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ABSTRACT 

I n Part I s e c t i o n A examines J . Pedersen's expo

s i t i o n of the Hebrew view of nature i n the context of 

h i s i d e a s concerning I s r a e l i t e modes of thought. I t 

i s argued t h a t Pedersen b r i n g s to h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 

the b i b l i c a l t e x t notions about ancient I s r a e l i t e 

psychology and l i n g u i s t i c usage which destroy the 

i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y of the Old Testament for a modern reader, 

and which involve Pederseh himself i n o b s c u r i t i e s and 

grave i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s . 

S e c t i o n B examines W. Ei c h r o d t ' s claim to have 

discovered two apparently mutually e x c l u s i v e , but never

t h e l e s s r e c o n c i l a b l e views of nature i n the Old Testament. 

I t i s argued that t h i s c l a i m i n v o l v e s a c o n t r a d i c t i o n . 

An e x t e n s i v e survey of b i b l i c a l t e x t s r e v e a l s the l a c k 

of evidence to support i t . 

S e c t i o n s C and D concern the b e l i e f of G. von Rad 

and H. W. Robinson t h a t a n c i e n t I s r a e l i t e s saw the 

n a t u r a l world as pervaded by the d i r e c t a c t i v i t y of God. 

I t i s suggested that t h i s b e l i e f arose out of a confused 

concept of c a u s a t i o n and cannot be sustained by an appeal 

to the t e x t . 

S e c t i o n E examines two volumes by E. C. Rust, which 

r a i s e problems of philosophy as w e l l as b i b l i c a l i n t e r 

p r e t a t i o n . 
t 

S e c t i o n s B, D and E a l s o examine the problems 

r a i s e d by the concept of the miraculous f o r those s c h o l a r s 

who see the d i v i n e p r e s e r v a t i o n of the world as c r e a t i o 

continua. 



Part I I o u t l i n e s and c r i t i c i s e s s c h o l a r l y i n t e r 

p r e t a t i o n s of the I s r a e l i t e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of c r e a t u r e s 

i n t o c l e a n and unclean, followed by a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of 

the opinions of an t h r o p o l o g i s t s concerning t h i s and 

s i m i l a r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s i n p r i m i t i v e s o c i e t i e s and t h e i r 

symbolic s i g n i f i c a n c e . 

The problems of i n t e r p r e t i n g anthropological 

evidence are considered; and the work of Durkheim and 

h i s i n f l u e n c e on the thought of Mary Douglas are 

examined. Douglas's work suggests that a f r e s h approach 

to the Old Testament view of nature may be necessary i n 

the l i g h t of anthropological r e s e a r c h . 
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•There's g l o r y f o r youI' 

' I don't know what you mean by "glory"-., A l i c e s a i d . 

Humpty Dumpty smiled contemptuously. 'Of course you don't 

t i l l I t e l l you. I meant " t h e r e ' s a n i c e knock-down 

argument f o r you!"' 

•But "glory" doesn't mean "a n i c e knock-down argument"', 

A l i c e objected. 

•When I use a word*, Humpty Dumpty s a i d i n r a t h e r a s c o r n 

f u l tone, ' i t means j u s t what I choose i t to mean -

n e i t h e r more nor l e s s ' . 

,'The q u e s t i o n i s * , s a i d A l i c e , 'whether you CAN make words 

mean d i f f e r e n t t h i n g s ' . 

'The question i s ' , s a i d Humpty Dumpty, 'which i s to be 

master - t h a t ' s a l l ' . 

A l i c e was too much puzzled to say anything. 



PART I 

Section A. J . Pedersen. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

A comprehensive c r i t i c a l account of Pedersen's 

' I s r a e l ' 1 i s beyond the scope of the present t h e s i s , and 

would i n any case be at l e a s t as long as Pedersen's own 

book. I t i s necessary, however, to'give some account of 

Pedersen's whole argument s i n c e h i s e x p o s i t i o n of the 

I s r a e l i t e understanding of nature i s s e t i n the context 

of remarks about the very manner i n which I s r a e l i t e s 

thought and expressed themselves; and f o r Pedersen t h i s 

was very d i f f e r e n t from the way i n which modern Europeans 

t h i n k and express themselves. I f there i s t h i s profound 

d i f f e r e n c e i n m e n t a l i t y between the ancient I s r a e l i t e s 

and, say, modern B r i t o n s , t h i s must a f f e c t t h e i r under

standing of nature; and i f c e r t a i n a s s e r t i o n s of Pedersen' 

are to be b e l i e v e d t h e r e i s a r a d i c a l d i f f e r e n c e between 

the ancient I s r a e l i t e s and o u r s e l v e s i n t h i s r e s p e c t . 

T h i s i n turn r a i s e s a f u r t h e r question: Did the 

anci e n t I s r a e l i t e s see t r u t h s which we have now l o s t or 

obscured? Or have we l e f t behind a crude and p r i m i t i v e 

outlook through the extension of human perception by 

r a t i o n a l and experimental techniques unheard of i n the 

ancient world? To put the question another way, 

does the Old Testament t e l l us t r u t h s we should other

wise miss or grasp only i m p e r f e c t l y , or does i t express 

J . Pedersen. ISRAEL: ITS L I F E AND CULTURE. I - I I London 
1926;III-IV1940 (1959 p r i n t i n g w ith a d d i t i o n a l m a t e r i a l ) 
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outmoded forms of thought which are of merely a n t i 

quarian i n t e r e s t ? 

