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 Hosea prophesied concerning the salvation of Jehovah
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Hosea was a prophet chiefly to Israel,

       But there are passages 

                   That reflect a Judean interest as well.
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	INTRODUCTION

Hosea is not an easy book. 

It begins with a prophet receiving a command to marry a prostitute 

and promptly describes the births of his three children, 

each of whom is given a bizarre but significant name. 

From here the book swiftly plunges into a maze of 

warnings, 

microsermons, 

poems, 

and laments, 

and through them all it swiftly and evasively alludes to biblical texts 

and incidents, 

mixes metaphors, 

and changes topics, 

seemingly at random. 

To say that the Hebrew is perplexing sounds like a scholar’s whine: 

the English reader might better appreciate how precarious 

the task of interpreting Hosea really is 

by comparing how the various versions have handled the book 

(and even that only tells a small part of the story).

But though Hosea is a difficult book, it is also a great book. 

It is like a tree whose roots go down  deep into the Torah 

and whose branches bear the fruit of a discourse 

that became the grammar of biblical prophecy. 

Many of the themes, and much of the vocabulary, 

of the great literary prophecies of Isaiah, Jere​miah, and Ezekiel 

originate in Hosea. 

It also is a book that jolts the reader; 

it refuses to be domesticated and made conventional. 

It does comfort the afflicted, 

but it most surely afflicts the comfortable. 

It is as startling in its pre​sentation of sin 

as it is surprising in its stubborn certainty of grace. 

It is as blunt as it is enigmatic. 

It is a book to be experienced, 

and the experience is with God.


I.
THE  PROPHECY OF HOSEA
I.
ПРОРОЧЕСТВО    ОСИИ
It all began with a marriage. 

But the marriage of Hosea and Gomer [Гомерь]
was no ordinary nuptial. 

Initiated by the word of God, 

it was permeated with the purposes of revelation.

A divine call was heard by Hosea 
that turned his life into a sanctuary 

where God’s holy love was to be known. 

The tone of the book is set by God’s mandate 

to take a wife 

who would become a harlot [?], 

have children who turned from God, 

and then know God’s passion for his covenant people.

The story of the marriage is lean and spare. 

Of its moods, feelings, conversations, quarrels 

we are not told. 

Its blunt, bleak message 

overshadows all else about it: 

a wife and mother turning wayward, 

three children bearing ominous names. 

It is a story of judgment 

- a person gone wrong, 

  just as her nation had done; 

children portraying doom, 

such as their nation deserved. 

It is also a story about the Lord, 
whose part is played by Hosea in the domestic phase of the drama. 

It is God who both choreographs the movement 

and narrates the meaning. 

Because he does, 

the story is heavy with tragedy and buoyant with hope. 

The restoration of the broken marriage 

can take place 

because God commands Hosea 

and 
demonstrates his promises to Israel.

The prophet’s experience accounts for the sharpness of his focus. 

Sins condemned by Amos 

— abuse of power, 

    
exploit​ation of the poor, 

    
presumption of covenant privileges 

— were prevalent. 

Hosea makes quick sallies into those territories. 

Yet Hosea and Amos are as different from each other 

in 
emphasis 

as 
they are in experiences. 

The Baal-worship, 

over which Hosea wept, 

had dotted the hillsides of Israel 

while Amos was preaching 

but was little reflected in his messages. 

The proph​ets were not newspaper reporters required to write all sides 

of the story. 

Nor were they scholars preparing theses 

that inves​tigated all angles of their topics. 

The proph​ets were messengers, 

shaped by their calls, 

their experiences 

and 
their reception of Yahweh’s word 

to speak to specific issues 

in specific ways.
Hosea's marriage, 

marked as it was by tragedy 

and recovery beyond the tragedy, 

both deepened his understanding of divine passion, 

and 
narrowed the scope of his message to the single point 

of  Israel’s relationship to the covenant Lord. 

It is that profound pathos, 

let loose towards Israel 

in speech after speech, 

irony after irony, 

metaphor after metaphor, 

question after question, 

which gives the book its fire. 

It is the fire of this passion  

and its message that confronts the reader with Israel’s Lord. 

The relationship signaled in that marriage 

was Hosea’s  dominant concern. 

He saw that relationship inaugurated by Yahweh’s grace 

in Israel’s distant past. 

Jacob, the patriarch, 

was not always a grateful recipient of it 

(ch.12). 

Israel, the people, tasted it in 

the Exodus 

(2:15; 13:4), 

the wilderness 

(2:15; 9:10) 

and 
the settlement in the land 

(2:15). 

That grace viewed Israel 

as special to Yahweh, 

cared for by him 

and 
commissioned to serve him.

Hosea also saw the relationship 

jeopardized from the beginning by Israel’s forgetfulness. 

Like a geography teacher Hosea took his hearers from place to place 

reminding them of their pen​chant to tax the relationship 

by their fickleness: 

‘Baal-peor' [к Ваал-Фегору]

—here you first dallied with Baal 

(9 :10);

'Gilgal' [в  Галгале]

— here you crowned Saul king 

     and compromised Yahweh’s sovereignty.

(9:15); 

‘Bethel' [в  Вефиль]

— here you desecrated Yahweh's name 

    and Jacob’s memory with the 'golden calf’ 

(10:5-6); 

‘Gibeah' [Гива]

—here your unbridled lust [по'хоть - страсть]

   stained your history book with the gruesome tale 

of 'gang-rape’ [наси'ловать]

(9:9; 10:9-10).

Despite that sordid past, 

Hosea saw in his own times 

the relationship sunk to its lowest point 

in Israel’s unrepentant his​tory. 

(i)
The cult of the Baals, 

(ii)
the instability of the monarchy 

and 
(iii)
the naivety of foreign policies 

were its three chief expres​sions. 

Hosea's accusations were laced with metaphors 

that exposed Israel’s rebellion: 

stubborn calf [упрямая   телица]
(4:16), 

loaf half-baked, yet moldy [как  неповороченный     хлеб]

(7:8-9), 

silly dove [как  глупый   голубь]
(7:11), 

baby too stupid to be born 

[он--сын    неразумный,   и наче   не  стоял   бы   долго 

 в  положении    рождающихся     детей.]

(13:13). 

And his announcements of judgment 

were conveyed in pictures of appropriate ferocity: 

God would be 

a lion, 

[лев]
a leopard, 
[скимен]

a she-bear 
[медведица]

(13:7-8). 

So sorry was the present 

that the near future 

could mean only a relationship 

severed by invasion and exile. 

Military inter​vention, 



with all the brutality for which the Assyrians were famous, 

and removal from the land, 

with all the pain of dislocation and deprivation 

— these were the necessary means of purging the nation.

Yet in the face of all of this, 

Hosea has a clear picture of the covenant  relationship 

restored at Israel’s return to Yahweh. 

Five times in the flow of the book, this reconciliation is intimated 

(1:1O-2:1; 

2:14-23; 

3:1-5; 

11:8-11; 

14:1-7),

conveying the overall intent of the book: 

the persistent presence of Yahweh’s love 

despite his people’s endemic waywardness. 

A new mar​riage awaits Israel 

in God’s time 

and 
on God’s terms. 

Because Hosea knew this, 

he had the courage to rebuild the relationship 

that Gomer had shattered, 

and to demonstrate both 

the reality 

and 
the cost of such reconciliation.

II.
PLACE IN THE CANON
II.
МЕСТО    В    КАНОНЕ
It was a happy choice that placed Hosea at the head of The Book of the Twelve, 

the Jewish description of the collection of so-called Minor (i.e. shorter) 

Prophets. 

Chronologically, 

Hosea would follow Amos by a few years 

(see Date, below) 

but logically he deserves first place. 

His is the longest book. 

But more than that 

it is theologically the most complete. 

It embraces the great prophetic themes of 

covenant, 

judgment 

and 
hope. 

It describes the personal relationship 

between Yah​weh and the prophet 

more amply than any of its eleven companions. 

Its biographical lessons 

prepare the way for Jonah, 

as its magnificent interplay of judgment and hope 

anticipates 
Joel, Micah, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah 

and 

Malachi.

The transition from spoken oracles to canonical book 

is not easy to chart. 

In Hosea's case 

some reasonable assumptions may be made. 
First, 

since Hosea seems to have completed his ministry 

shortly before the fall of Samaria in 722/721 BC, 

	Wiersbie

755-715 B. C. 

MacArthur

755-710 B. C.


that event itself would have confirmed his validity 

as 

a prophet 

and 

prompted the early recording of his words. 

Second, 
the oracles and stories were probably carried to Judah 

by refugees from the Northern Kingdom. 

Third, 

those who transmitted the prophetic words 

may well have been disciples of Hosea. 

That he had disciples may be inferred both 

from the brief mention of a prophet’s disciples in Isaiah 8:16, 

as though the presence of Isaiah’s disciples 

needed no explanation, 

and from the fact that such disciples 

are the obvious persons to preserve his words. 

Two bits of evidence must be noted: 
(1) the  biographical (third person) form of the prophetic actions, 

which report his marriage to Gomer 

and the naming of three children 

(1:2-9), 

stands in contrast to the  autobiographical form of chapter 3, 

which we interpret as his own report of the remarriage 

— persons thoroughly familiar with these actions 

     must have framed them in the form we have them; 

and 
(2) the command, 

‘let Ephraim alone’ , [Ефрем;  оставь    его!]

voiced by the prophet, 

may be addressed to one of his followers 

(see Commentary at 4:17). 

Fourth, 

Hosea's words, 

confirmed by the exile of the northern populace, 

would have gained relevance for Judah 

as her his​tory began to parallel Israel’s. 

The corruption of the mon​archy under Manasseh [Манассия]

would have brought fresh meaning to Hosea's indictments of royalty. 

	Benware

Manasseh – 

697-642 B. C.  


The reforms of Josiah [Иосия]

	Benware

Josiah – 

641-610 B. C. 


may have found fuel in Hosea's condemnations of Baal worship. 

The threat of exile to Babylon 

could have gained sharpness from his announcements of judgment. 

Hosea's impact on Jeremiah, 

the dominant prophet of the Babylonian period, 

is well-documented 

(see Message, below). 

The fact that Hosea's words contained accusations of Judah 

at a few pivotal spots 

would have enhanced their use in the 7th and 6th centuries 

(cf. on 1:7; 5:10, 14; 8:14; 12:2). 

Hosea and Amos 

must have been recognized as canonical in their authority 

right from the beginning, 

so clearly do we see their use 

by the prophets who followed them.

	1.
The Historical Background of the Book of Hosea
We know virtually nothing about Hosea himself. 

We know nothing of his ancestral family beyond the name of his father, Beeri. 

We do not know where his home was, 

what events were formative in his early life, 

or how he was edu​cated. 

His remarkable familiarity with the Torah, Joshua, and Judges 
suggests that he was thoroughly trained in the Scriptures 

(as they existed in his day). 

Similarly, the self consciously enigmatic nature of his book
 

suggests a high degree of intelligence 

and a subtle mind. 

We do not know how close he was to the political events of his lifetime. 

Was he, like Isaiah, on familiar terms with members of the aristocracy 

and the central government, 

or was he outside the circles of power? 

We do not know how or where he died. 

He became a prophet prior to his marriage 

because it was by divine command 

that he chose the woman he did, 

but his marriage to Gomer may have been the first act 

of his prophetic career 

(See commentary at 1:2). 

This, combined with the fact that 1:1 implies 

that his ministry lasted quite a long time, 

suggests that he became a prophet at a reasonably young age.

We know more about the age in which he lived. 


	Hosea 1:1 tells us that he ministered 

“during the reigns of Uzziah [Озии], Jotham [Иоафам], Ahaz [Ахаз]   and Hezekiah [Езеки], 

kings of Judah 

and during the reign of Jeroboam [Иеровоам] son of Jehoash 

king of Israel.” 

Evi​dence suggests that Hosea ministered 

during the latter part of Jeroboam’s [Иеровоам]  reign 

(793-753 B.C.) 

and for some years following. 

The title verse says that he prophesied as late as the reign 

of Hezekiah [Езеки] 

of Judah 

(716-686 B.C.). 

Assuming that Hosea began his ministry fairly late in Jeroboam’s II 

[Иеровоам] reign 

and ended fairly early in Hezekiah’s [Езеки] reign, 

we conclude that his prophetic career went from about 

760 to 710 B.C. or roughly fifty years. 

The fact that he lived into Hezekiah’s [Езеки]  reign is especially significant 

because it tells us that he lived to see the fall of Samaria 

(722 B.C.).

It is not unreasonable to assume that he ended his days in Hezekiah’s 

[Езеки] Jerusalem 

and that his book was preserved there, 

but we have no direct evidence to that effect.

Jeroboam’s II [Иеровоам], 

who reigned from about 790 to 750 B.C. 

came to power while Israel’s two enemies to the north 

Syria and Assyria were weakened by internal conflict. 

Jeroboam’s II [Иеровоам] was a long-lived and capable ruler: 


Amos 6:13 alluded to two victories won under his reign.
 

After the death of Ben-Hadad II of Syria, 

Jeroboam’s II [Иеровоам]  extended the domain of Israel 

as far north as the city of Damascus itself

2 Kgs. 14:25-26).
Renewed success on the battlefield restored the pros​perity of the nation 

as well: 

the economy, boomed. 

But this was to be the Indian Summer of Israel. 

Dark days were ahead.

	Even in Jeroboam’s II [Иеровоам]     lifetime 

evidence of social trouble was apparent. 

A two-​class system developed: 

the lower class suffered increasingly under oppression 

and poverty 

while the upper class enjoyed 

power and excess. 

After the political stability afforded by Jeroboam’s II [Иеровоам]    

                  long life, 

                  moreover, 

Israel entered a time of political chaos. 

Soon after his death the situation approached anarchy; 

almost every king of Israel died by assassination 

at the hands of his successor. 

Israel’s internal weakness, 

combined with the rise of an invigorated Assyria 

under Tiglath-pileser III [Феглаффелласар,     царь    Ассирийский,]

(745-727 B.C.) 

and his successors Shalmaneser V [Салманассар]

(727-722 B.C.) 

and Sargon II [Саргон]

(722-705 B.C.),

sealed the fate of the Northern Kingdom.

Jeroboam’s II [Иеровоам]   

was succeeded by his son Zechariah [Захария]                   (753 B.C.). 

Almost imme​diately, however. Zechariah [Захария]

 
as struck down by the assassin Shallum [Селлум].

This ended the dynasty of Jehu [Ииуй]                               (841-814 B.C.). 
Shallum [Селлум] had little chance to savor his moment, however, 

for after a single month 

he was in turn assassinated by Menahem [Менаим]    (752-742 B.C. ) 

Israel’s downward spiral continued under his reign:


	Menahem’s [Менаим] most noteworthy act  was to send a thousand talents

of silver to Tiglath-pileser III (Pu)) of Assyria 

[Феглаффелласар,     царь    Ассирийский,]

in return for Assyria’s support for his claim to the throne 

(2 Kgs 25:17-22).

Menahem’s [Менаим]  son Pekahiah [Факия]

succeeded him, 

but his reign also was cut short by assassination. 

Pekah [Факей] son of Remaliah, 

a high-ranking military officer, 

killed him after Pekahiah [Факия]

had held the throne for only about two years 

(741-739 B.C.).
The chronology of Pekah’s [Факей]  reign is difficult 

because 2 Kgs 15:27 says he reigned for twenty years. 

This is not possible if one dates the beginning of his reign to around 

739 B.C. 

because the kingdom itself ended in 722. 

It may be that the Kings text has a scribal error, 

or it may be that Pekah [Факей]  headed a rival government 

beginning around 752 B.C. 

and that with the murder of Pekahiah [Факия]

he became sole monarch. 

Either way, his reign lasted until about 732 B.C. 

Unlike Menahem [Менаим], 

Pekah [Факей] was hostile to the Assyrian Empire 

(this may explain why he led a rival government). 

After he had seized power, Pekah [Факей], 

along with Rezin of Syria, 

formed a coalition aimed at resisting the growing power of Assyria. Jotham of Judah 

[Иоафам] 

refused to join the coalition, 

as did his successor, Ahaz [Ахаз].

	


	The Syro-Ephraimite coalition could not risk having a hostile force 

in their rear 

and invaded the south with an intention of replacing Ahaz [Ахаз].

with a cer​tain ben Tabeel [и поставим в ней царем сына Тавеилова.]

as a puppet king 

( Isa 7:6).

Ahaz [Ахаз] appealed to Tiglath-pileser 

[Феглаффелласар,     царь    Ассирийский,]

 


for aid, 

and the Assyrian king quickly routed the forces of the coalition. 

Hoshea [Осия] son of Elah 

then assassinated Pekah [Факей]

and took the crown for himself. 

He saved Samaria from destruction by a hasty submission to Assyria, 

but he also carried on secret negotiations with Egypt

for support against Assyria. 

When this treachery was discovered, 

Asssyria now under Shalmaneser V [Салманассар], 

invaded the land and took Hoshea [Осия]  captive.

Samaria held out for about two years, 

during which time Shalmaneser V [Салманассар] died: 

but his successor, Sargon II, [Саргон]

completed the destruction of Israel’s capital city. 

According to Asssyrian records, 

27,290 Israelite citizens were deported to Mesopotamia.

One cannot easily correlate any text in Hosea 

with any known event of history. 

Some scholars assert that Hosea 5 reflects the period of the Syro-​Ephraimite 

war (735-733 B.C.). 

This is unlikely, Isaiah 7 shows that Judah 

was on the defensive, 

desperately seeking allies in this war. 

In Hosea, Judah is the aggressor 

(5:10). 

The Hosea text may refer to border disputes in the reign of Uzziah of Judah,

[Озии]

but even this is not certain 

(see commentary). 

In general, however, Hosea describes the volatile political situation 

following the death of Jeroboam II, [Иеровоам]

a chaotic time in which power changed hands rapidly 

and self​-styled kings made claims of royalty 

that severe as hollow, as they were ignored by the people 

(e.g.. 7:3-7; 8:4: 10:3). 

Probably most of Hosea’s extant mes​sages 

come from the last three decades of Israel’s history.


