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Chaldacan chicftains on the border of Elam enjoyed the support of the
Assyrian authoritics for their loyalty.

We should also examine the extent of the contribution of the vassal
states to the imperial sccurity systems. They maintained the adminis-
tration and the current security within their boundaries with local
manpower. (Vassal kings and their armics also participated in cam-
paigns of the imperial armies in their ncighborhood.*)

All these palitical arrangements enabled the mobility of the relative-
ly small Assyrian army to be maintained and ensured that it could be
assigned for substantial fighting.

IV. The study of warfare and military control, only some aspects of
which have been demonstrated here, demands, then, a comprchensive
view of the subject, beyond the individual events with which research
has contented itself so far. Recognition of the existence of constants
whose signilicance for military history has not changed through the
ages — such as topographical and climatic conditions and. toa certain
degrec. also logistic data, as long as they were not affected by techno-
logical innovations — enables us to use analogy as a means for sharp-
cning the definition of various aspects of military reality. Thus, for
example, the detailed figures about water supply for Napoleon's army
on its march through Sinai (1799) and for the Turkish expedition to the
Suez canal (late 1915) help us to cstablish the problems faced by -
Esarhaddon and Cambyses in their preparations for their campaigns
against Egypt.? Analogy, thus, helps us to understand the basic fac-
tors: but it is doubtful whether we can adopt it for the reconstruction of
a particular battle. In most cases we lack precise geographical, and
particularly topographical data; data on the course of the battle are too

gencral; and, above all, we are limited because of thc considerable

dependence of warfare on a huge- varicty of unpredictable human,

technical and other factors which cannat be assessed.

In conclusion, this outlinc demonstrales what should and can be
done in ordes to gain a better understanding of military reality and its
applications for the ancient Near Eastern empires. A systematic and !
comprchensive study will not only improve our familiarity with the
basic factors of war which, according o Braudel, “never ceased to
trouble the lives of men”, but may promcte the acquaintance with the
nature of the ancient empires, of which our concepls are but too vague.

46. Cf.cp. K AT 21512 (1 campnignof Tigtath-pileser TH: KA VI8 (Rm.i 6R 74): ‘
138140 (Cyl. C i 23-51). camprign of Ashurbanipal,
47. Sce . ph'al, The Anciemt Arabs, Jerusalem-bciden, 1982, pp. 137-142.
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'I'}his paper trics to answer the old, plain but confusing question: what
kind of history wriling ~ if any — do we have in the Old Testamcent? The
problem! touches many interesting subjects, and requires some de-
tailed investigations and discussion of various scholarly positions; all
these arc tempting sidclines which cannot be accomodated in the spacc
ol asingle paper. I have found myself forced to cut off many branches
to kcep my argument down te a manageable shape and size; I hope that
the remaining scars won't bother the reader too much.

An Hiustration

T'he account of Saul's clevation to kingship is, to the critically minded
rathf%r unconvincing as a statement of fact. Literary anulysis rcvcals‘
thatitis atangle of textual elements. Yet 1 do find it rather impressive
as a suggested solution to a typical historian’s problem. Greek histori-
ans (c.‘g,‘ Ferodotus, or Plutarchus) frequently quotce several accounts
of a singlc event, remarking in between that ‘others tell the following
story’. A modern historian presents his own view of ‘what must have
actually happened’, giving his divergent sources in footnotes. In the
Book of Samucl we find threc stories telling how Saul was made king,?
I

The cir‘cums(nncc which made me think about the subject in carncst was the
symposiunt held in 1979 by the Old Testament and Near Gast group at the lnsiilulc
for Advanced Studies at the Hebrew University on Mount Scopus. | lz'\\:c also
made full use of the opportunily to discuss my ideas about the s\lbiccl :vilh‘n-w

colleagues at the Institute, during the academic year 1978-79: 1 thank them all
very much for their patience.

r~

The suggcsli‘on that ‘much in O7 historiography might be cxplained by the abscnce
pf .Fuoln.)lu .(wlnch makc the accommodation of divergent bits of information
casier) is Yair Hofmann's (in varions conversations). ey oo 4
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with some ideological discourses presented in speeches (1 Sam §-12).
The storics are combined in a single nartative, on the assumption that
they nced not be really contradictory. First Samuel anointed Saul at
Ramah in sccret (! Sam. 10:1-10, 16), since the presence of the
Philistines (10:5) made caution necessary. Then, after a period of
carclul prcp:\r:\lion, the Lord's choice was made public at Mitzpah
(7 .258). General recognition came only after the new king's victory
over Ammon wis ratificd by a ‘renewal ol the kingship® at Gilgal (11,
14--15). The specches conveying the significance of these events are
neatly placed as a prologuc (ch. 8) and cpiloguc (ch. 12). The whole
pericope thus combines several sources about a single event into a
plausible reconstruction of a political process. Its author, however, did
not imposc his reconstruction on his material, spelling out his vicws
dircctly, taking carc o underpin the weak points and radically rewrit-
ing His sources. He evidently used them more or less as he found them,
suggesting his solution by the narrative itself, and lcaving plenty of
contradictions and loose cnds in the story. The reader is thus shown the
cvidence in the hope that he will agree withthe author’s interpretation.
This gentlemanly proccdure has made the author lock like a fool to his
less civilized critics. They are happily busy in tearing his edifice apart,
and trying lo rearrange the picces, caring nothing for the author’s
historical reconstruction.

