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iii.

INTRODUCTION

Today not many would be aware of the important role that the 0l1d Testament
played in the Protestant Reformation. In fact, its discovery was so
central to the Reformation that, according to one opinion, "it is doubtful
whether Protestantism could have arisen without the kn6w1edge of the 0ld
Testament, it is certain that without it the Reformed Church could not have
assumed the shape it took" (The Cambridge Modern History, Vol.11, N.Y.
1907, p.696). Its far reaching theological, social and political impact
both 1n the continent of Europe and that of North America hardly any

historian could ignore. But the most enduring is the theological impact.

Today as in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the term "Israel after
the flesh" sti11 conjures up for us a homogeneous group of people with a
long and unbroken line reaching back to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. The -
Reform tradition with 1ts emphasis on the covenant still stresses more the
similarity than the difference, more the continuity than the discontinuity
between the 01d and the New Covenants (cf. Reformed Theology and the Jewish
People, ed. by A.P.F. Sell, Geneva: World Alliance of the Reformed
Churches, 1986). With the added eschatological dimension inherent in the
New Testament and fully nourished by the Protestant millenarian schools for
the last three centuries, the ancient ideology of the land and its alleged
essential role in the dawning of a new age is rejuvenated even among some

of the more liberal scholars today. (1)

The purpose of this dissertation is to reassess the origin of ancient
Israel and its emergence upon the stage of the ancient world of Near East

history as the people of Yahweh. The scope of our inquiry centres upon the
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0ld Testament i1terature as a source for historical information regarding
Israel, 1ts Covenant and gift of land. Unfortunately, apart from a very
few references to Israel in certain extra-biblical sources, there are
practically no primary documents or sources which are directly related to
our subject outside the 01d Testament. The topic of this work is developed
in seven chapters: 1) Israel in history and legend; 2) Yahweh and Israel: A
God~People relationship; 3) The Covenant concept in ancient Israel; 4)
Covenant as a Jlate theological idea; 5) The promise of 1land; 6) - The

Deuteronomic theology of people and land and 7) Conclusion: Restoration.

It is true that from the decline of "ancient Israel" there emerged the
phenomenon usually known as "Judaism”. It is equally true that from the
womb of "Judaism" there sprang in the last four decades a new secular
entity called "Israel” which established its homeland in Palestine under
the auspices of the Zionist Movement. The romantic ideas by means of which
Zionism has won over many Christians to its ideology (the Bible, Covenant,
return to Zion, fulfiliment of prophecy, etc.) have had a 1lasting impact.
In the wmind of many today there exists an equation between the present
State of Israel and ancient Israel. The task of this dissertation is to
demonstrate 1n an objective manner that such an equation is a misuse of the
imagination, a strain upon credulity and a grave misconception of the

history and religion of 0ld Testament Israel.

1. P.D. Miller, Jr., 'The Gift of God: The Deuteronomic Theology of
land', Interpretation 23, 1963, pp.551-65; G.A.F. Knight, 'Israel,
the Land and the Resurrection', in 'The Witness of the Jews to God',
ed. D.W. Torrance, Handsel Press, Edinburgh 1982, pp.32-41; See also
in the same book, T.F. Torrance's article 'The Divine Vocation and
Destiny of Israel in World History', pp.85-104.



CHAPTER ONE
ISRAEL IN HISTORY AND LEGEND

The name "Israel” i1s found in abundance throughout the Bible. It is
used in the Old Testament tradition as a collective name for the twelve
tribes which had a separate history of their own. At first, the tradition
tells us that the term "Israel" was originally given to Jacob, the father
of the twelve ancestors (heroes eponymi) of the tribes (Gen.32:23ff). (1)
This aetiological legend is meant to explain the peculiar situation of one
and the same people having the name "Israel". Whether the name had a
previous history, in the course of which certain changes of meaning led to
this collective name, 1s the one thing which the tradition does not even
hint at. Therefore, resorting to conjectures for which thére is no concrete

foundation, would certainly be labour in vain.

The eariiest mention of the name "Israel"” in any source outside the
01d Testament is found in the famous Merneptah Stele dating about 1207 B.C.
Even here the epigraphic occurrence of the name is of no help to us. In
line. 27 of this victory ode, the Egyptian Pharaoh >Merneptah. rather

exaggera£1ngly. claims to have destroyed Israel:
"Israel is laid waste and his seed is not". (2)

Unpronounced hieroglyphic signs known as determinatives are sometimes

attached to words to indicate the category of the word to which it 1is

‘attached. Now, when we examine this victory ode carefully, we find that

the determinative for a 'city state' is attached to the words Ashkelon,

Gezer and Yano'am. The determinative for a 'foreign land' is attached to



Canaan. By contrast, the determinative for a 'foreign people' is attached
to the hieroglyphic signs for "Israel". The fact that "Israel” is listed
as a people suggests that she was more of a recognizable group residing in
Palestine than a settled nation. (3) However, in spite of the fact that
much 1ink has been spilled interpreting the Merneptah Stele, it remains
impossible to say with any degree of certainty what the "Israel" referred
to here really was in Palestine in Merneptah's reign. We do not know
whether it was the "Israel"” of the twelve tribes in the form known in the
0ld Testament tradition, or some still older group which bore the name
“Israel” and then for some obscure historical reason passed it on to the

"Israel" that we know. (4)

Less than four centuries later we find a similarly exaggerated claim on
the victory monument (or Moabite Stone, as it is called), set up by King
Mesha of Moab:

“Israel is utterly perished for ever." (5)

This remarkable document at least gives us a clearer picture of what
Israel meant 1in political terms in the ninth—century B.C., and the
information it contains generally confirms the Biblical account in II Kings
3:1ff. However, to deal with the various uncertainties of our Biblical
text in the light of the Moabite Stone lies entirely outside the scope of
this paper. (6) Suffice it to say that although the above mentioned extra-

Biblical sources are of value to us in so far as their reference to

" "Israel" is concerned, their central trend remains one of embellishment of

personal and national ideology. But the Old Testament tradition was not

entirely immune to this trend, which is evidenced by its approach to



Israel's name and origin.

I THE OLD TESTAMENT ETYMOLOGY OF THE NAME "ISRAEL"

In the Old Testament, the etymology of a name or names 1is mostly
presented 1in the form of a narrative. Intense interest in the origin and
real meaning of names, which were believed to be closely related to things,
demanded an explanation. (2) In many cases it was ouite difficult to
produce the correct explanation for names, either because they came down
from races already extinct or from earlier stages of the national language.
The old name was simply identified with a modern one, and a story was toid
explaining why this particular word was uttered under these circumstances
and was adopted as the name. (7) Such etymological narratives or legends
are numerous (Gen.17:15; 18:12; 21:28,31; 29:20,22; 1 Sam..‘t.?:lﬂ‘.ctc..‘) (b)
In a few cases, the old meaning of a name was well understood but
deliberately vr‘e—'l nterpreted 1in order to conceal what was regarded as an
unwished for meaning, and a new import was put into it. This was intended
efther for polemical purposes or to heighten the value of the name. Thus,
"Babel", was not allowed to have its proper religious significance, "Gate

of God". It is no longer the spot where God visits the earth, where humans

therefore ought to gather. On the contrary, it is the place of dispersion. (8)

As in the case of so many names, the Old Testament gives an etymology
of the name "Israel" in Gen.32:23-33. The prophet Hosea also hints at it 1in
12:3fF.

1. The primary intention of course is to explain the meaning of the name



"Israel", and make clear the peculiar situation of one and the same people
having the names "Jacob" and "Israel". The actual explanation of the name
evidently deduces the first part of the word Z0¢TW?T from a verb 713U
which means "to fight, to battle". The name "Israel" is therefore made
into a memorial of the battle of Jacob, the clan's ancestor, with a deity,
before his return to Canaan. (9) Beaten and out of Joﬁnt, Jacob refuses to
let his antagonist .go. He demands a blessing, ie, he seeks for himself the
power of his adversary. This is given by the changing of Jacob's name to
"Israel" (vv.27ff.). It should be notedvat this stage that "Israel” does
not mean "You have prevailed (or 'preserved')" (v.28). In fact, the meaning
of the name is uncertain. God fights or rules, but God is the subject of
the verb. The reference to "men" may not be out of place. It is a probable
reference to Jacob's strife with Esau and Laban. (10) Theologically, the
story may serve as an acted parable of Israel's 1ife, the people of God,

strong in the power of His blessing and victorious in the face of all odds.

2. The narrative in Gen.32:23-33 (J) also bears all the marks of a story
designed to explain Israel's territorial ownership of Canaan. Certainly, as
we previously indicated, there is 1ittle point in analysing grammatically
the name "Israel” in order to understand the author's interpretation of it.
Indeed, neither the translation "he fights", "God f1§hts" nor "God's
fighter" conveys an adequate expression of what the name "Israel" wmeans
according to Gen.32:23ff. Its full import is to be understood only against
the background of the narrative as a whole. The main trend there is to

verify the right of the Israelites to the land of Canaan. (11)

Many scholars agree that the narrative gives a clear and very

significant picture of the Israelite ancestor as the man who won the right



to the country for himself and his offspring. But different views exist
among them regarding the divine figure who fought Jacob. Th. C. Vriezen,

for example, opines that behind Jacob's struggle with the deity, there
probably 1lurks a piece of mythology in which the titulary gods of
Jacob/Israel and Esau/Se'ir (cf.33:10) wage a battle over access of the
country to the south of the Jabbok. (12) The Jabbok in certain periods
was probably regarded as a boundary river (Num.21:24). J. Pedersen is of
the opinion that the divine figure is certainly the god of the country, but
not Yahweh. (13) This is possible only if one can penetrate behind the
tradition as we know it. In its present context, the story of course points
to Yahweh who revealed Himself to the patriarchs as E1 Shaddai (Ex.6:3).
It was this God, who later, as in Jacob's case, unexpectedly attacked Moses
(Ex.4:24), for He was after all characterised as "a maﬁ of war" (Ex.15:3).
The narrative, therefore, clearly implies that at the Jabbok, Yahweh, the
Lord of the 1land, sought to prevent Jacob's entry into the land. But
through his tenacity and against all odds, Jacob manages to win the right
to dwell in the land and become a recognised citizen of it. Thus, the main
thrust of the narrative is to verify the right of the Israelites to the
Jand of Canaan. Moreover, one cannot dismiss the fact that the author of
this narrative presents us with an 1ideal picture which suits his
nationalistic, 1ideological purpose. Indeed, some scholars even go as far
as to suggest that apart from this nationalistic ideology the narrative is
devoid of any theological implication. (14) Yet, it seems that the
prophetic protest against this conquest did not go unheard. The Jacob of
the prophet Hosea is not the victor as in Gen.32, but the humbled rebel,

the vanquished who weeps and begs for favour (Hos.12:4).

Finally, there is strangely enough, another account of the giving of



the name in Gen.34:9-15 (P). The fact that the latter 1is separated from the
narrative in Gen.32:23ff, suggests, a) that this story had proved -itself
to be divine teaching in the 1ife of Israel in pre-exilic times and could
not be discarded; but b) it did not lend itself to the more formal post—

ex1lic theological perspective. (15)

I1  ISRAEL'S ORIGIN IN THE GENESIS NARRATIVE

The wmen and women who appear in Gen.12-50 have for a long time been
the subject of much scrutiny among scholars. To some they were real
historical personalities, to others they are no more than mythical figures,
the reflection of impersonal clan movements or the typological
prefigurations of the later Israelites and their neighbours. (16) In any
case, the individuals mentioned in Gen.12-50 remain historically
inaccessible to us. The best that can be said is that they are eponyms, ie.
persons (myt.r;1ca1 or real) from whom the names of the later groups were
derived. Thus, Jacob, who is also called "Israel” (the name by which the
nation was later known), and the twelve sons are the eponymous ancestors of

the twelve tribes of Israel. (17)

1. When we come to consider the narratives and genealogies of the various
peoples of the author's own times, we find them portrayed from his own
people’'s i{deological perspéct1ve. For example, Israel's ancestors are
delineated as 1deal personalities. They are born under auspicious
circumstances, whereas the ancestors of the Moabites and the Ammonites,
"Moab" and "Ben-Ammi" are born of the incestuous union of Lot and his two
daughters (Gen.19:30-38). Jacob, "Israel", 1is described as one who

supplants his brother Esau, otherwise known as "Edom" and wins his



birthright (Gen.25:3034; 36:1ff.). Ishmael, the ancestor of the tribes
that roamed the region between Palestine and Egypt, is the son of the
Patriarch Abram and Sarai's Egyptian slave Hagar (Gen.16:1ff.). (18) It is
extremely difficult to use this sort of material in an effort to establish
a credible account of those nations' ancestral origins, including that of
Israel. We can only say with some degree of confidence that our knowledge
of Israel as it appears first on the stage of history cannot go back beyond
the period of the exodus and settlement. And even at this early historical

period we are confronted with an Israel of a mixed composition. (19)

2. There 1s a sense in which the above ethnological narratives (or
legends) are of great value in considering the ethnic ideology and socio—
political outlook of later Israel. These legends, as H. Gunkel put it:
"have the first rudiments of a philosophy of history". They are based on
the assumption that the tribal and national relations of that day were not
due to chancé. but that they were all the result of the primitive world,
that they were 1in a way "predestined". And according to the author,
Israel's predestination to occupy a unique position in history, was marked
at first by the auspicious birth of its ancestors. The principle of
exclusiveness which Israel had developed during the exilic and post-exilic
periods, may, to a great extent, be attributed to this notion (Ezra 9:1ff;
Neh.13:19ff.). Yet, it was the exilic prophet Ezekiel who saw fit to
puncture this exclusiveness with the sharp words: "Your origin and your
birth are of the land of the Canaanites; your father was an Amorite and

your mother a Hittite." (Eze.16:3). (20)
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CHAPTER TWO
YAHWEH AND ISRAEL: A GOD-PEOPLE RELATIONSHIP

We have dealt in some detail with the etymological legend concerning
the néme "Israel" 1in Gen.32:23ff. The 1legend does not provide a
satisfactory etymology. Whether the author was acquainted with the science
of philology, or simply the meaning of the name was beyond his reach is of
no interest to us. What is interesting however is the fact that the author
was able to take the name, weave a legend around it and finally present it
fully clothed in the bright garb of nat1onai and territorial ideologies.
When we turn to the narratives and genealogies of the origins of Israel and
its neighbours, we are again faced with unsatisfactory bits of material.
They may indeed throw some 1ight on the ethnic ideology and socio-political
outlook of later Israel, but hardly provide any basis which may be of use

to us in an effort to construct the history of the ancestors of Israel and

its neighbours.

The narrator (or narrators) might have been strongly motivated to
establish the legitimacy of his own people, according to Mendenhall, (1)
which is not an uncommon custom among individual tribes even today. IsraéI
therefore must be able to trace its origin back to their patriarchal
ancestors whom Yahweh chose and blessed. Both fhe (JE) and (P) sources make
frequent reference to the theme of the patriarchal ancestors through whose
merits Israel came to enjoy a privileged position. To some extent
Deuteronomy maintains the same idea, but on the whole the patriarchs are
subordinated to the Horeb covenant. No doubt, Deuteronomy does develop the
traditions of both the patriarchal and the Sinaitic covenants, it relates
them to each other in a way which shows the greater sign1f1cahce attached

to the latter. (2) Both in the Deuteronomic, and to some extent the
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Deuteronomistic corpus, the patriarchal ancestors play a very marginal role
in Israel's relationship with Yahweh. Even the appeal to Yahweh's covenant
with them represents but the minutest seed of hope (Deut.29:11f.).
"Israel” 1is therefore perceived almost entirely 1in a theological ard
religious context. What constituted "Israel" was not race or language, but
the historic moment when 1t became the people of God (Deut.27:1-10). To be
Israel 1s not determined by blood descent but by the way that the first
small exodus generation (Deut.4:28; 7:7,17) joined ranks with refugees whom
Moses led out of Egypt, and with the dispossessed peoples of Canaan who
allied themselves with the liberating army of Joshua and the early Judges
(Josh.9:1ff,; 15:16-19; Judg. 1:16; 4:11; I Sam.15:6). A1l these found
their unity in the worship of Yahweh and were constituted as "His people”,
"His own possession”" (Deut.7:6; 14:2). Judging therefore from the
Deuteronomic theological perspective, "Israel” as such did not exist, only
a conglomerate group of dispossessed people, marred and confused by
revolutions, wars and migrations. "Israel" was therefore a refugee from
Egypt, a temporary sojourner TnIthe desert oases and often a semi-nomad.
Such was the situation when the main lines of Election and Covenant were

struck. (3)

I ELECTION IN PRE-EXILIC SOURCES

The subject of election does not seem to have excited the interest of
many scholars. This is clear from the very meagre amount of literature so
far produced on the subject. Yet, election 1s one of the central
realities of the 0ld Testament. Although it is less freaquently mentiohed
than the Covenant, it remains beyond all doubt the initial act by which

Yahweh enters into relationship and fellowship with His people. (4)
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The Hebrew verb -“:‘} "choose" 1s used in Deut.7:6ff.; 14:2; as an
expression of divine election of Israel. In E. Jacob's view, this is
expressed by a rich variety of images and terms in the 01d Testament and
shows the union of Yahweh with His people. Images such as "the marriage
union” (Hos.3:1-2; Jer.2:2-2; 3:11-20), the Father-son relationship
(Ex.4:22; Hos.11:1-2; Isa.63:16; 64:7), the clay and the potter (Jer.18:8;
cf., Isa.29:16; 64:8) and the shepherd with his flock (Ps.68:52; Isa.63:11;
Hos.11:4) are all expressive of Yahweh's election of Israel. Likewise
titles such as 11177} DY or D",')t",\’ OV "people of Yahweh" or "people
of God" (II Sam.1:12; 14:13), u)\"Tp. D\ "holy people” or n‘zaq oy
"people for His possession or treasure" (Ex.19:5, Deut.7:6; 14:2, Mal.3:17)
were in some way designed to give Israel the consciousness of her election.
Moreover, verbs like |> g'J'D "to be attached", 3?8 "to love" and Dﬂj
"to have pity or mercy" are also said to be words belonging to the language |
of election. We must. however be careful not to assume that the above
mentioned images and terms are some sort of synonyms for divine election of
Israel as a people. The best that can be said about them is thai they are
simply descriptive of Yahweh's relationship with His people. It 1is only

when we come to Deuteronomy that we are faced with the clear fact that the

.d1v1ne election which instituted the Covenant is now for the first time

described as an act of election. (5) It 1is here that Israel is explicitly
said to be a chosen people. However, the idea of divine election does have

a pre-Deuteronomic history, but with specific appiications.

1. In the pre—Deuteronomic'per1od of Israel's history, the concept of
divine election was explicitly current. But it was particularly used in
relation to the Davidic kingship of Jerusalem. (6) The idea of course did

not emerge de novo in the monarchy of ancient Israel. Indeed, as J.M.P.
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Smith clearly shows, (7) throughout the ancient Near East, Kings were
regarded as the chosen of the gods. As early as the beginning of the
second millennium B.C., Gudea, the Sumerian ruler of Lagash, was said to be
the "shepherd designed by Ningersu in his heart". The gods were said to
have found Tiglathpileser I (745-727 B.C.) to be the design of their
hearts, "whom 1in the{r faithful hearts they have chosen". (8) Nebonidus
(555-539 B.C.) was "chosen" by Sin and Nergel "to reign when he was yet in
his mother's womb". A more similar instance is Cyrus' declaration that
Marduk "in all lands everywhere searched, he looked through them and sought
a righteous prince, after his own heart, whom he took by the hand. Cyrus,
King of Anshan, he called by name, to lordship over the whole world he
appointed him." (9) The declaration of Cyrus finds a striking parallel in
Isa.44:28; 45:1-4. The 1dea of the divine choice of kings was cquite
current in the ancient world of the Near East, and the dynastic covenant of
II Sam.7:1ff., indicates the distinctive form which this belief 1in royal
election took-1n Israel. (10) We can therefore conclude that the election
of the Davidic throne was influenced by the current conceptions of kingship
in the ancient world, and not simply an Israelite formulation based on the
tradition of the older Abrahamic Covenant. We shall have occasion to return

to the significance of the Abrahamic and Davidic Covenants later.

2. There 1s no reason to doubt that such an originally non-Israelite
concept of a divinely chosen kingship could gain an easy entry into
Israelite faith. In the sense of the henothiestic world of the pre-
Deuteronomic historian (or the Deuteronomic historian for that matter) this
constituted no problem whatever. If Marduk, Chemosh or any of the great
host of Near East deities decided to chose a king, so could Yahweh. And in

pre-Deuteronomic history it was indeed Yahweh who chose David and his
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dynasty to reign in Zion. Here the idea of divine election is not applied
to the people of Israel, but only to the king. Certain passages 1in the
historical books of Samuel (cf.I Sam.16:18ff.; II Sam.6:21; 16:18) and the
Psalms (Pss.78:7; 89:19) clearly presuppose the existence of a royal
ideology connected with the Davidic dynasty which held that the king was
the chosen of Yahweh. However, this act of Yahweh in choosing His king (I
Kgs.8:16; 11:34), resulted 1in a relationship between Himself and the
Davidic king which is clearly described as a covenant relationship (Ps.2:7;
89:26). True, this relationship which was deeply rooted 1in Yahweh's
gracious act of election, did not exclude the element of obligation binding
on the recipient of divine grace (II Sam.7:14-15; Pss.89:33ff.; 132:12).
Thus, the monarchs of the Davidic line were subject to divine law and stood
under the threat of divine punishment and retribution in the event of
disobedience. (11) But the Jerusalem Court tradition makes 1t perfectly
clear that though the king's disobedience may incur divine punishment, his
election could not be nullified, for the divine choice of David and his
dynasty is said to be "for ever" (Pss.45:6; 89:3-4, cf. I Kgs.8:16). There
is a sense in which this was intended to make sure that the tragic failure

of Saul to found a dynasty would not be repeated in David's family. (12)

3. The theme of election 1in the pre-Deuteronimic tradition of the
Jerusalem Court was not only.confined to the Davidic monarchy, but also to
the divine dwelling upon Mount Zion, Yahweh's sanctuary in Jerusalem. Here
Jerusalem was regarded as having a unique pre—eminence among all Israe]'é
sanctuaries. It is described as "the city of God", "His holy mountain",
“the city of the great King" (Ps.48:1ff.). It is said to be the city which
Yahweh chose and "loves" (Ps.78:68), the city which He has "desired for His

habitation" (Ps.132:13). Interestingly, the background of these ideas can
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no doubt be found in the originally non-Israelite mythological motifs of
the divine mountain, which at Ugarit appears 1n the belief in Mount Zaphon
as the dwelling place of Baal. (13) This belief {is associated with the god
Ellyon ("Most High") in Isa. 14:13f. who was worshipped 1in pre-Israelite
Jerusalem (Gen.14:18ff.). It was through these Canaanite beliefs that the
diivine mountain theme gained entry into Israelite faith, and was further
sttrengthened by the actions which David and Solomon took to make Jerusalem
the political capital of the Kingdom as well as the religious centre, the
sfite of the Temple and the home of the Ark of God (II Sam.6:1ff.; 1
Kgs.8:1ff). Consequently, such actions established a strong connection
between the theme of the election of Zion and that of the election of David
amd his dynasty. This connection finds clear expression in Pss.2:6;
78:68ff.; 132:11f. (14)

It has, however, been suggested that the election of the Davidic
monarchy and that of the Jerusalem sanctuary were not unrelated to the
wilder concept that Israel as a whole was chosen by God. (15) Prior to the
Davidic wmonarchy, Israel's election was, in all probability, conceived to
bee covered by the divine election of Abraham. (16) During the wmonarchy,
the royal rituals of the Jemsa1em temple, no doubt, made reference to
Abraham, but essentially the idea of election was now applied to the
Davidic 1ine and the Jerusalem temple. (17) This, as R.E. Clements
sttrongly argues, was the theme which the pre-exilic prophets greatly
emphasised. Israel's election was therefore regarded as mediated by, and
despendent upon, the election of the Davidic monarchy and the temple which

had been founded by this monarchy. (18)

4.. The belief that Yahweh had forever chosen Mount Zion as His permanent
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abode, and had promised David a dynasty that would never end, was affirmed
in the cult of the Jerusalem temple, and indeed became a central feature in
the official theology of the monarchy in Judah. Notably among these are the
so—called Royal Psalms. (20) But it should be noted that this belief did
not go unchallenged. There were those 1in Judah who out of grave
reservations or outright opposition to the idea, were ready to make their
voices heard. Micah for instance completely rejected the concept that
Yahweh's election of Mount Zion and His promise to the Davidic 1ine
guaranteed the Capital city protection. On the contrary, going beyond
anything that Isajah is recorded to have said, he declared that on account
of the crimes of Zion's ruling classes, both Jerusalem and its temple would
be reduced to ruins (3.9-12). Micah's theology allowed no place whatever
for such complacency as the official theology may have tended to create 1in
the people's minds. In this way, Micah's message, like that of Amos and
Hosea, seems to be cast into the mould of the traditions of Israel's
formative pe%iod and the stipulations of the Mosaic Law. It seems to
presuppose an understanding of the God-people relationship 11ké that
observed in the Sinaitic Covenant that brought Israel into being as a
people (6:6-9). (21) Surprisingly, even the author of Psalm 132 (22)
manages to blunt the edge of the unconditional element which characterises
all the other royal psalms. Here the continuance of the Davidic throne is
contingent upon obedience to the stipulations of Yahweh's covenant
(Ps.132:11-12). From the outset there existed a profound theological
tension; a tension between two ways of viewing Israel's election, its
relationship to Yahweh and its future under Him, which had always been held
in a somewhat delicate balance. In time they were to give rise to two
diametrically opposed ways of viewing the future of Israel as a nation.

There were those who had no qualms that the nation could be destroyed if it



persisted in violating the terms of the Mosaic Law. And there were those
who maintained as an article of faith that though the nation wight be
punished even severely for its sins, it could never be destroyed, for God
had assured {1ts continuance through His unconditional election of Mount
Zion and His promises to David. (23) However, 1in view of such a
tlheological tension, there were those who chose the third way, to whom the
cioncept of "the remnant” could perfectly accommodate the notions of divine
Jiustice and divine grace (Zeph.3:11-12; cf. Isa.1:9; 10:20f.; Amos 5:4, 14-

15 ect.).

I'l THE DEUTERONOMIC THEOLOGICAL IMPACT IN 622-21 B.C.