\

III.
DATE
III.
ДАТА
	Date

Hosea  prophesied when Jeroboam II,[ Иеровоам]

             The son of Joash, [сына Иоасова,]
                    Was king of Israel,[ царя Израильского]

             And also when 

                    Uzziah, [во дни Озии] 

                    Jotham, [Иоафама] 

                    Ahaz, [Ахаза] and 

                    Hezekiah [Езекии,]
                    Were kings of Judah [царей Иудейских]
 This would be a period of several decades in the eighth century  B.C.

            R.K. Harrison believes Hosea 's   ministry 

                    "extended from about 753 B.C. 

                     to a time just before the fall of Samaria  

                     in 722 B.C."



Dates given by various scholars for Hosea's ministry 

cannot be compared without adjusting them 

to account for the differen​ces in the chronological systems used. 

One standard chron​ology dates Jeroboam II [Иеровоам] 

from 785—745 BC 

	Benware

755-715 


and sharply compresses the reign of Pekah to four years, 

in place of the twenty credited him in 2 Kings 15:27.
 

	Benware

740-732 


Dealing with the twenty years of Pekah [Факей]

has proved impossible to most modern scholars. 

In the other standard chronology, E. R. Thiele has handled this problem 

by suggesting that Pekah reigned first in Gilead,  [к  Галаад.]

east of Jordan, 

beginning his reign at the time Men​ahem  [Менаим]

began his in Samaria 

(752 BC), 

	Benware

752-742 B. C. 


and then took control of the entire state only in 740, 

after Pekahiah’s [Факия] two years on the throne.
 

	Benware

742-740 B. C.  


The reference to Jeroboam II [Иеровоам]   of Israel in the title 

	Benware

755-715 B. C.  


fits the second prophetic action 

(1:4-5), 

where Jezreel’s [Изреель] name sig​nifies 

banishment of Jehu’s [Ииуй] dynasty. 

The sign was fulfilled with Shallum’s [Селлум] murder of Zechariah, 

	Benware

Shallum –752 B.C.  

– 6 mo. 

	Benware

Zechariah-753 B.C.

- 1 mo. 


Jeroboam’s son, 

who managed a reign of only six months (753 BC; 

2 Ki. 15:8-12) 

and whose death ended Jehu’s [Ииуй] dynasty. 

	Benware

841-813 B. C.  


Amos’ ministry was so brief 

that it may have been completed 

before Hosea began his, 

but it is possible that the priest denounced in Hosea 4:4ff. 

was Amaziah [Амасия] of Bethel 

	Benware

Amaziah
796-767 B. C.  


(Andersen, p. 38), 

Amos’ opponent 

(Am. 7: 10-17).

The royal names (1:1) 

suggest that Hosea's mission 

con​tinued to the commencement of Hezekiah’s [Езеки] reign 

(715 B.C.), 

	Benware

Hezekiah
716-687 


a span of about forty years. 

Evidence from the book itself 


cannot carry us much beyond 725 BC 

as the final date of its prophecies, 

since Samaria’s fall (722/721 BC) 

seems yet future when the book closes. 

If we are right in relating the oracles of Hosea 5:7-7:16 

to the Syro-Ephraimite war 

(see p.118 for date) 

against Judah, 

and in connecting the passages of priestly conspiracy 

against the unnamed king with Pekah’s [Факей] 

murder of  Pekahiah, [Факия]

then one possible cut-off for the material in Hosea 

would be about 732 BC, 

the date of Pekah’s  death. 

	Benware

740-732 B. C.  


If, however, the  oven simile in 7:3-7 

speaks not of Pekahiah’s [Факия]  death 

but of Pekah’s [Факей]  at the hand of Hoshea, [Иосия]

the closing date must be moved forward to about 730 or 728 BC. 

	Benware

Hoshea
732-721 B. C.  


Beyond that, 

we may find in Hosea’s last chapters 

an urgency about the collapse of Ephraim 

that points to the period when Shalmaneser V 

[Салманассар] (727-722 BC) 

	Benware

Shalmaneser V
 726-722 B.C


had come to the throne of Assyria, 

and was aggressively seeking to reduce Samaria 

to the status of an Assyrian province. 

Hosea’s ministry must, then, 

have carried on to about 725 BC. 

	Wiersbie

755-715 B. C.

MacArthur

755-710 B. C.


In contrast, Andersen’s 

(pp. 34-35) 

cau​tion about the Syro-Ephraimite setting 

of 5:8-7:16 

has led him to suggest the early date of 740 BC 

for the cut-off of the bulk of the prophecies.

Hosea’s ministry began at or just before the time of his marriage 

when he was probably eighteen or twenty years of age. 

A forty year span would be entirely possible, 

though we would have to assume 

that it closed with a number of years of service in Judah 

during the reigns of Ahaz  [Ахаз] (735—715 BC) 

and Hezekiah.

	2.
The Authorship and Compilation of Hosea

Most scholars today affirm that the book of the book 

comes from the ser​mons of Hosea himself, 

but mansy attribute the actual writing of the book 

to a group of disciples.

The notion that the prophetic books stem from schools of disciples., 

though common, is not founded on solid evidence. 

We know from the example of Jeremiah 36 

that prophets sometimes employed scribes, 

but that text also informs us 

that the prophets had a direct hand in producing written versions 

of their proclamations. 

In addition, the Book of Hosea, albeit a text that is notoriously difflicult 

to analyze 

and seemingly a series of fragments, 

is best understood when treated as a literary work, 

a complex whole, and not as an anthology 

of many separate parts. 

There is no reason to doubt 

that the mes​sages of Hosea come from the prophet himself.

Many scholars, even those who be1ieve that the bulk of the book is from Hosea, 

argue that the book has a significant number of redactional 

interpola​tions. 

Interpreters commonly attribute the references to Judah 


to secondaiy hands. 

Some say that these are from two separate redactions of the book: 




	the first was a “pro-Judah” redaction designed to distance Judah 

from the condem​nation pronounced against Israel 

(e.g. 1:7; 3:5).

The second was a redaction that took oracles of condemnation 

originally delivered against Israel 

and redi​rected them toward Judah 

(e.g.. 5:5; 6:11 ).

Evidence for this redaction history is minimal; 

it stems more from a century-old habit of scholarship 

than from significant anomalies in the text.

Hosea regarded the Davidic king in Jerusalem the legitimate one 

anointed of Yahweh 

and hoped that Judah would reject the apostasy 

of their northern counterparts 

(e.g. 4:15). 

He also knew that the house of David 

would he the source of Israel’s salvation 

(3:5). 

Nevertheless, 

he understood that apostasy was deeply rooted in Judah 

and knew that harrowing days lay ahead for the south as well. 

There is nothing here that demands even one “Judah” redaction, 

much less two. 

Furthermore, references to Judah can often be shown to be integral 


to the structure or message of the texts in which they appear.

A few scho1ars maintain that the “optimistic” oracles do not stem from Hosea 

but this comes from a tendency to regard the prophets 

as incapable of delivering complex messages. 

The selfsame prophet could give messages of both doom and hope. 

In Hosea’s case the sayings of condemnation and the say​ings of salvation 

are so thoroughly intertwined,

and the style is so self-evidently uniform, 

that the notion that the salvific statements are secondary 

should he abandoned.



	In short, the Book of Hosea should be treated as a literary unity 

and not as a pastiche of short sayings 

and messages redacted by disciples. 

No text is demonstrably secondary, 

and none should he treated as such. 

The book is extremely difficult, but uniformly so, 

and attempts to demarcate secondary material frequently have 

as their tree aim the removal of texts 

that contradict the theses of modern scholars. 

The prophet probably used a scribe, 

but there ii no reason to suppose that anyone other than Hosea 

is responsible for the con​tents of this book.


	Benware

Ahaz
735-719

Hezekiah
716-687


IV.
THE SETTING OF THE BOOK
IV.
ПРЕДПОСЫЛКИ     КНИГИ
a.
Historical background
а.
Исторические     сведения
The major factors that frame the background of Amos and Hosea are these: 

(1) Assyria’s preoccupation with affairs close to her own borders, 

e.g. protection from the mountain peoples of Urartu 

and Media to her north and east, 

a preoccupation that precluded the systematic marches 

to Syro-Palestine 

that had been her earlier pattern throughout most 

of the 9th century BC; 

(2) Assyria’s domination, 

at the end of the 9th century BC, of the kingdom of Aram-Damascus, 

which had harassed Israel, 

particularly Gilead, 

and at least once destroyed her armies 

(2 Ki. 13:1-7, 22); 

(3) Jeroboam’s [Иеровоам] ter​ritorial expansion 

and consequent economic prosperity 

made possible by the temporary cessation of Assyrian incursion 

and the partial eclipse of Aramaean aggression 

(2 Ki. 14:23—29);
 

(4) the resurgence of Baal worship after Jehu’s  [Ииуй] partial purge 

(2 Ki. ch. 10); 

(5) the dynastic instability that plagued Israel after Jeroboam’s [Иеровоам] 

death 

and saw six kings toppled in thirty years, 

three of whom ruled two years or less 

and four of whom were assassinated 

(2 Ki ch. 15; Ho. 7:7; 8:4; 10:3; l3:9-11), 

while the fifth was deposed 

(2 Ki. 17:4-5); 

(6) the resurgence of Assyrian power under Tiglath-pileser III 

[Феглаффелласар,     царь    Ассирийский,]

(called Pul; 745- 727 BC) 

and Shalmaneser V, [Салманассар]

who resumed the annual westward marches of their predecessors 

and reduced much of Syro-Palestine to vassal status 

(2 Ki. 15:19-20, 29; 16:7-20; l7:1-6); 

and 

(7) an altercation between Judah and Israel 

who, in alliance with the Damascus under their king Rezin, 

sought to coerce Ahaz of Judah [Ахаз]

to conspire with them against Tiglath-pileser 

[Феглаффелласар,     царь    Ассирийский,] (734-33 BC; 

2 Ki. 16:5—9; cf Is. chs. 7—10; Ho. 5:8-13; 

for a more detailed discussion of this Syro-​Ephraimite conspiracy, 

see ‘Possible historical backgrounds’, p.118 in Commentary 

at 5:8—7:16).

The first three of these historical factors 

shed light on the words of Amos 

and the beginnings of Hosea’s prophecy, 

especially chapter 1. 

The last four are apposite to the oracles of judgment and hope in 

Hosea 4:1-14:9.

Summary chart

*[] Benware
	King
	Dates  BC
	Significance
	References



	Jeroboam II

Иеровоам
	793—753

*[931-909]
	Supported shrine at Bethel

Contributed to exploitation of

the poor by sponsoring high

standard of living
	2 Kings 14:23-29

Amos 1:1; 5: 7-11

Hosea 1:1

	Zechariah

Захария
	753

*[753]
	Death fulfilled prophecies of
 

Amos and Hosea
	2 Kings 15:8-12

Amos 7:9

Hosea 1:4-5

	Shallum

Селлум
	752

*[752]
	Murderer of Zechariah

Example of chaotic political

life
	2 Kings 15:13-15

Hosea 7:7 ; 8:10; 13:11



	Menahem

Менаим
	752-742

*[752-742]
	Murderer of Shallum

Oppressor of his enemies

Paid tribute to Tiglath-pileser

of Assyria


	2 Kings 15:14-23

Hosea 7:11; 12:1



	Pekahiah

Факия
	742-740

*[742-740]
	Example of Israel’s chaotic

political life

Son of Menahem

Slain by Pekah
	2 Kings 15:23-26

Hosea 6:7-9

7:3-7



	Pekah

Факей
	740-732

*[740-742]
(as sole ruler; may
have ruled
Gilead beginning in 752)
	Murderer of Pekahiah

Conspired with Rezin against Assyria

Key figure in Syro- Ephraimite attack on Judah

Became vassal to Assyria

Probably most prominent king in Hosea
	2 Kings 15:25-31

2 Kings 16:1-9

Hosea 5:8 -7:16

	Hoshea

Осия
	732-723

*[732-721]
	Murderer of Pekah

Rebelled against Assyria

Deposed and imprisoned by

Shalmaneser V

Last king of Israel
	2 Kings 15:30

2 Kings 17:1-6

Hosea 10:3-8,

13-15

13:9-16


b.
Personal background
б.
Личные    сведения
Of Hosea’s own circumstances, 

we are told only the name of his father, 

Beeri [сыну   Беериину]
(1:1) 

and the slimmest details about his mar​riage and his children 

(1:2-9; 3:1-3). 

However we interpret the marriage, 

it is surely the single most important element 

in shaping the person and message of the prophet. 

It was both the centre of his proclamation (or demonstration) 

of the divine word 

and 
the source of his understanding of the divine experience 

of being rejected, 

having to judge and discipline, 

and 
then effecting reconciliation. 

What the commissioning visions did for 

Isaiah 

(ch. 6), 

Jeremiah 

(ch. 1), 

and 
Ezekiel 

(chs. 1—3), 

Hosea’s marriage did for him. 

Hosea’s obedient behaviour 

as he received the series of commands to prophetic action in 

1:2—9 and 3:1—3 

suggests that he was already a prophet at the time. 

None of the language of 

recruitment, 

objection 

and 
reassurance found in most prophetic calls is present. 

It is likely, therefore, that the commands 

served to confirm a call already received 

in circumstances of which we are not informed.

No solid inferences may be drawn from the prophet’s pro​lific use 

of literary imagery 

(see Literary Forms, below). 

His knowledge of agriculture, flora and fauna and hunting, 

though put to superb use in describing Israel’s sins 

and Yah​weh’s punishments, 

do not require a specialist’s knowledge to account for them.

Any well-informed Israelite would have been familiar 

with the range of activities and experiences 

that underlie them. 

It is the poetic adroitness 

not the technical information 

that is remarkable.

c.
Spiritual background
в.
Духовные     сведения
If there is any area of knowledge that marks Hosea as out-standing, 

it is his grasp of the nature, content and language of the cult. 

He gives evidence of knowing it inside and out 

— its practices, 

    its purposes, 

    its perversions. 

He sees its theology as wrong 

giving credit to the Baals 

for what are gifts of Yah​weh, 

     
who alone has the power to spark fertility 

(2:5, 8-9). 

He brands its sacrifices as futile, 

    offered to the wrong gods 

in the wrong places 

for the wrong reasons 

(4:19; 5:7). 

He rejects its means of revelation 

as lifeless instruments 

that can discern 

neither 
the will 

nor 

word of God 

(4:12). 

He deplores its 



sexual acts, 

brazen blends of lust 

and magic 

(4:13-14). 

He denounces its leaders
— 

priest, 

    

prophet 

    and 
king 

(4:4-5; 5:1). 

He mocks its hollowness 

— people kissing calves 

(13:2), 

    adoring the prod​ucts of their own craftsmen 

(8:6). 

He decries its savagery
—the vicious sacrificing of little children 

(5:2).

For all this he holds no-one 

but his own people responsible. 

No mention is made of Canaanite corruption; 

no blame is placed on foreign enticement.

Both prophet and people had ample background 

in their covenant traditions 

to know that the cult was wrong.

Hosea was certainly knowledgeable about those traditions.

His references to history and geography in the judgment speeches of 

9:10-11:8 and 11:12-13:16 

speak for them​selves. 

So do his citations of the law 

(4:1-2), 

his stress on the 

‘knowledge of God’, [Богопознания]

which seems to be a technical term for covenant understanding 

and obedience 

(see on 4:1, 6; 6:6), 

his use of the Exodus events as expressions of the beginning 

of Yahweh’s gracious relationship 

with his people 

(2:l4-15; 9:10; 11:1; 12:9; l3:4-5), 

the self-disclosure formulas in which Yahweh 

introduces himself as God, 

the only God, of his people 

(12:9; 13:4), 

and his emphasis on the term b e rit 

as the technical description of the covenant 

(6:7; 8:1).
 

In none of these passages does Hosea 

reveal the need to explain his terms 

or 
justify his right to use them. 

Especially is this true with the key term covenant.

Given the intimacy of Hosea’s knowledge of the tradition 

and the cogency with which he treats of it, 

it may be that he brought to the task the expertise 

of an official of some sort. 

H. W. Wolff (pp. xxii—xxiii) suggests 

that Hosea belonged to a Levitic circle in Israel, 

was acquainted closely with the true, yet neglected, 

duties of a priest 

(4:6; 6:6; 8:12), 

and had a ready audience for speeches about Israel 

but not to them 

(9:10-10:8; 11:1-11; 14:18). 

While Wolff has supported his theory with additional lines of evidence, 

e.g. the mention of the Levite Moses as a prophet 

(12:13), 

      the ties in language and thought 

between Deuteronomy and Hosea 

(see Message, below), 

      and the use of Gibeah with its story of the Levite’s concubine 

      as part of Israel’s ‘sin-history’ 

(9:9; 10:9), 

      the theory founders on a formidable reef: 

our lack of clear understanding of the priesthood 

in early Israel and particularly of the levitical expressions 

of it 

(see Blenkinsopp, pp. 99-100).

The same lack of evidence applies to theories 

that would identify Hosea as a covenant-mediator, 

modelled after Moses 

(cf. 12:13), 

responsible to speak the law of God within a cultic setting: 

‘Whether such a covenant-mediator ever existed, 

and what precisely his functions may have been, 

is far from being clearly attested in the Old Testament’.

What can we say about Hosea’s spiritual background? 

First, 

he was familiar with and committed to Israel’s historic rela​tionship 

to Yahweh as his people 

and to the binding impli​cations of that relationship. 

Second, 

such intimacy may have been the product of his devout family 

or of training received in a priestly or prophetic group 

of whose form and shape we have no knowledge, 

though it is clear that he viewed himself as a prophet, 

an heir to the ministries of Moses and Samuel 

(cf. on 12:10, 13). 

Third, 

Yahweh’s commands to marry, have children 

and call them by significant names 

led him into an experience in which 

all that he had known from his past 

was set in fresh light 

and 
filled with new import. 

Fourth, 

the meanings of the covenant 


imparted to him from Israel’s tradi​tions 

were retranslated by him into the language 

of family love: 

he saw Yahweh as an aggrieved 

but constant Husband, 

as an offended 

but faithful Father. 

The family with its rich lexicon of loyalties and tensions 

became the milieu 

in which he reread the covenant 

and transmitted it to the people.

No-one before had spoken so repeatedly of God’s love (‘hb) 

for his people, 

and 

no-one had cast divine grace in the vocabulary 

of marital intimacy. 

