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L. Introduction

A. Background of Study of Micah Chapters 4-5

Reading the prophets is no simple task. Difficulties come in trying to interpret the
prophets according to their own times. As a result the literary integrity and coherency of
prophetic books are questioned and modern readers of the prophets’ message identify different
referents in the prophetic works. Such difficulties have been acknowledged by scholars: for
example, B.S. Childs points out many problems in the history of examining the book of Micah,
but states that the most critical issue of Micah is its coherence.'

The macro-structure of the book of Micah has been highly debated. While some deny any
overall structure and understand the book as a loose collection of prophetic speeches, others have
viewed the book as a single work but have identified as few as two and as many as six major
divisions. Theses are (a) two-fold division-chapters 1-5 and 6-7 (Haupt) or chapters 1-3 and 4-7
(Mays, Hagstrom); (b) three-fold division-chapters 1-3, 4-5 and 6-7 (Smith); (c) four-fold
division-chapters 1-3, 4-5, 6:1-7:7 and 7:8-20 (Wolff); or (d) six-fold division-chapters 1:2-16,
2:1-13, 3:1-4:8, 4:9-5:14, 6:1-7:7 and 7:8-20 (Shaw).? While the proposals are diverse, most
scholars understand chapters 4-5 to be a unit, whether it is a major unit or only a subunit. They

do so one the basis of vocabulary® and time periods.* The following analyzes past research of the

! B.S. Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1980), 430. Also, James
L. Mays insists that “Micah offers a provocative possibility for investigation” in “The Theological Purpose of the
Book of Micah,” Beitrage zur Alttestamentlichen Theologie (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978), 276. He,
then comments on Walter Zimmerli’s opinion of Old Testament theology saying that: “Any Old Testament theology
has the task of presenting what the Old Testament says about God as a coherent whole.”

2 Mignon R. Jacobs, The Conceptual Coherence of the Book of Micah, Journal for the Study of the Old Testament
Supplement Series 322 (David J.A. Clines and Philip R. Davies, eds. England: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001), 62.
Jacobs provide a chart and she has four divisions.

3 From the text, mm and nny are the evidence of vocabulary. mm appears in 4:1, 6, 8, 9, 11, 14; 5:1, 9. any appears in
4:9, 11, 14. .

* Eduard Nielsen, Oral Tradition: A Modern Problem in Old Testament Introduction, Studies in Biblical Theology
11 (London: SCM Press, 1954), 85. Nielsen insists, “As to the delimitation of 4-5 as against 1-3 it is immediately
evident that while 1-3 largely consist of didactic revelations and maledictions, chapters 4-5 are mainly a series of
sayings concerning the future, proclaiming ‘what is to happen,” ‘in the last days’ and ‘on that day.””



literary character of Micah 4-5, “admittedly the most difficult chapters in the book of Micah in
which to demonstrate coherence.”

Different scholars use different approaches to address the difficulties, and scholars can
be grouped according to their approaches. One such grouping differentiates between diachronic
and synchronic approaches.® Diachronic approaches are virtually synonymous with historical-
critical methods, which have dominated the field of biblical exegesis since the mid-eighteenth
century. Each of the diachronic approaches has its own focus.

Literary (source) criticism focuses on original written sources. It reflects the basic
assumption that the Bible should be treated as a compiled work.” According to Daniel
Harrington, the purpose of this method is to show how the text which we have now relies on
prior written sources.®

Form criticism, another diachronic approach, attempts to examine the oral tradition that is
understood to lie behind much of the Old Testament. Gene M. Tucker defined form criticism as
that method that “analyzes and interprets the literature of the Old Testament through a study of
its literary types or genres. In particular, form criticism is a means of identifying the genres of
that literature, their structures, intentions and settings in order to understand the oral stages of

*? The goal of this method is twofold:

their development.
First, it attempts to recover the full, living history of Old Testament literature, especially
to gain insight into its oral stage of development, and to place all the stages of
development into their settings in the life of Israel. Second, form criticism is a tool of
exegesis per se. It attempts to facilitate the full understanding and interpretation of what

5 John T. Willis, “The Structure of Micah 3-5 and the Function of Micah 5.9-14” Zeitschrift fur die
Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 81(1969), 198.

8 Vern S. Poythress, Course in General Linguistics (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1966), 115. According to Poythress,
Saussure’s book appeared in 1915 in French and in 1966 it was translated in English. The distinction between
diachronic and synchronic approaches appeared with Ferdinand de Saussure, a French scholar in 1915.

7 Norman Habel, Literary Criticism of the Old Testament (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971), 6.

8 Daniel Harrington, Interpreting the Old Testament (Wilmington: Michael Glazier, Inc., 1984), 84.

® Gene M. Tucker, Form Criticism of the Old Testament (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971), 1.



is essentially ancient religious literature that has a long and complicated history and
prehistory."”

Redaction criticism, a third diachronic approach is, according to J. A. Wharton, “a
special branch of Old Testament research devoted to the study of the way older elements of
tradition were compiled, edited, and re-edited to produce the final form of the text.”!! Reed
Lessing comments that redaction criticism examines “materials that have previously been edited,
often for purposes different from those to which the redactor now puts them.”"