Hisioriography

Such reconstructions arc rather common in biblical historiography,
and often enough noticed by scholars. I have chosen this rather trans-
parent cxample because it shows clearly the problem-solving aspect of
the ancicnt historians’ work.? Reconstructing history means (o narrate
it. therefore l(m,ighl,ha_\g’:_ugucd simply that_the richness of biblical

narrative about Vlj\g»p_asl“iﬁy_lqy__i‘,l_sglf sufficient proof of genuine histori-
_E‘\!,?!E&i"il)'-'Tl‘is' however. might be taken for an overstatement of my
case, because of the deceptive plainness of the narration. This is why |
prefer to point out the problem-solving aspeet; it shows that the histori-
ans ol ancicnt Istacl did what all historians arc basically doing: finding
ont as much as possible about past events and showing how they make

sense. Their occasional failures and awkward faithfulness to their

111 Pirenne, “What are Iistorians Trying to Bo?". in 1. Meycrhofl ed.), Philo-
suphy of NHistory in our Time. an Anthology, New York, 1959, p. %4.
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sources show that the job was not as casy and ‘primitive’ as it seems. It
was indeed quite an achicvement to imposc a more or less coherent
single line of narrative on such a lot of cvents. beginning with the
Creation and ending with the rencwal ol hope under Nchemiah. The
solutions inherent in the job still determine much of our thinking.’
though we are doing our best to replace them.

11 the cultural context of the ancient Near Fest Isracl was, as far as
we know. the only local branch to produce a historiography. What is
usually called ancient Mesopotamian historiography consists mainly.
though not exclusively, of records of rccent events:* and does not
contain any cxtensive narratives about the actaal (not mythical) but
distant past.® Yct itscems that 1hc_i‘r_\_l’c_l[c£1_unls of ancient Mcsopota-
mia were fully awarce of their past, and quil‘gii;'{;\;‘zﬁﬁcﬁm‘%oﬁi»ﬁ_f
100.” They had all the cquipment nceessary. for a historiography, but
evidently felt no need for it. Scen in this light Old Testament histori-
ography becomes more significant than a mere achicvement, or than
an art at which ourancestors excelled. Tt betrays a peculiar attitude to

life.

Historicism

it is demonstrably truc that my existence is largely determined by
whatever has happened to my pecople in the past, but 1 need not be
aware of this truth. As an individual, 1 might start any day with a
feverish scarch for ‘roots’; 1 might also blissfully ignore the past and
find myself another cure for my existential discomfort. Similarly.com-
munitics develop preoccupations with their past, to legitimate political
claims or Tor other reasons, but they need not do so. tHuman existence is
rather confusing, and sceing how onc thing Icd to another is only onc —
possibly not the best — way of dealing with the confusion.

A somewhat unorthodox usc of the term historicism might be conve-
nicntly introduced at this point: Let it denote the existential atlitude

4. E.g. “the perioc of Judges™.

S.  Such as royal inscriptions, annals, preambles to treatics. For a survey and evalua-
tion of this msterial scc A.L. Opperheim, Ancent Mesopotamia, 1964, pp.
144 150, For a survey of the Hittite material see Gitterbock's contribution to this
volume on Hittite historiopraphy >

6. The point is made autharitatively by W.G. Lambert, (*Destiny and Divire Inter-
vention in Babylon and terael” 0TS 17 [1971]. pp. 65-72) who also considers
possible exceptions.
Sce Oppenhein, (above, n. 5). pp. 150- 151,
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just described, which sgeks answers in the actual (not_mythical) past.
Or, in other words, it is an intcllcctual habit of finding the past interest-
ing and significant. By this delinition, there arc many historicisms: the
BelicTin progress, c.g., is a historicism. but whatever mekes a modern
historian tick is usually another historicism, 1 obviously cannot alford
to list then all, still fess to deseribe them, but Thope that my meaning
is clear enough. So should be my point that Biblical Judaism is a
historicism. ’