The corpus of the Hebrew Bible that stretches from the book of
Dieuteronomy to II Kings, is called the Deuteronomic history (see p.110).
I't was written under a unified plan and theological perspective in which
tihe book fo Deuterqnomy itself served as'the introduction furnishing the
tiheological viewpoint by which the history was written. The book of
Dieuteronomy 1s presented to us as a series of addresses given by Moses to
I'srael on the other side of the Jordan shortly before his death. We shall

niow confine ourselves to this significant book, which is generally regarded

ais the classic expression of the theology of the ancient Mosaic covenant. (24)

1. In the year 622-21 B.C. while the temple of Jerusalem was under
rtepair, a "book of the law" was discovered and brought to King Josiah (II
Kigs.22:3-23,25). Unfortunately, however, no further details are given about
tihis newly found "book of the law". It {s generally agreed that this "book

of the law" was some form of the book of Deuteronomy. The idea was first
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suggested by certain of the Church fathers 1ike Athanasius, Chrysostom,
Jerome and Procopius, (25) and has in modern times become the widely
accepted view. (26) For example, the ruling requ;r]'ng the priests of the
land to Jjoin the temple staff in Jerusalem in (II Kgs.23:9) corresponds
clearly to (Deut.18:6-8). The centralisation of worship in the one
sanctuary "which the Lord your God will choose" (Deut.12:5,11,14,18,21,26;
14:23-25; 15:20; 16:2,6,11,15; 17:8,10; 18:6-: 26:2), was fully implemented
by Josiah who first abolished the local shrines (II Kgs.23:8,10,13-15), and
then reached the climax of his reform by celebrating the Passover in
Jerusalem (vss.21-23) according to the regulations laid down in Deut.16:1-
8. Before the Josian reform, the people observed the Passover at home on
the night of the full moon, and then set out in the morning to celebrate
the feast of Matzoth (unleavened bread) at the nearest favourite shrine.
Thus, Josiah's action was to a gr;eat extent a response to the Deuteronom*lé
call for the centralisation of worship. We can therefore assume with good
reason that the "book of the law" found in the temple is to be _equated with
Deuteronomy. (27) However, we do not know precisely how much of Deuteronomy
was available to Josiah, although some scholars 1ike C. Kuhl and C.
Steuernagel seem certain that he was acq.xainted with the central section
(Deut. Chapter 12-26), the so—called Code of Deuteronomy, (28) and perhaps

some of the threats or curses that follow it.

2. It 1s however incorrect to assume that the book of Deuteronomy
instituted the reform. It 1s quite certain that Josiah did not get all his
impulses for action from it. The rapid decline of the AséyMan Empire must
have encouraged him to throw off feudal service and, accordingly free
himself also from the worship of the Assyrian gods previously adopted by

King Manasseh (II Kgs.23:11). In fact, the reform was already taking place



when the law-book was found (II Kgs.22:3f.). (29) G. von Rad is of the
opinion that if Josiah was thinking of restoring the Kingdom of David, then
a connection with Deuteronomy, which is so far removed from Jerusalem's
sacral traditions of kingship, is even more remote. (30) On the other
hand, Josiah's action against a number of Yahweh sapctuar1es in the 1land,
and against those of the Canaanite deities, cannot be explained by the
political demands of this per16d (IT Kgs.23:8,10,13-15), nor can the
special celebration of the Passover (vss.21-23). However, a document 1like
Deuteronomy could not be used exclusively as a programﬁe for the reform of
the cult by a King of Judah. In the measures he took, in some ways the
king would go beyond Deuteronomy, in others fall short of it. The account
of the reform mentions one case in which 1t was not practicable to carry
out the regulations prescribed in Deuteronomy (see Deut.18:6-8; M Kgs,23:9)(31)
But we can say that the newly found law-book gave the reform direction and
a heightened sense of urgency, and imparted to it 1ts distinctive

character.

III THE DEUTERONOMIC CONCEPT OF ELECTION

The uniqueness of Deuteronomy lies 1in the fact that it 1s a
homiletical collection of laws. They derived ultimately from the legal
tradition which goes back to a very early period of Israel's 1life as a
people. There is a widely held view, first suggested by C.F. Burney, (32)
that the traditions upon which Deuteronomy was based arose in the Northern
Kingdom of Israel. This of course does not mean that the book was actually
composed 1in the North. There are great difficulties which surround such
a notion. Firstly, the Northern Kingdom had been incorporated

into the Assyrian Empire since its fall in 721 B.C., and
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the cultic 1ife had been severely disrupted. Secondly, there is wmuch in
Deuteronomy which points to a familiarity with, and concern for, the
political and cultic traditions of Jer‘usalém. (33) The traditions
underlying Deuteronomy were brought to Judah after the fall of Samaria, and
there reformulated into a programme of reform. (34) However, the laws of
Deuter'onomx could not have been for the most part so very novel. What was
novel was the stringent demands, demands that the official religion had
either failed to stress or externalised, owing to the deeply rooted idea
of Yahweh's irrevocable election of Zion and the Davidic dynasty. But the
Deuteronomic concept of election was different from that of the Jerusalem
Court tradition. Some even go as far as to suggest that "Deuteronomy
undermines the Davidic Covenant altogether", (35)

1. Orne of the wmost outstanding characteristic$ of Deuteronomy is its
definition of the relationship between Yahweh and Israel in terms of
election. It is clear that Israel believed herself as standing 1in
a uniaue relationship to Yahweh, as being, in fact, His peculiar people.
In stressing this relationship between Yahweh and Israel with all the
responsibilities and obligations entailed for Israel, Deuteronomy is
therefore heir to a concept as old as Israel itself. What is new in
Deuteronomy, however, is its distinctive use of the verb ~)T)=} “choose”
to define Yahweh's action in history on behalf of Israel. Apart from
Deuteronomy, none of the 01d Testament sources refer to Yahweh's choosing a
people. Yet, according to Biblical scholars, because the religion of Israel
was from the beginning based on a unique and exclusive relationship between
Yahweh and Israel, the implicit idea of election, therefore, cannot be
ruled out. (36) But it is in Deuteronomy that the doctrine of Yahweh's

election of Israel is for the first time clearly defined. As G. von Rad and
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R. Clements have clearly shown, the application of election terminology to
a people as a whole is an original Deuteronomic contribution to Israelite

faith (Deut.4:37; 7:6; 10:15; 14:2). (37)

2. As we previously mentioned, 1n_the pre-Deuteronomic sources, the 1idea
of election was explicitly current in Israel, but was specifically applied
to the Davidic Kingship and the Jerusalem temple. It is from this concept
that the idea of divine election in Deuteronomy ultimately derives. (38)
What is particulariy new with this book is that the explicit application of
the term election is now used to cover the entire people of Israel. Not
simply the King, nor the Jerusalem shrine, but Israel in its entirety is
regarded as the object of God's special choice. In order to consolidate
this 1idea, the Deuteronomist does two things: (A) He connects this act of
divine election not with the Davidic covenant, but with that of Horeb.
Contrary to the Jerusalem Court theology, neither the Davidic 1ine nor the
Jerusalem temple can guarantee Israel's elect status. Israel's election
relates only to the Horeb covenant with its tablets of law, and to the
covenant document of Deuteronomy. In R. Clement's words, "The divine word,
rather than the sacred King and temple, 1s the witness to Israel that it is
the chosen people of God". (39) (B) The Deuteronomist shows no lack of
interest 1in the King (Deut.17:14f). He is indeed the one chosen by Yahweh
(vs.15). The divine choice, as Cacuot suggests, was a fundamental
requirement of Kings both north and south. (40) But the King's election
occupies something less than a second place in the Deuteronomic view. The
background of regicide and usurpation which characterised the northern
kingdom after 743 B.C., and the general concern with the monarchy as a
dangerous institution which corrupted Israel, may have been a contributory

factor. (41) It has long been recognised, for instance, that the narrative
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in Deut.9:7., is deperdent on that of the golden calf in Exodus 32:1f.,
and that 1in their present form both are aimed against the actions of
Jeroboam I (I Kgs.12:26f.). to whom the downfall of Samaria is attributed
(I Kgs.176:21f.). M. de Tillesse is therefore right in suggesting that
the Deuteronomist's insertion of the golden calf narrative into the Mosaic
period was designed to prefigure the apostacy of the northern kingdom under
Jeroboam I. (42) The intention of the Deuteronomic law, therefore, was
not to exalt the King above his brothers, but rather to express negatively
the idea that it 1s only the one chosen by Yahweh, and not any other, whom
the Israelites may set over themselves as King. The divine election, which
involved an individual special relationship with God, is "democratized" in
Deuteronomy 1in order to emphasise the concept of the brotherhood of all
believers. In the 1ight of the background of the people's election theme,
it must be considered highly probable, as A. D. Mayes argues, that the
Deuteronomic view of the divine election of the people, is intended as an
implicit rejection of the notion of divine election centered on one
individual or dynasty. However, explicitly, Deuteronomy says nothing of
this. (43) The Deuteronomist is specific in presenting the background of
Israel's election as being twofold: (A) Yahweh's unmerited favour towards
His people, and (B) The oath which he swore to the Fathers. Israel's
election is based neither on the elect status of David's dynasty nor indeed
on Israel's own greatness or goodness (Deut.7:7-8). Nevertheless, this
election is by no means unconditional (vss.9-11), as we shall later discuss

when we come to the subject of the covenant.

3. The theme of election in Deuteronomy is not confined only to the
people of Israel, but it focuses on the one sanctuary at which the people
may worship Yahweh. Probably, the centralisation law of worship in
Deuteronomy refers to Jerusalem and has its origin within the context of
the Jerusalem cult traditions. (44) As we mentioned before, these

traditions, according to modern research, were based on two fundamental
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theological principles, viz. Yahweh's choice of Mount Zion for His
dwelling place, and His choice of the Davidic dynasty. (45) It was
Jerusalem which claimed a unique and special relationship to Yahweh. But
more significantly, it was 1in Jerusalem that the first attempt +to
centralise the worship was made. Apparently it Qas King Hezekiah who took
such a step accordingly to the Chronicler (II Chron.29-31) (46) He may
well have been religiously as well as politically wmotivated. It is
possible that he aimed to re-establish the cultic centrality of Jerusalem,
perhaps against the claims of Bethel as the first move towards regaining
possession of the territory of the Northern Kingdom and establishing once
again the "all Israel” state of the Davidic-Solomonic period. (47) 1In any
case, it 1is significant that in formulating the centralisation 1law, the
Deuteronomist employed a terminology, used 1n the Jerusalem tradition to
describe Yahweh's choice of Mount Zion. (48) But this of course does not
mean that the author accepted the traditional claims of Mount Zion in their
entirety, or at all. Indeed, he gave no place to the notion that Yahweh
Himself dwelt in the Sanctuary (Ps.132:13); but only His name dwelt there
(Deut.12:5,11,21; 16:2,6,11). His sole purpose was to confine the
sacrificial worsh1p to a single sanctuary, which would be expressive of the
unity and uniqueness of Yahweh (Deut.6:4). (49) A multiplicity of
sanctuaries would lead to the existence of different conceptions of God and
so pave the way to the assimilation of the worship of Yahweh with that of
other gods. We conclude, therefore, that unlike the Jerusalem Court
tradition, the Deuteronomic theology did not perceive Israel's election as
being mediated by, and dependent upon, the election of the Davidic
monarchy and temple. The latter are greatly modified and even subordinated
to the election of Israel as a whole. (50) Nevertheless, this election, as
G.E. Wright and H.H. Rowley have observed, was by no means unalterable; 1t
could be annulled by Israel's own acts. (51) The method employed +to

express this particular combination of privilege, ob11gat1dn and



brittleness of election was the use of a particular term, drawn from the
realm of jurisprudence. This term was ‘f1"1:1"covenant", to which we must

turn our attention in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER THREE
THE _COVENANT CONCEPT IN ANCIENT ISRAEL

It was of paramount importance to discuss the subject of election
prior to dealing with the concept of the Covenant in ancient Israel. We
must agree with K. Galling and H.W. Robinson, that Covenant cannot be
treated d{ndependently of election, because it merely puts into concrete
terms, almost metaphorically, the meaning of the relationship involved 1in
election. (1) And with this G.E. Wright 1s in total agreement that the

doctrine of election finds 1ts most concrete expression {in the Old

- Testament language of the Covenant. (2)

In the Old Testament we encounter this divine—human bond that gave
Israel its most distinctive religious belief, and provided the basis of its
unique social interest and concern. Outside of the Old Testament we have no
clear evidence of a covenant between a god and his people. (3) Covenant

ideology therefore 1is one of the most notable features of the Old

 Testament, and has in recent decades played a 1ively role in Old Testament

studies, Yet, it remains a highly intricate subject giving rise to a good

~ number of questions. For example, what are we to understand by "Covenant

ideology”" 1n the 0ld Testament and how do we detect its presence? Do we

find it confined only to passages where the word J 17 121 “berit"

- actually occurs or 1is there a wider semantic field which 1n certain

circumstances may be taken to imply the ideas of Covenant even when the

word "berit" itself does not occur? There are of course certain kinds of

-~ relationship that are implied by the word "berit", how are we to understand

them when they occur in the context of ancient Israel's political 1life,

institutions and social experience? In particular, what significance does
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the word "berit" have when used in the context of Israel's religious and
theological vocabulary? Turning to the religious use of "berit", is there
a uniform Covenant ideology or doctrine, or do we encounter a complex of
traditions which existed together both in tension and in harmony with each
other? 1Is there a relationship between the Covenant traditions associated

with Mount Sinai or Horeb (Ex.19-24; Deut.27:1-10) and those of a Covenant

with Abraham (Gen.15,17) and with David (Ps.89, II Sam.7; Jer.33:19-23),

“and with the hope of a new Covenant (Jer.31:31-34)7 When and why did these

different Covenant traditions come into the 1ife and thought of Ancient

- Israel? There are no doubt complex historical, 1literary and traditio-

historical aquestions which confront us whenever we seek to answer such

questions. (4)

I THE LINGUISTIC SIGNIFICANCE OF THE COVENANT

Despite many attempts, no one has succeeded in providing a convincing

etymology for the word "berit". But the door remains wide open. The

following are the main views which have so far been advanced on this

subject:

(A) "Berit" as a feminine noun is said to derive from the root word
"barak" to eat, from which come the nouns "biryah" and "barut" food. Thus,
eating together was one form of symbolizing a relationship, and an example
of this is to be found in Gen.26:28-30; 31:54; Ex.24:11. Among the recent

scholars, this etymology is favoured by L. Kohler and F. Aver. (5)

(B) Some nineteenth—century scholars, and in recent times E. Kutsch (6)

saw the term "berit" as derived from the homonym "barah" to see, to look at
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with favour, hence to choose, or to decide. It refers to that which has

been decided, chosen or acauired (Gen.22:8; I Sam.17:8) (7)

(C) The word was also linked with the Akkadian noun "birtu" to clasp or
fetter. In this sense, "berit" denotes the binding together of two or more
parties, hence binding agreement. and the like. This too was the view of
some nineteenth century scholars 1ike R. Kraetzschmar, and i1s accepted by

recent scholars 1ike M. Weinfeld and O. Loretz. (8)

(D) There are those 1ike M. Noth who make the suggestion that the word
derives from the preposition "berit" in Akkadian, which means "between".
This derivation is based on a letter from Mari sent by one Ibal-ila to King
Zimrilim in which he states the fact that he wmediated an agreement
"between" the Mana people and the people of Idamaraz by the slaying of a
young ass. (9) As a substantive derived from this proposition, berit would

have thus meant originally "a between", "a mediation" whence i1t became the

usual term for "agreement". (10)

(E) There is,of course,a recent suggestion made by G. Gerleman, (11) which
E.W. Nicholson terms as a novel one, that the word may be 1inked with an
original biconsonantal stem "bar" meaning to separate. Thus it has to do
with something special, set apart, distinguished, a special pr1911ege or

advantage. (12)

There 1s no shortage of scholarly works in which summaries and
analyses of the etymological arguments regarding the word "berit" are to be
found. (13) Yet, none of the etymologies so far suggested is' fully

convincing. Detailed 1inguistic studies have resulted in various
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conclusions regarding the word "berit". J. Begrich, for example, argued
that originaliy the word denoted not a bilateral arrangement between two
parties but a relationship created by a stronger party who took to himself
a weaker partner and made a commitment to him expressed by means of a
solemn act. (14) Among the biblical passages he cites in support of his
view is the Covenant scene described in Ex.24:1-2, 9-11. In this Covenant
which was made by means of a meal, there is no hint of obligation imposed
upon Israel. It 1s only later that the legal connotation came to be
exemplified in the tradition 1in Ex.24:3-8 and Joshua 24:23-7. Here
Yahweh's grace 1s made contingent upon obligations imposed upon Israel.
"Berit" 1in these texts clearly designates a contract, an agreement or a
treaty. A. Jepsen rejected Begrich's view as being based on too narrow a
definition of "berit". He maintains that although in many passages those
involved 1n covenant-making were not equals, in many others they were. In
fact, however, whether the parties were equals or not did not belong to the
essence of whét "berit" meant. Jepsen argues that to make a "berit" meantto
give a solemn pledge to another or to undertake an obligation towards
another. (15) E. Kutsch goes siightly further and confirms L. Periitt's
view that "berit" originally meant obligation, duty and the i1ike. According
to him, the word does not primarily mean an agreement, but an obligation,
either self-obligation or obligation imposed by one party upon another
(Gen.15; I Kgs.5:26; II Chron.23:16; Hosea 2:20; Jer.34:8,10,18). (16)

With the variety of views that have so far been advanced regarding the
word "berit", none of them is satisfactory. But it is generally agreed that
"berit" 1in the 0ld Testament cannot be divorced from the concept of
relationships. J. Pedersen was not far off the mark when, on the analogy

v p oo B

of the Arabic word 'ahd, argued that "berit" denotes a mutual
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relationship of solidarity with all the rights and obligations which this

relationship entailed for the parties 1involved. (17) And of this

relationship we have quite a number of varieties in the 0ld Testament. The

- word "berit" may be used of a relationship which a stronger imposes upon a

} weaker party (Josh.9:15; I Sam.II:1f.; I Kgs.20:34). It is used in a

 situation where a superior makes certain promises to those under his

>
\

]

authority (Jer.34:8); or a relationship between equals 1in which mutual
obligations are involved (I Sam.23:16-18); or used as a mutual pledge by
two parties to leave each other in peace and nothing more (Gen.21:27-32;
31:44f.). Moreover, the word may denote a political agreement or treaty
between two nations (II Sam.3:13; I Kgs.5:26)), a solemn pledge of
friendship (I.Sam.20:8) or marriage contract (Mal.2:14). Such covenants or
covenant-making were common in ancient Israel and its contemporary nations
throughout the ancient Near East. But when we come to deal with the word
'berit" in its religious context, our task becomes so crucial as to require
an honest andkcareful study free from any influence of personal theological

bias.

IT  TREATY AND COVENANT

A new period in the Covenant debate was initiated by G.E. Mendenhall
in 1955. Five years earlier, E. Bickerman published an article in which he
made passing reference to the treaties between Hittite Kings and their
vassals as providing an analogy to the Covenant relationship between Yahweh
and Israel. (18) That this was the prompting factor behind G.E.

Mendenhall's thesis should not be overlooked.

1. Drawing upon Hittite treaty documents, published by V. Korosec in
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in 1931, G.E. Mendenhall established that law, with 1its associated
sanctions, and covenant were in Israel essentially religious in origin, and
that there were remarkable similarities in form between these Hittite
treaties of the late bronze age (1400-1000 B.C.) and the covenantal
formulations of the 0ld Testament. (19) He then proceeds to 1isolate six

basic elements in these suzerainty treaty texts:

1. The treaty begins with the identification of the King the
inaugurator of the treaty: "Thus (saith) so and so, the great King,
King of the Hatti land, son of so and so......the valiant." The
parallel to this preamble is found in early Covenant passages in the
01d Testament in which God addresses Israel: "I am the Lord your

God" (Ex.20:2.cf.; Josh.24:2).

2. There follows the historical prologue which lays particular
emphasis on the past deeds of kindness made by the great King on
behalf of the vassal. This was designed to invoke the vassal's
grateful response to the ensuing treaty obligations. The parallel to
this in the 01d Testament is summed up in a few words: "Who brought
you out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of bondage" (Ex.20:2).
Or it may be a somewhat longer account such as is given in Josh.24:2-

13.

3. Then come the stipulations, among them the prohibition against
the vassal's engaging in relations with foreign powers, which reminds
us of the first commandment which forbids any relations with other
deities: "You shall have no other gods before me". (Ex.20:3; cf.

34:13; Josh.24:14).
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4. There is the stipulation that the treaty documents should be
deposited in the sanctuary of the vassal and publicl)l, read at
regular intervals. Similar provisions were found in Israel. Whilst no
mention is made of these provisions in the decalogue, they are
certainly to be found elisewhere in the Pentateuch, notably in

Deuteronomy (Deut.10:10-5; 31:26; 31:9-13).

5. Another point which characterises these suzerainty treaties is
the invocation of the deities of the vassals concerned as witnesses
to the treaty. Usually, the mountains, rivers, the heavens and the
earth, the winds and clouds are also included as witnesses. A 1ist of
deities would have been out of place in the non—polytheistic setting
of the decalogue. The nature of Israel's God clearly forbids this.
But one should‘not overlook such texts as Deuteronomy 32:1 and Isaiah
1:2 (cf.Mic.6:1f.) in which "heaven and earth", "mountains" and
"hills" are summoned as witnesses to Israel's relationship with

Yahweh.

6. Finally, the treaty concludes with a series of blessings and
curses befalling the whole community as the result of its honouring,
or failing to honour the terms of the treaty. It is argued that the
parallel to this is to be found in the decalogue where Yahweh is said
to be a "jealous God" punishing yet holding out rewards for obedience
(Ex.20:5-6). However, what is certain is that in the Old Testament
book of the Covenant, the Law Code in: Deuteronomy, and the Hdliness
Code all conclude with such promises and threats (Ex.23:20f.; Deut.

27:15f.; 28:1ff.; Lev.26:3ff.).
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2. The thesis presented by Mendenhall excited much interest in the study
of Ancient Near East treaty documents. In addition to Hittite treaty texts
of the second millenjum which were studied in great depth, increasing
attention came to be focused upon the Assyrian treaties, 1in which the
Assyrian Empire regulated relations with its subject peoples from the
thirteenth to the eight century B.C. These Assyrian treaty documents, such
as the Sefire treaties from Syria and the vassal treaties of Esarhaddon and
others, (20) came to be regarded as of particular significance since some
of them developed at length the curse element in a way which seemed to be
reflected 1in Deuteronomy 28. (21) Such ancient treaties were not only
regarded as constituting a genre which functioned sociologically in
regulating and protecting the structures of the Assyrian Empire within a
framework of divine sanctions, but the particular language employed in such
treaty texts 1is assumed to provide clues as to the distinctive use of

certain Hebrew words in Covenant contexts in the Old Testament.

(A) W.L. Moren argued that the term "tbt" found in the Sefire treaties is
a designation of "the amity establiished by treaty", and several other
scholars 1ike McCarthy, D.R. Hillers and M. Fox have also emphasised its
similarity with the 01d Testament word :l]u or M) ::_Uv i.e. good or
good things. (22) According to A. Malamat, the word T']:;litg in II Sam.
7.28 1is the terminological indication of Yahweh's Covenant with David's
1ine here. The same Covenantal connotation of this word and its variants is
found with reference to Yahweh's Covenant with Israel 1n passages like

Jer.33:9 and Hosea 3:5; 8:3. (23)

(B) Another term which is thought to carry a Covenantal connotation 13:]7\}(

"love". Again W.L. Moran and others trace the concept of the love of God
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in the O01d Testament generally and Deut.6:4-5 in particular to a treaty
background. (24) Particular emphasis 1s placed upon the nature of this
love as one that can be "commanded", and most of all, a love which is
expressed 1in loyalty and service, in an unqualified obedience to the law.
This command to the subject to love his overlord is evidently found in the
Ancient Near East texts from the early second millennium down to the first
millennium B.C. for example, Esarhaddon commanded his vassals to love his
successor Assurbanipal: "You will love as yourselves Assurbanipal.” (25)
Pointing to various other parallels between Assyrian treaty texts and
Deuteronomy, Moran states that "Deuteronomic circles were familiar with
Assyrian practice of demanding an oath of allegiance from their vassals
expressed in terms of Jove." (26) According to him, it is to this source
rather than to the prophet Hosea that the coﬁcept of the love of God 1in
Deuteronomy is to be traced. (27) Moran's suggestion prompted McCarthy and
F.C. Fensham to argue than even the "father-son" imagery used of Yahweh's
Covenant relationship with Israel or the Davidic throne is to be understood
against the background of the use of this same imagery treaty context from
the second to the first millennium B.C. (28) They further maintain that
the term "slave" _I':L\J when used in a Covenant context, must also be
seen against a treaty background. (29) Moreover, the word T, ?g‘p

"special possession or property” (Ex.19:5; Deut.7:6; 14:2; 26:18;
Ps.135:4), 1s found very much at home in the treaty texts. However, the
Urgaritic "sgit" 1s discovered to have been used to describe a special

relationship of the Sovereign to one of his vassails. (30)

(C) Another word must be taken into consideration. The word is "to know".
. T
A treaty background for the meaning in certain contexts of the word \J.T!'

has been argued on the analogy of Hittite "sak" and Akkadian "idu", "know"
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as signifying "mutual recognition” on the part of suzerain and vassal. This
argument has been advanced by H.B. Huffman and S.B. Parker. (31) The usage
of the word )) —I'! with reference to "Covenant recognition" of Israel by
Yahweh has been proposed for Hosea 13:5 and Amos 3:2, with reference to
Israel's recognition of Yahweh as its only God in Jeremiah 24:7; 31:34;
Hosea 2:22; 4:1; 4:4; 8:2; 13:40. (32)

3. In conclusion, apart from the intensive study of these ancient treaty
documents and their distinctive language, attention has been drawn to
statements, oral and otherwise, which intimate various types of union
between different groups and individuals. In his detailed examination of
such declaratory formulae in a wide range of secular covenants in the O0id
Testament 1in the 1light of other Ancient Near Eastern treaties, P.
Kaluveetil has concluded that since covenants throughout the ancient worid
were mainly concerned with relationships and are designed to create unity
or community in one form or another, words or statements referring to such
relationships can in certain contexts indicate a covenant union, even when
the term covenant itself 1is absent. (33) This argument tends to spread the
net widely. R. Davidson has rightly observed that in spreading the net too
widely, one "must question whether the mesh has not at times been so fine
that what has been caught remains highly heterogeneous." Indeed, it is so
. heterogeneous that to gather it together and provide it with a Covenant
Jjabel, particularly a treaty-covenant label, raises more questions than it

answers. (34)

111 THE TREATY COVENANT AND BIBLICAL SCHOLARSHIP

With a pair of articles, (35) G.E. Mendenhall was able to establish
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the treaty—covenant model as part of I§rae1's experience since Moses's
time. A new 1impetus was now given to the understanding of Israei's
religious and sociological history. It seemed also at this stage as if J.
Wellhausen's idea of the Covenant as being a post-exilic, post-prophetic
theological concept was finally thrown to the wind. But since the 1last

decade, Wellhausen's idea proved to be more of a boomerang than an old hat.

1. In his book Prolegomena, (36) Wellhausen devotes fewer than three
pages to a discussion of the meaning and development of the term “"berit" in
the 01d Testament. Here, Wellhausen argued that the use of "berit" to
characterise the Yahweh/Israel relationship is something unknown to the
pre—exilic prophets, including Hosea. (37) When it appeared later it was
"an entirely nrew thing". According to him, the use of ‘"berit" appeared
only after Josiah had introduced the Deuteronomic law; and "it prevails"”
only 1in Deuteronomy, Jeremiah, Ezeki&l, Second Isaiah, Leviticus 17-26,
and, of course, "in the book of the Four Covenants", which is one of his
designations for Q or P. (38) R. Kraetzschmar and P. Valeton were to don
Wellhausen's mantle, and their studies became those from the end of the
nineteenth century to which most freguent reference was made on the subject
of the Covenant. Neither scholar appeared to depart from Wellhausen's
position. (39) However, Wellhausen's assessment of the Covenant was
thoroughly rejected in the middle of the twentieth century by most scolars
in favour of the centrality of the Covenant in Israel's religious and

sociological history.