Neither the realm of inter​national treaties 

nor of mercantile contracts gave adequate depth, breadth, length 

and height to the love of God.
 

Only the realm of the family, 

which Hosea knew at its worst in his marriage 

and 
sensed at its best in his understanding of God’s constancy, 

could do that. 

Hosea's use of a marital metaphor 


seems all the more shocking 

when set against the backdrop of the fertility cult. 

To call Yahweh Husband 



and, therefore, procreator meant 

that Baal was not. 

Hosea's answer to the harlotry with the Baals 

was not a prudish rejection of the love relationship 

but 
an absolute claim to it. 

It was not the love that was wrong, 

nor the symbolic marriage to deity; 

it was the ritual prostitution 

in which the relationship was expressed. 

Worse still, 

the union was contracted with a no-god, 

not one who is true and living 

(1:10; 2:7). 

In making the love-language dominant, 

Yahweh played Baal on his own court 

and 
demonstrated 

who was the more faithful, 

the truly loving Lover. 

Nothing less than the combination of Hosea's back-ground 

steeped in covenant truth, 

of the tragic marital experience 

which put him in touch with Yahweh’s own heart, 

and of his recognition that Yahweh 

not Baal 

was the source of all power and love, 

could have produced this book 

which by its story and oracles 

transposed Israel’s knowledge of God 

into the real intimacy of a true marriage.

	3.
The Hebrew Text of Hosea
Hosea contains possibly the most difficult Hebrew in the Bible 

(although many scholars would give that distinction to Job). 

Hosea is frequently ellipti​cal, 

at times apparently ungrammatical, 

and often contains passing allusions to historical incidents 

and other texts of the Bible that are almost bewildering. 

Its logic is sometimes paradoxical. 

It also contains a fairly high number of obscure or rare words, 

the meanings of which scholars must struggle to recover.
 

The difficulty of the Hebrew of Hosea naturally makes it inviting territory 

for those who wish to invade it 

with an arsenal of techniques for emendation.
 

Critical scholars of a previous generation believed 

that the text had been severely cor​rupted
 

and were sublimely confident in their ability to recover the text, 

but few scholars today feel free to rearrange, delete, 

            and modify Hosea at will.
 

For the most part, our confusion with the text of Hosea 

is a matter both of our ignorance of his dialect 

and of the intentionally elliptical and obscure nature of the book. 

It is not in most cases a matter of the text having been badly transmitted.

On the other hand. some emendation may be necessary. 

The versions and manuscripts contain enough divergence to convince us 

that at least some pas​sages may have suffered in transmission. 

In a few texts emendations commend themselves so obviously 

or have such strong manuscript or versional support 

that an inflexible commitment to the Masoretic tradition 

is unreasonable.


	Nevertheless, it is easy to resort to emendation too quickly. 

The problem, simply, is this: 

the more one emends, 

the less one can claim to be interpreting the Book of Hosea. 

The more one emends a passage 

the less likely it is that one’s interpretation of the text 

will be persuasive. 

Many proposed emendations of Hosea have attained nothing 

like scholarly consensus.

One is thus left to the imagination of the individual scholar. 

An overly emended text is not the text of Hosea at all 

but is really a new book, 

the work of a scholar (or committee) 

who has ceased to be an interpreter 

and has become a redactor. 

A number of recent scholar have fallen into this trap, 

and the average reader of modern translations of the English Bible 

would be surprised at how much of a given translation of Hosea 

is based on emendation, 

especially since some translations do not footnote emended readings.

It thus becomes a matter of balance. 

The best approach is to try to stay with the Masoretic text unless “compelling 

Reasons” present themselves for emending. 

This obviously allows for some subjectivity in what is generally regarded 

as a relatively objective discipline, 

since what seems to one person to be a “compel​ling reason” 

may seem like slim justification to another. 

But it cannot be other​wise. 

In an area such as this, simple rules for knowing when to emend 

-rules that can be applied with mathematical precision  

-do not exist. 

Nevertheless if one conscientiously seeks to follow a conservative 

“modus operandi”,   
the num​ber of emendations will be kept to a minimum. 

In the commentary that follows I have tried to show 

that many proposed emendations, 

including many fol​lowed by the NIV 

are unnecessary 

and obscure the flow of the argument of Hosea.
 
The reason for this approach again is not some notion 

that the text has been perfectly handled by the Masoretic scribes 

but a desire to interpret the Hosea that we have 

rather than create a new Hosea. 

The Masoretic text is still our primary and best witness 

to what the prophet actually wrote.


V.
UNITY AND COMPOSITION
V.
ЕДИНСТВО    И   ПОСТОРОЕНИЕ
a.
Text
а.
Текст
In sheer difficulty of Hebrew text, 

Hosea ranks as the most problematic of Old Testament writings. 

The RSV, for instance, notes almost three times 

as many difficulties, 

uncertainties, 

or 
proposed changes for Hosea 

(197 verses) 

as for Joel and Amos combined 

(219 verses). 

The Septuagint and Syriac 

have been of modest use in the attempt to recover the text, 

as H. S. Nyberg’s study demonstrated.
 

Further research has validated his basic conclusion 

that the Massoretic Text, 

problematic as it is, 

should continue to be the mainstay of our interpretation of Hosea. 

Part of the difficulty may be explained 



in terms of regional or dialectical peculiarities 

in Hosea's language, 

though our inventory of extra-biblical sources 

from the 9th or 8th centuries BC 

is too thin to support firm conclusions.. 

Some puzzles have been solved 

by applying to the text 

insights gained from other Semitic languages, 

especially Ugaritic 

Andersen’s commentary abounds in such suggestions.

The approach used in the present work 



is to follow the consonantal text 

wherever it is at all possible, 

while reserving the right to suggest alternate pointing 

(i.e. changes in the vowels) 

and to divide the words differently, 

given the fact that ancient manuscripts 

sometimes lacked word divisions. 

Our presumption 

is that any given problem 

is more likely to be caused by the limits of our knowledge 

than by the alleged corruption of the text. 

The fact that the text has survived, 

bristling with what we call difficulties, 

is itself remarkable testimony to its quality. 

The scribes who preserved it 

must have understood it much more readily than we, 

or 
they would have been keenly tempted to alter it.

b. 
Unity
б.
Единство
By and large, 

the book as we have it 

seems to have come from Hosea 

or 
his immediate band of followers. 

Now that attempts to allocate the salvation passages to later times 

have largely been abandoned, 

the focus of attention has narrowed to rela​tively few passages 

which are sometimes viewed as later addi​tions. 

Usually they are attributed to scribes in Judah 

who copied, edited and perhaps altered Hosea original sayings 

somewhat in the light of the changing conditions in their own times. 

A typical list of the proposed alterations would include:

(1) the references to the unification of the kingdoms in 1:10-2:1 and 3:5, 

thought to be added in Josiah’s day 

as a reflection of his expansion into the north 

(2 Ki. 23:15-20); 

(2) the elaborations of the salvation oracles 



introduced by ‘in that day’ [в тот день] in 

2:16-20, 21-23
(3) references to Judah’s 

salvation 

(1:7), 

righteousness 

(11:12), 

caution 

(4:13), 

or 
condemnation 

(5:5; 6:11; 8:14), 

which are seen to be efforts to apply Hosea's words 

to Judah’s life in the 7th century; 

and 

(4) the title (1:1) and the proverbial epilogue (14:9).

Brief comments on each of these items may be useful. 
First, 

the pictures of reunion of the two kingdoms 

should be inter​preted as expressions not of any pro-Judah leanings 

but of a concern for the whole people of God, 

rescued from Egypt, 

led through the wilderness 

and 
settled in the land 

(2:14-15; 9:10; 12:13; 13:5). 

These passages 

(1:10-2:1; 3:5) 

are manifest​ations of Hosea's vision 

that 
the end will be like the beginning, 

only better. 

The very language of return 

(2:7; 3:5; 14:1-2) 

carries this connotation. 

The note of hope sounded in 1:10—2:1 

establishes at the outset the rhythm of judgment and salvation 

which shapes the book’s structure, 

while the mention of David 

(3:5) 

is consonant with Hosea preference of the dynastic stability 

of Judah 

to the frequent political upheavals of the Northern Kingdom. 

If the people were to be one again, 

as they had been at the beginning, 

there had to be a leader 

- ‘one head’ [одну главу]

(1:11); 

that ‘one head’ [одну главу]

was certainly not going to be patterned after Jeroboam I 

[Иеровоам]

or 
`any of his successors, 

whose actions had supported the cult that Hosea detests. 

David was the only adequate model available 

(3:5).

Second, 

both structurally and thematically 2:16-23 

seems to be of a piece with 2:14—15: 

(1) the orientation of both sections is future; 

(2) the references to the Baals 

and to Yahweh’s new name, ‘My husband’ [«муж мой»,]

(2:16) 

stand in obvious continuity to 

2:2-13
(3) the covenant with the creation 

(2:18) 

is the reversal of the threats in 2:12 and 4:3; 

and 

(4) the final restoration announced in 2:21-23 

plays on the themes of Yahweh’s, 

not Baal’s, 

gifts to Israel 

(2:8-9), 

of the impact of Israel’s answer to Yahweh’s courting 

(2:14), 

and of the names of the children 

(1:2-9; 2:1). 

The chief reason given for crediting 2:16-23 



to a disciple of Hosea, 

rather than the prophet himself, 

seems to be the similarity in theme and style 

to the biographical section in 1:2-9. 

The unity, however, of chapters 1-3 

is so evident that it is hard to drive any wedge between Hosea and a disciple w text.

Third, 

the issue of the references to Judah

(1:1, 7,11; 

4:15; 

5:5,10,12,13,14;  

6:4,11; 

8:14; 

10:11; 

11:12; 

12:2) 

is a complex one. 

Each occurrence merits discussion on its own 

(see Commentary). 

But there is no a priori reason 

to eliminate Judah 

from Hosea’s range of vision. 

The prophet would have been familiar 



with its historic role in Yahweh's program. 

His commitment to the covenant, 

which he saw as pertinent to the whole people of God, 

would have sparked Hosea to apply its judgments 

and blessings to Judah as well as to his own northern tribes.

Fourth, 

the title (1:1), 

which notes the length of Hosea’s ministry 

as reaching into Hezekiah’s [] reign 

(see ‘Date’ above), 

is obviously an editorial addition. 

But the authorship of the epilogue 

(14:9) 

is inconclusive. 

There is plenty of evidence 

to show that the prophets were familiar with the sayings of the wise, 

and Hosea’s own vocabulary and style 

(note his use of proverbs in Literary Forms, below) 

may account for this verse. 

On the other hand, 

it may well reflect the concern of his later followers 

that their prophet’s words be heeded.

c.
Composition
в.
Построение
The connections between the oracles uttered by Hosea 

and the written form of the book 

are virtually impossible to recon​struct. 

The threefold division of the book 

may hint at three stages in the process of assembling the oracles: 

1:2-3:5; 

4:1-11:11; 

11:12-14:8. 

Whether any of these three sections had a life of its own 

with separate circulation we cannot tell.
 

We can, however, make some observations about the composition of the book. 

First, 

the materials that we have, 

especially the collections of brief speeches in chapters 4-14 

are probably key fragments, prime samplings, 

of Hosea’s total repertoire of prophecy.
 

Detached from their original settings 

and the occasions of their utterance, 

of which we have only faint traces in 4:1-4 and 5:1-2, 

the oracles seem cryptic and even disjoin​ted. 

Second, 

once assembled into their collections 

(4:1-11:11; 11:12-14:8), 

they underwent almost no revision or expan​sion: 

‘the style is remarkably homogeneous with relatively few indications of editorial reworking’ 

(Blenkinsopp, p.101). 

The paucity of formulae, transitional phrases, or other signs of formal packaging 

is noteworthy, 

especially in comparison with Amos. 

Third, 

the fragmentary form of the sayings 

together with the dialectic or stylistic peculiarities 

(see Text, above) 

may indicate that they were circulated 

and collected in written rather than oral form 

at a very early stage. 

Fourth, 

the order in which they were assembled is both topical 
(e.g. the emphases on harlotry in 4:1-5:7, 

        on political upheaval in 5:8-7:17, 

        on cult and kingship in 8:1-9:6, 

        on past history in 9:10-11:9 and 11:12-13:6; 

        on return and restoration in 14:1-8) 

and chronological, moving from what might have been set 

in the last days of Jeroboam II [Иеровоам]  in  4:1-5:7, 

through the Syro-Ephraimite struggle in 5:8-7:16, 

to the tumultuous years of Assyrian vassalage 

as the time neared for Samaria’s destruction 

(8:1-13:16). 

Fifth, 

the collections are shaped so that each features a note of 

accusation 

(Heb. rib; a quarrel, indictment, 

or legal case to be pressed)
 

against the people at the beginning of the oracles 

and so that each concludes with words of hope and salvation 

(3:5; 11:8-11; 14:1-7). 

Sixth, 

the thematic and stylish links 

between 
the separate short speeches 

and 

the lar​ger clusters 

evince a remarkable oneness of 

aim, thought, vocabulary 

and 
intention throughout the book. 

Catchwords and
catch-phrases, 

echoes of previous passages 

and anticipations​ of subsequent sections 

will be noted in abundance in the course of the Commentary. 

All of these lend credence to Buss’ conclusion: 

‘It is clear that the book of Hosea contains a much sharper structure in 

content than has usually been thought’ 

(p.32).

	4.
The Imagery, Style, and Literary Background of Hosea

Obviously Hosea was familiar with the literary motifs 

of the (pagan) world around him. 

Some scholars see parallels between Hosea and the Mari proph​ets.
 

It is also possible that Hosea’s language reflects concepts found 

in Akka​dian incantations.
 

One might contend that there are elements of tragedy and comedy. 

analogous to the Aristotelian categories, integrated in Hosea.
   

Even so, these external, non-Israelite parallels to Hosea are of limited use 

and cer​tainty.


	(1)
Hosea and the Torah
By contrast, it is impossible to analyze Hosea 

without a thorough reckoning with his allusions to the Torah
 

and to Israelite history. 

Hosea stood squarely within the traditions of Israel 

as he addressed the crises facing his generation.
 

In particular, the stories of Genesis 

and the exodus event dominate the Book of Hosea. 




To Genesis. for example, 

Hosea makes among others the following allusions.

	HOSEA TEXT
	GENESIS REFERENCE

	1:10
	22:17, blessing on Abraham



	2:18
	1:20-25, creation of wild animals



	4:3
	1:20-25, creation if wild animals



	6:7
	3:6,  sin of Adam



	6:9
	34:1-31, destruction of Shechem



	9:6

	47:29, burial in Egypt



	9:14
	49:25, blessings of the breasts and of the womb



	11:8
	14:2 (and Gen 19), destruction of cities of the plain



	12:2-5
	25:19—35:15, story  of Jacob



	12:12-13
	30:25—31:16, Jacob’s sheep



	13:15

	41:2, 18, pharaoh’s dream




	Examples of passing references to the exodus are at 

7:13; 8:4-6; 9:10; 10:9-10; 11:1-4: 12:9-10: 13:4-6. 

Examples of allusions to other biblical texts could easily be multiplied. 

For example, Hos. 2:9-10 alludes to the curses of Deuteronomy 28: 

and Hos. 4:2 all but cites the Decalogue. 

Hosea 9:9 looks back to the bizarre history of Judges 19-21. 

Most significantly, the founda​tional metaphor of Hosea. 

Israel as an adulterous wife, 

is founded upon the Pentateuchal depiction of apostasy 

         as whoredom.

In short. Hosea’s critique of his generation 

is founded entirely upon the Pen​tateuch. 

Againsl this evidence it is difficult to resist the implication 

that the Pentateuch (including supposed P texts) 

preexisted the Book of Hosea. 

For our purposes, however, 

it is important to recognize that the interpretation of Hosea 

is impossible without reckoning with how he used the Torah 

as his canon.


	(2)
The Style and Imagery of Hosea
Hosea uses striking images. 

He can announce that Israel’s love is like a morning mist: 

it quickly disappears in the heat of the day 

(6:4). 

He can portray Ephraim as a senseless bird 

fluttering between Egypt and Assyria 

in search of a place of safety 

and wandering far from God 

(7:11).

He can also describe Ephraim as a diseased dried-up plant 

that bears no good fruit 

(9:16), 

a meta​phor that condemns the baal cult 

for failure to provide fertility in terms of both 

good harvests and strong children. 

Sometimes Hosea’s imagery turns on a Hebrew wordplay.

Yahweh comes to the reader in many guises in Hosea: 

some of them are conventional,
 

but others definitely are not. 

Indeed. some metaphors for God are astonishing to the point of seeming 

irreverence. 

In addition to the tradi​tional images,

husband 

(2:2). 

father 

(11:1). 

and physician 

(14:4)




	Yahweh is also 

a fowler 

(7:l2
). 

a lion or leopard 

(13:7), 

a bear 

(13:5) 

dew 

(14:5)
a green tree 

(14:8)

and even maggots or gangrene 

(5:12
). 

Employment of such language to describe God, 

as harsh as it is surprising, 

served to jolt and possi​bly awaken his jaded audience.

Hosea also turns his images in unexpected directions. 


In 7:4-7 the nation is likened to a hot oven, 

with the meaning that Israel is hot with debauchery and intrigue. 

In 7:8, however, 

instead of being the oven that produces the heat, 

Israel is dough in the oven 

and is sure to be burned.

Hosea brings penetrating pathos to his message 

through the use of rhetorical questions. 

A particularly strong example is 11:8: 

“How can I give you up, Ephraim? How can I hand you over. Israel? 

How can I treat you like Admah? 

How can I make you like Zeboiim? 

My heart is chanced within me; all my compassion is aroused.”

Hosea 11:8

8 ¶ How can I give you up, O Ephraim? How can I surrender you, O Israel? How can I make you like Admah? How can I treat you like Zeboiim? My heart is turned over within Me, All My compassions are kindled.

8 ¶ Как поступлю с тобою, Ефрем? как предам тебя, Израиль? Поступлю ли с тобою, как с Адамою, сделаю ли тебе, что Севоиму? Повернулось во Мне сердце Мое, возгорелась вся жалость Моя!