The Divine in History

These considerations should be of somic help inthe fairly recent debate
about “the Divine in History”. All ancient Near Eastern deitics of
some standing interfere in the affairs of their peoples. Victories. de-
feats and much else arc quite regularly explained in the literature of
the region as manifestations of divine benevolence and wrath. It has
been argued® that this “experience of Divine in History” was simply
shared by ancient Isracl; so that the unique quatitics of Israel's religion
must be sought clsewhere. This argument is valuable as a debunking
cxercise and quitc right as far as it goes. The only thing wrong with it is
a misusc of the tenm “history’, or perhaps its confusion with ‘destiny’.
Chemosh being angry with his land® is a pious explanation of a defeat,
not a historical reflection. Seen as an item in a chain of past cvents,
which are supposed to make some scnse, the defeat and the pious
comment may become historically significant; they are not, however,
presented in such a light on the Moabite Stone. The same comment can
be applicd to practically any remark about divine action determining
human cvents, including many piovs comments in the Old Testa-
ment.' “The only type of Old Testament statement about divine
intervention which cannot be matched by some quotation from ancient
Mcsopotamian literature is the sort of thing which we have in Gen.
15:13-16™" ie. contemplations of divine action through several
8. HL.W.Sages, The Encounter with the Divine in Mesopotaniia and Israel., London,

1978, pp. 64-92: B. Albrekison, History and the Gods {(Coniectonea Biblica. Old

Testament Series 1), Lund, 1967. For reactions to Albrekison see Lamibert, “Histo-

ry and the Gods: A Review Article™, Orientalia 39 (1970). pp. 170-177. and the
literature quoted there.

9. King Mesha's Inscription, so called Moabite Stone, line § (no. 181 apud Donner-
Rallig, K471 p. 332 ANET, p. 320). King Mesha refers to the past, bul only as far
as it concerns his own deeds.

10, B Num. 14:220 28:3: Josh, 11200 1 Sam. 7:10: 2 Kings 9:6-9; 14:26 27,
Lo T am quoting what Prof. Gitterbock told me, from memory.,

110

Biblical Historicism

generations. Joshua 24, and other instances of von Rad's ‘historical
credo’? might serve as better examples. It follows that Israel was
unique in the ancicnt Near East in its true ‘'experience of the Divine in
History’, and not only in current affairs. Or, other gods rcact to human
behayiour; so does the God of Israel, but He also pursues a_deliberate
i;vr-ié—tc_nn,pqlicy In other words: Isracl’s culture is historicist, Mgsnng_{
tamian culture. is non-historicist.!?

Biblical historicism is not confined to the historical books of the Old
Testament. Prophets occasionally remind the people of their past (e.g.
Micah 6:5); psalmists spell out the lessons of history in long reviews
(Pss. 78; 105; 106) and rcfer to it in prayer (e.g. Ps. 44:2-4). Histori-
cism is indecd a basic component of the OT attitude to human
existence.

General Features of Ol Historiography

Its foremost manifestation is, of course, the historians' work at rccon-
structing the past. Its general features are somewhat difficult to recog-
nize, first because we are too familiar with them to take notice, second
because we tend to overvalue either the quality of the religious thought
involved, or the ‘historicity’ (=factual rcliability) of some accounts.
The third, and objective, reason for our difficulty is that no two sub-
jects are treated in the same way. The problem-solving activity must
have encountercd too many variables for the development of a stan-
dard procedute. These were: the quantity and quality of the available
material, the discrepancics in the sources, the clements calling for
various treatments on the story-telling level, the significance of each
event with the need for its particular theological interprctation. 1 shall
nevertheless atlcmpt a scries of generalizations. They may seem banal
and even cavalier, but I hope that they willreveal the basic attitudes of
biblical historicism.

The large part of OT historiography dealing with events from Joshua
to Nehemiah is mostly about wars for territory, political dominance or
independence, personal power struggles and (less explicitly) social
tensions. These are what we have become accustomed to regard as the
12. G. von Rad, Gesanmelic Schriften. 1961, pp. 11-15.

13. The point ismade by Lambert, (above, n. 8). Saggs (above, n. 8, p. 91)is aware of
the differcrce between the recording of recent cvents and retrospective writing
about the ast, but does not realie ils significance.

The Hittites were apparently moreinterested in the past than the Babylonians and
Assyrians; sce Prol. Gilterbock’s contribution to this volume.
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ordinary stuff of history. Their treatment s refatively (recof nystifica:

ons. and_idcological distortions: it displays a_grasp of geographical,
Social and political realitics, and an ability to point them out. The
historians of the OT may be less sharply analytical (or long-winded) in
their appreciation of geopolitics than their Greek and modern col-
feagues, but they are nobody’s fools Neither miracles, nor obviously
lalse (i.c. factually unrcliable) reconstructions of everts, such as Samu-
¢l's victory over the Philistines (1 Sam. 7). prevent the functioning of
this feeling for geopolitics: a story may look improbable (o the critically-
minded. but it will make some sense geopolitically,

