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To t his study, Mr . Greenberg has appended a brief essay indicating 

the relationship of the dia l ogue to everyday life . 

Mr . Greenberg has performed his chosen task with diligence . 

Readers might welcome some generalizat ions from a phenomenological 

as well as psychological point of view . Some transitions are abrupt 

and the style is occasionally uneven . The hortatory intrudes when 

the expository would have sufficed . 

We are in debt to Mr . Greenberg for a research task conscientiou~ly 

and thoroughly done. It is wit h pl easure that I recommend the ac­

ceptance of this thesis in pal.'tial fulfillment of the r equirements for 

or•dinat ion. 

Robert L. Kat z 
Referee 
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Thesis Enitome 

Thesis tit le : Biblic al Dialogues : ~d~~~ ·_ 

Aut~or: 3olonon T. Greenberg 

~eferee; Jr. Robert L ~ Katz 

and Interr retecl 

Th is t!1esis c onta ins t hree parts arid a suppliment . 

Part I 6eals with so··~e general ob s e rvation s of the 

:Bi blical d ialoruc • . :ith i n t h is section t here is an e:-plan­

ation of t he ap])ro~ch us cC: by t he aut hor i n t he following 

parts of t he:- thesis . Also , t he r e is a ciei'i:.ition of the 

Lateri a l u i t:ii!~ >cripti.l:'e t j1at is classified c.:.s ( i c..lor ica l . 

T'.1 is part als o contc. i:~s a o iscuss i on of t he varieties of 

J i bl icc.l dialogues \!ith special mention of va r ying l enr- ths 

a nd nuniJe:rs wit'.in the variou~ boo!:s of t he Bi bl e . Also 

: icntio!!C'- are tb:: d L '.:'er ent e."!lotions e::pre s se0 i n thP. f orm 

of d i a l o ..... ue . :'he r:'lotior:s c ite - a ::-e : hc> tred , am:iet~ · , dis­

gust , fcc.:r , crie:' , j oy , 1 Vt and pity . Za ch c~otion is fe­

fi:.e· anc n :ii "::i l i c a l proof t c;:t · iven . Fc:..rt I co:· c lt:des 

uith a ~iscussion or t:-.e r c: lotio:.s~ i i:· cle.ssific3 t ior: i · : ex 

\(1ic.!1 is fou:-ici i P Fart II . 

fart II contr.i..:s two i!"!C.ic~ s in \ihich c e::., ~· .'";i blica l 

dir..lo;_:ue is classi:.'ied : A) b~· J i. •lic a l bool~ , c:-;e~·ter a.~c 

V<?rse , &!:6 3 ) by t~"!e relc.ti ~.,._s:1 ips o:' t :w particip: ::ts • i:'he 

c c..te : ories of r e l a tio.!.:s :1ip <!re : ;"?usbr .. :d-ui~e , "12.n- nan , 

\ TO.:-:io.n- 1:ro ... a~1 , ::m!1- uo ... .:.n, f <. t '.!er- son , .fati1er-dau~:~ter , mot:1er ­

son , ~ot~er-inu~~t&r , dau~~tcr-d~u~~ter (sister - sister ) , 

son- so.!1 {brot'1C?r- brot :1er) , son- o:ii;:;! ter (brot: !e r - sister) . 

: ver.r dia lo ..... ue i n t'ii s i : ... ,.· ex i s brie~ly s uoriarizec· . 
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Bi blical Di a loGues : . Index ed · and Interpreted 

Part I I I cont a i n s four 3 i blical ci i a l c>'·u e s bet u een : 

1) Jacob and Esau (Genesis 25 :29ff . ); 2) Joseph and :Pcti­

p hn.r ' s wi f e (Genesis 39 :7ff . ); 3) 3a~uel ano 3aul (I 3arruel 

1 5: 13ff. ) ; and 4 ) Anmon and Ta.Mar ( II ;a,··m el 13 : 1 Off .). 

Jach o~ t 1 ese ~our < i~ lo~ues is t r eat e· in a sL~ilar f a s h­

i o:1. ::?i rst , -t:1e dialor::ue is q_uote r" in full . .)eco;~:'" ly , t he 

scttin.r: iL 1:lhic h t !°le c i a l o-ue t<::1;es place is <° iSCUS S e{ • 

=~:irf l:· ' t·~ c a iz.J .. :ue is interpreter" ui t'.J speci a l e;.iphasis 

o:: t'-e ps, i c~olo~ ical :'o:-ce~ uhich c:..re at plc:.;,r with i .r: t !1c 

pa:!'·:-.ic i r:::.. ·.ts . 

li.:e . 'rho i:-.po:'~ :>.:1c c of d i a l or::uc fnr :1u •<: n rel~ticnsh ips , 

r c1. , d.ir.1 0-l:e i n t' < scare!' f or t1·ntJ1, { ial o-:i..;,.: i .:. p r-1:. tics , 

• ic.. .. lcr-L:e i n · ·t~s i. :c; ss , ci i a l o ·ue i. e··t~cr:tic1: a.:~· d i c:.lozue i n 
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I"NTRODUCTI ON 

A . Gen eral Observa t i ons of t he Biblical dialogue 
_ _=-.;......_ • - - - - ----

The t i t le o f this thesis, Bi b l i cal Dialogu es: I nd exed 

a nd I nterpr e t ed , t ells on l y jn oart wha t is conta i n ed herein . 

~he Bi blical dialogue i s but on e as pec t of the vas t ma terial 

t:a--:d ed down t o us a i:: Ho l y Wri t . However, it is by no mea ne 

releg a t ed t o a lesser sta tus b ecause of i t s i nfrenuent 

a npeara nce . Tt j s t ·nrough the lit erary f orm of dialog ue 

~ha t th e various a1it'1ors of the Bibl e preseiit iP.sis;rts i nto 

different personal it ies, show the working out of human 

probler..s , express a vari e ty o f emot ions and enliven t he 

sc r iptural t ex t . f\nd i~ i s throui;:::h the Bi bl i ca l d i alogue 

':ha t on e rr.a y a chi eve a f eeling o f clos eness f or and a · being 

a oart of i-he ntJmerous dra ma:: d e pict ed . Pur ther, it i s 

'"hr ourh the Eiblic:3l dj a1.ogu e tha t the !mma n rela t ions 

e l en1 ent i n s r. r t pture becomes vivid a nd ali ve. 

1. App_roe~ h used _i .!1 __ Index~!1~ 

Tt we:: f el t by the '·1ri t er of this t hesi s tha t i n 

order t o ma k e tr.ii: TTle '" eri a l reecjj l y a c ces jble a nd us a ble 

a e a s ot:.rc e of ins ni t>R ': jon ~ in:: if!ht a nd s tudy o f ht.:ma n 

rela tionships tha t di:'!'er ent apnrea c hes were nec essar"J . 

All 'bibl i cal dialogues were ind exed regarding the i r specif ic 

loca t ion a nd pos i t ion within the Bi ble a nd each part icular 

b ook o f th e Bible. '!'his wa::: d one in the f ollowing t wo 
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wa ys: a ) By pres en t ing c ha pt er a nd verse of ea ch dia l ogue 

f ound i n ev ery book of the Bible a nd, b ) By c l a ssifying 

ev er y dialo~ue f ound i n scri p t u re by t he rela tionship 

of t h e partic i pan t s o~ t ha t d i alogue. These t wo c lassifi­

c a t i ons comprise Part I I of t his t hes i s a nd are ent i t led: 

Bibl ical Di alogue s : Ind ex ed . This ind exi ng met hod serves 

the pur pose of ma king t he dialogical ma t eri al ea :.:i l y accesible. 

2 . A.oP!'Oac h us ed i n int erpreting 

In o rd er t o s how t ha t dialog ical ma t eri al ca n b e 

used a s a e our c e o f ins pira t i on , i ns i gh t e nd study of 

huma n rela t ions , the wri t er of t his thes i s c hos e s elected 

Bi bl i cal dialogues , ea c h r epresent ing a different rela t i on ­

s hi p , t o i nt e r pret . ~he dialogues c hosen f or int erpr e t a t ion 

were done s o b ec a us e of t he prob lems wi th wh i c h they deal, 

.. he i r lengr.h , tha t is, t ha t there is enoutth ma t e r i a l wi t hin 

ea ch with which one c a n work eff ec tiv el y : a nd fina lly , 

heca use of thei r popularity a nd the reader' s f a milia r i t y 

with the che-ra c t ers jnvolv ed . 

Ea c h int e r pret ed d i a logue wa s t rea t ed i n e simj lar 

f a s hion : a ) The Bi bl i cal ma t er i al is rP.10t ed in full in 

order t o giv e the r eader t he fu ll i moac t a nd f la vor of the 

sit~a tion , b ) The his t or ical s e tting is present ed t o allow 

t~e r ead er t o ga i n a d eeper ~nd ers tanding of why this 

d i a l ogue i t sel f ca me i nt o being a s it did a nd c ) The 

dial ogu e is i nt erpret ed a nd comment ed u pon, vers e by verse. 



The i nterpret a t ion and commentary are of a psychologi-

ee l and psychia t ric Tl8 t u re because of t he writer ' s int eres t 

i n t he mot i va t ions and c haract er development of the Biblica l 

personal it ies depic t ed . Also, i t i s through t his t ype of 

comment ary t ha t one may glean a deeper insight into the 

workings of t he human being i n rela t ionship. Thia section 

of t he thes i s is uner t he heading : Part TII, Bibl ical 

Dialogues: I nt erpret ed . 

~ - · nef init ion~ ma t eria l_ classif ied _as_ Biblical D~a logue . 

At this ~uncture of our i nt roduc t ory remarks, it 

i s necessa ry t o s t i pula t e t he cond i t i ons Bi bl i ca l ma t eri al 

mus t meet t o be c l assi fi ed as dialog ic~l. The cond itions 

are a s f ollows : t he ma t eri al mus t prese!'l t a drama t i c en -

c oun t er bet ween t wo indiv iduals and both of these i nd iv id uals 

mus t part i c i pa t e, t ha t is , t here mus t t ake ola c e some int e r -

a c t i on i n the ~ orm of verbal communica t i on . 

'T'he writ er ha s l i mi t ed dialog i cal ma t eriel hy 

exc l uding enc ount ers be t ween an indiv i dual huma n bei ng and 

God , be t ween a r. i ndi vidual and a messenger of God (a ngels), 

be~ween an i nd i vidual a nd an a ni mal a nd be t ween more tP~ n 

t wo indiv id1·al s . 

We s hall now proceed with t he rema i nder of t he 

i nt r oduc t ory s ect i on a nd t urn our a t t enti on t o: the vari et i es 

wi t hi n Bi bl ica l dia l ogues a nd a d is cussion of the ca t e-

gori za ti -:n b.' rela t i ons hip of the Biblical d i alogue ma t erial. 
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B . Variet ies of Bi blical Di alog ues 

We are now aware t ha t dialogue ~s wide in scope and 

may cont a i n g rea t depths of mean i ng . This is true not only 

i n the g en eral sens e of t he word but also when studied in 

Bi b l i cal lit erat ure. Biblical dialog ues vary i n length, 

li t er~ry s tyle, i ntensity of expres&ed emotion a nd ev en 

the emot ions expressed . We s hall n ow proceed wi t h a brief 

d escript ion of t hese vari e t ies a s presen t ed i n the Bi blical 

dialogue. 

1. Length and Numb er 

Proba bl y t h e mos t obvious difference one con f r ont s 

wh en reviewing t he Bi b l i ca l d i alogu e !s t h e varyi~g lengths 

of t. he pa s s a p- es considered . They ra ng e f rom the s hort es t 

d i alogue, tha t of Ma n oah a nd h is wif e (Judg es 1~:22 -2~ ) -

.And ~r.a noa h s 'l id t o h i s wif e, "We s hall s u rely d ie, f or we 

ha · e seen God . 11 But hi s wif e s~ id t o him, 11 I f t he Lord 

mea :i t t o ki ll us, h e wou l d n ot ha »re a cc ept ed a bur nt 

off ering a nd a cereal offering a t ou r ha nd s , or s h own us 

all thes e thj ng&, or ~ow a nno~~ced t o u s s uc h th i ngs as 

'~ hes e . ' ' - t o a r, enti r e b oolc of dialogu e, J oh . 

I t i s als o i nt eres t i nf: t o n ot e the number of dialog u es 

f ound in the vari ous books of t h e Bi b le. In t he book or 

Gen esis t here are f ou!"ld t hir'C: ' - t wo diff erent dia logues. I n 

Exodus , L~ree . In Numt ers, ~ j ve. Howev er, i n Le¥ i t icus 

a nd Deuteron om:y n on e are f olind. 1'heref ore, in t h e en t ire 
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Tora h t h ere a re but f ort-s dia logues . In J os hua there are 

but thr ee, a nd i n Judg es , t en . But i n t he f our books of 

F i rs t a nd Second Sa mu el a nd Kings t here are ninety-on e . 

··:nen we co~1s i d er t h e f i v e f•!eg ellot we count but f ou r t een . ----Fina 1 l y , wh en we look t o the Wisd om Li t era t ure of Paa l ms 

a t1d ?r~ a r.d the Pr ophe t s we f i nd ·· irtually no d i alogues . 

Par a c omplet e breakd own of the Bitl ical d i alogu es ind exed 

b7; b ook , c!1a ot er a nd v e r s e, see Part II , Bit l ica l Di alogu e s : 

I 11d ex ed , s ec t i on /1 • 

Hhe 11 e\! er t wo huma :i 'teinr s ent e r 1-q;o dial ogue 

emot i on is n ot onl y expres sed but also f elt . Jn huma n 

rela t ioni.>hin~ oeooJ e rea c t . I!' th ey did 110 +- t:ie~r w011 l d 

~ot r e ~ l i,· e . In ever·i enr. 01 nt er ~ ePne c i a J l v when there i s 

11.,..e? tmen'" . rnh e ~ "' r:>ur.t o i' enerr~: j n\' e? t. ed wi ll d e9end 

uoon the si+-ua '::i on, -1--e 5ndj ·,··Mt•a l ? 1 ~volv ed e rd th e 

J~ i s ou r ou r noRe in :hie s ection of the thesis 

t n l Ht .. he v~riou :: e"' o t-101·,e expre~se<i i n the ?i°C' l i<:al 

d ia l ogue:: . l'h e~e e:nnti oni: in<: liJ1 e t h e ent ire p:a n·•;_t of 

-:he err.oti or s r on11d in everv<i a · l i~ e . 'T'he writ er wnl 

l ist the emoti on a nd c it e a Fihl ~ c~l ref erenc e a ~ a n 

exa rol e . Pe \'! i l l .r1 ··e n o 'u !:: t1fi cati or or fu r t h er 

c lari f i ca tion f or Iii? c hoj c e a::: h e a s ? 1J tnes t ha t t h e exa rrpl es 

c:rjv en a r e c l ear er:o\i:-h t o r e a c c ent ed on fa~ e value . 
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.4. . µa t red 

1. Def i nition : '' An emotj onal reac tion aroused 

hy b eini;:: il"lt erf ered with, in.'ured or threa t ened - tha t is 

charac t erized by cert ain distinctj ve f acial grimaces, 

by ma rked reac t ions of the Rut on omic n ervous syst em, a nd 

hy overt or concealert s ymbolic acti1·ities or a ttack or 

off ense . 111 

2 . Dialogue : I Sa muel 22 :11-17~ 

111I'hen the king sent t o eummon A himelec h the Pries t , 

the son o r Ahitub , a nd all his f a ther' s h ouse, the priests 

wh o were ~ t No~; a nd all of them cane t o the king . And 

Sa 11 l s a id , "fiear n ow, son of Ahitub . '' a nd he a n~wered, 

"Here a m I , ny lord, 11 .l\ nd Sa u l s a id to hirr. , "Why have you 

c on e oi red a? a ir.st me. you a nd ~he son of J ess e, in tha t 

v ou ha v e r iven h:\m hreao a nd a sword, a nd ha v e inruired o f 

nort for hir , ~o tha t he he ~ r i sen against me, t.o lie in 

wai t , as a t .:-h :i s n a"? ' 'T'hen Ahiniel ech a nswered the kj ng ! 

'A nd who a mong all y our serva nt::; i s SC' f a itJ·.ful a s Da vid , 

who i s the king ' ~ !' On- in -law, ~ nd capt a jn over y ou r h ody ­

~ua rd, .::i n d honor ed j n "Our l' ous e? I s t oda v t he f irs t time 

--ha t I ha v e i-:-ioui. red o f God fo r him? No ! Let n o t the kj.ng 

i f1lp11t e a nythj_nf to his ~ er\·a nt or to all t he house of my 

:'a '"her; f or your serva nt has known nothing of all this, 

mi;ch or l i t- tl e. 1 And the kir..r;;:: said , "You shall sure1~~ ijj e, 

!\himelech , :•ou a nd ell y our f a t her ' s hous e.' And t h e king 

~a ; d t o the \..'.Hard wh o s t ood a bout him_. •Tur n a nd kill the 
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oriePts of the Lor:!; because the i r hand is also with David, 

a nd they knew t hat he f l ed, and did not disclose i t t o me.' " 

B. Anxiety 

1. Defini tion : 11 A.n unplee eent emotional sta t e 

in which a nresent e nd cont1nuning strong d esire or d r ive 

seems likely to miss its goal . n2 

~ . Dia l ogue : I Ght"onic le! ::i l : ? - 6 

"flo n a vid SA id to Joa h and the commanders of the 

a rm:',r , ' Go, number Is rael, f rom Beer- sheba t o Dan, And 

br ing me a report , th~ t r ma y know their numb er . ' But 

J oa b sa i d, 11 fl';a :v t he Lord a dd t o his people a hundred times 

a s ma ny as ~hey are! Are t hey not , ~v lord t he ki~g , ~11 

of them rrii1 loM 1 s serva nte'> Why then should my lord reaulre 

r}"ds? W'1y s l:culd he b r ing guilt upon Is rael ? ' But the 

k:lng •s word prev i:i i led aga :l ns t J oeb . So J oab depart ed a nd 

went tbr oughout all I sra el , a nd came ha ck t o .Jerusalem. 

