































































































EARLY ISRAEL AS THE KINGDOM OF YAHWEH

process of law and order, of coutse, must
be reconstructed.!™ In the village the
elders adjudicated conflicts.  Assuming
some formal analogy with the process of
law in the Ancient Near East, no law-
books were ever used.'™ Custom provided
legal principles that were adapted to the
facts of the case. Ex.21—23 is a collection
of precedents used as principles. But the
absence of commercial laws or of the dis-
tinction of the status of persons common
in Canaanite society indicates how widely
Israel diverged from her cultural neigh-
bors.t? Since experience and need pre-
cede the formulation of laws or even legal
priaciples, the current form of the tradi-
tion in which it appears that Moses pro-
claims the laws in the desert is cerrainly
not literal hiscory.!™ The form rmay well
remember, however, that Israel is a com-
munity that obeys Yahweh. The total
metaphor is that Yahweh is King, and Is-
rael is His kingdom in law and warfare.
Since Early Istael successfully met the
needs of every political organization for
both secutity and order without recourse

and Extra-Biblical Background,” unpublished
Ph. D. dissertation, University of Pennsylvania,
1965. See also A. Jepsen, Untersuchungen zum
Bundesbuch, BWANT, 3 (Stuttgart, 1927).

172 1, Kohler, Der Hebriische Mensch
(Tiibingen, 1953; ET, New York, 1956), pp.
127—150.

173 See note 113.

17¢ Mendenhall, Lsw and Covemant (note
33), pp. 11—17.

176 Anglo-American common law tradition
is 2 good parallel to law in the Ancient Near
FEast. See W. Friedmann, Legal Theory, 5th ed.
(New York, 1967), pp. 463—475, on prece-
dent and legal development; pp. 533—543 on
Continental code or statute law versus Anglo-
American case law as the basis for what hap-
pens in the courts. In general see R. Pound,
The Spirit of the Common Law (Boston, 1949
and 1963).
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to the formal structures of monarchy, it is
reasonable to accept as a working hypo-
thesis that Yahweh in some way actually
functioned in the community as King, the
ultimate authority in both law and war.™®
Once the community existed the state was
possible, though, as 200 vyeats of history
argued, not necessary. There is no basis
for doubting the antiquity of Gideon's re-
jection of the invitation to kingship in
these decisive terms, “I will not rule over
you, nor will my son rule ovet you; Yah-
weh will rule over you,” or the sincerity of
Samuel when he is reported to have been
“displeased” by the demands of the royalist
party for a king 1™ There is no doubt that
in our sources Yahweh is saéd to be king in
Farly Tsrael. The introduction to the Bless-
ing of Moses concludes: “Then Yahweh
became king in Jeshurun.”*® The later
gravitation to monarchy may have meant
that Yahweh was no longer truly function-
ing as king in the communities of Israel.
If this led to the breakdown in security and
order, then it may be that, as some insisted,
in formal monarchy there could perhaps be
continuity of Yahwelh's rule!™ This ap-
pears to be the choice of coercion rather
than reformation as a means of curing the

176 G. E. Mendenhall, “Biblical History in
Transition,” BANE, pp. 32—353, especially pp.
40—45.

177 Judg. 8:23; 1 Sam. 8:7; 10:19. See also
M. Buber, Kinigtum Gottes, 3d ed. (Heidel-
berg, 1956; ET, New York, 1967), pp. 59—65;
and E. F. Campbell, Jr., “Sovereign God.”
McCormick Quarterly, XX (1967), 3—16.

178 Deut. 33:5. See also Ex.15:18; Num.
23:21b; 24:7b; Ps. 68:25 (MT), 24 (EVV).

179 R. de Vaux, “Le roi d'Israel de Yahvé,”
Mélanges Eungéne Tisserant, Studi e Testi, 231
(Vatican City, 1964), pp. 119—133, Reprinted
in Bible et Orient (Paris, 1967), pp. 287 to
301. Critique by McCarthy, CBQ, XXVII
(1965), 237 f.
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ills in Israel. Whatever the case may be,
the remarkable success of Early Israel beck-
ons us to examine in some detail how in
fact Yahweh'’s leadership in law and war-
fare functioned. OT sources do not, of
coutse, appreciate this curiosity and there-
fore are either vague or obscure on vital
questions. The vassal treaties discovered in
the excavations of Hattusas in Anatolia
seem to have provided the model that for
scholars today unlocks the meaning of the
Mosaic covenant. The key to the kingdom
was the covenant.

VI. THE KINGDOM AND THE COVENANT

In the LB age a political treaty was the
powerful legal instrument for a significant
“friendship” that sought to establish an
effective “peace” either between equally
strong rulers or between a mighty king and
the client king or vassal to whom he gra-
ciously gave his “friendship.”8 Since J.
Begrich’s essay on b°rith in the OT was
published in 1944, scholars have been
more ready to see that the “covenant” was
“imposed” on Israel by Yahweh8! That
this was indeed an adaptation of LB po-
litical tradition did not become clear until

180 W. L. Moran, “A Note on the Treaty
Terminology of the Sefire Stelas,” JNES, XXII
(1963), 173—176 on tb#, EA iabiita epéshu,
the semantic parallel to damgatum, “good
things,” at Mari. Parallels in Deut. 23:7 and
2 Sam. 2:6 were pointed out by D. Hillers, “A
Note on Some Treaty Terminology in the Old
Testament,” BASOR, 176 (1964), 46f. J. C.
Greenfield, “Some Aspects of Treaty Terminol-
ogy in the Bible,” Fourth World Congress of
Jewish Studies: Papers (Jerusalem, 1967), pp.
117—119.

181 7, Begrich, “Berith. Ein Beitrag zur Er-
fassung einer alttestamentlichen Denkform,”
ZAW, LX, . f. XIX (1944), 1—11. Reprinted
in Gesammelie Studien zum Alten Testament,
Theologische Biicherei 21 (Munich, 1964), pp.
55—066.
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Mendenhall’s essays a decade later.'8? Curi-
ously enough the OT preserves only frag-
ments of covenants between Yahweh and
Israel, though one finds more consecutive
descriptions of their presentation and ritual
ratification. Comparative analysis of Ex.
19—20, 24, and Josh. 24 with Hittite vas-
sal treaties shows close parallels in lan-
guage and sequence of ideas.*®® What is
similar is not the same, however, and all
adaptations make important changes. Thus
the Mosaic covenant betrays no evidence of
gods as witnesses, nor is there acknowledg-
ment of their role in benediction and dis-
aster consequent on loyalty or treach-
ery.18 In Israel the covenant is consum-
mated with family fathers who teach their
children, not with other kings.18 This fact

182 See note 33.

183 Mendenhall, Lasw and Covenant, pp.
31—44. D. J. McCarthy, Treaty and Covenant,
pp. 141—167. K. Baltzer, Das Bundesformular,
2d ed.,, WMANT, 4 (Neukirchen, 1964), pp.
19—47. D. Hillers, Covenant: The History of
@ Biblical Idea (Baltimore, 1969), pp. 25—71.
On the literary structure of Ex. 19:3-6, Josh. 24,
and 1Sam. 12 see J. Muilenberg, “The Form
and Structure of the Covenantal Formula-
tions,” VT, IX (1959), 347—365.