	Through compassion [жалость] the anthropomorphism of God 

seeming to be at wit’s end about his people’s stubborn sinfulness. 

Hosea transforms the abstraction of divine compassion 

into vivid reality. 

(See also 6:4 and 8:5.)

Hosea 11:8 also illustrates another rhetorical tendency of Hosea; 

he is at times very obscure, 

and one must conclude that this obscurity is often deliber​ate. 

It is extraordinary that in 11:8 Hosea, alone among the prophets, 

refers to the destruction of the cities of the plain not by mention 

of Sodom and Gomor​rah 

but with a reference to Admah and Zeboiim.

Hosea 11:8

8 ¶ How can I give you up, O Ephraim? How can I surrender you, O Israel? How can I make you like Admah? How can I treat you like Zeboiim? My heart is turned over within Me, All My compassions are kindled.

8 ¶ Как поступлю с тобою, Ефрем? как предам тебя, Израиль? Поступлю ли с тобою, как с Адамою, сделаю ли тебе, что Севоиму? Повернулось во Мне сердце Мое, возгорелась вся жалость Моя!

These cities are not even men​tioned in Genesis 19, 

although they are linked to Sodom in Gen 14:2. 

One can hardly escape the sense 

that the prophet has intentionally referred to Genesis 19 

in an obscure manner. 

Elsewhere the text makes use of riddles 

(e.g., 12:11), 

and the language is frequently ambiguous. 

From the peculiar chronology at 1:1, 

to the partially told and heavily veiled account of Hosea’s marriage, 

to the final notice in 14:9, 

Hosea is a book that places high demands on the reader.


	At times the sayings seem self-contradictory. 

In 13:14—16, for example, 

the text promises that God will redeem Israel 

and then abruptly declares that he will have no compassion 

on the nation 

and that their children will be slain 

                                    and their pregnant mothers ripped open.

Hosea 13:14—16

14 Shall I ransom them from the power of Sheol? Shall I redeem them from death? O Death, where are your thorns? O Sheol, where is your sting? Compassion will be hidden from My sight.

 15 Though he flourishes among the reeds, An east wind will come, The wind of the LORD coming up from the wilderness; And his fountain will become dry And his spring will be dried up; It will plunder his treasury of every precious article.

16 Samaria will be held guilty, For she has rebelled against her God. They will fall by the sword, Their little ones will be dashed in pieces, And their pregnant women will be ripped open.

14 От власти ада я искуплю их, от смерти избавлю их. Смерть! где твое жало? ад! где твоя победа? Раскаяния в том не будет у Меня.

15 Хотя Ефрем плодовит между братьями, но придет восточный ветер, поднимется ветер Господень из пустыни, и иссохнет родник его, и иссякнет источник его; он опустошит сокровищницу всех драгоценных сосудов.

 16 (14-1) Опустошена будет Самария, потому что восстала против Бога своего; от меча падут они; младенцы их будут разбиты, и беременные их будут рассечены.

The prophet forces the reader to assimilate each short declaration 

in sequence. without transitions, 

so that he jars the reader with these paradoxical pronouncements. 

Rather than distill his message down to a logically consistent whole,

he confronts the reader with diverse truths 

presented in a form that is as stark and unqualified as possible. 

It is a rhe​torical strategy



-a strategy similar to that found in Wisdom Literature

-that forces the reader to reckon with the full impact of every word.

A final difficulty in interpreting Hosea 

is his tendency to use pithy declara​tions 

rather than longer speeches. 

Large-scale rhetorical structure 

is not as obvious in Hosea 

as in some other prophetic books. 

Nevertheless, Hosea is not without structure.


VI.
LITERary  FORMS
VI.
ЛИТЕРАТУРНЫЕ     ФОРМЫ
Hosea employs fewer set literary forms 

than Amos 

(see my Introduction to Amos), 

and he never reports visions. 

He does not specialize in stereotyped presentations of oracles, 

intro​duced by formulae 

and shaped to almost identical structure 

as found in his predecessor’s book. 

Apart from the carefully crafted pattern 

of the marriage and remarriage stories 

and oracles in chapters 1-3, 

the book gives the impression of spontaneity, freedom, even passion, 

in its movement. 

Yet the style exhibits such frequent and subtle literary artistry 

as to evoke our admiration, surprise and excitement on every page.

a.
Major forms 

а.
Основные   формы
Two samples of Hosea's main categories:

The judgment speech is evidenced regularly 

in the rhythm of accusation of sin 

and announcement of judgment that charac​terizes the book. 

Even the biographical narrative of prophetic actions 

is in fact a form of judgment speech: 

the accusation is ‘great harlotry’ [сильно  блудодействует]

(1:2); 

the announcement is disclosed in the names of the children 

(1:4-9). 

Hosea's  patterns of judgment speech 

are flexible and varied, 

only occasionally in Hebrew 

using therefore to mark the transition 

from indictment to threat 

(cf. 2:6, 9; 4:3). 

Curiously, the AV felt more need of ‘therefore’ 

and added a dozen or so, 

either just to mark the transition 

or to translate ‘and’.

Salvation speeches occur at pivotal spots in the flow of the book 

(e.g. 1:10-2:1; 

2:14-23; 

3:5; 

11:10-11; 

14:4-7). 
The autobiographical story of the remarriage 

(3:1-5) 

is a kind of salvation speech, 

as the closing verse intimates. 

A frequent characteristic of Hosea’s speeches, 

whether on judgment or salvation, 

is that they speak about Israel 

more than they speak to her 

(e.g. 2:2-13 is addressed to the children, 

      with the nation, 

as the object of judgment, 

described in the third person; 

much of the historical review in 9:10-11:7 

is carried on as though Israel 

were not present; 

the promises in 

1:10-11; 2:14-15, 21-23; 11:10-11; 14:4-7 

are not addressed to Israel as you). 

Large portions of the book, then, 

are written as Yahweh’s musings in Hosea’s presence 

or Hosea’s own musings, 

per​haps before his disciples or children. 

Andersen’s hypothesis (p.45) on this process of communication 

is that in Hosea we are frequently made privy to 

‘the actual deliberations of Yah​weh in the divine council’ 

(cf. 1 Ki. ch. 22; Is. ch. 6; Jer. ch. 23), 

when the oracles had not yet been formulated for public delivery.

b.
Other forms
б.
Другие   формы
Hosea used proverbs 

to underscore or summarize his message at crucial points 

(4:9, 11, 15; 8:7; 10:12). 

The force of the conventional wisdom 

was not only to sum up memorably an issue at stake 

but also to remind Israel, 

somewhat sarcastically, 

that the truth which they were violating 

or ignoring should have been so obvious 

that by overlooking it 

they had exposed their own stupidity.

Battle warnings, 

framed in imperatives and filled with trum​pet blasts 

(5:8; 8:1), 

served to dramatize the terror, certainty 

and suddenness of the judgment. 

Wicked lives are subject to siege at any moment in history.

Exhortations to repentance 

(6:1-3; 10:12; 12:6; 14:1-3) 

reinforce the constant emphasis on return 

(cf. 2:7; 3:5) 

that punctuates the book. 

By quoting the actual words 

with which priests or prophets should have urged penitent reform, 

Hosea dramatizes both the hollowness of inadequate contrition 

(6:1-3) 

and the sincerity and scope of true repentance 

(10:12; 12.6; 14:1-3; 

cf. Am. 5:4-6, 14-15).

Prohibitions, 

negative imperatives 

(4:15; 9:1), 

add touches of irony to Israel’s life 

by dashing their cultic exuberance 

with the cold water of reality: 

‘rejoice not’, 

words that are the negation of the exhortations sometimes found 

in salvation speeches 

or ‘enter not’, 

the opposite of the normal priestly invitation (cf Ps. 100).

A love song 

(14:5-7) 

seals Yahweh’s pledge of healing with which the book closes. 

The similarities to the Song of Solomon are several and noteworthy 

(see Commentary).

In common with Amos, 

Hosea uses woes 

(7:13; 9:12b) 

to threaten Israel with death, 

and rhetorical questions 

(4:16; 9:5; 10:3,9; 11:8; 13:10,14; 14:8) 

to predetermine the answer 

and to fix the interest of his audience.

As much as any other form, the divine complaint 

expresses the burden of Hosea’s message 

(2:8; 4:16; 6:4; 6:11b-7:2; 7:13c-15; 8:5; 

9:10; 10:11; 11:1-4, 8; 13:4-6; 14:8). 

The essence of the complaint is the inherent contradiction, 

whether expressed by Yahweh 

(the usual case) 

or  for Yahweh 

(4:16), 

between 
God’s merciful provision for his people 

and 

their mindless rebellion against him. 

The complaints usually serve as accusations in the judgment speeches 

but are made more poignant and condemning 

by their very personal character. 

They are a prime clue to the relational, familial thrust 

of Hosea's understanding of God 

and seem to relate to what he learned of the divine pathos 

from his own family tragedy.

c.
Literary devices
в.
Литературные     приемы
While the two stories of Hosea’s marriage and remarriage

 (1:2-9; 3:1-5) 

are clearly prose, 

though containing both narra​tive and speech, 

the sections identified as poetry 

(2:2-23; 4:1-14; ch. 9) 

seem to blend poetic and prosaic elements 

characteristic of the 8th-century prophets. 

Andersen (p.65), with a detailed analysis 

of the ratio of words to particles, 

concludes that 

‘for the most part Hosea goes off on its own bent, 

a kind of free verse, or unregulated rhythmic pattern.’

At the same time, its poetic characteristics are clear. 

They are just not as uniformly patterned 

as what we may find in Psalms or Proverbs. 

Chief features of poetry are all present:  

emotional tenor; 

repetition in many different forms 

from assonance and alliteration 

to repetition of words, phrases and themes; 

parallelism frequently found in four-line or three-line entities, 

as well as the more standard couplets; 

irregular word order; 

compactness of expression; 

and imagery 

(see below).

Signs of open argument may be spotted in the text. 

See on 4:4; 5:2-3; 9:7-8. 

These are set in the public proclamation implied in 4:1 and 5:1 

with the use of the call to attention 

that assumes the presence of an audience. 

These passages of open protest 

are the best clues we have 

that the prophetic word was by and large rejected, 

especially by those who most needed to receive it.

Like Amos, 

Hosea frequently inserted quotations 

of the words of those 

to 
whom, 

or of 
whom, 

    he spoke. 

See on 2:5, 7; 4:15; 8:2; 

10:3, 8; 12:8; 13:10. 

Usually the force of these citations 


is to add weight to the accusation 

by quoting the people’s words 

as testimony against them.

Similes and metaphors are a trademark of Hosea. 

Harlotry and adultery are metaphors 

for idolatry and pervade the book 

(1:2; 2:4-5; 3:3; 4:10-15, 18; 

5:3-4; 6:10; 7:4; 9:1), 

framing the picture of Israel’s spiritual perfidy 

as symbolized in Gomer’s unfaithfulness. 

Strikingly powerful and shocking are the figures 

used to describe God’s pervasive 

and irresistible judgment: 
pus and infection [like rottenness.] 
[и  как  червь]

(5:12, see Commentary); 

lion, panther, bear 
[как  лев - как  скимен -  как  медведица]
(5:14; 11:10; 13:7-8); 

trapper 



(7:12); 

vulture  


[Как  орел]
(or eagle, 8:1); 

farmer 




(by inference, 10:11). 

More comforting are the pictures of Yahweh as husband 

(2:14—23), 

parent 

(l1:8-9), 

lover 

(14:3-7), 

and 

verdant tree [как   зеленеющий    кипарис]
(14:8) 

that convey messages of hope. 

Hosea’s descriptions of Israel's variety of Israel’s sins:
are equally vivid, pin-pointing the almost infinite 

stubborn heifer   [упрямая   телица]
(4:16); 

snare and net [были  западнею  -  сетью]
(5:1); 

heated oven [они  распалены   подобным   печи]
(7:3-7); 

bread half-baked and moldy [как  неповороченный     хлеб]
(7:8-9); 

silly dove [как  глупый   голубь]
(7:11); 

treacherous bow  [как  неверный    лук]
(7:16); 

useless vessel [как  негодный    сосуд.]
(8:8); 

grapes and fig-tree  [Как  виноград  -  на   смоковнице]
(9:10); 

luxuriant vine [ветвистый    виноград ]
(10:1); 

trained heifer [Ефрем--обученная     телица]
(10:11); 

crooked merchant 

(12:7); 

stupid baby 

[сын   неразумный,   иначе    не   стоял бы    долго 

  в положении     рождающихся      детей.]
(13:13). 

Israel’s lack of stability is pictured as 

mist, 
[как   утренний    туман]
dew, 
[как   роса]
chaff, 
[как   мякина]
smoke 
[как   дым]
(13:3), 

the futility of her foreign policy 

as riding herd on the wind 

[Ефрем  пасет  ветер]

(12:1), 

and the fate of her calf-idol 
as bobbing like a chip on the water 

[как  пена  на  поверхности   воды.]
(10:7). 

To a people used to thinking in visual terms, 

nothing must have been more needling 

than to have these word-pictures from everyday life 

thrust before them as mirrors 

of their wickedness and folly.

Puns  [каламбу'р  -  игра'  слов ] 

were part of Hosea’s arsenal of irony. [иро'ния]

They were used not as artistic embellishment 

but for pungent emphasis: 

Jezreel [Изреель] 

with its double meaning, 

‘God will scatter’ [и рассеет вас Господь]
like seed in judg​ment 

(1:4) 

and 

‘God will sow’ [-  И  посею   её]
(or inseminate) in restoration 

(2:22-23); 

the play on 

‘put an end’ [И прекращу] (Heb. sbt) 

and 
 sabbaths [и субботы ее] (Heb. sbt, 2:11); 

the repeated interchange between 

Ephraim [Ефрем] 

and 

wild ass [как  дикий  осел]

or ideas of 
fruitfulness 
(Heb. ‘pr, pr’, and pry; 

8:9; 13:15; 14:8); 

use of verbs (Heb. ‘qb and swr) 

related to their ancestor’s double name, 

Jacob and Israel 

(12:3-4); 

the mock​ing 

of Bethel [Вефиль]

by the use of Beth-aven [Беф-Авена]

(10:5) 

and 
Beth-arbel [Бет-Арбел]

(10:14); 

the jeering at Gilgal’s [в  Галгале] future as 

‘stone-heaps’ [как груды  камней] (gallim, 12:11 [Heb. v.12]); 

the labelling of 

princes as rebels [все  князья   их -- отступники.] 

(Heb. sarim, sor'rim, 9:15) 

— these are just a few of the significant word-plays 

    that punctuate the book. 

Their biting force will not have escaped Hosea’s hearers.

	5.
The Structure of Hosea
(1)
A Survey of Analyses of the Structure of Hosea
The analysis of the structure of Hosea 

seems to be one of the great pitfalls of Old Testament study. 

It has produced little unity or consensus, 

and the vari​ous proposals have little in common 

besides noting that there is an apparent break 

between 3:5 and 4:1. 

We will not attempt an exhaustive discussion of the proposals 

regarding the structure of Hosea

but will describe a few represen​tative positions.


	W. R. Harper  

Writing for the “International Critical Commentary” (1936), 

Harper represents the older liberal school 

that felt free both 

to excise verses 

and 
to rearrange the text according to the scholar’s whims. 

Thus, for example in the Hebrew text of Hosea 1-3, 

Harper treats 

1:1, 7; 2:l-3, 4b, 6, 8-9, 12, 16-17, 18, 20-25; 3:5 

as secondary additions. 

He considers the original text to have been (in this order) 

1:2-6, 8-9; 3:1-4; 2:1-7, 10-l4, l5, l9.
 

Few scholars today are willing to follow such fanciful arrogance. 

We need give no refutation here except to note 

that no evidence except for the scholar’s personal aesthetic judgments supports such radical reconstructive surgery on the text. 

The out​come of such procedures is not a commentary on the Book of Hosea 

but a com​mentary on an artificial book 

newly created by the scholar’s scissors and paste. 

For us the warning is to be careful about reshaping the book 

in order to support our theories of how it should read.


	M. J. Buss 

M. J. Buss has developed an analysis of the structure of Hosea 

based on the criteria of the repetition of catchwords 

and a common formal pattern. 

Like most interpreters he sees a major division in the book between 

chaps. 1-3 and 4-14. 

He says that there are twenty-two oracles in Hosea, 

the first three being in chaps. 1-3 

and the rest in the remainder of the book. 

He argues that the prophetic oracles of chaps. 4-14 

are collected in a series of five “cycles:” 

Each of the cycles works around central concepts or catchwords. 

The cycles are: 

“Cult Ruin” (4:1-5:7, 

catchword = “whoredom” ), 

“The disorder of Politics and Society” (5:8—8:10 , 

catchwords = “kings” and “princes” ). 

“Reli​gious Chaos” (8:11-9:9. 

catchwords = “sacrifices” and “return to Egypt” ), 

“Israel’s Sin in History” (9:10-11:11, 

catchwords = “fruit” and “hill” ), 

and 

“The Overthrow of Sacred Traditions” (12:1-14:10, 

catchwords = “Egypt:” “Assyria:” and “Yahweh your God” ). 

Each cycle contains several of the afore​mentioned 

twenty-two prophetic oracles 

e.g., the oracles of 

“Cult Ruin” are 4:1-11a; 4:11b-14: 4:15-19: and 5:1-7). 

Words related to the catchword con​cept appear throughout a cycle. 

For example. 

“Religious Chaos” has such words as 

“sacrifice,” “altar,” “sin offering,” “Egypt,” and “prophet” scattered throughout 

(e.g.. 8:11,13; 9:3, 4, 6, 7). 

In regard to the smaller units, 

the individ​ual prophetic oracles, 

Buss asserts that each one begins with 

a call in the sec​ond person 

or an announcement of a day of judgment 

or historical reference. 


	He also says that they end with a word either of disaster or of hope.

Buss has used form-critical methods to analyze Hosea, 

and his analysis has several weaknesses. 

First of all, on reading the texts, 

it is not at all clear that the catchwords he has chosen 

actually have that function in the texts. 

The passages in question do not especially focus on the themes 

he has attached to them, 

and he has not adequately defended his text boundaries. 

Also the catchwords are not all confined to the designated texts.  