And Joa h gAve t he s um of the numberi ng of the people to 

Da vid •. • But he did not inc l ud e Levi a nd Benjamin in the 

numbering , ... or the king: •s comme nd wa s e hhorrent t o J oab . 11 

C. Disgus t 

1. Defin:ltion: "/\ f eel ::t nfl or a ttitude of 

disn a in, ur.µleasure, reiec t :I on , and/or ·incipi ent na 11s ea . 113 

2 . Dialot1:ue : Gen eFis 21 11 10-11 

"Sara h said t o Abra ham, •Ca st out this slave wome n 

with her son ; ~or t he son of th je sla ve woma n shall not be 
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he i r with mv son Isaa c .' And t h e thing wa s v e ry disolea::ing 

t o Abraha m on account of his son . " 

D. Fear 

1 . Def init ion: "fin emotion of v iolent ·- a g i t a tion 

or f right in the presence (ac tual or a n t icipa t ed) of 

d a nger or pa in . Tt is marked by ext ens j ve organic c ha nges 

a nd beha v iors of f l :tp.;ht or concealment . 11 4 

2 . Di alog ue: Gen esi s 44 : 1?-~4 

11Then Judah went up t o him a nd s e 1d , 1 0 my l ord, 

let y ou r serva n t , ! prav you , sneak a word i n my lord' s 

ears_. a nn let not your a ng er burn a gains t y our serva nt ; 

f or 'rou are like Pharob hirnsel ~ . t·~y lord a sked his serva nts, 

say ing , "Ha ve you a f a t.her, or a b rother? 11 And we sa id t o 

my lorn, ''We ha v e a fe ~her, e n old man _. and a v oung 'Crother , 

t he c hi l d of his ol d ag e : a nd hi:: b rother is d ead, a nd h e 

alone is l e f t o f h is mother' s chi l d ren : a nd hi s f a ther lov es 

him . " Then y ou sa id t o vour l'!erva nts , "Er ing him down t o 

me, tha t I rna" :::ei- ":1:- ey es upol" h i m. " We sa i d t o my l cro , 

"'.T'he l a<J c a nnot lea ·:e his f a t her, f or i f he s hould leav e 

his f a ther, !'iis f a ther wou ld die . " Then v ou s a id t o y ou r 

servo n t s , ., " Unles s y ou r y ou!"lges t b rother comes down with 

y ou , vou s ha ll see n~r -race no irore." When we went. ba ck t o 

y ou r ser \·a r,t my f a ther we t old h im the words of rny lord . 

And wh en ou r f a ther s a id , "Go a gain , huy us s · l ittle f ood, n 

we said, "We ca nnot g o down . If ou r y ounges t b r other g oes 

with us , the:; we wi ll g o r'lown : for we 0a nno t s ee the ma n ' s 



-9-

f a ce unless our younges t b rother is wi th us~ Then y our s er­

va nt rny f a ther said t o us, "You lmow tha t my wif e bore me 

t wo sons; on e left me, and I said, surely h e ha s been t orn 

t o peices ~ and I have n ev er seen hi m since . If y ou t a ke 

this one als o f rom me, and he rm b ef alls him , y ou wi ll bring 

down my g rav ha i r s in sorror t o ~heol. 11 Now t heref ore , 

when I come~our servant my f e ther, e nd the l~d is not 

wi th us, t~en, a s his l ife i s bound uo j n the led •s l ife, 

when h e sees t ha t t ~e lad i s n ot w1•th us , h e wi 11 die: a nd 

y ou r serva nt ~ will bring down the '1'.ray ha i rs of ~rour ser­

va nt ou r f a ther w1 t h sorrow t o Sheo~. For y ou r serva nt 

t ec:a me r s 11 re-:y f or t!"J e lad t o !Tl:' f a r.her, s a y i ng: , "If I do 

.,oi l ri np- h i m ha ck "" o _rou , then I s hall bear the bla me in 

'-he sight of ID:'-- f a ther all m:· l ife. " Now .: the refore, let 

;rcu r ~ er'1a nt , I !J r a .... y ou , rerr.a :In ins t ead of the led as a 

slav e t o •rv l ord· e nd let t!1e lad g o 1:-e cl< with his b rothers. 

Por how ca r. I g o be ck t o my f a ther j f t!1e lad is n o t wt t i., 

l'l e 9 I fear t o see the evil tha t would come upon my f a ther. ' " 

E. Gri e f 

1. De finil;ion : "An emotiona l sta t e normally 

resulting f rom loss of s omething g rea t l y cherished, ma~­

ifest ed by sobbing , r ela xed oo.:: t ura l i,one, ei;c . u5 

2. Dia lo~ue: ISamuel 4 : ; 4-18 

"When Eli heard tr.e sound of the out er-.{ , he sa id, 

1Wha t i s this uproa r?' Then the man ha st ened and came and t old 

El i. Now El i \·Ja ::- ninety- eight y ea r s old and his eyes \'I ere 
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s e t , s o tha t he could not s ee . And the man said to Eli, 

' I a m he who has come f rom the ba tt le; I f l ed from the 

battle today .' And he sa id , ' Row did it g o my son? ' He 

who brought t he tidings answered a nd s aid, ' I~rael ha s 

fled b ef ore the Philistines, and there ha s als o b een a 

g rea t s laughter among the people; y our t wo s ons also, 

Hooi'u1i and Phinehas , are dea d , and the ark of' God ha::i b een 

captured .' When he ment ioned the ark of God , El i fell 

ov er backward f1~om his s ea t by t he sid e of the gate; and 

his neck wa s b roker: and he d ied, f or he wa s a n old man, 

and heavy . He ha d j udged Isra el forty years . " 

F . J oy 

1 . Definition: ''An emot ion, usually rela t ed to 

present exoerienccs , highly olea sant and charac t erized 
f.. 

by many outward '3igns of g ra ti fica t ion . 11
'-

2 ~ Dialogu e: Esther 6 :5-9 

"So the king 1 s s er\·a n ts to l a hiqi, 1 Hama n is there, 

standing i!1 the court . ' ./\ no the king s c: id .. ' Let him come 

in.' So Haman came in, anJ t he king s aid t o him , ' What 

Sha ll Oe d one t o the ~nan l·l!lOID the king d elights t o honor? I 

J\ nd Hama n said t o himsel f , ' Whom would the king d elig ht t o 

honor more tha n me?' And Haman :--aid 'v o the king , ' For the 

man whom the king d elig hts t o honor , let royal 1"obes be 

b roug h t which the king has worn , and the hors e which t he 

king ha :::- ridd en and on whos e head a royal crown is s e t ; 

e nd let the roi:. e2 and the hor s e be handed over to one of t he 
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the king' s most noble princes; let him array the man whom 

the king delights to honor, and let him conduct the man 

on horseback through the open s quares of the city , proclaiming 

before him : "Thus shall it be done to the man whom the king 

delights t o honor . " • " 

G. L-0ve 

1 . Definition: "A Feel ing, varied in its be­

havi oral aspects and in mental content , but bel ieved to 

b~ve a specific ana uniq~e quality; affec t ion; a feeling of 

attachment for a oerson ( s ometimes a thi bg); strong liking . 117 

2 . Dia logue: Ruth 1: 15-18 

"And ( Naomi) said , •See, y our s i ster-in - law has gone 

bacl<: t o her peoDle and to her g ods; return after your s ist er­

in- law . ' But Ruth said, ' Entr eat me not t o leave y ou or to 

return from fol l owing · rou; for wh ere you g o I will go, and 

where you lodge I will lodge , y our neople shall be ny 

peonle, and y our God my God ; wh ere you die I will die, and 

there will I be buried . May the Lord do so t o me and more 

a lso i f even d ea th narts me from y ou.' And when Naomi saw 

tha t she wa s d e t ermined to go with her, she said no more . 11 

n. Pity 

1 . Definition: "An emotion of sa dness or 

s olicit ude arous ed by the distress or misfortune of another. 118 

2 . Dialogue: I Samuel 1:14-18 

"And Eli said to her , ' How long will y ou be drunken? 

Put away y our wine f rom y ou.' But Hannah answered , ' No, my 



-12 -

lord, I am a woman sorely troubled; I have drunk neither wine 

nor strong drink, but I have been pouring out my soul before 

the Lord . Do not regard your maidservant as a bas e woman, for 

all along I have been soeaking out of my g reat anxiety and 

vexa ticm. 1 Then Eli answered, 1Go in p eace, and the God 

of Israel grant your petition which you have made to h i m. • 

And she said, 'Let y our maidservant find f a v or in y our eyes . 1 

Then the woman went her way and ate, and her countenance was 

no longer sad. 11 

There is n~ doubt that there are many other examples 

which could have been used to illustrate each of the above 

mentioned emotions . It was not the i ntention of the writer 

to compile another index of Biblical dialogues regarding 

emotional expressions, but, ra the:r,merely to show that every 

conceivable emot:.on is portrayed in the form of dialogue. 
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c. Discussion of the ca tegorization by relationshio . 

This section of our introduction will concern itself 

primarily with a description of Index B of Part II of this 

thesis . Ind ex B presents t o us a complete l isting of every 

Biblical dialogue, including a short summary of eac h , and --utilizes the categorization of relationship . 

1. Genera l Comments on the _Rel ationship Index. 

The writer has chosen t o categorize the Biblical 

dialogues by relationshio f or two reasons . First, to 

f acilitat e quick reference when this material is needed 

a nd , sec ond , becaus e of the author's interest in human 

relations . 

This index ha s two further aids for the rea der: 

under each relationshio heading the dialogues are listed by 

Bi blical uook in order of a ppea ra nce within each book, ana 

for each dialogue there is a brief statement which sumrr~rizes 

its contents . 

a. Types of relationships 

The dialogues are cla ssified within eleven ca t egories: 

husba:id to wife; man to man; woman to woman; man to woman! 

father t ~ son; father to Gaugh~er ; mother to son; mothe~ to 

daughter; son to son; daughter to daught er; and son to daugh-

ter . 

It was our intention t o concentrate on the nrimary 

family unit· therefore, uncle, aunt, grandparent , in- law and 
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cousin rela tionships were not classified as such but 

placed within the approptiat e man to man; woman to woman or 

man to Poman category . 

categ ory . 

b . Observations on number of dialogue s in each 

I' 
We have a l ready sta t ed that our pr imary concern 

wa s with t he immediate fa mi ly unit and that r elationships 

outsid e this struc ture were placed in the three more g eneral-

ized ca teg orie E, neverthele::> s , we we.t'e quit e sur ort\-ied about 

t he result~ obtained regarding t he number of dia loges under 

e~ch rela tionship he;ljing . 

Und er the general heading: man t o man there are 

one hundred and f orty- f cur dialogues repres enting twent y 

d i ff erent Bi blica l book~ . This category, c ontains , by far , 

the mos t dia l og i cal mate~ial of any of the ca t~gories listed . 

If we shoul d lo"k t '.J the rela t i onship hea ding of man t o 

woman , we woul d find twenty- three dia l.Jgu e s reoresenting 

but t en s criotura l bookr. l\nd when we consider the third 

g eneral ca tegory : wo!JlBn t o woman there is observed only 

three d ialogues which are all f ound in the book of Rut h , 

and are bet weer. t he he rGine of that book and her mother- in-

law, Naomi . 

We shal l now turn our a ttention t o the family unit 

'i'he writer confei:; s eis t ha t t he resul t s are s omewhat amazing 

. 

for in the entire Bible there are but t;hirty- seven dia loe;ues 

between close famil:,r members . In a text which is corn~idered 

by eo many t hroughout :;he world a ~ the a nex of a way of life 

and a direct or of human relationshios it is a st oni~hine that 
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one can find so few instances of actua l dialogue between 

famil y member s . 

Under the hea ding of husband to 1'1ife , there are 

thirteen dia logues found in fiv e different books; father 

to son , eight in t~ree books; son to son, seven dialogues 

in two different books; mother to son, three dia l ogues in 

three books ; father t o daughter , t hree dialogues in two 

book~ ; s on to d~ughter (brother t o sister), two d ialogues~:Ln 

two book~; and in the ca tegory of daughter to daughter ( s ist er 

to sister) , one dia~ue between Rachel and Leah found in 

Genesis . The most interesting observation is tha t there is 

not onP between moth.er and daughter in the entire Bible . 

c . Sub j ect ma tter 

The sub .i ect matter of the various dia l ogues found 

in t he Bible ie as va!~ed as scrioture i ts el f . Every aspect 

of life is considered and discussed: from the birth of a 

chil d (II Kings 4: 8 -17 ) to the buying of a buria l olot for 

Sarah (Genesis 23:3 -17 ); f rom a wife telling her husband t o 

curse God (Job 2 : 9 -10 ) to a wife offering her husband her 

handmaid (Genesis 16 : 4 - 22 ) t o the heights of affection between 

a man and a woman (Ruth 2 : e -14); from devotion and lovP. of a 

relative (Ruth 1: 8- 18 ) t o the raoe of a sister (II Samuel 13 : 

1-~3 ); and f rom a son wishing t o marry out of the faith 

( J tH'iP;es 14:1- ?0) t o a father obta i ning a oroper mate for 

his offsnring {Genesis 24 : 2 -10) . All t his , and much more. 
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Every conceivable situation arises and is discussed, eve~r 

conceivable emotion is called f o r th and expressed (see Pa r t I, 

section B) . 

The writer can but call t o the attention of the 

reader Index B ana hope that he pursues tis own int erest . 

2 . ~umrri£_Ij[ ~o.!!1_ments on ca ~eg_oriza ti on 

Before dra.wing t nis discussion to a close it is 

incumbant npon us t o ma ke a f ew additional comments con­

cernin~ I nd ex B. Und er the general headings : man t o man , 

JT1an to woman, and wolT'8 n t o worr•a n we notice a marked de­

crease in the number of dia l ogu es when women are involv ed . 

The fact that b et ween men there are one hund red and forty ­

four dialog~es and between women onl y three is si~nificant . 

It i::: significant hecause it points out the status of women 

in the minds of t he Bibl ical a ~thors . Becaus e of their less 

f requent apoeara nc e we a:: sume their le::Jser importance . 

A similar type of reasoning is utilized when we 

c rm<> id er the prima r-v fa Mi l y unit . The mumber of dia logues 

between husband and wife and tetween one pa rent and a child 

fa r ontwei(<:hs the nur-ber betweer. a nv category of dia logues 

h etween siclins;:s. 'T'his forces 1Js to conc l ude that in the 

Biblical authors" minds the parents (more precisely the 

ra ther) are to be thought t i-le central and mo::t important 

f'ip;ure:: in the ~a rnily s tructure . 

Let u:: now t u r n our attemtion to this g reat 

scriptural her:i tag e focusing specificall y en that materia l 
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not only pervades but also is a necessar•y component of all 



Ind e:x A: 

., .. 13.,. 

II Biblical dialogues: Indexed 

Ind ex J-\ 

Classification of dialogues by Biblical Book 
.~-.,-. "'-' _,.- ... ····--~" ~ ~ - ' ... " -~"' -·~·,····'"•··· - ·~ "'"'""'-'-~ -~---...--.-~ ''"' ---·~ ·~ '~·-- " ~ . .,__,..,.,,. .. ,.~ . ,, ___ _ 

GENESIS 

16:~~·-6 

20: 9·-18 

21:22-30 

22:7ff 

2".:l:3··17 

2L!.:2··10 

2Ll: 17·-26 

2Ll:35··52 

2~): 19···3)~. 

26:7·"12 

27: l····l.+6 

29:11·<30 

30:1ff 

30: J..J-J. 00 16 

30:25-36 

33:1<1-7 

37:6···11 

39:7-20 

L~O: 7 °"23 

in: 15~·~5 

Li-2: 7·<58 

~·~~ : l ·-Li-LI : 17 

l-J.Ll: 18·-!-J.5: 15 

47:1 .. 12 

EXODUS 
~· .,.,.,,,._..,.,.,...~ ....... ,, 

2:11""15 

8:21···25 

1E3:5 ... 27 

LE'VrrICUS 

None 

NUMBEHS 

10: 19·-32 

11: 28·-29 

I 1:: 



··19·" 

J:UlfV:g3J~;~[~p. ( o on' t) 

12: 1-<L6 

None 

J6SHOA 

7: 19·"26 

15: 18···19 

JUDGES 

l ·']'..< •• 15 
.. I - ._, 0 

L\.: L\ .•• g 

14: 1··20' 

15: 2 ·<3 

17:7··30 

19:16·-30 

R01I'H 

1: 3 .... 18 

2: 4-·7 

2: 3 ... 111. 

2 .1g ... '..<. 5 
~ _. __, . 

3:8·-13 

I SAMUEL 
-·-~·····~-·---~,...-· 

1:9-18 

3:!-+··18 

lf:l4-18 

9:5~·10 

9:18-10:8 

10: 14·· 16 

13:8.,.15 

ll\.: 6·- 15 

11-+:21~·-30 

J)f: 11.3 ·-1+6 

17: 31-·IW 

17: L11 ... 1n 



I ~§A.1:1QE1~. ( c nn 1 t ) 

18:17-30 

19:1-7 

20:1-23 

20: 27 .m3L~ 

21:1··9 

22:11··16 

2Lf: 8m22 

25:23··35 

26:6··25 

28:8·-20 

29:6 .. ·ll 

2: 12 ... lL!. 

2:2('.j-23 

2: 26-·28 

".),. 6·-11 
~ . 
".), · 12-J 6 ._J ,, - • 

6:20~23 

'7·1~':1 
I • ~ 

9:6·,,13 

11:6 ... 13 

11:22··25 

13:1··33 

lLJ:l-33 

15: 19 ... 23 

1.6:1··L~ 

16:5-11-1· 

16: 20·· 17: 11.J. 

18:9·--15 

18: 28·-33 

19:16~23 

19:31 .. 1~0 

20: 16 ... 22 

2L\.: 11·~ J.l-f, 18 

2L~: 18·,,25 

I,.!:\1n.Gf3. 
1:15··:~1 

l:L~1 ... ~.8 

1:50--53 

2: 13···18 

2: 19 ... 25 

2: 28··35 

3:16-·28 

! 
' ' 

',: 
I 
' 

'i 

I 



I"J\:~1:~9.~ .. (con' t) 

13: 1~·10 

13: :Ll·<~2 

17: 8-·2Lf 

1.8:7•wl6 

18:17·~19 

19: 19 ... 21 

20: 13-·15 ,,2~] ,,28 

20: 35 .. !~.3 

21:1··"16 

21:17-21.1. 