2. As early as 1927, N. Glueck publiished his dissertation (Hesed in the
Bible), 1n which he stressed the mutuality implied in various uses of the

term T DM "loyalty, devotion, steadfast love". For Glueck, this term
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in the Old Testament is the very content of "berit" and can be translated
“Covenant loyalty". (40) Six years later, W. Eichrodt published the first
volume of his work (Theology of the 0ld Testament). In this volume, he
argued that Covenant as a theological concept was early and definitive for
Israel's understanding of God, man and the world. And he did not cease to
defend this view against many of his critics. He was quite certain that,
“the word Covenant...... is so to speak a covenient symbol for an assurance
much wider in scope and controlling the formation of the national faith at
its deepest level, without which Israel would not be Israel. As an epitome
of the dealings of God in history, the Covenant 1s not a doctrinal

concept.... but the characteristic description of a living process which

was begun at a particular time and at a particular place". (41) And for
Erchrodt that time was the time of Moses and the place Mount Sinai. Despite
much criticism, Eichrodt's idea of the role of the Covenant as an
organising principle for Israelite religion found a wide response - 1i.e.
the first to alter for a time the tradition of 0ld Testament
scholarship. (42) Moreover, the treaty-covenant wmodel, following G.E.
Mendenhall, seemed, at last, to confirm Eichrodt's centrality of the
Covenant notion for the religion of Israel. A decade or so after, the
publication of Mendenha]j's articles witnessed the high point of this
position. J. Muilenburg, for example, could argue that "behind the
promulgation of the Deuteronomic Code of 621 B.C. lies a long history of
literary and cultic activity". He denies the presence of any Deuteronomic
or Deuteronomistic editing in Ex.19:3-6. Rather, he sees this passage as
the source of the many Covenantal periscopes found in the Old Testament.
His conclusion therefore 1s that both Joshua 24 and I Samuel 12 rest upon
old traditions which "formed the background against which the prophets

(especially from the North) launched their invectives and threats". (43)
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K. Baltzer virtually adopts the same arguments 1in favour of Covenant
antiquity and centrality in Israel's religious and sociological history. He
also shows strong leaning towards Webster's position. (44) With the
treaty—Covenant form in mind, D.R. Hillers also contends that "Israel took
a suzerainty treaty as a model for God's treaty with her". And 1like
Eichrodt, he maintains that w1thoqt such a treaty—Covenantal bond Israelite
tribes could not have been held together prior to the emergence of the
monarchy. In short, others 1ike John Bright virtually re-echoed the same

argument. (45)

3. The treaty-Covenant model, however, was not the only basis on which
the antiquity and centrality of the Covenant in Israel could be argued. The
study of the sociology of religion has also contributed greatly to the
understanding of the role of the Covenant in ancient Israel. The most
comprehensive attempt to understand ancient Israel in sociological terms
was that madé by Max Weber. (46) But we must bear in mind at this point
that a sociological approach to demands in Israel's religion is by no means
a novel idea. In 1889 W.R.Smith was able to describe the God of Israel as
the God of a confederation, and religion 1in this connection, is
characterised as "Covenant Religion”. According to Weber, "Israel as a
political Community was conceived as an oathbound confederation". The
Covenant therefore became the means by which different and unstable tribal
elements were united as one people, and united under Yahweh who was not
only Israel's war god, "but the contractual partner of its law established
by "berit" above all of its socio-legal orders". (47) R. Davidson observed
that "into this context Martin Noth's thesis of pre-monarchical Israel
being constituted as a twelve tribe amphictyony fitted neatiy". (48) The

memory of the central role which the Covenant played in instituting this
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amphictyony, is preserved in Joshua 24. However, the portrait presented in
this passage that all the groups which gathered to form the Israelite
amphictyony had experienced the Exodus and Sinai events is aquite
misleading.

4, But the most radical attempt to provide a sociological analysis and
explanation of early Israel is advanced by N. Gottwald in his voluminous
book, The Tr1bes of Yahweh . Having rejected the idea of the suzeréinty—
treaty covenant model, including Noth's amphictyonic model and Mendenhall's
religious idealism, he argued for the importance of the antiouity and
centrality of the Covenant of early Israel, but only in so far as it
fuifilled an essential socio—-egalitarian function. He writes: "The novelty
and threat of early Israel was not the introduction of new religious ideas
and practices as such, but the conjunction of previously and contradictory
social groups in a united and mutually supportive network of
relationships”". (49) Owing to the great social tensions and struggles that

were taking place in the Canaan of the fourteenth and early thirteenth

centuries B.C., when various groups such as the Apiru, transhumant pastoralists

and peasants were struggling for survival with cohesion against ruling-
class enemies, (50) Covenant served as "The bonding of decentralised social
groups 1n a larger society of ecquals committed to co—operation without
authoritarian leadership, and a way of symbolising the locus of Sovereignty
in such a society of equals". (51) Thus, the Covenant is divested of what
is claimed to be all false religious idealism and clothed with a form of
Marxist ideological garb. St111 1t played an important role 1in the
emergence of Israel from the very heart of Canaanite feudalism. However,
despite the vast difference between J. Bright's theological understanding

of the Covenant in his "Promise and Covenant", and N. Gottwald's



43.

sociological approach, they are totally in agreement that the Covenant
played an important role in the 1ife of Israel prior to the birth of the

monarchy.

Thws, the argument in favour of the pre-monarchical existence of the
Covenant in Israel 1s obviously an attempt to explain how a people
consisting of components of exceedingly diverse origin emerged on the stage
of history as a united community identified as Israel. To use Menaenha11's
words, "If, as Israelite tradition maintained, there were only descendants
of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, in short a group bound together by blood-ties
or clan, then it is not so 1ikely that a covenant would have been necessary
to bind them together as a religious group". (52) But why should the
Covenant be the only factor which constituted the unity of such a diverse
group of people to Yahweh at this early period? Such a notion does not
even figure in Joshua 24:25, where the word "berit" denotes more precisely
a solemn p]edge or oath of loyalty to Yahweh than a "bond" with Him., (53)
There is every indication that it was this pledge or oath which 1in fact
played a cental role in uniting the Hebrew tribes together at this early '
stage. We encounter a similar situation in the early history of Islam. The
unity of the many diverse Arabian tribes at the time of Mohammed was
establiished solely through a solemn pledge of loyalty and commitment to the
worship of Allah. The concept of Covenant, the equivalent of "berit" never

occurred, and to this present time remains absent from Islamic theology.
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IV. THE TREATY-COVEMANT MODEL RE-ASSESSED

In concluding this chapter, it is necessary to examine the claim that
Covenant, nodelled on the treaty form, played an important role in the
formation of Israel religiously and sociologically. It has recéntly been
argued that "though for a time research into the possible influence of
suzerainty treaties upon Old Testament Covenantal texts seemed to offer
striking results, in reality it has yielded little of permanent value".(54)
In vhat sense has research into the influence of ancient treaty documents
upon 0Old Testament Covenantal texts over-reached itself, as it has been
suggested? This is the question to which we shall now address ourselves.

1. In his conprehensive study, first published in 1963, (55) D.J.
McCarthy presented the first detailed critique of Mendenhall's dependence
upon the Hittite treaty model for the Sinai tradition. In this study,
McCarthy agrees that aspects of the Sinai tradition were old, and that they
contained covenant theology. But, he emphasised the extremely complex
literary and traditio-historical problems involved in any analysis of
Exodus 19-24 and argued that the Hittite treaty model is neither necessary
nor indeed illuminating for our understanding of the tradition.(56) He
found evidence of a gradual development from an older notion of covenant
(Ex.24:1-11) centering on ritual to one in which a covenant made by verbal
affirmation and pledge comes to the fore and which in turn was followed by
a covenant understood and made after the manner of the suzerainty treaties,
i.e. the Assyrian suzerainty treaty. According to McCarthy, the core of
the Sinai Covenant was a matter of ritual. It was mainly through the ritual
ceremony described in Ex.24:6-8 that the covenant was constituted between
Yahweh and Israel. In this case therefore, the covenant is "more than a
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matter of agreement, it is a question of adoptive kinship. Israel is not
only the subject of Yahweh, but is His adopted family. And so the laws are
not the terms of a treaty, but the conditions covering continued action in
the family". He also viewed the eating of the common meal (Ex.24:9-11) as
a ritual and so "an authentic gesture of covenant making”. (57) Nothing
therefore could be proved about the date and origin of the Sinai tradition
by drawing attention to Hittite treaty parallels. The treaty form comes to
full expression in the book of Deuteroncamy which was thevproduct of circles
who were politically aware of the language of international treaties,
particularly Assyrian treaty documents, and which were in vogue during the
Hebrew monarchy. Following many commentators, McCarthy viewed Deuteronomy
as having coaprised substantially Chapters 4:44 - 26:19 plus Chapter 28.
In this central section of Deuteronomy there are the following treaty-like
elements: 1) The historical-parenetic prologue (Deut.4:44 - 11:1ff),

2) Stipulations (12:1 - 26:15), 3) Invocations-adjuration (26:16-19),
(4) Blessings.and curses (28:1-46). (58) He stresses that besides the
structure of the treaties which this central part of Deuteroncauy displays,
it also takes up many details from the treaty tradition, like for example,
the command to love the Lord. And this to hia is "a strange sort of thing
to command but one at home in the treaties".(59)

2. McCarthy's conclusions on the treaty background of Deuteronomy had the
support of M. Weinfeld, who added some further detailed comparisons.(60)
According to Weinfeld, Deuteronocmy emanates from the Wisdom tradition, from
those circles whom he identified as having held public office under the
Hebrew monarchy and who were familiar with the treaties of the day. At
their disposal, they had a corpus of Deuteroncmic religio-literary material

which had already conjoined covenant and law. This material they enriched
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“by introducing all the elements of the vassal treaties". (61) In doing
this, the covenantal pattern is blurred as it is put into a homiletic set-
ting. The long list of curses in Deut. 28 is said to have a perfect paral-
lel in the treaty which Esarhaddon made with his eastern vassals regarding
the coronation of his son Ashurbanipal in 672 B.C. (62) By following the
pattern of Assyrian treaty documents, the Deuteronomists meant to emphasise
the point that the pledge of loyalty to the Assyrian emperor had now been
replaced by the pledge of loyalty to the divine King, Yahweh. The relevance
of this particular point must also be seen against the background of Josi-
ah's move to free himself from Assyrian domination in the seventh century
B.C. Thus Weinfeld presents us with a portrait of a "historical and polit-
ical milieu in which the appeal to the language of the treaty texts would
be understandable, to Aidentify the Wisdom and court circles which might
reasonably make such an appeal, and to stress the theological underpinning
of such an appeal". (63)

3. McCarthy's critique however, which seriously questioned Mendenhall's
appeal to Hittite treaty texts, has itself been questioned in recent years.
Can Deuteronomy best be explained in terms of a covenantal pattern, follow-
ing the Assyrian treaty model, which has been (in Weinfeld's view) blurred
by being put into a homiletic framework, or is it rather an extended ora-
tion iﬁ homiletic style which often alludes to, and makes use of, treaty
language? (64) We are now in no doubt that most of the arguments regarding
the link between Deuteronomy and Assyrian treaty texts are by no means
convincing. The alleged formal relationship between Deut.28 and the Esar-
haddon has been carefully examined by E.W. Nicholson in his recent book
(God and His People: Covenant and Theology in the Old Testament). His

conclusion is that Deuteronomy was never influenced in this particular
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respect by the Esarhaddon treaty. He observed that the intensification of
the curse element in Deuteronocmy "Can be more readily explained by the
historical circumstances in which the Chapter was developed. that is, the
closing years of the Kingdom of Judah, when the threat of curse was seen to
hover more and more ominously over the nation and fell -catastrophically
upon it in the event of 597 and 587 B.C.". (65) Moreover, it has been
argued that in the framework to the legislation in Deut. 4:25-31 and 30:1-
10, curse and blessing do not stand side by side as alternatives, as in the
treaty documents, but occur in historical succession, with curse a present
reality to be followed by blessing on condition of repentance; which sug-
gests, in A.D.H. Mayes' view (not so widely different from that of E.W.
Nicholson), that the curse of the law is that which Israel in exile is now
experiencing, but there is blessing to follow. Israel in exile is encour-
aged with the promise of renewal and restoration . (66) The emphatic
appeal to distinctive Deuteronomic language like 'the command to love", as
being necessarily indicative of the influence of treaty terminology., is
strongly challenged on the basis that terms such as '"Father", "Son",
"treasured possession', 'slave or servant", including 'the ccmmand to
love", "belonged in the first instance to familiar settings of every day
life, and needed no treaties to mediate them or give them a special nu-
ance". (67) For example, all references in the treaties to the "love" of
suzerain for vassal and of vassal for suzerain, to the suzerain as 'father"
and the vassal as "son", such relationships were ever hardly like that. In
reality, vassals did not "love" those who conquered and subjugated them.
There is ample evidence for this in the history of ancient Israel and of
the ancient Near East. Therefore, such a language of intimate and familial
relationships in the treaties reflects anything but the reality of a loving

relationship. On the contrary, it reflects the political, strategic,
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and economically motivated endeavour of suzerains to maintain the subservi-
ence of those they had conquered and regarded as subjects. No Israelite
could have envisaged that Yahweh "loves" His people just as a suzerain
"loves" his vassals, and that Israel therefore ought to "love" Yahweh just
as vassals "love" their suzerains. Such an idea would have seemed to him as
totally abeurd. There is, therefore, no need to believe that the Deuteron-
omists were dependent for such terminology on anything other than the
familiar settings of their every day life. "Why should it be strange, as
Moran and McCarthy contend, that love is "commanded""? The Israelite is
not only commanded to love Yahweh, but also to love his neighbour
(Lev.19:18) and the stranger (Lev.19:34; Deut.10:19); Hosea is commanded to
love a woman (Hos.3:1); there is also the command to love Wisdom
(Prov.4:6), the command to love peace and truth (Zech.8:19) and to love
that which is good (Amos 5:15). (68) That the command to "love God"
should be understood as a "strange sort of thing", explicable only when we
know suzerainty treaty usage, is to say the least, a strange sort of argu-

ment.

Obviously, the attempt to relate the Old Teatanent Covenant to suzer-
ainty treaties has in fact produced little that is of lasting value. And
with this, the entire notion which perceived the Covenant as being old and
central in forming the principle of unity and cohesion among the earliest
Hebrew tribes has so far remained lacking in weight. The tide has now
moved in favour of. the argument that "the picture of Israel as a covenant
community has to be seen as an ideal no earlier than the late monarchical
period”. And in this regard we seem to have been brought back, like

L. Perlitt, to almost the view of J. Wellhausen a century or so ago. (69)



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

49.
NOTES ON CHAPTER III

K. Galling, "Die Erwahlungstrad1tioneg Israels", Giessen, 1928, p.37:
H.W. Robinson, "Inspiration and Revelation in the Old Testament",
p. 153.

G.E. Wright, "The Old Testament Against its Environment", p.54.

F. Notscher, BZ9, pp. 186, 193, cf. R.E. Clements, "Abraham and David",
p.83.

R. Davidson, "Covenant Ideology in Ancient Israel" in "The worid of
Ancient Israel", Cambridge, 1989, ed. by R.E. Clements, p.323f.

L. Kohler, "Problems in the Study of the Language of the Old
Testament", JSS 1, 1956, pp.3-24 (esp.pp.3-7); F. Ayer, "Das Alte
Testament in der Sicht des Bundesgedankens", Lex tua Veritas,
Festschrift fur H.J. Junker, ed. H. Cross and F. Mussner, Trier 1961,
pp.1-15 (esp.pp.3f.).

E. Kutsch, "Verheissung und Gesetz, ch.2, Cf. L. Wachter, "Die
Ube ¥ tragung der beritvorstellung auf Jahwe", TLZ 99, 1974, Cols.
801-~16.

E.W. Nicholson, "God and His People: Covenant and Theology in the 01d
Testament", Oxford, 1986, p.94f.

R. Kraetzschmar, "Die Bundesvorstellung in Alten Testament",
pp.244ffr.; O. Loretz, "Berit "Band-Bund"", VT 16, 1966, pp.239-41.

M, Noth, "Old Testament Covenant-Making in the Light of a Text from
Mari", The Laws of the Pentateuch and Other Studies, pp.108-17.

Cf. E.W. Nicholson, "God and His People", p.95.

G. Gerieman, "Die Besonderheit" Untersuchung zu berit in Alten
Testament”, Studien zur alttestamentiichen Theologie, Heidelberg,
1980. p.24-37. :

E.W. Nicholson, "God and His People", p.96f.

Cf. M. Weinfeld, "Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School", Oxford,
1972, "Covenant", TDOT, I1 1973, pp.253-79; J. Barr, "Some Semantic
Notes on theCovenant”, Beitr@f zur alttestamentlichen Theologie, FS
Z. Zimmer1i 70. Geburtstag. eds. H. Donner, R. Hanhart, R. Smend,
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Rupprecht, 23-33; E.W. Nicholson, "God and
His Peoplie", pp.83ff.

J. Begrich, "Berit. Ein Beitfag 2ur Erfassungeiner alttestamentlichen
Denkform", ZAW 60, 1944, 1-11.

A. Alt, "The Origins of Israe]ite Law", Essays on 0.T. History and
Religion, Oxford 1966, p.96.



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.
27.

28.

29.

30.

50.

E. Kutsch, "Verhtissung und Geretz. Untersuchungen zum Sogenannten
"Bund" im Alten Testament", BZAW 131, Berlin & New York, 1973; and
particularly his "Berit Verpflichtung", Theologisches Handworterbuch
zum Alten Testament I, ed. E. Jenni and C. Westermann, Munich and
Zurich 1971, pp.339-52.

J. Pedersen, "Der Eid bei den Semiten", Strasburg, 1914, p.33f. See
also his "Israel" I-II Denmark 1953, pp.274ff.

E. Bickerman, "Couper une Alliance", Archives d'Histoire du Droit
Oriental, 5, 1950-1, pp.133-56.

G.E. Mendenhall, "Covenant Forms in Israelite Tradition", B.A. 27
(Sept. 1954), no.3; Cf. G.E. Wright, "Biblical Archaeology" (1952),
p.56fF.

.
J.A. Fitzmyer, "The Aramaic Inscription of Sefire", Biblica et
Orientalia 19, Roma, 1967; D.J. Wiseman, "The Vassal Treaties of
Esarhaddon", London. 1958, pp.528ff. D.J. McCarthy, "Treaty and
Covenant", pp.309-11.

R. Borger, ZA, 54 (1961), pp.181-2; for a striking parallel we may
consider Assurbanipal's statement in his annals and Deut. 28:23;
29:23ff. in M, Streck, "Assurbanipal und die letzten Assyrischen
Kénige", 79:68-73, 78, 4; W.L. Moran, "The Ancient Near Eastern
Background of the Love of God in Deuteronomy", CBQ 25 (1963), p.83f.

W.L. Moran, "A Note on the Treaty Terminology of the Sefire Stelas",
JNES 22, 1963, pp.173-6; D.J. McCarthy, "Berit in the 01d Testament
History and Theology", Bibiica 53, 1972, p.114; M. Fox, "TOB as
Covenant-Terminology", BASOR 209, 1973, pp.41f.

A. Malamat, "Organs of Statecraft in the Israelite Monarchy", BA 28,
1965, p.64; M. Fox, p.41f.

W.L. Moran, "The Ancient Near Eastern Background of the Love of God

.D.J. Wiseman, "Iraq" 20 (1958), 49 Col.IV 26608; cf. also 43 Col.III

207; cf. For variant reading. see R. Borger, ZA 54, (L96L) 181-2.

W.L. Moran, CBQ 25, (1963), p.80.

W.L. Moran, CBQ 25, (1963), p.77.

D.J. McCarthy, "Notes on the Love of God in Deuteronomy and Father—
Son Relationship between Yahweh and Israel", CBQ 27, 1965, pp.144ff;
F.C. Fensham, "Father and Son as Terminology for Treaty and Covenant",
in Near Eastern Studies in Honour of W.F. Albright, ed. H. Goedicke,
Baltimore and London, 1971, pp.121-35.

Fensham, pp.132-134; McCarthy, "Treaty and Covenant", p.161, note 5.

M. Weinfeld, "Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School", Oxford, 1972,
p.226, note 2; McCarthy, "Treaty and Covenant”, p.162, note 10.



31.

32.

33.

34,

35.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43‘

H.B. Huffmon, "The Treaty Background of Hebrew Yada", BASOR, 184,
1966, PP.36F.

Huffmon, BASOR, pp.35ff.

P. Kaluveetil, "Declaration and Covenant", Analecta 88, Rome 1982,
Biblical Institute.

R. Davidson, "Covenant Ideology in Ancient Israel", in "The World of
Ancient Israel", Ed. by R.E. Clements, Cambridge University Press,
1989, p.326. :

G.E. Mendenhall, "Ancient Oriental and Biblical Law", BA, 17 (1954),
pp.26-46; Also "Covenant Form in Israelite Tradition", BA, 17 (1954),
pP.50-76.

J. Wellhausen, “Prolegomena to the History of Israel", Edinburgh, 1985
See also Encyclopaedia Britannica, Vol.XIII. 1881.

For Wellhausen, Hosea 5:7 is no problem, since he finds here no real
awareness of the use of "Berit" to characterise Yahweh's relationship
with Israel. As for Hos.8:1, it is a secondary interpolation,
(Prolegomena. 418).

Prolegomena, p.419.

R. Kraetzschmar, "Die Bundervorstellung im Alten Testament in ihrer
Geschichtlichen Entwicklung (2nd Ed., Marburgt Elwert, 1996); P.
Valeton, “Bedeutung und Stellung des Wortes bryt im Pr{ster-Codex",
ZAW 12 (1892, pp.1-22; or "Das Wort berit in den Jehovistischen und
Deuteronomischen Stlcken des Hexateuch", ZAW 12, 1892, pp.224-60.

N. Glueck, "Hesed in the Bible", Cincinnati: Hebrew Union, 1967,
pp.74-77. For a recent and more comprehensive return to many of the
issues raised by Glueck, see K.D. Sakenfeld, "The Meaning of Hesed in
the Hebrew Bible: A New Inquiry", (HSM 17, Missoula, Mont.: Scholar's
Press 1978, pp.3-13; G.R. Larue, "Recent Studies in Hesed", pp.1-32.
Both Sakenfeld and Larue offer summaries of the studies of Hesed in
the years following the appearance of Glueck's volume.

W. Eichrodt, "Theology of the 01d Testament", Vol.I, 1961, p.14.

G.F. Hasel, "Old Testament Theology: Basic Issues in the Current
Debate", (Grand Rapid: W. Eardmans, 1972, p.Z20.

J. Muilenburg, "The Form and Structure of the Covenantal Formulations”
VTS (1959) pp.347-65.

K. Baltzer, "The Covenantal Formulary", (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1971, pp.19-38. ’

D.R. Hillers, "Covenant: The History of an Idea", J. Hopkins Univ.
1969, p.64; John Bright, "Covenant and Promise: The Future in the
Preaching of the Pre-Exilic Prophets", Westminster Press, 1976, p.43.

M. Weber's Study of Ancient Israel first appeared as a series of
articles in the 1917-19 issues of the Archiv fur Sozialwissenschaft
und Sozialforschung. It was published in 1921 (posthumously) as the
third Volume of his Gesammelte Aufsatze zur Religionssoziologie under
the title Das Antike Judentum (E. trans. Ancient Judaism, London 1952)



47,

48.

49.

50.

51.

B2.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.
59.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

52.

Ancient Judaism, pp.75, 120, 135.

R. Davidson, "Covenant Ideology in Ancient Israel”, in 'The Worid of
Ancient Israel', ed. E. Clements, Cambridge University Press, 1989,
p.328; Cf. E.W. Nicholson, "God and His People: Covenant and Theology
in the O01d Testament", Oxford, 1986, p.43.

N. Gottwald, "The Tribes of Yahweh: a Sociology of the Religion of
L iberated Israel 12560-1050 B.C., London: SCM. 1979, p.645.

Robert Davidson, "Covenant Ideology in Ancient Israel"”, in "The World
of Ancient Israel", ed. E. Clements, p.328f.

N. Gottwald, "The Tribes of Yahweh", p.692.

G.E. Mendenhall, "Covenant Forms in Israelite Tradition", BA, 26,
1953, p.51.

L. Perlitt, "Bundestheologie: im Alten Testament", p.260~-70; E.W.
Nicholson, "God and His People", p.153.

E.W. Nicholson, “"God and His People", p.81.

D.J. McCarthy, "Treaty and Covenant", Analecta Biblica 21, Rome:
Biblical Institute; 2nd ed. 1987.

R. Davidson, "Covenant Ideology in Ancient Israel", in "The World of
Ancient Israel”, ed. by R.E. Clements, 1989, p.332.

D.J. McCarthy, "Treaty and Covenant", 1978, pp.254, 295; "Covenant
in the 0ld Testament: The Present State of Inauiry", CBQ, 27, 1965,
p.217; E.W. Nicholson, "God and His People", pp.60, 126.

D.J. McCarthy, "Treaty and Covenant", p69.
Ibid, p.186.

M. wWeinfeld, “"Covenant", DOT II, p.157; cf. R. Davidson, "Covenant
Ideology", p.333.

M. Weinfeld, "Traces of Treaty Formulae in Deuteronomy", Biblica 41,
1965, pp.417-27; "Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School", Oxford
1972, pp.116 ff.

R. Davidson, "Covenant Ideology in Ancient Israel”, in "The Worid of
Ancient Israel®, p.333.

M. Weinfeld, "Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School", pp.157ff; R.
Davidson, "Covenant Ideology in Ancient Israel” in "The World of
Ancient Israel", ed. R.€. Clements, p.333; A.D.H. Mayes, "Deuteronomy"
London, 1979, p.37.

E.W. Nicholson, "God and His People". pp.77, 109 ff.

A.D.H. Mayes, "Deuteronomy", p.45: see also E.W. Nichoison, "God and
His People", p.77.



66.

67.

68.

69.

Ibid. 79; R. Davidson, "Covenant Ideology in Ancient Israel", p.335.

E.W. Nichoison, "God and His People", p.79f.

Ib"d. po79o

J. Wellhausen, "Prolegomena to the History of Ancient Israel", Mass:
Peter Smith, 1973, pp.417-19; L. Periitt, "Bundestheologie in Alten

Testament", WMANT 36,

1969.

53.



4.

