Notes Chapter Seven

 N.T. Wright, The New Testament and the People of God (London: SPCK, 1992) 42, 135-139.
2John B. Gabel, Charles B. Wheeler, and Anthony D. York, eds, The Bible as Literature: An Introduction (New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), 10, say that the Bible is not a book at all but an anthology which presents a selection from a library of religious and national writing, suggesting it may not be different from other anthologies.

    David Perkins, “Literary Histories and the Themes of Literature” in Werner Sollors, ed,  The Return of Thematic Criticism, Harvard English Studies 18 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1993), 111, 113, 22, makes the point that literary histories tend not to use themes “as synthesizing concepts” then provides the following means of   grouping authors and texts: period, genre, nation, region, gender, social class, ethnic group, literary tradition, school, episteme, and discursive system. An objection to using themes (concepts) as a principle for organizing texts arises from separating the work from its total context and to the resulting impoverishment of the text.  It should be remembered that a theme is “one principle among  many” for grouping texts.
3Werner Sollors “’Theme’ as a Theme, ” ibid., 18, 11, and “Introduction,” ibid.,   xi, notes that “thematic criticism, which was given a first-class funeral a few years ago, is not dead” but survives as a neothematism “passed through the filter of  structuralist criticism.” It may not be sufficient to think of theme as unifying “the meanings of the separate elements of a work” and more appropriate to think of theme as emerging from genre—the kind of thing a composition is: novella, novel, lyric, fairy tale.
    Sidney Greidanus, “The Value of a Literary Approach for Preaching,” in Leland Ryken and Tremper Longman, III, eds, A  Complete Literary Guide, 512, makes the point that theme is an abstraction from narration.
    Frederick Buechner, “The Bible as Literature,” ibid., 40, says the common reader experiences in an introductory approach to the Bible something that holds it together.
    James Steele, “Reconstructing Structuralism: The Theme-Text Model of Literary Language and F.R. Scott’s ‘Lakeshore’”  in  John Moss, ed, Future Indicative Literary Theory and Canadian Literature  (Ottawa: University of Ottawa Press,1987), 153, 156, describes the Theme-Text Model (credited to Alexander Zholkovsky and Ju. K. Sĉeglov) as resting on “a productive middle ground [structuralists and post-structuralists]. Its main thesis is that the artistic message of any TEXT has a structure which is ultimately identical with the text itself yet derivable from an invariant, proto-formative THEME through the operation of particular types of transformations or Expressiveness Devices.” He re-describes the model as treating “literary structure as the transformation of a THEME, which is the core meaning or ‘invariant’ of all components in a work, into a TEXT, which is the work’s plane of expressions, by means of thematically equivalent transformations or EXPRESSIVENESS DEVICES.”

    Heather Murray, “Reading for Contradiction in the Literature of Colonial Space” ibid., 74, 75, suggests that thematic deserves [after coming to be repudiated] a restrospective. Murray goes on to describe thematic criticism as being attentive the literary/aesthetic and the social/historical. She poses reading for contradiction as the corollary for reading for coherence, this and close reading an outcome of objectivist New Criticism.
4Thomas L. Thompson, The Mythic Past: Biblical Archaeology and the Myth of Israel(New York : Basic Books, 1999), proves a useful background for the study of themes of motifs.

5M.H. Abrams, A Glossary of Literary Terms, 5th edn (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1988), 110.


 Leland Ryken and Tremper Longman III, A Complete Literary Guide to the Bible (Grand Rapids, MI:Zondervan Publishing House, 1923), 22, 36. Analytical criticism focuses upon the complexity, diversity, many-sidedness within a work of literature and resists reducing it to a unifying idea or a prominent repeated pattern and then reading the parts as illustration of this theme. Amid analysis, however, the Bible presents itself as a coherent, unified text. As previously discussed, the Bible presents a narrative unity. It presents “a unity of reference” discovered in a “vast interlocking system of allusions and echoes…a common core of events, images, and doctrines…a network of foreshadowings, fulfillments, and reinterpretations… [being] the example par excellence of intertextual literature.” The Bible further achieves unity through archetypes or the master images (plot motifs, character types, and images). Frederick Buechner , “The bible as Literature” in A Complete Literary Guide 40 says the common reader experiences in an introductory approach to the Bible—something that holds it together.  

6Claude Bremond, “Concept and Theme” in  Werner Sollors, ed., The Return of  Thematic Criticism,  50, presents Gerald Prince’s distinction “that the difference is more one of degree than of nature. Undoubtedly motif is more concrete, theme more abstract, but the most concrete form of themes meet the most abstract forms of motif with no solution of continuity. The motifs which remain fixed in the form of a stereotype are very rare; the different occurrences of the motif almost always appear as so many variations on a basic model and , as such, the motif can be considered a theme.”