184 Josh.24:22 appeals to the people, v. 27
as a stone, tO serve as witness to covenant com-
mitment. V. 22 must mean that where the in-
dividual is guilty of breach of covenant the
community is responsible. On the appeal to the
natural world, see H. Huffmon, “The Covenant
Lawsuit in the Prophets,” JBL, LXXVIII
(1959), 285—295. Also G. E. Wright, “The
Lawsuit of God: A Form-Critical Study of Deu-
teronomy 32,” Israel’s Prophetic Heritage: Essays
in Honor of James Muilenberg, ed. B. W. An-
derson and W. Harrelson (New York, 1962),
pp. 26—67. B. Gemser, “The Rib—or Con-
troversy — Pattern in Hebrew Mentality,” Wis-
dom in Israel and the Ancient Near East (Row-
ley Festschrift), SVT, III (Leiden, 1960), pp.
120—137. See also note 232.

185 Josh. 24:15c, Ex. 19:3-6; 20:3-17. Stress
in the proclamation is on the second person
plural, often in emphatic position.
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is an important clue explaining both the
powerful hold of Yahweh's rule and the
confidence in manifestations of His pres-
ence in events among the basic social
groups in Early Israel. Commitment to the
covenant with Yahweh freed LB man from
the rule of kings who had deified politics.18¢
No longer were the needs of people in the
realm important to kings engaged in power
struggles. Yahweh’s covenant with Israel
created a unique kingdom where faith and
the inner experiences of people became the
world of supreme value. The accumulated
community experience of Yahweh’s rule
was codified ultimately in collections of
“law” and extended historical accounts re-
calling Yahweh's success against Israel’s
enemies and, with astonishing honesty,
her own frequent disloyalty.?®" Everywhere
in the kingdom the impact of the cove-
nant and its formulas is unmistakable.
Theee of the six elements of the vassal
treaty receive special emphasis in Early
Israel's traditions: the historical prolog,
the stipulations or obligations, and the
curses 2nd blessings.’®® Until the discovery
of the model behind the covenant the OT
counterparts to these features existed some-
what in isolation from one another. One
can now be quite certain about their inter-
connections. Thus the historical prolog

186 See particularly G. E. Mendenhall, “The
Relation of the Individual to Political Society
in Ancient Israel,” Biblical Studies in Memory
of H. C. Alleman, ed. ]J. M. Myers, et al. (Lo-
cust Valley, N.Y., 1960), pp. 89—108.

187 The earliest historical record is in poetry,
for example, Ex. 15, Judg. 5, victory hymns that
have formal analogs in hymns of Ramses II
after the battle of Qadesh. See A. Gardiner,
The Kadesh Inscriptions of Ramesses II (Ox-
ford, 1960), pp. 7—27.

188 See text material
note 134.

in and following
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provided motivation for the covenant. The
choice of this event-oriented form was
crucial in giving the religion of Early Israel
a unique character among the religions of
the Ancient Near East.1® Israel's concern
with the meaning of actual events tended
to force her to face and not evade brute
historical realities. Thus the reference to
only the Exodus in the prolog to the Si-
nai covenant and the addition of patriarchal
history in the Shechem alliance is sutely a
reflection of the inclusion of Amorite ele-
ments long resident in Palestine in the
formation of the twelve-tribe league.!®®
The second element, the stipulations, is a
direct consequence of the events in the
prolog. The Ten Commandments are ob-
ligations imposed on Israel. Their pur-
pose is to protect the rulership of Yahweh,
who is the source of all authority in Israel.
The elaboration of the commandment-ob-
ligations in the form of “laws” grew out of
their application to diverse circumstances
as well as the commitment of the families
of Israel to Yahweh-God.®' The third
element concludes the statement of rela-
tionship by specifying consequences in

189 W. F. Albright, The Biblical Period
from Abrabam to Bzra, rev. ed. (New York,
1963 [Harper Torchbooksl}), p. 1, “Hebrew
national tradition excels all others in its clear
picture of tribal and family origins. . . .”

190 On the origins of the amphictyony see
Noth (note 169). See also M. Newman, The
People of the Covenant: A Study of Israel from
Moses to the Monarchy (New York, 1962), pp.
102—127. Wright, Shechem (note 67n), pp.
134—138. See also F. M. Cross Jr., “Yahweh
and the God of the Patriarchs,” HTR, LV
(1962), 225—259.

191 A, Alt, “The Origins of Israelite Law,”
op. cit. (see note 92), pp. 81—132, KS, I, 278
to 332. M. Noth, The Laws in the Pentateuch
and Other Studies (Edinburgh, 1966), pp. 1 to
107. The German essay was published in 1940.
Mendenhall, Law and Covenant, pp. 3—17.
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terms of historical experience. The curses
and blessings are rewards and penalties.1%2
This says that the links between the parts
of the covenant are organic and functional.
The entire prophetic tradition is anchored
here in a continuing evaluation of Israel’s
covenant loyalty.1®® Thus the covenant pro-
vided the kingdom of Early Israel with a
binding form and coherent meaning.
Interpreting the relations between Yah-
weh and Israel by means of the vassal
treaty model strongly suggests that the
covenant was the core of the kingdom in
Early Israel. Important support for this
view is its ability to provide consistent and
enlarged meaning to the lexicon of the
OT. Two examples will suffice. (a) Men-
denhall has placed the root NQM, “ven-
geance,” “to avenge,” in the context of the
history of law in the Ancient Near East.1%*
He has shown that generally the root desig-
nates Yahweh's action as supreme ruler to
deliver persons from jeopardy. This basic
meaning is derived from its use in the
Amarna letters. Milkilu of Gezer, for ex-
ample, pleaded: “Let the king, my Lord,
delwer his land out of the hand of the
babirn”’ 1%  Yahweh could administer
n°qamib because He possessed in Israel the
authority both to command and to exetcise

192 F, C. Fensham, “Malediction and Bene-
diction in Ancient Near Eastern Vassal-Treaties
and the OId Testament,” ZAW, LXXIV
(1962), 1—9.

193 D. R. Hillers, Treaty-Curses and the Old
Testament Prophets, Biblica et Orientalia, 16
(Rome, 1964).

194 G, E. Mendenhall, “The Vengeance of
God: A Bridge Between Faith and Reality,” un-
published essay due to appear in a forthcoming
volume of Mendenhall papers from the Johns
Hopkins Press.

195 EA 271:13—16. See also EA 283:25
to 26, “Let the king, my lord, send archers. Let
the king, my lord, deliver me (yi-ik-ki-ni).”
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force. Thus Early Israel was “a fuctioning
state in which the totality of smperium
over persons was held by Yahweh.” 1% (b)
Moran has shown that “love” in Deuter-
onomy owes nothing to the metaphor of
conjugal love in Hosea but is rather the
“love” shown by a subject to a king.1%"
Rib-Addi of Byblos in the Amarna cot-
respondence describes his loyal subjects as
“those who love me.” 1% The vassal’s obli-
gations are also described: “My lord, just
as I love the king my lord, so (do) the
king of Nuhashshe, the king of Nii. . . .
All these kings are servants of my lord.” 19
To “love” the king is to be a loyal and
obedient servant. This is precisely the
sense in which ’zhéb is used in Deuteron-
omy. To “love” Yahweh is to be loyal, to
obey His commands, heed His voice and
serve Him.2® In addition to these two ex-
amples we may cite studies of “to know”
(yada') and “to murmur” (l#n) to illustrate
the rich new possibilities for meaning
made available to our understanding of the
religion of Early Israel by archaeological
research.20t

In summary, the covenant in Israel was

196 Mendenhall, “The Vengeance of God,”
p. 10.

197 Y. L. Moran, “The Ancient Near East-
ern Background of the Love of God in Deuter-
onomy,” CBQ, XXV (1963), 77—87.

198 EA 83:50—51. See EA 137:47.
199 EA 53:40—44.

200 Deut. 11:1, 22; 30:20 / 10:12; 19:9 /
11:13; 30:16 / 10:12; 11:1, 13,

201 H. B. Huffmon, “The Treaty Background
of Hebrew yada',” BASOR, 181 (1966), 31—
37. See the new translation of the Hittite texts
in A. Goetze, “Hittite shek-/shak- *(Legally)
Recognize, in the Treaties,” JCS, XXII (1968),
7 f. Also H. B. Huffmon and S. B. Parker, “A
Further Note on the Treaty Background of He-
brew yada',” BASOR, 184 (1966), 36—38.