In other words. we are always shown how one thi neled to another, on
Ehg human_teyel, The question why it did so is invariably answered by
“the“assertion that it was the Lord's just and reasonable decision. The
historian always finds an explanation using the terms of reward, pun-
ishment, or mercy. A general theory of theodicy has been developed in
the process intoa very subtle and flexible (ool, which i clfectively used
10 solve all kinds of problems. 1ts result is to make Divine initiative
father rarc and marginal. God has sent Samuel to anoint David. The
choice was entirely His own and rather surprising in human eyes
(1 Sam. 16). It was, however, the outcome of the Lord's decision 1o
Teject Saul, a decision based on Saul's disobedience. It is man who sets
Divine theodicy in motion by his behaviour, descrving reward or pun-
IShRvent, 1t 15 nol God s business (o push him along. So we cannot truly
say that God acts in history: He reacts in most cases, though ncither
Automatically nor arbitrarily: He takes His time, and pursucs His
Policy. Nevertheless. if it were not for Esreael's sins they would be sceure
i the enjovment of their and, living in a perfect society bused on the
Lord's laws and commandments. Such contemplations, however, arc
Nt the ancient historians’ concgrn. They reconstructawhat has actually
E.‘.‘.EEC"C(U."..”.‘SJ?:'IE.,‘- in terms of geopolitics, erI_tLlhcy e)gnl_ui_n\_i_}_’bxq
Uheodicy.. .

A different sct of generalizations is necessary for the treatment of
Isracl's carly history. from Abraham to Joshua, Only small bits in it
belong 1o the ordinary stuffl of history. The patriarchs are shown as
SCminomads. gradually paining wealth and respectability. Such a
group of seminomads is ns geopolitically real as any other social unit,
Yetit does not belong to the ordimary stuff of conveational histroy,
Which docs not bother with the forluncs of a single peaceful family.
This is onc of the sceveral reasons for the ordinary empirical historian’s
d“'ficully to getarcal grasp on the Patriarchs: they may be real cnough
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but they are not his sort of subject. Another, and more profound,
reason is that the ancient historian shows the rcalities of the Patriarchs’
cxistence only incidentally; for him they are first of all the carriers of a
blessing and of a promise, though he also sces them as real persons with
real problems. To speak about them in terms of peopolitics means a
translation of the biblical-account into another ‘universe of discourse";
while no sach translation is nccessary for any subject later than Joshua,
the translation becomes cven more “violent” when applied to the Wan-
dering in the Wilderness: for us it is a hazy rememberance of the
nomadic stage of Israel’s existence, for the biblical account something
entirely different. 1 have excellent reasons to belicve that the Exodus
was an actual event,' but | can not find much uscful geopolitical
information about it in the Bible. The initiative in the early stage of
Isracl’s history is entirely the Lord's. He brought Abraham to Canaan
from a distant place, promised him the inheritance of the Land, and
then worked in wondrous ways to fulfill His promise. He decided that
the time has come to redeem His people from Egypt, He brought them
to Sinai and imposcd on them 1lis Covenant, He fed them through the
Wilderness. Theodicy is occasionally employed by the narrators,'s but
only to justify God's ways in the margin of the argument. The tale as a
whole is about the twin themes of the Election and the Covenant,
which remain entirely unjustificd, because they are due to His Sover-
eign Will. They are of course theological rather than historical themes,
and the problem-solving activity in_the Pentateuch is consequently
concerned with theological precisions. Weac not shown how onc thing
led to another, but rather how God madc things happen to carry out

His policy. ‘J RN N T ¢

Heilsgeschichte is a history

Now it may be argued that this juxtaposition can only serve to illus-
trate the trite truth that the carly history in the Bible is no history at
all. One can call it a legend overburdened with theological specula-
tion, or a peculiar kind of myth,'* or, using von Rad's term,

14, These, howcever. are only considerations of a general nature. such as that it is
extremely unlikely for a people fo invent a story about its past scrvitude, which is
not a thisg to be proud of.

15. Such as the rather lame justification of God's ways in Gen. 15:13-16.

16. Using the term 'myth’ in the sense of *a story about the origin of things and
institutions, with some god in it", or in the sensc of ‘something which is supposed to
have happencd in the past and which is very important for the present’. Even by
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Heilsgeschichie!? The last term is preferable. 1t characterizes the
phcnomenon as an expression of the religious experience of the people
by the mcans of historical narration. This implics that it nced nol
contain any actual history.'® The conclusion is, again, that we nced not
bother with it under the heading of the historical thought inthe OT. 1do
not think so. Heilsgeschichte is built on very ancient material and
concerned with some close meetings between God and men, so it cannol
be quite ordinary history. Its events, however, arcas real to the narrators
as anything clse, and we have no grounds to doub! the actual occurence
of these events on the human level. It provides 2 down-to-carth back-
ground for its sublime subject, presenting it as realistically as possible.
The most important thing about it is that it tries to solve thcological (or
existential) problems by the methods of historical narration; this alone
makes it a mthcr’ c'g-{!?‘}ggﬁ(jf,y?,"ccj!;f\")';ilsfi!llc lcrp(l)/,§,r)rl of history.