CHAPTER FOUR

COVENANT AS A LATE THEOLOGICAL IDEA

With the Hittite treaty model dismissed as unncessary for our
understanding of the Sinai tradition, the Assyrian treaty model which is
supposed to explain how the Covenant came to be conceived (or re-conceived
according to McCarthy & Weinfeld) (1) in Israel has now suffered the same
fate. Obviously, the entire argument in favour of the treaty—-covenant model
seems to fit 1in reasonably with the idea of a 'pact', 'agreement' and

‘relationship’' which "berit" is thought to contain. (2)

On the basis of his thorough investigation of the meaning of "berit",
E. Kutsch argues that the word is nowhere employed in the sense of an
agreement G&dnd) between Yahweh and Israe1,‘Yahweh and Abraham, etc. It is
used only in two senses: (A) In the sense of Yahweh's self-obligation,
i.e. His promise to another 1ike Noah (Gen.9:8-17), Abraham (Gen.15:18),
the three anscestors (Ex.2:24; 6:4-5; Lev.26:42, 45; Deut. 4:31; 7:12;
8:18; Ps.105:8, 10; Neh.9:8), David (II Sam.23:1-5; Jer.33:27; Ps.89) and
the priesthood (Num.18:19; 25:12 f.; Jer.33:21; Mal.2:4 f.). The word
"berit" has the same meaning in other passages (e.g. Gen.6:18; Lev.26:9,
44f.; Deut.7:9; I Kings 8:23; Jer.14:21; Ezek.16:8; Pss.78:37;: 106:45;
111:5, 9; Dan.9:4; Neh.1:5; 9:32). He points out that none of the above
texts 1s early; even Gen.15 is no earlier that the late seventh century
B.C. He suggests that 1t.may be dated for the period 625-609 B.C. Psalm
89 also comes from the late monarchical period, whereas II.Sam. 23:1-7 is

from the middle of the sixth century B.C. (B) "Berit" is also used in the
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sense of an obligation imposed by Yahweh upon Israel - and therefore of the
law, whether in general or a particular law - he again finds it extensively
attested. He finds this especially 1in Deuteronomy/Deuteronomistic
literature and in the Sinai narratives in the book of Exodus (19:3-8; 24:3-
8: 34:27-28). He also finds it with this meaning in passages in P(Gen.17:9-
14; 31:16); in the Holiness Code (Lev.26:15); 1in several prophetic books
including that of Isaiah (24:5; 56:4,6); Jeremian (11:1-17; 22:9; 31:31-34:
34:13, 18). Ezekiel (16:17,44), Hosea (8:1), as well as a number of Psaims
(25:10, 14; 44:18; 50:16; 78:10; 103:18; 132:12) and also 1n Proverbs
(2:17) (3) E. Kutsch goes on to argue that in style as well as 1in
content, the use of "berit" in these texts generally, and in Exodus (19:3-
8; 24:3-8; 34:27-28) 1in particular, displays the 1influence of the

Deuteronomic/Deuteronomistic Titerature of this period. (4)

I. DEUTERONOMIC/DEUTERONOMISTIC CORPUS: A COVENANT DOCUMENT

E. Kutsch's study of the term "berit" is regarded as undoubtedly the
most thorough since Kraetzschmar's monograph 1in 1896. (5) But L.
Perlitt's book (Bundestheologie in Alten Testament) is the most detailed
study yet of the view that the.concept of "berit" became part of Israel's

culture and religion only in the late period of its history. He first

‘points out that it is in the book of Deuteronomy and in the Deuteronomistic

literature of the seventh and sixth centry B.C. that the term ‘"berit" is
most expansively and 1nténs1ve1y exployed. This corpus of literature with
its intensive use of "berit" arose in response to various theological needs

and crises in the 1ife of ancient Israel. (6)

1. After his thorough examination of other texts to determine whether
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"berit" was used earlier in Israel's history, L. Perlitt's conclusion is
similar to that of E. Kutsch and L. Wachter. They contend that 1in its
theological context, the term "berit" was first applied to the divine
promise of land to Abraham (Gen.15:18; 17:8). The historical background of
this application was a period of national and territorial crises. Israel's
continued occupation of the land was in grave doubt. In this context the
strengthening of the divine promise would have reassured Israelites of the
reality and certainty of their possession of the land. It 1{s suggested
that the reign of Hezekiah towards the end of the eighth century B.C.
would be the suitable historical context, for Sennachc?fb's invasion of
Judah in this period would have clearly shown the precarious nature of the
Judean grip on its territory. The activities of the Deuteronomic circle in
the seventh century B.C. which resuited in Deuteronémy and later in the
Deuteronomistic historical work, are not far separated from this time. (7)
It 1s also 1in the context of Deuteronomic theologizing that the word
"berit" came to 1include the obligations 1laid upon Israel. This 1s
evidenced by passages in Deuteronomy and Deuteronomistic history in which
"berit" and "torah" are reciprocal, identical and interchangeable
(Deut.29:20, 26; II Kings 23:2, 21). (8) We are now confronted with a
situation 1in which Israel's possession of the land is strengthened by the
application of the term "covenant", but at the same time this certainty is
by no means a blank cheque. The flouting of the Covenant ob’liga.t'lons does
indeed result 1in the forfeiture of land, as in fact i1t did. It is
therefore against the background of such national and territorial crises
and disasters that Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic corpus must be
understood. "By his understanding of "berit" and what it entails, the
Deuteronomist was able to reinterpret the significance of ihe law: whereas

in earlier Deuteronomic preaching the law was given for Israel's prosperity
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(Deut .6:20ff.; 16:15), the Deuteronomistic generation experienced "the book
of the law" in its power to bring curse, and the Deuteronomist's usage of
"berit" served to highlight this. The curse of the law had been unleashed
because the "berit" had been broken. For the Deuteronomist, blessing and
curse were no longer alternative possibilities for Israel: blessing
belonged to the past and curse to the present; it is only in late exilic
additions such as Deuteronomy 30:1ff. that this calamitous situation is

left behind". (9)

2. Having traced "berit" back to an original meaning of duty or
obligation, E. Kutsch denied that there was ever any theological use of the
word earlier than the seventh century B.C. And with this view, L. Perlitt
is 1in complete agreement. (10) In fact, L. Perlitt goes further and
suggests that originally the relationship between Yahweh and Israel was
analogous to that between Chemosh and Moab (Judges 11:23f.), and it was
prophetic opposition to this very nationalistic form of religion which led
to the Deuteronomic view that Yahweh and Israel are related by Covenant. (11)
Thus "berit" 1in its theological context was totally unknown 1in ancient
Israel prior to Deuteronomy. Others, however, are of the opinion that the

religious concept of the covenant had an earlier wide-spread currency.

Attention has been drawn to the fact that the term "berit" is absent
in the writings of the prophets of the eighth century B.C., even in
contexts where "berit" would seem to have been the natural word to use. (12)
The exceptions are Hosea 6:7; 8:1. In response to this, W. Eichrodt argued
that since fhe prophets were struggling "to eradicate all thought of an
opus operatum, the covenant could not help them for.... the weakness

inherent in it, which made it a potential danger to religious life, was
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precisely its legal character, because of which it was 1iable to become the
seed bed for parasitic "do ut des" religion". (13) This argument according
to R. Davidson, has never been satisfactory "since it is not obvious that
the best way to deal with a potentially misleading idea i1s to 1ignore it,
particularly if the idea already has wide-spread religious currency". (14)
J. Bright views this silence as stemming from the fact that "berit" had
been hijacked by royal ideology, the Covenant with the Davidic dynasty, to
which many prophets were opposed. (15) Others contend that the absence of
the term "covenant" should not deflect us from the fact that the complex of
ideas associated with such a covenant tradition was nevertheless present as
"an Jnvisible framework". Therefore, "without the prior fact of the
Covenant, the prophets' words would be unintelligible to wus...." (16)
Moreover, attention has fregquently been drawn to the'rib-form in terms of
which Yahweh brings charges against His people (Deut.32; Isa.l:1-2:
Jer.2:4-13; Mic.6:1-8). Such passages frequently feature a summons to
heaven and eérth or to the mountains to act as witnesses in the case. Such
appeals are particularly characteristic of treaty docments. Thus the
label, "Covenant lawsuit", was commonly attached to such passages, with the
God of the Covenant bringing charges against His rebellious people on the
analogy of the imperial overiord bringing charges against his rebellious
vassal-states., (17) Thus, like Moses, the prophets were acting as Covenant
mediators, proclaiming the demands of the Covenant to the people which are
reflected in the oracular words in such passages as (Pss.50:7-15; 81:6-14.
They were also able to bring the "Covenant lawsuit" against a rebellious
people and pronounced a threatening curse upon the disobedient. J.
Muilenburg could describe the prophets as those "sent from the divine King
(Yahweh), the suzerain of the treaties, to reprove and pronounce judgement

upon Israel for breach of the Covenant.... We no longer speak of Moses
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or the prophets, or the law and prophecy, but rather of Moses and the

prophets". (18)

3. The above-mentioned arguments which present us with the eighth century
prophetic preaching as presupposing an already extant Covenant theology,
have recently been strongly challenged by other scholars 1ike L. Perlitt,
W. McKare and A. Phillips. (19) The most prominent and continuingly
influential challenge to this view is to be found in L. Perlitt's literary-
critical study (Bundestheologie 1in Alten Testament). In this work, L.
Perlitt argues that the prophets of the eighth century, 1including Hosea,
never employed the term "berit" for Yahweh's relationship with Israel.
Thus with L. Perlitt we are back to the position of J. Welihausen. (20)
A1l attempts, therefore, to find a covenantal background or basis for what
they preached or elements of what they preached is in the face of this
absence of the word itself. (21) For instance, Amos never mentions the
themes of Sinai and Covenant. He does, however, refer to the forty years in
the wilderness (5:25) which would have given him ample opportunity to
mention "Covenant", but he does not. He dwells on Yahweh's ancient
dealings on behalf of His people 1ike the deliverance from Egypt, the gift
of the land and His gracious turning to them (2:10; 3:2; 9:7ff). But, as
H.W. Wolff observed, these were recalled by him "exclusively for the
purpose of demonstrating guilt”. (22) Amos  spoke "neither of Yahweh's
Justice or His faithfu]néss, nor of His Covenant or His law. Amos nowhere
"kindled any genuine hope", but announced the end of Israel; such a message

afforded no room to a return and appeal to a Covenant". (23)

In the case of Micah and Isaiah we find no difference. The former

nowhere employS the term "berit”, and it is totally unacceptable to read
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Micah 6:1-8 as a "Covenant lawsuit" between Yahweh and Israel, since Ver.8
does not say "that the people should Tive up to the Covenant obligations".
(24) It rather refers to a general ethic addressed to "man'. After all, we
must bear in mind that the entire passage (6:1-8) is a secondary addition
to the sayings of the prophet. When we come to Isaiah, we find the term
"berit" used in 28:15, 48. Here the word is used simply in the sense of
Israel's reliance upon the effectiveness of human treaties. The phrase "we
have made a covenant with death" is the prophet's way of saying that 1in
such reliance lies death, whilst in ‘}:ﬁjﬂfi%qkalone is Israel's true security.
(25) K. Galling goes too far:1n finding in this passage an implied
contrast between this "Covenant w1th death" and a covenant with Yahweh
wnich leads to 1ife. (25) Isajah 1:2f also cannot be taken as indicative
of a "Covenant lawsuit", for the imagery here is that of a father and his
Eebe11ious sons and not of Yahweh as a.covenant partner. To assume that
all such images convey the expressions of a covenant relationship would
certainly berat the cost of the rich and varied imagery employed in the Old

Testament for Yahweh's relationship with Israel. (26)

In the book of Hosea, the term "berit” 15 to be found in 6:7; 8:1.
(27) Obviously, 6:7 is quite enigmatic and has been amended to read, "at
Adam they broke the berit; there they were treacherous against me". (28)
This text does not refer to a breach of a covenant with Yahweh, but to the
breaking of a treaty with some other group or nation at a place called
Adam. That it is described in the second part of the text as treachery
against Yahweh, is simp1y.because such a treaty would have been made by an
cath taken by Israel in Yahweh's name. It was therefore not only treachery

against the other treaty partner, but also against Yahweh Himself. Hos.8:1.
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does 1in fact present us with the explicit reference to Yahweh's Covenant
with Israel, but this text is, in any case, a secondary, Deuteronomistic

addition. (29)

4, Appeal has been made to the Sinai narratives in Exodus 19-24, 32 and
34 and finally to Joshua 24. J. Muilenburg, for example, considers
Ex.19:3ff. as "the fons et origo of the many covenantal periscopes which
appear throughout the O0ld Testament". (30) Yet, the recent scholarly
research seems to challenge this assumption on the basis that this passage
is "an amalgam of Deuteronomistic, priestly and prophetic elements which
point either to the late exilic, or early post-exilic periods". (31)
However, L. Perlitt finds striking similarities in structure and language

between Exodus 19:3-8 and 24:3, 7, which, he argues, come from a

Deuteronomistic hand. This was C.F. Whitley's position six years earlier. (32)

Exodus 24:1-2, 9-11 has also been widely regarded as representing the
makings of a Covenant. In fact, this passage has no covenant connection
but is concerned only with a remarkable visio dei which was granted to the
elders of Israel on Mount Sinai. The "Community" between God and Israel was
here established precisely through His gracious theophany. It is by no
means a "Covenant relationship". The meal mentioned in the final statement
of this passage, "they ate and drank", is not celebrated with God, but 1in
His presence or before Him. "It is not the heart of the scene described,
but rather presupposes what the centre of the scene, God's appearance, and
is the expression of the joy of those who thus experienced this theophany".
Yet, one passage should not escape our attention: Exodus 24:8. It is
argued that the phrase "the blood of the Covenant" in this text cannot be

taken as an expression of Deuteronomic or Deuteronomistic belief. It is
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therefore of a pre-Deuteronomic origin. (34) In his intensive examination
of Ex.24:4-6, 8, L. Perlitt takes only the description of the offering of
sacrifices 1in vv. 4-5 as being an independent unit and of ancient origin.
It begins with Moses building an altar and concludes with v.6. The entire
material in vv. 4-6 is a self-contained account of sacrificial offering, no
more no less, which requires no accompanying words whether delivered orally
or read. (35) He further opines that the one half of thev blood cast
against the altar was simply a cultic practice, the remainder being placed
in basins and disposed of. According to him, no one has been able to
associate these basins with a covenant ritual. Further, the other half of
the blood is no longer mentioned in v.8 which refers simply to the blood,
that is, all the blood. This text, Perlitt argues, is a secondary addition
construing the sacrificial offering 1in v.6 as a covenant rite. Its
concluding phrase, "in accordance with these words", betrays its dependence
upon the terminology of vv.3 and 7, and with them v.8 too must belong to a
Deuteronomistic redactor of the post-exilic period. His aim was simply to
recast the 0ld Testament tradition in vv.4-6 to make it read as a covenant-
making. (36) No doubt, one cannot ignore the strength of Perlitt's
argument despite his tendency to pedantry with regard to v.6. However, E.
Zenger avgids this difficulty and considers v.6 as belonging also to a
Deuterondmistic redactor. According to him, what is described 1in v.6
simply paves the way for the ritual in v.8 which comes from the same

redactor. (37)

As for Exodus 32 and 34:10-28, they are relatively late and provide no
testimony to more ancient Covenant tradition. It is also argued that the
Deuteronomic hand is quite discernible in these passages. (38) Joshua 24

is obviously of exilic origin. It is a Deuteronomistic narrative
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"concerned with the judgement that has deservedly fallen on Israel because

of its faithiessness to the Covenant". (39)

IT  JEREMIAH AND THE DEUTERONOMISTS

According to Jer.1:2; cf. 25:3, Jeremiah embarked upon his prophetic
career 1in the thirteenth year of Josiah's reign (627 B.C.).(40) A few
vears later (624 B.C.), the King's reform was in full progress and the
pagan legacy of Menasseh's reign was being violently dismantied. What
Jeremiah thought of Josiah's reform and what his stance was in relation to
what the Deuteronomists were attempting to do, is a question that has
provoked the widest differences of opinion. In fact, it is a question to
which the book of Jeremiah itself provides no clear answer. We certainly
know that the reform took place at the initiative of King Josiah and 1in
solemn covenant with the elders and notables of Judah (II Kings 23:1-3),
and therefore hardly needed the evangelising activities of a young and
relatively unknown prophet to ensure its nation-wide acceptance. Apart from

this, we are almost entirely in the region of conjecture.

1. We may suppose, for instance, as does J. Bright, that Jermiah's
preaching may well have helped to prepare the climate for reform, and when
it came, he could not possibly have ignored i1t or, even worse, opposed it.

Yet, others opine that this was unthinkable. Jeremiah could not have been

in favour of the Deuteronomic reform because he was basically opposed to
sacrifices and indeed to all forms of recognised worship. His conception
of religion was inner and individual. (42) This position is .hard1y
convincing. J. Skinner observed that "the disinclination to admit even a

temporary co-operation of Jeremiah with the Deuteronomists rests less
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on exegesis of particular texts than on tne broad ground that his insight
into the nature of religion makes it inconceivable that he could ever have
nad any symoathy with an attemot to convert the nation by forcible change
in its form of worship. (43) It is therefore impossible to assume that
Jeremiah should have disapproved of the reform. Indeed, to do this wouid be
tantamount to assuming that he wished the pre—reformation conditions to
continue. His early preaching was primarily directed vigorousiy against
the pagan prectices which nad filied the land, the very practices which the
reform was now removing. Moreocever, his expressed admiration for King
Josiah (Jer.22:15-16) would have been meaningless had he regarded that
King's major official action as a deplorable error, if not a sin. We know
also of more than one occasion on which the Deuteronomic sympathizers took
the orophet's part and even were instrumental 1in saving his iife
(Jer.26:7ff.; 38:1ff.). This certainly tells us nothing directiy of
Jeremiah's attitude toward the reform, but it tells us something about the
Deuteronomic sympathizers' attitude towards Jeremiah. Far from regarding
him as an enemy, they had at least a degree of sympathy with what he nad to
say. Whatever his view of the reform and its results came in retrospect to
be, he must initially have approved of its essential aims. (44) It is most
1ikely that at one time he joined in the fervour with which the reform was
enforced, which led‘ to his fémi]y losing their shrine in Anathoth and
thereby earned the hostility of his kinsfolk (Jer.11:18-19, 21: 12:6). (45)
Later, he perceived the moral and spiritual redundancy of this reform and

therefore condemned its insufficiency (Jer. 8:8).

2. In a neatly rationalized account, J. Skinner shows how Jderemian at
first went part of the way with the Deuteronomists (Just as a woman may

sometimes need to be engaged to a man to discover that she cannot marry
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him), but eventually realised that his spirit was quite different from
this. (46) Two important parties were keenly interested in the voromotion
of this varticular reform: (A) The Temple Priesthood, which despite all
its lapses from the pure service of Yahweh nad been noted for their loyaity
to the national reiigious institutions and had already been instrumental in
implementing important measures of reform. This was demonstrated by the
action of Hilkiah and his fellow-priests in giving publicity to the new
law-book. (47) (B) The Prophetic Circle, which had kept the ideals of
Isaiah alive, and had always longed to see Hezekiah's scheme of
centralization come to fruition, also made its contribution. The support
of the prophetic party may be deduced from the response of the prophetess
Huldah to Josiah's anxious inquiry (II Kgs.22:15-20). But from the
beginning this reform seems to have had the seed of dissolution in its
bosom. The priesthood was interested mainly in the positive idea of
centraiization and soon came to emphasize the ritual element of the law, to
the neg]ect‘ of its moral and spiritual recuirements. The prophetically
minded dwelt more on the negative side, the abolition of the local shrines
and could not acquiesce in any undue exaggeration of ceremonial. (48) The
superficiality of the reform soon became apparent, and Jeremiah, as J.
Skinner comments, "began to suspect the inherent impotence of the Ilegal
method of dealing with national sin. At a later time he detected a worse
evil in the new-born spirit of self-reighteousness based on a formal
acceptance of the covenant and an outward compliance with its demands.” (49)
On this Vbasis, the prophet began to withdraw from involvement in the

Deuteronomic movement.

3. J. Skinner has described Jeremiah's early relationship with the

Deuteronomists in terms of a woman who needed to be engaged to a man to
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discover that she cannot marry him. (50) But in retrospect, it seems that
in this case the man has decided after all that come what may the marriage
will take place. This is abundantly clear from the fact that the book of
Jeremiah underwent heavy Deuteronomistic editing. Thus the Deuteronomists
could claim continuity links between their ideology and theology and the
oreaching of Jeremiah. (51) Certain clues in the book of Jeremiah may
induce us to believe that the characteristic feature of his prophecies
during his troubled and tragic period was one of doom and destruction. The
fall of Assyria evoked in him no sense of gratification, and Josiah's
reform did not satisfy him in the end. (52) Moreover, the national
tendency to rest on the formal fact of the Covenant transaction as a
sufficient oledge of Yahweh's favour, to the neglect of 1{ts ethical
content, may well have led him to oppose the whole idea of a covenant based

on a written law.

However, some argue that Jeremiah must have advocated the acceptance
of some covenant at some stage in his career (Jer.11:1ff). (53) This
passage is 1in fact an undated prose in which Jeremiah is described as
pub11c13}_ endorsing a covenant, which has been regarded as referring
either to the Josian reform (I] Kgs.23.2f), or to the Sinai Covenant
(Ex.19-24; Deut.5-9). (54) In any case, the passage 1in question is
obviously a Deuteronomic/Deuteronomistic composition, (55) and it 1is not
difficult to note the familiar Deuteronimic/Deuteronomistic phrases in
Jeremiah 11:1ff: v.3 "The curse of the Covenant", Deut.27:26;: v.4 "to
command the Covenant", Deut.4:13; 6:7; v.5 "fulfil the oath which I swore
to your fathers", Deut.7:12-13; v.8 "walk in the stubborness of his evil

neart", Deut.29:19; v.4 "iron furnace", Deut.4:20; I Kgs.8:51.
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Apparently, therefore, the Deuteronomists were strongly determined to
represent Jeremiah as the standard-bearer and especially the spokesman of
their Covenant thesis, travelling around the countryside preaching the

terms of the obligation laid on his people. (56)

4, When we look at Jer.31:31-34, we are faced with a passage which stands
firmly within the Sinai Covenant tradition. The Covenant 1in this
part1cu1af passage is projected by way of continuity and contrast into an
unspecified future, there to find fulfiiment. (57) The God-Israel
relationship is now to continue on the basis of a "new Covenant". Whatever
the theological content of this "new Covenant” passage may be, it clearly
confirms the bilateral nature of Yahweh's covenant with Israel. As it is
in the nature of the Covenant that it could be annulled, so it has been
annulled by Israel and rendered obsolete (v.32). (58) This is exactly how
the writer to the Hebrews in the New Testament understood this passage
(Heb.8:13). The Hebrew term employed in v.32 is :}‘TED T) . This term
does not convey the idea that Israel transgressed the Covenant stipulations
for which 1t would be punished and finally restored to fellowship with
Yahweh, but rather Israel's transgressions have been such that the Covenant
has been brought to nought, and with this Israel's standing as Yahweh's
people. (59) The situation therefore demanded the creation of a "new

Covenant" for the continuance of relationship between God and His people.

The authorship and significance of this passage have been a matter of much

debate among 01d Testament scholars. For example, scholars 1ike Hyatt,



68,

kudolph and to some extent Bright, have argued that the vassage is a
genuine Jeremianic piece. The Jatter could write: "As regards its
autnenticity, it ouaht never to have been auestioned. Although the passage
may not represent tne propnet's jpsissima verba it represents what might
well be tne nigh point of nis theology. It is certainly one of the
protoundest and most moving pvassages in the Bible." (60) On the other hand
there are those like Bohmer, Nichoison, Carroll and Soggin who advocate a
post-exiiic date and even question the profundity of this passage. (61)
And one suspects that this body of opinion 1is 1ncre§sing1y inf luential
which views this passage as secondary and from a Deuteronomistic hand. ‘It
certainly remains a popular piece for analysis and exegesis. (62) It
seems, however, that the weight of the argument in this debate is in favour
of the view that the idea of the Covenant in Jeremiah's oracles generally,
and in 31:31-34 in particular, comes from the pen of the Deuteronomistic
redactor. (63) Moreoever, this particuiar passage is in fact the second of
a series o? three appendices to the' book of Consolation (30:5-3L22)
introduced by the phrase "Behoid, the days are coming" (31:27, 31, 38).
They are written in prose, have many elements alien to the Jeremianic core
and include clear Deuteronomistic phrasings. (64) The term and concept of
"berit" are very much at home in the Oeuteronomistic literature and
ideology. Jeremiah, therefore, is presented as a preacher of the Covenant
because, for the Deuteronomistic school working during the exile, that 1is
what he must have been, and indeed he is made to perform such a role. (65)
In any case, the Deuteronomic/Deuteronomistic use of "berit" which always
involves . obiigations between two parties, which can be either kept or
broken, has now in Jer.31:31-34 been transformed into a metaphor for a
Utootan society which does not, and cannot exist, but which provides

fertile ground for new movements, which far transcend anytning envisaged
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in the Jderemianic tradition. (66) It remains, therefore, extremely
doubtful 1if Jeremiah was ever keen on the idea of the Covenant which
obviously became, during his time, a potential danger to the religious life
of the Judean nation. Moreover, nowhere does he ever mention Abraham or
allude to a Covenant connection with him. Most of all, the whole complex
of 1ideas associated with the tradition of the election of Zion and the
Covenant with David seems to have been totally alien to him. It plays
virtually no role in his thinking, save in a negative way. (67) He
explicitly places the Mosaic law far above the election of Zion and the

Davidic Covenant.

IIT THE ABRAHAM AND DAVIDIC COVENANT TRADITIONS.

It has widely been recognised that the tradition of the Abrahamic
Covenant has developed independently pf, and reflects a different ethos
from that of the Sinai tradition. (68) There are two narrative accounts of
Yahweh's covenant with Abraham. One is in Genesis 15 commonly assigned to
the J source, and the other 1n Genesis 17 assigned to the P source. The
covenant 1n these two accounts is presented as being unilateral, although
some 1like Kraetzschmar and Kutsch view the term "berit" in Genesis 17 as
being used in the sense of an obligation imposed by God upon Abraham and
his descendants. (69) But according to most scholars it is still God's
covenant, and its unilateral character is well attested by the phrasef[]é)ﬂ!f!
"I will 'establish' my covenmant" (v.7), the description of the covenant as
"everlasting” and the promise that "kings shall come forth from youd. (v.6)
This covenant 1s in essence "a binding promise - or better a promissory
oath - on the part of God". (70) Moreover, the Abrahamic covenant seems to

have clear links with that of Yahweh's covenant with the Davidic dynasty
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(I1 Sam.7:8-16; Pss. 89:29, 30,37; 132:11-12). In this case the one must

have influenced the other, depending on which came first.

1. It appears that G.E. Mendenhall was the first to draw attention to the
fact that in 1its essential features, the Davidic covenant follows the
pattern of Yahweh's covenant with Abraham. (71) Other prominent scholars
were soon to pursue this subject in some detail, prominent among them is
R.E. Clements. (72) The latter put forward the argument that there was a
two way re]at1onéh1p between the Abraham and Davidic covenant traditions.
The form of the Davidic covenant, which he dates to no later than the
Solomonic reign, was a piece of covenant theology which proved to be
eminently successful in establishing the claim of the Davidic house over
Israel, "and was influenced by the recollection in Jerusalem of the ancient
covenant with Abraham". (73) He agrees with A. Cagquot and R. Carison that
it 1s perfectly possible that the Yahwist's account of the covenant with
Abraham 1in Gén.]S has itself been moulded by the form of Yahweh's covenant
with David as part of a conscious attempt to relate the two. (74) But
unlike Caguot, he does not venture to suggest that Gen.15 originated from
the Jerusalem Court circle in the post-Davidic period. Without being
specific, he simply states that “the eariiest written account of the
Abranamic covenant stems from the post-Davidic age". (75) However, there
is every indication to suggest a reciprocal influence of the two covenant
traditions. If the ancient memory of the covenant with Abraham served to
influence the theology of the Davidic covenant, there are also traces in
Gen.15 of royal motifs which suggest that Gen.15 has been influenced by the

Jerusalem Court theology.