7 Willian Freedman, “The Literary Motif: A Definition and Evaluation,” in Novel: A Forum on Fiction, 4/2 ( 1971), 123-131, describes motif as “a recurrent theme, character, or verbal pattern,… a family or associational cluster of literal or figurative references to a given class of concepts or objects, …generally symbolic—that is, …[carrying] meaning beyond the literal one immediately apparent; it represents on the verbal level something characteristic of the structure of the work, the events, the characters, the emotional effects, or the moral or cognitive content.” Freedman describes five factors important to motif: frequency of recurrence, avoidability and unlikelihood (the more uncommon, the more striking), significance of context (appearing at climatic points), relevance to whole (“all instances relevant to the principal end of the motif as a whole and to which they fit together into a recognizable and coherent unit”), and symbolic function.

8Leland Ryken, James C. Wilhoit, and Tremper Longman III, Dictionary of Biblical Imagery (Downer’s Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1989), xv.

9Thompson, The Mythic Past, 23.

10 Robert Alte, The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic Books, 1981), 51.

11Thompson, The Mythic Past, 23.

12 Leland Ryken, How to Read the Bible as Literature… and Get More Out of It  (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1984), 177-197,  devotes an entire chapter to “The Literary Unity of the Bible.” He begins by acknowledging range and diversity, multiple writers over a span of many centuries, multiple books, and multiple genres. He insists, however, the Bible “is also an amazingly unified book,” achieving this unity through multiple modes: story and unifying plot conflict, including human choice; protagonist (God); religious orientation; themes: especially that of two worlds (and especially the sense of ultimacy with which the Bible invests human experience); preoccupation with history; consciousness of values. Ryken lists a series of topics and themes that help the body of biblical literature achieve unity: character of God, view of people, the divine-human relationship, human evil and suffering, the acts of people, law and grace, promise and fulfillment, Old and New Testaments. He also says that the Bible “is a vast system of interlocking references and allusions…not confined to New Testament fulfillments of Old Testament foreshadowings” and presents a “unity of faith.” He concludes with a list of archetypes and a discussion of style.


3 Sollors, “Introduction” to The Return of Thematic Criticism, xi , counts the number of  the Modern Language Association’s sessions referencing themes and shows a reduction from 24 sessions in 1977, to 34 in 1979, and only  8 sessions in 1990.


4Nancy Armstrong, “A Brief Genealogy of Theme,” ibid.,  38-45,  traces this “inside-outside” controversy back to Locke’s epistemology, distinguishing sensation from outside the mind from reflection and internal organization of  information.

15 Ǿyunn Hestetun, “Text, Context, and Culture in Literary Studies,” in American Studies in Scandinavia, 25 (1993, 27-36.


6 David H. Richter,ed., The Critical Tradition: Classic Texts and Contemporary Trends, 2nd edn (New York: Bedford Books, 1998) introduces classic texts  and provides an oversight of contemporary trends useful to understanding general critical literary traditions.
17F. J. P. Fokkelman, Reading Biblical Narrative: An Introductory Guide, trans. Ineke Smit (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press; 1999), 26, 27, insists that how a text is constructed produces more enhanced understanding than the question about what it says. All too often, “Bible exegesis is little more than a confirmation of the writer’s long-established convictions.” The use of theme, therefore results in readers “with some twisting and pushing our loquacious mind…to fit the text to our pre-formed mental patterns or even unconscious desires, and then maintain with the best of intentions that our ideas are straight out of Holy Scriptures.”


8 Thomas Pavel, “Thematics and Historical Evidence” in Werner Sollors, ed., The Return of Thematic Criticism, 127-128 , 135, describes the observation  of themes as biased and not decisively arguable, further remarking that the three assumptions—reader’s bias, the relativity of relevance, and ideological determinism—all constrain the critics interpretive attention.


9 Menachem Brinker, “Theme and Interpretation” ibid., 22.

20 Claude Bremond, “Concept and Theme, ” ibid.,  49, 54, 56, defines thematization as consisting “of an indefinite series of variations on a theme whose conceptualization, far from being preordained, still remains to be completed or taken up again, and can only be defined using precarious approximations.”

21 Ryken, How to Read the Bible as Literature, 180,  provides two oft-quoted descriptions of this aspect of the Bible : “It is … not merely a sacred book but a book so remorselessly and continuously sacred that it does not invite, it excludes or repels, the merely aesthetic approach,” from C.S. Lewis, The Literary Impact of the Authorized Version (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1963) 32-33. The second quote comes from Erich Auerbach’s Mimesis: The Representation of Reality in Western Literature,, trans. William R. Trask (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1953), 14-15. “The Bible’s claim to truth is not only far more urgent than Homer’s it is tyrannical—it excludes all other claims. The world of the Scripture stories is not satisfied with claiming to be a historically true reality—it insists that it is the only real world.”

