is not that the second
promise means ‘le gouvernant’ and the third promise means ‘le gouverné.

135. See J. KraSovec (1977), GE. Watson (1984321-324), and L. Alenso Schokel (198883f) about merismus.

136, W.L. Moran (196217). A. Cody (19643-4), followed by DJ. McCarthy (1978,271,n.55), assumes that
") may be a fixed correlative to n:‘gm; making a phrase to describe a_complete polity. Before the
formation of the two phrases (E‘.}::!E h;‘g;@. 2T ) NO2DD and M in parallel have merismus
effect. We have seen in 2434(1) that ﬂ;‘?;@ with 13 in the }érallelism expresses two elements which
constitute the entity as a nation, the theo-political integrity and the people. And these two together
with the land consist the concept of a nation. In this wandering stage of Israel before coming to the
promised land, these two concepts are the elements to constitute an independent nation which has
special relationship to God. M. Buber (1958)06) uses an apt term for this Israel, ‘a pre-state divine state.
The primary theme of these two phrases is that the identity of Israel lies in the special relationship with
God rather than its common origin or common objective or selfs commonly possessed land, Since these
two phrases, as we shall see soon, elucidate the first promise (:'1‘5‘_.1?) in 19:5b, this first promise also

strongly alludes to the fact that the primary target of forming the entity of Israel lies in the Israel’s
special relationship with God.
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uip) are not tightly linked. They are not connected simply with WAW but instead
PRI 7m0 oePi=bab is between the first and the second promises. We should infer
the intention of the author not from some important word or phrase but from his
arrangement of the materials, From the present arrangement we realize that these three
promises do not have equal importance. In order to know the intention of the author we
should look at the sentences from the literary point of view. The parallelism which is
apparent in this short text (19:5b-6a) is particularly important for this purpose!!3” We
make the following summary about the relationship between the three promises. Firstly,
the second and the third promises (8472 NI%2b 19:6aa, witp "1 19:6ab) form a unity.
Secondly, both together correspond with the first promise (730 19:5b). Thirdly, the second
promise (89> NYYLH) meaning Israel’s privileged status (2.4.3.5.(1)) fits in with the first
promise which expresses the same meaning Fourthly, the concept of ‘chosenness’ (&)
in the third.promise is directly connected with Israel’s chosen position by God among all
the people in the first promise.

Therefore, we conclude that the fundamental statement of God’s promise of the
covenant is in the first promise : Israel will be the treasured possession of God (n%3D).
And this concept is supplemented by the following phrases in 19:5b (223232 and ‘9=2
PaRa=v3). In other words, the first promise is the principal pronouncement about the
relationship between YHWH and Israel, and the second and the third promises are
supplementing and detailing the first promise!'*®’ The three promises do not mean that
there are three different promises. Rather they all express one promise with different
words and phrases : Israel’s special relationship with God, which is not shared with other
people. W.L. Moran reasonably summarizes'3® the whole content of the three promises :

It is the DUnD nooed (the second, TGS) b']us the & *1 (the third, TGS) which
form the totality, the personal possession of Yahweh (R0, the first, TGS).

N.M. Sarna'’4%, although his functional understanding of these phrases is not correct,
expresses this relationship between three terms more precisely :

137. We have seen in 242 & 2435(2) about two levels of parallelism in 195b-6a. *

138. This understanding fits in with the textual arrangement of 196, At the beginning of 196 we read the
emphatic pronoun BN which is also used at the beginning of God’s proposal in 194 (JX.
Kuntz,1967,77). 1If we accept that the author uses this emphatic pronoun intentionally to mark the
beginning and the end of the proposal, it is very likely that there is a short pause between 19:5b and
19:6a to explain the first promise more fully once again in 196a. This understanding is supported by the
examples of the ANET. Namely ﬂ?a?. the term of the first promise, is found in the ANE (treaty)
texts (2.434(1)), but the terms of the second and third promises are not reported to be found in the
ANET. This means that the first is the original expression of the treaty (covenant) relationship which is
widely used in the ANE treaties, but the second and the third promises are the invention or application
of the OT to supplement the first original expression.

139. (1962)7) and G. Fohrer (1963,passim) generally follows his idea. W. Caspari (1929,105ff), followed by
G.von Rad (193836-37 = 1966,40), already points out the connection between the second promise and

the third promise, although by this he believes both items reveal the actual sacred institution following.
Similarly M. Noth (1930,)21).
140. (1986 31).
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‘The second description of Israel as "a kingdom of priests and a holy nation"

alludes to the consequences that flow or should flow from that special (7930 TGS)
relationship with God.

2435. 19:6b (A0 9275 1230 o o990 )

This is the ending clause of God’s word‘**"? which corresponds with the beginning
clause in 193b as we have seen in 242 :
[B] 19:3b .. the beginning formula of God's dir<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>