On “murmur” see note 84.
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a transfer from international political life
into religious experience of the emotions
of a powerfully “imposed peace.” On the
analogy of the great king receiving the
loyal recognition as sole source of ultimate
authotity from numerous satellite vassal
states, Yahweh's rule over fiercely loyal
peasant families, some newly resident in
Canaan and many there already for a long
time, was the key to religion in Farly Istael.
The instrument of common allegiance to
Yahweh was the covenant. Modeled on the
vassal treaty the covenant in Early Israel
welded faith and reality, the exercise of
power over and the adjustment of conflicts
between persons. In the covenant the past
was given meaning for the present, and
hope grew from both. Israel was the king-
dom of Yahweh. In that community the
exercise of His rulership was meaningful
in all areas of life. The categories of “law”
and “warfare” summarize the range of
Yahweh's rule that is reasonably well docu-
mented in OT sources. The brief dis-
cussion of these two major facets of Yah-
weh's lordship that follows wiil attempt to
contribute to a delineation of actual life in
the kingdom of Yahweh.

VII. COVENANT AND LAW IN
EARLY ISRAEL

Comparative sources have made it evi-
dent that the covenant in Early Israel was
a tightly framed strucrure of several parts,
The element of the covenant that outlined
the obligations imposed on the families in
Israel is designated the Ten Words or
Commandments.202 It is important to dis-

202 By, 20:2-17; Deut.5:6-21. The term
“Ten Words” is based on Ex.34:28. J. J. Stamm
and M. E. Andrew, The Ten Commandments
in Recent Research, SBT (ss) 2 (Naperville,
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tinguish between the covenant and the
“commandments” it contains and the
“law” that grappled with the daily con-
flicts in village-shepherd-farmer existence
in Palestine®® The radical gap between
covenant and law is supported by the fol-
lowing three observations: (a) the law re-
quires organized social sanctions for en-
forcement.?** Society has no jurisdiction
over the covenant. It appeals to the su-
preme power of Yahweh Himself. (b)
The covenant is not characterized by judi-
cial process but is rather an expression of
the group ethical conviction.2?> Nor does
the covenant define crimes, for example,
murder or adultery. It is therefore unen-
forceable from a legal point of view. (c)
Rather, the covenant establishes standards
of behavior and thus lays the foundations
for law.?® The covenant appeals to the

1967). Also E. Nielsen, The Ten Command-

ments tn New Perspective: A Traditio-bistorical
Approach, SBT (ss) 7 (London, 1968).

203 The perspective in this paragraph and
the next two is deeply indebted to a series of
lectures by G. E. Mendenhall on “Religion and
Law” delivered at Lutheran School of Theology
at Chicago between July 20 and Aug. 6, 1959.
On the distinction between law and covenant
see M. Noth, op. cit. (note 191), pp. 20—G60.

204 TIn the absence of a formal state organiza-
tion the binding force of custom became law,
the 7us commune. See T. E. Holland, The Ele-
ments of Jurisprudence, 13th ed. (Oxford,
1924), pp. 56—062.

205 Legal process is implicit in the syntax of
casuistic or case law. See, for example, Ex.
21:18-19. The protasis is introduced by &3,
“when,” stating the problem. The apodosis of
the conditional sentence begins with “#m, listing
various circumstances in subordinate clauses. See
on this A. Alt, op. cit. (notes 42 and 191), pp.
88—103. KS, I, pp. 285—302, should be
checked; in the ET, p. 89, for example, the He-
brew particles are not in correct order.

206 The covenant becomes the constitution of
a “state,” the kingdom of Yahweh.
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highest. motivations, for it is enforced by
Yahweh. The covenant creates values, the
law presupposes them. The covenant is ac-
tivated by the free commitment of per-
sons. The law coerces the unresponsive
minority. The Ten Commandments are
then covenant, not law.

The interpretation of the Ten Com-
mandments as covenant obligations re-
mains to be developed by scholars. Here
we shall discuss only the First Command-
ment. It should also be emphasized that
the traditional “commandments” are part
of the Sinai covenant only. The Shechem
covenant does not record stipulations. The
best suggestion is that the latter are pre-
served in Deut. 27:15-262%7 For Early
Istael the strong warning against sexual
aberrations is a manifesto of freedom from
fertilicy-obsessed Canaanite culture2®® The
deification of the means of reproduction
was no substitute for “love” of Yahweh.
The Sinaitic commandments desctibe the
interests of Yahweh to be protected by
Israel. Except for the first obligation the
remaining commandments are probably
not universals. New circumstances required
different moral boundaries. The first cove-

207 G. E. Mendenhall, Low and Covenant
(note 33), p. 42. One may regard the content
of vv. 14 and 23 one stipulation, that of single-
minded devotion to Yahweh. See on this prob-
lem McCarthy, Treaty and Covenant (note 133),
pp. 145—151. Baltzer, Das Bundesformular
(see note 183), pp. 30—32.

208 Four of the twelve stipulations in Deut.
27:15-26 deal with sexual morality. The basis
for united military action in Judg. 19—21 was
sexual offense. The story may have been pre-
served precisely because it indicated a basic
moral sensitivity in Early Israel. Note the de-
tailed concern of the so-called “Holiness Code”
(Lev. 17—26) with sexual morality. It seems
extremely probable that this was a particularly
urgent concern in Early Israel.
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nant stipulation asserts, “No one else shall
be God to you in My presence.” 2° The
emphasis is on exclusive loyalty to Yah-
weh. In political terms, the king alone de-
termines foreign policy.21® The client king
is free to manage internal affairs in such
a manner that he does not violate his
higher commitment to the great king. If
Israel is to protect Yahweh's interests,
however, what about Israel’s interests? This
covenant says nothing about the obligations
of Yahweh.?** The OT unanimously affirms
that Israel’s benefit was exclusively in the
fact that the covenant relationship was
with Yahweh-God. Israel is bound by com-
plete trust in Yahweh. He insists in effect,
“You must trust Me even though what I
do may seem contrary to your interests.’
Threats to Yahweh's sovereignty in Israel
may on occasion require the sacrifice of
one’s life. Very probably the first stipula-
tion implied the requirement, so common
in vassal treaties, to demonstrate the ulti-
mate loyalty to Yahweh-king by heeding
the call to arms. Failure to respond was
condemned as breach of covenant.?'? Much
as Israelites gave their bodies as guarantee
of their honesty and faithfulness to Yah-
weh in law, they answered the demands

209 Ex. 20:3.

210 In the Mursilis-Duppi Teshub treaty
(see note 134 and related text) the former says:
“Do not turn your eyes to anyone else! Your
fathers presented tribute to Egypt; you [shall
not do that!},” ANET p. 204a, paragraph 8.

211 Gen. 15 is regarded as 2 model of the
covenant in which Yahweh is bound. G. E.
Mendenhall, IDB, s5.». “Covenant.” See R.
Clements, Abrabam and David: Genesis 15 and
Its Meaning for Israelite Tradition, SBT (ss) 5
(London, 1967).