22: 1··28 

II KINGS 
·~~~"~ <><-·~""~ ... ~ .. ., .• ~,.~-_.,_,.._,,, 

l: 9 ... 16 

2: 1 ... 12 

3:6~10 

3:11 .. ·20 

4: 1·~7 

Lf: 8··17 

4: 1s ... 37 

5: l<L 7 

5: 19·~25 

5: 26··27 

6: J_J. ... 23 

II .. ~;f.I:J.Q-.§. ( c on ' t ) 

8:7·-8,lL\. 

9: 4-· 10 

9;17 .... 28 

Q ~2 0 ~, ... r· 
7 " ., ""'-<; 

~ 0 •-' ._J 

20:8-19 

I CHHONICLES 
~--~ .. ~---~· ,.;;-C ""''"'" ot;-><H·~~_,.,.,.,,-~ ... _. .... ,,.,,, . .,_,.,, 

17:1 .. ·15 

21: 1·~6 

21:9·,,13 

21: 20~·27 

II CHRONICLES ,_,.. ..•• ,. .... ~ ,._._.,_ .. ,.~,-~, ........ -. .. ,..,,.., .. ,,~.&--...,,,,-.. ,_,.--. 

18: 1··27 

25:"{·~10~15,16 

EZRA 

None 

NEHEMIAH 
••---•-«0..•~•~".,•r.»~-'tl~•-•m• 

2: l·-8 

!~: l ·"5 

6: 10 ... 11+ 



ESr:J:'HER 
~-- -9-"'""J•..._ ................ -

3:8·,,ll 

5 . '=1 .... 5 . ~ 
5: 6·-9 

7:1··10 

8: 3 ·~8 

9:11·,,]5 

JOB 

2: 9 .. ,.10 

3:1--26 

l.[:1~5:27 

6:1--7:21 

8: J_ ... ~2 

9: 1·,10: 22 

12:1··1Ll:22 

15: 1···35 

16:1-·17:16 

18: 1··21 

19: 1··29 

20: 1·,.29 

;i:~Q~. ( o on 1 t ) 

25: 1·"'6 

26:1·<3l:Lro 

'.32: 1··37: 2L[ 

PSJ-\LMS -·· ~ ............ ,~~.._ ... ~~~ . .,,..,,,..,,, 

None 

None 

None 

SONG OF S QJ_,OMON 
"'"~-~., ""''''·'" ... - .. ,~·~-" - ~.,,, .... ,..~ .-~,~-"'" ...... -~ .. ~~-, .. -.~ _..,_., 

None 

If::A.!:E:JI 
38: 1 ... 3 

JEREMIAH 
"'""--"'< ·~O'.·#dC , . .__,, . .,,.._~ n o• •'" 

37:11··15 

3'(: 16-·21 

38:7·~13 

(;' 
I,. 

,,1 
I 



LAMENTATIONS 
- ..... ,,~·""'-'·~~~ ... _;_c_,,.-,,.--··,~~· ... ,,,,_.,...__.,....., .... ,,.=· 

None 

EZEKIEL 
"-'"W"'~'· ""'"~"'~' ,,_._,,...__., 

None 

PP::r:!J.!~I'.. 

2: 2!~.--25 

2: 26--L1.9 

Li:l·-27 

5:1~~· .. 29 

6 · 19-2Lf 

HOSEA 
"'" "'''''"'.-•''- -'"'"'">""'-•r~ 

None 

JOEL 

None 

AMOS 

lT~1'2··17 

OBADIAH 

None 

I 'I: 
J:ONAH 

I'' 

,1,i : ,, 

,; 

None 

MICAH ... _,,,,.~,._,,. •. , ......... ~,.,,,,, 

None 

NAHUM 
•~_,~ .... , "'• "" ·c•k'''"' 

None 

HABAKKUK 

None 

None 

HAGGAI 

None 

ZECHAHIAH 
~-·-·-·--.. ·-· "'- ._ .. _..,_ ... ---.~~-,.,~~ 

None 

MALACHI 

'1 /' I 

,,:I" 
None 

:1': ,, ' 
II 1' 

----------~ ··-- -----·-~- ~· ----~~~ 



Ind ex B 

16:2-·6 Sarah tells Abr•aham to lie with Haggar. 

21:10· .. 11 Sarah tells Abraham to throw out Haggar. 

30:lff :Jacob.-·Rachel. ~rells him to go in to handmaj_den Bilhah. 

31:1.L~-16 Jacob·-Rachel and Leah. Both go with husband., will 
have noth:Lng :Lf remain with Laban. 

~.:~9,g.~~-·: 

13:22-23 Menoah-w:Lfe (parents of Samson) God will not kill 
them for He accepted the:Lr offerings. 

J •J5 •.. -=<1 . - " . ~ ...... 

Esther: .,,..,_..._,.,, .. .,,,, ... -= .. ~-"' 

8:3···8 

9:11-15 

Job: 

David-Bathsheba. Solomon to be made king. 

Ahab-Jezebe1. Na both 1 s vineyard. 

Esther· .. Ahasuerus. Esther j_nvites the King and 
Haman to her banquet. 

Esther~Ahasuerus. King will allow whatevt~r Esther 
wants, up to one half his kingdom. 

Esther-Ahesuerus. King will allow whatever Esther 
wants, up to one half his kingdom. Haman is the 
denounced. 

Esther .. -Ahasuerus. Esther asks king to recind 
Haman's order to kill the Jews. 

Esther-·Ahasuerus. Esthe:r' requests additional day 
to k:tll sons of Haman. 

Job-wife. Job 1 s wife tells him to curse God. 



MAN·-MAN 

13 :8-~10 Abraham···Lot separate. 

1L1.:21 ... 2L~ Abraham·,,King of Sodom. 

20:9·,.18 Abraham·~Abimelech (does not harm Sarah.) 

21:22-30 Abraham-Abimelech. agreement concerning well. 

23:3··17 Abraham···Ephron. I:lu:ying of burial plot for .Sarah. 

24:2-10 Abraham-servant. Obtaining wife for Isaac. 

24:33-52 Laban-servant. Discuss mission of wife for Isaac. 

26:7~12 Isaac-Abimeleoh. Isaac declares Rebekah his sister. 

29: 11··30 Jacob···Laban. Buying of Rachel (gets Leah). 

3 O : 2 5 - ~:! 6 J a c ob ·-La b a n . J a c ob l ea v es . 

:~1:26--51+ Jacob·-Laban. Laban catches up with fleeing Jacob 
and his wives. 

40:7-23 Joseph-butler and baker. About their dreams. 

41:1~-45 Joseph-Pharoh. Tells his dream. 

47:1-12 Jos~ph-Pharoh. Allows Joseph's family best in Egypt. 

Exodus 

2:11·~15 Moses·-Hebrew. Moses flees because of killing an 
Egyptian. 

Moses .. ·Pharoh. Agreement to let Hebrews go and 
sacrifice. 

18:5-27 Moses· .. Jethro. Jethro tells Moses burden of leader· .. 
ship too heavy for one man. 

10:19-32 Moses-Hobab. Moses asks him to go with Israelites. 

11:28-29 Moses-Joshua. Joshua tells Moses Eldad and Medad 
a re prophesying. 

' :· 



16 .] .,,.-:;i5 . .., ~ ._,, ... 

22:2···25 

,Joshua: 
···~·~~~-~~·-···--·""'" ~ ... ,.,,' ., 

3: 18 ... 23 

15: 2 .~3 

1'7:7·~30 

19:16-30 

Ruth: 

3:Li .. -18 

Li: J)f .. · 18 

9: 5··10 

9:18--10:8 

10:11.1 ... 16 

Moses· .. Korah. Rebellion. 

Balak~Balaam. Balaam cHsobeys kings and blesses 
Is ra e1. 

JoshuB-Achan. Man sins, confesses yet stoned. 

Ehud ···Egd on (Moab King) . Ehud kills Egd on to de .. 
liver Is ra e 1 • 

, Samson 1~·J11ather·.;..1n .. J.aw •. • 'Ii'ather.,·in:••law want a. . c 
Samson to take younger daughter. 

'I i '1 

'1 I I 
I 

I 
I 

, ~ i I 

'

1 .!I 
1·: 

Micah··Levite. Levite becomes a priest. ,i.''li 
"'!!'11 ' 1 

Old man-guest. Men of town want to commit 
homosexual act. 

Boaz·-Reaper. Concerning Ruth. 

Boaz-Elimelech (next of kin). Settle matter of 
ha lj_za h. 

Samuei-Eli. Samuel tells Eli God spoke to him. 

Ell··man. Ell learns sons are dead and holv ark 
destroyed. 

Saul-servant. On mlssion~.1ooking for lost asses. 

Saul-Samuel. Their meetlng. 

Saul~·uncle. Saul discusses asses but not matters 
of kingdom. 

Saul-Samuel. Saul offers uncalled for sacrifice. 

i: ,,! 
11, I 
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lL\: 6-15 

15: 13 ··<31 

17: 31·-Ll·O 

17:41 00 L17 

18: i 7 ... 30 

20: 1 ... 23 

22:11~16 

26: 6· .. 25 

28: 15··20 

]J ... §.a _n].~.~J .. : 

1:1-16 

2: 12 .. 1L1. 

3: 12· .. ·16 

... 27 .... 

Jonathan·0 Armor bearer. V1ctory at JV!1chmash. 

Jonathan-man. Jonathan unknowingly trangresses 
his father's command by eating honey. 

Samuel-Saul. Saul wrongly builds altar to self. 

David-Saul. David convinces Saul he can defeat 
Goliath. 

David ·~GoJj_ath. 

David-Saul. David g1ves Saul 200 foreskins as 
present for his daughter. 

David-Jonathan. Discussion of Saul's feeling 
toward David. 

David-Ahimelech (priest ~t Nob). David takes 
Goli.a th' s sword. 

Saul-Ahimelech. Saul has priest killed for aiding 
David. 

David-Saul. David, although could have, does 
not kill Saul. Discussion. 

David to various officers. Again spares Saul 
at Ziph • 

.. Saul··Sarnuel. Saul ah:ks for help. Does not know 
what .to do. 

David-Akish (Philistine). David considered 
faithful yet not allowed to fight in Jezreel. 

David-man. David learns Saul and Jonathan are 
dead. 

Abner-Joab. Agree to let young men play before 
them. 

Abner-Asahel. Abner kills him. 

Abner-Joab. Abner adjures Joab to cease fighting. 

Abner-Ishbosheth. Abner tells him David should 
be king. 

Abner-David. Abner tells David he is to be king. 



7:1"'3 

1 ·1·6·--"]':!· 
.. 0 ...... 

11:22··25 

12:1-15 

1Lf: l ... Lf lj. 

lS: 19··23 

16: 5<L4 

David-Nathan. King tells prophet he wants to 
build a house for God. 

David-Ziba (servant in house of Saul). David 
wants to show kindness for sake of Jonathan. 

David-Mephibosheth (JonathBn 1s son). David shows 
him kind nest~ • 

David-Uriah (the Hittite) . 

David···messenger. Man makes known to king Uri.ah 
:Ls dead. 

Davld· .. Nathan. Prophet points the finger at king. 

David-Joab. Joab secur~s Absalom's recall. 

David-Ittai (the Gittite). Swears he will follow 
David. 

David-Ziba. Da~id gives him all that belonged 
to Mephibosheth. 

Da~id-Shimei (of family of the house of Saul). 
Shimei curses Da~id as a man of blood. 

16:20-17:14 Ahithophel-Absalom. Absalom rejects his counsel 
to rise against David. 

18: 9···15 

18: 28··33 

19: 16·-.2~ 

19:2!-f .. o'.30 

2L\.: 11··14 
&18 

2L~: 18···25 

,Joab···man. Man tells Joab he saw Absalom caught 
in a tree. 

Joab-Ahimaaz (son of iadok). Ahimaaz wants to tell 
David that his enemies are dead. Joab no! 

David-Ahimaaz. Ahimaaz tells David of Absalom's 
death. 

David ··Shimei. Shimej_ s orrv he cursed David. 

David-Mephebosheth. Mephebosheth tells David that 
Ziba deceived him. 

David-Barzillai (David's aged friend). David 
wants him to go with h:lm to Jerusalem. 

David-Gad (prophet) David given choice - famineJ 
flee or pestilence. 

David-Araunah (the Jebusite). David, upon Gad 1s 
advlce buys threshtng floor to avert the plague. 
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I._J~d.n-.13~~. : 
1: 22-·L\.Q 

1:41~L\.7 

2: 2s ... 35 

13: 1··10 

1'.3: 11··32 

18:7·<L6 

18:17··19 

19: 19···21 

20:1~·-15 
22,28 

21:1·-!+ 

21:17··2Li 

]: I.'"_ K.:h_~g.f:?_: 

1.:9-16 

3:6-10 

David-Nathan. Solomon is to be made king. 

Adonijah-Jonathan (son of Abiathar). Jonathan 
:lnforms him Solomon is made kj.ng. 

David-Adoni;iah. Adonijah grabs hold of' horns 
of altar for protection. 

Solomon-Benajah (son of Jehoiada). Joab killed 
because he supported Adonijah. 

Solomon-Shimei. King commands him to remain 
in Jerusalem. He disobeys and is killed. 

Jeroboam-Man of God. Jeroboam 1s hand is healed. 

Old prophet of Bethel-son(s). Man of God is 
killed by lion for·disobeying God. 

Elijah-Obadiah (over the household of Ahab). 
]~li,lah. telI.s him to let Ah.ab kr1ow tr1at he h.af3 
come. 

Elijah-Ahab. Accuse one another of being 
nTroubler of Israel. rr 

Eli,jah .. ·Elisha. rasBing of mantle. 

Aha,b·~Prophet. Prophet predicts v:l.ctory over Ben 
h?J dad of Syria. 

Ahab-Prophet. Prophet desires to be struck down. 

Ahab-Nabuth. Vineyard. 

Ahab·-Eli,jah. rrhe prophet confronts the king abdut 
Na both. 

Ahab-Jehoshaphat. ~~he kj_ngs discuss impend in~ 
war wtth Syria (Mi.catah prophesis the truth.) 

' Elijah-Captain of fifty. Captain summons Elijah 
to appear before the king. 

Elijah-Elisha. Elijah is taken up to heaven. 

Jehoram-Jehosaphat. Discuss alliance against Moab. 

:i;1':,' 
",j 



4: 8·· 17 

5:1-17 

5: 19-·25 

6:~1-7:2 

8:7~,S,1!.~ 

9:4-10 

9: 17··28 

20: s,,.19 

22: 3 ·-10 

21:20-27 

18: 1··27 

El:t.sha-Jehosa pha t. Elisha predicts victory Moab. 

Elisha··Gehazi (his servant). Concerning wealthy 
woman with no children of Shunem. 

Elis ha ·-Ma a man. Elis ha cures him of leprosy. 

Naaman-Gehazi. Gehazi pursues Naaman to receive 
payment for cure. 

Elisha··:Gebazi. Gehazj_ receives curse of leprosy 
for his deceit. 

King of Syria .. ·one of his servants. Inquiry of 
Elishats whereabouts. 

Elisha-messenger. Elisha to be killed. 

Ben ha dad (K.inp, of Syria)···Hazael. Hazae1 is to 
inquire of E1isha how king will fare. 

Jehu-prophet. Prophet annoints Jehu king of Israe~ 

Jehu·-J·oram. Jehu kills Joram. 

Isaiah-Hezekiah. Hezekiah's sickness. 

Josiah-Shaphan (son of Azaliah, son of Meshullam). 
Josiah sends Sha pan to Bj.lkiah the High Priest. 
(H:t.lkiah has found a book .. ·? Deuteronomy?) 

David-Nathan. Concerning the building of a House 
for the Lord. 

David-Joab. David tells Joab to number the people. 

David-Gad. David given choice; famine, devestation 
or pestilence. 

David-·Ornan. Davj_d.desires to buy Ornan's thresh-­
:ing fJ.oor to build an altar to God. 

J"ehoshaphat··A.hab. ;Judah and Israel make an allj_ance. 
They in~uire of Micaj_ah son of Imlah. 

Amaziah-Man of God. Man of God warns king not to 
trust in army but in God. 
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~: 3 ... 11 

Job: 

Nehemiah··King Artaxerxes. Nehemiah saddened 
over condition of Jerusalem. 

Sanballat~Tobiah. Ridicule the Jews for rebuilding 
'I1emp1e. 

Nehemiah-Shemaiah (son of Delaiah, son of 
Mehet£)be1). Shemaiah warns Nehemi.ah that he 
might be killed. 

Haman····King A ha suerus. Haman con.vine es the king 
to allow him to destroy the Jews. 

Haman"'Ki.ng Ahasuerus. King asks Harnan what :reward 
for one whom king delights to honor. 

Job-Eliphaz. Job bewails his birth. 

Job-Eliphaz. Eliphaz retorts that all men commit 
s.orne transgression. 

6:1-7:21 Job~Eliphaz. Job demands his innocence. 

8:1-22 Jqb Bildad. Bildad states that God does not 
pervert justice. 

9:1-10:22 Job-Bildad. Job answers God creates all, He 
destroys good and wicked, Job still innocent. 

11:1"·20 Job~Zq:lhar. Zophar accuses Job of i.niquity. 

12:1··1~·:2~2 Job-·Zophar. Job affirms God 1 s power, defends his 
own integrity yet realizes man 1s frai1. 

15:1-~5 Job-Eliphaz. Eliphaz rebukes Job. 

16:1 .. ·17:16 Job·<E:liphaz • .Job calls his friends 11 m:Lserable 
comforters . 11 

18:1-21 Job-Bildad. Bildad depicts the lot of the wicked. 

19:1-29 Job-Bildad. Job states that h:Ls close fr:Lends 
have fa i 1 ed h l rn . 

' 'I 
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'j. 

.'Lo.l?.. ( c on ' t ) : 

Job-Zophar. Zophar depicts the wicked man's 
portion. 

Job-Zophar. Job recants that the wicked do 
prosper and have old life. 

Job-Eliphaz. Eliphaz accuses Job of great 
wickedness. 