22Thompson, The Mythic Past, 237, cautions, “Traditional histories are themselves remains of the past. As such, they are data, not evidence. If we see our goal as reconstructing the past, we are pursuing an impossible dream. The past does not and can no longer exist.”

    Willis Barnstone, ed. The Other Bible (San Francisco:bHarperSanFrancisco,  1984), xix, describes the New Testament as “a small and highly repetitious canon” that excluded the Christian Apocrypha and all Gnostic scriptures, giving us “a highly censored and distorted version of ancient religious literature.”

23 Thompson, The Mythic Past, 210, succinctly argues that the Bible is about traditions and themes, not history and events: “It is theme not event that was central to tradition-building. The tradition is not a linear series of events or periods associated through patterns of cause and effect… The traditions rather presented recurrent patterns of relationship, offering the reader instruction. The great themes of being Yahweh’s people and Yahweh being Israel’s God, of understanding God as a God of mercy and forgiveness and remembering that the true Israel, the true philosopher who seeks self-understanding, and the truly pious who sees his meaning in the study of torah is none other than one who listens to the lessons of tradition—these issues are what the Bible is about. It is not about the past.” 

    David M. Gunn and Dana Nolan Fewell, Narrative in the Hebrew Bible (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993),  3-5, describe the Hebrew Bible as largely made up of narrative and telling a story in which the plot consists of a “God, who attempts to establish and sustain a relationship of trust with human kind” and humans, in search of their place and identity, become lost “through the people’s failure to take seriously their own story and to respond to God’s desire.”

24Thompson, The Mythic Past, 234, uses the defining elements of ethnos taken from Herodotus, cautioning, however, that old Israel may represent, not history, but a metaphor representing a negative theological concept and states that “the ‘community of the ‘old testament,’ namely that faithless lost people of Israel’s old covenant… Yahweh had long ago destroyed.”

    Zvi Brettler, How to Read the Bible (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 2005) 64-67 understands the Decalogue as comprised of as many as thirteen separate statements: 1. (v.2) I am the LORD your God who brought you out of the land of Egypt…; 2. (v.3) You shall have no other gods beside Me; 3.  (v.4) You shall not make for yourself a sculptured image…; 4. (v.5) You shall not bow down to them or serve them…; 5. (v.7) You shall not swear falsely by the name of the Lord your God…; 6. (v.8) Remember the Sabbath day and keep it holy; 7. (v. 12) Honor your father and your mother…; 8. (v.13) You shall not murder; 9. (v.13) You shall not commit adultery; 10. (v.13) You shall not steal; 11. (v.13) You shall not bear false witness against your neighbor; 12. (v.14) You shall not covet your neighbor’s house; and 13. (v.14) You shall not covet your neighbor’s wife… More important than grouping, Brettler makes the point that “The Decalogue is the only collection of law that, according to biblical tradition, God revealed to all Israel without an intermediary,” this accounting for its significance for later religious traditions.  He also makes the point that differences in the Exodus and Deuteronomy account  illustrate that the Decalogue existed in several forms and that biblical texts changes during their transmission—were updated, expanded, and made to fit their broader context. Importantly, for example, the intergenerational punishment of Ex. 34.6-7 is disputed in Ezekiel 18 and Deut. 7.9-10.

25 Walter Brueggemann, An Introduction to the Old Testament: The Canon and Christian Imagination (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2003), 15.
26 Fokkelman, Reading Biblical Narrative, 9.
27Richard Eliott Friedman, Who Wrote the Bible (San Francisco:HarperSanFrisco, 1987) , 83, makes the point that the E writer makes Moses “a turning point in history.” On the other hand, the Yahwist (J) writer was concerned with the ruling family and with covenant and considered the turning point in history to be the revelation to Abraham. “To depict the Sinai revelation as the first covenant sealed with the name of God would be to diminish the importance of the covenant between God and the Patriarchs. J therefore uses the name Yahweh throughout.”
28Friedman, Who Wrote the Bible, 83.

29 Brueggemann, An Introduction to the Old Testament, 85.
30The New Interpreter’s Study Bible new revised standard version with Apocrypha (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2003), 252,  points out that Deuteronomy distinguishes carefully between three covenants: the promise made to the ancestors (Gen. 15.1-21), the covenant at Horeb or  Sinai (Deut. 2.2), and the covenant made in the plains of Moab (Deut. 29.1, all related to the continuing purpose of God for Israel. 

    Friedman, Who Wrote the Bible?, characterizes the Deuteronomistic historian as shaping the history of Israel around four themes: fidelity to Yahweh, the Davidic covenant, the centralization of religion at the Temple in Jerusalem, and the torah.
31 Bruce M. Metzer and Michael D. Coogan, The Oxford Companion to the Bible (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), 163-8.