In summary, diachronic approaches, including literary, form, and redaction criticism,
stress historical background and Sizz im Leben in order to find the origin and development of the
text. Broadly speaking, these historical approaches try to find the original form and setting or
occasion of the Scripture and trace each step of the text’s development.'> These methods have
greatly influenced the study and interpretation of the book of Micah. As R. Mason writes: “For
more than a hundred years the small book of Micah has been a critical battlefield. The main
points have been (i) how much of the present book comes from Micah himself? and (ii) how did
the book achieve its present form?”*

In contrast to diachronic approaches, a synchronic approach focuses on the text as it
exists at a single point in time. Synchronic approaches are becoming more and more popular.

While diachronic approaches have been popular in the past, they fail to explain the Bible

10 Tucker, 9.

' J.A. Wharton, “Redaction Criticism, OT,” in The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible Supplementary Volume,
ed., Keith Crim (Nashville: Abingdon, 1976), 730.

12 R. Reed Lessing, “Interpreting Discontinuity: Isaiah’s Tyre Oracle” (Ph.D. diss., Concordia Seminary, 2001), 34-
35S.

13 J. Maxwell Miller, “Reading the Bible Historycally: The Historyan’s Approach,” in To Each Its Own Meaning:
An Introduction to Biblical Criticisms and Their Application, ed., Stephen R. Haynes and Steven L. McKenzie
(Kentucky: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1993), 32.

14 Rex Mason, Micah, Nahum, Obadiah, ed. R. N. Whybray, Old Testament Guides (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1991), 27.



holistically'® because they over-emphasize the text’s alleged original meaning.'® Thus many
scholars who doubt diachronic approaches are seeking meaning in the text through synchronic
approaches.

In brief, the synchronic approach is defined as “the approach to studying the meaning of
words/signifiers which looks at their use at a cross-section of time, i.e., at a given point in history
and which is not concerned to trace an ‘original’ meaning.”'” One example is the synchronic
method of rhetorical criticism. Rhetorical criticism focuses on a text’s final form and how it
affects the reader. Lessing says that rhetorical criticism “examines the way discourses are

constructed in order to achieve certain effects.”'®

' This thesis uses this term as far as synchronic scholars approach authorship and unity of text. It is true that
synchronic scholars divide Micah into sections, but only for the purpose of grouping themes and ideas within Micah.
Otherwise they see Micah as having coherence.

'8 James W. Voelz, What Does This Mean? (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1997), 363.

'7 Voelz, 367-368. See also Vern S. Poythress, “Analysing a Biblical Text: Some Important Linguistic Distinction,”
T. F. Torrance, ed. Scottish Journal of Theology vol. 32 (Edinburgh: Scottish Academic Press,1979), 115.

18 R. Reed Lessing, “Preaching Like the Prophets: Using Rhetorical Criticism in the Appropriation of Old
Testament Prophetic Literature,” Concordia Journal vol. 28 (2002): 399. For further studying, Barton also insists
that rhetorical criticism is “interested in how writers or redactors do things to readers. Often this happens through
‘structures’; but where structuralists are concerned with archetypal structures of myth or narrative, rhetorical
criticism is interested in the structure and shapes of arguments.” John Barton, Reading the Old Testament
(Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1996), 200.



B. Methodology

The primary approach of this study is to examine the history of the applicable research
and to analyze the various methods (approaches). We have divided selected scholars into two
categories (diachronic and synchronic) according to their methods. As we examine each method,
this thesis will investigate the authors’ treatment of the Hebrew text. Rigorous comparison is
difficult, because scholars read some verses as a group, usually following the biblical order of
the text, but they do not all gfoup texts in the same way.

As previously stated, synchronic approaches are relatively new; therefore, in this
category, fewer scholars will be examined. While studying the scholars’ works, we will discover
important differences between synchronic and diachronic approaches. These will be noted during
the research and synthesized at the end of this thesis.

The following books and commentaries have been selected. Under the diachronic
approaches, eight scholars will be analyzed: John M. P. Smith," Paul Haup’c,20 Hans Walter
Wolff,*! James L. Mays,22 Ehud Ben Zvi,?® Jan A. Wagenaar,24 L. M. Luker,”® and D. R.

Hillers.?® These scholars’ works are considered authoritative by other scholars in this field.?” All
Y

¥ John M.P. Smith, “Micah, Zephaniah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Obadiah, Joel,” ed., Samuel Rolles Driver, Alfred
Plummer, and Charles Augustus Briggs, The International Critical Commentary (England: T&T Clark Limited,
1911).

20 paul Haupt, The Book of Micah: A New Metrical Translation (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1910).
The origin of this book is Haupt’s two articles.

2! Hans Walter Wolff, Micah: A Commentary. Trans. Gary Stansell (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1990).

2 James Luther Mays, Micah: A Commentary, ed., John Bright, James Barr and Peter Ackroyd, et al., The Old
Testament Library (London: SCM Press, 1976).

» Ehud Ben Zvi, Micah, ed., Rolf Knierim, Gene M. Tucker and Marvin A. Sweeney, et al., The Forms of the Old
Testament Literature vol. XXIB (Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 2000).