23: 1-2LI: 25 Job···Eliphaz. Job cries out to find God. God 
appears indifferent to wickedness. 

o5.·1--6 f.~. • .. 
Job··B:l.J.dad. Bildad reiterates that no man ~ts 
righteous before God. 

26:1-31:40 Job-Bildad (all). Job replys - No matter I am 
innocent. The fear of the Lord is wisdom. Job 
recalls his past happiness and bewails his 
present wretchedness. 

32:1-37:24- J'ob·~Elihu. Elihu states that no one confuted Job. 
Job is gullty .... No man knows a 11 of God 1 s ways. 
God is justified. God is perfect in knowledge. 
God is with man. God is great. 

I.~.§.1.siJ:i..: 

38: 1·~3 

39:3·-8 

. J~~£.~:rr1.~.B.lJ-: 

;::)8: l·,,16 

37:11~·1.5 

~8·'7 ... J~ ._., • I ... ,.../ 

Isaiah-Hezekiah. Isaiah tells Hezekiah to set 
his house in order. 

Isaiah-Hezekiah. Hezehiak has shown all the 
t'reasury to the Babylonian ambassadors . 

Jeremiah··Hannaniar1 (prophet). Hannaniah gives 
false prophecy - only z~'S_!L,;;111 go into captivity. 

Jer~miah-Irijah (son of Shelemiah, son of Hananiah). 
IrLjah accuses Jeremiah of deserting to Chaldeans. 

Jeremiah· .. Zedekiah. 'I'he king inquires of Jeremiah 
if ther•e 1~1 any word from the Lord. Jeremiah is 
placed in the ~ourt of the guard. 

Zededieh-Eved Melech. The eunuch interceeds on 
behalf of Jeremiah. 



:~ ' 

P.§.ri:.:L,eJ.: 

2: 2LJ .. ··25 

5:13··29 

Amos: 

Ruth: 

0 ·19~~.r-:; c.... • • -~ • .,/ 

Daniel··Arioch (Captain of king rs guard appointed 
to slay wise men). Daniel declares that he is 
able to interpret the king's dream. 

Daniel-Nebuchadnezzar (king). Daniel interprets 
the king's dream. 

Daniel Nebuchadnezzar. Daniel interprets the king's 
c1 r ea m of a t re e . 

Daniel·~Bel.shazzar (king). Daniel :Lnterprets the 
writing on the wall. 

Daniel-Darius (king). Dentel survives den of lions. 

Amos-Amaziah (Priest of Bethel). Amos says he's 
no prophet yet the Lord has sent him to prophesy. 

WOMAN ···WOMAN 

Naoml··Rt1th and Orphah. Tells them to return home. 
Huth ... wi.ther thou goest. 

Naomi·~Ruth. Discuss Boaz. 

Naom:t .. ·Huth. Ruth t~~lls of giftf3. Naomi -- nBoaz 
will settle the matter today. 11 



G:enes:Ls: .. ,, ~ ,.,_' .. , " "' . """" 

2L\: 17· .. 26 

38:13=27 

39:7 .. 20 

Lf: !.\ ... 9 

16: Ll--22 

Ruth: 

II ..... ~.§ .JI.!~.§.~.: 

MAN .. WOMAN 
"""" '~"'"'"'"' - ., - ·u.,'' "'· '' --~ •• • 

Rebekah· .. s ervant of Abraham at well. 

Judah-Tamar. Judah thinks she is harlot. She has 
his children because refused right when husband 
slain. 

Joseph-Potiphar's wife. 

King of Jericho·,,Rahab. He inquires concerning 
spies. 

Deborah··Barak. He wi.11 go only if she does. 

Samson .. ·Delilah. Sbory of h.er deceiv:l.ng h:lm vs. 
his love. 

Boaz~Ruth. He promises her care because of her 
g?odnes s. 

Boaz..,Ruth. On threshing floor. 

Eli-Hannah. He thinks she is drunk. 

David-Abigal. She informs David of her husband's 
foolishness. 

Daul-Witch at Endor. King deceives the medium. 

6:20~23 Michal-David. She tells him that he is vulgar for 
dancing before the people. 
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lLf: l ··· 3 3 

20:16·"22 

.f . . KJn.s.s.: 

1:11··11~ 

2:13·,,18 

3: 16.,·28 

I.I .. :K.:~ . .r.:.e;.s..: 
l.j.: 1 .... 7 

LJ.:8 .. J.7 

lJ.: 18·"37 

6: 26·<31 

9: 30 .. .,37 

David-woman of Tekoa. Tells him Joab has sent her. 

Joab-wise woman. She has Sheba killed and his 
rebellion is crushed . 

Nathan-Bathsheba. Solomon to be made king. 

Adonijah-Bathsheba. He appeals to her for a wife. 

Solomon···harlot-harlot. Story of divi~.ing1:bhild: to 
discover true mother of baby. 

Elijah-woman. She feeds him, jar never empty; 
Elijah revives ~er son. 

Elisha-wife of one of the sons of prophets. 
The widow's vessels are filled with oil. 

Elisha-wealthy woman. Child is born. 

Gehazj_ (Elisha's servant) ·-wealthy woman. Child 
dies, get Elisha. 

King of IsraeJ. .. ·v-10man. Eating of son. 

,J ehu·,·J ez ebel. Jehu has Jez ebeJ. kj_ l led. 

: ' 
•·' 
·,, 
_;~l 

I 

. I I 

'i .J 



22:7ff 

27: l···LJ.6 

37:6 .. ·11 

48: 1""22 

11..~: 1 ... 20 

19: 1·"7 

15: 1s .... 19 

1:13·~15 

11 : 3 I.+ "" L~ 0 

A~_St,.9.§ h.: Ab :r:•a ha rn ·~Ts a a c • 

Isaac-Jacob, Esau. Blessing of sons (Rebekah's 
p1ot) . 

Jacob-Joseph. Tells his dream. 

Jacob-Joseph and Joseph's sons Ephriam and Manaseh. 
Receive blessj;ng. (First t:Lme sone one lay~l on 
hands in blessing.) . 

Sarnson-Menoah. Samson 'Wants to marry out of faith. 

Saul wants Jonathan to die fo~ eating honey. 
(People ransom him.) 

Saul wants Jonathan to kill David but Jonathan 
talks him out of it . 

. Saul angry with J"onathan because David not at 
banquet. 

FA 'I'HER ·~DA UGI-FI'ER 
~------ .~~ .. '""•'·' ,, ~---' ''"- - "~' "--~-" """~"'"'~ •·'-""-"'-"'~-' ~ 

Achsah asks Caleb, her father, for gift; it is 
granteid. 

Achsah asks Caleb, her father, for gift) it is 
granted. 

Jephthah-daughter. Vow to kill first one he meets. 

llli· ' 
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9:.t::.n.e.31.~.s.: 

27: 1···Ll.6 

. ~:"\19g. e.~ .. : 
J)+:l·-20 

. I ... I~.1 !lgfL: 

2: 19·~25 

JVIOrfi:IER.,·S ON 
~.,,.~,..~-•~' "'' '°''''""' a.,,...,,..-,,~~"'"' 

Rebekah-Jacob. Plot to fool Isaac • 

Sarnson.,mother. J:le wcrnts to marry out of faith . 

Bathsheba-Solomon. She appeals to king on behalf 
of Adonijah. Adonijah is killed. 

There is no Biblical dialogue between a mother and a daughter. 
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Gene~1 j_s: 
.... ,,., .. ,.-. .., ... '_.,. ~"'-' 

25: 29 ... 3Lf ;Jacob buys Esau 1 s b1r•thr:Lght. 

33:1-17 Jacob-Esau. Meet to ~o battle. 

Lf2: 7··38 Joseph·· brothers. In /gypt. 
I 

43:1-44:17 Joseph-brothers to bring Benjamin. 

44:18-45:15 Joseph-brothers. Reconciliation. 

Joseph-brothers. After death of Jacob, Joseph 
promise not to harm. 

(Brothers treated as one un:tt, e~ua 1 J os eph~·brotl1.e:r>.) 

.I. .. .$.~.!D:U.e) .. : 
17: 2L1 .... 30 

Genes is: 

30: 1~···16 

. !'l.'ll :m,}? ~~E.~ .. : 

David··El:i.ab. El:Lab angry that Dav:Ld considers 
fighting with Goliath. 

Rachel ... Leah. Rachel wants mandrakes to make her 
fertile • 

12:1-16 Miriam-Aaron speak against Moses. 

Amnon-Tamar. Amnon forces his sister to lie with 
hlm. 

·I·'' I 
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III. Biblical dialogues: Interpreted 

1 . ~~.1~.?J~.2.&1:!:.~.: Genes is 2 5 : 2 9 ... 3 L1. 

11 0nce when Jacob was boiling pottage, Esau came j_n 

from the field, and he was famished. And Esau said to 

Jacob, 'Let me eat some of that red pottage, for I am 

famished! '11 (Therefore his nanw was called Edom.) Jacob 

said, 'First sell me :.vour birthright. 1 Esau said, 1 J arn 

about to die; of what use is a birthright to me? 1 Jacob 

said, iswear to me first. 1 So he swore to him, and t3old his 

birthright to Jacob. Then Jacob gave Esau bread and pottage 

of lent:Lls, and he ate and drank, and rose and went his 

wa:v. 'Thus Esau despj_sed his birthright.
11 
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In the South country of Canaan by the Arabian desert, 

Isaac lived with Rebeccah his wife. Rebeccah was the daughter 

of Bethuel and sister of Laban. JErnac prayed to the Lord 

for his wife because she was barren; and the Lord granted 

his prayer, when her days to be delivered were fulfilled, 

there were twins in her womb. The first came forth red, 

all his body l:Lke a hairy mantle; so thev called his name 

Esau. 11 rrhe second to come forth was called Jacob beca1J.Se 

the name in Hebrew means supplanter, second fiddle. He 

was found holding his brother Esau's hee1.
11
l 

Be:f ore the twins were born the·y struggled withj_n 

their mother. Rebeccah feeling this pain, went to inquire 

of the Lord who told her, 

11 ~:wo nations are in your womb, 
and two peoples, born of you, 
shall be divided; 
the une stJ.a11 be stronger than the other, 
the elder shall serve the younger." (Gen. 25:23) 

'I'h1s unusual prophecy was probably known to the entire 

fam1ly. Indeed, Rebeccah must hsve assuredly told her 

favorite, Jacob, the far reaching implications of such a 

unique utterance. 

However, there was one obstacle which must have seemed 

insurmountable :Ln the society in which the family of the 

second patriarch lived; Jacob was the second born and the 

blessing of inheritance went only to the firstborn. 



Therefore, from his youth, Jacob probably coveted 

th€! birthright inheritance of his brother which carried with 

it certain priestly perogatives in the household. He 

mt3Y have freauentlv but unsuccessfully bartered for it. 

He probably studied his brother's weakness. One night 

Esau camE-) home from the chase, hungry and faint, with a 

ravenenous appetite which needed gratification at once . 

.Jacob was boiling pottage. :E:sa11 begged for some and was 

willing to pay the price. Jacob s~ized the opportunity, 

and 9;ave ~, .. a mess :i.n e:x:change for his b:Lrthright, seal .. ,. 

ing the bargain with an oath.2 
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:0.~~h.Qg;.:.1.~ .. }E'..~-~.~t:P.£.~t .~? 
25:2g-30: Once when Jacob was boiling pottage, Esau 
,,,, ........ ,,,,, ..... "'. J 

came in from the field, and he was famished. And Esau said 

to Jacob, 11 LE'/c me eat some of that red pottage, for I am 

famished!" 

What a wretched scene is presented. The tired hunter, 

unsuccessful that dav j_n his pursuit of ~~ame, comes to the 

ten.t of the shepherd to ask for food. J·acob sees the 

opportunity which he has so long awaited. He responds, 

11 First sell me your birthright. 11 (25: 31). It ls difficult 

to ascertain whether or not Jacob really believed his brother 

would be Quite so foolish as to agree. His proposition was 

undoubtedly made in the form of a question. He was, in a 

sense, sounding out his brother's reaction. To Jacob's 

aston:Lshrnent Esau replies, "I am about to die, of what use 

is a birthright to me?" ( 25: 32) His exp:res s ions a re the 

extravagant and reckless words of a man pass:ionate and 

uncontrolled. "Feed me, I am about to d1e. 
11 1I1h1s great 

strong man aopears unmindful of everything but the demands 

of appetite. 11 He cries like a baby for the pottage, insist; ... 

:tng that he would not l:ive for ten rn:tnutes unless his cravings 

were met. He is careless of the larger and more remote 

interests, ready to sacrifice them all to the immediate 

satisfact:ton of physical desire; fierce and um:>uly in its 

d d 11-=l . eman s. _, 
I 

Esau, to whom the rights end privileges of primo-

genitu~e belonged, seemed to care nothing for them. Instead 

1) 
I, 

11 

Ii 
"''I " 

''I'", '111 

I' i'.: i 
i: 1, 

,'"·I :111 I 

i:111: i 
I,, i ! 

.:f. ,i 
I'' I, 

:i11!.1 

J, i. I 

1:!. I 

11 

i 



... L\.3 ... 

of assuming his role of first born, and ~rnserting his 

author•ity he acts very much like a ;.,roung child ·who must 

have his wants fulfilled immediately. He presents a 

pc:;rsona1:Lty structure of an infant whose id demands are l,, 
'~"- ~~ ·k~~i ... t :"\. ,, .Ji 

not yet disc:Lplined b>T the ego~ · 

However, this is not the whole man. For there were 

times when Esau did fulfill his position of the next in 

line. "Esau was rough in many ways but he was virile, 

and his old father Isaac, who was sixty years old when the 

tw:Lns were born, instinctively turned to him. Isaac knew 

that if there was anything he wanted done, Esau could do 

it; and as he p;rew old he leaned jncreas:i.np;ly on Esau 
1 
s 

strength. nLI 

Isaac had a dependent personality throughout his life. 

And this, of course, hBd a great effect upon his two sons. 

All are familiar with Isaac's complete submission depected 

whatsoever when the young Isaac is to be sacrificed to the 

j_n the Akada,...lA:· story; there is no mention of any struggle 
_ _,..,.i<Af<'l) 

Ijord by his father. The lad must certainly have beem 

aware of what fate was in store for him when Abraham bound 

him to the altar, yet there is not so much as a murmur of 

protest uttered or reoor~ed. 

Also, when Isaac was a young man he is once again 

shown as one dependent upon others even in the acquisition 

of his wife. In a stage of development when the individual 

usually exerts his independence, Isaac stands in the back-



ground. And when married, the family situation as pictured 

in our Bible, presents a portrait of a man completely 

dominated by his wife. 

Finally, in his old age, when one would normally 

expect the patriar~h to be the ~iler of his brood, as was 

indeed the case with Noah, Moses, and his own father 

Abr1:1ham, Isaac was dependent upon his son for the ver;v food 

he ate. reherefore his wife, Rebeccah, and younger son, 

Jacob, thought so little of him as husband and father that 

they dared to deceive him. 

But not Esau. And for this reason our sympathy 

goes out to him. "Esau was a warm hearted man. 
11 

Ev1dent1y 

he loved his father, as his father loved and depended upon 

him. When Isaac was old and blind, the rough Esau was 

gent le with him and nuic1<: to res pond to everything his 

father wanted. Esau readily assumed the responsibility of 

caring for the physical meeds of the family; he was, indeed, 

able to assume the role of first born and of provider. 

Therefore, Jacob was unsure th~t he could believe 

his brother1 s words. Would Esau truly sell hls birth·· 

right for but a bowl of pottage? 

Many forces were at work in the mind of Jacob. 

Many influences pushed him forward. ~Jacob was the favorite 

of his mother, which was probably due· to Rebeccah 1 s 

motherly inclination to protect the more feeble of her 

young. Also, those acts of mothering and protection af-

forded her the opportunity to expend certain libj_d::tnal 
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erierg:t.es whicl'l had no other out1et because of her i.nfirmed 

husband's condition. 11 Jacob was tutorsd by hj_s scheming, 

do~lng mother who encouraged tdrn from the start to bargain 

with his brother for the precious birthrlght. 
11
5 For by the 

completion of such an act Hebeccah would once again have 

a 11 man'1 whom she could dominate as she had dominated Isaac 

Jn the past. Rebeccah was not above any act which would 

achieve her a:tms. ·she taught her son decej.t and trickery. 

She was :Lnstrumental in her son 1 s developing a corrupt 

super-ego; she filled him with consuming ambition to gain 

his goal at no matter what cost and :Ln any way good or bad. 

Jacob weighed the two possibilities carefully in 

his mind: Esau wes e man of the moment, yet he was also 

aware of his responsibilities. Still Jacob realized this 

might be the chance for which he had so longed hoped. He 

could no longer contain himself. Whereas in the first 

instance he haltingly questions if.his brother will sell 

his birthright, here Jacob bubbles over with the expectant 

possibility of success. This time he demands "Swear to me ~,, ....... ,_._,, ~ , .... - .• _,,,'..... -~ 

.f ,tr.s :c . 11 (Gen. 2 5 : 3 3 ) 
Would Esau really go through with this absurd bargain? 

If Esau was careless about the particular advantages of the 

birthrightsJ he was not careless about his father's blessing. 

Yet :i Jaool'J knew that his older brother' was generous and mag··· 

nanimous. He knew in his inner most being that Esau was 

not the type of person who would bear a grudge (as was later 

proved when the two brothers confronted one another after 

Jacob deceived his father). 11A man like Esau is likeable, 
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nay even lovable. He may be easy going, earele~rn and 

'Jacking in any strenuous principles or fixed aims, whj_ch 

under normal circumstances would characterize a man as a 

poor sort of citizen, yet such impulsive lovingkindness 

makes hj.m somewhat att:r.active. n6 

Jacob had forced the issue, he was unsure how Esau 

would react, still, though, he had strong indication that 

Esau's impetuousness and generousity would win out. And 

so it did. For Esau swore to his brother, and sold his 

birthrlght to ,Jacob. (Gen. 25:33) 

As fond of Esau as we m1ght be, we are made well 

aware that he would not have been able to lead his people 

because of his great fault, his impetuousness. Esau was 

a man of the present, the immediate and the now. He was 

a man of the wildA who was free of all law. But a leader 

must subm5.t and acknowledge the superiority of law for his 

nation to exist and thrive. ~~1he essence of law is restraint; 

the putting off of the immediate desire for ~ome higher 

£PB 1. 