32Brettler, How to Read the Bible, 64-7,understands the Decalogue as comprised of as many as thirteen separate statements.


 Fokkelman 9. 


 Friedman 231-232 gives credit to David Noel Freedman as identifying an eleven-book continuity in the Old Testament and referring to it as the first Bible. Deuteronomy functions as the last book of the Torah and as the first book of the Deuteronomistic history, creating the eleven books (Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy,  Joshua, Judges, 1 and 2 Samuel, and 1 and 2 Kings). 

Brettler 100 credits the German biblical scholar Martin Noth (1943) with proposing a Deuteronomistic historian put together the books of Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Samuel and Kings, sharing similar vocabulary and theology, as alternative model to the six-book literary unit of the Torah and Joshua.  Moses, critics note, is absent from Genesis, and the theme of entry into the land begins in Genesis 12 and ends with Joshua.


 David M. Gunn and Dana Noland Fewell, Narrative in the Hebrew Bible (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993)3-5 see the Old Testament narrative as a plot “initiated by God, who attempts to establish and sustain a relationship of trust with humankind.” They point out that “God’s desire for relationship and human desire for place and identity prove frequently incompatible and provide the ingredients of conflict in the overall story.”


 Friedman 226, 229 credits a late redactor (whom he identifies as Ezra) as combining alternative versions of the same stories into one. Friedman sees the traditions of the Yahwist and Elohist as traceable in their different presentations of God as personal and transcendent as well as the God of justice (in the Priestly) and God of mercy (Yahwist, Elohist, and Deuteronomist). 

34James L. Kugel, How to Read the Bible: A Guide to Scripture Then and Now  (New York: Free Press, 2007), 243 ,makes this distinction: “Many people mistake this as referring to monotheism, the belief that there is only one God in the world. But that is not what it says. On the contrary, the very formulation “no other gods before [or besides ] Me” seems to concede some reality to these other gods: they do exist, and they may even make things happen in the world, but you are not to worship them before, or along with, Me.  This view is not what is traditionally called monotheism but monolatry (“worshipping one”), the devotion to a single deity while at the same time accepting the existence of other deities.

35David Noel Freedman, The Nine Commandments: Uncovering the Hidden Patter of Crime and Punishment in the Hebrew Bible (New York: Doubleday, 2000), 91.

    Marshall D. Johnson, Making Sense of the Bible: Literary Type as An Approach to Understanding (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdsman, 2002), 67, explains that the “Reference to the commandments being written on two stone ‘tablets’ or ‘tables’ (Ex. 24.12; 34.1) has led many readers to distinguish two kinds of commands,” the first referring to worship of YHWH and the second half dealing with interhuman relationships.

    Kugel , How to Read the Bible,255, traces this explanation of structure to Philo, explaining that the ten words were divided into five, and that the last of the first set creates a borderline between the immortal and mortal, because parents belong to the mortal realm, but the act of generation assimilates them to God.

36Rabbi Joseph Telushkin, Biblical Literacy: The  Most Important People, Events and Ideas of the Hebrew Bible (New York: William Morrow,1997), 423.

37Wayne Dosick Living  Judaism: The Complete Guide to Jewish Belief, Tradition and Practice (SanFrancisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1995), 36, points out that while other codes for human behavior have come and gone, Judaism’s ethical monotheism has endured. The commands are eternal and universal, meant for all time, all people, everywhere. “Right is right; wrong is wrong—because God said so.”  Not many scholars today agree with this theological point of view. Dosick adheres here to a view of a single Judaism, somehow a system enduring and unchanging.

38Barnstone, The Other Bible, xxii,  explains how three conflicting views present Jesus: Jews, after he is crucified, think of him as a man and go on seeking the Messiah; Christians proclaim Jesus Christ as both God and man; and the Docetic view suggests Jesus only appeared to be on the cross, arguing for his being only an image or representation of Jesus.

39 Ibid.,, xvii.

40Friedman, Whe Wrote the Bible?, 139, links apostasy to exile in the writings of the Deuteronomistic history: “The exiled writer added ten more references to the command against apostasy, and he tied everyone of them to a reference in exile. He placed them at significant points in the story: in God’s last speeches to Moses, among Joshua’s last words to the people after settling the land, in God’s words to Solomon after building the Temple, and in the chapter describing the fall of the Northern Kingdom.”