That is, while it is true that words such as “prince” or “king” 

appear in what he calls “The disorder of Politics and Society” (5:8-8:10),

these words also appear frequently enough elsewhere in Hosea.
 
This is of course not fatal to his theory

-it is not fair to claim that none of the catch words 

should appear in any other texts.

The real point. how​ever, 

is that there is no clear reason to suppose 

         that these words have special significance 

               in one part of the book 

               over against the remainder of the book. 

They are scattered throughout the text. 

Simply put, this catchword analysis is arbitrary and insufficient 

to sustain a thesis regarding the book’s structure. 

Finally, his formal analysis of the prophetic oracle 

has too many variables to be helpful or persuasive. 

That is, Buss allows for such a variety of beginnings and endings 

to oracles that one cannot feel confident 

that he has adequately estab​lished his demarcation of text boundaries. 

The book contains numerous sec​ond-person addresses, 

historical references, 

and statements of judgment. 

It is not clear why some of these are marked as the starting points 

for new oracles while others are not.

For that matter, it is equally unclear why these begin oracles, 

but statements of doom or hope end them. 

One could just as well begin an oracle with a statement of doom 

and then move to a second-person address 

(e.g., to an appeal to repent).


	H. W. Wolff 

H. W. Wolff. in his magisterial Hosea commentary, 

divides the book into three “transmission complexes” 

(1-3; 4-11;  12-14). 

The three are similar in that each moves 

from accusation to threats of punishment 

and then to promises of salvation. 

Each transmission complex is made up of indi​vidual units of text 

(“kergematic units”) 

that can be classified form critically 

(e.g.. the memorabile, 

the “messenger speech,” 

the “historico-theological accusation,” 

the “prophetic summons,” 

the “penitential prayer”). 

In my view this analysis is of limited value. 

Although the prophets (including Hosea) 

gen​erally follow the pattern of accusation~punishment~salvation. 

Wolff’s anal​ysis does not do justice to the complexity of Hosea. 

Promises of salvation are interwoven with threats of judgment in the text, 

and they can occur at any point 

(not just at the end of units). 

Expressions of hope for a glorious future occur as early as 

1:7.10-11, and 6:1-3 

(the last text found in the middle of the second 

“transmission complex”). 

Hosea 11, on the other hand, is not uniformly a promise of salvation 

but mingles together accusations, threats, and statements of mercy: 

it is not necessarily the end of a major “transmission complex.” 

The whole form-critical exercise, moreover, is virtually fruitless in Hosea. 

Classi​fying texts as “messenger speeches” or “historico-theological accusations” 

has done little to explain the meaning of the various units 

or even to demarcate text boundaries.


	G. Yee. 

G. Yee has created a complex redaction history of Hosea 

that reminds one of the older source criticism of Harper. 

She believes the book came together in four stages: 

the Hosean tradition (H) being the earliest level material; 

the Collector (C), who created the first written edition 

of the Hosean material 

and reshaped some of the material by adding a number of verses in 

chaps. 1 and 2: 

the first redactor (R1), 

a Judean of the Josianic [Иосия] period who, 

like the Deuteronomistic Historian, 

was especially critical of the shrines of Jeroboam I [Иеровоам]; 

and finally, the second redactor (R2), 

who gave the book its present shape. 

To get a sense of the complexity of her model, 

one need only look at how she divides chaps. 1-3. 

The texts are 

(following Hb. versification):

(H) 
= 
2:4aA; 2:4b-5: 2:7b; 2:12. 

(C) 
= 
1:2-4; l:6abA; 1:8-9: 2:4aB; 2:6-7a; 2:l8aBb; 2:21-22a. 

(R1)
= 
2:10a; 2:11; 2:13—15a. 

(R2)
= 
1:1; 1:5; l:6bB-7; 2:1-3; 2:8—9; 2:10b; 2:15-l8aA: 2:19-20;  

2:22b-25; 3:1-5. 

Like Wolff, Yee divides the text into three parts, 

but she sees a chiastic structure: 

1-3, 

following the wife/Israel motif; 

4-11,

following the youth/Israel motif: and 

12-14, 

again following the wife/Israel motif.



	Yee’s redaction history is  impossibly complex and detailed. 

Evidence is far too scanty to sustain her model. 

The assignment of individual verses and frag​ments 

         from throughout the book 

        to the four stages Yee creates 

requires an omniscience that few schoIars today are willing to claim. 

It is difficult, in fact, to take proposals like this seriously any more. 

Furthermore, her division of the final product into three parts 

is not persuasive. 

Chapters 12-14, although they do at a few points return to the motif 

of wife and mother, 

are not dominated by this imagery. 

Chapters 4-11, moreover. are not dominated by the youth motif, 

although it is present.


	F. I. Andersen and D. N. Freedman

Andersen and Freedman, in their exhaustive Hosea commentary, 

divide the text into four sections: 

(1)
1:1-3:5, 

“Hosea’s Marriage’’ ; 

(2)
4:1-7:16. 

‘‘The State of the Nation” ;

(3)
8:1-11:11, 
“The Spiritual History of Israel” ; 

(4)
12:1-14:10. 
“Retrospect and Prospect.” 

Each major section is then further subdivided into smaller texts.
 

In addition, their commentary distinctively use syllable counting 

as a guide to the meter of Hosea’s poetry. 

Few scholars have followed this procedure, 

and probably it is fair to say that most should not regard it 

as the key that opens the door 

to the mysterious structure of this book. 

Beyond that, the macrostructural analysis of Andersen and Freedman 

is not particularly remarkable in comparison to those of McComiskey. Hubbard. and others. 

In addition, the headings 

“The State of the Nation,” 

“The Spiritual History of Israel,” and 

“Retrospect and Prospect” seem arbitrary. 

The book does not neatly divide into sections describing these themes: 

allusions to Israel’s spiritual history, for example, 

                        occur throughout the book.


	T. F. McComiskey,   J. L. Mays,   D. A. Hubbard,   and  J. M. Ward.  

Each of these four scholars has produced a commentary on Hosea, 

and each has given an outline of the book.

The four outlines these scholars constructed 

are by no means in agreement. 

Rather, if anything, 

they illustrate well the difficulty of finding the structure of Hosea. 

McComiskey divides Hosea into seventeen dis​creet units, 



most of these being further subdivided into smaller blocks of text. 

Mays has no hierarchical structure at all: 

he simply divides Hosea into thirty-seven units of text. 

Of the four commentaries under discussion here, 

Hubbard’s is the most hierarchical. [formally ranked order]

He divides the text into three major sections 

(1-3; 4-11; and 12-14), 

each of which is further divided into subsections and sub-sub​sections. 

Ward also divides the book into three major units 

(1-3: 4-10; and 11-14), 

each divided into subsections 

that for the most part simply follow the chapter divisions 

of the English Bible. 

To be sure, occasionally all of these commentaries are in agreement 

about the boundaries of a given text unit, 

but often they are not. 

Looking at all of them together, 

one has little reason to feel reassured 

about any specific proposal regarding the outline of Hosea.


	5.  The Structure of Hosea

( 2)
A New Proposal Regarding the Structure of Hosea
If any analysis of Hosea’s structure is to command the attention of readers, 

that analysis must demonstrate that some strategy governs the book. 

Simply to propose boundaries for individual units of text 

is fairly meaningless 

if the final result is a miscellany of poems, sermons, and sayings. 

It is of course possible 

that the book has no strategy 

and that in fact sayings were inserted at random. 

But there are too many indications of care, precision, and artistry 

in this book for me to find this solution satisfactory. 

Analyses that are nothing more than generalizations 

of the most sweeping kind, moreover, are also of limited value 

(e.g., that Hosea begins with judgment 

and ends with a promise of salvation).

Hosea’s rhetorical strategy may be derived from chaps. 1-3. 

The observa​tion that Hosea 1-3 is programmatic for the whole book 

should startle no one. 

            But in what sense is it programmatic?


	Several observations are in order. 

First, 

the account of Hosea I is dominated by 

the births of three children, 

and these children are symbols of Israel’s future 

for both woe and weal. 

Second, Hosea describes his domestic life in two parts, 

the first being in the third person
(chap. 1) 

and the second being in the first person 

(chap. 3). 

Third, the text por​trays Israel as an adulterous woman 

who must undergo exile and deprivation 

but who will eventually experience restoration 

(chap. 2).


	The shape of chaps. 1 - 3 demands attention. 

Chapter 1, with its account of the births of the three children, 

is fairly straight forward. 

Chapter 3, moreover, despite extensive debate over the meaning of these verses, 

is structurally fairly simple. 

What is more confusing is chapter 2 

which seems to interrupt the account of Hosea’s personal life 

with a prophetic sermon. 

This, however, mis​reads the text. 

In chap. 1 the accounts of the births of the three children 

become progressively longer. 

The account of first child, Jezreel,  [Изреель]

simply contains a men​tion of his birth 

and naming with an explanation of how his name represents 

the future punishment of Israel 

(1:3b-5).

The story of the birth of Lo-Ruhamah [Лорухама]

includes the account of her birth, naming, 

and an explanation of how her name represents Israel’s doom; 

but it adds a reversal, 

a promise that God would one day restore Israel 

to its honored place 

(1 :6-7). 

The account of Lo-Ammi’s [Лоамми] birth is still longer. 

It includes all that was in Lo-Ruhamah’s [Лорухама]  birth account 

(birth, 

naming, 

significance of name as a sign of judgment, 

and reversal. 1:8-11), 

but it presses on to give a much more complete account 

of how Hosea’s family represents Israel. 


	The first reversal in the Lo-Ammi [Лоамми]  text 

(1:10-11) 

is answered by a second, more detailed statement 

of restoration 

and 
reversal of judgment in 



      2:14-23.

Between these two reversals stand 

a warning of punishment 

(2:2-4)

and 
a prediction of a new exile 

as a redemptive punishment 

(2:6-13); 

2:1 and 2:5  are transitional verses. 

Thus the Lo-Ammi [Лоамми]   oracle leads into a chiasmus:

A 
Restoration 

(1:10-11)

B 
Punishment 
(2:2-4)

B’ 
Punishment
(2:6-l3) 

A’ 
Restoration

(2:14-23).

This leads to the conclusion that chap. 2 

is not an interruption 

but 
is the completion of the Lo-Ammi [Лоамми]   oracle. 

Drawing together all the symbolism of Hosea’s family, 

it asserts that the adulterous nation can be made faithful again 

and 
that Lo-Ammi [Лоамми] 

“not my people,” [вы  не  Мой  народ]

can again be made into the people of God. 

Chapter 3 then returns to Hosea’s domestic life 

to demonstrate in a living par​able how Israel can be restored.

When we turn to chaps. 4-14, 

we discover that these same features 

are sub​tly shaping chaps. 4-14 as well. 

The most noteworthy feature of chaps. 4-7 

is the astonishing frequency of the number three.



	The first general accusation is threefold 

(4:1). 

The book then indicts three specific groups of people 
(religious leadership, 

4:4-10; 

  common people, 

12-13a; 

  and women, 

13b-14). 

In 4:14-5:15, 

the text gives three extended warnings to Israel and Judah, 

and 

6:1-3 

 

follows this with a threefold call to repent. 

In 5:1 

the text addresses three groups:

the priests, 

the house of Israel, and 

the house of the king: 

and in Hosea 5:1-2 

one reads of traps at  Mizpah, Tabor, and Shittim [в Ситтиме].
 

Hosea 5:1-2

5:1 ¶ Hear this, O priests! Give heed, O house of Israel! Listen, O house of the king! For the judgment applies to you, For you have been a snare at Mizpah And a net spread out on Tabor.

 2 The revolters have gone deep in depravity, But I will chastise all of them.

5:1 ¶ Слушайте это, священники, и внимайте, дом Израилев, и приклоните ухо, дом царя; ибо вам будет суд, потому что вы были западнею в Массифе и сетью, раскинутою на Фаворе.

 2 Глубоко погрязли они в распутстве; но я накажу всех их.

In 5:8 signals ring out at three places: 

Gibeah. Ramab. and Beth Aven. 

Hosea 5:8

8 ¶ Blow the horn in Gibeah, The trumpet in Ramah. Sound an alarm at Beth-aven: “Behind you, Benjamin!”

8 ¶ Вострубите рогом в Гиве, трубою в Раме; возглашайте в Беф-Авене: «за тобою, Вениамин!»
Yahweh then laments Israel’s incapac​ity to repent 

and in particular cites the sins at 

Adam [подобно Адаму], Gilead [Галаад], and Shechem [в Сихем]

(6:7-9) 

and the unforgiven status of 

Israel, Ephraim. and Samaria 

(7:1).


	In a book that bears strong resemblance to wisdom 

(see 14:9),

focus on the number three cannot be considered accidental. 

The most reasonable explanation is 

that this pattern reflects 

the number of Hosea’s children—three. 

Indeed, as this commentary seeks to demonstrate. 

4:1-5:15 

deliberately builds upon the three oracles of Jezreel, Lo-Ruhamah 

and Lo-Ammi. 

Thus, 4:1-7:16 

is shaped by the symbolism of Hosea’s three children 

and 
the text moves from a series of accusations and predictions 

of woe 

to a call to repent 

(6:1-3). 

It ends, however, in frustration, 

with Yahweh’s recognition 

that this people is too deep in sin to repent 

(6:4 - 7: 16).

In 8:1-14:8, however, 

a different motif shapes the text. 

Here, instead of the heavy focus on the number three, 

Yahweh and the prophet distinctly make 

antiphonal proclamations. 

That is, the text moves back and forth between 

first person (Yahweh speaking) and 

third person (Hosea speaking). 

In many cases, Hosea will pick up a theme or idea introduced by Yahweh 

and carry it further. 

Although it is not hard to find passages in the prophets  

where first person and third person proclamations are mixed 

together

—sometimes seemingly at ran​dom

—the movement between Yahweh as speaker and Hosea as speaker 

is too systematic and regular in this part of the book 

to be meaningless or accidental 

(for details, see outline on p. 37). 


	The explanation for this phenomenon seems to be 

that it echoes the pattern established in chaps. 1-3, 

in the account of Hosea’s marriage: 

the first text is third person 
(1:2ff.) 

and 
the second is first person 
(3:1-5).

When this pattern is recognized, 

the significance of the structure almost explains the whole book:

Hosea’s experience with the promiscuous Gomer 

has legitimized his call to be Yahweh’s prophet. 

This is not to say that the whole purpose of Hosea 

is to defend the legitimacy of Hosea’s claim to the prophetic office. 

Still, what many would consider a disqualification for the office

—a prophet whose own wife was morally out of control

—serves in this case as his credentials. 

This is because Yahweh and Hosea have shared the same experi​ence

—that of marriage to an unfaithful spouse. 

Thus the book tells the stories of Hosea’s and Yahweh’s marriages 

in both first and third person texts

—each “husband” speaks for himself 

   and has the other speak in his behalf. 

It is for this reason, moreover, 

that historical retrospective frequently surfaces in these chapters 

(e.g. , 9:15; 10:9; 11:1-4; 12:3-4; 12:12-13:1). 

Like 1-3,   these chapters are story driven, 

and each recounts the history of a marriage from the per​spectives 

of both the husband and an observer.


	The antiphonal proclamations come in three distinct series. 

First, 

at 8:1-10:15, 

the book assails 
the false security 

and false prosperity of Israel. 

The nation relies 

upon her “lovers: 

being foreign nations and foreign gods, 

as well as upon her own military might. 

Images of fertility 

(e.g., that Israel is a wild vine, 10:1) 

also emerge here. 

In a manner reminiscent of 2:2-7, 

these passages promise that Israel will lose everything. 

            Their allies, their gods, and their fer​tility will fail.


	The second series is 

at 11:1-13:16. 

Chapter 11 is often regarded as the end of a series of texts 

because it includes statements of future restoration, 

and scholars assume that the prophets followed a scheme of sin

—
punishment

· restoration. 

In Hosea, however, proleptic promises of restoration 

appear very early 

(e.g. , 1 :7). 

Furthermore, careful reading of chap. 11 

reveals that it is not a uniform prophecy of healing: 

to the contrary, the dominant motif is 

the vex​ation of God 

over what to do about Israel. 

God is here a perplexed parent at wit’s end, 

vacillating between leniency and severity toward a wicked son. 

Hosea, in his proclamations, responds to Yahweh’s torment over his son 

with two reflections on the story of Jacob 

                            as set over against the story of the children of Israel 

(12:1-8; 12:12-13:3). 

By the end of this series, 

Yahweh has deter​mined 

and Hosea has affirmed that Israel must be severely punished.


	The third and final series 

is a call to repentance and grace, 

first 

by the prophet 

and then 
by Yahweh 

(14:1-8). 

This corresponds to the appeal to repent in 6:1-3: 

but two differences are that this appeal 

is expanded to eight verses 

and that it lacks the despairing commentary of 6:4-7:16, 

in which Yahweh declares that Israel will not repent. 

            Like many prophets, Hosea ends in hope.


	The movement of the book is thus: 

first, 

linkage is established between Yah​weh and his prophet 

in the account of the marriage to Gomer, 

and the major themes of apostasy, judgment, and restoration 

are developed 

(1-3). 

Second, 

using the three children of Hosea to shape the text, 

the book presents a series of accusations 

dominated by the number three, 

but ends this section with a three-fold call to repent; 

nevertheless, it asserts that at this stage 

repentance is impos​sible 

(4-7). 

Third, 

in three series of antiphonal proclatnations, 

Hosea presents a distressed Yahweh torn over 

what to do with his people 

but who finally resolves upon exile as the solution;

this is followed by a final, more optimistic, call to repent (8 -14). 