Esau j_s appealing to many because he offers a i~eturn 

to childhood, a return to a period in our lives when we 

were satisfied not only continually but immediately, a 

period when we were not restrained by any overbearing laws. 

But this appeal of regression can last but a moment for 

the adult. For the civilized adult does realize the importance 

of law; he sees the desirability of a more mature approach 

(blemished as it was) of a man like Jacob. 
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Character is the stamp, the die of a man: that is 

what the Greek word means. It is the net result of two 

things: nature and nurture. We inherit from our parents 

certain natural gifts of mind and heart and body. Our 

environment does :some of the nurturing, but above all, 

our wills fashion our natures by forming habits of thought 

and choice that eventually distinguish us. Jacob and Esau 

were two men who were as much a part of these two influences, 

nature and nurtu1"e as any men. They acted as they did be ... 

cause they had to, because they were what they were. 

Therefore, "Jacob g<)ve Esau bread and pottage of 

lentils, and he ate and drank, and rose and went his way." 

(Gen. 25:31.1.a) 

The bargain has now been completed, Jacob has won 

out. Jacob achieved what he so long desired; to become 

the leader of the family and to become a real man. Symbolical-

ly Jacob was attempting to become his brother Esau through 

the act of buying his birthright. Jacob was in great need 

of a strong father figure, the image of which Isaac did not 

fulfill because of his dependent character. Therefore, if 

,Jacob could become a man, a truly strong figure as was hiEl 

brother, who was a man phys:Lcal1y as well cH:1 through the I I 

right of the first born, he would fulfill his desire. 

rrherefore, Jacob followed through, and completed the act, 

he ~ave hj.s brother the pottage in exchange for the right 

of the first born. 



When Esau realized the true import of the deed . 

11 l~sau despised h:ts birthright n. (Gen~ 25: :j!.J.b) He soon 

became aware that he had given up his right of the first 

born) tri.at he would no longer be tJ1_~ .. tn.§E\. of the household 

nor the leader of his people. 
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Now Joseph was handsome and good looking. And 

after. a time h:Lf'-1 master"s wife cast her eyes upon ,Joseph, 

and said!} 11 Lie with me." But he refused and sa:ld to his 

master;11 s w1fe, "Lo, having me my master hcHl no concern 

roout anything in the house, and he has put everything that 

he has in my hand; he is not greater in this house than 

I am; nor has, he kept back anything from me e:x:oept yourself J 

because you are M.s wife, how then can I do th1s great 

wickedD'ess, and sin against God?" And although she spoke 

to Joseph day after day, he would not listen to her, to 

lie with her or to be with her. But one day, when he went 

into the house to do his work and none of the men of the 

hottse was thEn·e j_n the house, she caught h1m by h:ls garment, 

saying, ''LJ.e with me. n But he left his garment :l.n her hand, 

and he fled and got out of the house. And when she saw 

that he had left hls garment in her hand, and had fled out 

of the house, she called to the men of her household and 

saj_d to them, 11 See., t1.~. has brought among us a Hebrew to 

insult us; he came ln to me to lie with me and I cried out 

with a loud voice; and when he heard that I Lifted up my 

voioe and cr:ted, he left hls garment wlth me, and fled and 

got out of the house." 
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Joseph is described as the eleventh son of Jacob 

and the first born of HachelJ the :favorite wife of cTacob. 

Llke his fa th er, Jacob, aJbd his grand fa th er, Isaac, 

;roseph was born to a woman who had been barren. 'I'hls often 

repeated pattern tends to :impress the reader with divine 

activity in connection with childbirth. It also tends to 

sing1e out the child thus born as one especially favored 

by God. We can safe'ly aEJSurne that the author of thE>:: Josepr1 

story was :Lntent on enhano:Lng our appreciation of tl1e dlvine 

favoritism ev1dent throughout. r11he story does th1s by 

supplying a detail of Joseph's birth which is considered 

most significant - i.e.J the fact that Joseph was the first 

born of the favorite, but originally barren, wife. 

Immediately after the birth of Joseph the family 

left Haran and .. returned to the land of Canaan. After a 

series of adventures the small group arrived at Kiriath-

Arba (Hebron). It ls here that Jacob and E1:1au are said to 

have buried their father, Isaac, and it was from th1s area 

that Joseph was sent forth to seek his brothers. 

In connecting the fam1ly of Jacob with the region 

of Hebron the biblical writer does not mean to imply that 

·.~ 
thev are to be considered city dwellers. 'rhe Bible accurately 

portrays the life of the patriarchs as being semi-nomadic. 

'l1he shepherd life of cToseph's tj_rne was not sedentary, because 

of the constant need for seeking areas in which to graze 

flocks. Although shepherds moved from place to place, the ,. 
Ii 
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life Joseph knew was not strictly nomadic. Jacob built 

himself a h.0use in Succoth, in contrast to tents for his 

,1,ivest oc k, and he s ta:ved behlnd in Hebron with J os epb 

when the rest of the family followed the flocks 1n Shechem. 

It is also significant that the dream of Joseph concerning 

"sheaves 11 further' betrays close contact with sedentary 

(farming) life. 

Genesis 37:3 explains that Joseph was favored by 

his father, "because he was the son of his old age. 11 

The psychological explanation can still be easily under-

stood today. At that time in history it was more normal 

to favor the legitimate heir, who was usually the oldest 

son; but Jacob, who had purloined his older brother's birth-

right, seemed determined to by-pass convention by favoring 

f:i.rst Joseph, then Ben,jamin, and f:i.nally sett:Lng Ephra:Lm 

before Manaseh. This pattern of favoring the younger son 

over the older seems to appear quite fre0uently in the 

Bible (cf. Abel; David; Solomon). The preference of Jacob 

for Joseph expressed itself in the making of the 11 1.ong robe 

wj __ th sleeves," or the 11 coat of many colors. 11 

One of the expressions used to describe Joseph is 

"Th ·c d (b 'J) f d II r110 be 11 ·.1_01•d II of 1 h' .. e .. ror a·-a - o.. reams. somec J.ng 

means A imply to possess it, to be in charge of it, o:r. to 

master it. We can be quite su:r.e that the older brothers 

had no idea of flattering Joseph when they used this 

u~pression, but what could better describe the peculiar 

talent that was to b~ing Joseph both fame and powe:r. than to 

call him the "master of dreams? t 
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Joseph was sent after his brothers at Shechem. Not 

find1ng his brothers th.ere, he follows the directions of a 
' ;,;:,i~~;;;,'.,_;~;~:.~':;. 'c ' 

stranger, and went t~-Dotb;~. It was at Dothan that his 
" ,<f,:llf:J"/~~et·M"' .,, 

,,,_,,. ... V''~~ol.,rJ 

brothe~ th.rew him into a pit and sold him to a passing 
/ "· 

caravan. 

A.fter h.1s betrayal Joseph was brought to Egypt, 

where he was sold to an Egyptian named Potiphar. The 

Bibl1cal account implies th.at Joseph was not long in 

Potiphar 1 s household before he was promoted to the highest 

position :i.n the house. Joseph is the very model of an 

administrator. He is pictured as modest - at least in 

rds Egyptian career .. hard worl<:ing, honest, wise, and 

devoted to his superior. All these ~ualities contributed 

to the rapid rise of Joseph..1 

On the other hand, we know very little indeed about 

Potiphar's wi!e. All we know for sure is this episode we 

have·chosen for our dialogue, i.e., that she attempted to 

seduce the 11 handsome and good 1.ooking 11 .Joseph. However, 

there may be somewhat of a hint given which would explain 

the reason why she attempted to ~1·educe the young slave when 

we consider the office which was held by her husband. It 

is described by the Hebrew word SAHIS ,, 'rhe word saris nor· .. 

rna11y means 11 eunuch 11 ,, If Pot:lphar was, indeed, a eunuch, 

the dynamics of the temptation scene are quickly understood. 

However, there are other commentators that state that the 

term saris was extended to cover off:Lcials whose dl.i.ties 

were sirn:l.1ar to those of eunuchs, and flnally to any 
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2.:1.?JJ..0,ij!}..~ .. J.1'.1:.t~.:t:'.t.?£.~.te.CJ. 
39: 7: Now ,Joseph was handsome and good. looldng. And 

after a time his master"fJ wi.fe cast her eyes upon Joseph, 

and ::mid, nI,je with rne. 11 

Karen Horney CJUOtes the vlews of one psychoanalyst, 

Helene Deutsch, who believes 

that what woman ultimatel~v wants in inter­
course is to be raped and viblated; what she 
wants in mental life is to be humiliated; 
rnern~truation is sj_gnificant to the woman 
because it feeds masochistic fantasies; 
childbirth represents the climax of 
masochistic satisfaction. Unless, Deutsch 
believes, women are or fee;l they are being 
:aped, ,:t.n:i1:red o;~ humi ~i~ ~;d ~n j_nt ere ours e, 
uhey are lJ_lcely uO be frig.td. 

The wor•Ic of recent women psychoanalysts, indluding 

Horney, nevertheless is likely to increase skepticism of 

such views. Furthermore, theoretical preconceptions have, 

of' course_, impor•tant consequences for therap°Yi'•. rrhe theory 

of penis·-envy in women offers a good example of this. 

People nat"L1.rally se:i.zEJ upon compax·at:Lvely h.a:rmless and 

simple solutions of their problems in order· to avoid the pain 

of facing their inadequacies and the need to change. It is 

so much easier for a woman to think that she is nasty to 

her husband becauseJ unfortunately, she wes born without 

a penis and envj_es him for having one than to think that she 

has developed an attitude of righteousness and infallibility 

which makes it impossible to tolerate any questioning or 

d:tsagreement. It is so much easier for a woman to think 

' " 
,I , 

II I 

11' 

~~------------------------



,, 

... 5LI··"' 

that nature has given her an unfair deal than to realize 

that she actually makes excessive demands on the environ-

ment and is furious whenever they are not complied with. 

The wish to have a penis (the handsome and good 

1ook:lng Joseph) may express a desire, often a yearning 

desire to have those qualities which a:i::e regarded as 

mascu11ne: strength, courage, independence, success, 

women also tend to base their infer1ority feel1ngs on the 

fact thst they are women, a less privi1eged group, than 

on the more direct and specific interpersonal relations 

which engender fee1ings of inferiority. (Potiphar 1s wife 

was virtually a princess.) However, women have been, for 

centuries, deprived of great economic and politica1 responsib-

ilities and kept to a private emotional sphere, the family 

and hofue. Hence, they have had to rely on love, for example, 

as the only vilue that counts in life, a situation which 

makes them especially vulnerable to the vicissitudes of 

life. ConsequentlyJ the obsession with love and love 

relationships is a neurotic phenornenorrwith, admittedly, 

cultural overtones as well. 

39:8: -But he refused and said to his master's 

wtfe, 11 Lo, having me my master has no concern about any·· 

thtng in the house, and he has put everything that he has 

in my ha nd ; 

:9 He is not greater tn this house than I am; 

nor has he kept back anythj_ng from me except yourself, 
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because you are his wife; how then can I do this great 

wickedness, and sin against God?¥ 

Joseph was, at first, probably taken aback by this 

woman 1 s flattery and show of affectj.on and tM.s could 

have had added power if he had let it touch another 

~ssible emotion in himself, viz., self-pity. 

He had been cruelly battered about by 
hostility in his own family, and here 
was someone whose softness would com­
pensate for that. Here was healing for 
his inner hurt. Furthermore, here was 
incitement for ambition, and a prospect 
for pride. This women, powerfully placed, 
if he encouraged her devotion to him 
might carry hJ.s interests far. And all 
the while he could excuse his conscience 
by the plain fact that whatever might be 
questionable, he had not provoked it.3 

What lay in this man 1s mind when he was confronted 

by this temptation? What was it that caused him to summon 

the moral integrity to refuse the affections of this 

seductive woma.n? Modern psychiatr•y would answer hidden 

facts, but real and decisive ones from somewhere in his 

earlier years forced his reply. 

A child values his parents differently at different 

per:1.ods of his life. Early in life when he is abandoning 

the Oedipus situation,, he ;~egards his parents as sp1end1d 

figures. In identifying himself with hls parents, he 

naturally adopts this exalted image of them, thus setting 

up within himself an ideal by which the ego measures itself, 

towards which :Lt strives, and forever struggles to fulf111 

the demands which :Lt implies for an ever increasing perfection. 

Since Joseph was sold into slavery at an early age he most 

likely carried this exalted image of his parents along with 
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him into captivity and, more particularly, into Potiphar's 

house. However, because Joseph was forcibly removed from 

h:ts parents ... his love ob;jects, he needed to transfer his 

love to another authority figure. In this case, his master, 

Potiphar. And Potiphar returned his love by showing the 

young man his complete trust in him and placed Joseph over 

~311 his household. By g:t.ving ,Joseph responsibility and 

authority, Pcti~har also gave acceptance and love which 

Joseph so desperately needed after his terrifying experience 

with his own brothers. Therefore, Joseph psychologically, 

could not rJsk another rejection. He had no choice but 

to refuse the advances of his master's wife. For obedience 

to his master would bring approval and love, a much more 

j_mportant kind of 11 1ove 11 than th:ts woman offered. 

Obedience to Potiphar 1 s requests and the fulfillment of 

his demands would produce a good feeling, pride and 

set~sfaction. A much deeper ~~tisfaction than could ever 

be a6hieved in a fleeting moment of pleasure which she 

offered. 

'This leads to El further truth. A man's 
integrity in the world of men is not the 
result of human motives only. Joseph made 
that clear· when he sa:i.d nHow can I do thts 
gr•eat wickedness and sin against God?n 
Only in relation to God are bhher human 
beings seen in their full dignity. Unless 
men are regarded as of intrinsic worth., 
human obligations become reduced to oess­
ing whim or shifting calculation. Consider 
how in Nazi Germany all decent respect for 
human beings disappeared with repudiation 
of religion. Without accountability to 
GodJ human relationship can degenerate into 
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a craft:v man:Lpulat1on of advantage. What 
ultimate reason then is there fop nmt ~eat­
ing human beings 88 pawns to be pushed off 
the board as part of a· winni.ng game? What 
reason unless there is the ultimate authority 
of truth and r:tghteousness, and magnanim1ty 
and mercy, as established in the character 
of God? The dependably good man is the 
godly man. Reflect upon the conv1ctions 
which must be inculcated in a child if L 
there is to be any moral course followed. 1 

Pa:i.lure to obey the demands of the authority 

_figure whether it be God, parent or later love ob,iect, 

entails punishment, reproaches and disapproval, which 

are felt as pangs of conscience and feelings of guilt. 

The most feared punishment appears originally to be the 

dread of castration, (which would have been what Potiphar's 

wife desired and what Joseph would have unconsciously 

known would happen if he had been seduced), and this is 

the kernel around which the subf~equent fear of conscience 

gathers. In this way the super-ego comes to dominate the 

ego in the form of conscience or perhaps of an unconscious 

sense· of guilt. And, 39:10_, "al.though she spoke to ,Joseph 

day after day, he would not listen to her, to lie with her 

or to be with her. 11 

Potiphar 1s w:lfe cont:Lnued her flexual advances. 

Failing to convince Joseph in the beginning she kept on 

trying day by day. 'l'hj.s persistent temptat:Lon was most 

likely harder to resist than the first suggestion. ,Joseph, 

no doubt, considered her offer carefully as he did take 

time and effort to give her a careful explanation as to 
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wh~y he could not fulf i 11 her lustful des i.res . He may 

have been shocked by her openness and boldness, but this 

shook soon wore off. His superego soon won out, for 

Joseph had sense enough to know that he must remove 

himself from where temptation constantly stalked. There-

fore he would no J.onger listen to her, or lj_e with her, 

and he took care not to be with her. 

~9:11,,·12 But one day, when he went into the house 

to do his work and none of the men of the house was there 

1.n the hous E~, · she caught h:tm bv his ga rrnent, saying_, 11 Li e 

w:tth me." But he left his garment in her hand,· and fled 

and got out of the house. 

From this verse we see Pot1phar 1 s wife as a person 

exhibiting an exploit5.ve character; one who tries to take 

ev:ervthing she w&mts from other people by force or by 

cunning. This type of individual, no matter what sphere 
.. 

~f life she may be concerned with, will want to grab 

or steal: another 1 s spouse or friend, another's :Ldeas, 

another's materia1 goods. Everyone ~Ls an object of ex-

p1oitation, Anything the exploitive person can take or 

steal is more attractive than what she can obtain by her 

own, and/or more accept:Lble efforts. Potiphar's wife's 

attitude is one of hostility and manipulation. 

Joseph, aware of the inherent danger of the situa-

tion, and being subject to his own super-ego demands, saw 

but one means of escape: to flee the house. It is possible 
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that he knew himself well enough to realize that if he re-

mained in her presence he would have been overcome by the 

temptation Potiphar's wife presented. 

It is also possible that Joseph considered th~t 

"some s:tns can only be avoided by flight. Ecclesiasticus 

21:2. 'Flee from sin, as from the face of a serpent; for 

if thou oome too near it will bite thee: the teeth 

thereof are as the teeth of a lion, slaying the souls of 

men.' The rabbis sav., 'At the moment of temptation) hj_s 

father's image appeared to him and gave him strength to 

res:Lst. 1
11 5 

'I'his latter view, that ''his fa th er' s image a pp ea :red 

to him and gave h:lm strength to resist'' seems to verify 

our previous observation ·· v:Lz. that Joseph's super·-ego 

demands won out. His earlier training and his need for 

respect by his master pJ:>evented him from complying with 

his mistress' desires. 