212 Curse of Meroz in Judg. 5:23. On war-
fare generally, see the first four paragraphs of
Section VIII below.
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of military muster to defend the name and
land and people of Yahweh-king213
When one turns from Israel as a cove-
nant kingdom (Ex. 19—20, 24) to Israel
as a Jegal community (Ex.21-—23), one
turns from religious principles to legal
precedents. Law in Israel and anywhere
else in the Ancient Near East had two
purposes: (a) the preservation of public
peace and (b) the protection of the pert-
son of ihe king.?* The great king in Hat-
tusas or anywhere else did not interfere in
domestic disputes unless they threatened
to distupt the kingdom. He was concerned
only when evidence of alienation from his
role as final arbiter appeared in word and
deed. Thus Yahweh was not directly in-
volved ia day-5y-doy, iawcr- o iada-village
conflicts. Yahweh does serve as the appeals
judge against the decision of lower cousts,
however. The technical term is probably
“cry out” (sd'ag).?® A vivid example is
the following sentence from the Book of
the Covenant, “You shall not oppress any
widow or orphan. If you do oppress them,
and they cry ow? to Me, I will certainly hear
their ¢ry.” 2% This is to invoke the su-
preme power of Yahweh. By David's time
there was a need for courts of appeal

213 The curses in the covenant (Deut. 28:15-
68; Lev.26:14-33) were directed against the
person of the potential violator. See S. Gevirtz,
“West-Semitic Curses and the Problem of the
Origins of Hebrew Law,” VI, XI (1961),
137—158; Hillers, Treaty-Curses, note 193,

214 P, Koschaker, Encylopedia of the Social
Sciences, ed. E. R. A. Seligman, IX (New York,
1932), 211—219, 263 {., 5. ». “Cuneiform Law.”

215 The term is deeply embedded in the
historical traditions of Early Israel. Num. 20:16
and Josh.24:7 include “crying out” to Yah-
weh as the initiation of rescue from jeopardy.
Sec also Ex. 14:10, 15. Moses also ‘‘cries out”
to Yahweh (Ex.17:4; Num. 12:13).

216 Px. 22:22-23; also v. 27.
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against the ruling of village courts.*!? Pre-
cisely as Israel “cried out” against her op-
pressors and was delivered by Yahweh
through military action, so an individual
Israelite accused of murder would flee to
a “city of refuge” until a regular court of
inquiry and trial, under God, established
his innocence or guilt?'® In Early Israel
law served essentially three purposes: (a)
to insure the fulfillment of sworn cbliga-
tions of the covenani;?® {(b) & guard
the community against the calamities of
Yahweh’s curses, since violation could
threaten the life of the entire com-
munity; 22° (¢) to regulate relations with
other communities, foreign or friendly.
The sources of legal tradition in Farly Is-
rael are che accumulaced decisions of vii-
lase courts, which often contained con-

s:r]m-f, blp

nralcrapglite
’’’’’’ < rag.aic

from preis

borrowing

precedents. However, the LB Canaanite

217 2 Sam. 15:1-16; 14:4-8.

218 Ex. 21:12-14; Num. 35:9-34; Deut.
19:1-13. See the discussion of these texts by
M. Greenberg, “The Biblical Conception of
Asylum,” JBL, LXXVIII (1959), 125—132. It
is difficult to follow Greenberg's focus on ex-
piation as the supreme religious concern of de-
tention in the “city of refuge.” It is better to
regard the “city of refuge” as a means of en-
forcing the law that regarded the act of ven-
geance as a violation of divine sovereignty.
Num. 35:6 is paradigmatic: “The cities which
you give to the Levites shall be the six cities of
refuge, where you shall permit the manslayer
to flee.” The law did not restrzin the avenger
but rather protected the accused until covenant
society, under God, found an equitable solution
to the case.

219 If the covenant is an extended oath, as
is commonly asserted, the covenant ceremonies
described in the OT are solemn oath-taking
events. See now M. R. Lehmann, “Biblical
Qaths,” ZAW, LXXXI (1969), 74—92.

220 A. Malamat, “Doctrines of Causality in
Hittite and Biblical Historiography: A Paral-
lel,” VT, V (1955), 1—12.
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city-state was an international commercial
center of socially stratified property
owners.22! Both in literary style and legal
traditions Early Israel's indebtedness is
curiously more profound to Old Babylo-
nian and MB intellectual and social forms
than to contemporary Canaanite traditions,
toward which there was deep antago-
nism.222 In short, law in the Book of the
Covenant is an index to the social, political,
and economic conditions of nonurban com-
munities at home in a culture long super-
seded. On the other hand, law developed
from covenant because the people failed to
accomplish the “peace” of the community
in trusting obedience to Yahweh-king.

In four important areas archaeological
discovery has contributed to a more pro-
found grasp of the role of law in the re-
ligion of Early Israel. First, the recovery
of six major collections of law from the
second millennium of the Ancient Near
East since 1902 has provided the basis for
comparative studies of law in Early Israel
and the Early Ancient Near East.2?® This,

221 J, Gray, The Canaanites (New York,
1964), pp. 53—118.

222 As far as this writer knows, this thesis
has not been dealt with in detail. S. M. Paul, op.
cit. (note 171), pp. 64—125, studies adapta-
tions of Mesopotamian legal tradition in the
Book of the Covenant. He does not, however,
establish the contrast with Canaanite society. See
L. Waterman, “Pre-Israelite Laws in the Book of
the Covenant,” AJSL, XXXVIII (1921), 36—
54.

223 Haase, Einfibrung (note 63). See also
V. Koroshec, “Keilschriftrecht,” Handbuch der
Orientalistik. Orientalisches Recht. 1/III (Lei-
den, 1964), pp. 49—219. Briefly, the Laws of
Hammurapi were discovered in January 1902,
and published by Father V. Scheil in October
1902. The Middle Assyrian Laws were exca-
vated between 1903 and 1914 at Assur and pub-
lished between 1920 and 1926. The Hittite
Laws were discovered in 1906—07 and pub-
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in turn, has stimulated tentative efforts to
reconstruct the history of law in the An-
cient Near East and the location of Israel’s
proper place among her neighbors. Only in
this way can the unique and distinctive
features of each tradition be discovered.
Second, having learned from diverse com-
pilations of law that like problems and
circumstances produce similar solutions,
the significance of the life-styles of nations
that surrounded Israel becomes clear. Since
law reflects the values of a society, all that
the literary texts (for example, Amarna
Letters, Ugaritic tablets) and archaeologi-
cal evidence can contribute to the recon-
struction of all aspects of the history of the
age illuminate the meaning of conflict and
the need for coercive action in a cove-
nanted society.??* Third, archaeological
material contributes substantially to illumi-
nating the social and psychological con-
tent of the language of law and its admin-
istration in Early Israel. That torab is prob-
ably “instruction” and not “rule” begins to
emerge as a wotkable understanding.??5
The social and legal mechanism implied in
terms as shopher (judge) and mds?

lished in 1922. The Lipit-Ishtar Laws were dis-

covered in the University of Pennsylvania Mu-
seum in 1947 (note 98) and published in 1948.
Laws of Eshnunna, excavated at Tell Abu Har-
mal between 1945 and 1947, were published in
1948 and 1956. The Ur-Nammu Laws were
also found in the tablet collection of the Mu-
seum of the Ancient Orient in Istanbul in 1952
and published in 1954.

224 This task remains to be done. We may
anticipate a good beginning with the Exodus
volume of the Anchor Bible to be prepared by
F. M. Cross Jr.