The nucleus of the Abraham tradition is to be found in Gen.15:7-21.
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This section, with the exception of the interpolation vs. 13-16 (76) and
18b, 20-21, 1s a unity and comes from the Yahwistic hand which Clements
dates, along with the Yahwist's work as a whole, to the tenth century B.C.

It describes Yahweh's promise to Abraham and his descendants of the land of
"the Kenizzites and the Kadmonites" (v.19), which was clearly in Southern
Canaan. A later editor, however, stretched this original promise of land
to cover the frontiers of the Davidic empire (Gen.15:18b, 20-21;: compare II
Sam.8;3; I Kgs. 4:21; 8:65). Thus, the Yahwist presents us with a
patriarchal promise that was simply foretelling the rise of the Israelite
empire under David, or as Mendenhall puts it, "The covenant with Abraham

was the 'prophecy' and that with David the 'fulfilment'". (78)

2. Another 1important point in the relationship between the Abraham and
Davidic covenant traditions, was the close geographical link between David
and Hebron (II Sam.5:1-3) and Abraham and the sanctuary of Mamre which was
slightly north of Hebron (Gen.13:18; 23:19). (79) The fact that the shrine
of Mamre was the focus of the tradition of the covenant with Abraham,
provides therefore a basis for recognising that a 1ink was seen in Israel
between David adn the ancestral figure of Abraham. (80) It is also argued
that this Abraham covenant tradition was part of the Caleb-Judah
traditions. (81) However, the original deity involved in the Abrahamic
covenant was probably the E1 of Mamre, and the covenant as a divine gift
would 1initially have involved obliigations on the part of Abraham. The
obligation of Jacob was the offering of tithes to El1-Bethel at Bethel
(Gen.28:22), and Abraham himself felt obligated to offer tithes to E1 Elyon
at Jerusalem (Gen.14:20). Apparently, "the Yanhwist 1in his 1literary
presentation of the Abraham covenant was concerned for reasons of his own

to heighten the emphasis wupon divine promise, so that it is
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understewmﬁalﬂﬁ that any reference to this obliigation should have dropped
out". Thus, “in referring this covenant to the political and religious
situation of his own age, the Yahwist reinforced its promissory character
by omitting any reference to the corresponding obligations which it
involved. From being a local institution it was transformed into a promise
of Israel's future greatness". (82) The Abram covenant tradition has,
therefore, been skil1fully squeezed into the mould of that of the Davidic

tradition (II Sam. 7:8-16; Ps.89:1ff).

It nhas been suggested, moreover, that while Genesis 15, reflects the
Yahwist theology, "its picture of the covenant ‘with Abranam is influenced
by covenant ideology already existing in Canaan and we may compare the
reference to the temple of El-Berit at Shechem (Judges 9:4,46). (83) The
problem with this argument is that it is not clear what the significance of
the title Baal-Berit was, although his shrine at Shechem 1indicates certain
associations with covenant theology. (84) Even if we accept the view of
Kaufmann and De Vaux that Yahweh and E1 Berit (or Baal-Berit) were somehow
regarded as identical in the pre-monarchical period, (85) it 1s not clear
what the significance of the title El-Berit was. Does it mean that the
deity was a party to the covenant, or just a witness to i1t? The latter is
most 1likely the case, since in ancient Near East treaty documents, gods
figure so freguently as witnesses who watched over the enforcement of the
obligations contracted in covenants, and who punished offending parties.
(86) In this case, the role of Baal-Berit, as R. Kraetschmar observed, was
that of a witness to the treaty between Shechem and a number of other
Canaanite city states. (87) Similarly, and indeed significantly, it was at

Shechem that Joshua made a covenant with the Israelite tribes which was
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witnessed by a stone, purporting to embody the divine presence (Jos.24:25~
26). (88) Moreover, as L. Perlitt points out, (v.25a) consists only in
Israel's oath of loyalty to serve Yahweh alone. The term "berit" here is
not a bond 'Bund" between two partners, Yahwen and Israel, but an
obligation (Verpflichtung) placed upon Israel by Joshua. As for (v.25b),
it is a later interpretative interpolation reflecting a time when the
Deuteronomic preaching had already found expression in literature. (89) It
is, therefore, difficult to see how the Abram covenant tradition in Gen.15
could have been influenced in any way by the covenant ideology which was

associated with Shechem.

3. . Some secholars have - argued _that the Abram tradition was the source
rather than the object of influence. On this basis, R.E. Clements was able
to argue that this tradition directly influenced the development of the
Davidic covenant, and that the Yahwist author saw in this ancient Abram
tradition an expression of the d1v1ne providence which pointed forward to
the emergence of the great Davidic empire. It has also been suggested that
the description of the Abram covenant as "everlasting" and the prbmise that
"kings shall come forth from you" in Gen.17:5-7 (P) have clear links with
the tradition of the Davidic covenant. (90) According to R.E. Clements,
Gen.17 (P) is a later account and a revised form of Gen.15 (J). A careful
comparison of the two accounts shows that Gen.17 (P) is not the result of
an independent historical tradition, but is the result of theological
reflection upon the earlier narrative. (91) The compliete collapse of the
Davidic monarchy under the Babylonians had shattered the straightforward
political interpretation of the terms of the Davidic covenant as an
everlasting covenant, guaranteeing that David's dynasty would always

provide the kings of Israel. From now on the continuing belief in Yahweh's
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everlasting covenant with David would only be justified by the expectation
of an eschatological Messiah, or by the radical reinterpretation of it in
terms of the entire Jewish people (Isa.55:3). (92) There is little doubt
therefore that the Priestly account of the Abrahamic covenant in Gen.17 was
influenced by the tradition which viewed the Davidic covenant as having a
permangnt validity. The intention of the Priestly author now was to recast
the earlier Abrahamic covenant in Gen.15 (J) and present it as no more than
the covenant of Israel. This covenant is now described as ‘'everlasting"
(v.7). There is a further indication in v.6 (P) of the connection of the
Abrahamic covenant with the Davidic monarchy, which points to the
dependence of (P) upon (J). In Gen.l15:5 Yahweh promises Abraham that he
will be the father of a multitude of descendants. This promise is repeated
in Gen.17:5-6a (P) and further elaborated by the assertion "and kings shall
come forth from you" (v.6b). Obviously, the Priestly author was aware of a
11nk between the Abrahamic and Davidic covenants, and was concerned onily to
root Israel's entire life, including 1ts monarchy, in the divine promise
made to Abraham. Thus, the Abrahamic account in Gen.17 (P) has a purely
theological significance, and no longer an institutional one as in Gen.15

(J). (93.

4. The date and provenance of the Abrahamic covenant tradition have been
widely discussed and the arguments have, to some extent, followed the-
pattern previously mentioned in our discussion of the Sinai traditions. (A)
There are those, like W. Zimmerii, A. Alt, D. Hillers and J. Bright, who
view Gen.15 (J) as preserving a ritual which or1g§nﬂly~ belonged to the
secular realm. This ritual (vs.9-10, 17) was adapted to refer to a covenant
between God and Abraham, and this religious adaptation was certainly pre—

Deuteronomic. (94) If this 1is so, then why were the pre—exilic prophets
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as well and the pre-exilic cult (95) silent concerning the Abrahamic
covenant? According to R.E. Clements, those pre-exilic prophets who made a
strong appeal to the Davidic covenant as a basis for Israel‘'s priviieged
position under Yahweh had no need to appeal behind this to the covenant
with Abraham. The significance of the latter was implied by the existence
of the former. It was only wheq "the continuance of the Davidic wmonarchy
was placed in doubt through Judah's political misfortunes that the occasion
arose for a renewed emphasis upon the divine promises made in the ancient
covenant with Abraham". (96) But if the pre-exilic prophets were silent
concerning the covenant with Abraham simply because tﬁey regarded the
Davidic covenant of far greater importance, then one wonders why the
Deuteronomist(s), for example, did not do the same, since the patriarchal
covenant 1n their theology was subordinate to that of Horeb. Obviously,
Deuteronomy developes the traditions of both the patriarchal and the Horeb
covenants, 1t relates them to each other in a way which showed the greater
significance attached to the latter. Yet the tradition of the covenant with
Abraham 1s not ignored. (97) It is therefore hardly possible that this
covenant tradition could have been ignored by the pre-exilic prophets and
the pre-exilic cult, had it really been widely known in their time. (B) In
recent years there has been a marked tendency to place the origins of the
Abraham traditions in the exilic period, (98) a position well favoured by
the advocates of the antiquity and primacy of the Davidic covenant, and
which according to M. Noth and L. Perlitt was a late innovation. (99)
However, the first to challenge Alt's view of the antiquity of the covenant
in Genesis 15:7-21 was J..Hoft1jzer. In his monograph published in 1956,
Hoftijzer argued that the Abrahamic tradition in Gen.15 arose at a time
when Israel felt that its occupation of.the lard was 1n jeopardy. This was

in the Jate period of the monarchy or even during the exile. (100) At
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first his views made virtually no impact, and it was not untii more recent
years that an increasing number of scholars have again begun to question
the antiquity of Gen.15. (101) Prominent amdng these scholars 1is L.
Perlitt who, not only agrees with Hoftijzer's dating of Gen.15 and the
territorial crises it reflects, but views the entire covenant between God
and Abraham 1n this chapter as being no more than a proto-Deuteronomic

formula emanating from this period. (102)
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CHAPTER FIVE

THE PROMISE OF LAND

The term "promise of 1land" or "promised land" 1is a theological
reference to the ancient land of Canaan (Ex.32:11-14; Lev.25:38; Deut.9:27-
29:;19:8-10). Located as it was on the roads between the two most ancient
centres of culture in the world, the valleys of the Nile (Egypt) and of the
Tigris-Euphrates (Babylon), Canaan had been from time immemorial 1in the
main stream of civilization. (1) Here civilizations began, as in Egypt
and Mesopotamia, with the coming of the Semites, who inaugurated the Bronze
Age, which modern scholars divide into three periods: Early Bronze ([, 3200
- 2900 B.C.; II, 2900 - 2600 B.C.; 1III, 2600 - 2300 B.C.; IV, 2300 - 2100
B.C.). Middle Bronze (I, 2100 - 1850 B.C.; II, 1850 - 1500 B.C.). Late
Bronze (I, 1500 - 1400 B.C.; II, 1400 - 1200 B.C.). The Early Iron Age
(1200 - 900A B.C. ) witnessed the invasion of the Philistines ' from the
Mediterranean coast who were responsible for the introduction of the 1ron
industry into Canaan from Asia Minor. (2) This period also witnessed the
invasion of the Israelites from the east (Joseph) and the south (Judap).
which led to their conquest of the land and the establishment of the united

monarchy.

When the Israelites invaded Canaan about the twejfth century, the
Egyptian control of 1t had already been broken during the.late Bronze Age.
At the same time the Hittite empire in Asia Minor had collapsed through the
invasion of the 'Sea Peoples' (including the Philistines) from the Aegean

provinces after the destruction of Troy c¢.1194 - 1184 B.C. (3)
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The Arameans meanwhile were beginning their widespread migrations
which consequently weakened both Assyria and Babylonia. Evidently Israel's
invasion of Canaan and the glorious reign of David and Solomon about 1010 -
940 B.C. were made possible only by the fact that from 1200 to 700 B.C. no
empire was capable of ruling over Palestine. A similar situation prevailed

again only in the short period of Jewish independence under the Maccabeans
in 141 - 63 B.C.

The arts of civilization were already ancient in Canaan when the
Israelite invasion took place in the twelfth century B.C. The cultivation
of the vine and the making of wine, which presumably originated 1in Asia
Minor, were attributed to an ancient mythical husbandman called Noah,
identified with the hero of the deluge (Gen.9:20-21). On the whole,
agriculture '(.Gen.3:18—19; 4:2-3), gardening and shepherding (Gen.4:2-4),
weaving tents (Gen.4:20), the production of musical instruments (Gen.4:21),
metal work, pottery making, the building of cities (4:17,22), and other
arts and crafts were so ancient in Canaan in 1200 B.C. that they were dated
back to the eariiest days of mankind. Contrary to the fact that, for many
centuries, Canaan had been thickly inhabited and dotted with towns and
villages, the authors of the patriarchal narratives in Genesis, portray
Abraham as roaming about the country freely with his f19cks. as iIf in an
empty wilderness. The reference to Shechem, a very ané1en§ city, in Gen.34

is much more in harmony with the facts. (4)

We can be certain, however, that Israel contributed nothing to the -
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progress of the arts and crafts in Canaan. Even in the glorious days of

‘Solomon and Ahab, 1t was Phoenician architects and craftsmen who were

employed 1in building palaces and temples. No advance attributable to the
Israelites can be detected in the 01d Testament or archaeological remains.
Israel, however, did make lasting contributions to human culture only 1in
two fields: literature and religion. And these are the materials which we

must now utilize in our quest for Israel's understanding of Canaan as "the

promised land".

I. THE DIVINE OWNERSHIP_ OF LAND

The 01d Testament presents us with the concept of the land of Canaan
as Yahweh's heritage né.ﬂ) (Jer.2:7; cf. Il Sam.20:19; 21:3). The basic
meaning of fhis word 1s that of "landed property apportioned to an
individual”. In the Hexateuch this land 1s invariably referred to as the
"Land of Cahaan" (Ex.16:35; Lev.14:34; Num.34:2; Jos.14:1), "the 1land of
the Amorites" (Jos.24:8) and often the land of various groups of -non-
Israelite peoples (Gen.15:19; Ex.13:5). It is worth noting that the phrase
"land of Israel" %7.(‘1(.?1 .P‘h\' does not appear until I.Sam.13:19. As
a matter of fact, the phrase seldom figures in the Old Testament, occurring
only six times in all (I1.Sam.13:19; I.Chron.22:2; 11 .Chron.2:17: 34:7;
Ezekigl 40:2). It 1is also mentioned in certain other pfaces fives times
(II Kgs.5:2,4; 6:23; 11 Chron.30:25; Ezekiel 27:17), where it refers only
to North Israel. In the final analysis, this land according to the Old

Testament, belongs neither to the Canaanites nor to the Amorites nor even



88.

to the Israelites. It belongs to Yahweh.

1. It is clearly stated that the land, commonly known today as Palestine,
was Yahweh's own land (Isa.14:2; Hos.9:3; cf. Jer.2:7; 16:18). It is the
land which He loaned to His people Israel and which, according to the 'P'’
source, must "not be sold in perpetuity, for the land is mine" (Lev.25:23).
This passage is found within the context of ordinances concerning the Year
of Jubilee 1ncluding some ritual enactments. (6) The 'P' source,
therefore, 1instructs that Yahweh commands that only a portion of what
rightfully belongs to Him should be consecrated to Him exclusively and thus
set aside from secular usage (Lev.7:14, 32; Num.15:19-21; 18:26-29). This
'f]%g"]{ﬂi.e. heave-offering or holy food,is a symbolic acknowledgement
that Yahweh is the owner of all (Ex.19:5; cf. Ps.24:1; 50:12; 89:11) and
11 lustrates £he forces of the second great principle of 'P', namely
arbitrary law. Theoretically, therefore, everything belongs to God, but in
practice hé 1s satisfied if He receives His dues. This is obviously very
different ' from the disposition of the heart that Yahweh recuired of His

worshippers, according to prophetic teachings. (7)

The land in its entirety belongs to Yahweh just as today all land is
uitimately the property of the State. Private property is of course
recognised, but the State can come and repurchase at aﬁy time. Moreover,
the State also owns land that cannot be used for private purposes. The same
principle applies 1in the 'P' code. In theory Yahweh says, "the 1land 1is

mine; and you are strangers and sojourners with me" Lev.256:23), but in:
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practice He reserves a small section for sacred purposes and leaves the
greater part in private hands so long as certain requirements are met. The
individual, therefore, might utilige the land, providing he offered Yahweh
the tithes and first fruits, left the field fallow on the Sabbatical Year
(Lev.25:1 ff.; Ex.23:10; Deut.15:1 ff.), and returned the land to 1ts
former owner every fiftieth year (Jubilee Year). (8) The Sabbatical Year
is "a Sabbath of solemn rest for the land, a Sabbath to the Lord"
(Lev.25:4). (9) It is doubtful, however, if this law was ever kept 1in
ancient Israel. But whether it was or not, this law should not be regarded
as having emerged de novo in Israel. It has been suggested that this may
well reflect the custom of propitiating the fertility powers of the soil,
although here the practice is redefined in terms of Israel's faith. (10)
The Jubilee Year , therefore, became a reminder that the land could "not be

sold 1in perpetuity” because 1t belonged to Yahweh (Lev.25:23).

2. Lev.25:23 with 1ts emphasis upon the fact that the land 1s Yahweh's
own prope}ty, comes from the hand of a later redactor. But this does. not
imply, however, that the idea that "Yahweh is the owner of the land"”, is
late. The idea 1s certainly old, but must not induce us to believe that it
was necessarily rooted 1in the concept of the universality of Yahweh.
Passages 1ike Ex.19:5 (JE); (11) Deut.10:14; Ps.24:1; 89:22 (12) are
evidently 1late, and are the result of the development of ihe knowledge of
Yahweh 4n the Old Testament. He was gradually perceived, not only as the
God of the land of Canaan, but also as the God of heaven and earth,the God

of the universe. (13) Universalism 1s the native element of Monotheism.



Monotheism to be monotheism must transcend national and territorial
limitations; 1t wmust be supernational and universal. (14) It should be
pointed out at this stage that the development of wmonotheism came through
the personalities of the eighth and seventh century prophets, who were
hardly regarded as the expression of the Israelite 11fe of their time. With
the prophets of this period, we begin to witness the emergence of an
implicit monotheism that was becoming increasingly explicit . (Amos 4:13;
5:8;, Hos.2:1ff). (15) But it is only as we come to Deutero-Isaiah in the
post-exilic period that the explicit formulation of monotheism stands out
with undeniable clarity (Isa.44:6,8; 45:5-7; 18, 21-22). Prior to this,
what we find in Israel was a prevailing henotheism which also characterised
all its neighbouring states. Moab and Ammon are commoniy said to have been
henotheistic, the one holding Cﬁemosh to be Moab's god and the other
Milkom to be Ammon's. In fact, we have no evidence to suggest that Chemosh
alone was woﬁsh1pped in Moab and M{ilkom alone in Ammon. It may well be
that while these deities were worshipped as the national gods, others stood
beside theh. Just as in Israel through long periods Yahweh was regarded as
the national God though other gods were popularly worshipped alongside

Him. (16)

3. It is against this henotheistic background that the idea of Yahweh's
ownership of land must be seen. If, as R.H. Pfeiffer points out,.
Deutero-Isaiah drew from monotheism 1ts corollary of universalism, (17)

then the concept of a national and territorial deity must

unavoidably have been the corollary of henotheism. ,.Inr Christianity and



91.

Islam, for example, the concept of God as being national, ethnic or
territorial is como1éte1y non-existent. The obvious reason for this {is that
the birth of these two faiths took place in situations where monotheism was
either predominant or influential. (18) Essentially, the Mosaic faith of
Ancient Israel, as S.R. Driver and R. Kittel arque, was henotheistic and
hardly different 1in 1ts theological perspectives from those of {ts
neighbours. One of those perspectives characteristic of the henotheistic
world of the ancient Near East, was the concept that particular lands or
territories were the properties of particular gods. For instance, Assur is
the name of a god and at the same time the name of his land, Assyria. (19)
Ugaritic documents were found to speak about Mount Zaphon as the abode of
Baal and his "heritage". (20) Similarly the old passage in the Moses hymn
of Exodus 15 sings of Yahweh: "Thou wilt bring them (i.e. His people) 1in,
and plant thém on Thy own mountain, the place, 0 Lord, which Thou hast made
for Thy abode, the Sanctuary, O Lord, which Thy hands have established"
(V.17 does not refer to Zion and its temple, but to the mountains of
Canaan). (21) The idea that a god owns all the land where his worshippers
live 1is in fact an ancient Canaanite concept which pre-dates the Exodus.
According to this belief, Baal or Baalim are the owners of all the landed
properties, fields, vineyards, orchards, together with all the springs,
trees, hills, and the 1ike. They give rain and fert111ty to the land, and
thus make possible the'11v1ng of their worshippers. (22) Accordingly, the
Baalim receive worship to ensure rainfail and fertility. With the
Israelite 1invasion of Canaan, the first attempt was made by the newly

settled tribes to relate their God, Yahweh from Sinai, to the new 1land
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they had just occupied. But how could their religion of Yahweh from Mount
Sinai or of the gods of their fathers (23) be related to a way of life on
arable land? Viewed from a henotheistic world perspective, this
constituted no problem. Yahweh, the desert Warrior God, was indeed now the
owner of the 1land whose military prowess as "a wman of war" (Ex.15:3;
Ps.24:8) might be useful in any future threat to His territorial {integrity
(I.Sam.4:3ff). For the time being, however, there was no reason why they
should not depend upon the services of the Canaanite fertility gods for
their milk and honey. (24) Thus, the religion of Israel from the time of
the conguest to the exile (except for the prophets) was neither exclusive
nor universal, but merely national and territorial, and therefore as
henotheistic as other ancient religions. It is against this background
that the concept of Yahweh's ownership of land mgst be understood. The
Jurisdiction of Yahweh was acknowledged to be confined only to his own
people and territory, Jjust as other gods were acknowledged to have
Jurisdiction over their own respective nations and 'terr1tor1es. For
instance, .Jephthah sent a message to the King of Ammon saying, "Will. you
not possess what Chemosh your god gives you to possess?” (25) (Judges
11:24). It is obvious here that Jephthah did recognise the existgnce of
another god outside Palestine with authority over his land and people.
When David took refuge with the Philistines to escape the jealous
persecution of Saul, he felt that he could not take Yahweh with him dinto
their territory, but must there worship their gods (I.Sam.29f19). This
belief remained prevalent down to the closing days of the pre-exilic period

(Jer.16:13). Israel's neighbours shared the same concept. Ruth changed -
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her religion when she changed her land and nationality (Ruth 1:16), and
Naaman brought Palestinian soil to Damascus so that on it he might worship

Yahweh there (I1 Kings 5:17-18). (26)

4, By the 1ist quarter of this century, J.H. Breasted could say that
"Monotheism 1is but imperialism in religion”. (27) 1t was not wuntil the
emergence of the eighth and seventh century prophets that a thoroughgoing
monotheism was possible with the Hebrews. Imperialism was 1in the air.
With the oprophets of this period henotheism began to blossom into
monotheism. (28) Moreover, according to H. Pfeiffer, there was another
factor which also helped to pave the way to the final triumpoh of
monotheism, i.e. the process of the amalgamation of the religions of Baals
and Yahweh wh1ch seems to have taken place in th1$ form: Yahweh absorbed
the Baals, and the Canaanite form of worship was offered, ' pratically
unchanged to Yahweh. This final result was one of a possible three that
can be conceived: (1) a pantheon, bringing together the gods of both
nations, .as in Babylon and Greece, where city-states were joined into one
kingdom; (2) the prevalence of the Baals over Yahweh, (which Hosea
feared), or one of the Baals over Yahweh (as El1jah feared Melkart would
displiace Him), (3) the triumph of Yahweh over the Baals (which actually
took place). Why was no pantheon formed? Why did Yahweh absorb the Baals
and not the other way round? The answer lies in the fact that the Baals
were small local deities, Yahweh was the national God of Israel. They were

peaceful patrons of agriculture, Yahweh was noted for His irresistible

valour 1in battle and, until the time of David, wars were a necessity of
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the Hebrews. Their wars were Yahweh's wars (Num.21:14; 1.Sam.25:28). They
were characterised by a strong national feeling, whereas the Canaanites
were divided 1into many city-states. Yahweh, moreover, had a strong
personality, a history, a name, while the Baals were pale, dull, indistinct
deities whose records did not include heroic exploits and accomplishments.
Yahweh was now a jealous God, becoming more and more intolerant of other
gods, demanding with ever—greater insistence the exclusive worship of
Israel (I. Kings 18:21). No doubt, times of peace furthered the practice
of the cult of the Baals, but in times of war the national feeling was
awakened and devotion to Yahweh was revived. Yahweh, God of battles and
storms, (29) coming from Sinai (Judges 5:4f.; cf. Deut.33:2), was the
aggressor against the Baals of fields and orchards, and in the 1long run

they could not resist Him successfully.

Gradually, therefore, the Baals evaporated before the strong character of
Yahweh or were absorbed by Him. He eventually took their place. This
appears 1in a number of facts. Yahweh was called "Baal" in such name§ as
Jerubbaal (Judges 8:35), Meribbaal (I.Chron.8:34), Ishbaal (I.Chron.9:39)
and Bealiah (I.Chron.12:5) which means "Yahweh is Baal". However, Yahweh
eventually came to be regarded as the giver of rain (1. Kings 18:1) and
agricultural bounty 1instead of the Baals (Hos.2:8; cf. Num.24:6), the
proprietor of the high places and the shrines of Baals (Eze.20:28) ard
finally the God of the land of Cansan (I.Sam.6:9; Hos.9:3; Isa.l14:2;
Jer.2:7; 16:18) which he has now given as a loan to Israel (Lev.25:23).

When the Patriarchal nmarratives of Genesis were written, the process of
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Yahweh's relationship with Israel and His gift of land to them, had already
been completed. The patriarchs therefore were not initially 1{nvolved 1in
this relationship nor indeed were they the recipient of His gift of land

until 'J" and 'P' included them (Gen.l12:1-3; 15:18, 17:8). (30)

113 THE PATRIARCHS AND THE LAND

W. Zimmerli was perhaps not wide of the mark when he suggested that Lev.
25:23 was Intended to call Israel back to the status of the Patriarchs who,
while they waited patiently for the coming of the promise, lived as aliens
in a foreign land. (31) But can we, with some measure of certainty, speak
of the patriarchs as real historical figures, or of a period known as the
patriarchal aée? And if so, can we be equally certain that the idea of the
promise of land occupied a central place in the life and time of the
patriarchs? If, however, the answer to_these cuestions 1z 1n the neaative,

then what was the underying reason behind the claim of the promize of. land

to the patriarchz? These are the points to which we wish to address

ourzelves.