39:13 And when she saw that he had left his 

rnent in her hand, and had fled out of the house, 

-~g:11-la she called to the men of her household and ... ,; ·-

saj_d to them, "See_, .h~e. has brought among us a Hebrew to 

insult us; 

Joseph finalized his rejection of his master's 

wife by fleeing her presence in such haste that he left 

hj_s garme:n.t behind i.n her outstretched hand. Potiphar 1 s 

wife had offered herself to the handsome slave and he ran 

away in distaste. 
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Being rejected by a slave was much too difficult for 

her to fe1ce. In order to preserve a feeling of unity in 

herself by which she could function, in order to protect 

herself from facing the terr:l.ble truth of being re,iected., 

she created an imageJ which though deceptive, she beleived 

was really her. 'rl1.:'Ls image was largely, though not entirely, 

unreal. The kind of image a person has will depend on the 

s·tructure of her personality. To the degree to which the 

image is unrealistic it makes one arrogant; one arrogates 

to oneself qualities that one does not have or has only 

potentially. The more unrealistic the image is, the more 

vulnerable a person is and in need of affirmation, re-

cognition end acceptance. Essentially the neurotic is 

unaware that she is idealizing herself. For Potiphar 1s 

wife, her image had the value of reality. 

It served as a substitute for the genuine self-

confidence and pride, which she lacked_, as an illusory 

kind bf fulfillment of the need to feel superior, and as 

an. obligating power or ideal which saved her from feeling 

lost in the world, as a guide or purpose in life, end as 

a facade to hide her inner conflicts. 

L:Lke most neurotic patterns, her idealized :Lmage 

had serious drawbacks. rl'he worst drawback probably was 

that it alienated her from her real self. Furthermore, it 

made it all the more difficult for her to accept herself 
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as she factually was. Since she had put herself on a 

pedestal, the contrast became all the greater. Becai.rne she 

coti.ld n0t tolerate herself as she really was, her :i.deali.zed 

image ei:ne1•ged. '.rhen the image made the actuality all the 

more unbearable. Her first reaction was most likely to 

rage against herself and to despise herself. But this 

reaction, because of her idealized self image, could not 

be tolerated for long as it produced a new conflict, and 

even more anxiety. 

Since anxiety is said to be a fear which involves 

a subjective factor, the problem arises as to what that 

factor is. It is hostility. A.ccording to Horney, 11 host:tle 

impulses of various kinds form the main source from which 

neurotic anx1ety spr1ngs. 11 6 These hostile impulses are 

usually repressed. Repressed hostility usually becomes 

intensified if given no means of expression. One cannot 

fail to experience unconsciously ho~tility or rage when 

one's interests or one's integrity is violated, if it is 

not possible to feel hostility directly and consciously. 

Repressed hostility may itself arouse anxiety, if there 

i~ .a possibility that the hostility would endanger other 

interests by its expression, such as social posit1on or 

the love of a spouse. However, more often it is projected, 

sometimes on those against whom one feels hostile. There-

fore, we can readily see the ihtent of Potiphar 1s wife's 

action, when after calling the men of her household she 

says to them .,, nsee, he 11 
·- Potipl1ar., my husband, 1'has 

brought among us a Hebrew to :tnsult us; 11 She could not 
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admit that it was, indeed, her own actions which caused her 

dilemma. Rather, she manipulated he:r• repressed hostj_J.e 

feel:Lngs which were_, in truth, against herself and pro~· 

jected them unto her husband. 

However, she must have soon realized that this 

would not hold up. Her husband appears to have been not 

only highly respected by the royal court but also well 

:ttked by the servants of his household. ~r.herefore,, Potiphar 1 s 

wife quickly changed the direction of her projected hostility 

unt'o Joseph,, who was, after all, but a slave. Consequently 

she puts the blame on him by saying: 

39: lL~b "he came into me to lie wJ_th me and I cried 

out with a loud voice; 

39:15 and when he heard that I lifted up my voice 

and cried, he left h:Ls garment with me, and fled and got 

out of the hou~e. 11 

Potiphar's wife has turned the facts around sufficient-

ly in her own mind that she has come up with the exact op-

p©site of what really took place. The dynamics of her 

response are detailed by Otto Hank in his 11 relativi.ty 11 

theory of lmowledge. He holds to the view that the nature 

of will determines truth and falsity, not the nature of 

the world. Truth is sub~ective - what we will to be true 

is true. The reality which penetrates consciousness through 

our sense organs oan influence us only by way of the emotional 

J..:U'e and becomes edther truth or fa1sehood according1y; 

that is, is stamped as psychic reality or unreality. In 
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the interaction of will and consciousness as it manifests 

itself in the emotional life we find a continuous influenc-

ing of one sphere by the other. Even the purely sensory 

consciousness is not merely receptive, but is guided and 

restricted by will. We see or hear what we want to, not 

what 1s. ( 11 1 spoke to you ... but you Sc1 id I wi11 not 

1 :·LS t 811 11 ·~ J · r') 2 • 01 ) _ er. c _. c. • What :is can only be learned by 

ov@rcoming the tendency to deny all that we do not want to 

see or hear or ~erceive. Still more ~1early is the in-

tellect influenced by the will, for logical, casually 

d:trected thinking, going beyond the effort to shut out the 

painful is the posj.tive, act:tve expression of the wD.1 to 

control reality. Thus, Potiphar 1 s wife was able to com-

pletely rework the circumstances of th!':'.! sj_tuatlon in 

such a way to protect herself. In her own mind she had 

constructed a phanta sy whj.ch permitted her to say, 
11
1 

··11 t 1 1 ti's" b11 t 11 I wj_ll 'h•t ., js th w·s wi. no· perce:.ve wna _ ,,,. _ c .a~ J.G __ , o er :1, e, 

~ e j1 1 S~ as I war1'c J'_'c • . 1.- •. ,,..cu ~ 
And this, and only this, is the 

tr1uth." 
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1. P:.i:~J,.1.C2.e;,u.e .. I Sameul 15: 1:3,,p~ 

And Samuel ca~e to Saul; and Saul said unto him: 

"Blessed be thou of the Lord.; I have performed the corn .. 

mandment of the Lord." And Samuel sa j_d: "What meaneth 

then this bleating of the sheep in mine ears, and the 

lowing of the oxen which I hear? 11 And Sau1 said: 11 r.I1he-,y-

have brought them from the Amalekites; for the people 

spared the best of the sheep and of the oxen, to sacrH'ice 

unto the Lord thy God; and the rest we have utter1y des .... 

troyed. 11 1'hen Samuel said unto Saul: "Stay and I w:L 11 

tell thee what the Lord hath sa:Ld to me this night. 11 And 

he said unto him: 11 Say on. 11 

And Samuel said: 11 11 hough thou be litt1e j_n thine 

own s:Lght, art thou not head of the tribes of Israel? 

And the Lord annointed thee king over Israel_; and the Lord 

sent thee on a journey, and said: Go and utterly destroy 

the sinners the Amalekites, and fight against them until 

the-.v be c 011sumed. Wherefore then didst thou not h~a'rken 
1 

to the voice of the Lord, but didst fly upon the s po:l1,, 

and diJdst that wh1ch was evil :Ln the sight of the Lord? 11 

And Saul said unto Samuel: 11Yea, I have hearkened to the 

voice of the Lord, and have gone the way which the Lord 

sent me, and ha~e brought Agag the king of Amalek, and have 

utterl.-y destroyed the Arnalekites '.,PitBut the people took of 

the spoj_1, sheep and oxen, the chief of the devoted things, 

to sacr:i.fice unto the Lord thy God in Gi1ga1. 11 And Sarnue1 

satd: 
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"Hath the Lord as great; delight in burnt offerings 

t:ind sacr:tf:Lces. 

As in hearken:Lng to the voice of the Lord? 

Behold, to obey is better than sacrifice, 

And to hearken than the fat of rams. 

For rebellion is as the sin of witchcraft, 

And stubbornness is as idolatry and teraphim. 

:pecause thouhas rejected the word of the Lord, He hath a1so 

rejected thee from being Ki.ng. 11 And Saul said unto Samuel: 

I.have sinned; for I have transgressed the commandment of 

the Lord,and thy words; because I feared the people, and 

hearkened to their voice. Now, therefore, I pray thee, 

pardon my sin, and return w:lth me, that I may wo1:iship the 

Lord. 11 And S1;imuel Sf) id unto Saul: "I wi_ll not return with 

thee_; for thou heist re;jected the word of the Lord, and the 

Lord hath rejected thee firom being ldng over Israel. 11 

'I ,! 



2. 

One of the most striki¥1.~ ~vents in the story of the 

beginning monarchy was the situation presented above. It 

points out the ever increasing host:Llity between the "man 

of God 11 and the first king of Israel. Samuel was forced 

to choose a king because of the people's displeasure~ith 

his own two sons. The Bible clearly shows that Samuel 

. was uneasy about this innovation which he would be instru-

mental in bringing about. His first meeting with Saul 

was :ln connection wlth the 11 lost asses". Sr~ul is g1ven a 

special place at the banquet, later annointed privately 

and flnally u.nderwent a change of heart. For all these 

thingsJ as well as his polit1cal stature, Saul was com-

pletely dependen~ upon Samuel. When he later ca11s h1s 

army to do battle against the Ammonites, he does so not 

only in his own name as king, but in the name of Samuel as 

well. 

'I1he dialogue:; presented he:re :!Jndicates a serious 

t"upture between these two leaders. Before the battle at 

Michmash there was to be a sacrifice at Gilgal, After 

waiting a number of days, and with the people becoming un-

easy, Saul decided not to wait for Samuel and to perform 

the aot by himself, Immediately afterward, Samuel appears, 

and cast1gates him for his unthoughtful decision, and de-

clares: 11 Now your k:lngdom shall not continue. 11 Saul is 

definitely upset, Samuel departs; yet the situation was 

not yet as bad as lt was to be. 
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rrhe f ina 1 break bet ween these two ca1rne a ft er an 

Amalekite attack in which the Israelites were thoroughly 

successful in rout:tng them. Saul was ordered to utterly 

destroy the people, their king anrl their animals. However, 

he spa red ./.\gag and the ca tt 1 e. Sa mu el regarded thj.s act 

as rank insubordination to the will of the Lord. Moreover, 

though Saul ad mitt ed his s :ln and begged forgiveness, Samuel 

would not be cooled, and he indignantly states: That the 

Lord has rejected Saul in favor of a neighbor of his who 

is better than he. The best Saul could do was to persuade 

$amuel to stay for the sacrifice for the sake of saving 

fl'Jce. But the rupture was complete; "Samuel did not see 

Saul again until the day of his death." (verse 35) 1 
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15:13 And Samuel came to Saul, and Saul said to 

him nBles s ed be you to the Lord; I have performed the com·· 

mandment of the Lord." 

Samuel has finally come unto Saul, but only after 

word has come to Samuel from the Lord. In chapter 15:10·-<Ll 

God has made known to the prophet that He is displeased 

with the king's actions, so much so that He repents that 

He has made Saul king. The reason given is that Saul has 

d :i.s obeyed and not fol lowed the Lord's commandments. rrhis, 

needless to say, angers the elderly prophet for the king 

has acted :ln such a way as to eliminate Samue11 s position 

as the intermediate between God and man. When Saul saw 

Samuel approaching he must have sensed his ang~r and, there-

fore, calls out to him: 11 I have performed the commandment 

of the Lord. 11 Saul's unprornpt ed c la irn is so sweeping and 

self .. ·satisfied that he can hardly have been ful1y conscious 

of his offense. Note that h;i:s words are the exact op·"· 

~osite of those which God has used of him: he hath not 

perf or-vied JVJy command men ts . (verse 11) 2 

15: J)+ And Se rnue1 sa :i.d J 
11 wha t then :Ls thj_s bleat :t.ng 

of the sheep in my ears, and the lowing of the oxen which 

I hear?" 

To the pr>ophet 1 s ea rs, a l:r"eady burn1ng w:l th the 

angered words of the Lord; Saul's response only deepens 

his displeasure with the man whom he has now grown to 
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hate. Samuel confronts the king in a pure fabrication. 

Not only has the k1ng disobeyed the w0rd of God but has 

rejected the authority of Samuel by lying to him. 

S!ul declares that it was the people who brought 

up the anirna1.s from the Ama1.ekites; 11 for the people 

spared the best of the sheep and of the oxen, to sacrif:i.ce 

to the Lord your God, and the rest we have utterly d(;;St• 

troyed.r1 (verse 15) 

Saul's excuses aggravate his offense: he attempts 

to shift the blame from himself to the people; he offers 

.as an excuse for the retention of the best of the cattle 

a motive which, it seems certain, had prompted neither 

him nor the people; end suggests that by using the animals 

for sacr:Lficef-l he wil1 have fulfi11ed his charge just as 

well as if he had destroyed them. 

l~): 16 'I'hen Samuel sa :i_d to Saul, n,st op! I w:i.11 

tell you what the Lord said to me this night." And he 

said to him, "Say on." 

15:17 And Samuel ~laid, "'I'hough you rn··e :Little in 

vour own eves, are yau not the head of the tribes of Israel? 

The Lord annointed you king over Israel. 

15:18 And the Lord sent you on a mission and sa:idJ 

11 GoJ utterly destroy the Elinners, the AmalekitesJ and f1ght 

against them until they are consumed." 

15:1g Why then did you not obey the voice of the 

Lord? Why did you swoop on the spoil, and do what was evil 

in the s i.ght of the Lord? 11 
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.Samuel can no longer liPiten to .Saul's feeble excuses, 

he can no longer control his pent up anger. The command of 

the Lord was clear: "utter•ly destro;v". Whv did Saul per··" 

sist 1n lying? Why did he not obey? Wtry did he do what 

was evil in the sight of the Lord? Why die] Saul disobey 

Samuel'? Samuel was overwhelmed bv c;uef1t:tons and doubts. 

·13y the king's blatan.t disr.egard of the command the ent:lre 

structure of society of the day was at sta-lrn. 

Also, if we look closer at Samuel we will see why 

he ahsolutely could not tolerate those actions of Saul. 

-The great prophet was still a man. A man, like all men, 

who was influenced by his anxieties, emotions and uncon-

sc1ous m:lnd. 
II 

Samuel had made Saul. ldng over Israe1. He had, 

:1.n fact, made Saul what he was. In the ear1ier years one 

could say that warmth and friendl:tness characterized the:tr 

relationship. But when Saul completely disobeyed God, and 

thereby Samuel as the man of God, this action of the king 

threw the prophet into conflict. One whom he must have 'I 

I 

dearly liked, nay loved, had turned away from h:l.m. Samuel 

experienced the same tvpe of awareness of a parent who 
'.1. , I; 

" 
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realizes that h:Ls child no longer needs h:tm to survive. Yet 

this ehock had deeper meaning for it was, most likely, 

taken as a rejection. It was probably experienced as the 

th:Lrd great abandonment of S1.3mue1 1 s life. Pirstly his I 

} 
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parents had abandoned him to Eli the priest. SecondlyJ 
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the people had abandoned him in their request for a king . 

. l\nd ·' finally, Saul had abandoned him. 

This was too much for him to beer. An authority 

figure, such as Samuel, derives his inner security from 

his relationship with a higher authori~y, God in this case, 
I' •··· 
1·,· 
.. ,111., 

and from the acceptance of those over whom he has power. 

Saul's act of defiance was a definite blow to both. He 

not only disobeyed the commandment of God but also sup-

planted Samuel's position before the people which threatened 

·Samuel 1 s basic psychic structure. His world was falling.; 

his inner security crumbling. He had no choice but to 

take the course of action which he did. 

Nevertheless, Saul again pleads his own innocence 

and ·blarrres the people saying it was thev who ntook of the 

spoil, sheep and oxen, the best of the things devoted to 

destruction, t.o sacrifj_ce to the Lord your God in Gi.1.p;al. 11 

Saul still maintains that such conduct can be justified. 

His plea is that he h~d fulfilled the command of God in 

its essentials in destroying the Amalekites, and that 

the peoole did not seek self-gain from the spoil. 

Samuel's reply is a classic statement of the 

prophetical teachings on the subject of sacrifices. 111ro 

obey is bettc1r than sacrif:i .. ce," and sacrifices whlch are 

the outcome of disobedience, like Saul's, are worthless. 
il'fl"'''''"··,. 

Further, Samuel decrees; that because Saul has rejected 

the word of the Lord, the Lord has rejected him from being 



king. This is too much for Saul to bear. He can no more 

excuse his actions, he can no longer shift the blameJ he 

must turn the guilt inward, on himse1f. Saul breaks down 

and c onf es s es JI ' , I have sinned; for I have cransgressed the 

commandment of the Lord and your wordsJ becawse I feared 

the people and obeyed their voice. Now, therefore, J 

pra:v, paJ::don my sin, and return with me that I may worship 

Samuel has won. He has brought the king to his 

knees begging forgiveness and pardon. But the man of 

God is not so generous or magnanimous as to forgive Saul's 

indescretion. Instead, Samuel rejects Saul, he repays the 

king in kind for hits re.iection of him,, say·j_ng, "I w111 not 

return w1th you. t1 rrhen to bring the king even 1 ow er he; re"· 

peats the harsh decree stating, "the I,ord has rejected you 

from being king .over Israel. t1 

Why was Saul really rejected? Was it because he 

disobeyed the word of God and the command of Samuel or 

were there other reasons? 

One possible explanBtion was the plain fact that 

the king did not measure up to the expecta­
tions of Samuel and the prophetic part:v. His 
ea:r•ly enthusiasm for relj_gion seems to have 
waned somewhat as t~me went on. There is no 
record, for example, that he ever did any-.. 
thing for the ark. He also gr(~W to resent 
Samuel's guidance. Worst of allJ a nervous 
disease made him prone to rash and impatient 
acts. Unable to control himself, he became 
Jess and less fit to rule over others. Samue1J 
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therefore, loyal patriot and intense man of 
God that he was, disappointedly turned else­
where to fj_ncl Saul's successor. The react1on 
of this upon Saul was to increase his natural 
melancholia, and sub;iect him to sudden fits of 
Jealou.s:v and insane anger'.3 

Our• sympathy is apt to be wlth Saul; but we must 

not overlook the fact that he is represented as contending 

for a principle. In sparing Agag; for instance, his motive 

was not humane but selfj_sh_; and by savj_ng out the best of 

the spo11 he and his men were do1ng substantially what 

Achan had done at Jericho (Joshua 7:1). When confronted 

· by Samuel he acknowledged his "sin" and made no cla:i.m to 

be act1ng from any higher 1mpulse. 