225 G. Ostborn, Téra in the Old Testament:
A Semantic Stwdy (Lund, 1945), pp. 17—22,
finding Akkadian ?értz a close parallel. 1. Eng-
nell, “Israel and the Law: A Review Article,”
Symbolae Biblicae Upsalienses, 7 (1946),
1—34, objects.
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(leader) become clear.26 On the basis of
increasing knowledge of the role of the
“assembly” in Early Mesopotamia and
much later in Early Israel it is evident not
only that the “leaders” of clan and tribe in
Early Israel are “chosen” but also that the
social traditions in Early Israel tap a deep
stream in the life of the Ancient Near
East.?7 Finally, the evaluation of the Book
of the Covenant on the basis of Ancient
Near Fastern souices has amply documen-
ted the rediscovery that the law, even in
Early Israel, is thoroughly anchored in his-
torical actualities. The principal religious
reality is the covenant with Yahweh, which
provides the law with its motivation and
goal.

VIII. COVENANT AND WARFARE IN

EARrLY IsranL

In Farly Israel justice occurs not oaly in
the village courts but also on the bartle-
field. In response to the “cty” of the He-
brew slaves in Egypt, Yahweh, “Warrior,”
“gloriously triumphed” over the “pha-
raoh’s chariots and his army.” 2?2 Warfare
was an ultimate remedy for wrong. With
a sword Yahweh “takes hold on judgment”
and “takes vengeance on (His) adver-

226 B. A. Speiser, “Background and Func-
tion of the Biblical mis#,” CBQ, XXV (1963),
111—117. On the meaning of shiptam in the
Mari letters as “authoritative edict” and Biblical
parallels, see Glock, “Warfare in Mari,” (note
52), references cited sv. “shiprum,” p. 261.
See M. Noth, “Das Amt des ‘Richters Israels,””
Festschrift Alfred Bertholet (Tiibingen, 1950),
pp. 404—417.

227 G. Evans, “Ancient Mesopotamian As-
semblies,” JAOS, LXXVIII (1958), 1—11.
Also T. Jacobsen, “Primitive Democracy in
Ancient Mesopotamia,” JNES, II (1943), 159
to 172. See also Jacobsen’s work cited in note

96.
228 Ex.3:7,9 and 15:1, 4.
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saries.” 22% Both law and warfare deal with
the unusual in FEarly Israel, though our
sources for Early Israel are entirely con-
cerned with either one or the other. It is
precisely in these extremities that one dis-
covers the community functioning accord-
ing to powerful innet patterns of convic-
tion. Warfare is an extension of Yah-
weh's supreme rule of Istael by means of
the covenant. As a covenant obligation
participation in warfare is not specifically
stated but may be implied in the First
Commandment.?° Nonparticipation of
Jabesh-Gilead in the punitive war against
Benjamin, both members of the covenant
community, was deemed a serious violation
of covenant?' It may well be that the
“lawenis” Gattupg in the prophets is the
adapration of the declaration of war by a
suzerain against a disloyal vassal.®? Vio-
lation of the booty of war was regarded as
an offense against the deity or king to
whom it belonged.?® Some vassal treaties
explicitly regulated the distribution of
booty.23* In the violation of the “sacred
booty” at Jeticho Yahweh says: “They
have broken My covenant . . . they have

229 Deut. 32:41.

230 See the end of the second paragraph of
Section VII above.

231 Judg.21:8-12. See also Judg. 5:15b-17,
23.

232 J. Harvey, “Le Rib-pattern,’ Réquistoire
prophétique sur la rupture de l'alliance,” Bib-
lica, XLII1 (1962), 172—196. See also items
in note 184,

233 ARMT, V, 72. However, “booty” ap-
pears to be an 44 hoc translation of shu-ub-tém.
See W. von Soden, “Neue Binde der Archives
Royales de Mari,” Or, XXII (1953), 209. The
typical Mari phrase is “whoever takes the booty/
breaks the covenant or contract/ will eat the
asakkum of Shamash or another God.”

234 V. Koroshec, Hethitische Staatsvertrige,
pp. 72 f. See note 134.
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taken some of the sacred spoil (ha-
hérems)” *3® The ark of the covenant,
which symbolized the presence of Yahweh
in the camp and His leadership in battle,
also contained the tablets of the cove-
nant2® The atk plays a key role in the
ritual conquest of Jericho.?3" It is a reason-

able conclusion that warfare in Early Israel
was a covenant obligation.

It has been pointed out that the OT pic-
tures the Hebrews fleeing Egypt and en-
camped in the desert as the “army of Yah-
weh.” 288 Comparative material from the
Mari archive has added considerably to the
coherent interpretation of this conception
of Early Israel. Of crucial significance is
the Mari #&bibrum or “purification.” 239

235 Josh.7:11. See now A. Malamat, “The
Ban in Mari and the Bible,” Die Ouz-Testam.
Werkgemeenskap in Suid-Africa. Biblical Es-
says, 1966 (Pretoria, 1967), pp. 40—49. An
earlier form of this study appeared in Yebezkel
Kaufmann Jubilee Volume, ed. Menahem Haran
(Jerusalem, 1960), pp. 149—158 (in He-
brew).

236 Num. 10:35-36; 14:39-45. Wright, “The
Lawsuit of God,” (note 184), p. 50, note 54,
supports an early date for the ark. See also M.
H. Woudstra, The Ark of the Covenant from
Conguest to Kingship (Philadelphia, 1965).
Woudstra ignored J. Dus, “Der Beitrag des
benjaminitischen Heidentums zur Religion Isra-
els (Zur altesten Geschichte der heiligen
Lade),” Communio Viatornm, VI (1963), 61
to 80.

237 Josh. 3—6, the ark in the Gilgal tra-
ditions. J. Dus, “Die Analyse Zweier Ladeer-
zihlungen des Josuabuches (Jos.3—4 und 6),”
ZAW, LXXII (1960), 107—134.

238 See first paragraph under Section V,
“Early Israel as the Kingdom of Jahweh.”

239 Glock, “Warfare in Mari,” pp. 69—75,
82—86. The main texts are ARMT, 1, 6, 7, 36,
37, 42, 62, 82, 129; 11, 18, 130; 1II, 19, 21;
V, 45, 51, 65; VI, 77. See also E. A. Speiser,
“Census and Ritual Expiation in Mari and Is-
rael,” BASOR, 149 (1958), 17—25.
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This is a public ceremony resulting in the
formal enlistment of troops by trusted
scribes authorized by the king. The names
are written on tablets village by village.
The #2bibtum very probably was climaxed
by a ritual oath of “purification” in which
those named on the list swore allegiance to
the king. The names on this list were not
only those who would be called up in 2
mustering but also those who received
plots of land as a reward for promised
military service. In return for guaranteed
loyalty “enlisted” men received a measured
field of royal real estate. The tebsbtum im-
plies a vassal-king relationship. The lists
in Num. 1—4 and 26 are not census but
quota lists. Rather than name individuals
the lists specify numbers of military units
(“thousands!”) followed by the number of
men expected from each of the twelve
tribes.?4® Yahweh is said to keep “a book
of the living,” that is, a list of the faithful
in Israel?*! The disloyal are stricken from
this list. The military muster in Early Is-
rael was regarded as a call to arms by Yah-
weh Himself. As at Mari, also in Israel the
“census” involved land distribution. Fol-
lowing the quota list in Num. 26 two rele-
vant orders are issued: (a) Yahweh said to
Moses that to those “on the roster of names

240 G, E. Mendenhall, “The Census Lists of
Numbers 1 and 26,” JBL, LXXVII (1958),
52—G66, especially 61—63.  For example,
Num. 1:21 should be interpreted as follows:
“Those who are enrolled belonging to the tribe
of Reuben: 46 tribal subsections (*laphim) and
500 (men),”’ not, as has been the usual under-
standing of the formula, 46,500 troops from
Reuben.