42 Marcus J.Borg and John Dominic Crossan, The First Paul: Reclaiming the Radical Visionary Behind the Church’s Conservative Icon (New York: HarperOne, 2009), 160, 161, make the case that both Jesus and Paul were passionate about distributive justice and, thus, ran into confrontation with existing, oppressive powers.
43Brueggemann, An Introduction to the Old Testament, 86-7.
44The cover to Freedman’s The Nine Commandments describes him as charting “the violation of the first nine commandments one by one—from the sin of apostasy (the worship of the golden calf, Exodus 32) to murder (the death of a concubine, Judges 19:25-26) to false testimony (Jezebel’s charges against her neighbor, Naboth, I Kings 21). Because covetousness, Freedman shows, lies behind all the crimes committed, each act implicitly breaks the Tenth Commandment as well.”  The cover goes on to say, “In a powerful and persuasive argument, Freedman asserts that this hidden trail of sin betrays the hand of a master editor, who skillfully wove into Israel’s history a message to a community in their Babylonian exile that their fate is not the result of God’s abandoning them, but a consequence of their abandonment of God.”

    Freedman 179 says: In the Primary History, the first true biography of a people recorded anywhere in the world, we can perceive a structural pattern, simple in conception, more complex in expression, but one that encompasses the entire work from beginning to end and permeates all of its parts… That narrative is the account of the covenant relationship between Yahweh, the God, and Israel, his people, played out in time and space from the heroic and historic beginnings at Sinai/Horeb to the final ending in disaster, destruction, and captivity six hundred years later.”

45Kugel , How to Read the Bible, 108-118, describing these two ways of perceiving God, points out that the earlier model can be found in many of the narratives of Genesis, Exodus, and Joshua and Judges as wells as in Psalms, prophecies, and laws; the latter model, he explains, belongs as early as the sixth century BCE and becoming fully developed only near the end of the biblical period. He explains that early narratives presumes God, standing just behind the curtain of the world, as sometimes crossing over to the human side, taking on physical presence, and all too often, being unrecognized by human beings. 

46Thompson, The Mythic Past, 300, explains  that “Yahweh became the name and reflection of the divine. He was God for Israel: Immanuel. God belonged now only to a human world. They were divided by languages and by nations.  It was people that needed this defining quality of names.”

47Dosick, Living Judaism,  8. “If YHWH is one and not two or three or seventeen, the, YHWH is also one and not zero. Mathematically, YHWH is ‘not not.’ Since two negatives make a positive, YHWH is, YHWH was, is, and will always be. YHWH exists.” 
48Thompson, The Mythic Past, 23, discusses how many of the Bible’s early stories interweave the two themes of echoing and competition, presenting successive pairs: Abraham and Lot, Isaac and Ishmael, Jacob and Esau. He describes Genesis to the end of 2 Kings as a more universal account of the Exodus story of wandering; the Israelites are “quintessentially human. They are wanderers through life.” Thompson sees the conflict of Jacob and Esau as “the story of supersession: the new surpasses the old. Israel’s struggle with God in the wilderness is also over. Moses can now say farewell. Like the later exiles from Samaria’s and Jerusalem’s destruction, the whole of the wilderness generation has been rejected by God.”  He then explains that Deuteronomy 33 “prepares a new Israel to enter the land of promise.” Thompson also shows that the Yahweh of Deuteronomy 33 is identified with El Elyon of Deuteronomy 32. 

49 Thompson, The Mythic Past, 322,  says, “In this form of inclusive monotheism, there is but one God for Israel, the God of heaven. The gods of nations and the gods of tradition alike are only human traditions. They are representations, manifestations, prophetic voices. They name the one universal spirit, who lies at the centre of the universe, beyond understanding.”

50 Ibid.,  295—301.

51Freedman , The Nine Commandments,  17,  says, “Thus, with the opening statement, … Yahweh sets forth the reason why Israel should worship and obey him. In essence, Yahweh argues, ‘Because I have released you from Egyptian slavery, you shall keep my commandments. Therefore, you shall have no other gods before be.”

52Brettler, How to Read the Bible, 93, that Deuteronomy does not command love as an emotion but as a set of concrete actions.

53 Ibid.,155.

54 Freedman. The Nine Commandments, 1, 161 says this “Master Weaver or Editor …has skillfully woven into Israel’s history a message to a community in exile that their present condition is not the result of God abandoning them, but of their abandoning God through their complete disregard for their covenant obligations…” He goes on to say, “We have twin narratives of divine promise and fulfillment on the one hand, and human obligation and violation on the other, the one beginning with Abraham in Genesis and reaching a climax with the establishment of the United Kingdom of Israel under David and Solomon. The other is set in motion in Exodus with the mediation of the covenant of human obligation by Moses. It continues to the very end with the demise of the nation, including the burning and razing of the Temple of Yahweh, erected by Solomon almost four hundred years earlier, a crowning dynastic achievement symbolizing and coinciding with the fullest realization of the promise made to the patriarchs.”

    Kugel, How to Read the Bible, 108-109, advances the Documentary Hypothesis that “some one (that is J or E) who lived long after Abraham, indeed, long after the people of Israel had settled in Canaan, made up these stories in order to justify that settlement: the Abraham narrative, they said, was designed to claim that although Israel’s illustrious ancestor had arrived in Canaan from a distant region, he was no mere squatter or land grabber; God Himself had granted the land to Abraham.” Coming from the question of historicity, the theory concludes that Abraham may have been imagined rather than having actually ever existed.