	In outline form. the structure of the book is as follows:

The Volume of Gomer and Her Children 

(1:1-3:5) 

Title 

(1:1)

I. Hosea’s Three Children 

(1:2-2:23)

1. The Command to Marry Gomer 

(1 :2-3a)

2. Naming the Three Children 

(1:3b-2:23)

(1)
Jezreel

(l:3b-5)

(2)
Lo-Ruhamah 
(1:6-7)

(3)
Lo-Ammi [leads into chiastic structure (1:8-2:23)

II. Gomer’s Restoration 

(3:1-5)

1.
Yahweh’s Command 
(3:1)

2.
Hosea’s Response 
(3:2-3)

3. Explanation: Punishment and Reversal (3:4-5) 


	The Volume of Accusation and Redemption 

(4:1-14:8)

Ill.
The Threefold Complaints 

(4:1-7:16)

1.
Accusation (4:1-5:15)

(1)
Jezreel: General Complaint 


(4:1-3)

(2)
Lo-Ammi: The Three Guilty Groups 
(4:4-14)

 

(3)
Lo-Ruhamah: Three warnings for Israel and Judah 

   





   
(4:15-5:15)

2.
Exhortation for Future Grace (6:1-7:16)

(1) The Prophet’s Threefold Call to Repent 
(6:1-3)

(2) Yahweh’s Sorrow [Inclusio Pattern with Parallelism] 

(6:4-7:16)


	IV. Antiphonal Proclamations by Yahweh and His Prophet 

(8:1-14:8) 

1.
First Series: False Security and False Prosperity

(8:1-10:15)

(1)
Opening Divine Complaint: False Security of Israel (8:1-14)

(2) Opening Prophetic Complaint: The Barren Prostitute 

(9:1-9)

(3)
Divine Complaint: Barrenness Instead of Fruit (9:10-17)

(4)
Prophetic Complaint: The Vine and the Bull (10:1-8)

(5)
Divine Complaint: Military Arrogance (10:9-15)

2. Second Series: Judgment on Apostate Israel 

(11:1-13:16)

(1) Divine Complaint: Divine Vexation over Apostate Israel 

(11:1-12) [A]

(2) Prophetic Complaint: Jacob and His Heirs        

(12:1-8)   [B]

(3) Divine Complaint: Divine Resolve over Apostate Israel 

(12:9-11) [A’]

(4) Prophetic Complaint: Jacob and His Heirs 
   

(12:12-13:3) [B’]

(5) Divine Complaint and Decision 

(13:4-14) [C]

(6) Prophetic Announcement of Judgment 

(13:15-16) [C’]

3. Third Series: Exhortation for Future Grace 

(14:1-8)

(1) The Prophets Call to Repent 

(14:1-3)

(2) Yahweh’s Promise 

(14:4-8)

V.
Wisdom Postscript: The Riddle of Hosea 

(14:9)


	We should note that a hierarchical outline, 



as a device of Western interpre​tation, 

is by nature somewhat alien to an Old Testament text. 

Also there are many catchwords and recurrent themes 


that serve as crosslinks to hold Hosea together, 

although they do not necessarily have a macrostructural function. 

Nevertheless, I believe that the above outline is a fair representation 

of the inner logic of Hosea.


	6.
The Message of Hosea
It is a truism to say 

that Hosea presents the apostasy of Israel 

under the met​aphor of an unfaithful wife. 

But this analysis only tells half of the story. 

Hosea did not just have a wife; 

he also had three children who were themselves signs and symbols 

to Israel. 

It is reasonable to suppose 

that the wife and the three children do not all simply represent “Israel,” as though there were no differ​ence between mother and children. 

But wherein lies the distinction? 

As this commentary will try to demonstrate,

Israel the wayward wife 

is the leadership, institutions, and culture of Israel. 


The children are the ordinary men and women 

         who are trained and nurtured 

in that culture. 

Behind these two meta​phors lies a story.

Mother Israel is the shrines and sacrifices, 

the sacred blessings, the royal symbols and trappings, 

the armies, and the official teachings 

that are passed from generation to generation. 

Especially, Mother Israel is the priests and kings 

and other members of the ruling class 

who shape, direct, and exploit the people. 

Mother Israel is that which gives the people their identity. 

She is the institution that forms every Israelite generation.

The children, again, are the common people. 

They are the farmers who want good crops, 

the mothers who want many children, 

and the common folk who want security and divine blessing. 

            But something has gone terribly wrong. 


	Mother Israel has abandoned Yahweh, her husband. 

She has embraced a new lover, Baal, 

because he claims to be able to enrich her with jewels 

and clothe her in the finest materials. 

She has also pursued other lovers

-nations who can supposedly protect her and enrich her 

with trade. 

So enticed, Mother Israel has taught her children to serve Baal 

at the shrines. 

In doing this, she does not imag​ine that she has broken 

her marriage vows 

but supposes that she is faithful to the real meaning 

of those vows. 

Looking at the bulls of the shrines, she declares,

“These are your gods, who brought you out of Egypt.” 

(cf. Exod.32:4).

The children have followed their mother. 


Superstitious and fearful 

while at the same time captivated by that alluring benefit of Baalism, 

the cult prostitute, 

they know nothing of their father, Yahweh. 

Indeed, one cannot even say that Yahweh is their father. 

They are a lost generation, the children of Baal. 

They possess none of the three basic qualities 

that should mark the chosen people:

integrity, 

compassion, 

and the knowledge of God.

Their only hope of salvation 

is to turn from Mother Israel 

and go back to the one real Father Yahweh. 

That is, to be true children of God, 

they would have to abandon Mother Israel, 

for she is not his wife 

and her children are Lo-Ammi 

“Not-my-people.” 

But this they cannot do. 

She has too well instructed them in her ways, 

and they belong to Baal. 

What shall Yahweh do with a people who can neither repent, 

nor even understand the need for it ,

nor recognize that Baal is a lie, 

nor divorce themselves from their mother and her ways? 

He must strip Mother Israel of all she has. 

That is the institutions of Israel must die. 

The shrines must burn, 

the crops must fail, 

the kings and army must perish, 

the priests and princes must fall into disgrace, 

and Mother Israel and her children must once again wander 

in the wilderness. 

When this happens, at last, 

they will see both the truth and the lies 

for what they are 

and return to Yahweh, Husband and Father.

There is, of course a great deal more one could say about the theology of Hosea. 

One could speak of the future kingdom under David, 

or of the nature of true repentance, 

or of the theology of history that the book develops. 

Still, the story gives the real message of Hosea. 

It is also the message of the other Old Testament prophets and, in its essence, 

the message of Jesus, 

another prophet who lamented over a lost generation of Jews whose way had been perverted by Mother Israel. 

Knowing that the nature of human institutions 

and of humans themselves has changed very little over the last three 

millennia, 

we can only hope that we will heed Hosea 

and apply his message to Mother Church. 



VII.

MESSAGE

VII.
СОДЕРЖАНИЕ
	Background and Theme:

Hosea foretold the Assyrian invasion 

          of the Northern Kingdom
          And the fall of Samaria.

When his wife Gomer left him to live shamefully in sin,

          God instructed His servant to buy her on the public market 

          and bring her back in blessing.

The purpose of all this, of course,

          Was to picture God's relationship with Israel, 

[Ephraim, Jacob, and Samaria]

The nation had proved unfaithful, living in idolatry and moral wickedness.

         For many years it would be without a king, a sacrifice, or idols.

         This is its present status.

In the future, however, 

         When Israel returns to the Lord in repentance,

          God will have mercy.

Ephraim will then be forever cured of her idolatrous backsliding 

         and converted to God.

Henry Gehman writes:

         "Hosea  presents the exhaustless mercy of God which no sin of man 

                  can bar or wear out.

           The master thought of Hosea's message 

                   is that God's might and inextinguishable love for Israel 

                   will not rest satisfied 

                   until it has brought all of Israel into harmony with itself."

Behind the chastening, as G. Cambell Morgan points out, 

                   there is a God of love.

            "The supreme thing in every one of the prophecies 

                    is that the God with Whom these men were intimate 

                    was known by them to be a God of tender love, 

                    infinite compassion, angry 

                    because He loves, dealing in wrath upon the basis of His love,        

                    and proceeding through judgment to the ultimate purpose 

                    of His heart.  

             It is the heartbeat of God that throbs through these passages."



a.
Major themes
а.
Основные   темы
We are not left to guess about the person of God in Hosea. 

Yahweh introduces himself in words 

that feature 
his uniqueness 

and 


sovereignty 

(12:9; 13:4). 

It was Israel’s failure to make proper response to these introductions 

that prompted the divine judgment 

and Hosea’s preaching of it.

God’s unique sovereignty 

had two massive ramifications 

for Israel’s common life. 

First, 

idolatry was absolutely prohibited, 

since Yahweh’s uniqueness as the Holy One 

(11:9) 

meant that all replicas were lifeless caricatures, 

utterly incapable either of revealing the divine person 

or of channelling the divine power 

(8:6; 10:5-6; 13:2). 

Since adoration of God’s name alone 


was the only appropriate reply to the self-introduction 

of the Exodus 

(Ex. 20:2—3), 

any other worship drew divine wrath 

and prophetic fire like no other sin. 

For the prophets, 

worship was the center, 

the heart of the people’s life. 

The impli​cations of compromise and corruption at this centre 

were grasped and amplified by Hosea: 

(1) almost at the outset of his message 

he relayed the divine announcement 

that the religious structures themselves had to be put to an end 

(2:11; 3:4); 

(2) enthusiasm without true understanding 

had led Israel from Yahweh 

into spiritual harlotry with the Baals 

(4:6-12); 

(3) so perverted was their worship 

that the shrines themselves were to be boycotted 

(4:15); 

(4) sacrifices were a sham 

when Yahweh’s uniqueness was forgotten 

(5:6-7); 

(5) they had so failed to come to grips with that uniqueness 

that they actually kissed calves as an act of adulation 

(13:2); 

and 

(6) in consequence of all this, the acts, centres and objects of worship 

were a prime target of judgment 
(4:19; 5:7; 8:6; 

9:1-6; 10:2,5-8).

Second, 

Yahweh’s unique sovereignty 

meant that all of life was within his control, 

whether creation, history, politics, international affairs, social relationships, or religious activi​ties. 

All that the people did 

was under the authority of the one true God; 

all that they needed was in his power to supply. 

The contrast between this unity of life 

and the world-view of Israel’s polytheistic neighbours 

who lived in 

‘a world of many gods with as many minds’ 

was startling. 

For Israel, 

‘this divine authority is concentrated in a single personal will, 

which takes complete hold of the man addressed by it, 

and tolerates no other claim’.

This unified understanding of authority and obligation 

accounts for the range of topics touched by Hosea 

as well as for the ways in which the topics are inter-related. 

The one God who had introduced himself to his people in the Exodus 



had kept on introducing himself through the prophet 

as Lord of 

history, 

fertility, 

domestic politics, 

international affairs 

and national life.

To Hosea, God’s lordship of history was not so much a display of power 

as of loving yet frustrated relationship. 

No mention do we find of the destruction of the tall, sturdy Amorites 

(Am. 2:9), 

smitten by the divine hand. 

The pictures, rather, are of 

a farmer’s nurture 

(9:10), 

a parent’s instruction 

(11:1-4), 

a guardian’s protection 

(13:4-5), 

or 
a lover’s wooing 

(2:14-15). 

The Exodus 



is seen as a time when Israel defected from her relationship with God. 

Her present sin is understood to have its beginnings in that time,
 

and is linked to the future in the descriptions of judgment 

which, in part at least, 

reverse the course of history: 

judgment is a 

‘return to Egypt’ 

(9:3, 6; 11:11) 

or 



a reversion to the wilderness 

(2:5; 12:9).
The picture of God’s lordship of fertility 

contributes to the book’s unity. 

From the pun on Jezreel’s name 

(cf. on 1:4, 11; 2:22-23) 

to the metaphor of the fruit-giving cypress 

(14:8), 

Hosea reminds Israel that Yahweh, not Baal, 

is the source of all that sustains their lives: 

He is the One who gives them crops and wealth 

(2:8), 

who initiates ‘a cosmic covenant’ 

to set at peace the animal kingdom 

(2:18),

who provides their pasture 

(4:16), 

who brings the rain 

(6:3), 

who will restore their ver​dure 

(cf. 10:1) 

in the end 

(14:4-7), 

and who, in the mean​while, 

names their true source 

of righteousness and steadfast love 

(10:12). 

Hosea’s eye is single: 

who is responsible for fertility 

and should therefore receive the worship and grati​tude of the people? 

Fertility without myth or magic 

was what the prophet wanted his audience to understand. 

He deliberately combined the themes of lordship of history and of fertility: 

‘the authentic source of all fertility was also the Deity 

whom Israel revered as champion of enslaved people.’ 

Hosea’s depiction of God’s lordship of domestic politics 

is as clear and specific 

as his dealing with the other expressions of sovereignty. 

In contrast to Amos 

who frequently directs his words at the national leadership 

(Am. 4:1; 6:1; 

7:9, 10-17), 

most of what Hosea says about the monarchy 

is levelled at priests 

who have conspired against the monarchy 

(6:7-7:7) 

or 
at the people in general, 

who have changed kings as though they were changing clothes 

(8:4,10; 10:3; l3:l0-11). 

Where the kings themselves were culpable in their domestic leadership, 

two major wrongs seem to be in view. 

First, 

as sponsors of the shrines 

they were guilty of complicity in adul​terous religious activities 

(5:1-7). 

This involvement underlies the close link 

between the collapse of the monarchy 

— ‘we have no king’ 

— and the loss of ‘Samaria’s king’, 

i.e. the calf-god in l0:3-77; 

(cf. also 8:4 where dynastic instability 

and destructive idolatry 

are condemned in parallel lines). 

Second, 

the kings were held accountable for lack of justice 

and covenant com​passion in the land 

(10:4). 

They should have set the example or sowing righteousness. 

Instead, as sponsors of military enterprises, 

they ‘ploughed iniquity’ 

and must ‘be utterly cut off’ 

when the judgment comes 

(10:12-13, 15). 

But Hosea’s quarrel does not seem to have been with the monarchy per se, 

as though Israel should have had some other form of gover​nance,
 

but with its support of the corrupt worship 

inaugur​ated by Jeroboam I 

(1 Ki. ch. 12), 

its refusal to exercise righteous leadership, 

and its perpetuating of a pattern of dynastic changes 

which could be remedied only by the col​lapse 

of the entire political structure 

(3:4) 

and the re​establishment of a Davidic dynasty 

(1:11; 3:5; cf. Am. 9:11).

Hosea’s way of dealing with God’s lordship of international affairs 

again differs sharply from Amos. 

No speeches against 

the other nations, 

no allusions to their exoduses 

and no invi​tations for them to come to Samaria 

as witnesses of her crimes, 

are found on Hosea’s pages. 

The nations are either instruments of judgment by invasion 

(1:5; 

7:16; 

8:14; 

10:8-10, 14-15; 

11:6-7; 

13:15—16) 

and exile 

(2:6-7; 

3:4; 

8:13; 

9:3, 6, 15, 17; 

10:6; 

11:5, 10-11) 

or of temptation by enticing Israel to foolish treaties 

(5:13; 7:11; 8:9; 12:1) 

and wicked military build-ups 

(8:14; l0:13-14). 

So prevalent and persistent 

were these temptations 

and so glibly did Israel succumb to them 

that renouncing them was a key condition of Israel’s return: 

‘Assyria shall not save us, we will not ride upon horses’ 

(14:3).
 

Yet Yahweh did not hesitate to use the foreign powers for his purposes. 

Indeed, they are the direct means of judgment in Hosea who, 

unlike Amos, 

does not employ cosmic disasters like earthquakes 

or other natural catastrophes. 

Hosea 

kept the punishment suited to the crimes: 

either bob-nobbing with pagans too closely 

or fearing them unduly 

would be dealt with 

when God marched with the pagans. 

Hosea 

spends no effort justifying this 

or predict​ing the judgment 

that in turn will fall on the judging nations 

(cf Is. ch. 10; Hab. ch. 2).

At the root of all that Hosea says 

is his declaration of God’s lordship of national life in Israel. 

It is a lordship that Hosea defines in personal terms: 

Yahweh is husband and parent to the people; 

they are wayward spouse and stubborn child to him. 

It is a lordship built on a relationship described as:

covenant love 

(Heb. besed, 2:19; 4:1; 6:4, 6; 10:12; 12:6), 

the commitment to live in terms of the bond 

that unites parties with as much goodwill and care as possible; 

faithfulness 

(Heb. muna; met, 2:20 [Heb. v.22]; 4:1), 

utter reliability in word and deed; mercy 

(Heb. rhm, 1:6-7; 2:1 [Heb. v.3], 4 [Heb. v. 6], 

19 [Heb. v. 21], 23 [Heb. v. 25]; 

14:3 [Heb. v. 4]), 

tender compassion like a mother’s for her child; 

knowledge of God 

(Heb. da’at, 4:1-6; 6:6; Heb. yd’, 2:8 [Heb. v.10], 

20 [Heb. v. 22]; 5:4; 6:3; 8:2; 11:3; 13:4), 

the intimate, loyal, consistent fidelity 

to all that the covenant embraces 

(i.e. living in terms of an historic and personal relationship 

        to God 

        and of all the instructions about life’s conduct that go with it). 
 

Righteousness and justice 

are his ways of summarizing the covenant response 

(Am. 5:7, 24; 6:12; 

cf. Ho. 2:19; 10:4, 12; 12:6). 

Personal language should be, in this relationship, 

understood to refer primarily to the nation 

and not merely to individuals within it. 

The wife and the child stand for all the people, 



not just those who appropriate the significance of the terms. 

In fact, we have no evidence in the book apart from the prophet himself 

of any pious remnant standing free 

of the condemna​tions that dominate the speeches.

Writing a commentary on Hosea towards the close of the 20th century 

carries with it the opportunity and responsibility 

to say something about the feminist implications of Hosea’s use 

of female imagery to describe Israel’s spiritual promis​cuity. 

That there are patriarchal features to the story should readily be acknowledged: 

(1) the marriage of Hosea and Gomer 

would not have been described as a partnership 

in our understanding of the term: 

(2) Gomer, in her corrupted sexuality, 



does become the figure of fallenness, 

a feminine, not a masculine figure; 

and 

(3) it may be possible to see her treated like an object 

as her sexuality becomes the vehicle 

to display the sins of the nation.
 