2% Jan A. Wagenaar, Judgement and Salvation: The Composition and Redaction of Micah 2- 5, ed., H.M. Barstad, et
al., Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, vol. LXXXYV, (Leiden: Brill, 2001).

% Lamontte M. Luker, “Doom and Hope in Micah: The Redaction of the Oracles Attributed to an Eighth-Century
Prophet,” (Graduate school of Vanderbilt University, Unpublished Dissertation).

% D R.Hillers, Micah: A Commentary, ed., Frank Moore Cross, et al., Hermeneia — A Critical and Historical
Commentary on the Bible (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984).

2" For further study see Rex Mason, Micah, Nahum, Obadiah and Francis I. Andersen and David Noel Freedman,
Micah: The Anchor Bible, vol. 24E, ed. William Foxwell Albright and David Noel Freedman (New York:
Doubleday, 2000).



of them claim that Micah chapters 4-5 does not belong to the eighth century B.C. Under the
synchronic approaches, four works by the following scholars will be analyzed: David
Hagstrom,”® Charles Shaw,?’ David N. Freedman and Francis I. Andersen,* and Mignon
Jacobs.’! These scholars insist that Micah 4-5 belong to the eighth century B.C. Even though
there is no perfect way to interpret this text, may own study favors a synchronic approach
because it values the unity of the text and explains the text best. On the other hand, the purpose

of this study is not to defend or make a case for any particular method per se.

2 David Gerald Hagstrom, The Coherence of the Book of Micah — A Literary Analysis, ed., J.J.M. Roberts, Society
of Biblical Literature Dissertation Series, number 89 (Georgia: Scholars Press, 1988).

2 Charles S. Shaw, The Speeches of Micah: A Rhetorical — Historical Analysis, Journal for the Study of the Old
Testament Supplement Series 145, ed. David J.A. Clines and Philip R. Davies (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993).

30 Francis 1. Andersen and David Noel Freedman, Micah: The Anchor Bible, vol. 24E, ed. William Foxwell
Albright and David Noel Freedman (New York: Doubleday, 2000)

3! Mignon R. Jacobs, The Conceptual Coherence of the Book of Micah, Journal for the Study of the Old Testament
Supplement Series 322 ed. David J. A. Clines and Philip R. Davies (England: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001).



II. Diachronic Approaches

In this chapter we will examine how the primary diachronic approaches interpret what
we will call the text’s external relationship, which is the relationship between chapters 4 and 5 as
a unit and the preceding and following material, and also how they interpret the internal structure
and coherence of chapters 4 and 5 alone. This chapter is divided into three sections: 1) literary
criticism, 2) form criticism and 3) redaction criticism. Of the previously mentioned works, Paul
Haupt and John M. P. Smith will be analyzed under literary (source) criticism. In form criticism,
works of three major scholars will be analyzed: Hans Walter Wolff, James L. Mays, and Ehud
Ben Zvi. Finally in redaction criticism, Jan A. Wagenaar, L. M. Luker, and D. R. Hillers will be

examined.

A. Literary (Source) Criticism
A characteristic of the diachronic method of literary criticism is the assumption that
texts “are not the work of a single author but result from the combination of originally separate

documents.”" Basically, literary critical scholars insist that

we cannot adequately understand a text without the contexts to which it belongs. As a rule,
the literary works to which the text belongs have not been written down in a single sitting,
regardless of whether they cover the entire biblical book at hand. What we have before us in
such a work, in many cases, is nothing more than the final literary state which has developed
into a writing over time.”

! John Barton, “Source Criticism” in The Anchor Bible Dictionary, vol.6, ed. David Noel Freedman, et al. (New
York: Doubleday, 1992), 162.

2 Odil Hannes Steck, Old Testament Exegesis: A Guide to the Methodology, Trans. James D. Nogalski 2™ ed.
(Georgia: Scholars Press,1998), 48.



Thus, literary criticism is the study of a text and its history, either brief or lengthy. It makes

discussion about the text, such as the author, place and time possible.’

1. External Structure of Micah 4-5

In his literary criticism, Paul Haupt only covers poetry sections;’ therefore, his approach
cannot be compared with others for some verses. He divides the book of Micah into two sections
according to date. Chapters 1-3 belong to the eighth-century, while chapters 4-7 represent a
Maccabean appendix.” Chapters 4-7 contain five poems composed during 170-100 B.C. This
content indicates John Hyrcanus’ destruction of Samaria.® According to Haupt, the difference of
time backgrounds between Micah’s genuine poems and later poems can be identified by
differences in poetic meter. Micah’s poems exhibit 3+3, 2+2 and 3+2 meters, but the later poems
have only 3+3 beats.” Also, Haupt dates the different styles by their contents. Haupt bases his
position for the late date on the fall of Samaria. In Sargon’s invasions in 721 B.C., there is no
destruction of Samaria, but in the invasion by Ptolemy Lagi in 312 and by Demetrius Poliarcetes
in 296, Samaria is destroyed.® Moreover Haupt argues that the book of Micah consists of
Maccabean period texts because its contents exalt John Hyrcanus’ destruction of Samaria.” He

lived in 168 B.C. “John Hyrcanus’ long siege of Samaria reminded the compiler of this

3 Steck, 59.

* Haupt insists that Micah was a patriotic poet. Therefore only poetry sections are worth studying. He assumes that
prose sections are later additions.