1. The middle of this century witnessed a new, apologetic development, in
which scholars sought to demonstrate that the Biblical traditions about them
proto-history of Israel have a credible historical background. In his
works, the American archaeologist and exp]ofer. Nelson Glueck, often refers
to what he turms as "the astonishing historical memory of the Bible". (32) -
This view has been re-echoed by some American archaeologists and

philologists, and particularly by the pupils of W.F. Albright. (33) The
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school of Albright has also been the training grourd for a new generation
of Israeli archaeologists, philologists and historians, which would explain
their often similar approach to problems. However, the securing of a
historical background for the patriarchsﬂﬁn the secordd millennium B.C.
through archaeology was thought to have dealt the final blow to the older
criticism which, according to Albright, regarded "the patriarchal sagas of
Genesig as though they were artificial creations of Israelite scribes of
the D{v1ded Monarchy". (34) Chief amorng the pioneers of this older
criticism was J. Wellhausen who maintaired that the {natr1archal age
reflecﬁed only the times of the later writers and not an older period in
Israel's history. (35) But the triumph of the school of Albright was
short1{ved. for cracks began to appear in its edifice which indicated that
the fqundation may not be so secure after al1l., The dating of the
patriarchal age ranged from the Middle Bronze 1 at the turn of the third to
second millennium, (36) to the Middle Bronze II around the nineteenth to
seventeenth centuries B.C., (37) *to the late Bronze - Amarma Age. (38) The
range!‘of bpinion. as van Seters observed, represents at least an eight-
huncred-year spread. (39) In this case, if the dating of the patriarchal
age could not be fixed more precisely than this, then it has scarcely been
established at all. It 1is obvious that studies with apologetic slant,
based on archaeological discoveries have, in J.A. Sogg1g's words, failed
not only to resolve the problem of the patriarchs and their age, but even
to smooth over the difficulties raised by the clash between the biblical
account and modern historical research. (40)

-

2. In Germany, and to some extent in Britian, the tendency is *to speak

only in general terms of an early patriarchal settlement period. M. HNoih,
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'
for dinstance, was ready to accept in broad outline that in the context of
the patriarchal narratives, "there are real and manifest features, ard,
moreover, of such a specific kind that it {is necessary to connect them with
some historical elements". (41) The fundamental constituent of the
patriarchal tradition, however, "lies in the divine promises regarding the
possession of the land of Palestine and regarding their descendants” .
These promises were bestowed on these patriarchs 1n repeated divine
revelations in certain holy places such as Shechem (Gen.12:6-7; 35:2-4),
Hebron (Gen.13:18; 18:1ff) and Beer-Sheba (Gen.21:22ff; 26:23ff; 46:1ff).
It was on the altars of these hallowed places that the descendants of these
patriarchs used to sacrifice to "the God of their fathers". It follows
that information about the patriarchs survived and was handed down in
connection with the sacred objects established by them (ﬂh??ﬂ -
altars) at the above-mentioned holy places, and that their names l1ived on
in association with the de1£y ("God of Abraham, etc."). In brief, the
origin of Israel, for Noth as well as Alt, remains historically based on
the'un1on.of its tribes in the common WOrsh1p of the God Yahweh and not on
some biological or physical descent from the patriarchs. The claim to
patriarchal ancestry assumed the central role only when the confederate
tribes became firmly connected with the worship of the "E1" of the
patriarchs, i.e. "the God of the Fathers", whose memory survived at some of
the sanctuaries in Palestine. (42) This "God of the ?athers" came to be
identified with Yéhweh. However, Noth's argument is not dissimilar %o . A.
Alt's cultic=historical position by which he sought to recover the
historicity of the patriarchs from the Genesis narratives. The basis of
Alt's argument 1is that titles 1ike "the God of Abraham" and "the God of

Isaac" do reflect an ancient usage among the nomadic clans descended




98.

from the patriarchs who were cult founders of a distinctive kind of nomadic
religion associated with their unsettled way of T1life. Moreover, the
patriarchs themselves did not really belong to the territory of Canaan but
only to its vicinity. (43) Both H.G. May and K.T. Andersen have rather
modified this view by concentrating their attention upon the title of "the
God of my Father", which they contend was distinctive of the pre-Mosaic
religion of the Hebrews. (44)R.E. Clements however, takes the position of
0. Eissfeldt and argues that a historical individual 1ike Abraham can be
recovered from the Abraham traditions, and so he too describes the religion
of Abraham 1in religio-historical terms. According to him, the primary
content of the covenant of Genesis 15 is a divine oath which promises land
to Abraham and his descendants (vv. 18-21), while the promise of a great
posterity (vv. 4-5) is secondary. (45) The difference between Clements
and A1t is not hard to find. A1t argues that the clans descended from the
patriarchs brought into Canaan semi-nomadic cults named after their founder
and attached them to Canaanite sanctuaries. Clements takes the ground that
the ré11g16n of the patriarchs, Abraham, Issac and Jacob was primarily. the
worship of the local manifestations of E1 which were already established in
the land which they occupied. This position was advocated by 0. Eissfeldt,
H. Gressman and R. Kittel, and was strongly supported 16 recent times by
F.M. Cross. (46) According to Clements, the God of Abraham was.the E1 of
Mamre-Hebron, perhaps "_!\_‘_) I?X E1-Shaddai (Gen.17;1), and this cult,
havfng been appropriated by Abraham when he settled in the Hebron area in
the fourteenth century B.C., was as$ociated with the promise of land. (47)
"God of. Abrgham was simply a popular name for this E1 which was
subsequently 1in use among Abraham's descendants and the same explanation

holds for the other so-called "gods of the Fathers". (48)
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3. So far the argument from archaeology (49) has yielded hardly anything
in support of the existence of the so—called "patriarchs” or ‘"patriarchal
age". The patriarchal narratives, as J.A.Soggin. has carefully pointed out,
"have remained 1in the 1imbo of conjecture, and the texts found 1in the
Mesopotamian city-states of Mari on the Euphrates and Nuzi east of the
Tigris have not so far provided material by which to verify them". (50)
"The God of the Fathers" theory seemed for a while to be quite convincing.
The sum and substance of this theory is that the deity or deities which the
patriarchs worshipped (now 1identified with Yahweh on the basis of the
concept of continuity), are given titles and designations indissoiubly
connected with the patriarchs who worshipped them. So these are authentic
personal deities, in the sense that they are identified through the persons
who were their followers (Gen.26:24; 31:56, 296, 53; 43:33; 46:1; 50:17;
Ex.15:2). (51) But "the God of the Fathers" theory (whether argued from a
historical position 1ike that of Clements, or a cultic—historical position
1ike that of Alt) (52) appears to rest on a very fragile foundation. In
1929 A1t could produce only a few parallel texts from the Nabatean
inscriptions of the first and second centuries A.D. in support of his
argument. (53) His argument was strongly challenged by J. Lewy in 1934 who
was able to provide a series of ancient Assyrian texts coming from Caesarea
in Cappadocia, present day Kultepe. (54) Here we find not only references
to the natiomal deity, Ashur, but also to a deity called "the god of your
father', often without any other designation or specification, although
this 1s a deity who could intrinsically have borne a name. A few other
examples were then discovered at Mari where Aplahanda, the ruler of
Carchemish, writes to Ismah-Addu, the Viceroy of Mari saying, “If you have

not sent me anything because of the god of my father, my heart will
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be afflicted". (55) The argument from the Biblical term "God of the
Fathers" has hardly been sufficient to help us recover the historicity of
the patriarchs or the patriarchal age. Indeed, the term was also employed
by the non-Israelites as we have just pointed out. Yet, as G. Garbini has
clearly shown, "the existence of eponymous figures for populations is not
attested among any other people of the ancient Near East outside Israel.
Neither the Sumerians nor the Assyrians nor the Babylonians nor the
Phoenicians nor any others have 1left anything of this kind". (56)
Moreover, J. Hoftijzer has pointed out that in the Bible the mention of the
"God of the Fathers" 1s not limited to the time before the revelation of
the name of Yahweh (cf. Ex.18:4; I Chron.28:9; II Chron.17:4), so that it
cannot serve to identify pre-Yahwistic religion. (57) More recently,
however, B. Diebner has argued polemically that after all, the excavations
macde at Mamre reveal that the sanctury did not yet exist in the pre—exilic
period. (58) J. Van Seters in his most recent study has argued that the
references to sacred objects in Genesis like sacred trees, pillars and

altars 1in connection with the patriarchs are more consistent with the

. religious practices of the exilic period than with the far distant period

of the second millennium B.C. (59)

The narrative cycles relating to the patriarchs, as they appear 1in the
Biblical text, seem, therefore, extremely complex in terms of literary
redaction. Consequently, the patriarchs remain for us as remote and as
{1lusive as ever. The subdivisions of the individual narratives or parts of
them between the traditional sources 'J’', 'E' and 'P' 1is, 1in Garbini's
words, "quite 1inadequate, and does not take account of what strikes any

reader of the Hebrew text, namely the continual changes of names,
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vocabulary and style which have to be attributed to more than a few and
distinct ancient 'sources': one senses the superposition of many different
hands, and especially many different ideas, which can be fitted much more
easily into the later manifestations of Hebrew thought than into what the
ancient ideology must have been". (60) In this sense we seem to have been
brought back, 1ike Garbini and to a great extent Soggin and others, to

Wellhausen's view a century or so later. (61)

4, The scarcity of information and the stereotyping of themes which is a
characteristic of the narratives, taken with the way in which different
locations (Abraham in Hebron, Isaac in the Negeb, Jacob in Shechem), makes
it, in Soggin's words, quite possible that the three figures all existed at
the same time, or even, if one wants to be more critical, that they never
existed at all". (62) The patriarchal narratives therefore are ideology,
not history. They were composed for the purpose of making political and
theological statements about Israel as a nation. It 1is not hard to
pinpoint some political 1deologies 1in the patriarchal narratives of
Genesis. It 1s interesting, for example, that 1in Gen.12:1ff; 24:1ff,
Abraham's homeland appears to be Harran and not Ur as in Gen.11:28, 31;
15:7. Apparently, the brief mention by 'J' of the migration from Ur was
the product of a late exilic period, and seems to have been current in the
post-exilic period (Neh.9:7). The specific description of Abraham as being
originally a native of "Ur of the Chaldeans”, indicates not only a late
exilic notion, very likely in the reign of Nabonidus, (63) but also was
particularly designed to convey a significant political overtone. Garbini
has argued that by having Abraham as a native born of Ur, the Judean exiles

declared themselves autochthonous to the land 1in which they found
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themselves a conquered people, and by 1inking Abraham first with Ur and
then with Harran, they intended to remind Nabonidus of the places most dear
to him. (64) J.A. Soggin on the otl,her hand, takes the {itinerary of Abraham
and his family from "Ur of the Chaldeans" (Gen.11:28, 31; cf. Neh.9:7) +to
Harran as simply reflecting the itinerary of the exiles on their return to
their homeland. (65)

On closer examination however, the element of nationalistic and territorial
ideology 1in the patriarchal narratives appears to be much more pronounced
than anything else. Indeed, in 1928 K.Galling was able to stress the fact
that the patriarchal narratives are a "conscious creation", focused on the
"pan—Israelite conception", and intended to anticipate the date of legal
rights over Canaan. (66) Probably as early as the monarchical era and
certainly in exilic and post-exilic times, Israel confessed that there was
what might be called a "ﬁymbolic"_ relationship between itself and the |
land of Canaan. This land had been given freely by Yahweh to Israel to
enjoy, though He continued to be its absolute owner. To lend more credence
to this confession, the weight of patriarchal antiquity i1s brought to bear.
The land was not only a direct gift from Yahweh to the Israelites
(Lev.14:34; 20:24; 23:10, Num.10:29; 13:2; 14:8, Deut.32:49,52), but 1is
also 1egé11_y transferred to them by their eponymous ancestors, the
patriarchs, who were the first recipients of 1t (Gen.12:7; 15:18; 24:7;
28:13; Num.14:23-24; 32:11,22). But when we come to consider the land in
relation to the patriarchs some problems certainly arise. (A) The promise
of land to the patriarchs within the Pentateuch has three different forms:
1 - In Gen.12:7; 15: 18; 24:7, the promise 1s directed to ‘“your

descendants" ( -1-']»-“'? ); 2 - In Gen.13:15; 26:3; 28:13; 35:12,
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it 1s directed "to you and your descendants” (';\\_)-\\1_\7'\ ‘:\l?): and 3
- In Gen.13:17; 15:7, there 1s only the form "to you" ( 7]? ). (B) There
are also differences in the matter of the land thus promised. In Gen.15:7,
18; 24:7, we find the form "this land" (S\‘A\T_} L} "\,\"Q) (67)

in Gen.13:15; 28:13; we find "all the land® ( $W¥TJ L)g ); and 1in
Gen.26:3-4 we find the phrase "all these lands" (17;_\';) g\\_\“)XTJ ‘73).
it 1s, therefore, important to note the plural form (SI\ X TYNT) -
which points to a smaller area than the whole country. Mor‘;;vér. the
promise of land, particularly to Abraham in Gen.13:14-17, is in the legal
form of land grant. (68) It was later reaffirmed to Isaac and Jacob (26:3-
4; 28:13-15). Yet, the patriarchal narratives show that none of them ever
actually gained possession of the land. (69) The author of the epistle to
the Hebrews was aware of this problem. But for him, the problem is solved

once Canaan ceases to have a geographical expression and becomes a heavenly
place (Heb.11:13-17).

It ' 1s obvious that the patriarchal narratives cannot be approached, as
historiography in anything 1ike the modern sense. To do so, would not only
lead us to a spurious prehistory of Israel, but would also prevent us from
gaining the authentic information which these narratives provide about a
later period. In a sense, what we have here is aﬂ‘ .ideologicél history, which
is history written in the way it should have happened r#ther than in the
way it did happen. The authors' aim had a far reaching effect. It created
in Israel the consciousness of a matchless and legitimizing racial and
national status, and 1ts control of the land came to be seen in the context
of an ancient historic and legal right. (70) It 1s worth pointing out 1in

this connection that the promise of land in Genesis seems to have, as
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C. Westermann discovered, a fairly constant formulation. So, when the
promise 1s addressed to Abraham (as 1t is mostly the case), God says, "l
will give this land to you and to your descendants (Gen.12:7; 13:15; 15:18;
17:8; 24:7; 28:13). There {is a formula used here which is proper not to
the context of promises but rather to the legal context of the actual
transfer of ownership in the present. (71) Genesis 48:22 uses the same
verb "give" which indicates that the legal context is one to which the
formula 1s really appropriate. According to A.D.H. Mayes, 1f this is the
case, "then those apparent promises of land to Abraham and his descendants
in fact presuppose the situation of the descendants who actually possess
the land as a result of settliement: they express a claim to the land which
says 1in effect that this land belongs to us by virtue of the fact that
ownership of it has been legally transferred to us. Thus, the tradition of
the promise of land in no case preserves actual promises which go back to
the patriarchal period”. (72)
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CHAPTER SIX

THE DEUTERONQMIC THEOLOGY OF PEOPLE AND LAND

We previously made a brief mention of the corpus Deuteronomy - II Kings
(see p.17). Our Intention here 1ls to go a 1little further and give a
concise evaluation of this remarkable work before discussing 1ln some detail

Its theoVoglcal position regarding Israel and the land.

A. M. Noth was the first to argue that the section of the Hebrew Bible
consisting of seven books: Deuteronomy - II Kings , should be treated as a
single 1literary wunit to be known as "The Deuteronomlstlc History". (1)

This appellation reflects the dependence of the work on the book of
Deuteronomy, both for Its language and its theology. The overall unity of
this work becomes abundantly clear when we consider Its fixed Interpretive
discourses which look backward and forward. The single purpose of this work
1s to present to Its contemporary generation a theological Interpretatlon

of the catastrophes of 721 B.C. and 586 B.C. It is designed to show that

Israel's national and territorial calamity was the direct result of
apostasy and constant Infractions of Yahweh's covenant 1law (II Kgs.
17:7£€££.). (2) Moreover, Noth argues that this work must be regarded as the

product of one single author or redactor, who was responsible for the whole
literary complex. (3) He further suggests that the work was composed
entirely after the destruction of Jerusalem 1n 586 B.C. and during the

exile, probably about 550 B.C. (4) Noth's view has been widely accepted.
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B. Ariother approach to the redactional history of this work was taken by
scholars 1ike A. Jepsen, R. Smend and F; Cross, but with different
emphasis. This 1is known as the theory of "The Double Redaction of the
Deuteronomistic History". A. Jepsen and later J. Gray, argued that the
work was pre-exilic, but contained also post—-exilic revision. (5) This
argument was not widely accepted. 'R. Smend attempted to trace the hand of
a law orientated Deuteronomist (DtrN) overlaying the work of the historian
(DtrG) in Joshua and Judges as a complete reworking of the material. F.
Cross éontended that the first edition of the Deuteronomist appeared in
Josiah's time (639-609 B.C.), but the King's material was updated about 560

B.C. by means of several editions which completely altered the theological

thrust of the original (Deut.4:19-20; Joshua 23:4, 7, 12-13; 24; Judges

- 1:1-2, 5; 6:7-10). The advocates of this theory argue that the pre-exilic

‘redactor had the concept of a total conquest of the land of Canaan

3(Josh.11:23). which reflects the nationalistic optimism of his time. But,

for the exilic redactor, the gift of land already contained the seeds of

- Israel's eventual destruction, because the people did not adhere to the

%st1pu1at10ns of Yahweh's covenant (1I Kgs.17:7ff.; 21:9). (6)

' C. The Deuteronomistic author, according to Noth, presents us with a work

j

formed on the basis of a uniform view of the theology of history. He had
at his disposal several sources: Deuteronomy - the law of the covenant; for
Joshua he had a collection of accounts of the conguest; for Judges a
collection of stories of individual deliverers; for Samuel a set of
traditions about Saul and David; and for Kings material from royal and
temple archives. (7) The main purpose of the Deuteronomist was -not to

reconstruct the history of his people, but rather to compile a theological
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history. (8) Here the fundamental position is that from the conquest and
down through the centuries, Israel had continually violated the
stipulations of Yahweh's covenant as revealed in the "law of Moses", 1.e.
Deuteronomy, until He finally rejected 1t, the northern Kingdom in 721 B.C.
and the Southern in 586 B.C. In R. Polzin's words, "It is as though the
Deuteronomist 1s telling us in Deuteronomy, "Here is what God has said
concerning Israel”, but in Joshua - Il Kings, "This is how God's Word has
been exactly fuifilled 1n Israel's history from the settlement to the
destruc£1on of Jerusalem and the exile". (9) The underlying factor running
through the entire Deuteronomistic work is that Israel did not have a carte
blanche. To the Deuteronomist(s), the notion of an unconditional covenant

and gift of lard was completely alien.

- I. COVENANT-LAW AND LAND

%One of the main themes which the Deuteronomist(s) emphasises so strongly is
ithat of the divine grace which brought Israel into being, and bound it to

;Him by a covenant. Israel was therefore under a great debt to Yahweh. In
éHis love, He has given to this peoplie many gifts, chief among them was the
éland of Canaan which forms a major theme in the Deuteronomic work. Closely
E]inked to this, however, was the theme of Israel's obligation. (10)
§Obed1ence to the terms of the Horeb-Sinai covenant was absolutely essential
_if Israel were to enjoy what Yahweh has given. Von Rad asks whether this
zcondit1onal form paves the way for a declension from grace into law. The
answer he gives is that "Deuteronomy reflects a substantially more advanced

situation than that envisaged by the priestly writer, for whom the land

remains a pure gift of God". (11)
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In the Deuteronom1c—Deuteron?m1st1c literature, the acceptance of the
covenant together with the land, automatically committed the covenant-

people to obedience.

1. There 1s a sense in which the Deuteronomic-Deuteronomistic corpus
revolves around a triad of inter-related concepts: Peoplie, land and
covenant. This last concept, throughout this set of 1literature, has
.undergone a significant transformation. In the Deuteronomic-

Deuter;nomist1c theology the term \fl‘-w:?.“covenant“ becomes synonymous
with the commandments (Deut.5:2-3; 29:1, 9, 25; 31:20; Josh.7:11-15; Judges
2:20; I Kgs.19:10; II Kgs.17:7ff.). Indeed, the "tables of the covenant"
are the tables on which the ten commandments stand written (Deut.9:9, 11,
15), and the "Ark of the covenant" receives its name from the tables of the
commandments which were placed in it (Deut.10:8; 31:25-26; Josh.3:3; Judges
20:27; I Kgs.3:5). (12) L. Perlitt credits the Deuteronomistic writer for
having done much to highlight this particular sense of the n ﬂjn
According to him, the Detueronomistic redactor wrote against the background
of the decline and fall of Israel in 721 B.C., as well as Judah in 586 B.C.
and the ensuing exile. His task was to demonstrate theologically the ruin
of the two kingdoms. If at that time there were those who 1in their
consternation appealed to "Abraham" and "David", he immediately responded
with “Moses". For the Deuteronomist history now could only be written from
the standpoint of the (unfulfilled) conditions upon which Yahweh's gifts
had been bestowed. (13) To this end he took up the word ‘—\“-!:21 , already
used in those parts of Deuteronomy (Deut.5-26, 28), for Yahweh's promissory
oaéh to the patriarch (Deut.7:8, 12; 9{7 etc.) and for Israel's obligation
(Deut.5:1 ff.; 29:1; 33:9 etc.) which he used almost exclusively 1in the

latter sense and thus of Yahweh's law, here the codified "book of the law"



which he designated "the book of the covenant" (Deut..£9:20, 26: II Kgs.
23:2,21) n "y_":%l B “—‘ \\"ﬂfore that 1n many Deuteronomlstlc texts
. T
the terms ﬁ_ pm are reciprocal Identical and
Interchangeable. (14) The task of the author to provide a theological
explanation of why Israel was rejected by Yahweh becomes extremely easy.
The disasters of 721 B.C. and 586 B.C. occurred because Israel had been
unfaithful to Yahweh's covenant as revealed 1n the "law of Moses".
Together with the promulgation of the law had come the stern warning of the
curse which would befall the nation 1n the event of disobedience. Writing
as he did after the destruction of the nation, the Deuteronomlst saw this

curse to have been executed. (15)

2. The realisation of this curse, as von Rad has pointed out, gave rise
to one of the most notable features of the Deuteronomlst's theology, namely
that Yahweh had not allowed His Word to "fall" (Josh.21:45; 23:14; I

Kgs.8:56; IT Kgs.10:10) but had "established" 1t (I Kgs.2:4; 6:12; 8:20;

12:15). (16) This can clearly be seen 1ln the prophecy-fulflIment schema
which pervades the entire work. This scheme consists of a series of
prophetic predictions which are reported to have been fulfilled. A few
examples from this work will suffice to demonstrate this point: Yahweh

promised 1ln the oracle of the prophet Nathan that David and his throne will
be established by his successors (ITI Sam.7:12f.). In fulfilment of this
promise, Solomon became King (I Kgs.8:20). Ahljah prophesied to Jeroboam
that the kingdom of David would be divided (I Kgs.11:30f.). Rehoboam's
refusal to abolish the oppressive policies of his father resulted 1n the
disruption of David's kingdom (I kgs.12:15f.) Then Ahljah predicted the
fall of Jeroboam's own dynasty because he had outdone all his predecessors

1ln wickedness (I Kgs.l14:7f.). This was fulfilled when Jeroboam’s successor
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Nadab was assassinated by Baasha who also exterminated the remaining
members of the royal family (I Kgs.15:27-30). The prophet Jehu the son of
Hanani, condemned Baasha for having followed in the wicked footsteps of
Jeroboam and prophesied the fall of his household (I Kgs.16:1f.). This was
fulfilled when Zimri assassinated Elah, Baasha's successor and exterminated
his household (1 Kgs.16:9ff.). Elijah predicted that Ahaziah, the son of
Ahab, would die of his 1llness as a punishment for having sought healing
from Baalzebub, the god of Ekron (II Kgs.1:16-16). Obviously 1f Ahaziah was
the soa of Jezebel, it is not surprising that he preferred Baal to Yahweh.
In any case, Ahaziah died and so the prophetic word of El1jah was fulfilled

(11 Kgs.1:17).

It 1is therefore clear that by carefully recording this prophecy-fulfiiment
schema, the Deuteronomist wanted his readers to observe the direct
connection which existed between the word of Yahweh as spoken by the
prophets and the events of Israel's history. This has led some scholars
such as von Rad to conclude that a prophetic circle was responsible for the
Deuteronomic-Deuteronomistic work. (17) Be that as 1t may, it is however
evident that the Deuteronomist saw and wished his readers to understand
that the prophets were the mediators of the law (Deut.18:15f.), and that
they exercised the functions which the book of the Jlaw (Deuteronomy)’
! ascribed to Moses (II Kgs.18:13). It is therefore abundantly clear that in
, this, as E.W. Nicholson observed, "The Deuteronomist, 1like Deuteronomy
itself, 1s associating the promulgation and teaching of the divine law to
Israel with the prophets. What Moses did 1n Deuteronomy, so also did
the prophets during the course of Israel's history". (18) His central
purpose is to provide a theological lesson that Israel's rejection and

expulsion from the land was the result of its infractions of Yahweh's
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covenant-law which both Moses and the prophets proclaimed. From all this,
we may confidently conclude that to the Deuteronomist(s), the idea of an
unconditional covenant or an unconditional promise of land was totally

inconceivable as we shall now discuss in some detail.

IT. COVENANT, LAND AND CONDITIONALITY

The Deuteronomistic corpus, which comprises Joshua — II Kings and also the
narratibe framework of Deuteronomy, traces the history of Israel from the
time of Moses to the writer's own day. Although we speak of it as a
history, its aim is not only to record historical events; rather it records
events and preaches from them. It seeks to demonstrate that at every step
of the way history 1tself has shown the theology of the covenant, as
presented in Deuteronomy, to be true. (19) And it calls the reader's
attention to the fact tﬁat Yahweh was not committed irrevocably to Israel's
well-being or defence through this covenant with David. It offers Israel

no unconditional promises of whatever sort.

1. The book of Deuteronomy having been found in the Jerusalem Temple
where it had been deposited by i1ts authors was then adopted and cherished
by another and different circle, and eventually used in writing what is
known as the Deuteroﬁomistic work. However, the Deuteronomistic circle was
not only greatly influenced by Deuteronomy itself, both theologically and
linguistically, but also by the specifically Jerusalem traditions regarding
Yahweh's choice of Mount Zion as His sacred abode and the house of David to
be His anointed kings over Israel (see pp.11-17). (20) It 1s generally
agreed that in this work there is a fusion of two originally q1fferent

blocks of traditions, the Sinali - Mosalc traditions and the Mount
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Zion =~ Davidic traditions. Von Rad is of the opinion that the author
belonged neither exclusively to one nor the other of these two traditions.
He stood wmid-way between them deriving his theological standpoint from
certain aspects of both of them. (21) But the fact is, as E.W. Nicholson
and R.E. Clements (22) have argued, whilst the Deuteronomistic circle have
undoubtedly been greatly influenced by the Jerusalem traditions, there is a
more direct relationship between it and the circle responsible for the book
of Deuteronomy. It seems that both of these circles belong ultimately to
the ;ame basic stream of tradition. Both are united 1in stressing the
importance and indeed the primacy of the Horeb-Sinai covenant tradition,
and both place the nation's very existence and the existence of its Davidic

monarchy firmly under the stipulations of this covenant.

It 1s beyond doubt that by placing the Davidic monarchy under the terms of
the Horeb-Sinai covenant, the Deuﬁeron0m1st renders its position 1insecure.
This of course does not imply that he is hostile to it or actively
participating 1n its downfall. But it does indicate that he had a degree
of reservation towards it. He does not seem to have regarded the wmonarchy
as a necessary institution, but rather an optional one, one that
represents, as we might say, a concession on Yahweh's part and one that
exists through divine sufferance, subject to divinely imposed conditions.
This view 1s made abundant]& clear in Deuteronomy 17:14-20, (23) and 1is
fully shared by the circle responsible for the Deuteronomistic work (I.Sam
8:10-22). The ruling dynasty of David therefore is by no means rejected,

but at the same time its continuance is conditionally guaranteed.