55Christine Hayes, Introduction to the Old Testament, (Hebrew Bible) Lecture 14,” (YaleUniversity, 2006, http://oyc.yale.edu/religious-studies/introduction-to-the-old-testament-hebrew-bible/content/transcripts/transcript14.htm  (accessed June 26, 2008)  references Jon Levenson’s  Sinai and Zion  as describing a “deep tension between the covenant theology and the royal ideology. In covenant theology, Yahweh alone is the king. He's got a direct suzerain-vassal relationship with the people. So Israel is the subject of covenant theology. The covenant theology therefore implies almost automatically a somewhat negative view of the monarchy and that's what we've seen here and there, in the Book of Judges and in Samuel. Monarchy is at best unnecessary and at worst it's a rejection of God.” Hayes  remarks, “ Nevertheless, despite that resistance or that critique, monarchy, kingship, is established in Israel, and Levenson sees the royal ideology that developed to support this institution as a major revolution in the structure of the religion of Israel.” Hayes next presents the two covenants: “Where the Sinaitic Covenant was contracted between God and the nation, the Davidic covenant is contracted between God and a single individual, the king. The covenant with David--another scholar, Moshe Weinfeld,…  describes the covenant with David as a covenant of grant. This is a form that we find in the ancient Near East also. It's a grant of a reward for loyal service and deeds. And so God rewards David with the gift of an unending dynasty. It's a covenant of grant. He grants him this unending dynasty in exchange for his loyalty. And the contrast with the covenant at Sinai is very clear. Where Israel's covenant with God at Sinai had been conditional--it's premised on the observance of God's Torah [and] if there's violation, then God will uproot the Israelites and throw them out of the land --the covenant with David, by contrast, with his dynastic house (and by implication with David's city and the temple atop Mount Zion), that covenant will be maintained under all conditions. … the royal ideology fostered … a belief in the inviolability, the impregnable nature of, David's house, dynasty, the city itself, the chosen city, the sacred mountain, the temple.”Succinctly, “So you have this deep tension lining up Israel's covenant at Mount Sinai, which is conditional, on the one hand, with God's covenant with David, which is centered on the temple and palace complex at Mount Zion, and which is unconditional and permanent.”

56 Friedman , Who Wrote the Bible,104, finds the concept of covenant critical to any discussion of who wrote the Bible: “It is difficult to overstate the importance of covenant in the Bible. In the Christian tradition, the very Name Old Testament and New Testament reflect this importance, for the Latin word Testamentum means ‘covenant.’” He goes on to identify J as portraying a covenant between God and Abraham; J and E, a covenant between God and the people of Israel at Mount Sinai (or Horeb) in Moses’ time; D adds to the Sinai experience that of the laws given to Moses in the plains of Moab; D also present the covenant between God and David. 

    Kugel, How to Read the Bible, 103-106 describes covenant as a biblical institution, describing the word as a fancy way of meaning agreement or treaty. Kugel describes covenant as recurring in the Bible and seeming to “represent something basic about how Israel understood God and His way of interacting with them as a people.” He prepares the way for his view that Scripture means coming before God as servant, not asking about the text.

57Thompson , The Mythic Past,18, identifying the God of creation as the only completely autonomous being, says, “The unbridgeable difference between what God sees and what humans see as good is present already at the creation. The whole of biblical history is sketched in terms of human fate implicit in the way we are. There is nothing new under the sun, and the long narrative which sets out in Genesis is but an ever expanding illustration of this eternal conflict of will as the divine Father struggles with his children; even his first-born Israel.”

  Gabrielle Boccaccini xii, 120 outlines three traditions leading from ancient Judaism to the second century BCR: the Sapiental or Wisdom tradition, the Zadokite or Priestly (coming largely out of the J tradition), and the Enochic tradition. The Sapiential; tradition, he believes, “challenged the Zadokite idea of covenantal relationship between God and humankind,” emphasizing God’s “unlimited freedom and omnipotence to act for the supreme good of the universe,” an inscrutable deity unmoved by prayer, sacrifice, repentance, and right living.

58 Thompson, The Mythic Past, 19, says this history of reiteration “can best be seen through the many stories that present the recurrent theme of new creation, new beginning, new hope. All play out their contrast to the stories of human willfulness.”

59Friedman, Who Wrote the Bible, 236-241.

60The New Interpreter’s Study Bible, 14-22 ,pulls apart the Yahwistic and Priestly accounts of the flood, noting that the Priestly account concerns itself with boundaries, order, and ritual. It credits Gen. 4.17 as the Yahwist generation of those who lived before the flood and  ch. 5 as the Priestly account of generations both before and after the flood. Among other distinctions, the commentary notes that the Yahwistic account has mothers naming their children while the Priestly version has a particular interest in tracing proper lineage as a condition for priesthood. It notes that the Priestly tradition presents a world perfectly ordered by divine design. The remarkably long life spans record pre-flood history. 