> Haupt, 14-15.

6 Haupt, 6-13. The five poems are 6:2-4, 16, 9, 12, 10, 11, 13, 14; 7:1-4, 7-13; 7:14-17, 19, 20; 4:6, 7, 5:6, 7, 9, 11,
14, 4:1-5; and 6:6-8. He suggests that part of Micah’s original poem appears in the book of Jeremiah. After
Jeremiah’s period, an editor added the first three chapters. Haupt seems to rearrange the text by theme.

7 Haupt, 17. His idea indicates that a later composer collected only one type of poem for convincing the reader, but
it can be treated as a pattern for Micah’s poetry.

¥ Haupt, 16.

® However, at least two more destructions occurred, one at the hands of Ptolemy in 312 A.D. and the other in 296
AD.



Maccabean oratorio of the ancient poet Micah’s lines alluding to Sennacherib’s siege of
Jerusalem.”'® Based upon these historical events, Haupt believes that the 3+3 beat poems which
mention the fall of Samaria belong to a late period."!

The fourth poem is located in chapters 4-5. It is hard to demonstrate the external
relationship of chapters 4-5 with the other chapters since Haupt deals only with select verses in
those adjacent chapters. Haupt does, however, give small indications for a relationship between
2:12 and 4:9-14.2 According to him, these two sections have similar subjects; thus, these two
texts must have similar dates which belong to the Maccabean period. Thus, Haupt suggests that
these sections show editing. For instance, 4:9-14 comes from genuine Micah but was edited by
an editor in the Maccabean period. On the other hand, 2:12 because of its restoration theme, was
added from a later period than Micah. According to Haupt, 2:12 was inserted by someone who
wanted to help the reader’s understanding of the last four chapters."?

John M. P. Smith, on the other hand, divides Micah into three sections: chapters 1-3, 4-5
and 6-7."* He suggests that chapters 5-6 have some common elements, which are the “words of
hope and cheer.”" In spite of this, Smith insists that the unity of the book of Micah has been
rightly denied by many scholars. For instance, Smith introduces K. Marti’s view that 4:1-4 and
6:6-8 are connected by 4:5. This reflects the work of an unknown editor because 4:6-5:14 and
6:9-7:6 shows thematic unity.'® Smith’s opinion is that the book of Micah was entirely edited

during the Maccabean period. Some of chapters 1-3 may belong to Micah himself, and chapters

1% Haupt, 15-16.

' Haupt, 43. Haupt suggests one more piece of evidence when he compares Micah 4:1-5 with Isaiah and reaches
the opinion that the prophecy originated with Micah and was adapted and inserted in its place in the book of Isaiah
in the first century B.C.

12 Haupt, 65.

1 Haupt, 65.

' Smith, 8.

"> Smith, 8.

16 Smith, 16.



4-5 have miscellaneous fragments which are from various sources. Chapters 6-7 also have
similar contents. Micah 7:11-13 belongs to the postexilic time because the contents reflect events

which happened after the fall of Jerusalem. Smith suggests that at least four different authors

worked with Micah.'” Thus, the book of Micah is thematically connected due to editing.

2. Internal Structure of Micah 4-5

This section describes separately the general opinions of Smith and Haupt regarding
chapters 4-5 .8 Then their analyses of individual groups of verses will be compared. Since Smith
treats the whole of chapters 4-5 and Haupt extracts only the poems, this section follows Smith’s
division of verses.

Before Smith analyzes Micah 4 and 5, he begins his study with this claim:

Chapters 4 and 5 have given much trouble to interpreters, great variety of opinion

existing as to what portions, if any, may be attributed to Micah and as to the origin and

date of the portions not thus assigned. All agree, however, that the chapters as they now

stand are wholly lacking in logical continuity within themselves and must be regarded as

composed of a series of more or less unrelated fragments. '’
Smith affirms that the book of Micah has poetic form and that chapters 4-5 exhibit hope and the
promise of salvation. He sees Micah 4-5 as a collection of short poems which bear little relation
to one another.”® He bases this observation on the alternation of oracles of doom and hope. He
presumes that

there are no pre-exilic “hope” passages, with the possible exception of 4:6-10 which

dates from the time of Jerusalem’s fall at the earliest (597 or 586) and is certainly post-

Mican. The book of Micah “falls naturally into three parts,” chapters 1-3, 4-5, and 6-7,
which are related to each other in terms of doom-hope contrast.”!

7" Smith, 12-16.

18 Even though Haupt’s work is limited in that it only focuses on poems, his work is still directly applicable to this
thesis.

' Smith, 82.

2 Smith, 8.

2l Smith, 8.

10



Smith divides chapters 4-5 into eight sections: 4:1-5; 4:6-10; 4:11-13; 4:14; 5:1-3; 5:4-5; 5:6-8;
and 5:9-14. In every section he argues for post-Mican style.