Obviously, what we have here can best be described as a re-interpretation
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of the Davidic covenant. This covenant seems originally to have been
unconditional, as is clear from Nathan's oracle to David (Il.Sam.7:8ff.).
(24) But according to the Deuteronomist this is no longer the case. The
continuance of the Davidic line is now made contingent upon obedience to
the Jlaws of Deuteronomy. That is to say, the covenant between Yahweh and
David is conditional. (25) This 1s clear from the last charge which David
gave to Solomon (I.Kgs.2:2-4). We also find the note of conditionality in
the word that Solomon received during the building of the temple (I.Kgs
6:12-13), and also after its completion and dedication (I.kgs.9:4-5). At

the same time, whilst depicting the Davidic kings as appealing to the old

~ traditions about Yahweh's election of Israel in the exodus from Egypt and

the gift of the promised land (I1.Kgs.8:16,20f., 34, 36), (26) the

" Deuteronomist does not forget to remind his reader that the very existence

of the Davidic monarchy, the Jerusalem cult and the land depends entirely
upon obedience to the terms of the Mosaic covenant (1.Kgs.9:6-9). it is
worth noting that the term "if" 1s mentioned in each of these charges. it
is a small word, but it introduces a considerable difference: the promises
are not flatly and unconditionally assured. They can only be guaranteed
through absolute commitment to the observance of covenant law. J. Bright
was not wide eof the mark when he called this "the victory of the Mosaic

covenant over the Davidic". (27)

2. In the Jerusalem court tradition Yahweh's election of the Davidic
household and His election of the Jerusalem sanctuary were signs of His
relationship to Israel, and testified to His authority over the entire

ration. They are thus related to the belief in the Davidic covenant with
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its promises which are said to be "for ever" (Pss.89:28,34; 78:69; 132:14).
(28) 1In this Jerusalem court tradition the election of Israel as a nation
was mediated by, and completely dependent upon, the election of the Davidic
monarchy and Mount Zion (see pp.15ff.). (29) The Deuteronomic-
Deuteronomistic circle was by no means ignorant of this belief 1n the
" divine election of Israel's kings (Deut.17:15; II.Sam.7:8ff.) and Yahweh's
sanctuary (Deut.12:5, 11, 14; 16:11, 16; I Kgs.8:16, 44, 48; 11:13, 32,
36). What we find now in the Deuteronomic-Deuteronomistic 1literature 1is
i the ex511c1t application of the term "election" to cover the entire
Israelite nation. This act of election is no longer connected with David,
é but with the Horeb-Sinai covenant and its tables of the commandments. (30)
i And it is by this alone that Israel along with its king and temple must now
i be assessed (I.Sam.12:14-15; 1.Kgs.9:6-9). No doubt 1influenced by the
. traditions of the northern kingdom and the knowledge of its catastrophe in
g 721 B.C., the Deuteronomists presented Israel's election in relation to
g Horeb-Sinai covenant and its law. (31) The reader therefore is left under
% no illusion that the Israelite monarchy, and the Jerusalem sanctuary which
i it had founded, were consequences, but not guarantees, of this election,
; (32) and this election will remain valid as long as Israel remains obedient
' to the terms of this covenant. For the Deuteronomic-Deuteronomistic circle
E the fundamental essence of the covenant is that it is Israel's response to
' its stipulations and only those who are heirs of this response could
. therefore be heirs of the covenant. (33) The book of Deuteronomy describes
| Moses as saying to Israel: "Not with our fathers did the Lord our God make
this covenant, but with us, who are all of us here alive this day"
(Deut.5:3). It is here implied that the covenant with the patriaﬁchs of
old was not valid for the generation of the Exodus, but that only the

covenant into which they themselves entered could have validity and meaning



for them. And by the same token their covenant could not have automatic
validity for the generation that followed. (34) The bilateral nature of
the Horeb-Slnal covenant is the common thread that runs through the entire
Deuteronomic-Deuteronomistic literature. Again and again, with absolute
clarity, it places before Israel the threat that disobedience to the terms
of the covenant brings in its wake the inevitable forfeiture of God's

protection and expulsion from His 1land.

3. Undoubtedly, the 1land plays a central role in the '"sermon" of the
Deuteronomlstlc historian. He fully agrees with Deuteronomy that 1Israel's
history began with the occupation of the land through military conquest
which Yahweh Himself had led (Deut.1-3; 7:1-2; 9:1-3), and he emphasises
the events of the military campaigns during the initial period of that
occupation (Joshua and Judges). (35) The completeness of this conquest
from the Deuteronomistlc perspective 1ls Indicated by the summary remarks 1n
Joshua 21:43-44. Moreover, we must not overlook the fact that what we find
in the Deuteronomlstic work 1s a "theology about the delicate, complex
relation between people and the land". (36) For this reason the author was
able to Incorporate the book of Deuteronomy Into his work and take from 1t
clues for the purpose of evaluating the history of Israel's conquest and
loss of Its land. And there are certain Important Implications which the

author wants the (exilic and post-exilic) community to know.

A. With the theology of land 1n Deuteronomy 1n mind, the Deuteronomistlc
historian explains that Israel's loss of land was due to 1Its breach of
Yahweh’s covenant. The author points out that the tragedies of 721 B.C.
and 586 B.C. were not unexpected. From the beginning Israel’s entry into

the land was made contingent upon obedience to the terms of the covenant
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(Deut. 1:41-45; 6:16-19; 8:1,6-7; 11:8f., 18-25; 16:20; Josh.7:1ff.), and
even after the settlement, Israel's continued residence and prosperity 1in
the land is dependent entirely upon its faithfulness to the demands of this
covenant  (Deut.4:25-29; 7:1-11; Josh.23:14f.; 24:20). (37) That
complacency and disobedience can result in the loss of the promised land is
clearly wmanifest in the general battern of the book of Judges. When the
Israelites turn away from Yahweh they begin to lose the land, when they
turn to Him the land is restored to them, yet not by their own power
(cf.Jg;. 7:1Ff). Doubtless., the characteristic features of the
Deuteronomist's outlook upon the conquest 1s a cultic as well as
theological view of the Israelite community as a people destined to occupy
the land of Canaan. Not only is the worship of Yahweh related to the
promised land, but so is the entire law. 1In order to be a nation, Israei
needs a land, for there can be no nation without land. Likewise, to be the
people of Yahweh, Israel needs the law of Yahweh (Deut.4:5f). There can be
no ypeople of Yahweh, in the land of Yahweh, without the law of Yahweh (II
Kgs.17:7-23; 24:3, 18-20). (38) Expulsion from the land, according to the
Deuteronomist, meant the termination of the relationship between Yahweh and
Israel, 1t signified the death of the nation (Deut.4:26) (39) Obedience,
therefore 1s the sine qua non for continuing existence in the 1land, for

Israel's life.

B. For the Deuteronomic-Deuteronomistic circle the land was the badge of
Israel's nationhood. The idea that there was a wmystical bond un1t1n§
Israel to the 1land (concelved by today's Gush-Emunim settlers of the
occupied territories) (40) was wholly alien to the Deuteronomistsr of the
exilic and post-exilic period. For them the claim that Israel possessed a

national right to Canaan had no place in their theology. Such a notion was
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brushed aside by the assertion that Israel had come into possession of the
land because of the gross wickedness of its former inhabitants whom Yahweh
had expelled (Dgut.9:4-53: 18:12; I Kgs.14:24; 21:26; 11 Kgs.16:3, etc.),
and also because God wanted to fulfil His promise to the patriarchs
(Deut.9:5b; Josh.1:6; Jdg.2:1). Indeed, even the fulfilment of this
patriarchal promise appears to hinge entirely upon Israel's faithful
compliance with the terms of the covenant law (Deut.7:8-11; 8:18-19). This
is not surprising since the Deuteronomic theology clearly views the

patriarchal covenant as subordinate to the Horeb covenant. (41)

C. The land was simply conceived by the Deuternomists as a sacred trust,
given to Israel on condition that it remained faithful to the laws of
Yahweh who had given it. (42) Israel, therefore, was to do everything
rnecessary to keep and maintain this gift and not to lose it. Discbedience
affects not only the relationship between Yahweh and Israel, but also the
relationship between Israel and its land, the latter is illustrated by the
idea that in some cases disobedience of the covenant law brings defilement
or guilt upon the land itself (Deut.21:23; 24:4). This idea 1is further
elaborated in the rather archaic-looking passage of Lev.18:24-25. Here we
are told that when the land was defiled, it incurred the divine punishment
for "its iniguity", and the land vomited out its inhabitants (Lewv.20:22).
The basic idea behind this passage seems to be a very old one. It belonged
to the worild of natural religion and mythology. A natural relation was
bel{eved to exist between people and the land on which they live. If they
violate the order of nature, they defile both themselves and the land. The
1aﬁd therefore feacts by spewing out its transgressors. H.E. voﬁ Waldow

suggests that the land is spoken of here as a mythological entity with its
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own power. The thought of the Israelite author differs. He suppresses the
hytho]ogica] power of the land, and introduces Yahweh as the ore who casts
out the transgressors and punishes them. (43) The concept that the land
brings defilement and guiit upon itself, and that Israel's responsibility
for it brings in its wake the fate of the nations already expelled is quite
evident in Deuteronomy (8:19-20; 21:23; 24:4). (44) For the
Deuteronomistic historian Israel finally suffered that fate in 721 B.C. and

586 B.C. (II Kgs.17:7-23).

.

- D. In Deuteronomy Israel is addressed as 1f it stood perpetually

antecedent to the giving of the land, as if the promise of land, long ago

fulfilled, was yet an open question and subject to conditions. (45) The
author wanted his readers to know that Yahweh's law was addressed to each

generation of Israelites, as if each of them had stood with their ancestors

i at Horeb-Sinai and had personally bound themselves to the terms of the

covenant (see for example Deut.5:1f.; 6:10-15; 8:1ff.; 11:26-28; 28:1ff.;
30:15-20). The position of the Deuteronomistic historian 1s that each
generation of Israelites failed to obey the covenant law as revealed 1in

Deuteronomy. Israel's sin consequently caused rejection by Yahweh. (46)

" The question of whether or not Yahweh's rejection and expulsion of Israel

“from the Jland was final has been a point of dispute among scholars.
:ﬁointing to II Kgs.25:27-30, G. von Rad argues that the Deuteronomistic

“historian could not have possibly conceded that Yahweh's promise to David

Ehad now failed. For him this promise is still valid and therefore Israel

sti11 has a future under this promise. (47) According to M. Noth, the

Deuteronomistic historian has no concern for Israel's future. For him such
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a future does not exist. (48) The passage in II Kings simply points to an
act of amnesty, a friendly and personal gesture. It does not imply a
restoration of the Davidic royal perogatives. (49) We cannot rule out
the possibility that Jehoiachin's release might have raised wmany hopes
among the Israelites remaining 1n Palestine and among the exiles 1n
Babylon. But 1n the end Jehoiachin died in exile as the Deuteronomist
indicates (vv.27-30), without any of the hopes that had been placed in him
having been fulfilled. (50) It seems that even among the ancient writers,
a gooa story must always have a happy ending. The pleasant report about
Jehoiachin in 1II Kgs.25:27-30, 1s Jjust another way of saying "and they

1ived happily ever after". (51)
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CHAPTER SEVEN

CONCLUSION: RESTORATION

In this concluding chapter, we should briefly recapitulate certain points
previously wmade, before we focus our attention on the subject of

restoration as viewed from the exilic and post-exilic perspective.

We have noted that the origin of the people known as "Israel" 1is as obscure
as the name itself. (1) What constituted Israel, however, was not race or
language. The Bible offers evidence that Israel was formed by a complex
process and 1included components of diverse origin (Ex.12:38; Lev.24:10;
Num.11:4; 10:27-32; Josh.14:13f.; 15:16-19; Jdg.1:10-20). The only bond
between these mixed groups was the worship of Yahweh: Yahweh is the God of
Israel, Israel is the people of Yahweh. This relationship, however, was
not established through a covenant at the early stage of Israel's history.
The concept that Israel was bound by a covenant with Yahweh was apparently
late. Originally, the relationship between Yahweh and Israel was analogous
to that which existed between Chemosh and the people of Moab (Jdg.11:23f.).
It was the prophetic opposition to this very nationalistic form of faith
which led to the Deuteronomic view that Yahweh and Israel are related to
each other by covenant. (3) Moreover, this Deuteronomic concept had a

double purpose:

A) It undermined the Davidic covenant which was becoming a potential
danger to the moral and religious life of the nation. As the sure promises

of Yahweh to David were reaffirmed in the cult of the temple, we may assume
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that the stringent moral obligations that the Mosaic faith laid upon the
people tended to be thrust into the background. This 1s what Isaiah and
Micah seem to have witnessed in the course of their ministry (Isa.1:15;
5:20; Micah 3:9-12). According to the Deuteronomist, the Davidic king
is no longer the sole recipient and mediator of the covenant. He now
stands on equal level with all his Israelite brethren, and as such he 1is
firmly placed under the terms of the Horeb covenant. (4) The ruling
Davidic dynasty 1s by no means rejected; but its continuance 1s not
uncond{t1ona11y guaranteed. Indeed the Deuteronomistic historian goes even
as far as to suggest that the continuance of the institution of kingship in
Israel would depend upon the obedience of the nation as a whole to the

terms of the covenant (I Sam.12:13-15).

B) It 4is most probable, as E.W. Nicholson suggests, that the
theological concept of the covenant was closely 1linked with Israel's
demythologised world-view of the nations of its time, which was grounded in
what might be termed as a "theology of creation". (5) Among the nations
of Israel's environment, the "right order”" of the social world was seen as
a reflection of the cosmic order created by the gods. This sacred order
extended from the worid of the gods to the world of mankind, embracing all
in a unity. The entire religious, social and political structures and

institutions of society were thus believed to be rooted in the sacred order

~ of the cosmos and accordingly regarded as being divinely legitimated. (6)

In common with the religions of its environment, Israel's religion
contained a "state ideological” component. Israel saw its social order and
1ns£1tut1ons as being established by Yahweh and legitimated by. Him as
permanent. His established order and His actions on behalf of his people

were viewed as a manifestation of His unchangeable righteousness. It was
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therefore  inconceivable to assume that the demands of Yahweh's
righteousness could constitute any ultimate threat to Israel. When Israel
sinned and incurred Yahweh's displeasure, the organs of the cult (lament,
sacrifice, etc.) were there to restore His favour. Yahweh's victory over
the forces of chaos whether cosmic (Ps.104:6-9; Job.9:13; 26:12; Isa.51:1)
or human (Pss.74:13f.; 89:10f.; Isa.27:1), is always guaranteed. (7) As
in the surrounding k1ngd§ms. the Israelite king is Yahweh's son (8) on
whose behalf Yahweh defeats the enemies (Pss.2:1ff.; 89:1ff.; 100:1ff), and
as His‘v1ceregent he guards and maintains Yahweh's righteousness among the
people, and associated with the king in this respect is the very prosperity
of the people and the fertility of the land (Ps.72). (9) Thus Israel's
well-being was fully and permanently guaranteed by Yahweh. Indeed, Israel
viewed 1ts well-being and Yahweh's will as being closely identified: "Is
rnot Yahweh in the midst of us? No evil shall come upon us" (Micah 3:11; cf.
2:6). (10) There seems to be an air of 1ron determinism about this entire
concept. However, a controversy within Israel on this issue did not come
until the prophets of the eighth century who turned Yahweh's righteousness
against Israel, making it central and strongly repudiating the notion that
His will and Israel's well-being were identical. It was the eighth century
prophets who were the first to polarise Yahweh's righteousness and Israel's
transgressions éga1nst it "to such an extent as to announce that Yahweh had
rejected Israel (Isa.7:18; Amos 3:2; 8:2; cf. b5:2; Hos.1:9; 4:6-7;
Mic.3:11f.). The natural bond between Yahweh and Israel was broken, and
"the relationship was henceforth viewed as conditional.... The ethical
element destroyed the national character of the old religion.” (11) As a
reéu1t of this decisive change there arose "the substance of the notion of
covenant or treaty." (12) Therefore, the concept of a covenant between

Yahweh and Israel is, "in terms of cash value, the concept that religion is
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based, not on a natural or ontological equivalence between the divine realm
and the human, but on choice: God's choice of His people and their choice
of Him, that is their free decision to be obedient and faithful to Him."
(13) On the other hand, Israel's choice to be otherwise would result in

its rejection and exile.

I RESTORATION IN THE DEUTERONOMISTIC WRITINGS AND THE PROPHETS

There‘ is 1little doubt that in the concluding chapters of II Kings the
Deuteronomistic historian 1is trying to come to terms with the awful
calamity of the two kingdoms and to find its cause in his own beliefs. So
far as he is concerned, Yahweh's righteousness is beyond question: 1t is
now and for all time an unshakeable certaihty. Israel throughout its
history haa chosen the path of sin and disobedience, of defection and
unfaithfu]nesé to Yahweh's covenant. (14) The decisive sin for the
northern kingdom was that of Jeroboam I in which all the subsequent kings
are reported to have walked. Consequently, Yahweh's judgment was
pronounced over Israel. The delay in the fulfilment of this judgment for
another two centuries can be explained by the fact that particular kings
like Ahab (I Kgs.21:9), Jehu (II Kgs.10:30) and Jeroboam II  (II
Kgs.14:26f.) were in many respects p]eas1n§ to Yahweh. The choice of the
southern kingdom to tread the path of disobedience was not different from
that of the northern kingdom. There was, however, one thing in its favour:
the memory of the ideal King David (the God-fearing, God-serving ruler),
had to be rewarded by Yahweh's longsuffering and patience with the Judean
kiﬁgdom (I Kgs.11:13, 33, 38; II Kgs.20:6). Strangely enough, David 1s not
always over-favourably judged in this account, especially in the_h1story of

the succession (I Kgs.15:3-5). But this is not the Deuteronomist's own
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verdict, it 1is apparently the judgment of the sources which he used 1in
their original state in the books of Saﬁue]. (15) In any case, for the
Deuteronomist, Yahweh's judgment over Judah could not be averted even "for
David's sake". But what of the promise to David, so prominent 1in the
Deuteronomistic history and expressed specifically as Yahweh's 'berit' with
the Davidic houée in 11 Sam.23:1-7? Does not this major theme 1in this
corpus point, as G. von Rad argues, to the presence of 'gospel' alongside
'lJaw' in the purpose of the Deuteronomist? (16) This argument was sharply
attackéd by both Wolff and Cross. (17) The most recent criticism comes
from Perlitt. The latter contests von Rad's view and argues that neither
the pre-Dts. tradition nor the Dts. writer himself speaks of a ‘covenant'’
with David. He speaks only of a promise which stood over against, and had
only the effect of retarding, the judgment which breach of Yahweh's
covenant with Israel had now finally brought. The Davidic promise could
have been 'gospel’' but since the Judean monarchs forsook the law and with
it the way of obedient David, the promise itself collapsed. Even the
report of Jeholachin's release 1in Il Kgs.25:27-30 1s no sufficient
revocation of Yahweh's total rejection of Judah. (18) Such a rejection
carried with 1t no hope of ‘any future restoration which was a
characteristic feature both of the Deuteronomist's theology and the pre-

exilic prophecy.

1. The theological material of the original Deuteronomist contains hardly
anything which may pass for a national or territorial restoration. Such a
notion is found only 1n a late passage in Deut.30:1-10 which may be
regérded as having a common 1ink with Deut.4:29-31. (19) The Heb;ew verb :l’uj
is determinative for 30:1-10, and is employed six times: ‘return' .2;

‘restored' V.3; ‘again', wvv.3, 8, 9; 'turn' v¥.10. (20) It is worth
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noting that the expression of these verses does not refer to "the bringing
back of the exiles", but is commonly used with reference to the returning
of Israel to Yahweh and Yahweh to Israel. It points to a decisive cﬁange
in the people's fortune. (21) Here, as also in Jer.29:14; 30:3; Ez.29:14,
the return from captivity 1s mentioned separately afterwards. The
reference to the return from the Babylonian exile is found in VV.3-5 where
specific Hebrew verbs are employed ?)g'?'to gather', vVv,.3-4, n l? ~

‘to ‘fetch'. v.4, '(\”:n 'to bring', v.5.

However, the entire chapter of Deut.30 becomes more significant when seen
against the exilic setting. Here the last verses reiterate the theme of
blessing and cursing, obedience and disobedience. Above all, they set the
choice before the people of "life and good, death and evil”. (v.15), and
clearly 1ndicate the consequences of bbth. The final appeal is a moving
and heartfelt cry for obedience (V.19). Interestingly, the passage also
sets out the concept of 'two ways', to be found in Jer.21:8 and Ps.1. This
theme was later developed in the Wisdom literature, particularly in the
opening chapters of Proverbs and was further carried into the writings of
the Qumran community which speak of the "ways of the sons of light" and the
"ways of the sons of darkness". The influence of this theme upon the New
Testament writings is quite significant (Mt.7:13ff.). (22) But most
prominent of all in this passage is the theme of 'return' which obviously

comes from a late Deuteronomistic hand. (23)

The late Deuteronomistic authorship of this passage is obvious not only by
its close affinities with other such Deuteronomistic passages as Deut.4:29-
31; 29:28-29, but also with Jer.29:14; 30:3, 8; 31:23, 31; 32:39ff; and no

doubt by its content in which the exilic period is presupposed. The theme
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of 'return' is, as H.W. Wolff has clearly shown, (24) a significant one in
the Deuteronomistic work. This becomes abundantly clear when we compare
Deut.30:1-10 and I Kgs.B8:46ff. In these passages the theme of return is
obviously the work of a late Deuteronomistic interpolator. (25) The notion
of a decisive turn in Israel's fortune and its national and territorial
restoration is one that belongs within the confines of the exilic/post-
exilic editorial work. The original Deuteronomist(s) might have looked at

the day of doom approaching, but certainly not beyond it.

2. The pre—exilic prophets did certainly envisage the approaching day of
doom, and evidently had no hesitation in threatening the.natiom with it.(26)
The question 1s, did they look beyond that day and anticipate a national
restoration? Or did they see it as the end? It seems that even prior to
the great catastrophes of 721 B.C. and 586 B.C. and the subsequent exiles;
such questions arose in the prophets' minds, and they found the answer at
first 1in the 'doctrine of the remnant'. It seemed to them quite
inconceivable that Yahweh's judgment would mean the utter annihilation of
Israel, least of all, religious annihilation. (27) Had they believed that
the doom was final, they would have seen no need to denounce their nation.
Instead they would have counselled Israel to resign itself to that fatal
day, and, to use R.H. Pfeiffer's Qords. "they might even have administered

anaesthetics to the patients and offered some comfort!" (28)

The prophet Amos for example had the 'remnant' in mind, but not without a
deep sense of pessimism about it k3:12). In answer to the question whether
tHe destruction will be complete or some at any rate will be spared, Amos
in this passage provides us with a bitter irony. According to him, so much

will be saved as the shepherd saves when he gathers up the remnants of the



136.

sheep that the lion has done with, a couple of leg bones or a bit of an
ear, remnants that have their value only as proof to the owner that the
animal has actually been slain. (29) Hosea at first 1looked forward to
Israel's reconciliation with Yahweh after the punishment (2:14-15, 19-20).
However, when repentance in time of trouble proved to him as short-lived as
the morning dew (5:15-6:4), Hosea concluded that Yahweh's love had turned
into hatred (9:15), and His tender compassion would inevitably give way to
His fury (11:8-9; 13:14-15). The hope which he cherished earlier regarding
a natio%a] conversion has now evaporated, and he is left with the certainty
that Yahweh, notwithstanding His abiding love, would have no choice but to
execute the death sentence against His people. (30) Some have argued that
even 1n these passages the future salvation and restoration of Israel are
clearly 1implied. Yahweh had to be cruel to be kind. (31) Others, 1like
Wellhausen, Marti and Batten have denied these and all the salvation

sayings found in his book. (32)

3. Before 721 B.C. when the Northern Kingdom became an Assyrian province,
the prophets had absolutely nothing to say about a restoration. They were
neither optimistic forecasters nor indeed fortune-tellers, but they were
preachers of righteousness. (33) According to R.H. Pfeiffer, Isaiah was
the first of the prophets who had occasion to impart some comfort to his

prostrate people with the theme of the 'remnant' which the name of his son,

. Shear-jashub symbolised (7:3). (34) This interpretation has been disputed

by Wildbarger and Clements who view this particular passage as pointing to
the Syro-Ephaimite army that marched against Jerusalem, but was defeated
ands reduced to a remnant by the Assyrians in 734 B.C. (35) For Soggin,
the entire Ch.7 contains a narrative of past evgnts. written in the late

exilic or post-exilic period, with marked Deuteronomistic elements, or
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elements which recall this school. This chapter was written a long time
after the events as evidenced by 7:1, a text which simply copies 11
Kgs.16:5. (36) However, S. Mowinckel following J. Wellhausen and his
school argues that Isa.7:3 and 37:32 are genuine remnant passages. (37) He
obviously revives J. Meinhold's theory without mentioning him by name that
the Hebrew concept of remnant f1r§t appears in Isaiah of Jerusalem, who was
at first a prophet of doom and only later became a prophet of salvation.
(38) But the overwhelming majority of scholars regard these passages as
coming from the hand of a late editor(s). Attention can also be drawn to
another remnant passage in Isaiah 4:2-6. Despite G.F. Hasel's strenuous
attempt to prove 1ts Isaianic genuineness, virtually all modern
commentators contend that these verses belong to a later post-exilic
redactor of the book whose main purpose was to show that the threat to
Jerusalem had passed. (39) Some are of the opinion that this later post-
ex11ic redactor may well have belonged to the late Persian period, or even,
the third or early second century B.C. (40) It seems therefore highly
unlikely that the prophet Isaiah had occasion to comfort his ypeople with

the 'remnant' theme. Nor indeed was he a preacher of repentance and |
deliverance one day, and the next day a proclaimer of his nation's ruin.
But rather, as 0. Kaiser points out, he consistently announced the coming
disaster as an unbearable act of punishment by Yahweh (cf. e.g. 5:1ff. with
22:1-4, 12-14). The picture of a preacher of repentance and deliverance
goes back only to an editor of the words of the prophet at work 1in the
exilic or post-exilic period, to whom we owe at least 1:2-9 in its present
form as an introduction and 3:8, 9-17 as the original closing say1ng. (41)
1t As hard to know whether he had before him a written tradition of Isaiah
or whether he drew on oral tradition. The 'hardening of the heart’

theology in Ch.6, "derives from a post-exilic reflection, which presupposed
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the 1image of the prophet in the Isaiah tradition that has already been
sketched out, and attempted to answer the question why the hortatory
preaching of the prophet did not find faith, and why the nation rushed on

into disaster". (42)