But granting that he d1d disobey_, was one act of 

dJ_sobedlence serious enough to ;justify the pe:rempto:r•y 

fashion in which he was set aslde? No! For the reel 

reason we must delve deeper. "Saul's error was that he 

:D.ailed in a test s:ltuation. 11 ! .. 1. 

this 

While :Lt was true that laymen eould per·" 
form sacrifices themselves, it was custo-
mary·' when a whole c ommuni.ty was involved; 
that a priest should off1ciate, as Samuel 
d1d on his circuit tours. It must have been 
of spec1al importance to Samuel that he him­
self should perform the sacrif1ce before the 
main body of the Hebrew people. Both factors, 
then, must have been :involved: Saults def err:tng 
to him in the matter of wait1ng a~d ln the 
actual performance of the ritual.-

What is the s1gnificance of Saul 1 s failure to meet 

test? 

The sin of which he was guilty was not only 
disobedience but a lack of faith in Samuel. 
For, 1f he really had a firm faith in Samuel 
as the man of God, whose prophetic and 
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clairvoyant powers made him omniscient, he 
would have obe~/ed Samuel unquestionj_ngly, 
r·egardless of the reality s:ttuation. But 
he put h~B own judgment above that of the 
leading priest and prophet of Israel. Saul 
was, in fact, rebelling. He was rebelling 
against the father image which Samuel pre- 6 sented, and he was trying to overthrow h1rn. 

Saul's reaction could quite readily be compared to 

the adolescent 1 s struggle for freedom. .A.t a certain stage 

of development the individual finds that he must free 

himself from his parents and dj.scover a "foreign object 11 

whom he can love. In this case Samuel became the foreign 

love object of Saul. However, Samuel in turn rejected 

Saul for his disobedience. Therefore, in order for Saul 

to have kept his own self image and self respect he 

severed his relation with Samuel and freed himself from 

the rejecting love object, 

The son,.Saul, must become reconciled with his 

father - or father image, Samuel. If by his infantile 

opposition he becomes subject to the father 1 s domination, 

as is the situation herein deptoted, the son must free 

himself from the domination. Hence the sacrifice was 

performed by Saul. However, the overthrow was not complete 

for Samuel declared that the kingdom would be taken away 

from the rebellious son. Sau1 is thereby trapped, he has 

failed; and failure in this sense means a crippling of the 

personaLtty'T~, and eventual complete breakdown. 
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1 . P.~.a.J.Qg_ll,_§: I I Sa mu e 1 13 : 10 "" 15 

r:I'hen A nm on sa j.d to T1::ima r, "Bring the food into the 

chamber, that I may eat from your hand. If And 'rama r took 

the cakes she had made, and brought them into the chamber 

to Amnon her brother. But when she brought them near him 

to eat, he took hold of her, and said to her, "Come, lie 

with me, my si.ster. rf She answered him, "No., my brother, 

do not force me; for such a thing is not done in Israel; do 

no;c do this wanton folly. As for me, where could I carry 

fuy shame? And as for you, you would be as one of the 

wanton fools in Isr•ae1. Now, therefore., I pray you, 

speak to the 1dng; for he will not wj_thold me from you," 

But he would not listen to her; and being stronger than 

she, he forced her, and lay with her. 

'l1hen Arnnon hated her with very great hatred; so 

that the hatred with which he hated her was greater than 

the love with Which he had loved her. And Amnon said to 

he:r>, "Arise, be gone. 11 
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Amnon was D~:ivid rs eldest son. He was born of 

Ahinoam the Jezreelitess at Hebron. (II Samuel 3:2) 

Tamar was the daughter of David (II Samuel 13:1; 

I Chronicles 3:9) and the half sister· of' Amnon. She and 

her brother Absalom were the children of Maacah, the 

daughter' of 'I1almai, King of Geshur. (II Samuel =::::) 
We have but this one incident in the life of Amnon 

Upon which to base our opinion of him. We see presented 

a man who was so tormented by such lust for his si~ter 

'that he made himself ill. 

The syrnpton of Amnon, classified as hysteria, was 
-'l:rtawhi."",~~··"· 

known from time :Lmmemorial as the 11 lovers disease
11

• A 

direct romantj_c allusion to this 11 hea1"t aff ection 11 is found 

in the Song of Songs, and runs as follows: 

2:5 Sustain me with raisins, refresh me with apples; 

for I am sick ~ith love. 

And again, 5:8: 

I adjure you, O daughters of Jerusalem, 
if you find my be16ved, 
that you tell him 
I am sick w.ith love. 

The remedies for the love-sickness: raisins, 
apple~1 "" are, however, not tt:rosce recommended 
by pagan antiquity nor by some modern advisors 
to the lovelorn. The former advised travel 
and 11 vc;;rbal confesslon 11 wh:Lle others went to 
the core of the matter and recommended 
marriage, while some moderns prescribe nerve 
sedatives. As the Talmudic a~thorities were 
strict mor•alists they countenanced no adv:Lce 
such as that given by the physicians of the 
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time which would relax sexual morality, and 
were impatient with the love-lorn swain whom 
the sages would rather see dead than permit 
sex indu1g enc e out of wrd lock, as a means /'.'.},;· 
of cure, Sanhedrin 758 . · '".\,.,.~j;,··""·~·""''•··"'··· 

In the historical setti.ng in which we f:ind out•selves 

the remedy proposed, by Jonadab, the friertd of Amnon, is: 

11 L1e down on your bed, and pretend to be i.11; and 

when your father comes to see you, say to him, 1Let my sis· .. 

ter Tamar come and give me bread to eat, and prepare the 

food in my sight, that I may see it, and eat from her ,handJrl1 

II Sam. 13:5. This counse1 was readily heeded. 

It is interesting to note that a1though Jonadab 

d1d not expressly give his consent to the·rape, he was 

most definitely, an accomplice because he gave the sick 

Amnon a crafty means whereby the prince would be able to 

sat:Lsfy his lustful cravi.ng. 

There :Ls every reason to believe that before 
Amno0 is presented to us in this chapter he 
was already steeped in ::.Hmsuality. It was his 
misfortune to have Jonadab, who at heart must 
have been as great a profligate as himself, 
for a friend. For if .Jona dab h.ad been any-·· 
thing but a profl1gate, Amnon would never 
have confided to him his odious desire, and 
Jonadab would never have given h~m the ad-
vice that he did.2 '· 

The plot was carried out, successfully, to be sure. 

And as told j_n our dialogue, 'ramar, the shy young vi:rgin, 

j_nnocent1y entered the chamber of her brother, was raped 

and was sent away in shame. 

Justice was, however, later done, for the full 

brother of Tamar, Absalom, revenged her honor by slaying 

Amnon for the heinous crime which he committed. 
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J3:10 1rhen Arnnon said to Tamar, "Br:Lng the food 

into the ohamber .• that I may eat from your hand. 11 And 

r:L1a'ma r took the cakes she had made, and brought them into 

the chamber to Amnon her brother. 

Amnon 1 s suggestion that Tam~r prepare the food in 

his presence was but a simple guise to allow the young 

prince the opportunity to ga~e at his sister. She com-

611ed and in doing so unknowingly raised his lust for the 

,forbidden fruit which he so deeply desLrec1 for 

the sexual life, althoughJ mainly under the 
control of the erogenous zones, also com­
prises various partial impulses whioh afford 
sexual gratificat:Lon and which are integrated 
into adult sexuality. These partial impulses 
inolude g~z:lng, exhibj_ting and the oruelty 
impulses .. , 

1~:11 But when she brought them near him to eat, 

he took hold of her, and said to her, "Corne, lie with me, 

my sister." 

Amnon's lust takes over completely. He could no 

longer control himself. 

We can easily understand that it was a great 

disaster to him to be a king's son. To have his position 

in l:tfe determined and all hj_s wants supp11ed wj_thout an 

effort on his part; to be surrounded by such plenty that 

the necessity of denying himself was unknown. and whatever 

he fancied was at once obtained; to be so accustomed to 

indulge his 1.eg:ttimate feelings that when illegitimate desires 
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rose up it seemed but natural that they too should be 

gratified; thus to be led on in the ways of sensual pleasure 

till his appetite became at once bloated and irrespressible; 

to be surrounded bv paras:l.tes and flatterers, that would 

make a point of never crossing him nor uttering a dis-

agreeab1e word, but constantly encouraging his tastes_, ... 

all this was extremely dangerous. And when his father 

had set the example, it waf:l hardly poss:lble he would avoid 

the sna r•e. 

A d · t·o Ad'l.er, 1t cc or J_ng _ the pampered and over indulged 

":tndivldtiaJ. rema:'Lns t:Led to the parent, who has pampered and 

over·,,,indulged him in fact he becomes more or less of a 

para's1te and looks to that parent for the satis:fact:lon of 

all his wants, including his sexual Wflnts. 'l'he n::1poiled 11 

individual is sexually precocious because he has learned 

to den:v himself noth:Lng. And in the family situation, when 

there are several children in the family, and wJ.th the 

passing of years affection wanes, the boy in the family 

may take his sister as h:Ls love object to replace his 

11 faithless" formerly j_ndulgent parent. 

13: 12 She answered him, "No, my brother, do not 

force me; for such a thing is n0t done in Israel; do not 

do this wanton follv. 

Tamar makes a val:tmnt attempt to disuade her brother 

from his evil intentions. She is well aware that Amnon is 

phys:lcall:v stronger than she and that he could, :lf he so 

chose, force her. 'ramar's appeal is that 11 such a thing i$ 
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not done." It is an appeal that 1s give11. when one rea11zes 

that none other will apply nor work. It 1s an appeal made 

from the depths of emot1on; made from fear and anxiety be-

cause the individual making it knows that it will probably 

have no real affect. She has appealed to her brother's 

conscience not to do this wanton folly, but it did not work, 

grasping again fo:r an argument to stop him 1l1amar begs: 

13: 13 As for me, where could I carry my shame? 

Tamar is pleading with her brother to cons1der the con-

seauences of his proposed act; a deed wh1ch would gain 

momentary satisfaction for him but would result j_n her 

J.:U'e being ruined. 1l1he act would have more serious results 

for her being a woman, because she would carry the· shame 

for life. Amnon, on the other hand, would be 11as one of 

the wanton fools in Israel". Although, not desirous, still 

not as serious a~ her punishment. Tamar, desperately seek-

ing an out makes one last cry for release: 

speak to the king~ for he wil1 not withhold me from you .. 11 

As a 1 a s t res o rt 

Tamar expresses her willingness to marry h1m_; 
but :i.n the '_rorah such a un1on 1f forbidden BS 

incestuous (Lev. 18:9)! Some have supposed 
that Tamar's suggestion was a subterfuge, an a 
attempt to ga1n time; but if the un1on were 
impossibleJ there would have been no plausib1lity 
in her proposal. It does seem as if Tamar is 
proposing someth1ng wh1ch she believes to be 
both legal and possible, and :it would appear 
that the 1aw forb1dding the marriage of half ... 
brothers and sisters was either unknown to her 
or not strictly observed at this time; in which 
case the 11 wanton deed 11 which she resists is fo:r--· 
nication, not incest.5 
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If the latter j_s true; that this 1aw was not str:Lctly 

observed at this time and Tamar expressed the conviction 

that, in truth, David might per~it their marriage, then 

we may have a partial explanation of the incen­
tive thUEl provided for Amnon 1 s lust. rrhe argument 
in Amnon' s mind would then be, "If my father 
might indeed relax the code in order to give me 
my sister in marriage, then the fulfillment of 
my desire with her is not a crime of greater 
magnitude. I do not wish the responsibilities 
of a marriage Which would break the law any-
how; why not do :Lt my way? 11 'l'he danger of a 
partial laxity is that it puts authority in an 
untenable position and fosters complete self 
w;11 in him who gesires to break the law after 
h:us own fashion. 

Therefore, Anmon nwould not listen to her; and being 

J th h h f .:i 1,. d 1 . '·].. 1 "' 11 ( J-=<. ·111) s cronger an s · e, e ·· orceu 11er, an ay WJ.G1.1 ner. -.; .. , 

It is interesting to note that the Biblical text 

stresses the poilint that Amnon was stronger than his sis-

t er and that "he fore ed her 11
, In most o;;i s es when the authors 

of the Bible x d~scribe or allude to the sexual act they 

utilize the :euphemistic term "to know 11
• Here, however, 

not only is it made explicitely clear that the sex act was 

completed~· but., more sigrdficantly, that Amnon "forced her". 

The impulses toward sexual activity, and the influence 

of the infantile wishes concerning sexual activity are 

subordinate to and :i.n the serv5.ce of the imaginary 

meBcUllne' goal in the life of a person such as Amnon. 

An individual such as he, one who had been pampered through·"· 

'h'' 'ire ]J'f "'el"' th< le n1us'- "ro h' s'l.c'" ouc i::i enc .. , ..... e, J.e o-: ac 'l ,(, p ve .im,c, .1. 

as a man, that he can stan~ on his own two feet. The 
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unremitting struggle for this imaginary masculine goa-;I., 

and not sex, is the key cone ept for understand Jng this 

type of neurosis. For> a "neurotic" such as Arnn.on, the 

enjoyment of sexual pleasure or any form of sexual ex·" 

pression is secondary. In fact, the whole picture of the 

sexual neurosj_s is nothing more than a portrait depicting 

the distance which he was removed from the imag1nary mas·· 

culine goal and the manner in which he sought to budge it. 

':Phe 11 neu:botic 11 person uses sex, like everyttdng else; as 

a ·means toward the one all<inclusive end. 

The sexual components cannot be prope~ly estimated 

except :Ln I'elation to the personts orientation toward lj_fe, 

to his Style of life. The erotic phases are functions of 

the life style and are to be understood in this way because 

all feelings adapt themselves to the life style. The 

expl"E3SSion and en,joyment of sexuality is determined accord·~ 

j_ng to the particular pattern of the or:'Lginal form of 

orientation. If the prototype is sociable and interested 

in others, the personality into whom it develops will solve 

all love-problems with loyalty to the partner and res-

pons ib i 11 ty to 8 oc iety. If the prototype is s trugg1i.ng to 

attract notice and to suppress others, its manifestations 

will i.nc1ude the use of sexualj_ty towards the same ends: 

that person w:Ul establich sexual relations :Ln order to 

rule. Such is the case with Amnon. 

13: 15 ~Ph en A.mnon hat ec1 her wi.t h very great hat red; 

so thst the hatred with which he hated her was greater than 
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the love with which he had loved her. And Anmon said to 

" "Ar'o. b " 11er, · L.ie, e gone. 

If anything more was needed to show the true charac-

ter of AmnonJ it is his treatment of Tamar after he has 

violently achiev(~d hel" ruin. It is the story so often re"" 

peated even at this day ... the ruined victj_m flung aside 

in dishonor and left unpitied to her shame. There is no 

trace of any compunction on the part of Amnon at the moral 

~.ourder he has cornmttted, at the life he has ruined; no 

pity for the maiden whom he has doomed to humiliation. She 

has serrv:ed his pu.rpose now let her crave away it is nothing 

to him. The only thing about her that he cares for is, 

that she may never again trouble him with her presence, 

or disturb the flow of his life.7 

A somewhat deeper insight into the dynamics of 

Amnon, as presented in the narrative discr•1pt:ton of this 

d1alogue_, ls. given by DP. S. Goldman in his commentary to 

the book of Samuel. Commenting on the phrase, "Amnon hated 

her" he says, 11 rrhis sudden revulsion of feeling betriays 

Atrmon',:tJ. love to have been nothing more than lustful passion. 

Perhaps also he projects unto Tamar the hatred whichJ now 

that th~~ fever has left his blood, he feels for himself. 11 8 

In.deed, t h:ts is the case. Arnn on des p1s ed hims elf 

and his illicit passion and therefore visited his self-

loathing upon the victim of his unbridled lust. Modern 

psych1atr:v deals w:tth countless men and women who go through 
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life driven by too rigid a conscience. The level to which 

the conscience has been developed and educated will determine 

the level upon which it operates; but whatever that-level -

whether high or low - the conscience of the wrong doer, the 

sinner, will drive him to desperation unless he can some-

where f1nd the forgiv,eness which alone springs from re·,. 

conciliation and restitution.9 

Self hatred is the most grievous hatred. For it causes 

within the neurotic person feelings of anxiety. Anxiety 

may be concealed by various experiences, such as anger, or 

suspicion or feelings of inadenuacy. The anxiety ex-

perienc~d in a character neurosis has to be understood with 

refe:r.ence to the past histo:r.y of the per•son. 

The childhood experiences of a great number of per~ 

sons with a chBracter neurosis show that their environment 

has cer•tain typicel charaoteristicr.~. 

The basic Problem is invariably a lack of genuine 

warmth and affection. One r•eason why a child rnav not 

receive enough warmth and affection lies in the parent's 

inoao;:1ctty togtve it. '1
1his rnay be due to either• the parents 

being occupied with other things (as was probably ~he case 

here, for Amnon's parents were most likely involved with 

numerous court activities), or on account of their own 

neuroses. 

Further•more, we f :Lnd va r1 ous act :Lons and a tt i tud es 

on the part of the parents which cannot but arouse hostility 

(e.g. David's actions with BathSheba or preference for 

Absalorn). 
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A child who experiences little or no love or respect 

in his ear•ly years will tend to develop a reaction of hatred 

toward his parents and other ch:lldren and a d:tstrustful or' 

spiteful att:ltude toward everyone. However, slnce the child 

needs his par•ents and their care in order to survive he may 

be compelled to repress his hostility, and eventually, 

because of his Precarious situation, he develops anxietv. 

As th:tr1 person grows he will have an inordinate need for 

'affection, and can never get enough of it. He fears d:lslike 

or disapproval and he will go to great lengths to avoid 

them, even though his basic hostility will manifest itself 

again and again to thwart him. A.s a rule he cannot bear to 

be alone, he needs continual contact with others and their 

friendly rea s sura nc e. Heno e, he wi 11 tend to have little 

discrimination in his choice of friends (Jonadab). He will 

be eternally dependent emotionally on someone. Also, it is 

likely he would slide from one sexual relation into anbther, 

and that his sexual activity, like all of his human relation­

ships, will be indiscriminate and compulsive (as with Tamar), 

and will often serve as a sub~~titute for emotional int:Lmacy. 