According to Haupt, the final form of Micah has two messages: one is pessimistic and
the other is optimistic.?‘2 That these two parts appear alternately tends to confuse readers because
of two contradictory themes of judgment and restoration themes. Haupt’s opinion is that
originally Micah did not contain anything after chapter 4. Therefore, a later editor inserted verses
like 2:12 and 4:9-14 in order to produce a more coherent work. Now let us consider various

sections of the text.

4:1-5

93t
7“2 which he accounts for

Smith regards 4:1-5 as a poem and finds “progress of thought,
with editorial expansion. He further divides this poem into three strophes. In the first strophe
(4:1), the temple of YHWH in Jerusalem becomes the center of the world and then the second
strophe (4:2) illustrates nations coming and learning YHWH’s way. The last strophe (4:3-5)
declares YHWH will be the judge of the world.**

Smith accents the phrase o7 maxz (in the issue of days) in the first strophe.
According to him, this phrase “occurs thirteen times in the Old Testament but belongs to the

exilic and post-exilic circle of ideas, occurring only here and Hosea 3:5, Genesis 49:1, Numbers

24:14, aside from Jeremiah, Ezekiel and later books.”® In the second the phrase

22 Haupt, 65.
2 Smith, 83.
2% Smith, 83.
%5 Smith, 85-86.

11



TRy o371 o BSm ety oy 1 (and people will flow unto it, yea, many nations will come and
say; 4:1b-2a), he believes that the idea of this phrase belongs to the thought of “Deutero-Isaiah
and later literature of Israel.”?® Smith emphasizes that “the prophecies of the eighth century
contain no suggestions of this thought. Isaiah 11:10, 18:7 and 19:16-25, in which it is more or
less fully expressed, are quite generally conceded to be of late origin.”?’

Smith makes note of the phrase in v. 2: 2pp» 158 5%y mim—17o% 15 1955 (come, let us
go up to the mount of Yahweh, and to the house of the God of Jacob). He interprets this verse as
implying “that the temple at Jerusalem is the only authorized sanctuary of YHWH.”?*
Consequently, he insists that “this seems to force the dating of the passage in the post-
deuteronomic period.”*

Smith argues for discontinuity of verse 5 with verses 1-4. He discusses 4:1-5 as three
different sections by two different authors: 4:1-3 and 4:4 are by one author while 4:5 is by a
second. In 4:3 the phrase o'ax’ onan 1n (they will hammer their swords into plowshares) is
a vision that Judah will be a stronger country than her neighbors, so that they do not attack
Judah. “They” in verse 4:3 indicates Judah. According to Smith, this was the typical expectation
of the Maccabean period. Smith considers verse 4 as appended by a later composer because of
the content. Until verse 3, editors’ thoughts are expressed positively through verse 3 and then
negatively in verse 4. Furthermore, the subject changes from nation (v.3) to individual (v.4).*°

Smith’s opinion depends on two elements: one is general opinion from other scholars
and the other is content. He believes that the author of verse 4 is identical with the author of

verses 1-3 because both describe peace. The contents of verse 5 differ from those of verses 1-3,

% Smith, 86.
21 Smith, 86.
2 Smith, 86.
2 Smith, 86.
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in that verses 1-3 indicate the future, while “verse 5 is vividly conscious of the discordant

231

present.””" He uses Isaiah 2:2-4 as evidence of origin because 4:4-5a cannot be found in Isaiah.

Hence, 4:4 reveals editorial expansion.>

In 4:1-5, Haupt covers all the verses; however, his investigations are not as detailed as
Smith’s. In 4:1 Haupt insists that “will be placed at the head of the mountains” does not refer to a
physical elevation of Jerusalem. It means simply that the small hill of Zion will become the most
important mountain, just as the small country of Palestine will be one of the most important
countries from a religious point of view.*?

Haupt also points to the phrase o271 o'y 12, vowy (and he will judge among many
nations) in 4:3 as evidence of late authorship. The expectation of Israel during the Maccabean
period was that the Gentiles would convert to the Jewish religion.>* Haupt’s evidence for this
interpretation is 4:2. His idea is that in the Maccabean period, Gentile people who convert to
Judaism were not expected to keep the Law. That is, Maccabean leaders failed to hold Gentiles
to the same expectations as Jews.” In summary, Haupt holds that this section reflects the post-

exilic period, thus excluding the possibility of Mican authorship.

4:6-10
In looking at 4:6-10, Smith suggests that “this section reflects a period when Jerusalem

was in imminent danger from an invader. It foretells the capture and exile as the inevitable

outcome of the situation™® but also that YHWH will bring Israel into Jerusalem.’

w

O Smith, 87.
! Smith, 88.
Smith, 84.
Haupt, 50.
Haupt, 51.
3 Haupt, 51.
Smith, 89.
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Smith singles out “that day” in 4:6 as important for interpretation. He suggests that this
phrase “marks the end of the exile.”*® Moreover, he emphasizes the words ny5gn “halt” and
nmm “outcast,” because these words are “suggestive of a flock of sheep, designating the exilic
community as a whole.”® Furthermore, he states that “at the time when these words were written
the ‘diaspora “" had already begun.”*! In 4:7, Smith also gives attention to the word “remnant”
and comments:

The parallelism [between “remnant” and “strong nation”] shows that the term ‘remnant’

is practically equivalent to the corresponding term ‘strong nation.” This implies, as J.