R A i P
Gan £ASn , ned  DTIAREMNT -
The Lord's Policy

We are thus faced with two modes of OT historiography. Onc, dealing
with Isracl’s origins, is slightly deterministic and not geopolitical; the
other dealing with the people’s subsequent existence, is geopolitical and
adcterministic. | have juxtaposed themabove. The dichotomy is duc to
the subject mattcr: in the period of its origins Israel is not secn as a
geopolitical entity, so it cannot be trealed geopolitically: such a treat-
ment begins as soon as the historiography passes over to a description of
Israel’s ‘normal’ existence. Isracl’s origins are conccived asentirely duc
to God’s mighty deeds. so the deterministic vicw dominates in their
description. A major theme in the story of the origins is the covenant:
during their subscquent existence Israclare expeeted to live up toit: the

these definitions the type of subject discussed docs not look quite like the kind of
myth to most observers: which is why some prefer to use the term *broken myth'. |
sugeest that in the context of the present discussion the term myth should be
reserved lor stories about the very distant past. in which most things were nol as
they are: their origins were caused, according to such sterics, by various actions and
adventures of the gods, though some men and animals also appear. This definilion
fits atl stories nornmlly called myths (in Greek. Mesopotamian and similar con-
texas) and makes a neat separation of myth and history in the OT itself possible.
Myth passes into history as soon as the storics arc mostly about the actions of men
and things happenirg to them. with the world around them mostly as we know it.

17 1 am not using the term  quite cxactly in von Rad's sense, (above,
n. 12), p. 20.

18, The realization of this conclusion has caused some theological troutle to von Rad’s
school, though unnceessarify: see A. Sopgin in ThLZ 89 (1964), pp. 722-7]6.
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initiative is theirs, so the historians’ trcatment becomes adeterministic.

By this simplification we can locus our attention to the purpose of
OT historical thought. 1t explains Isracl’s existence in the terms of
Election and Covenant,' which are conceived as hislorians’ notions:
First the Lorc has made us His people, then he dealt with us accord-
ingly. and so He does even now. [sracl has developed a historiography
because it was conscious of its Lord's policy throughout the ages. The
policy is simyple: To establish and to maintain Isracl as His people.

Establishment

Heilsgeschichte can be described as a grand historians’ construct,
showing the process of Israel’s establishment in its present status. The
stages of the process are the major themes of the Pentateuch: The
election of the Patriarchs, the sojourn in Egypt, the Exodus, the cov-
enant at Sinai, the wandering in the Wilderness and the Settlement in
the Land. The main texts, however, which tell us about these events, do
not present them as stages of a process. Each is told by its own indepen-
dent (and rather complex) bunch of stories, developing a theme differ-
ent from the others. Only occasional bis of reflection or comment
indicate God’s policy behind the chain of events (Gen. 15:13-14; Exod.
6:8; ctc.). The process of Israel's establishment emerges from the telling
only as the whole narrative line from Abraham to Joshua cvolves in its
loose coherenze; it is a consequence of the chain of events in general, not

a leitmotif in the detailed telling of the events themsclves.?® %rc iy
o *,

On the other hand, one may discern a shadowy presence
notion of an individual act of establishnent in most major themes of
Isracl’s carly history. Bringing Abraham from his native land the Lord
has cstablished the genealogical beginnings of Isracl. To realize that
the Exodus conveys the notion onc has to visualize the event in one's

19. 1am using lhese terms in a very general sense, not implying any opposition between
them (nor do 1 think that they should be opposed). Election in the strict sensc is
only in those places where the Lord's rule over all nations is expressly mentioned,
mainly in Dcuteronomy. as Prof. R. Rendtor(f argued before the Seventh World
Congress of fewish Studies (1977) in Jerusalem. Here, however, I am concerned
with the general idea. The Covenant notion has also several varintions in the OT,
which necd not be considered in the present context.

20. To be more precise, one should distinguish between the grand themes about the
main and decisive events (the call to Abraham, the covenant with Abraham, the
Exodus and the Sinai events) on the one hand, and the developinents in between
(the story of the Patriarchs, the notion that Iiracl multiplicd in Egypt, becoming
quantitatively ‘a people’) on the other hand.
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mind: what has been only yesterday a shapeless mass of staves, hardly
conscious of their collective identity is now marching through the
desert as a social body. The Sinai covenant,in its various formulations,
has the quality of a constitutive act. The additional covenant in the
Plains of Moab, as Tormulated by Denteronomy spellsout the constitu-
tive aspect {see below), These themes convey the notion of an act ol
cstablishment in various indircct ways: | donot argue that the notion is
really there as a full-fledged and properly formulated idea. but that it
is a-crystallizing through various themes. Conscquently there is some
overlapping and even a mild competition between the ways in which
the fecling that Isract came into being by an act of ils Lord is linding
ils expression.