241 Fx, 32:32-33. Israel’s antagonism against
Amalek may be an effort to “blot out” this
people from the roster of Yahweh, Ex.17:14
and as late as Deut. 25:19. See also Deut. 9:14;
29:19.
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the land shall be divided for a possession.”
(b) Land allotment would be according to
need, the larger tribes receiving more land
than the smaller.?#2 This was a new pro-
gram of economic justice. The land tenure
policy of Early Israel rejected the arbi-
trary distribution of favors by a king to
an elite society and replaced it with an
egalitarian system in which each man was
in effect vassal-king in his own house re-
sponsible to the suzerain-king, Yahweh,
who parcelled out plots of land to His
faithful warriors whose names were re-
corded on census lists. The impact of such
a land-distribution policy was a social and
economic revolution.?*3 In summary, MB
thought forms inherited by Amorite peas-
ants in Palestine, filtering through the
problems and circumstances of the LB age,
combine to depict Early Israel as the “army
of Yahweh.”

Though Biblical sources imply and say
that Early Israel is “the army of Yahweh,”
it is evident that she was not devoted to
the art of warfare.
fought by hastily recruited armies. Ehud
“sounded the trumpet” to enlist Benjamin
against the Moabites.?** When the folk
militia met with defeat, “they fled every
man to his home.” %5 Even before battle
the ranks of the army sometimes thinned
drastically as the fainthearted faded from

,
Israel's wars were

242 Num. 26:52-56.

243 A full picture has been sketched by G.
E. Mendenhall, “The Hebrew Conquest of
Palestine,” BA, XXV (1962), 66—87, es-
pecially 76—84. S. H. Bess, “Systems of Land
Tenure in Ancient Israel,” unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Michigan, 1963, pp.
50—153.

244 Judg. 3:27.
245 1 Sam. 4:10.
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the scene®*® Also, the modest arsenal of
Early Istael is said to have included neither
lance nor shield.?*" The sling was Early
Israel's deadly weapon.**8 This the well-
armed Philistine scorned prematurely.#®
Nor did horse, ass, or drawn wagon serve
military purpose in battle. Indeed, from
Joshua to David captured horses were ham-
strung and chariots burned.2’® Archaeo-
logical discovery has shown that the so-
phisticated military capacity of contempo-
rary LB Canaanite city-states bore little
resemblance to the ctude military manner
of Early Israel. The new sources reveal
four impressive developments effecting
warfare since the MB age: (a) Military ot-
ganization had become professional.??
(b) Improved metal technology had in-
creased the variety and durability of the
weaponry, and the chariot had developed
from a ceremonial or hauling wagon to a

fighting platform.?52 (c) Masters of the

246 Compare 1 Sam. 13:2 with v. 15b. It is
implied in 1 Sam.28:5 and the description of
battle in 1 Sam. 31:1-7 that most of Saul’s army
deserted him on Mount Gilboa,

247 Judg. 5:8; 1 Sam. 13:22.

248 1 Sam. 17:40-51. See Judg.20:16 on
the left-handed Benjaminites.

249 G. A. Wainwright, “Some Early Philis-
tine History,” VT, IX (1959), 79f., on the
form of combat and weaponry of Goliath.

250 Josh. 11:6b, 9 and 2 Sam. 8:4.

251 See second-last paragraph of Section IV,
“Palestine-Syria in the Second Millenium B. C.,”
above, as background. Also MRS, X (note 43)
No. 113, pp. 200—204, is the same as Gordon,
Ugaritic Textbook (note 43) No.400, pp.
213 f. See the comment in J. Gray, The Legacy
of Camaan (note 75), pp. 231—238. Also A.
Rainey, “Military Personnel of Ugarit,” JNES,
XXIV (1965), 17—27.

252 C, Hillen, “The Early Development of
Metal-Working in the Ancient Near East,” un-
published Ph. D. dissertation, University of Chi-
cago, 1955, pp. 178—210, on axes. On chariot,
Smith, Inserconnections (note 125), pp. 22 to
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new military establishment were chiefly a
non-Semitic minority descended from Hur-
rian and Indo-Aryan professional soldiers
contemporary with MB Hyksos.258 (d)
Symbols of their status and prestige were
chariots and horses.25* One may take as
axiomatic that a military force will attempt
to reflect in its offensive and defensive
weapons and strategy counterpart superi-
ority over the enemy. But the military
traditions that lived in Early Israel were
antique MB modes preserved by autoch-
thonous Amorite villagers. Warfare in
Early Israel was an expression of loyalty to
Yahweh, the defense of His name, His
land, and His people.2® Yahweh'’s leader-
ship in war was an exercise of His authority
as King to call on the families of Israel to
offer their lives in defense of the kingdom
of faith.2%® Warfare as conducted in Early
Israel was neither as formal nor as cultic

28. Ugaritice 11 (note 41), pp. 1—23. W.
Nagel, Der mesopotamische Streitwagen wund
seine Entwscklung im ostmediterranen Bereich.
Berliner Beitrige zur Vor- und Frithgeschichie,
X (Berlin, 1966).

2583 See second-last paragraph of Section IV,
“Palestine-Syria in the Second Millenium B. C.,”
above, and related notes.

2564 As far back as ARMT, VI, Text 76:20
to 25, it is evident that the horse was an alien
beast to Northwest Semites. G. M. A. Hanf-
mann, “A Near Eastern Horseman,” Sy7ia,
XXXVIII (1961), 243—255. See also note
152 above.

265 That Israel’s wars were defensive is the
position of G. von Rad, Der Heilige Krieg im
alten Israel, 3d ed. (Géttingen, 1958), pp. 14 to
32. Contra Y. Kaufmann, The Biblical Account
of the Conquest of Palestine (Jerusalem, 1953),
pp. 91—97.

256 Num. 7:2, the “chiefs of Israel” were in
charge of the enlistment. In Num. 1:4 they are
designated “chiefs of the tribes of their fathers’
(house), heads of the "@laphim of Israel.” On
the role of masi, see text, sentence before and
after note 185.
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as the phrase “holy war” suggests.25" Israel
did, however, meet the enemy with su-
perior firepower and mobility, for Yahweh
Himself bore shield and spear, and He rode
the clouds as a chariot of war.2%® High
morale and strong purpose fired the fierce
concentration of effort that made weak-
ness strength and victory Yahweh’s “salva-
tion.”

Archaeological discoveries have pro-
vided significant controls for the interpre-
tation of the role of warfare in the life and
religion of Early Israel. We may summa-
rize these contributions in four categories.
(a) The new sources have vastly illumi-
nated the OT Hebrew lexicon related to
warfare by unfolding the ancient frame of
reference. The language of war turns out
to be closely related to the language of
law when the latter demands the death
penalty. Thus anyone sacrificing to another
god will be declared “sacred booty” in
Early Israel, that is, liable to utter destruc-
tion.2% Warfare is sometimes viewed as
Yahweh's imposing a death penalty on

Canaanite cities.26® Also, the precise se-

267 See R. de Vaux, Les Institutions de
L’Ancient Testament, 2 vols. (Paris, 1959—G60;
ET, New York, 1961), pp. 258—267. Von
Rad, Der Heslige Krieg, first published 1951,
has popularized the “holy war” concept.

258 Ps. 18:3, 31, 36 = 2 Sam. 22:3, 31, 36.
Also Ps.104:3; Ps.68:5, 18, 34; Ps.18:11 =
2 Sam. 22:11; Hab. 3:8, 15; 1 Sam. 4:4; 2 Sam.
6:2. It may be no accident that the only sig-
nificant “chariot” or ‘“wagon” mentioned in
Early Israel is the “®galab on which also Yahweh
rides in the form of the ark of the covenant.
1Sam. 6:7, 8, 10, 11, 14; 2Sam.6:3 =
1 Chron. 13:7. On Deut. 32:13 see W. L. Mo-
ran, “Some Remarks on the Song of Moses,”
Biblica, XLIII (1962), 317—327, especially
323—327.