Wellhausen has noted, a much more advanced stage in the development of the idea of

the remnant than can be imagined for the eighth century when Isaiah was first giving

clear expression to the conception; cf. Is. 7:3, 8:16ff, 10:20ff, Am. 8:15. It presupposes a

time when the idea had been long familiar and the mere mention of the term carried with

it the suggestion of all the glory and splendor of the Messianic age that had gradually

gathered around the thought of the remnant.*
Because of this statement, Smith asserts that this passage belongs to the exilic or postexilic
period; nevertheless, his view of the relationship between “remnant” and “strong nation” is
explained speculatively without firm evidence.

According to Smith, the historical reference in 4:8 cannot be fixed in a certain

time period because the theme is too general. Thus, because of this observation, he designates
this section’s theme as post-Mican. He suggests, “allusion to the prosperous days of the double

kingdom under Jeroboam II and Uzziah is less natural [than David or Solomon]; while to say that

the implied contrast must be between the post-exilic regime and pre-exilic as a whole is without

>” Smith, 89.

% Smith, 93.

Smith, 93. Smith indicates the exile in Babylon.

Henry Snyder Gehman, ed., et al.., The New Westminster Dictionary of the Bible (Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1970), 228. “Dispersion: Translation of Greek diaspora, the body of Israelites scattered abroad in other lands
than their own.”

4; Smith, 93. Smith uses a word diaspora not only for the Babylonian captivity but also for the dispersed ones.

2 Smith, 94.
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any basis.”* For instance, Smith points up the word mawxan (first, chief) to support this time
period. Moreover, he focuses on an Aramaic word nxrn (swelling) to support his dating of the
text. These words indicate that Judah will be a powerful country, but this was not actualized in
history.

Smith rearranges the order of verses 6-10. Verses 9-10 precede verse 6-8 because of
logic. He regards verses 6-8 as a response to verses 9-10. After changing the order, he describes
the order of events naturally, viz, “downfall of Jerusalem, exile, deliverance, restoration to
power,”* and posits the date of the text to be 597 or 586, which was the fall of Jerusalem. He
insists that this section belongs between the post-exilic and the pre-exilic period. Thus these two
sections (vv.6-8 and 9-10) do not belong to Micah.*

In the section 4:6-10, Haupt covers only 4:6-7. He holds that the speaker of 4:6 is one of
the leaders of the Maccabean period, not God. His basis for this is verse 7 where we see the idea
of a “remnant,” indicating a Maccabean context rather than an eschatological one. Thus
according to Haupt, the word “remnant” reflects Maccabean leaders who tolerate repentant Jews
but are very harsh to the renegades, those who have not reverted from Hellenistic ways.
Maccabean leaders accept repentant people without any distrust. Therefore, Haupt thinks, the
idea of a “remnant” can be better explained in a Maccabean context.*® To Haupt, the term
“remnant” means the people “who have survived the Syrian persecution.””’” Moreover, he points
to the Hebrew phrase: nmmm nvbsn (the stragglers and strays). He argues that the word “strays”

refers to “the Jewish apostates at the beginning of the Maccabean period.”*®

“ Smith, 95.
* Smith, 90.
" Smith, 90, 95.
“ Haupt, 43.
i Haupt, 44.
*® Haupt, 45.
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Haupt also insists on a Maccabean context in 4:7 because at the beginning of the
Maccabean period Israel’s power was about the same as Syria’s, but before this time Israel had
been exhausted. Moreover, he believes the expression “the LORD shall reign over them in

Mount Zion” represents the event of the Temple dedication in 165 B.C.*

4:11-13
Smith describes this section also as belonging to the post-Mican period. His view is that
the settihg revealed in verses 4:6-8 and 4:9-10 indicates the siege of Jerusalem. He explains:

This passage reflects other conditions than those with which vv. 9, 10, 6-8 deal. In both
descriptions Jerusalem is in a state of siege; but there the result of the siege is the fall of
the city and the exile of its inhabitants; deliverance comes only after captivity has begun.
Here, Jerusalem turns upon its foes and conquers those who came confident of victory.
There, the enemy is evidently the Babylonian; here, the whole pagan world gathers
against Yahweh’s people. This last feature was first incorporated in the prophetic
descriptions of the ‘latter days’ by Ezekiel (38:15, 39:4-6, 18) and in such a way as to
indicate that it was original with him. Hence, this oracle must belong to a late exilic or
post exilic date.”

Smith’s opinion is that now the enemy is the “whole pagan world” and therefore indicates the
late exilic or post-exilic period. This is consistent with his other views about what ideas are
possible in the eighth century and what ideas are not.

Smith next takes up the phrase “many nations” (4:11). According to the text, “many
nations” are not friends of Israel.

The gathering of the nations in array against Jerusalem is a characteristic idea of exilic

and postexilic prophecy. It belongs to the later eschatological aspect of prophecy. Pre-

exilic prophecy sends its roots deep down into contemporaneous history; its visions of
the future are indissolubly linked with the conditions of the present.’!