The grand historical construct of Israel’s establishment by a process,
or a serics of significant cvents, is derived from a number of primary
historical constructs, which interpreted several ancient narrative
themes as constitutive or cslablishing acts. OT historians knew that
Isracl was morc or less a nation like any other, placeable in the large
gencalogical scheme which explained the existence of many nations
and their degrees of similarity or dissimilarity (Gen. 10). As they saw
it. cach nation had its god.? and lived in its counlry, though there
was somc wandering about with conquests and expulsions. Al
this was to them the given, or natural, condition of mankind. They
refused?! to accept it for Isracl. Neither its very existence, nor its
relationship with its Lord could be taken for granted, because Isracl
should live by the terms of its special situation. This situation (=the
clection, the covenant. the obligations and hopes inherent in such
fiotions) coutd not have been just there to a historicist mind. 1t must
have been established by a decisive great act of God. Or, since such an
act could be observed in several very ancient cvents. by a series of
constitutive acts. The great historical reconstruction based on these
feelings is not quite spelled out in the OT. | suggest that it is there
mainly in nuce, in the various formulatiors of the themes of clection

21, Sce 2 Kings 17:29; Jonah 1:5; Micah 4:5; etc.

22, Amos 9:7 is snoken against this refusal: the Lord direets the destinics of all nations,
the fct that He has brought Isracl from Egypt docs not indicate a special relation-
ship. The Chronicler seems to be opposed to the notion that Isracl was established
by an historical act. or serics of acts, sce S. Japhet, The Ideology of the Book of
Chromicles and its Place in Biblical Thought, Jerusalem, 1977, pp. 322-333
(Mebrew). To my mind these indications of a disagreement with the basic notion
with the main school of OT historiography within the OT itscll shows indircetly
that the noton must have been alive.
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and coverant, and in the underlying claim that Israc] was established
as a people unto its Lord.

Formulations of the Establishment Claim

AN this is, of course, an interpreter’s construct, even a rather bold onc.
1 would not feel Tree to come forward with i.?1if it were not for a single
verse which puts the claim of establishment into almost explicit lan-
guage. It makes Moses declare: “Listen and hear Isracl, this day you
have become a people unto the Lord your God™ (Dcut. 27:9). Thisisa
rhetorical cxaggeration, cven a paradox, for Isracl did not really be-
come a people unto its Lordon the day of the covenant in the Plains of
Moab, according to the gencral context of Deuteronomy. The cxagger-
ation, however, betrays the orator’s wish to sce things as if they were so.
He claims the act of establishment for the Deuteronomic covenant,
perhaps for the sake of thealogical clarity. He would not be ablc to do
so in an idcological vacuum. His formulation of the claim is only
stightly (though decisively)more explicit than some related deuterono-
mic phrases;?* Deuteronomy is again (on this subjcct) only slightly
clearer in its formulations than other expressions of the establishment
claim.?

Biblical Historicism Defined

I can now attempt a general definition of OT historicism. It is, of
course, closcly linked withsome major aspects of the religion of Israel,

23, 1In @ rather longish 1lcbrev article on “The Gxtablishment Claim™, Shnaton 4
(1980). 1 have tricd to depunstrate the phenomenon by detailed nnalysis of texts
and phrascology. | have also compured the OT consciousness of v historical begin-
ning (or claim that there was such a sharply marked beginning) with various
cultural phenomena in impirial Rome, ancient Greeee, and some other times and
places. Here | give only themain pointsabout the phenomenonitsell, because Liry
to put it into a broader centext.

24. Deut. 4:34 is truc as a clain:as far as 1 could find out, no simikir claim is made on

behall of any other god: itis a typical OT notion that lsracls God "look out for

himself” His people from Eaypt, heightencd by deuteronomic rhetoric. The distine-
tive sign of our phenomenon is the phrase ... a people unto your God. a God unto

yor..." whichappears invarious comtinations and lorms in Deut. 4:20: 26:16-19:

29:13: et al. Tt denotes the relationship itsell, rather than its more claborate

definition as a covenant, oran obligation. an aath, ctc. The context says ahways that

(his or that was done, or i being done, so that this relationsiip might be estab-

lished, but the date of esublishment is not clearly spcied out. Only Deut. 27:9

claims clearly and unequitncally that Isracl has actually become a people untu its

Geod on ‘this day’ the other formutlations are softer.