61Friedman, 62 , contrasting the J source to E, calls attention to the patriarch Abraham as living in Hebron, the principal city of Judah, the capital of Judah under King David, the city of the chief priest Zadok.

62Friedman, ibid.,  points out that P presents only four stories of any length: the creation, the flood culminating in the covenant with Noah, the covenant with Abraham, and one other story, the death of Aaron’s sons Nadab and Abihu. He concludes of the writer, “Apparently he was in a hurry to get to Sinai.”

63 Ibid., 105.

64The Interpreter’s Study Bible provides an excursus on covenant as well as on marriage as covenant 113, 1313. Covenant as an agreement between God and Israel, parties of unequal strength, becomes a central theme in the Old Testament, introduced after the flood and a promise never again to destroy creation with a flood; emerging again in the promise to Abraham of offspring and a homeland; the exodus from Egypt illustrating God’s loyalty to covenantal obligations and launching the Israelites on the journey to Canaan; the wilderness experience tests the Israelites with law (Mt. Sinai, the Book of the Covenant) that states Israel’s covenantal obligations to Yahweh. Deuteronomy elaborates exposition of the covenant, important also to the prophets Hosea and Jeremiah. With city and land both being feminine in Hebrew, writers commonly portrayed God as the husband and Israel as the wife, a portrayal used for Israel, Judah, Samaria, and Jerusalem; related images include those of the bride, the adulterer, and the whore. The New Testament Revelation picks up the same images, describing the New Jerusalem as a bride and Christ as groom. The covenant relationship involves love, intimacy, and exclusivity; these can lead to emotionalism and jealousy.

65 Friedman, Who Wrote the Bible, 130-132, describes the Deuteronomist writer as writing in the time of King Josiah as assembling one continuous history out of the earlier sources (J, E, and another tradition combining the two) that extends from the arrival in the land to Josiah in the six hundreds BCE.  Through quick, artful insertions, this writer made clear the following: “1. God had given the people instruction, (2) they had been warned that their fate depended on their fidelity to this instruction, and (3)their subsequent history was the record of how well they fared when they heeded or failed to heed this warning.”

66 Ibid., 133.

67Ibid., 143.

     James D. Tabor, The Jesus Dynasty (New York: Simon and Schuster Paperbacks, 2006), 51-56, accounts for two branches in the royal family of David, one used by Matthew that traces Jesus  through Joseph back to Solomon; one in Luke that traces Jesus from Mary, back to Nathan, the brother of Solomon. Fascinating in this argument, the names in Luke provides a heavy prevalence of Levite or priestly names with significant influence from the tribe of Levi. It should be remembered that the priest of Israel were to be descendants of Aaron, brother of Moses, who was from the tribe of Levi. The kings were to be of the royal lineage of King David.

68Tabor , ibid., 48, suggests that Matthew calls attention to the irregularity in the birth of Jesus: that Mary becomes pregnant by a man not her husband; in fact, Matthew says “Jacob fathered Joseph, the husband of Mary, from her was fathered Jesus called Christ.”

69Ibid., 48-57.

70Friedman, Who Wrote the Bible, makes a bold identification of the Deuteronomist as Jeremiah: in the right place, right time, a priest of the priests of Shiloh, in Jerusalem during the reign of Josiah, and in Egypt after the destruction  and  exile; he also points to the book of Jeremiah as being filled with the language of the Deuteronomistic history.

71 Friedman, ibid., 30, uses source theory to account for why the Bible presents “a deity torn between divine justice and divine mercy,” evidencing a tension between punishment and forgiveness. He describes mercy and justice as presenting “a powerful and bewildering notion of divine-human relationship.”

72 Tabor, The Jesus Dynasty, 73 and 110, makes these observations and describes it as “a set of universal ethics that superseded the legalistic ways of Judaism,” also labeling it as Christian anti-Semitism.

73Kugel, How to Read the Bible, 353-355, credits William L. Moran for seeing in Deuteronomy the use of love to meaning political loyalty related to the Vassal Treaty.

74 Kugel, ibid.,   362, understands the third, second, and first century BCE interpreters as viewing the Pentateuch as “divine wisdom in written form, one great book of legal and ethical instruction.” He wonders if the fragmentation by modern scholars of this unified interpretation has been a good thing and concludes, “Certainly not, at least not from the standpoint of those who wish to see in the Pentateuch a divinely given guidebook, a sacred and timeless text that is free of contradiction and error and speaks to people today.”