Some other observations from the text may broaden our perspective a little: 

(1) Gomer does not stand for the women of Israel 

but for the nation, 

both genders of which, and especially the men, 

were indicted for their perverseness 

(4:14); 

(2) Gomer seems not to be a typical Israelite woman, 

as though Hosea were bracketing all of her sex with her, 

but an exception 

— a person whose harlotry was blatant and public; 

(3) if wife is one dominant image for Israel, 

son is the other 

(11:1-4), 

so that masculinity comes in for censure 

along with femininity;
 

(4) the story of Gomer’s relationship with Hosea does not intend to teach us 

about marriage 

but about God’s dealings with Israel, 

and to do so in these intimate terms 

it has to work within the cultural frame​work of the time; 

(5) yet it transcends that framework with its emphasis on Go, love 

(3:1) 

which implies forgiveness and reconciliation in a legal setting, 

where capital punishment might have been the normal outcome; 

(6) the personal rela​tionship, as mutual as Hebrew can make it, 

between God and Israel is signaled by the substitution of 

‘My husband’ for the pagan-sounding 

and more hierarchial 

‘My Baal’ (lit. ‘my master’, 2:16); 

and 

(7) both the training and nurture of Ephraim 

(11:1—4) 

and the language of compassion and mercy involved in Not-pitied’s 

name (Heb. root rhm related to womb) 

may be maternal more than paternal figures. 

In these last three points 

we may pick up clues that, 

rather than being a deposit of patriarchal prejudice 

that objectifies female sex​uality,

Hosea’s story was a stage on the way to an enriched understanding 

of womanhood 

that came into full blossom in the Christian gospel.
 

For Yahweh to have used sexual terms 

to picture his relationship to the people 

surely was to elevate our understanding 

and appreciation of human sexuality.

Two final observations may be in order about the familial covenant-language 

in which Yahweh’s lordship of Israel’s life is couched. 

First, 

looking at the texts from a form-critical standpoint 

indicates that in the judgment speeches 

reasons are given, 

in the form of accusations, 

to account for the announced judgment. 

In the passages of hope, however, 

no explanation is forthcoming of the divine love 

that proffers forgiveness and waits for Israel’s return. 

Succinctly, put, 

‘God’s judgment needs a reason; 

his compassion does not.'

Second, 

the intimacy depicted in the book 

is seen as an expression, 

not a compromise, 

of Yahweh’s holiness. 

As this survey of his lordship suggests, 

his transcendence is affirmed at every point 

— over history, 

    over creation, 

    over his people, 

    over the nations. 

He is holy Lord, unique in every way pos​sible. 

And he shows his holiness by entering into the midst of his people 

and healing them with his love, 

after he has judged them in the wrath 

that is also a manifestation of his loving holiness 

(11:8-9).

The depth of what God feels, 

as Hosea understands those feelings, 

can never be separated from the height of who he is. 

The sharpness of the pain 

that registers in the divine com​plaints 

(see Literary Forms, above) 

is directly related to the majesty of the Person who is suffering. 

And that language of suffering takes on its pathos 

from the familial relationship which controls Hosea’s prophecy. 

No shepherd could feel that pain over his sheep, 

no judge over his defendant, 

no king over his subjects. 

Spouses and parents know special kinds of pain. 

Into these, the magnificent Holy One of Israel entered 

with​out balm or panacea. 

Not until Jesus weeps over Jerusalem, 

endures the betrayal of a disciple, 

and complains against the withdrawal of the Father, 

do we see a clearer picture of wounded majesty.

	
Is  God a “He”  ?
During Holy Week, the week before Easter, 

a crucifixion statue representing Christ as a woman 

was displayed behind the altar at an Episcopal cathedral in New York. 

The bronze work, created by sculptor Edwina Sandys, 

was referred to as “Christa.”4 

I once heard a female pastor begin her prayer, 

“Dear God, our Father and Mother.” 

This raises an interesting ques​tion for a gender-conscious generation. 

Is God male or female? 

Or is He gender neutral?

It is quite clear from Scripture 

that Jesus Christ was a male. 

The angel Gabriel announced that Mary would 

“bear a son” [и родишь Сына]

(Luke 1:31, NASB). 

Luke recorded that Mary 

“gave birth to her firstborn son” [7* и родила  Сына  своего  Первенца]

(Luke 2:7, NASB). 

The idea of a female Christ is indefensible 

biblically and histori​cally. 

In His incarnation, Jesus Christ, the second person of the Triunity; 

is clearly male.
But how about the first person of the Trinity? 

Speaking of God’s work among the Israelites, 

Moses said, 

“Is he not your Father, your Creator?” 

[не Он ли Отец  твой, Который   усвоил  тебя, 

создал тебя и устроил тебя?]
(Deut. 32:6). 

The prophets fre​quently referred to God as “Father” 

(Is. 63:16; 64:8; 

Jer. 3:4,19; 31:9; 

Mal. 1:6; 2:10). 

Jesus con​sistently referred to God as His “Father” 

(Matt. 5:16, 45; 

6:1, 4, 6, 8). 

He taught His disciples to pray to their “Father” in heaven 

(6:9). 

Paul affirmed that there is 

“one God, the Father” [6* но у нас один Бог Отец,]

(1 Cor. 8:6), 

and he prayed to God 

“the Father” [пред Отцём  Господа  нашего  Иисуса  Христа,]

(Eph. 3:14). 

In the Bible we discover that the language that is used to describe God 

is predominately masculine.

Certainly some caution is in order here. 

First, 

we must recognize that “God is spirit” 

(John 4:24), 

and so the masculine language cannot refer to God’s physical being. 

God does not have a male body. 

Second, 

the fact that the Bible depicts God as masculine 

does not pre​clude a feminine aspect of His nature. 

Indeed, the first thing God says about Himself in His self-revelation to Moses 

is that He is “compassionate,” 

[Ex 34:6*   его и возгласил: Господь, Господь, 

Бог человеколюбивый]

a word based on the Hebrew root for “womb.” 

God’s love and compassion for us 

is like that which a mother has for her child. 

God has a mother’s kind of love for His own.

It is clear that the living God transcends sexuality 



so that the categories of male and female do not properly apply to Him. 

God is presented in the Bible as a “he,” 

but this word does not demand precisely the same thing it does 

when used of human beings. 

Some have suggested we ought to change the biblical references to God 

as Father from masculine 

to a designation that is nongender specific. 

But I believe this would be wrong. 

God has chosen to reveal Himself in the Bible predominately as masculine. 

Yet in view of God’s spiritual nature, we must be careful not to interpret 

the masculine terminology as reflective of His divine essence. 

(For further study see Donald G. Bloesch, Is the Bible Sexist? [Westchester, Ill.: Cross​way, 19821,61—82; and The Battle for the Trinity [Ann Arbor, Mich.: Servant, 1985], 29-4l.)




Use in the Old Testament

б.
Использование    в   Ветхом    Завете
Martin Buber (p. 110) has called Jeremiah 

Hosea’s ‘posthum​ous disciple’. 

In language (see Commentary, passim), 

imagery and theological concepts, 

Jeremiah seems to have seen himself as heir 

to Hosea’s mission, 

especially as an interpreter of the covenant. 

And both of their lives became parables of suffering 

for the sake of love: 

God’s onerous command to Hosea 

to marry 

was matched by his command to Jeremiah not to marry 

(Jer. 16:1—2).

Hosea’s dominant metaphors, 

Israel as bride and son to Yah​weh, 

are given significant play in Jeremiah 

(Jer. 3:1—5, 20; 3:19—22). 

The wilderness motif, 

with its overtones of honey​moon, 

is found in both prophets 

(Jer. 2:1—3). 

Key theological terms 

are picked up by Jeremiah 

and used in ways almost identical to Hosea’s: 

covenant love 

(Heb. hesed, Je. 2:2); 

harlot or harlotry for idolatry 

(Heb. znh, Jer. 3:2-3); 

knowledge of God 

(Jer. 2:8; 4:22; 31:34); 

return (Heb. swb,

(Jer. 2:19; 3:1, 19, 22; 4:1, etc.). 

Similarities in literary forms may also be noted: 

(1) lists of commandments 

(Ho. 4:2; Je. 7:9); 

(2) law-suits or legal quarrels 

(Heb. rib, Ho. 2:2 [Heb. v. 4]; 4:1; 12:2; Jer. 11:20; 20:12); 

(3) divine complaints 

(Ho. 6:4; 11:8; 14:8 [Heb. v. 9]; Jer. 8:4-7; 8:22-9:3; 12:7-13); 

(4) exhortations to repent and return 

(Ho. 6:1—3; 14:1—2; Jer. 3:22-23); 

(5) confessions of sin 

(Ho. 14:2-3; Jer. 14:7-10, 19—22); 

and 
(6) admonition to sow righteousness 

(Ho. 10:12; Je. 4:3).

In the case of Ezekiel, 

the question is whether the influence of Hosea 

was passed through Jeremiah 

or came indepen​dently. 

The chief parallel is the theme of harlotry/idolatry in chapters 16 and 23. 

As Zimmerli has noted, 

the list of gifts which Yahweh gave to the bride (Ezk. ch. 16) 

is not recorded in Jeremiah 

and may indicate that Ezekiel 

had direct contact with the text of Hosea chapter 2.
 

But the figure of Israel as ‘the vine’ 

is so widely used 

that we should not argue strongly for a direct connection 

between Ezekiel chapter 15 and Hosea 10:1 

(cf. Is. 5:1-7; 27:2-6; 

Ps. 80).

The relationship of Hosea to Deuteronomy 

is one of the thorniest in Old Testament studies. 

Wolff’s approach (p. xxxi) would be typical of the majority opinion 

which holds that Hosea’s circle of followers 

‘were forerunners of the Deu​teronomic movement.’ 

Through them, Hosea’s ministry had deep impact on the forms and message 

of the book of Deu​teronomy 

which “‘as the ‘Book of the law’ discovered in the Temple 

in Josiah’s day 

(2 Ki. 22:8-l0). 

Among the themes which Wolff t races to Hosea’s influence are these: 

God’s pro​vidence in the Exodus, 

wilderness journeys and conquest of the land; 

Israel’s satiety with God’s blessings 

and consequent presumption upon his grace, 

which led to their forgetting of him; 

the condemnation of political alliances; 

and the use of the terms tora, 

‘instruction’, 

Yahweh’s ‘love’, 

‘redemption’, and 

‘brotherhood’.

But these connections between Hosea and Deuteronomy 

are not readily explained. 

This is not the place to debate the date of the completion of Deuteronomy,

but there is a growing consensus 

that believes the core of Deuteronomic teaching 

was preserved in the Northern Kingdom 

so that Hosea's work drew from these materials.
 
Such a view would account for the fact, already noticed by E. W. Nichelson (p.188)    in connection with Hosea’s use of covenant (Heb. berit), 

that the major themes of Hosea, 

especially his appeals to law, history and standards of right living, 

are teachings familiar to his audience and thus demand no explanation. 

The issue is so complex and the tangible evidence so thin 

that dogmatic con​clusions are unwise 

and continued research is welcome.

c.
Use in the New Testament
в.
Использование    в   Новом   Завете
Hosea’s specific contribution may be found in the number of his phrases 

echoed in the New Testament, 

inserted in the text, whether consciously or unconsciously 

by the authors, 

yet serv​ing as clues to continuity in the movement of divine revela​tion: 

the apocalyptic prediction of people calling 

for the rocks to cover them from judgment 

(Lk. 23:30; Ho. 10:8); 

harvest of righteousness 

(2 Cor. 9:10; Ho. 10:12); 

fruit of lips 

(Heb. 13:15; Ho. 14:2); 

"I am rich, I have prospered’ 

(Rev. 3:17; Ho. 12:8).

Most of the direct quotations have been discussed in the Commentary. 

We list them here: 

the changing of the child​ren’s names from negative 

(1:6, 9) 

to positive 

(1:11-2:1; 2:23) 

becomes a prophecy of the inclusion of Gentiles 

into the church 

(Rom. 9:25; 1 Pet. 2:10); 

God’s account of his care for Israel in the Exodus 

(11:1) 

is said to be fulfilled in Christ’s descent into Egypt 

(Mt. 2:15); 

God’s ironic summons to Sheol and death to work their judgment 

(13:14) 

becomes for Paul a cry of resurrection victory 

(1 Cor. 15:55).

Some motifs from Hosea have been used to shape basic themes 

in New Testament theology. 

First, 

the priority of rela​tionship and compassion to ritual 

became a dominant theme in Matthew’s account 

of Jesus’ mission. 

‘Mercy not sacrifice’, 

carried over verbatim from Hosea 6:6 in the LXX, 

expressed the indictment against the legalism of the Pharisees, 

who may have been viewed as playing a role akin to that of the priests 

in Hosea. 

Second, 

the idea of the 

‘knowledge of God’ 

with its strong connotations of obedience, loyalty and intimacy 

seems to have been seized in the Johannine literature 

especially 

and used to describe a major aspect of Christian discipleship 

(Jn. 17:3, 7-8; 1Jn. 2:4, 13-14; 3:1). 

Third, the marriage meta​phor is applied to the relationship of Christ 

to the church and 

(1) plays a dominant role in the notes of joy and newness 

that the gospel brings 

(Mt. 9: 15),

(2) helps to provide a context of love and sacrifice for the mutual 

subjection required of part​ners in Christian marriage 

(Eph. 5:21-33), 

and 

(3) captures the radiance of the church’s triumphant and eternal union 

with the Saviour 

(Rev. 19:7-9; 21:1-4).

ANALYSIS

АНАЛИЗ
HOSEA’S  EXPERIENCES 

I.
ЖИЗНЕНЫЙ   ОПЫТ   ОСИИ
(1:1—3:5)

a.
Title 

I.
ЖИЗНЕНЫЙ   ОПЫТ   ОСИИ
(l:1)

b. A significant family 

б.
ОСОБЕННАЯ   СЕМЬЯ
(1:2 — 2:1)

i. Action I: a harlot for a wife 

i.
Действие   I:  
взять   блудницу    в  жены
(1:2—3a)

ii. Action II: a son that speaks of judgment 

ii.
Действие   II: 
сын   говорит   о  суде

(1: 3b—5)

iii. Action III: a daughter shown no pity 

iii.
Действие   III:
 дочь  не  знает   милости
(1:6—7)

iv. Action IV: a son that signals divorce 

iv.
Действие   IV:
 сын   намекает    на  развод
(l:8-9)

v. Salvation speech I: an initial glimmer of hope 

v.
Речь   о  спасении   I:
первоначальный     просвет    надежды
(1:10—2:1 [Heb. 2:1—3] )

c. A tragic separation: judgment speech I 

в.
ТРАГИЧЕСКОЕ    РАССТАВАНИЕ:
РЕЧЬ   СУДА   I
(2:2—13 [Heb. 2:4—15] )

d.
A gracious restoration

г.
МИЛОСТЕВОЕ     ВОССТАНОВЛЕНИЕ
(2:14—3:5 [Heb. 2:16—3:5] )

i. Salvation speech II: renewal with cosmic con​sequences 

i.
Речь   о  спасении   II:    обновление  с  серьезными    последствиями
(2:l4-23 [Heb. 2:16-25] )

ii. Action V: reconciliation with disciplinary con​straint 

ii.
Действие   V:
примирение   с  дисциплин арными    условиями
(3:1—5)

II. HOSEA’S MESSAGES: PART ONE 

II.
ПРОРОЧЕСТВА      ОСИИ:
 ПЕРВАЯ     ЧАСТЬ
(4:1—11:11)

a.
Introduction: general indictment 

     of the nation 

а.
ВСТУПЛЕНИЕ:
ПРЕДЪЯВЛЕНИЕ     ОБВИНЕНИЯ     НАРОДУ
(4:1—3) 

b. The covenant shattered 

б.
ЗАВЕТ    ПОШАТНУЛСЯ
(4:4—5:7)

i. The rejected law 

i.
Отвергнутый     закон
(4:4-10)

ii. The corrupt religion 

ii.
Искаженная      религия

(4:11—19)

iii. The culpable leadership 

iii.
Руководство     заслуживающее     н ак азани е 

(5:1—7)
c. The politics run amok 

в.
ПОЛИТИКА      ПРОВОДИМ АЯ    В    ЯРОСТИ
(5:8—7:16)

i. Folly and greed in foreign affairs 

i.
Грех   и    жадность    во   внешней   политике
(5:8-l5)

ii. Song of feeble penitence 

ii.
Песнь   жалкого    покаяния
(6:1—3)

iii. Divine complaint of fickleness 

iii.
Жалоба   Бога   о   непостоянстве
(6:4-6)

iv. Illustration of covenant infidelity 

iv.
Пример    нарушения    завета
(6:7—11a)

v. Divine complaint of deceitfulness 

v.
Жалоба    Бога   об   обмане
(6:11b—7:2)

vi. Judgment simile of the heated oven 

vi.
Суд   подобный     раскаленной     печи
(7:3-7)

vii. Judgment metaphor of the inedible bread 

vii.
Метафора   о   суде   несъедобного     хлеба
(7:8-1O)

viii. Judgment simile of the senseless dove 

viii.
Суд   под   обный   глупому    голубю
(7:11—12)

ix. Double divine complaint of rebellion

 ix.
Двойная    жалоба   Бога   о   непослушании
(7: 13-16)

d. The cult ripe for destruction 

г.
КУЛЬТ    ГОТОВЫЙ    К   РАЗРУШЕНИЮ
(8:1 — 9:9)

i. Broken law 

i.
Нарушенный    закон
(8:1—3)

ii. Illicit rulers and doomed idols 

ii.
Незаконные    правители   и    обреченные    идолы
(8:4—6)

iii. Fruitless foreign alliances 

iii.
Бесплод и е    международных     союзов
(8:7—10)

iv. Empty religious enthusiasm 

iv.
Пустой   религиозный    энтузиазм
(8:11—14)

v. Frustrated cultic festivals 

v.
Нарушенные     религиозные    праздники
(9:1—9)

e. The calling unfulfilled 

д.
НЕВЫПОЛНЕННОЕ      ПРИЗВАНИЕ
(9:10— 11:11)

i. Grapes in the wilderness 

i.
Виноград    в    пустыне
ii. (9: 10-17)

iii. A luxuriant vine 

ii.
Ветвистый      виноград
(10:1—10)

iv. A trained heifer 

iii.
Обученная     телица
(10:11—15)

v. The beloved child 

iv.
Возлюбленное    дитя
(11:1—11)