Gen. 17:7: Exad. 6:7 (which T think is the key text) lev. 26:45; Num. 1541
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bul‘I do not think that the preoccupation with the past can be logically
derived from the religion. One might say that it is the other way round
that a fecling for the significance of the past has dctermined the qhapc.
of Isracl’s religiosity. We have no way to decide which I‘ormulallion is
preferable: they are merely two rather artificial descriptions of a sin l‘c
phenomenon. S
.Nn reference to eschatology, explicit orimplicit, is necded to explain
this p.hcnomcnon. In the OT eschatology is strictly a prophetic con-
cern, it does not affect the historiography. The past explains the pre-
sent, it does not indicate the future; God is supposcd to pursu; a po';icy
(sce above), He has no plan by which Hec guides the .chz\in of events
towards some preconceived future purpose. The notion of such ;1
plan has been evolved from OT clements by post-biblical .chiqh
apocalyptic:* to postulate it for the OT itsell is a wholly u‘n-
warranted telescoping of the whole Christian Bible {plus some Church-
Falhc.rs) into a single theological statcment.?? oT eschatology itsclf
cor}lmns only some hazy or rudimentary ideas of a plan oriented i\is—
toricism.” Occasionally, however, it relics on God's policy in (l;c
past (lo.cs(ablish and maintain Israel as His people) for its futurce
hopes: since the first covenant did not achieve its purpose, it shall be

I Sam. 12:22: ¢1 al.

26. \T’:nnly conveycd by‘(hc typical apocalyptic Garrung of o ‘preview’ of history {Ten

ccks /\pocal.)'psc in 1 Enoch. ch. 93 and 91:12-17 {reconstruction of correc!
sequence confirmed by fragments from Qumran publisched by Milik]; Sheep
Ay?ncnlyp;t I Enoch. chs. 85-90: the book Assumption of Moses; Apocniy wse of
Bnghl"nnd Dnr.k'Walcrs in Syriac Baruch ch. 53 er. seq; ete.) Charles wr!o'lc in
1R99: l)cl;rnnqnsm thus became a lcading characteristic of Jewish a;;oca!yplic'
and accordingly its conception of history, as distinguished from that of pmphucv.
wias of.lcn !ncch:micnl rather than organic™ (Escharology, 1969 reprint, p ’0({)‘
ThF historical df:lcm'ﬁnism of apocalyptic has been since recognized ‘by‘ g\'cr);
wrilcr on lhc. sub}ccl; it reappears in a special form at Qumran, | have tricd to work
out Charles point that this is a definite way of sccing history in “Time and
::.‘.;;h:;!olo!;y in Apocnlypli.c Litciature and in Qumran’, :lJS 16 (1965). 'm“-
e -' 98“21 I:ls nz%oc"alyphc \:nc\.v of hs!or): reappears in various secular ideologics of
st 1‘949, th centuries: most Jucid abeut this is K. Lowith, Meaning in
I did not come across this nristake in the writings of OT specinlists. but it is rather
common among those attempting a general “epistemology” of history 'Scc H.
b:rycrhp". The I’hilm.nph'r of History in our Time. 1959, p. 2; also H;c article
cd::fmg'?‘g'\';‘l‘h}' and _”.I.suiriml Mcthodology ™ in Encrelopacdia Britannica (1974
p mlr_\ ncropacdia . Vol. VI, pp. 947-8. Lambert (above, n. 6) also adopts
this view of OT historiography. because of the need to explain sumchow the

phcnnn cnon of O istoriciss 1y pont s i
ricism. M nt is that th n S 1ced
) Cn . f Th c thi g cocs not ne this sort of

28, dsa. 446 70 46:R-10; 66:2.
18

Biblical Iistoricism

rencwed in the future, only then shalt Isracl truly become a people unto
its Lord™

- A Difficulty

We arc historicists ourselves, by the definition suggested in this paper.

One should, however, distinguish between the blend of historicist atti-

tudes inherent in our culure generally and the particular scholarly

historicism which determines a great part of the work in the human-
itics. This historicism is based on the demonstrable truth that every-
thing becomes at least partially comprehensible when mcasured on the
twin scales of chronology and development. It also (perhaps consc-
quently) makes history the Queen of Humanitics. Nowadays it is less
dominant® and vigorous (han it was at the time when the ‘critical’
scholarship of the OT was young In those days ‘peoples with no
history’ was the definition of miscrable savages. An ancient and primi-
tive Kulturvolk was expected (by definition) to produce a poor and
rudimentary kind of history wriling. Consequently therc was nothing
remarkable about OT historiography: both its existence and its short-
comings were taken for granted. The task of OT scholarship was to
utilize the texts and their faults for a reconstruction of a true history of
ancient Isracl. Everything clse was a neccssary Vorarbeit. Prolego-
mena zur Geschichte Israels was more than a title of 2 book; it was the
program of a disciplinc. Reading the classic works of the period, one
occasicnally notices an intuitive recognition of the ancient writers’
work as historians; it is, however, treated as a nuisance, to be cleared
away, so that truth might become apparent. The attitude was hardly
conducive to a contemplation of ancicnt Isracl's preoccupation with its

past. .

Much has changed since the old days. We know morc than our

teachers' teachers, and are less simple-minded: a whole range of sub-

jeets has become respectable. It is mainly the theological dimension of

29, Jer. 31:30-33: Ezck. 20:14-38: Hos. 2:25.