75Friedman, Who Wrote the Bible, 238, makes the case that source “P never uses the word ‘mercy,” nor grace or repentance, but rather emphasized the divine aspect of justice in contrast to Y and E sources that emphasized mercy, the word occurring about seventy times in J, E, and D. A redactor combined sources, creating a new formula, in which justice and mercy stood in balance.

76Friedman, ibid.,  says, “There is a constant tension in Yahweh between his justice and his mercy. They are not easily reconcilable. When should one predominate, and when should the other? He suggests readers must read both parts of the formula: justice (P) and love (J,E,D). Friedman, 139, 240, also argues that a late redactor combined P, and J, E, and D to create a balance in justice and mercy in a way that they had not previously been presented in the Bible. “God was both just and merciful, angry and compassionate, strict and forgiving” and points out that this formula “became a crucial part of Judaism and Christianity.”

    Gunn and Fewell 89 describe coming to understand the character of YHWH as “one of the great challenges of the Hebrew Bible.” They suggest that looking at the various stories as discrete would allow a more complex understanding whereas the canonical shape of the Bible keeps readers approaching God as a single character. They provide several examples of what they call a “darker” or “fallible” side of YHWH.

77 Dosick , Living Judaism,249-252.  Judaism has no word for “charity,” an English word derived from the Latin “caritas,” meaning “from the heart. Greek offers the word “philanthropy” from “philo,” meaning lover and “anthropos,” meaning humankind. Tzedakah, in Hebrew, means “just” and “righteous” and interprets this as an obligation, not an option. In Judaism, “Giving ‘tzedakah’ is one of the greatest of all mitzvoth, for it is truly joining with God in working toward the sustenance and preservation of our world, and the dignity of each human being.”

78 Tabor, The Jesus Dynasty, 74.

79Gunn and Fewell, Narrative in the Hebrew Bible, 81-89, describe the Old Testament’s presentation of god as a character who is sometimes present implicitly and who guides all of human activity providentially; this God can bring evil upon one character in order to promote covenantal outcomes.  God often emerges as a figure of providence and retributive justice, sustain future outcomes in the face of  human disloyalty and outright rebellion. Gunn and Fewell provide a catalog of characters with whom God’s interaction would appear to be indifferent or even calloused. They suggest that the canonical shape of the Bible may keep readers looking for a single character in its presentation of God.

80Northrop Frye, Anatomy of Criticism (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1957). Other works important to understanding this archetypal theme include Joseph Campbell, The Hero With a Thousand Faces (New York: The World Publishing Co., 1956) and Carl Jung, ed. , Man and His Symbols (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Co., 1964).

Michal Dozani, ed., Words with Power: Being a Second Study of the Bible and Literature (Canada: University of Toronto Press, 2008) xxiii  argues that we get to the spiritual through the imagination , with plot being the typical quest journey that moves participants to another world and to a greater reality. This book presents what it calls a “Variation on a Theme” in the metaphors of mountain, garden, cave, and furnace.

81Thompson, The Mythic Past, 31, says that “’Exile’ is the means by which those who identify themselves with the tradition can understand themselves as saved. The radical trauma of exile is used as a literary paradigm by which the collectors of the tradition identify themselves and the tradition as belonging to’ the way of the torah.’” By Torah, Thompson means an interpretation of experience that draws ironic conclusions about the quality of human ignorance and limitation.

82Thompson, ibid.,15-33,26,  remarks that Genesis reiterates themes through successive heroic pairs, each following a plot of “peoples whose lands have been promised to them by their deity since the earliest times. The themes are also expressed in the wanderings of Israel in the wilderness in Exodus. The Babylonian captivity reiterates the same themes, with Israel understanding itself as the surviving remnant, the reborn Israel. Although Thompson does not say this, the New Testament picks up a similar direction in understanding itself as the New Covenant. Thompson  describes the stories of these heroes as being a chain of contrasted pairs, the story of Abraham and Lot merely setting up polarity, with the resulting pairs engaging in conflict and advancing the common motif of the rejection of the first-born. He describes these chained pairs as “hardly triumphalist, but ironic and supersessionist” and leading to the struggles between old and new Israel and the surviving remnant.

83 Fokkelman, Reading Biblical Narrative, 164, calls this macro-plot and describes the life of Abraham as a quest “which supposes that the object of value at the end of its trajectory is the arrival of a physical son to Abraham and Sarah.” Once he arrives in Palestine, the desired object is attainment of Canaan (Gen. 13.14-17).

84 Fokkelman, ibid.,  163, identifies the macro-plot of Genesis 12-25connecting the patriarchs in the quest for dynasty. Abraham begins the quest for continuity that the Bible reveals as God-directed, with God acting as protagonist in much of the story of Abraham.

85Fokkelman 157 says that after the searchlight hits the person of Abraham, “this concentration of election by God determines the focus of attention until the end of the Hebrew Bible.”

86Kugel, 244-247.