289 Ex. 22:20.

260 QOccurrences of n(oun) and v(erb)
forms of HRM in Joshua: 2:10v; 6:17n, 18n,
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mantic range of the important root PQD
(“take note, notice, consider; muster”) in
nominal and verba! forms is possible
thanks to compatative texts.?®! (b) An im-
portant contribution to literary critical
studies is the evidence that many of the
military traditions in the so-called late
Priestly source are demonstrably old. Most
of the material in Num.1—10, for ex-
ample, the quota lists and the camp de-
scription, is deeply rooted in the experi-
ence of Early Israel. P’s insistence on the
inalienability of the land is vital to the re-
ligion of Early Israel.2%? (c¢) Stratigraphic,
architectural, and artifactual evidence
forces one to confront the actualities of
ancient warfare. OT descriptions of war-
fare are conunonly lyunic piajse of Yali-
weh's power. The new souzces force a seri-
ous evaluation of the actual experience of
war. The result is a truer picture of both
religious and historical realities in Early
Israel. Words for weapons are matched
with excavated artifacts, bronze blades and

19a, 21v: 7:1, 11-13, 15, all n; 8:26v; 10:1,
28, 35, 37, 39, 40, all v; 11:11, 20, 21, all v;
22:20n. The significant context is the “divine
council” and the messengers from the council.
Council members and messengers are servants
of Yahweh. Not only did a “messenger” deliver
Israel from Egypt (Num. 20:16), but the “mes-
senger’” is sent before them into Canaan and de-
livers the land to them (Ex.33:2-3). See H. W.
Robinson, “The Council of Yahweh,” JT'S, XLV
(1944), 151—157; F. M. Cross Jr., “The Coun-
cil of Yahweh in Second Isaiah,” JNES, XII
(1953), 274—277; also G. E. Wright, The 0ld
Testament Against Its Environment, SBT, 2
(London, 1950), pp. 30—41.

261 J. B. van Hooser, “The Meaning of the
Hebrew Root “IPD in the Old Testament,” un-
published Th.D. dissertation, Harvard Divinity
School, 1962. Also J. Scharbert, “Das Verbum
PQD in der Theologie Alten Testaments,” BZ,
ns. IV (1960), 209—226.

262 Tev.25:23. Also Ex. 23:10-11;
19:14,

Deut.

601

points, sling stones, walled cities, including
problems of tactics, organization, and com-
munication.?$® (d) The mote complete
one’s knowledge of MB-LB Syria-Pales-
tine is, the more possible is some light on
the Eigenart of the religion of Early Israel.
In the midst of specific foes with eyes, ears,
and legs that are economic, social, politi-
cal, as well as cultic, Early Israel established
herself in the wotld as a unique kingdom
of free men under Yahweh?%* A society
open to the oppressed and alienated strang-
ers and foreigners, Early Israel was closed
in belligetent devotion to Yahweh who
wrought her “salvadon” by victories in
courts of law and fields of battle to all who
would dominate her with sophisticated
L'uiﬁucuy 1u‘adxiu\:1y aad &.‘u;.:uuy boilh dhe
peisonal freedom and social system that al-
lowed the maximum expression of the

rule of Yahweh.

IX. CONCLUSICN

This essay has first attempted to de-
scribe some of the more important new

262 I, A. Speiser, "On Some Articles of
Armor and Their Names,” JA0S, LXX (1950),
47—49. Y. Yadin, “Goliath’s Javelin and the
DR N Y PEQ, LXXXVIL (1955), 58—
68. A. Malamat, “The War of Gideon and
Midian, A Military Approach,” PEQ, LXXXIV
(1952), 61—065, elaborated in The Military
History of the Land of Israel in Biblical Times,
ed. J. Liver (Tel Aviv, 1964), pp. 110—123
(in Hebrew).

264 The term to describe this phenomenon
used by social scientists is amomie. See R. K.
Merton, “Social Structure and Anomie,” Ameri-
can Sociological Review, 111 (1938), 672—682.
The best term is “counter-culture.” See the fol-
lowing definition in Theodore Roszak, The
Making of A Cownter Cultwre (Garden City,
1969), p.42: “a culture so radically disaffili-
ated from the mainstream assumptions of our
society that it scarcely locks to many as a culture
at all, but takes on the alarming appearances of
a barbaric intrusion.”
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material available to the student of the
religion of Eatly Israel. These sources are
both epigraphic and archaeological. The
chief written documents may be classified
in three categories: (a) Literary works
that have grown and been refined by usage
over long periods, ultimately appearing
in edited form. Included are epics as well
as liturgical and omen literature. 265 Most
of these are impossible to date precisely
and bhave usually been the special pro-
vince of priests. (b) Literary works that
are officially sponsored by the court, pas-
ticularly the royal annals, international
treaties, and law collections authorized by
the king. One might also include wisdom,
for this was the product of the scribe in
the setdng of the cowre®® (c) A large
body of letters, economic documents, con-
tracts, or literature composed for limited
utility. For the historian this evidence is
of great significance for lexicon and for
political and social history. This material
allows one to compare the actual with the
ideal reflected in the first category. Much
of it is found in the rooms of court offi-
cials. The nonepigraphic or archaeological
evidence may also be summarized in three
groups: (a) Objects of art, that is, unique
products of craftsmen, as incised ivories
from Megiddo, Samaria, or Ugarit; Egyp-
tian statuary or Mesopotamian cylinder
seals. Palestine is relatively poor in such
objects. (b) Architecture, that is, domes-

265 A. L. Oppenheim, Ancient Mesopotamia.
Portrast of a Dead Civilization (Chicago, 1964),
pp.228—275; IDB, s5.v. “Assyria and Baby-
lonia,” especially pp.276—293 on “Literature.”

266 . G. Lambert, Babylonian Wisdom Lit-
eratwre (Oxford, 1960). R. E. Murphy, “The
Concept of Wisdom Literature,” The Bible in
Current Catholic Thought, ed. ]J. L. McKenzie
(New York, 1962), pp. 46—54.
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tic, political, military, and religious or cul-
tic structures. Here, too, Palestine is unim-
pressive by comparison with the rest of the
Ancient Near FEast. (c) Artifacts, the
smaller objects of daily life, including pot-
tery, which, when carefully examined,
yields substantial clues to the history of
style, technology, and, on occasion, for-
eign influence. When focused on the Bible
this vast array of new material is decisive
in three general areas of investigation:
(a) the structural enalysis of OT litera-
ture,7 (b) the delineation of the social,
political, economic, and cultic context of
OT religion, 268 and (c) the historical de-
velopment of OT theology. This essay is
a small contribution to the discussion of
the first problem of the last category.

The second purpose of this essay has
been to illustrate the use of this new ma-
terial by proposing a solution to the prob-
lem of the model used within the OT to
understand itself. 'The assimilation of
archaeological material by OT scholars has
been a slow process. This is in itself sig-
nificant. The revolution produced by at-
chaeological materials has not always suf-

267 For example, A. Malamat, “King Lists of
the Old Babylonian Period and Biblical Geneal-
ogies.” JAOS, LXXXVIII (1968), 163—173.
M. Noth, “History and Word of God in the Old
Testament,” op. cit. (note 191), pp. 179—193.
A. Malamat, “Prophetic Revelations in New
Documents from Mari and the Bible,” VTS,
XV (Leiden, 1964), pp. 207—227. C. Wester-
mann, Grandformen prophetische Rede. Bei-
trige zur evangelischen Theologie. Vol. 31.
(Munich, 1960; ET, Philadelphia, 1967), pp.
115—128. See Huffmon, op. cét. (note 52).
Also W. W. Hallo, “New Viewpoints on Cunei-
form Literature,” IEJ, XII (1962), 13—26. R.
Frankena, “The Vassal-Treaties of Esarhaddon
and the Dating of Deuteronomy,” OTS, Vol.
XIV (Leiden, 1965), pp. 122—154.