30. The ancient Art of Poctics has become Literaturgeschichie. Theology became
sceularized as Religionsgeschichte, and Grammar was madc scientific by the
comparative study of languages in their development (dealing mainly with Laut-
verschiebungen and reconstructions of Urindogermanisch and Ursemitisch]. Since
the middle of the twenticth century these are being repliced by Comparative
Literature. Study of Religion. and various modern trends in Linguistics. All these
rezognize the “historical® or “dinchrenic’ aspect of things. but put the cemphasis

clsewhere. The movemént has not made much headway in OT and Near Eastern
studics. which are as strictly historicist in outlook as ever
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.thc OT historiography which has gained scholarly appreciation. The
intellectual dimension of the thing remains largely unnoliccd.. We
kno'w that the great work of OT history writing was an unusual
achievement, we occasionally fet on that we arc rather proud of it, but
we do not know what to do about it, for it is alinost impossible to dis‘cuss
sc_nncllung which onc cannot quite identify. The difficulty lics in H.lc
circumstance that the ancient writers were as curious about the past as
we are. Noting down a list of 4he kings of Edom (Gen. 36:31-43) just
for lh.c record, without any other apparent reason, is rather s(rzméc
bf:lmv.nour by uny logical standard; (o us it is obviously a part of the
historiun’s job. One docs not describe courl politics in detail, in most
cultures, unless one needs the matter for some special plcz;ding or
moralizing. To us and to the ancicnt narrators the events at David’s z‘md
Solomon’s court are fascinating in themselves, the lessons to be drawn
should be indicated bricfly and discreetly. Such examples show that
the two historicisms overlap, with the result that most modern scholars
arc as unable to sec the basic preoccupation with the past (which is a
characteristic of the text) as the nose in their faces. The thing becomes
n.otic.cablc only when there is something wrong with it, ¢.g. a contradic-
tion in detail. There are, however, cascs in which the two historicisms
produce radically different results; in such cases it is difficult for the
mo<'icrn scholar tu identify a basic historian’s posture beneath the
ancient writer’s claboration of legends and pursuit of religious themes.
He is actually reconstructing the origins of Isracl, or the introduction
of kingship, or sumc other typical historian’s subject, by his own meth-
ods; but it is difficult for us to rccognize his endeavour, because we
need (for our satisfaction) quitc differert solutions of the same
problems.

T}?c barricr to understanding has become decper ard subtler than it
was in the old days, but it is still there, because OT scholarship and
ncighbouring disciplines are even nowadays strongly historicist An-
olhcr kind of historicism is bewildering to us: we should be able t'o sec
how it works in details, but we cannot, the thing itsclf is too ellusive for
"SQA“ that | can suggest at present is 1o point it out; to call it a nume
which might help to exorcisc it in the future.
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DIVINE INTERVENTION IN WAR IN ANCIENT ISRAEL
AND IN THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST

Mostit WEINFELD

The Hebrew University of Jerusalem

Scholars lave recently begun to realize that the image of the fighting
god who hastens ta the aid of his people was widespread in the Ancient
Near East and is not necessarily unique to Isracl.' The descriptions of
the god, riding on a cherub and on the wings of the winds, thundering
and scattering lightning and sending his arrows against the cnemy, like

_those which we find in Ps. 18:11—18 ard others similar toit, are rooted

in the tradition of the storm god (Adad/Hadad), tord of thunder,
lightning and rain.2 The same applics to the accounts of the changes of
nature which follow the appearance of the Storm god, known not only
from Mesopotamian tradition® but also from Canaanite, Egyptian, and
even Greek tradition (see below). It is important to observe that the
language in which the change of nature is formulated is identical in all
these sources: the voice (=thunder} of the god shakes heaven and

earth.
So for example in Akkadian: (a) “which at the sound ol his voice the

1. Seccinparticular M. Weippert, “Heiliger Krieg in Isracl und Assyrien,” ZAW" B4
(1972), pp. 460 [f. However, his discussion, as shown by the title of the article, is
limited to Isracl and Assyria only.

See M Weinfeld, Th. Gaster Festschrift (sJANES 5, [1973). pp. 421 (1), and also

in Beth Mikra 57 (1974), pp. 1452146 (Hcbrew). On the deity tiding on “the wings

of the wind” in battle compare the hymn to Inanna: ‘lady mounted on i beast ...
you arc lent wings by the storm ... you fly about in the nation. . . in the van of

battle everything is struck down by you . .. with a roaring storm you roar, ' W.W.

Hallo and J.I.A. van Dijk, The Exaltation of Inanna (Yale Near Eastern Re-

searches 3), 1968, p. 16, 11. 14ff.

3. On the Mcsopotamian motif and its paralicls in the Bible sce S.E. Locwenstamm,
“The Quaking of the Earth at the Appearance of the Lord," Oz I'David (D. Ben-
Gurion Anniversary Volumc), 1964, pp. 508-520 (Hcebrew): J. Jeeemias, Theo-
phanic, Die Geschichie einer alitestamentlichen Gattung, 1965,

2
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