•The o b j e c t of the present work i s to d e s c r i b e the 

conception of l i f e i n I s r a e l as i t was u n t i l the 

c o l l a p s e of the nation. The fundamental psycho

l o g i c a l conception of the I s r a e l i t e s i s the same 

throughout t h e i r h i s t o r y u n t i l t h e i r meeting w i t h 

H e l l e n i s t i c c u l t u r e . I n t h i s r e s p e c t I s r a e l may 

t h e r e f o r e be described as a u n i t y . But i n other 

domains of p s y c h i c l i f e i t s h i s t o r y makes i t s e l f 

f e l t , and here i t i s often p o s s i b l e t o t r a c e the 

two types ... the old I s r a e l i t i c conception and 

i t s transformation under the i n f l u e n c e s of the 

d i f f e r e n t f o r c e s of Canaariite l i f e - "Canaanite" 

here being a term used to designate the n o n - I s r a e l -

i t i c population of Canaan 'as a whole, i r r e s p e c t i v e 

of such p o i n t s of d i f f e r e n c e as i t i s impossible 
2 

fo r us to t r a c e • . 

I t i s important to note t h a t Pedersen makes a 

d i s t i n c t i o n between the fundamental p s y c h o l o g i c a l conception 

and other domains of p s y c h i c l i f e . 

He goes on to speak of the books of the Old Testament 

as sources f o r an account of the mental h i s t o r y of I s r a e l , 

and y i e l d i n g m a t e r i a l 'towards the understanding of the 
3 

psychology of I s r a e l ' . Much l a t e r he s t a t e s , 'The main 

part of the present volume ... t r e a t s the unique m a t e r i a l 

o f f e r e d by the Old Testament which g i v e s us an i n s i g h t i n 

PI pp. 25-26. 3 PI p. 26. 
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( s i c ) the intimate mental l i f e of the I s r a e l i t e s ' . 4 

Pedersen a l s o speaks of a n a l y s i n g the sources so 

as to separate old elements i n the l i f e of I s r a e l from 

other elements belonging t o l a t e r development. 'In 

t h i s manner we are able to form an incomplete, but, 

n e v e r t h e l e s s , v i v i d p i c t u r e of the l i f e i n old I s r a e l 

and the transformation i t underwent w i t h i n the h i s t o r i c a l 
5 

p e r i o d ' . 

These general statements of purpose assume a d i s t i n c t 

d i f f e r e n c e between Hebrew and Greek thought, and, indeed, 

between S e m i t i c and Greek thought. Presumably Pedersen 

r e a l i s e s t h a t the Hebrews had contact w i t h such peoples 

as the Babylonians and P e r s i a n s and assumes t h a t these 

had no impact on I s r a e l ' s thought. This i s a h i g h l y 

questionable assumption, i f he made i t . 

Furthermore, i t i s not c l e a r what i s the r e l a t i o n s h i p 

between the fundamental p s y c h o l o g i c a l conception of l i f e , 

the o l d I s r a e l i t e conception of l i f e , and the transformed 

conception of l i f e . We might be tempted to equate 

the fundamental conception and the old conception, but 

whereas the l a t t e r changes during the period under 

review, the former does not. I t must be concluded t h a t 

t here i s a fundamental conception of l i f e which remains 

the same, and a more s u p e r f i c i a l one which a l t e r s . 

Presumably Pedersen i s going to d e s c r i b e both: but he 

4 . . 
PI 'Additional Remarks and C o r r e c t i o n s to the Second 
E d i t i o n ' , between pp. 552-553. 

5 PI p. 29. 
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should at the same time make c l e a r why i t i s t h a t 

one conception i s c a l l e d fundamental and another con

ception i s not. His f a i l u r e t o do t h i s c r e a t e s acute 

problems when we come to the second E n g l i s h volume of 

h i s work. 

The second E n g l i s h volume of ' I s r a e l * i s i n the main 

a c o l l e c t i n g together of a great deal of b i b l i c a l m a t e r i a l 

under v a r i o u s headings such as war, monarchy, prophecy. 

Much of t h i s volume, being a d i r e c t account of b i b l i c a l 

m a t e r i a l gathered together according to c e r t a i n s u b j e c t s 

or themes, could be read q u i t e independently of the 

f i r s t volume. Not only i s t h i s t r u e , however, but i n 

t h i s second E n g l i s h volume there i s much emphasis on 

the changes which took p l a c e i n I s r a e l i t e thought, 

and t h i s puts i n question that u n i t y of I s r a e l i t e 

thought often assumed i n the argument and g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s 

of the f i r s t volume. Admittedly, Pedersen has acknowledged 

i n the f i r s t volume t h a t contact w i t h Canaan and the 

development of the monarchy and priesthood i n Jerusalem 

le d to f a r - r e a c h i n g d i f f e r e n c e s of opinion among I s r a e l 

i t e s ? but at the same time he wants to maintain t h a t 

t h e r e was a fundamental u n i t y of thought u n t i l the impact 

of H e l l e n i s t i c c u l t u r e on I s r a e l . I n the f i r s t volume 

i t i s t h i s supposed u n i t y which i s taken f o r granted on 

the whole, and the t a c i t assumption on which sweeping 

g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s are made. I n the second volume t h e r e i s 

a stronger tendency to d e s c r i b e d i f f e r e n c e s and develop-? 

ments of outlook among the I s r a e l i t e s . What i s never 

attempted i s the r e c o n c i l i a t i o n of the two approaches, so 

tha t Pedersen moves from one to the other without imposing 



- 5 -

any c o n s i s t e n c y on the argument of the whole book. 

What does Pedersen mean by 'fundamental psycholo

g i c a l conception' as ag a i n s t 'other domains of p s y c h i c 

l i f e ' ? His f a i l u r e to define these terms i s of c r u c i a l 

importance: g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s about I s r a e l i t e thought 

come under the f i r s t heading, and d i f f e r e n c e s of t h i n k i n g 

among I s r a e l i t e s come under the second, and the l e g i t 

imacy of t h i s procedure i s simply assumed. I n f a c t , the 

d i f f e r e n c e s among I s r a e l i t e s i n t h e i r t h i n k i n g put a 

s e r i o u s question mark against Pedersen's g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s . 

I f I s r a e l i t e s often thought very d i f f e r e n t l y about the 

same s u b j e c t , i n what sense did they think the same? 