In spite of his overwhelm:Lng craving for affection, when it 

does present itself, it raises a conflict within him because 

he has a deep conviction of his own unlovability, and because 

he :fears emot:lonal dependency, which to him, an intimate 

] t . . J . 8'" l 0 re .. a J.on J_mp.J_ ,~. 

r:l:
1h:Ls type of person demands uncondltiona1 love. In 

other words.~ he wished to be loved regardless of' any provocative 
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behavior on his part, to be loved without any return of 

love, and to be loved without any advantage for the other 

person. The demand of unconditional love ultimately springs 

from his need of reassurance because he has a deep conviction 

of his own inability to love. Therefore, he casts away the i 
I 

'I .11 I 
I 'I one loved so as not to ~ut himself in a situation where he 
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IV. SUf PLJBJVI:Bm1r: APPLICA1J~ION OF 'l'HE PRINCIPLE OF' DIALOGUE 

IN F.IVE'.R.Y DAY LIPE 

A. Importance of dialogue for human relationships 
• •• ,...........,,,,,~'--"""• .,_-.,,, ~""'--~-;;-·,.._ ->•"'"-~ >.D,~<· ~-'<~• """''·••--•'I'<"'""'"---"• ""'" >;, _ _,, ""'"<"-•~~•'""'''""~'~""""~"'·tc .. ,..._.,,_.,'*"r-•••··•~ ~,,,.,..~_,...._ .• .., _........_.."""" 

Every man j.s a potential adversa)1'JJ"_, even those whom 

we love. Only through dialogue are we aaved from this enmity 

toward one another. Dialogue is to love., what biliood is to 

the body. When the flow of blood stops, the body dies. When 

dialogue stops, love dj_eis and resentment and hate are born. 

But dialogue can restore a dead relationship. Indeed, this 

is the m1racle of d1alogue: :tt can bring relationship into 

·being, and j_t can bring into being one<~ again a relat:i.onship 

t ha t ha s d i ed . 

There is only one qualification to these claims for 

d:i.alogue: :i.t must be mutual and proceed from both s:i.des, 

end the parties to :i.t must persist relentlessly. 1here is 

risk~ in spei:iking the dialogica1 word ... that is, :tn entering 

into dialogue .. but when two persons undertake it and accept 

their fear> of doj .. ng so, the miracle work1ng power of dialogue 

may be released. 

If the claims we ar•e making here for dialogue are a 

cause for surprise to the reader, the reason may be that 

dialogue has been ecmated too ex1usively with the con.versa--· 

tional parts of a play. We think of it somewhat differently .... 

as the serious address and response between two persons, in 

which the being and truth of each is confronted by the being 

and truth of the other. Dialogue, therefore, ls not easy 
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and comfortab1e to achieve, a fact which may explain why 

it occurs so rarely in many books of the Bible, as well as 

in our daily lives. Its rare occurance accounts for the 

frequent absence of its benefits in our communication with 

one another. 

Communication j.s important to human life for comrnun.,· 

icat:Lon means life and death to persons. A study of the 

nature of comnrunication is needed in this day of mass 

communication. On a colossal scale never known befote and 

with technical aids that surpass the wildest imaginings of 

,yesterday's science fiction, man can bombard his fellow 

man's mind, feelings and will with a subtleness and effective~ 

ness that is frightening. Man has become the victim of 

communication rath~r than communication being a means by 

which he finds himself in his relation with other men in a 

community of ~utual criticism and helpfulness, 

Both the individual and society derive their basic 

meaning from the relations that exist between man and man. 

At the moment of b:llr'th the :LndlvJ.dual comes into personal 

be1ng in response to his being met by his mother• and father• 

and all the others who care for him in all the concretemess 

of his need. .A.nd. out of that same meeting the family corn·'· 

munity is born. WJ.thout dialogue &ndividuals and society 

are abstractions. It. is through dialogue that man accom~ 

pl:l.shed the miracle of personhood and comrnun1ty. 

The relation between a man and a woman also can 

reveal how ind1spensable is the life of dialogue. In 
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addition to their differences as man and woman, there are ot-

h~rl~u1tifac~~•d differences between them. Some event in 

which each has participated has brought them together, such 

as the meeting of eyes or the recogn:t.tion in a discussion 

that they share the same opinion or attitude. In this kind 

of event the dialogue begins. Each then undertakes to seek 

and explore the Other, It is important to know who the 

other truly is, and through dialogue that employs both the 

langw3ge of relationship and the language of words to seek 

to know life through the other. Love is born out of this 

"dialogue in which there j_s both the intimacy of what these 

two people share in common and the distance of the unplumbed 

mystery of each. The emergence of this mutual awareness 

i0 the relationship reveals an important distinction between 

monological and dialogioal love. Monological love enjoys 

only self-centepedly the feelings of a relationship. The 

lover exploits the beloved for the sake of the emotional 

divident to be had. In contrast, dialogical love is out-

going. The lover turns to the beloved not to enjpy her self-

ishl;y but to serve her·, to know herJ and through her to be. 

Correspondingly, the beloved seeks the lover not to enjoy 

him for herself but to serve him, to know him, and in know-

ing him and being known by him to find her own being. In 

dialogical love there is enjoyment of love, and since it is 

not exploitive, the enjoyment increases rather than diminishes 

the power to love. 
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Marriage is an ultimate commitment to this-kind of 

human relationship, expressing the realization that to be-

come a person one has to share in the being of another, and 

that one has· to offer oneself as a person, in relation with 

whom the other may participate in the realization of his own 

being. The dialogue is :in earnest. And every aspect o:C 

the relationship becomes a vehicle for it: verbal activity, 

living together, the assumption of resonsibilities, sexual 

relations artd recreation. And this relationship will con-

tinue to be a ltving one so long as each keeps in cornmun1ca-

t1on with the other. Each must try to speak honestly out of 

his own conviction, d1sc1p1:Lne and sub,jectlve feelJ.ngs, seek 

pat1ently to keep aware of the partner as another personJ 

and t:i:>y to keep open the meantng of everything that happens 

in the relati9nship. Whenever either party begins to be 

more concerned for himself than for the other, when he uses 

the other as a thtng for any purpose whatever, when he hides 

in defensive behavior, the marriage has become monological 

and broken. When this happens Btther or both of the partners 

may ind:Lgnantly demand that the other repBnt and reform 1n 

the interest of a mended relationshj.p. Healing of a marriage 

or any other relationship cannot occur when the partners 

see themselves as separate j_ndiv:iduals with a r·lght to demand 

services of each other. Healing can come only when one 

or the other ls able to turn toward hls partner>; to accept 

the risk of givtng himself in love, and to search himself 

" i 

1 Ii 
I 
I 

" I 
i1·1 I 
I 1, 

1: 

I" 

I
,, 

' ' 

,f ii 
I"·" ' ' 

1" 
11 :1 
;1.1 

I 



-91-

for whatever reform may be necessary. A wife, for example, 
,11,, 

"1.! 

liii 
may be able to make this kind of gift, and yet have it fail 

to heal because her husband cannot accept her gift and give 

himself in return. But if he can, then the miracle will occur ,I . 
1 I 

1i'11 
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and the dead relationship will be called again into life. 
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The relationship between parents and children also 

calls for a practice of the principle of dialogue. How 

hard it is for parents to respect and trust the uniqueness 

and powers of their children. While there.are those aspects 

of life in which parents must decide and act for them until 

such time as they are able to decide and act for themselves, 

children should always have the experience of being met as 

free persons in a trusting and responsible relationship. 

The need for this trust increases as the children grow 

older., and j.t becomes acute at adolescence when the tran·" 

sition from childhood to adult-hood is taking place. Then 

:Lt is imperat:'Lve that young persons be allowed their free·· 

"doms 1 but equal~y imperative that they also have encounter 

with pe~sons of conviction who, at the same time, respect 

their freedoms. Without this kind of relationship the 

individual simply flees from life, becomes passive and 

locked up within himself; or he may become a fighting per-

son whose creativity is lost in the wastelands of his ag-

gression. The importance of dialogue for this juncture of 

growth lies in the fact that it expresses mutual respect 

so that youth neither repress creativity nor throw it away, 

and parents neither ask to dominate nor turn away from youth 

in frustration. In those instances where the young person 

has withdrawn from life or is in hostile combat with it, 

as in delinauency, dialogue may accomplish the miracle of bring-

lng, · the ;voung person back into a creative relation to life. 
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Dialogue is indispensable also in the search for 

truth and he:l'.'e, too, it j_s a worker of miracles. Unfortunately 

many people hold and procla:tm what they be1j.eve to be tr•ue 

in either an o~inionated or defensive way. Religious people, 

for example, sometimes speak the truth they p~ofess mono-

logically, that j_s, they hold :t.t exclusively and inwardly 

as if there was no possible relation between what they 

believe and what others believe, in spite of every indica-

tion that separately held truths are often compl:Lrnentary. 

The monological th~nker runs the danger of being prejudiced, 

intolerant, bigoted and a persecutor of those who differ 

with him. The dialogical thinker, on the other hand, is 

'willing to speak out of h:Ls convicti.ons to, the holders of 

other convictions with genuine interest in them and with a 

sense of the possibilities between them, 
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E. Dialogue in Politics 
«-•'""·' ._._,~·-·"'"'"' tO'L"lr"od•O>•- .... ,,.-., •• • -.,J> '"""•- '""·"'•"'"''" ,..,.......,,.,.""'·••• -' 

Another area 1n desperate need of dia1.og1oal ·spirit 

and action is that of politics. National parties are 

often pitted against each other solely in the interest 

of their own success and sometimes to the cost of the 

country they are professing to serve; and nations look 

toward themselves and not toward each other, thur:.:i threaten·" 

1ng the welfare of the planet. IndeedJ the tmman race 

stands :Ln danger of bej_ng dest1,.,oyed because of the de1ib·· 

erate effort of .parties and nations to advance their own 

cause by falsifying the a:irns and character · f the:Lr opponents. 

W:ith this frequently goes an:. ignor:lng of one 1 s own rniS·· 

deeds and responsibility, a representation of the self 

as being better than it is, and a sense of h1jury at the 

hands of the other, as if the fiction created about them 

was true. The abuse of dialogue has gone on so long thnt 

politicians f i~d it difficult to break out of their mono-

logical fantas:Les and move toward a d:Lalogical meeting. 

What is needed is the coming together of men of conviction 

from their respective camps who are willing to talk honestly 

w] .. th one ano·bher j_n the face of mutual crit:tcj_sm and 10~1:,ralty 

to their own views. If these men would speak with one 

another not as pawns :cm a bhes sboa rd but as therns elves j_n 

the sanctuary of truth,, the sphere of publ1c l::l.fe would be 

transformed by the rniraole of dialogue. 

I 
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F. Dialogues in business 
--... ~- .. ·~ ... - ... ..~'"'- ~ .,_ .,, ..... ~ .. ..-...,-~ ....... , -'"'-'"' "-·~· ··~··· ~--.. ~·-- -

Still another area of life in which communication 

is indispens~.:ibly important is :Lndustry at1d business. It is 

claimed by those w:Lth:ln industry and by critics on ·t;he out·· 

side that mechanization and industrialization have a de-

perso0alizing effect on people; that persons are reduced 

to things and rnad e to serve the purposes of :ind us tr~v as 

if they were merely cogs in a machine. This is said to be 

true not only of the man who works :1.n the shop or on the 

line but of the executive as well. 

There are, however, other factors that can serve to 

combat dehurnaniz1ng inf1uences. Men :Ln business are persons 

with capacity for personal relations which can be excercised 

in spite of the impersonal forces lined up against the per-

sonal. But the auality of dialogue has to be in those 

relations, and this: 1means that each. of the participants 

must hold in mind his fellow workers in their present and 

particular being and turn to them with the intention of 

establish~ng a mutual relation between himself and them. 

While the personal seems to be threatened by the 

:Lntr•dJCJacy and massiveness of modern industria1 enterprise, 

it must be remembered that this enterprise was and is being 

built by creative persons and can only be maintained by 

them. No better illustration of this can be found than 

j_n the radical transforrnat:Lons that occu:r> in bush1ess 

organj_:<,ations when the leadership passes from one person 

to another. The ~uestion then, is: Will machines and 

organizati.ons created by man destroy him, or will he control 

and use them for creative ourposes? 

t I 'I 
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This qumltion will be answered in part by the 

relationships achieved in business - between labor and 

management, for example. Here is an area of life which 

needs to be touched by the transforming power of dialogue. 

In the midst of a labor discute or the working ~ut of a 

contract agreement, when the two parties are meeting across 

the table., the question needs to be asked: Is the d1scusEJion 

monologue or dialogue? If it is competitive only and 

motivated by concern of each side for itself alone, then 

it is monologue. If, on the other hand, the discussion is 

informed of each party's honest representation of itself 

and its aims and a genuine 11 seeing the other" or "exper"· 

· j_encing the other siden of the dispute, true dialogue will 

occur out of which creative settlement may more likely 

appear •. When a condition of stalemate is followed by a 

settlement it ~eans that the parties finally abandoned an 

earlier determination to see the situation only from their 

own point of view and began to look at it also from the 

side of their opponents. The discuesion changed from 

monologue to dialogueJ thus making a settlement possible. 
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G. Dialogue in education 
,_...,. , """'' ·•' •"· ~,_,,_....,. ~··- ·- ~-··· ... ., .......... ~ .. ---· ~ ---

The sphere of education cells for the application 

of the principle of dialogue. Two views of education 

compete for acceptance: (1) transmission, which seeks to 

educate by funneling what needs to be known from the teach­

er to the pupil; and (2) induction, which seeks to draw 

forth from the student his creative powers in relation to 

his interest in and need for the world around him. The 

authoritarian kind of education places emphasis on the 

content of the currioultm, and the perrnis s i ve theory em·· 

ph[::isizes the student and his freedom to learn. Each theor;y 

is inadeouate to the task of education. ~~he author:Ltarian 

theory igno:r>es the student and what he br:Lngs to the educa··· 

tional encounter; and the permissive theory ignores the 

disci.pl:Lnes necessary to learnlng; and both ignore the 

significance_andpower of the relationship between teacher 

and student upon which the whole educatlonal enterprise 

flnally depends. The student must be free to explore and 

to think~ but he needs also to be met by a teacher who 

embodies :l.n himself the data and meaning of the won1d and 

who trusts the student to respond creatively whmhe presents 

it. The educator faces two temptations: first, to inter-

fere and force the student to learn and respond by imposing 

his own opinion and attitudes on him, so that the student 

becomes either obedtent or rebellious or a confused mixture 

of both; and second, in the name of freedom, to leave the 

student without benefit of direction. 
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Some educators belittle and ignore the intellectual 

discipline; others neglect the significance of the relation 

between the student and the teacher. Actually, the two 

belong together. That which is to be taught comes from 

man 1 s relation with himself and his fellows and the world 

in which they~live. The learning of these things, therefore, 

should not , be abstracted from the rel at j_rms hip from· whc'U1h 

they c orne, to which they belong, and to whi,ch thev must be 

re·~rela t ed if' lea rn1ng is to produce in the learner a pp rec ia ... 

tion and creative poWE-lr. There must be dialogue between 

teache1~ and student, and between the meaning as formulated 

in theory out of man's past experience and meaning as it 

• emerges out of their contemporary experience. The rn:lracle 

of dialogue in education is the calling forth of persons who 

have found their own unique relation to truth and who serve 

that truth wit~ creative expectancy. 
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H. Dialogue in the Temple 
~'7 "'~'~''' ''""~" <L~Ji,,~<- ~~ ~,.,_,,,, «- •.. _ .. ,..,-~-·~o><--,.,•_•J.>• ..,..,.,,. __ . .,. •• ,.,,, '"> 

\ i 
The ofttime separation between the world and the 

1; 

Temple also calls for dialoBue. The Temple sometimes 

withdraws from the world, refuses to communicate with tt 

and treats it as an enemy rather than as the place of its 

ltfe. When the Temple is preoccupied with its own concerns 

and oblivious to the world, its communication becomes mono-

logical and not eoual to j_ts real task. The true concern 

of religion,. is not religion but life. 

The responsibility of the Temple is to speak 

dialogically w:lth each generat1on and thus meet the needs 

of men. And the Temple's own need for renewal is met through 

such dialogue. The exchange between the Temple and the 

world, if it is genuine, must hBve mutual effect. A word 

spoken in isolation cannot have the same meaning as the same 

word spoken :ln .. rel.ation. Likewlse, the word of the B:Lb1e j_s 

best understood when it is spoken in relation to the word 

of man for whom it was written. Those who proclalm those 

vrnrd s of the Bj_ bl e, therefore,, have as much res pons i bD.ity 

to undE')rstand the word of rnem as they do the rellgious word 

:l.n order that they may help men to recognize and accept 

their need of the rel:Lgious word. 1rhe v:Ltaljty of rel:lglous 

teaching is dependent in part upon its awareness and response 

to the meanings and <~uestions of human life. The word 11 t1'ad· .. 

:ttion
11 

means 
11
from hand to hand 11

• ReJ.j.gious tradition be·" 

comes dead and ster:l.le when it passes throu.gh generations 

without real encounter with them. When there is dialogue 

between truth. and 1:U'eJ the tradition grows, accumulates 

i I 
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understanding and skLLl.? and becomes e<']U.81 to the challenges 

of each new age. The concepts of religionJ therefore) have 

to be kept in dialogue with man and confirmed in his life. 

We have the same Bible that our fathers had 1500 years ago, 

bl,lt our understand;ing of j_t and its power to illumine human 

life is much greater than at that time as a result of the 

dialogue between biblical study and scientific, literary 

and psychological studies. 

1111 I' 
1,1 

i,I! 

I 
, I 
', I ! 

ii 

I, 
!I I 

! 



'" 101"" 

We conclude our rernards with the optimism and 

certainty with wrdch we b~gan. ':I1he Bj_ble conta:lns genu:Lne 

dialogue; dialogue where Bach of the participants truly 

has in mind and feeling the other in his present and 

particui~r being, and turns to him with the hope, desire 

and intention of Bll his being to establish a living and 

dynamic mutual relationship between himself and the one 

with whom he wishes to rel.ate, From t h1s type o.f human 

relationship we can gain not only insight and understanding 
L 

but insp:tration as well t9 direct our lives accordingly. 
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