“ Haupt, 44.
0 Smith, 97.
1 Smith, 98.
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These statements of verse 13 indicate a future event. During the history of Israel, neighboring
nations are the enemy in almost every historical period; this section, however, describes then

positively. Thus, this section must not belong to Micah.

4:14

Smith analyzes this verse alone because he sees no thematic connection between it and
the surrounding passages. He states that this verse is disconnected “as shown by the absence of 1
before mny and by the totally different thought conveyed [by the text].””* He insists that the
reference of this verse is to a real historical event, but there is no agreement on whether it is to
Sennacherib, Nebuchadrezzar, or someone unknown. Hence he does not give a date for this

VErse.

5:1-3

Smith analyzes this section with verses 1 and 3 together and then verse 2 alone because
the subject changes between verses 1 and 2. Because they announce the coming of the Messiah,
verses 1 and 3 might be dated as post-exilic. Smith’s understanding of the messianic expectation
informs his view that, because of the mention of Zerubbabel, this passage must belong to the
time of Haggai and Zechariah.” For instance, in 5:1 Smith focuses on the phrase: *5 “7an
Saerz Swin ninb xE (from thee one will come forth for me who shall be ruler over Israel). This

indicates that Israel does not have a king, and so points to the late origin.** He suggests that
g g8

52 Smith, 100. The word “thought” is used many times in his commentary. This word indicates “an editorial idea.”
53 .

Smith, 102.
>* Smith, 103-104.
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because of “the attitude of respect for the Davidic dynasty” and “Messianic expectation,” this
oracle “must be assigned somewhere in the postexilic period.””

According to Smith, verse 3 continues the thought from verse 1, not verse 2. The
connection between verse 1 and verse 2 is very loose. He points out that the subject is changed

from first person (v. 1) to third person (v. 2). This is evidence for editorial work.

5:4-5

Smith analyzes this section as a poem which is irregular because of the phrase in verse 5,
27n2 ik pwny b (and they will shepherd the land of Assyria with the sword). He insists on
dating this verse in the post-Mican period because “the verses seem to reflect later times when
the Apocalyptists painted glowing pictures of the future with little reference to present conditions
or to the possibility, from a human standpoint, of their ever being realized.”*® He points out
“seven or eight princes” because it is not one great leader, but many leaders. Hence, the many

leaders in verse 5 refer to political leaders, not the Messiah.’

5:6-8
In the seventh section, Smith takes the position that “this piece is quite generally denied
to Micah.” According to him, this section does not belong to Micah because this is opposed to

the eighth-century prophecy.”® The content of this section reflects Israel’s scattered situation

55 Smith, 102.
56 Smith, 107.
57 Smith, 107.
58 Smith, 110.
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after the fall of Jerusalem.” Smith points out the late understanding of diaspora which “is a
familiar idea and has attained wide extent.”® Micah uses this term with a different meaning.
“The remnant is no longer the weak handful of Isaiah, but is endowed with invincible might,
none can stand before it.”®' Because of this, he suggests that this section is an individual section
from the previous verses 4-5. Also, in 5:6 the word “remnant” designates an exilic or scattered
period. His opinion is that this verse is parallel to 4:7, which is a late text. Thus, the date of this
text must also be from a late period. Moreover, “Jacob” used neither for northern Israel nor
Judah but for the people of YHWH as a whole. This represents a late usage. Thus, this verse
must be a post-eighth century passage.®*

Haupt analyzes only 5:6-7. He shares Smith’s opinion about the “remnant” in 5:6. He
describes this word with more detail, stating that it indicates “the orthodox Jews” who have
survived from the Syrian persecution.63 He cites as evidence 1 Maccabees 3:35.%* Thus Haupt

asserts that 5:6-7 reflects the Maccabean period.®

5:9-14
Smith analyzes the structure of this text and divides verses 5:9-13 from 5:14 on the basis
1 66

of theme. 5:14 has YHWH’s “vengeance upon the heathen,” and 5:9-13 concerns only Israe

Smith states that “the original piece (vv. 9b-12) probably dates from a time in the Deuteronomic

% Smith, 110.
0 Smith, 110. He does not provide the audience or reader; however, it designates Jews who live in the post-exilic
period.
®' Smith, 110.
5 Smith, 111.
 Haupt, 45.
8 The Harper Collins Study Bible with the Apocryphal/Deuterocanonical Books, ed. Wayne A. Meeks, et al. (New
York: Harper Collins Publishers, 1989), 1655. “Lysias was send to a force against them to wipe out and destroy the
6s;crength of Israel and the remnant of Jerusalem; he was to banish the memory of them from the place.”

Haupt, 46.
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period;”®” however, the original piece “was thoroughly worked over in the post-exilic age.”®® He
counters Marti’s observations to support his view.” Marti’s opinion is that this section (5:9-14)
has an exilic or postexilic date. Smith summerizes Marti’s opinions in four points. (a) Marti
singles out the words mazn and mwir. These words do not have any reference for earlier date.
Marti’s idea is that these words were used during the Hezekian reform. (b) The image of war and
idolatry are characteristic of a later period. The word “fortress,” for example, appears in a later
period. (c) The date of the parallel passages (Ho. 2:20, 8:14, 14:4) is from a late period. (d) The
lack of the concept “high-place” is evidence of the late period. Smith next picks up the phrase
7w mmwm (“and I will cut off your cities”). He states that “the mention of fortified cities is
hardly sufficient warrant for placing the prophecy in the Maccabaean age as Marti does.”’” Smith
concludes that this section originated from Micah, but that someone probably changed it in the
eighth century.”!