Did they think the same about some thi n g s a l l through t h e i r 

h i s t o r y up to t h e i r contact w i t h H e l l e n i s t i c c u l t u r e , 

and d i f f e r e n t l y about others? Or i s ' i t t hat they 

thought i n c e r t a i n ways, t h a t they employed c e r t a i n 

c a t e g o r i e s i n a l l of t h e i r t h i n k i n g , and t h a t t h i s i s 

apparent even when they are d i s a g r e e i n g over a given 

s u b j e c t ? The l a t t e r explanation i s suggested by the 

word 'fundamental', but Pedersen never stops to t e l l us; 

nor, one suspects, did he stop to t e l l h i m s e l f . The 

sense of 'fundamental' should have been made q u i t e 

c l e a r , and we should then have been t o l d e x a c t l y which 

aspects of I s r a e l i t e thought were regarded as fundamental, 

and how they were r e l a t e d to others which v a r i e d 

according to changing circumstances. 

Despite the sweeping a s s e r t i o n s and i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s , 

See P I pp. 21-29 f o r f u l l context. 
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the general, somewhat vague p i c t u r e which emerges from 

Pedersen's book i s th a t the pre-settlement period made 

a profound and l a s t i n g impression on the I s r a e l i t e s . 

T h i s impression remained w i t h some I s r a e l i t e s through a l l 

ages and enabled them to d i s t i n g u i s h between what ought 

to be a s s i m i l a t e d from the Canaanites and what should be 

r e j e c t e d . A f t e r c e n t u r i e s of t e n s i o n between those who 

tended to accept too much Canaanite c u l t u r e and those 

who tended to r e j e c t a l l of i t , a s y n c r e t i s t i c c u l t 

emerged which had absorbed only what one might c a l l the 

permitted dosage of Canaanitism. When we f i n d some Old 

Testament w r i t e r s denouncing the whole of Canaanite 

c u l t u r e as contrary to God's w i l l we must t o l e r a n t l y 

r e a l i s e , from our vantage point i n l a t e r h i s t o r y , t h a t 

they did not know j u s t how Canaanite they themselves had 

become. 7 

I t does not help the c l a r i t y of t h i s attempt to give 

an o u t l i n e of Pedersen's view, however, t h a t he has 

defined 'Canaanite' merely as 'a term used to designate 

the n o n - I s r a e l i t i c population of Canaan as a whole, 

i r r e s p e c t i v e of such p o i n t s of d i f f e r e n c e as i t i s 
p 

impossible f o r us to t r a c e ' . We may compare with t h i s 

the statement, ' i t i s indeed d i f f i c u l t to draw the l i n e 

between what i s Canaanite and what i s s t r i c t l y I s r a e l i t e ' . 
2. ISRAELITE MODES OF THOUGHT 

Two notions which are of the utmost importance to 

7 See P2 pp. 307-313, 346-347, 418-425, 466, 471-472, 
616-618, 630-631, 641. 

8 PI p. 26. 9 P2 p. 317. 
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Pedersen i n h i s d e t a i l e d d e s c r i p t i o n of the I s r a e l i t e 

way of t h i n k i n g are ' t o t a l i t y ' and ' s o u l * . He i s a l s o 

impressed by the c o n s i d e r a b l e d i f f e r e n c e between ancie n t 

I s r a e l i t e modes of thought and our own. Indeed, we 

might guess t h a t h i s c h i e f motive for w r i t i n g h i s book i s 

the d e s i r e to show j u s t how d i f f e r e n t I s r a e l i t e i d e a s 

were from ours, and to guard us against being misled by 

the assumption that words meant the same i n Hebrew when 

used by the I s r a e l i t e s as the t r a n s l a t e d words do when 

used by us. 

He opens h i s s e c t i o n on the soul w i t h following 

statement: 

' I s r a e l i t i c psychology seems near and f a m i l i a r to 

us, because such a great number of i t s forms of 

m a n i f e s t a t i o n are p a r t of our own mental c a p a c i t y . 

We use b i b l i c a l d e f i n i t i o n s , such as s p i r i t and 

heart, when expressing s t a t e s of mind, but i t i s 

not to be taken f o r granted t h a t the words mean the 

same to us as to them. The words express a l i f e 

determined by the t o t a l i t y - c o n c e p t i o n , but the 

I s r a e l i t i c view of l i f e i s determined by other 

f a c t o r s than ours. I f we want to understand the 

mind of the I s r a e l i t e , we must f i r s t of a l l examine 
1 

what the p s y c h i c terms mean i n t h e i r own acontext.' 

An extreme expression of the d i f f e r e n c e between 

Hebrew and modern languages, and t h e r e f o r e the d i f f e r e n c e 

between ancient I s r a e l i t e thought and our own i s as 

1 0 PI p. 99. 
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f o l l o w s : 

•That which i n t e r e s t s the I s r a e l i t e i s not the 

s t r i c t l i m i t a t i o n of the idea, but the determination 

of i t s p e c u l i a r i t y . This manifests i t s e l f i n h i s 

language, and makes i t p r a c t i c a l l y impossible to 

t r a n s l a t e a Hebrew account i n t o any modern language. 

For us each word i n i t s context has i t s d e f i n i t e l y 

l i m i t e d sense; but even though a s p e c i a l shade of 

meaning predominates, the Hebrew c o n s t a n t l y f e e l s 

the i d e a of t o t a l i t y a c t i n g through i t ' . 1 1 

The statement about the near i m p o s s i b i l i t y of 

t r a n s l a t i n g a Hebrew account i n t o a modern language i s no 

mere passing hyperbole meant to emphasise a s i g n i f i c a n t 

point. Pedersen i n s i s t s on j u s t i f y i n g i t at some length. 