4, Jeremish seems to have anticipated the fa11 of Jerusalem long before
he witnessed 1it. Prior to the siege he must have toyed with the
possibility of a national conversion - only so can we understand the energy
of his call to repentance — although he spoke of the 1nevitable doom
because conversion was impossible (13:10, 23; cf. 5:1-9). This may sound
contradictory. But we must not overlook the fact that both denunciation
and exhortation, threats and promises belong to the task of the preacher
even to this day. (43) Jeremiah was therefore no exception. Older
commentators 1ike J. Skinner and more recently S. Herrmann(44) have noted
the unusua]- way in which threats and promises are formulated in both an
absolute absolute and conditional form (cf.7:3-7, 8-15). Having said
this, i1t remains totally impossible to determine what the prophet Jeremiah
actually said about Israel's deliverance from the imminent doom, or its
restoration i1f that doom occurred. We cannot however deny the existence of
these two themes in the book of Jeremiah, but at the same time they can by

no means be regarded as genuinely Jeremianic. (45)

A. DELIVERANCE THEME

Our attention must be drawn to the temple sermon in Ch.7, which if taken at
face value leaves the impression of being a single connected discourse of
Jeremiah. It i1s a simple and straightforward message to the Judeans of the

pre—exilic period: if the people were to amend their sinful lives they will



139.

be allowed to 1l1ive 1n the land (wy'.5-7) and thus be saved from the
impending religious and national devastation (wvv .8-15). (46) But the case
is not as simple as that. As a matter of fact, the whole of Ch.7 consists
of separate units (e.g. 7:1-2a, 2b-15, 16-20, 21-26, 27-28, 29-34) which
have been worked together in such a way that the whole gives the impression

of being a single connected discourse. (47)

When we come to consider the so called temple sermon in 7:1-15, we find
that lit contains four elements: a first admonition (. yv.2-4), a second
admonition ( wvv.5-7), invective (w.9-11), and threat (12-15). (48) The
most 1important feature of the temple sermon in the Jeremiah tradition 1is
that there is a parallel account in Ch.26 which sets out the sermon and 1ts
aftermath. (49) It concentrates mainly on the threat to the city (26:2,
éb, 9, 12-13, 15, 18a, 20), the temple element appears only briefly
(.vv.6a, 9a, 12, 18b). 1In 7:1-15 the focus 1s on the temple (' vv.4-14a),
the territory is mentioned Just briefly ( 'vv.3,7,14b-15). Moreover,
attention must be drawn to the fact that 7:8-15 conveys an absolute
prediction of the fall of the sanctuary of Shiloh. The absolute element is
ignored in the summary sermon in 26:4-6. However, R. Carroll suggests that
"the absolute element in 7:8-15 should be interpreted in the 1ight of the

prefatory conditional element in .vv,3-7 and read as contingent 1n
accofdance with the version given in 26:4-6". (51) It 1s 1interesting to
note that both chapters, with hardly any contradiction, echo the theme of a
possible deliverance from the coming disaster if the people mend their
ways. But it must not be assumed that the so called temple sermon in 7:1-
15 (and for that matter the sermon in Ch.26) (52) contains the lauthent1c

words of the prophet Jeremiah.
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There are indications to suggest that the style and content of the temple
sermon belong to a Deuteronomistic writer. For example, the use of the
phrase "other gods that you have not known" (v.9) clearly points to the
Deuteronomistic fingerprints (Deut.11:28, 13:2, 6; 28:64; 29:25-26). The
same Deuteronomistic fingerprints are to be found in Jer.19:4; 44:3. The
reference to the temple as "this house, which is called by my name" (- vv,
10,11,14) reflects Deuteronomistic usage (cf.Deut.12:11; 14:23; 16:2.6,11:
26:2; 1 Kgs.8:43). We may also note the occurrence of the sanctuary place
name éh1loh in vw.12, 14. Here the prophetic speech 1s linked with the
tradition about Shiloh associated® with Samuel the prophet in the
Deuteronomistic history (I.Sam.1-4). (53) The type of preaching 1in the
temple sermon and elsewhere in the book of Jeremiah {is quite at home 1n the
Deuteronomistic circles ('Gf..7:1—15; 22:1-5; 17:19-27; 1.Kgs.8:25; 9:4-7).
We conclude, therefore, that in the so called temple sermon, we are dealing
not with Jeremish's words to the pre-exilic Judeans, but with the
Deuteronomistic editor(s)' message to the exilic community. This message
had a two-fold purpose: 1) To present the prophet Jeremiah to his readers
as an ardent preacher of Torah; (55) and, 2) By presenting the absolute
prediction of the fall of the Shiloh sanctuary and the rejection of the
nation (8-15), he meant to explain why destruction had befallen temple and
state in 587 B.C. The call to amendment of life (3-7) is directed to his
contemporaries and the subsequent generations, that to live according to
the terms of the covenant-law would always ensure Yahweh's saving presence

and blessing. (56)

B. RESTORATION THEME

In the book of Jeremiah, numerous passages are similar in style and thought

to Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic historical books - Joshua through II
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Kings. This similarity led John W. Colenso in the nineteenth century, to
the extreme theory that Jeremiah was the author of Deuteronomy and editor
of the historical books of the 01d Testament. (56) We now know, thanks to
recent Old Testament studies, that the book of Jeremiah underwent much
Deuteronomistic editing in the exilic and post-exilic times. (57) In his
edition of Jeremiah, the Deuteronomist "shares a special predilection for
composing long sermons and prayers, a characteristic that may be observed
in other works from the Deuteronomic school". (58) The Deuteronomists's
main éheme in Jeremiah is that history is under Yahweh's control. He led

Israel out of Egypt into Canaan, but there they fell 1into idolatry.
Despite repeated calls to repentance through wmany prophets (including
Jeremiah), Israel persisted in sin. Consequently, Yahweh gave them 1into
the hands of the Babylonians. Yet, Yahweh's ultimate plans for Israel are
good rather than evil, and He will finally restore them to their land. (59)
A brief treatment of this last point will show how the Jeremiah tradition
has been developed to present the prophet as a preacher of future

restoration.

Jer.3:14b-18. An editorial passage , probab]y late Deuteronomistic,
expressing ideas that are freguently found 1n exilic and post-exilic
apocalyptic passages (Isa.2:2-4; Micah 4:1-3; Zech.19:16-19). (60) The
editor appears to have misunderstood the meaning of 'Return' in the
preceding Jeremianic verses 12-14a, which refer to the return to God 1in
true repentance. He understood 1t as a call to Northern Israelites to

Eeturn from exile (14b).

Jer.24:4-7 is editorial and may be dated to the period after 587 B.C. (61)

The Deuteronomistic phraseology 1s noticeable in v.v.6-7, 9-10. (62) The
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vision 1s a 1literary product and does not represent Jeremiah's own
thought. Indeed, the view expressed in v¥. 4-10 contradicts Jeremiah's
ideas and actions expressed on other occasions: a) In Ch.5 all groups and
classes in Jerusalem are sinful; b) The exiles are severely condemned for
their 1impatience ch.29; c¢) For Jeremiah, Yahweh had rejected Jehoiachin
22:24-30; d) He regarded Zedekiéh as weak rather than evil chs.37-38; e)
He decided to stay in Palestine rather than go to Babylon 39:13-14; 40:1-6.
For Jeremiah, Yahweh's favour did not depend on whether or not a man had
been ;n exile, but on his repentance and obedience. (64) To ' some, the
view expressed in ¥v.4-7 resembles that of those Judeans who regarded the
exiled Jeholachin as the legitimate King and opposed Zedekiah's claims to
the throne (Ezeki7:22). This view lasted well into the post-exilic period
(Hag.2:21ff.; Zech.3:8; 4.6ff.). (65) More likely, the insertion of vV,
4-7 was intended to "boost the identity and confidence of the exiles 1in
Babyion”, and thus shift the focus from Palestine to Babylon. The focus of
the Jeremiah tradition 1s on Jerusalem, and despite this propaganda on
behalf of the exiles in Babylon, the social and political centre of the

Judean 1ife remained Palestine. (66)

Jer.29:4-14 consists of two parts: 1. The Jeremianic oracle vv.4-9 which
agrees with ch.28 that the exile would be permanent. The injunction 1in
vvY, 5-7 reminds the exiled community to behave as peaceable subjects, and
. to realise that their well-being is linked with the well-being of Babylon.
2. The editorial addition v¢.10-14 seems to be a counterbalance to what
preceded  it. (68) Moreover, the Deuteronomistic phraseology is
par£1cu1ar]y evident 1n v.v. 13-14 (cf.v.13 with Deut.4:29; 1 Kgs.8:46-53;
cf. v.14 with Deut.30:3,5). (69) The passage contains the 'promise of

restoration (v.10), "a promise for which there is no basis given 1in the
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tradition but which has arisen out of this redaction of Jeremiah (applying
the early oracles of restoration for Israel to the exiles in Babylon)."
There are also two distinctive views of future restoration. The view that
restoration precedes the turning to Yahweh ( vv, 10-11), and the view that
restoration follows when the exiles turn to Him (v.v.13-14). (71) Most
interesting 1is the mention of seventy years as the 1imit of the exile
(v.10). The seventy-year . motif is also mentioned 1n an Esarhaddon
inscription as the period 1n which Babylon shall 1ie desolate. (72)
Weinfeid and Luckenbill detect the influence of this inscription upon the
editors of ¥.10 and other similar Biblical texts (eg 25:11f.; Isa.23:15-17;
Dan.9:2; Zech.1:12; 7:5; 1I Chron.36:21). (73) For many fundamentalist
Christian sects this figure has been a source of eschatological
speculations. It is generally agreed that in the ancient Near East seventy
years was simply a conventional figure for a period of divine punishment.
However, the prediction gives hardly any hope of return to those who were
in exile at the time the letter was written. Nor 1is the seemingly
additional passage of Jeremiah's purchase of a field in Anatheth (32:1-15)
indicative of the restoration of land to those who would soon be exiles.
In fact, as R. Carroll has clearly shown, the passage is so beset with
difficulties that it is impossible to take the story of the purchase of
family 1land as a literal act of Jeremiah's. It should therefore be read
"as one more - presentation of Jeremiah the prophet behaving 1in a
paradigmatic manner with reference to the community's future". (75) Quite
often, such a future hope of territorial restoration 1s placed in
eschatological and apocalyptic contexts (3:15-18; 12:14-17; 16:14-15 -
coﬁparab]e to Isa.51:9-11; 16:19-21; 23:1-8; 30:10-11; 31:4-14;. 35-37).
This concept was foreign to Jeremiah (as to the pre-exilic prophets), whose

sole concern was the moral and spiritual restoration of the nation. (77)



144.

IT RESTORATION IN THE LATER PROPHETS

The theme of Israel's new and happy future 1in Palestine after the
catastrophe 1s one of the characteristic features of the Jlater prophets.
The pre-exilic prophets had no interest in the curious inquiry as to the
way Israel's future would be shaped. For them the nation was doomed to
destruction and the state was bound for desolation. Yahweh was neither
bound -to Israel nor to Palestine. The concept of a future territorial
restoration 1is the addition of a later age which, as K. Marti opines, may
have intended to revert "more or less to the assumption of a rational
connection between Yahweh and Israel", (78) which the prophets themselves
combated so fiercely in the1f days (see above pp.121f.). Naturally, too,
the pre-exilic prophets did not have in mind the apocalyptic picture of the
end of the world when they spoke of the impending doom of the people. They
simply described the judgment which Israel will suffer. It was only the
later editors who read into their statements an eschatology of the end of a
corrupt world and the beginning of a better one. In reality, they preached
the end of the sinful ways of Israel and other nations while the rest of
the world went its way. (79) Their message proclaimed a spiritual rather
than territorial and political restoration. Even if we regard the
prophecies of Assyria's destruction in Isa.14:24-27; 30:27-33; 31:4-9 (80)
as authentic — which apparent]y they are not - the overthrow of Assyria in
' 605 B.C. had no relation to Judah's restoration. Interestingly, however,
later redactors who read into certain prophetic oracles the idea of a
territorial restoration were careful to divest it of any ©possible
independent political autonomy without a righteous Messianic king descended

from David (e.g. Isa.9:2-7; 11:1-9; Jer.23:5; 30:8-9; 33:14-17). (81)
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This, most 1ikely, reflects the conditions of the post-exilic period 1in
which the Judeans, though under the religious leadership of the high
priest, were under the Persian and Greek flags consecutively (538-143
B.C.). (82) Even the seventy-one year political irdependence under the
Hasmoneans (142-63 B.C.) did not pass unopposed. At first, the Hasidim
militarily supported Maﬂhathiés and his son, Judah Maccabeus, in the
struggle against the Seleucids (1 Mac.2:42; II Mac.14:6). When religious
freedom was recovered, they climbed off the Maccabean nationalist bandwagon
and were'anx1ous to secure peace with their Seleucid colonial masters (I
Mac.7:14-14), They opposed Jonathan, the brother of Judah Maccabeus,
"because he strove to make Judea a free state and also because he claimed
the high priesthood.” (83) Later they opposed the election of his brdther

Simon for the same reason.

However, in the later prophets restoration is an important theme, and there
is no reason to doubt the genuineness of some of the prophetic oracles on
this subject. Nevertheless, such restoration oracles appear to include

some new dimensions.

1. Our attention at this point must be drawn to the book of Ezekiel. It
has been suggested that "the throne-chariot" vision in Eze.1-3 ; 8-11 (84)
may possibly be original and also part of the vision of the restored temple
in Chs.40-48. (85) These nine chapters constitute the fourth section of
the book, and are denied to the prophet Ezekiel altogether by some
scholars, while others are prepared to allow that they contain a
substantial Ezekielian element. (86) As we said previously, the oracles

of promise scattered through the pre—exilic prophets are later additions.
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The same is true of the oracles which lock forward to the return in Chs.l-
39 of Ezekiel, with the exception perhaps of the vision of dry bores 1n
37:1-14. (87) The Davidic king idea mentioned in 29:21; 34:23-24; 37:24-
25 1s also untypical of Ezekiel and belongs to the editor's méss1an1c
eschatology. Within Chs.40-48 mention is made of a "price" ,\"9‘] as the
secular head of the restored community, who is totally different from the
Davidic prince of the future new age in Chs.29, 34 and 37. The term.‘\“wJ
suggests a parallel to the modern 'sheik', and this 1s probably the sense

in which it is used in Chs.40-48. (88)

However, the vision of the temple in Chs.40-48 most probably contains some
Ezekielian element, especially when we remember that he was a priest and a
member of the family of Zadok. Having lived among the exiles for some
thirteen years, Ezekiel might well have desired to direct their minds
towards a return to Palestine. The bulk of the exiles seemingly centred
their hopes around Jehoiachin and looked for the restoration of the
poiitical regime 1in Palestine very much as 1t had been (Eze.l17:22f.;
Jer.22:24-30). Ezekiel vehemently opposed this attitude and visualised a
theocratic community centred around the temple, a kingdom of God. (89) He
seems to have done his utmost to prevent the tendency of his fellow-
exiles to be swallowed up in the Babylonian empire, and thus keep the
people together for the coming restofation. As a prophet he warned them
against sin and comforted them in their discouragements. But as a priest he
planned the restoration of the temple services as an essential part of the
territorial restoration (Chs.40-48). Indeed, his "corcrete presentation
prdved more influential than the mysticism of Jeremiah, and his plan was

realised to some extent in the Priestly Code". (90) In Ezekiel's thought
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the temple és Yahweh's dwelling place, which marked His presence among His
people, 1s absolutely central to the restoration and to the renewed life of
Israel. (91) Here an ancient motif of temple ideology is quite discernible
(esp. Eze.47:1ff.; cf. Ps.36:8-10; 65:5). (92) There is also a great
element of truth in the argument that what is said particularly 1in Ch.47
concerning the glorious temple fountain demonstrates that Ezekiel was
speaking of the final age. (93) In any case, it seems that for Ezekiel a
restoration was unthinkable without the temple, the two are inextricably
1inked. Even if his concept of the prince in 44:3; 45:7-16; 46:2, 4, 8,
10; 48:21-22 meant a scion of David, as Ackroyd, Baltzer and Caquot seem to
suggest (which apparently he 1s not), the theocratic rule here clearly

subordinates him to the priesthood. (94)

2. In spite of the impact which Ezekiel's concepﬁ might have made on his
hearers and "their successors, the idea of an essential 1ink between a
territorial political independence and a Messianic king descended from
David never died. The widespread insurrections which Darius I, King of
Persia (521-485 B.C.), had to overcome in his early reign did not 1leave
Judea untouched. During this period both Haggai and Zechariah were moved
to announce that Yahweh was shaking up the kingdoms of the world not only
to bring their wealth to Jerusalem (Hag.2:6-9; Zech.2:8-9), but also to
restore the kingdom of David under his descendant Zerubbabel (Hag.2:23;
" Zech.3:8). In fact, Zechariah actually crowned Zerubbabel as the Messiah
(6:9-15). (95) We may, however, conjecture that despite all secrecy the
Persian authorities heard of this coronation and promptly removed
Zerubbabel from circulation and warned Zechariah againsf any future

involvement in such political plots. (96)
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3. Following the spiritual restoration of Isaiah and Jeremiah and the
ritual restoration of Ezekiel, but before the dreams of political
independence of Haggai and Zechariah, the great author of Isafah 40-55
commonly known as the second Isaiah (about 540 B.C.) had elevated the
restoration to the level of an event of world-wide significance. It s
outside the scope of this esséy to deal with all the varying theological
elements of Isa.40-55. We wish to focus our attention mainly on the theme
of the "Servant" because of the relevance it has for the subject of this

essay.

It 1{s significant to note that in Deutero-Isaiah nothing is said about a
Davidic Messiah. Yahweh simply accomplishes His redemptive purpose through
Cyrus of Persia, whom he calls 'Messiah' and 'Yahweh's beloved'
(44:28-45:1-7; 48:14) and also through his Servant, Israel. (97) The
Servant 1de$. however, is a fundamental element in the theology of Deutero-
Isaiah arnd 1s contained in Chs.42:1-4; 49:1-6; 50:4-9; 52:13: 53:12 .
Since the work of Duhm these passages have been recognised by a number of
scholars as forming a distinct group within the book and belong to a later
author. (98) Others regard the 'songs' as an integral part of the rest of
the work. (99) In any case, the question of the identify of the 'Servant'’
has often been asked and variously answered. J. Muilenburg argues that in
one series of passages the 'Servant' is clearly identified with Israel
(41:8Ff.; 43:8-13; 43:14-44; 1-5; 44:6-8; 21-23; 44:24-45; 4; 48:1, 7, 10-
12, 17); in a second series (42:1-4; 49:1-6; 50:4-9; 52:13-53; 12) there is

only one reference to Israel (49:3), and this is usually expunged by those

who maintain that the 'Servant' {s these passages refers to an individual. (100)

Some scholars 1ike A.R. Johnson and I. Engnell have even found in the
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'Servant' the features of the divine Davidic king as he appears in the
royal Psalms and elsewhere (e.g. II Sam.21:17; Sam.4:20; Ps.2). (10l Also
the fact that individual and corporate traits intersect, has led a rumber
of scholars 1ike Rowley, North, von Rad and Westermann, to see in the
'Servant' the coming Messiah or some other future mediator. (102)
However, most of those who find in the 'Servant' an individual figure
identify him with some historical figure either contemporary with the
author or before his time. He has been identified with Jeremiah, with
Zerubbabel, with Jehoiachin, with Moses, with some unknown contemporary of
the prophet, with the prophet himself; but rone of these seems to fit all
the corditions of the case. (103) But there continue to be many
representatives of the collective interpretation, which can appeal to 49:3,
where the 'Servant' is identified with Israel, as well to mentions of tre
‘Servant' in context, when he 1s clearly identified with Israel. This view
was defended by Budde, Giesebrecht and Marti, (104) and has later been
supported by scholars 1ike de Boer, Eissfeldt, Rignell, Snaith, Baltzer and
Kapelirud. (105) A vast amount of literature has been written on this
subject, and it is probably too much to hope that there will ever be any
generally agreed solution to the problem. It seems that the writer himself
would have found d1ff1cg1ty in defining precisely what was in his own mind
when he spoke of the 'Servant'. But we can say with some degree of
confidence that what the writer appears to have meant by the 'Servant' was
the chosen and appointed agent of the divine will. In any case, the door
remains wide open. Interestingly, however, for the first time the election
‘of the 'Servant' (41:8; 42:1; 43:10) is defined in terms of mission ard
service (106) (42:6; 49:6; 43:1ff.) rather than privilege or favouritism.

This must be seen against the backdrop of Monotheism and its corollary
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universalism which are the hallmark of Deutero-Isaiah.

4. With Deutero-Isaiah the idea of mission reaches its high-water wmark
and 1is based on two concepts that are an essential part of the author's
thought: monotheism and universalism. This is the first Hebrew author to
declare strongly and unequivocally that Yahweh is alone, and there 1s no
god beside Him (44:6, 8: 45: 6,21; cf. 41:26-27). He is the controller of
h1stor§ (41:4) and the one creator of the world (40:12ff.). His
sovereignty over the world 1is such that He forms 1light and creates
darkness, makes weal and creates woe (45:7) and nothing 1s outside His
authority. Other gods are but dead and useless idols (41:23-24; 43:12-13;
48:5), less worthy of respect than those who make them (44:9-20; 45:16-17).
Above all, He 1s eternal (41:4; 44:6). (108) Such a concept entailed
corollaries. The creator of all must be the God of all, and as such must
desire the worship not only of Israel but of all wmankind. In Rowley's
words, "If He has revealed Himself peculiarly to Israel, then His purpose
must be that Israel should be the medium of this revelation unto all men,
and in this divinely appointed destiny lies Israel's supreme glory and

distinction". (109)

We camnot, hbwever. pretend that this view has gore undisputed. Exegetes
. such as Snaitﬁ. de Boch and recently Whybray have questioned Deutero-
Isaiah's universalism. Snaith particularly sees the author as "essentially
rationalistic 1in attitude. He is actually responsible for the narrow and
excius1ve attitude of post-exilic days. The so-called universalism of
Deutero-Isajah needs considerabie qualification". (110) R. Martin-Achard

seizes on this argument and goes further to contend that "monotheism does
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not hold the central place in Deutero-Isaiah's proclamation, but is only
one aspect of it", indeed, it "is only a secondary element" 1in his
preaching. Therefore, he cautions against exaggerating Deutero-Isaiah's
universalism. The vprophet's chief concern is not the salvation of the
Geritiles but the liberation of the Judean exiles and their triumphant
return to their '1and. Far from‘offer1ng a lecture on monotheism or a
treatise on dogmatics, the prophet was simply giving an answer to the
plight of his fellow exiles. He was not confronting them with a doctrine
but with the message of deliverance. "Just as Ezekiel struggled with his
hearers' disbelief so Deutero-Isaiah had to contend with the doubts of his
contemporaries. He had to repeat his declarations, argue with his
interlocutors, and answer their objections”. Moreover, he re-echoes
Zimmerli's argument that for Deutero-Isaiah as well as Ezekiel, Yahweh's
honour 1is {nextricably and indeed exclusively linked with Israel. "The
sole purpose of the divine intervention on behalf of Israel was the
glorification of His name" (40:23; 42:10ff.; 43:7ff.; Eze.36:22ff.;
39:25ff.). (111) Despite his assertion of the prophet's exclusive
nationalism, he 1s 1inevitably forced to explain those passages which
portray Israel, in the divine scheme, as a shining witness and missionary
agent to the nations. He ignores Snaith's view that "the Servant will be a
1ight to guide every Israelite wanderer home", (112) and adopts the
pos1t10n of de Boer and Ploeg which perceives Israel's role in the world as
purely passive. (113) This is tantamount to saying that at restoration
Israel should be transformed 1into a museum of saints for wuniversal
inspection and admiration. Martin Archard's argument in favour of Deutero-

Isajah's exclusive nationalism is not entirely convincing.
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We cannot ignore the fact that the Servant Songs do exhibit a new way of
envisaging the relationship between lsrael and the Gentiles. It 1is also
hard to dismiss the body of opinicn which views the Songs as being the
product of the universalistic vision which possessed the authors of the
books of Ruth and Jonah. (114) But what of the particularist passages
which we certainly encounter in Deutero-Isaiah such as 43:3f.; 45:14, 24;
49:23, 267 The authenticity of these and other similar natfonalistic
passages has been seriously questioned, and E. Jacob seems quite certain
that "the prophet's book itself underwent some retouching of a naticnalist
kind". (115) Many scholars tend to see an interiinking of three wajor
points 1in Deutero-Isaiah: monotheism from which derives universalism and
from the two together derives the concept of mission. (116) The message
is that the 'Servant', Israel, must establish the religion of Yahweh to the
end of the earth. J. Wellhausen summed up Deutero-Isaiah's message in the

formula: "There is no God but Yahweh, and Israel is His prophet". (117)

THE SERVANT: A FAR REACHING THEOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE

In the four songs, the Servant, as J. W. Miller has carefully shown, may be
jdentified with Israel as a corporate body (42:1-4), with Israel and the
prophet (49:1-6), with the prophet and his suffering (50:4-9) and finally
with the prophet and his martyrdom (53:1ff.). (118) The fact remains,
however, that the songs differ completely in kind, their 11nk. being a
subject 1in common, 'God's Servant'. One thing at least 1s clear: their
language reveals and conceals the Servant at the same time. It may well be
that there was a fluidity in the writer's thought that makes all our

efforts to pin him down to a single identification doomed to failure. (119)
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Ferhaps owing to such a fluidity of thought some modern scholars have been
able to apply the 'Servant' {idea not only to Israel, but "to an ideal
community within 1t, and also to an individual arising from that
community”. (120)  With this last poirt we are back to the Targum which

equates the 'Servant' in Ch.53 with the Messiah. (121)

It is, extremely hard to know exactly what Deutero-~Isaiah had in mind when
he spoke of the 'Servant'. But "this much, however, 1is certain: the
Servant has a task imposed on him by God and embraces the Gentiles as well
as Israel. It is also certain that his function is that of proclaiming
God's word, and to this extent 1t very closely approximates to a
prophet's”". (122) There are two more points worth knowing about the
‘Servant' 1{n Deutero-Isaiah: (1) The manner in which he is designated 1in
42:1-4 may recall that of a king. (123) (2) In 50:4-9,; 52:1ff we have a
description of his office which involves him in suffering and which 53:1ff
explains as vicarious, for 'the many'. (124) The Servant {is portrayed as
having a place in the history of the office of mediator, which begins with
Moses, who 1s designated as "the Servant of God" (Ex.14:31; Num.12:7;
Deut.34:5). By virtue of ”the_posit1ve value attributed to the Servant's
vicarious suffering, ard since in his hands the office of wediator was
expanded to take in the Gentiles - the Servant is destined to be a light to
the nations - the songs point forward to a new era 16 the history of that
office". (125) One may venture to add that the Songs of the 'Servant'
often leave” the reader with the strong impression of a sublime personality
(if the term personality is allowed) that transcends Israel itself, its
rationalism and 1ts territory. It is hard to ignore the role that the

songs of the Servant played in the emergence of the "New Israel movement"
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(Gal.6:16; Ph11.3:3), which far transcended anything envisaged in the 0ld
Testament and which assigned to itself alone the sole right of being "a

1ight to the nations" (John 8:1; cf. 1:7-9; Acts 13:47; 26:23).(126)
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. 155,
NOTES ON CHAPTER SEVEN

G. Garbini points out that "the Hebrews 1iked to call themselves
‘'sons of Jacob' but were even fonder of calling themselves 'sons of
Israel’', and we know absolutely nothing about this Israel, the
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