268 Probably the best is still Albright’s From
the Stone Age, chapters 3—6.
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ficiently impressed Biblical scholars. Evi-
dence that illustrates “animals, plants, and
minerals,” artifacts of daily life and geo-
graphical information has been readily ab-
sorbed and disseminated.2%® But evidence
that resists simple interpretation or even
creates difficulties for the Biblical intet-
preter, such as the archaeological record at
Jericho and ‘Ai, is commonly ignored or
not treated with the respect it is due.2™
The key archaeological problem is histoxi-
cal-chronological and therefore stratigra-
phic. Because this is the case, ceramic
typology is of crucial importance.2™ Since

269 Cited from the minutes of the Centenary
Annual General Meeting of the Palestine Ex-
ploration Fund hkeld in London, June 22, 1965,
on the same day of the founding of the Fund
a century earlier, which quotes from the resolu-
tions of the founders of the Fund: PEQ, C
(1965), 182.

270 H. J. Franken, “Tell es-Sultan and Old
Testament Jericho,” OTS, Vol. XIV (Leiden,
1965), 189—200. J. A. Callaway, “New Evi-
dence on the Conquest of ‘Ai,” JBL, LXXXVII
(1968), 312—320. Both are valiant efforts
honestly to coafront deep historical problems
raised by archaeological evidence.

271 The best general survey is R. Amiran,
The Pottery of Eretz-Israel (Jerusalem, 1963)
(in Hebrew; an ET is expected soon). A brief
summary with the same title, reprinted as a
booklet (1958), also appeared as “The Story of
Pottery in Palestine,” Amntiquity and Survival,
11/2—3 (1957), 187—207.

few Biblical scholars have bothered to
gather even a modest familiarity with basic
pottery forms, archaeological material is
often only supetficially employed at best.
One must simultaneously emphasize the
requirement of a fundamental knowledge
of the written sources in at least Hebrew,
Akkadian, and Ugaritic. The wedding of
epigraphic and archaeological evidence is
of primary interest to the Biblical scholar
involved in recovering the meaning of the
Biblical text. The solution proposed here
for the self-understanding of the deepest
levels of religious life in Early Israel is
based on an attempt to consider typical
sources. The reconstruction that has
emerged, which accounts for both law and
warfare as functions of the covenant in a
LB Canaanite context, should at least be
regarded as a strong candidate for a work-
ing understanding of the religion of Early
Israel in the light of present sources avail-
able. In a remarkably consistent fashion
Early Istael functioned on the analogy of
an Ancient Near Eastern vassal state. This
datum provided by archaeological discovery
appears to be the key that opens the right
door to understanding the religion of Early
Israel.

River Forest, Illinois

NOTES

Discussion in the footnotes has been kept at a minimum. A major function of these notes is bib-

liographic. The following abbreviations are used:

AASOR — Annual of the American Schools of Oriental Research.
ABUU — Altbabylonische Briefe in Umschrift und Ubersetzung.

AfO — Archiv féir Orientforschung.
AJA — American Journal of Archaeology.

AJSL — American Journal of Semitic Langunages and Literatures.
ANET — Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old Testament. Ed. J. B. Pritchard. 2d ed.

Princeton, 1955.
AO — Andlecta Orientalia.
AOS — American Oriental Series.
ARM — Archives royales de Mari.

ARMT — Archives royales de Mari. Traductions.
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AS — Assyriological Studies (The Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago).

AT — Alalah Tablet.

BA —The Biblical Archaeologist.

BAH — Bibliothéque archéologique et bistorique.

BANE — The Bible and the Ancient Near East, Essays in Honor of William Foxwell Albright. Ed.
G. E. Wright. New York, 1961.

BASOR — Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research.

BiOr — Bibliotheca Orientalis.

(B)SOAS —~ (Bulletin of the) School of Oriental and African Studies. University of London.

BWA(N)T — Beitrige zur Wissenschaft vom Alten (und Nenen) Testament.

BZ — Biblische Zestschrift.

CAD — The Assyrian Dictionary. Ed. A. L. Oppenheim et «l. Chicago, 1956—.

CAH — Cambridge Ancient History.

CBQ — Catholic Biblical Quarterly.

CT — Cuneiform Texts from Babylonian Tablets in the British Museum.

CTM — Concordia Theological Monthly.

EA—]. A. Koudtzon, Otto Weber and Erich Ebeling, Die El-Amarna Tafeln. 2 vols. VAB IL
Leipzig, 1910—1913.

ET — English translation.

EV (V) — English version(s).

HSS — Harvard Semitic Series.

HTR — Harvard Theological Review.

HUCA — Hebrew Union College Annsal.

IDB — Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible. Ed. G. A. Buttrick e 4l. 4 vols. New York, 1962,

IE] — Israel Exploration Journal.

JAOS — Journal of the American Oriental Society.

JBL — Journal of Biblical Léteratuve.

JBR — Jowrnal of Bible and Religion.

JCS — Journal of Cuneiform Studies.

JKF — Jahrbuch fir Fleinasiatischen Forschung.

JNES — Journal of Near Eastern Studses.

JPOS — Journal of the Palestine Oriental Society.

JOH — Jewish Quarterly Review.

JSS — Jomrnal of Semitic Studses.

JTS — Journal of Theological Siudses.

JWH — Journal of World History.

KS— Albrecht Alt, Kleine Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel. 3 vols. Munich, 1959.

LIH — L. W. King, The Letters and Inscriptions of Hammurabi. Vol. 1. London, 1898.

LSS — Leipziger semitische Studien.

MAM — Mission archéologique de Mari.

MDOG — Misteilungen der deutschen Orient-Gesellschaft.

MIO — Mitteslungen des Instituts fiir Orientforschung.

MKNAW — Mededeelingen der Koninklijke Nederlandsche Akadem ¢ Van Wetenschappen.

MRS — Mission Ras-Shamra.

MT — Masoretic Text.

MV AG — Mitteilungen der Vorderasiatisch-Agyptischen Gesellschaft.

OECT — Oxford Edition of Cuneiform Texts.

OIP — Ovriental Institute Publications.

Or — Orientalia.

OTS — Oudtestamentische Studien.

PEQ — Palestine Exploration Quarterly.

PRU — Le palais royal d'Ugarit.

RA — Revue &assyriologie et d’archéologie orientale.

RB — Revne bibligue.

RHA — Revue bittite et asianique.

RSO — Rivista degli Studs Orientali.
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SAOC — Studses in Ancient Oriental Civilization (‘The Oriental Institute of Chicago).
SBT (ss) — Studies in Biblical Theology (second series).

SD — Studia et Documenta ad lura Orientis Antigui Pertinentia,

SOAS — See BSOAS.

SVT — Supplements to Vetus Testamentum.

TCL — Textes cunéiformes du Lonvre.

VAB — Vorderasiatische Bibliothek, Leipzig.

VT — Vetus Testamentum.

WMANT — Wissenschaftliche Monographien zum Alten und Neuen Testament, Neukirchen.
ZA — Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie und verwandte Gebiete.

ZAW — Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche W issenschafs.

ZDPV — Zeitschrift des dentschen Palistinavereins.