I s r a e l i t i c t h i n k i n g i s compared with our modern ways of 

thought, and these two d i f f e r e n t ways of t h i n k i n g are 

regarded as r e v e a l i n g t h e i r d i s t i n c t i v e c h a r a c t e r s i n 

the languages of ancient I s r a e l i t e s and modern Europeans 

r e s p e c t i v e l y . Pedersen i l l u s t r a t e s t h i s point by g i v i n g 

examples of the l i t e r a l t r a n s l a t i o n of c e r t a i n passages. 

For example, Genesis 41:3 i s given as 'septiad-cows 

others ascending after-them from-Nile poor-appearance 
12 

and-thm-f l e s h ' . Or again, I I Kings 22:19, '"Given" 

(Ya'an) t h i n n e s s - h e a r t - y o u r s and-you-bent before-faee-

Yahweh by-hearing-thine "namely" (* asher) spoke-I a g a i n s t -

p l a c e - t h i s a n d - a g a i n s t - i n h a b i t a n t s - i t s for-to-be t o - r u i n 

and-to-curse and-thou-torest c l o t h e s - t h i n e and-thou-wepst 

1 P I p. 111. 1 2 PI p. 114. 
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13 before-face-mine and-also h e a r - I saymg-Yahweh'. 
* 

We should next look at some i l l u s t r a t i o n s of what 
Pedersen means by the ex p r e s s i o n of a l i f e 'determined 

14 . . . by the t o t a l i t y conception'. Let us see how i t i s 

a p plied to commonplace occurrences which are d i r e c t l y 

r e l e v a n t to what Pedersen b e l i e v e d to be the I s r a e l i t e 

p erception of i n d i v i d u a l s and s p e c i e s i n the n a t u r a l 

world. 

I f , f o r example, we today think of a fo r e i g n e r , say 

a Frenchman, Pedersen i n s i s t s t h a t we think of an 

i n d i v i d u a l who has v a r i o u s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , among them 

th a t of being French. For us, the French are a body 

of i n d i v i d u a l s : the c o l l e c t i v e term i n d i c a t e s a c o l l e c t i o n 

of i n d i v i d u a l s , and we think of the i n d i v i d u a l as simply 

one of the c o l l e c t i o n and sharing with the others the 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of being from France. Pedersen does not 

use t h i s p a r t i c u l a r i l l u s t r a t i o n , but i t i s based on 
15 

what he says about the Hebrew conception of a Moabite. 

Whereas we think i n i n d i v i d u a l terms, Pedersen maintains 

t h a t the I s r a e l i t e thought f i r s t and foremost of the 

type, Moabite, and the i n d i v i d u a l Moabite was f o r him a 

man i f e s t a t i o n of t h i s type. A l l the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 

which go to make up being Moabite are gathered together 

i n t o a u n i t y or t o t a l i t y , Moabithood, t h i s u n i t y having 

a common w i l l . 

For us, t h i s i s an a r t i f i c i a l a b s t r a c t i o n , a 

p e r s o n i f i c a t i o n , because we th i n k of the common c h a r a c t e r -

3 PI p. 120. 1 4 PI p. 99. 1 5 PI pp. 109-110. 
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i s t i c s of a group of i n d i v i d u a l s which are f i r s t i n t e l l 

e c t u a l l y i s o l a t e d and then combined i n the imagination 

to form the idea of a type, a t y p i c a l person who e x i s t s 

only i n the mind. For the I s r a e l i t e , however, t h i s type 

not only r e a l l y e x i s t e d but ' i s the s t a r t i n g point of 

thought'. The I s r a e l i t e does not think i n a b s t r a c t i o n s , 

but n e v e r t h e l e s s ' h i s thought i s ruled by the genetal 
16 

i d e a ' . The general idea, or t o t a l i t y , i s not an 

a b s t r a c t i o n , nor the sum of i n d i v i d u a l e n t i t i e s , but i n 

i t s e l f r e a l , the e s s e n t i a l c h a r a c t e r to which the 

d e t a i l s are subordinate. 

S i m i l a r l y , i f today we meet not a Frenchman but a 

cow or l i o n we think simply i n terms of t h i s i n d i v i d u a l 

cow or l i o n , r e s p e c t i v e l y i n d i v i d u a l samples of a s p e c i e s 

which i s i t s e l f an a b s t r a c t term denoting a c o l l e c t i o n of 

i n d i v i d u a l s s h a r i n g c e r t a i n common c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . The 

I s r a e l i t e , however, confronted by cow or l i o n , f e l t him

s e l f to be encountering cowhood or l i o n n e s s , the t o t a l i t y 

or s p e c i e s i t s e l f manifested i n a p a r t i c u l a r i n s t a n c e . 

As Pedersen himself says, 'the i n d i v i d u a l cow i s a f u l l y 

q u a l i f i e d r e p r e s e n t a t i o n of "cowhood"'. And so i t i s 
17 

a l s o with t r e e s , men and c a r r i a g e s . 
Pedersen goes on to say t h a t one of the fundamental 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the S e m i t i c languages i s the f a i l u r e 

or r e f u s a l t o make a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between d i f f e r e n t 

c l a s s e s of words. 'To the root mlk the s i g n i f i c a t i o n 

of "kinghood" att a c h e s i t s e l f , and according to the 

6 PI p. 109. 1 7 PI p. 110. 
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m o d i f i c a t i o n of the word i t may mean the king, the 
18 

kingdom and the f a c t of a c t i n g as a k i n g ' . A l i t t l e 

l a t e r he makes s i m i l a r remarks about w r i t e , 

and i l J p , k i l l . 1 9 

I t w i l l be c l e a r from these p o i n t s t h a t f o r 

Pedersen t h e r e i s a sharp d i f f e r e n c e between the way i n 

which the I s r a e l i t e s thought and t h e r e f o r e expressed 

themselves, and the way i n which we think and express 

o u r s e l v e s . But i t must be emphasised t h a t f o r Pedersen 

the I s r a e l i t e did not think d i f f e r e n t l y from the way we 

do merely i n c e r t a i n r e s p e c t s , or with r e s p e c t to c e r t a i n 

objects.: for Pedersen the I s r a e l i t e mind worked q u i t e 

d i f f e r e n t l y from, say, the modern E n g l i s h mind, and t h i s 

was true a l l the time and could not be otherwise. Hence 

the statement t h a t a p i e c e of Hebrew n a r r a t i v e , which 

might look s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d enough to us, i s b a r e l y 

t r a n s l a t a b l e i n t o modern E n g l i s h or any other modern 

European l a n g u a g e . ^ 

Furthermore, 'Hebrew, l i k e other S e m i t i c languages, 

has preserved i t s p r i m i t i v e c h a r a c t e r and g i v e s an 

immediate expression of the processes of thought. The 

words t h a t make the language c a l l f o r t h images, but the 

I s r a e l i t e sees something more i n them than something 

t h a t i s d i f f e r e n t from the a c t u a l matter. The matter 
21 

l i v e s i n the word'. 