Haupt only analyzes three verses: 5:9,11 and 14. He dates these three verses in the
Maccabean period because of the word “chariot.” This word is mentioned in the “Maccabean
song of derision upon Antiochus Epiphanes in Is. 37:24 and in the Maccabean psalms 20: 8, 46:
10, 76: 7.

Haupt insists that 5:11 indicates an attempt to reject the Hellenistic culture. He seeks a
historical context in which there were diviners. He discovers such a situation in the Jezebel story
during the period of Jehu, but this is too early for Micah.” In the Maccabean period the

Palestinian cities were Hellenistic and engaged in divination also. Therefore, Haupt’s conclusion

8 Smith, 113.
87 Smith, 113.
8 Smith, 114.
Smith, 114. Marti’s opinion contains four articles.
0 Smith, 115.
" Smith, 114.
> Haupt, 47.
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is that the date is Maccabean. But he ignores the fact that diviners existed throughout the whole
history of Israel. So this word cannot be evidence of a specific date.

Smith insists that most of chapters four and five belong to a time period after Micah. In
many places, however, he mentions “original fragments.” This reflects one of the limitations of
his methods. For example, in 5:10 Smith insists that the original fragment of this verse possibly
belongs to the eighth-century. When he uses “original fragment,” he ignores one or two words,
which are the “original fragment,” in a whole verse. His method does not include the whole text
in his investigation, hardly convincing other scholars who have different opinions.

In Haupt’s case, he completely ignores the fact that Samaria was destroyed numerous
times at earlier dates.”* He does not give reasons why one should favor John Hyrcanus’
destruction over any of the other ones.

Smith and Haupt generally use the tools of literary criticism. However, they break down
Micah chapters 4-5 according to different sources. Their assumption is that different sources
have different styles. While Smith concentrates on metrical style in chapters 4-5, Haupt only
investigates poetry sections because he assumes that they are more genuine, but he does not
support this claim with evidence.

As noted above, Smith’s approach to the book of Micah is a typical of literary criticism.
He mainly focuses on each passage’s time period (the chief tenet of literary criticism). In Haupt’s
case, he studies the book of Micah using literary criticism. He believes that Micah has more than
one source. Then he attempts to discover which source is more ancient than others. His research

remains limited, though, because he covers only poetic sections. He tries to remain faithful to the

73

Haupt, 48.
™ Tt is included by the Greeks (for example, 167 B.C.) and Assyrians and even earlier. For further study see John
Bright, The History of Israel (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1981), 419-427.
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school of literary criticism, providing author and time frame. In conclusion, although both

scholars, Haupt and Smith, are faithful to literary criticism, they lose the unity of Micah.

B. Form Criticism
Let us now consider the use of form criticism. Marvin Sweeney insists that the oracles of

the prophets are composed of “short and self-contained speeches.””” Since however, the
prophetic books as we hav¢ them today are lengthy, this suggests that they have been edited.
This is the reason that form criticism has been commonly used by modern scholars. Sweeney
notes that “a great deal of early form-critical research concentrated on stripping away the
‘inferior’ work of later redactors and tradents by using genre as a criterion to identify and
reconstruct the theologically significant ‘original’ prophetic speeches.”’® John Barton
characterizes form criticism as a method of study that identifies and classifies the smaller
compositional units of biblical texts, and seeks to discover the social setting within which units
of these types or literary genres were originally used.”” While there are basic agreements about
the understandings and aims of form criticism, scholars who use form criticism do not come to

the same conclusions about the compositional units or about the social settings.

™ Marvin A. Sweeney, “Isaiah 1-39 with an Introduction to Prophetic Literature,” ed. Rolf P. Knierim and Gene M.
Tucker, The Forms of the Old Testament Literature, vol. XVI, (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans, 1996), 11.
76

Sweeney, 11.
77 John Barton, “Form Criticism,” The Anchor Bible Dictionary, vol.2, ed. David Noel Freedman (New York:
Doubleday, 1992), 838.
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1. External structure of Micah 4-5

This thesis examines the work of the following form critical scholars: Hans Walter
Wolff,”® James Luther Mays,79 and Ehud Ben Zvi.®’ They may use the same method, but their
conclusions differ even at the level of an overall outline for the book. For instance, Wolff makes
four divisions for the book of Micah while Mays divides the book of Micah into two sections (1-
5 and 6-7). Ben Zvi divides Micah into three sections (1-3, 4-5, and 6-7). Their views on the
book of Micah differ slightly concerning the date, but they are in general agreement about a post-
exilic dating of the text.

Wolff focuses on the historical and sociological settings of each section.®’ He divides the
book of Micah into four sections: chapters 1-3; 4-5; 6:1-7:7; and 7:8-20.%% He makes these
divisions on the grounds that the “four groups of texts can be clearly distinguished according to
their chief themes and also according to their addre