III. HOSEA’S MESSAGES: PART TWO 

III.
ПРОРОЧЕСТВА     ОСИИ:
 ВТОРАЯ     ЧАСТЬ
(11:12—14:9)

a.    Ephraim and Judah, now—knaves and fools

а.
ЕФРЕМ    И   ИУДА, ТЕПЕРЬ     МОЩЕННИКИ    И    ГЛУПЦЫ
(11:12—12:1 [Heb. 12:1—2] )

b.
Jacob, then and now — arrogance and 

       self-reliance

б.
ИАКОВ,  ТОГДА    И   ТЕПЕРЬ –   ВЫСОКОМ    ЕРИЕ    И   САМОНАДЕЯННОСТЬ
(12:2—14 [Heb. 12:3-15] )

i. Controversy with Judah and Israel 

i.
Спори   Иудой   и   Израилем
(12:2-6)

ii. Empty boast of Ephraim 

ii.
Пустая    хвала    Ефрема
(12:7—9)

iii. Parables of the prophets 

iii.
Притчи    о   пророках
(12:10-14)

c.
Ephraim, then and now 

· idolatry and ingratitude

в.
ЕФРЕМ,   ТОГДА    И  ТЕПЕРЬ
         – ИДОЛО    ПОКЛОНСТВО     И   НЕБЛАГОДАРНОСТЬ
(13:1—16 [Heb. 13:1—14:1] )

i. Ephraim’s tragic fall 

i.
Трагическое     падение    Ефрема
(13:1—3)

ii. God’s ferocious judgment 

ii.
Жестокий      суд     Бога
(13:4-8)

iii. Ephraim’s total vulnerability 

iii.
Совершенная     незащищенность      Ефрема
(13:9-11)

iv. Ephraim’s foolish stubbornness 

iv.
Неразумное     упрямство    Ефрема
(13:12—14)

v. Samaria’s fatal rebellion 

v.
Роковое    не   послушание      Самарии
(13:15—16)

d.
Israel and Yahweh, their future 

 — repentance and 

     res​toration 

г.
ИЗРАИЛЬ   И   ИЕГОВА,    ИХ   БУДУЮЩИЕ – 

ПОКАЯНИЕ    И   ВОССТАНОВЛЕНИЕ
(14:1—8 [Heb. 14:2—9] )

i. Israel’s call to return 

i.
Призыв   Израиля    вернуться
(14:1—3)

ii. Yahweh’s loving response 

ii.
Любящий  ответ   Иеговы
(14:4-8)

e.
Concluding admonition:  

       walking and  stumbling 

д.
ЗАКЛЮЧИТЕЛЬНОЕ    УВЕЩЕВАНИЕ :    

ХОЖДЕНИЕ   И   ПРЕТКНОВЕНИЕ
(14:9 [Heb. 14:10] )

Additional Note: Fulfilment of Hosea’s prophecies

ДОПОЛНЕНИЕ :   ИСПОЛНЕНИЕ     ПРОРОЧЕСТВ     ОСИИ
The major words of judgment signaled in the names of the children 

and detailed in the indictments and threats 

that dominate the book 

(2:2-13; 

4:1-10:15; 

12:2-13:16) 

were fulfilled in the Assyrian invasions that marked Israel’s last dozen 

years (733-721 BC) 

and especially in the final collapse of Samaria 

and her incorporation within the Assyrian Empire. 

How and when the words of hope 

(1:10-2:1; 

2:14-23; 

11:1-11; 

14:1-8) 

were accomplished are more complicated questions, 

answerable only in several stages.

A reminder of Hosea’s own time-frames may be useful: 

(1) the present for him is the time of harlotry in all its forms 

— total rejection of God’s will and ways; 

the present is the time in view in virtually all his accusations; 

(2) the near future is the time of judgment to be inflicted by God 

through the agency of the Assyrian armies; 

      and 

(3) the more distant future is the time of hope 

when the meaning of Israel’s names will be changed 

from negative to positive 

and they will be transformed in the glory predicted in 

1:10-2:1.

The first stage in that hopeful future is the return from exile 

(cf 11:10-11) 

begun in the days of Cyrus (c. 539 BC) 

and continued for nearly a century, through the times 

of Ezra and Nehemiah. 

The return was viewed as a reunion and restora​tion of the two kingdoms. 

The term ‘Israel’ dots the pages of Ezra-Nehemiah 

and describes the post-exilic nation in Mala​chi 2:11 

(cf Zec. 8:13 for ‘house of Judah and house of Israel’, 

     
  a reminder that the Old Testament knows nothing of the 

    
  ‘ten lost tribes’). 

Yet the post-exilic era lacks both the royal leader promised in Hosea 1:11 

or 3:5 and the expansive splendour announced in 1:10. 

Both Haggai and Malachi call attention to the austerity, 

even poverty, of life in the Persian period. 

Indeed, the Old Testament closes by reaching beyond itself 

and longing for the day when the promises of righteousness, glory 

and prosperity 

found in almost all the prophets will be fully realized 

(cf Hg. 2:6-9; Zc. ch. 14;  Mal. ch. 4).

Small wonder, then, as a second stage, 

that devout women and men found in 

the birth of Jesus as the Messiah 

the fulfillment of the promises 

to Abraham 

(Lk. 1:55), 

to David 

(Lk. 1:32-33) 

and to the people through the prophets 

(Mt. 1:23; 2:6). 

The only specific citation from Hosea in the infancy-narratives suggests 

that Matthew 

(2:15) 

saw in Jesus a new Israel rescued from a new Pharaoh (Herod) 

by a new exodus 

(see on Ho. 11:1), 

and thus he used for his argument a passage which in Hosea 

is not a prediction 

but a divine reflection on Israel’s past. 

Still it is likely that the promises of national unity under David’s headship 

(Ho. 1:11; 3:5) 

were part of what helped to shape Jewish expectation 

of a Messianic King, 

even though Hosea's promises were not verbally cited 

in the New Testament.

	The formation of the church is the third stage. 

Here the New Testament snatches the word-plays on the names 

of the last two children 

and applies them to the incorporation of Gentiles into the covenant, 

as the new people of God 

(Rom. 9:25-26; 1 Pet. 2:10).

The removal of the ‘nots’ is seen by Peter and Paul, 

not as the restoration of Jews to a renewed covenant relationship, 

but as descriptive of Gentiles who had previously received no mercy 

nor had been included in the people of God. 

In this way prophecies that in their first setting had been directed to Israel are rechannelled to describe the life of the Christian church and especially its gentile expression. 

In the movement of biblical prophecy the Old Testament not only stretches forward to the New Testament, but the New Testa​ment also reaches back and claims from the Old Testament those passages which suit its theological understanding of what God was accomplishing. 

Biblical prophecy comprises thematic unity and verbal affinity, a swell as dear prediction.


	The fourth and culminating stage is the return of Jesus Christ, 

the full display of God’s sovereign love and perfect judgment. 

What this will mean spiritually to national, ethnic and religious Israel 

is hard to say. 

The same section of Romans 

(ROMANS 9-11) 

that applies Hosea’s prophecy to the gentile Chris​tians 

holds out long-term hope for the people of Israel, 

‘the natural branches’ to ‘be grafted back into their own olive tree 

and so all Israel will be saved’ 

(Rom. 11:24, 26). 

Paul seems to say that, though the bright promises of Israel’s future can be broadened to embrace Gentiles within the church, the formation of the church does not exhaust these promises. 

Something will be left over as an experience of redemption for the original covenant people. 

Whether this will have political and geographical dimensions has been the subject of heated debate. 

The pro or the con depends on whether or not the debaters believe that one act in the drama of Christ’s return will be a millennium, a period in which Christ reigns on earth to demonstrate his divine glory, vindicate his lordly claims, and give literal fulfillment to the prophetic promises, including Hosea’s.


Additional  Note:  The  Baals

ДОПОЛНЕНИЕ:
 ВААЛЫ
Hosea’s use of the plural Baals 

(cf. 2:17; 11:2), 

is best interp​reted 

(1) in terms of the multiplicity of shrines 

where Baal worship corrupted the worship of God; 

and 

(2) in the light of the tendency for the name Baal 
to be attached to various cities or regions in the land 

Baal-berith 
- at Shechem 

(Jdg. 8:33; 9:4); 

Baal-gad 

-  in the valley of Lebanon west 

                              of Mount Hermon;

(Jos. 11:17) 

Baal-hamon 
- location unknown;

(cf. 8:11), 

Baal-hermon 
- near that northern mountain;

(Jdg. 3:3; 1 Ch. 5:23), 

Baal-peor 

- in Moab.

(Nu. 25:1—9; Ho. 9:10) 

The singular form, apparently referring to an idol, was used by Hosea, 

(cf. 2:8) 

in keeping with the typical Canaanite under​standing of Baal 

as the lord of the storm, 

who is pictured wearing a bull-like helmet, 

wielding a thunder—bolt 

with a spear-s harp point in one hand 

and a battle mace in the other.
 

A series of stories about Baal is preserved in Ugaritic lit​erature, 

and the more than fifty years of research since the discovery 

of those texts at Ras Shamra (ancient Ugarit) in northwest Syria 

have aided our understanding of the nature of Baal worship, 

as Hosea viewed it.
 

Salient to our study are the accounts of Baal’s victory over Yamm, 

the sea-god, who represents chaos 

and its constant threat to destroy order, 

and of Baal’s on-going struggle, 

in which he needs the help of his sister-wife, 

the goddess Anat, 

to keep Mot the god of summer

— drought and death at bay, 

lest fertility fail 

and Baal’s sovereignty be overthrown. 

Central to that fertility is Baal’s sexual encounter with Anat, 

who gives birth to a calf.
 

Cultic prostitution seems to have developed in imitation 

of that cosmic act of intercourse between Baal and Anat, 

although extra-biblical evidence of ritual sexual activity 

in Syro​-Palestine is scarce. 

Hosea is the best single source we have. 

The connection between myth and ritual, nevertheless, 

is well attested in the ancient Middle East. 

The myth told the basic story 

and the ritual was designed to keep it happening.

The history of the amalgamation of Yahweh worship 

with the veneration of Baal is not easy to trace. 

There may have been pockets throughout the countryside 

where Canaanite religion was never stamped out. 

Furthermore, some con​fusion between Baal and Yahweh 

was encouraged by the Hebrew language itself, 

which, at least until Hosea’s time 

(cf. 2:16-17), 

allowed Baal (literally ‘owner’, ‘master’, husband’) 

to be used as a title for Yahweh 

( the theophoric names of sons 

of Saul

— Esh-baal, 
1 Ch. 8:33; 

of Jonathan
— Merib-baal, 
1 Ch. 8:34; 

of David
 
— Beeliada, 
1 Ch. 14:7). 

Furthermore Baal in various forms was a standard title of deity 

from the coasts of Philistia 

to the Mesopotamian Valley (cf. Bel). 

It was Ahab, however, cheered on by his wicked spouse Jezebel of Tyre 

in Phoenicia, who attempted to combine the cult of Baal 

with the worship of God 

so that the former would supplant the latter:

(1) temples to Baa] were built 

in Jerusalem 

(2 Ki. 11:18) 

and Samaria 

(1 Ki. 16:2); 

(2) Baal altars of incense were set up In Jerusalem 

(Jer. 11:13), 

possibly on roof-tops 

(Jer. 32:29); 

(3) Ahab’s retinue counted 450 Baal priests 

(1 Ki. Ch.18)

and sundry prophets; 

(4) Elijah  detested Baal worship sufficiently to stake his ministry on God’s power 

to expose the impotence of Baal and his priests 

(1 Ki. ch. 18); 

(5) by Jehu’s time 

(see on 1:4) 

Baal worship had regained the initiative it lost to Elijah 

(2 Ki. chs. 9-l0); 

and 

(6) Judah, too, was contaminated with it by Athaliah, Jezebel’s daughter 

(2 Ch. 17:3; 21:6; 22:2), 

by Ahaz’s molten images 

(2 Ch. 28:2), 

by Manasseh’s altars 

(2 Ki. 21:3), 

by vessels of Baal 

which had to be purged from the temple 

and by priests who had to be deposed in Josiah’s reform 

(2 Ki. 23:4-5).

ADDITIONAL NOTE: POSSIBlE HISTORICAL backgrounds
ДОПОЛНЕНИЕ:
ВОЗМОЖНЫЕ    ИСТОРИЧЕСКИЕ     ПРЕДПОСЫЛКИ
If we are correct in spotting here (5:8-7:16) clues to a struggle 

between Judah and Israel 

(5:8-11) 

as well as increased Assyrian prominence 

(5:13; 7:8-9, 11) 

and a meta​phorical account of insurrection against Israel’s ruling 

house-hold 

(7:3-7), 

then it is likely that these speeches stem from the latter part of Hosea’s 

ministry, 

sometime after 733 BC. 

The setting usually, though not universally, pictured as back​ground 

is the Syro-Ephraimite war sketched in 2 Kings 16:1-9 

(2 Ch. 28:5-7) 

and alluded to in Isaiah 7:1-8:22 and, per​haps, Micah 7:7 20.

Only a rough outline of that encounter, when Rezin of Damascus and Pekah of Samaria engaged Ahaz of Judah in battle, can be reconstructed.

The beginnings of the conflict date from Tiglath-pileser’s first western incursion 

in 738 BC, when he conquered Hamath in Syria 

and made it an Assyrian province. 

The relative peace and freedom which the western states had enjoyed 

for more than a half century was brought into jeopardy. 

Court records of Tiglath-pileser III name 

Menahem of Israel 

and Rezin (Rasyan) of Syria 

among those who accepted the first stage of Assyrian vassalage 

by paying tribute, 

while retaining political freedom and remaining in power. 

Menahem raised his tribute by taxing Israel’s 60,000 landowners 

some 50 shekels per head 

(2 Kings 15:19-20). 

The initial invasion was followed by four years of respite, 

while the Assyrians protected their own northern and southern flanks. When the Great King marched west again, 

this time to Gaza in Philistia in 734 BC, 

Pekah had assassinated Pekahiah, Menahem’s son and successor, 

and seized the throne of Israel 

(2 Ki. 15:25). 

The coup that thrust Pekah to power 

seems to have been motivated by an anti-​Assyrian sentiment, embittered by the harsh payments of annual tribute 

and emboldened by the fact that in the years 737-735 BC 

the Assyrians made no show of military might in Syria 

and Palestine.

Pekah took immediate steps to implement his anti-Assyrian policy 

by joining forces with Rezin of Damascus, 

who dreamed of fashioning a Greater Syria 

and smarted under Assyrian taxation, 

to form the Syro-Ephraimite coalition. 

How much the two kings counted on Egyptian help in their bolt 

from Assyrian vassalage we can only guess. 

The fact that Tiglath​-pileser made Gaza the target of his 734 BC campaign 

may hint that Egypt was waiting in the wings 

and that the Assyrian emperor had to display his strength 

near the Egyptian border to keep Egypt at bay. 

Hosea’s mention of Egypt as both a potential ally 

(7:11) 

and a place where Israel’s fall will be greeted by derision 

(7:16) 

may be clues to a foreign policy in which Ephraim’s king 

banked on Egypt for aid against Assyria.

But between Israel-Syria and Egypt lay Judah, 

which had thus far escaped Assyrian vassalage, 

though spending the past half century in the shadow 

of the more lustrous kings of Damascus and Samaria. 

If the west were to be consolidated 

and the routes from the south kept open to Egyptian access, 

Judah had to become part of the coalition. 

This Ahaz refused to do, 

and that refusal, as Pekah and Rezin saw it, 

left them no choice but to march against Jerusalem, 

depose Ahaz, and set their puppet, Ben-Tabeel, 

on Judah’s throne 

(Is. 7:1-2, 6). 

Ahaz found no recourse but to implore Tiglath-pileser 

for help 

and to accept first-stage vassalage by sending tribute to Assyria 

in support of his plea 

(2 Ki. l6:7-8).

First, Assyrian troops, in 733 BC, subdued Israel, 

including Gilead, Galilee and all the land of Naphtali, 

taking captive the cream of the citizenry and deporting it to Assyria 

(2 Ki. 15:29). 

Then they ravaged Damascus in 732 BC, 

killed Rezin its king 

and shipped its leadership to Kir 

(2 Ki. 16:9; cf Am. 1:5; 9:7)

— all of this, apparently, in response to Ahaz’s desper​ate overture. 

For both kingdoms of the coalition, 

the results were disastrous: 

the bulk of Israel was divided into Assyrian provinces 

and locked into the third stage of vassalage, 

totally under Assyrian dominance, 

the elite members of society removed 

and an Assyrian governor and bureaucracy put in their place; 

Ephraim only, the bill country around Samaria, 

retained for a brief moment the semi-independence of first-stage 

vassalage 

and then were clapped into the second stage, 

with Pekab’s demise by assassination 

and Hoshea’s appoint​ment to the throne as lackey of the Assyrians 

(2 Ki. 15:30; 17: 1-3).
 

Damascus, so strategically located between the des​ert 

and the mountains of Lebanon, 

was a prize catch for the Assyrians 

who used it as an outpost for commercial and mili​tary activities 

for the next century or so.

Hosea’s words in 5:8-7:16 seem to flow from a period 

shortly after the events of 733 BC 

when the wounds of the ill-fated war were just beginning to heal. 

His attention alter​nates between Israel’s folly 

(5:11, 13) 

and Judah’s greed 

(5:10). 

The battle alarms 

(5:8) 

combine with the accusation that Judah’s princes are 

like those who remove the landmark 

(5:10) 

to suggest a land grab on Judah’s part. 

The troops are pic​tured as marching north from Gibeah through Ramah 

to Bethel (Beth-aven) 

as though trying to extend Judah’s borders by trimming Ephraim’s. 

As good an explanation as any is that Judah took advantage 

of Israel’s struggles with Tiglath-pileser 

at the close of the Syro-Ephraimite war 

to enlarge her Lehens​raum. 

The overthrow of Pekah by Hoshea (732 BC), 

perhaps with Assyrian help 

since Tiglath-pileser’s annals claim that the Great King elevated 

Hoshea to the throne 

after the Israelites had slain Pekah, 

may be the event of conspiracy described in 6:7-7:7, 

although the passage may remember Pekah’s coup against Pekahiah 

(2 Ki. 15:25). 

In either case, priestly com​plicity 

made the deed all the more dastardly according to Hosea’s interpretation.
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� See Commentary.
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� See S. Terrien, Till the Heart Sings: A Biblical Theology of Manhood and Womanhood (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985), pp. 53-58.
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