Pedersen a s s e r t s that f o r p r i m i t i v e peoples what 

i s i n the soul may be there without i t s presence being 

PI pp. 110-111. PI p. 113. PI p. 111. 
21 PI p. 112. See pp. 108-124 f o r Pedersen's f u l l argument. 
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known; and whatever i s i n a man's soul e x e r c i s e s 

power i n the soul and c o n t r o l s h i s a c t i o n s . When some

thing i s perceived or known, f o r p r i m i t i v e peoples the 

perception i s not to be d i s t i n g u i s h e d from the thing 

perceived. Perceptions are not j u s t images, 'they" 

contain the very matter'. The same i s t r u e of animals. 

' I f animals when conceiving see something streaked they 

have "streakedness" i n them, and w i l l throw streaked 
22 

young'. 

Once we have grasped the ancient I s r a e l i t e way of 

t h i n k i n g we are not s u r p r i s e d at the absence of any word 

for 'cause'. The kind of d i s t i n c t i o n we make between 

cause and e f f e c t was not p o s s i b l e f o r ancient I s r a e l i t e s . 

' A l l that happens i s to him a l i n k i n a comprehensive 

c o n t i n u i t y , i . e . the c h a r a c t e r and c a p a c i t y of the e n t i r e 

soul ... Thus the context between t h a t which happens cannot 

simply be recognised e x t e r n a l l y . The events are not 

connected by mutual concatenation, but through the 
. . . . . 23 

c o n t i n u i t y of the soul i n which they o r i g i n a t e ' . 

Comment 

Some comment i s necessary on these views of 

Pedersen s i n c e i f accepted they must have f a r - r e a c h i n g 

e f f e c t s on our i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Old Testament. 

F i r s t , i f we take s e r i o u s l y the statement about the 

near i m p o s s i b i l i t y of t r a n s l a t i n g from Hebrew i n t o a 

modern European language i t i s s u r p r i s i n g t h a t Pedersen 

should so f r e q u e n t l y use t r a n s l a t i o n s of the Hebrew t e x t 

2 2 PI p. 132. 2 3 PI p. 133. 
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as the b a s i s f o r h i s own commentary. Admittedly, he 

o ften r e f e r s to Hebrew words, and h i s aim i s to show what 

the Hebrew text: r e a l l y means as against the sense i n 

which we might take i t i f l e f t simply with a modern 

European t r a n s l a t i o n . Pedersen, of course, wrote h i s 

o r i g i n a l work i n Danish, but he was a c t i v e l y involved i n 

the production of the E n g l i s h v e r s i o n and he makes ve r y 

frequent use of the E n g l i s h b i b l i c a l t e x t , and i t i s 

q u i t e c l e a r from the way i n which he uses i t that he 

regards i t as accurate to a c o n s i d e r a b l e degree. His 

frequent r e f e r e n c e s , f o r example, to the s t o r y of S a u l , 

Jonathan and David, show t h a t he assumes the main d e t a i l s 

t o be r e a d i l y a c c e s s i b l e ; and he d i s t i n g u i s h e s between 

such d e t a i l s and the very d i f f e r e n t matter of i n t e r p r e t i n g 

David's r e a l f e e l i n g s and motives for a c t i n g i n the ways 

he d i d . Pedersen r e f e r s to 'a c e r t a i n d u p l i c i t y of 
24 

motive, i n David's r e l a t i o n to the house of Saul', and 

l a t e r says of him, 'In h i s r e l a t i o n to Joab David shows 

the same l a c k of e t h i c a l c o n s i s t e n c y , the same d u p l i c i t y 
25 

which we c o n s t a n t l y observe i n him'. Such judgements 

imply considerable confidence i n the accuracy of the 

E n g l i s h t e x t , which i s what Pedersen quotes. 

Using other copious quotations from the E n g l i s h 

t e x t , Pedersen d e a l s w i t h the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Book 

of Job, d e s c r i b e s the e x p l o i t s of Judges l i k e Gideon and 

Jephthah, the r i s e and f a l l of Abimelech, the t r a v e l s and 

adventures of the p a t r i a r c h s , the small town community 

2 4 PI p. 284. 2 5 PI p. 296. 
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r e f l e c t e d i n the Book of Job, and makes frequent use of 

prophetic teaching and the sentiments of p s a l m i s t s ; 

not to speak of many other b i b l i c a l s u b j e c t s . This use 

of the E n g l i s h t e x t i s i n c o n s i s t e n t with h i s statement 

t h a t a t r a n s l a t i o n i s p r a c t i c a l l y impossible, and t h i s 

statement must be t r e a t e d as an exaggeration of some 

p o s s i b l y genuine c h a r a c t e r of the Hebrew t e x t . 

Furthermore, t h i s exaggeration i s a l l the more 

remarkable because i n the preface which precedes the 

t a b l e of contents, Pedersen t e l l s us t h a t w h i l e t r a n s l a 

t i o n s have been made d i r e c t from the Hebrew t e x t , the 

wording has been kept as c l o s e to the Authorised Version 

as p o s s i b l e . 

