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(Phyllis Trible)o| Ak2et 0{0|Ct. P. Trible, Rhetorical Criticism: Context, Method, and the Book of
Jonah (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1994), 25-26.

4) George A. Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation through Rhetorical Criticism, (Chapel Hill:
Univ of North Carolina Press, 1984); Y. Gitay, "Religion and Authority: The Role of Rhetoric as
the Voice of Morality—a Prolegomenon,” Scriptura 90 (2005), 859-866; “The Projection of
the Prophet: a Rhetorical Presentation of the Prophet Jeremiah (according to Jer 1:1-19),” in
Prophecy and Prophets (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 41-55; "The Realm of Prophetic Rhetoric,"
in Rhetoric, Scripture and Theology (Sheffield, Eng: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996), 218—229;
"Jonah: The Prophecy of Antirhetoric," in Fortunate the Eyes That See (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1995), 197—206; "Rhetorical Criticism" in To Each its Own Meaning (Louisville, Ky : Westminster/
John Knox Press, 1993), 135—149; "The Effectiveness of Isaiah's Speech." Jewish Quarterly
Review 75/2 (1984), 162—172; "lsaiah and His Audience," Prooftexts 3 (1983), 223—230; "Reflections
on the Study of the Prophetic Discourse: The Question of Isaiah 1:2—20," Vetus Testamentum
33/2 (1983), 207—221; "A Study of Amos's Art of Speech: A Rhetorical Analysis of Amos 3:1-15,"
Catholic Biblical Quarterly 42/3 (1980), 293-3009.

5)  Ch. Perelman and L. Olbrechts—Tyteca, The New Rhetoric: A Treatise on Argumentation (Notre
Dame/London: University of Notre Dame, 1969); Kenneth Burke, A Rhetoric of Motives (Berkeley
and Los Angeles: Univ of Calif Press, 1969); W, Booth, The Rhetoric of Fiction (2d ed.,; Chicago:
University of Chicago, 1982); Wilhelm Wuellner, “Where Is Rhetorical Criticism Taking Us?” CBQ
49 (1987), 448463,
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James Muilenburg, “A Liturgy on the Triumphs of Yahweh,” W. C. van Unnik and A. B. van der

Woudel(ed.), Studia Biblica et Semitica (Wageningen, Netherlands: H. Veenman en Zonen, 1966),

233-251.
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30) $2(1994), 89-236.
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A Proposal for a New Direction of the Study of
Old Testament Rhetorical Criticism

Jinkyu Kim, Ph.D.
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Muilenburg pioneered a rhetorical study of the Old Testament in the
second half of the twentieth century. The rhetorical criticism of the Old
Testament has since been advanced by the studies of the Muilenburg
School, the classical rhetorics, and the new rhetoric. Because of the
limitations in these disciplines, however, we need to come up with a
breakthrough in the study of the OT rhetorical criticism to overcome its
shortcomings. The goal of this study, while adopting the contributions of
the rhetorical studies of the Old Testament up to the present, is to propose
a new direction for the rhetorical study which reflects the dominant

rhetotical characteristics of the Old Testament itself.



Muilenburg and the Muilenburg School have contributed to the rhetorical
studies of the Old Testament by giving us the insights into the close
reading strategies of the Bible, and thereby we are able to know how to
set the limit of the text, how to analyze its structure, and how to study its
stylistic features. Their observations on literary devices including imageries
and the diverse types of parallelisms have contributed to our goal of this
study. However, their contributions focus on the stylistic aspects and miss
the classical definition of rhetorics as the art of persuasion. Additionally,
their biased interpretation, centered on the author or the text itself for the
understanding of the meaning, doesn’t allow for a holistic understanding;

Aristotle, who significantly contributed to the development of the
classical rhetorics, gives us a few great insights into our rhetorical studies of
the Old Testament. His observations include diverse studies on the effects
of the literary devices such as imageries and parallelisms. He also provides
some insights into the ‘plot” which can be used in the analysis of the OT
narratives. Kennedy and Gitay have adopted the strengths of the classical
rhetorics in the study of the OT rhetorical criticism. By their efforts the
OT rhetorical criticism comes to accommodate the art of persuasion
which is the generic concept of the rhetorics. The idea of the ‘thetorical
situation’ proposed by Bitzer has enlivened the study of the socio-historical
background of the text which was put aside by the Muilenburg School.
Howevert, the approaches adopted by Kennedy and Gitay were not able to
overcome the limitations of the classical concept of the three genres which
had been inherited from the classical rhetorics.

The new rhetoric initiated by Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca has
changed the focus of the rhetoric(s) from the orator/the author to

the audience/the reader. They regard the rhetoric(s) as the technique
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of argumentation. The audience-based perspective is critical, because
argumentation needs to be supported by the audience. Going beyond
the idea of persuasion, Burke focuses on the orator’s personal and social
identification and transformation. Hence the audience turns out to be the
critic and the judge. With the appearance of Booth’s work, the rhetoric
is interested in its effects, and thereby it has progressed as a practical
discipline. Since then, many diverse and conflicting theories have appeared
in the studies of rhetorics and brought about the loss of direction in the
studies of the OT rhetorical criticism.

The last part of this paper suggests a new direction for the study of the
OT rhetorical criticism which, while adopting the contributions of the
studies of the rhetorical criticism up to the present, reflects the unique
literary characteristics of the Hebrew Bible. Fox has already argued
that there are peculiar rhetorical characteristics of the Hebrew Bible
in itself. The writet’s two suggestions are as follows. First, the analysis
of the narrative, especially the plot, should be the primary study of the
OT thetorical criticism, since the narrative occupies about 1/3 of the
Old Testament. It is due to the limitations of the three classical genres
the classical rhetorics has inherited to us in that they cannot explain the
persuasive power of the narrative plot in the Hebrew Bible. Second, the
poetic literary devices such as imagery, parallelism, and ellipsis should be
another main focus of the study of the OT rhetorical criticism, because
the OT poetry and prophets are mainly composed in a poetic style.
The rhetorical studies of these literary devices will contribute to our
understanding of the dynamics of persuasion and transformation between

the author and the reader.
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