Second, i t must be r e a d i l y admitted t h a t i f l i t e r a l 

v e r s i o n s of the t e x t of the type offered to us by 

Pedersen are the only accurate way of conveying the 

sense of the Hebrew, then t r a n s l a t i o n i n t o a modern 

language i s indeed p r a c t i c a l l y impossible. I t must a l s o 

be admitted, however, that p r e c i s e l y the same conclusion 

would follow i f we were to put, say, German sentences 

i n t o l i t e r a l E n g l i s h . And i f we go f u r t h e r a f i e l d , 

languages l i k e Yoruba and Ibo would be completely i n a c c e s s 

i b l e , and commercial communication with such c o u n t r i e s 

as Japan would be completely impossible. The l e a r n i n g 

of a f o r e i g n language, e s p e c i a l l y one as remote from 

pur n a t i v e tongue as Hebrew, would r e q u i r e t o t a l immersion 

i n the f o r e i g n c u l t u r e and only the i n i t i a t e d would be 

able to engage i n mutual enlightenment. One wonders i f 

t h i s i s not what Pedersen i s claiming f o r himself: to 

have gained some c l u e as to the working of the I s r a e l i t e 
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i n t e l l i g e n c e denied to the r e s t of us. The remainder 

of h i s book fr e q u e n t l y suggests t h i s , but the supporting 

argument w i l l by no means bear the weight of such a 

c o n c l u s i o n . 

The f a c t of the matter i s t h a t a l i t e r a l t r a n s 

l a t i o n i s not a proper t r a n s l a t i o n at a l l . Every 

language has i t s i d i o m a t i c c h a r a c t e r , and the meaning 

i d i o m a t i c a l l y expressed i n one language i s t r a n s l a t e d , 

i s c a r r i e d over, i n t o another when that other language 

employs i t s own i d i o m a t i c e xpressions to convey the same 

meaning. Pedersen must be p e r f e c t l y w e l l aware of t h i s 

f a c t , and he and h i s colleague, Mrs. Aslaug M i l l e r , 

could h a r d l y have put hundreds of pages of Danish i n t o 

E n g l i s h without such awareness; and, indeed, i n h i s 

pr e f a c e he r e f e r s to p e c u l i a r expressions which are 

'not i n s t r i c t accordance w i t h the common usus loquendi'. 

I t i s a l s o i r o n i c t h at h i s l i t e r a l v e r s i o n of 

I I Kings 22:19 i s followed by a p e r f e c t l y i n t e l l i g i b l e 

rendering of Genesis 29:1-14, Jacob's meeting with Rachel 

and Lab'an, upon which Pedersen comments, 'That which makes 

a d e s c r i p t i o n l i k e t h i s so c l e a r and yet so comprehensive, 

i s the author's genius i n s e l e c t i n g the e s s e n t i a l f e a t u r e s ' . 

The most important point to note i n t h i s connection, 

however, i s t h a t t h i s argument of Pedersen's might w e l l 

r e v e a l a tendency to read i n t o the Hebrew t e x t of the 

Old Testament marked d i f f e r e n c e s from the modern European 

outlook which do not e x i s t , or which only e x i s t to a 

2 6 PI p. 121;. 
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l e s s e r degree than Pedersen suggests. This tendency 
r e v e a l s i t s e l f i n Wheeler Robinson and E. C. Rust; and 
i t could lead to a c a r i c a t u r e of the meaning of Old 
Testament t e x t s even where Pedersen i s prepared to use 
the E n g l i s h t r a n s l a t i o n , as he v e r y often i s . This 
c o n t i n u a l use of the E n g l i s h t e x t might even d i s g u i s e 
a tendency to present the meaning of the Hebrew as 
something very f a r removed from the sense conveyed by 
the E n g l i s h . 

Third, Pedersen's a s s e r t i o n s about I s r a e l i t e 

e x pressions determined by the t o t a l i t y conception are 

j u s t i f i e d by an appeal to l i n g u i s t i c usage, and one 

i n s t a n c e can be dismissed immediately. To say that 'Moab 

and Edom speak and act when t h e i r king n e g o t i a t e s w i t h 

I s r a e l , because what i s Moabitic and Edomitic manifests 
. . . 27 . i t s e l f e n t i r e l y i n t h e i r words and deeds', i s to a s s e r t 

a c o r r e c t f a c t but give the wrong explanation for i t . I t 

i s p r e c i s e l y because the i n d i v i d u a l who i s king a c t s 

as king that he represents h i s whole nation; and i t i s 

s i g n i f i c a n t t h a t an o r d i n a r y i n d i v i d u a l Moabite or 
28 

Edomite could not do t h i s . One wonders how an I s r a e l i t e 

would d i s t i n g u i s h between an ordinary Moabite or Edomite 

and h i s king i n such n e g o t i a t i o n s i f Pedersen's d e s c r i p t i o n 

of the I s r a e l i t e m e n t a l i t y i s c o r r e c t . We must go on to 

ask i f the Hebrew l i n g u i s t i c usage to which Pedersen 

r e f e r s i s not simply the i d i o m a t i c Hebrew manner of 

expressing f a c t s which are f a m i l i a r enough i n a multitude 

of c u l t u r e s ? How i s i t t h a t Pedersen can draw h i s 

PI p. 110. Cf. I I Kings 3:27. 
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c o n c l u s i o n s from Hebrew usage w i t h such assurance, and 

i s t h i s not a mistake s i m i l a r to t h a t being made i n the 

appeal to l i t e r a l t r a n s l a t i o n s ? 

When David r e f e r s to the l i o n and the bear he i s 

r e f e r r i n g to repeated and commonly expected a t t a c k s by 

such animals on the f l o c k s and herds. This type of 

animal makes t h a t kind of a t t a c k ; and David's manner of 

r e f e r r i n g to the f a c t , h i s use of the d e f i n i t e a r t i c l e 

i n each case, i s r e a d i l y i n t e l l i g i b l e i n a s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d 

t r a n s l a t i o n . I t might not be e x a c t l y the way we should 

r e f e r to a s i m i l a r s i t u a t i o n today, but on the other hand 

t h e r e i s nothing o u t l a n d i s h about i t . There i s t h e r e f o r e 

no j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r Pedersen's c o n c l u s i o n t h a t the man 

mil k i n g the cow or being chased by the l i o n imagines 

h i m s e l f confronted by the whole s p e c i e s manifested i n 

a p a r t i c u l a r i n d i v i d u a l . Nor did any I s r a e l i t e imagine 

h i m s e l f milking or being devoured by the s p e c i e s , w h i l e 

the immediately present c r e a t u r e was merely i n c i d e n t a l 

to the proceedings. Such a way of t h i n k i n g i s indeed 

f a r removed from our own, and i f we are being asked to 

s u b s t i t u t e f o r a p e r f e c t l y ' i n t e l l i g i b l e concept one which 

i s strange i n the extreme, Pedersen should o f f e r much 

c l e a r e r j u s t i f i c a t i o n than he does. His argument i s open 

to the s t r i c t u r e s made by B a r r on a l l such arguments from 
. . . . . 29 
i d i o m a t i c expression t o mental c o n s t r u c t i o n . I f David 

or any other I s r a e l i t e r e a l l y imagined himself f a c i n g the 

s p e c i e s , the t o t a l i t y , when a given i n d i v i d u a l 

J . Barr, THE SEMANTICS OF BIBLICAL LANGUAGE. London 
1961. The whole of B a r r ' s argument i s r e l e v a n t , but 
see e.g. pp. 39-43. 
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appeared on the horizon, the quoted uses of the d e f i n i t e 

a r t i c l e are not on t h e i r own evidence f o r i t . We might 

a l s o r e f e r to the use of the d e f i n i t e a r t i c l e w i t h names 

i n New Testament Greek, or the absence of the d e f i n i t e 

a r t i c l e from L a t i n or Russian, and ask what i n f e r e n c e s , 

according to Pedersen, could be made from these l i n g u i s t i c 
. 30 phenomena. 

Fourth, the a c t u a l examples given of the supposed 

Semitic f a i l u r e to d i s t i n g u i s h d i f f e r e n t c l a s s e s of words 

do not seem to j u s t i f y the g e n e r a l i s a t i o n . I f no sharp 

d i s t i n c t i o n were made between d i f f e r e n t c l a s s e s of words, 

then why i s the 'root' not simply used i n d i f f e r e n t 

contexts, and why i s i t modified i n v a r i o u s ways to 

i n d i c a t e d i f f e r e n t meanings? I f the I s r a e l i t e SIMPLY 

sei z e d on some fundamental idea and applied i t to a given 

s i t u a t i o n as he thought f i t , t h e re would be no need f o r 

the grammatical m o d i f i c a t i o n of words w i t h which Hebrew 

i s as w e l l supplied as many other languages. 

What t o t a l i t y i s being conceived when von i s 

used, bearing i n mind t h a t the Qal and Niphal mean shape 

or c r e a t e , the P i e l means cut out or cut down, and the 

H i p h i l means be f a t ? How did the p e c u l i a r H i p h i l of 

a r i s e ? D *"* i n the Niphal means to be f o o l i s h , 

but i n the H i p h i l be w i l l i n g or pleased. f l !i) i n i t s 

mainly Niphal uses means to f i g h t , but there are uses 

of the Qal which mean to eat} and there are w e l l known 

Cf. SBL pp. 31-33. See a l s o Pedersen's remarks about 
the b i r d s sent out of the Ark, PI p. 110. T h i s i l l u s 
t r a t i o n of Pedersen's argument a l s o depends on the 
oddness of the l i t e r a l E n g l i s h rendering. 
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d i f f e r e n t forms of noun corresponding to each verb. 

We might a l s o t r y applying Pedersen's argument to 

our own tongue. L e t us say t h a t the root i s KING, and 

the Englishman s e i z e s on t h i s fundamental idea which i s 

then expressed i n v a r i o u s ways as KINGship, KINGdom, 

KINGly. And so a l s o with K I L L : KILLer, KILLed, K I L L i n g j 

or WRIT: WRITing, WRITer, WRITten. I s there, i n t h i s 

r e spect, any d i f f e r e n c e between Hebrew and E n g l i s h ? 

And how much are we r e a l l y e n t i t l e d to conclude from the 

a t t a c h i n g or detaching of personal pronouns to or from the 

verb? 

Pedersen claims t h a t the Hebrews made no d i s t i n c t i o n 

between the a b s t r a c t and the concrete. For example, 

•tobh i s at the same time "goodness" ... and "a good 
31 . . . person"'. Therefore, d i f f e r e n t kinds of going are 

represented i n Hebrew by d i f f e r e n t verbs, whereas we use 

the word 'go' which r e p r e s e n t s an a b s t r a c t idea and then 

supplement i t with words l i k e 'down', 'up', or •'out'. The 

I s r a e l i t e , however, 'considers the t o t a l i t y - c h a r a c t e r of 
32 

the a c t i o n with i t s s p e c i a l stamp*, and hence uses a 

separate word for each. 

Pedersen goes on to say, however, that the word 

• b e r i t h ' may be t r a n s l a t e d i n v a r i o u s ways, such as 

r i g h t , duty, law; but whereas f o r us each d i f f e r e n t 

t r a n s l a t i o n conveys a new sense, f o r the I s r a e l i t e i t i s 
always the same idea, but being presented i n d i f f e r e n t 

33 
forms. 

31 PI p. 110. 32 PI p. I l l , 33 PI pp. 111-112. 
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There i s c l e a r l y a c o n t r a d i c t i o n between Pedersen's 

a s s e r t i o n s here. I f i t i s t r u e that the I s r a e l i t e used 

d i f f e r e n t verbs f o r d i f f e r e n t k i n d s of going because he 

thought of the whole a c t i o n with i t s given c h a r a c t e r , 

then he should a l s o have seen r i g h t , duty and law i n 

the same way and given them d i f f e r e n t names. I f , on the 

other hand, t h e . I s r a e l i t e always had the same idea i n 

h i s mind, then the idea of going, l i k e t h a t of b e r i t h , 

should always be expressed by the same Hebrew word, and 

i t should be l e f t to the modern reader to supply d i f f 

erent modern words according to the d i f f e r e n t forms i n 

which the idea i s presented. 

The c o n t r a d i c t o r y nature of Pedersen's argument 

and h i s f a i l u r e to take proper account of a l l r e l e v a n t 

l i n g u i s t i c f a c t s can a l s o be brought out by applying i t 

to E n g l i s h : we could argue t h a t a modern Englishman 

speaks of going out, going i n , going up, because he 

always sees the same idea, going, presented i n d i f f e r e n t 

forms, as i n the supposed case of an I s r a e l i t e u s i n g 

b e r i t h . Or we could argue t h a t d i f f e r e n t k i n d s of going 

are represented i n E n g l i s h by d i f f e r e n t verbs such as 

enter, e x i t , advance, r e t i r e , depart, because the E n g l i s h 

man 'considers the t o t a l i t y - c h a r a c t e r of the a c t i o n w i t h 
34 

i t s s p e c i a l stamp'. 

I t must be admitted a l s o that a f a i l u r e to d i s t i n g u i s h 

between a b s t r a c t and concrete i s i n i t s e l f astounding and 

i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o imagine what i t would be l i k e f o r any 

Cf. SBL pp. 30-31. 
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human being to s u f f e r t h i s i n t e l l e c t u a l l i m i t a t i o n . 

No evidence i s given from the t e x t to support t h i s a s s e r t i o n , 

and a glance at the t e x t appears to c o n t r a d i c t i t . For 

example, Deut. 3:25. 

Moses wishes to c r o s s the p a r t i c u l a r r i v e r , the 

Jordan, and see the p a r t i c u l a r good land on the other 

s i d e , the goodness of t h i s good land being expressed 

He a l s o wishes to see the mountain, indeed t h i s p a r t i c u l a r 

good one, goodness now becoming a masculine a d j e c t i v e to 

go with the masculine i n . 

When th i n g s or persons are s a i d to be good i n 

someone's eyes, as i s often s t a t e d i n the t e x t , i t i s 

n e c e s s a r i l y some s p e c i f i c concrete o b j e c t or c o l l e c t i o n 

of o b j e c t s which i s i n mind. I f the I s r a e l i t e s were 

s o l e l y aware of concrete o b j e c t s , i t i s hard to see how 

g e n e r a l i s a t i o n could take place, and thought as we 

understand i t would be t o t a l l y impossible. 

Pedersen, of course, does not mean t h a t , but wishes 

to maintain t h a t I s r a e l i t e s saw i n a l l concrete o b j e c t s 

the m a n i f e s t a t i o n of what we regard as some a b s t r a c t 

q u a l i t y , f o r example 'goodness i n a l l i t s m a n i f e s t a t i o n s ' ; 

but t h i s depends upon p r e c i s e l y the d i s t i n c t i o n which 

Pedersen denies. The only a l t e r n a t i v e to t h i s inherent 

c o n t r a d i c t i o n i s the a b s u r d i t y of supposing t h a t the 

I s r a e l i t e s outdid P l a t o and spent the whole of t h e i r 

"inn "nn-n " i a y i nu* miu>n 
p a s m il-Tn anon 

as a feminine a d j e c t i v e to go with the feminine noun 
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e x i s t e n c e i n the spontaneous contemplation of a world 

of Forms. 

F i f t h , i f i n the B i b l e perceptions are not to be 

d i s t i n g u i s h e d from the t h i n g perceived i t i s perhaps 

not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t the d o c t r i n e 'esse i s p e r c i p i ' 

was produced by a bishop. Pedersen quotes i n support of 

h i s a s s e r t i o n the s t o r y of Laban's f l o c k s i n Genesis 

30:25-43 and the way i n which Jacob placed streaked rods 

i n front of the breeding animals thereby i n j e c t i n g them 

as i t were, with a streakedness which would be i n h e r i t e d 

by the newly conceived young. But why should t h i s 

p a r t i c u l a r perception be i s o l a t e d from other perceptions? 

Suppose the breeding animals saw the shepherg 

approaching, what would be the consequence then i f the 

perception i s not to be d i s t i n g u i s h e d from the thing 

perceived, and i f the t h i n g perceived were to have t h i s 

i n t r i g u i n g g e n e t i c e f f e c t on the unborn young? And why 

should perception be confined to s i g h t ? I f the breeding 

sheep heard the c a l l of b i r d s or the lowing of c a t t l e 

or f e l t the warmth of sunshine or the wetness of r a i n , 

would t h i s not a f f e c t the nature of the young, and t h a t , 

indeed, i n ways at which the mind boggles? 

Pedersen might r e p l y that he was not d e s c r i b i n g 

what a c t u a l l y happened but what the I s r a e l i t e s thought; 

but i t i s not c r e d i b l e t h a t t here should be such a 

s t r i k i n g divorce between what the I s r a e l i t e farmer thought 

and the way h i s c r e a t u r e s a c t u a l l y behaved, or, f o r t h a t 

matter, h i s neighbours. Even making allowances for old 

wives' t a l e s and popular misconceptions which can l a s t 

f o r generations, such a degree of sheer i l l u s i o n and 
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s t u p i d i t y i s not b e l i e v a b l e . I t would s u r e l y be nearer 
the mark to see i n such d e t a i l s f e a t u r e s of a f o l k - t a l e 
i n which the aim i s to show that ancestor Jacob was more 
c r a f t y than r e l a t e d ancestor Laban, and that t h i s 
s u p e r i o r i t y had been handed down to contemporary I s r a e l 
i t e s over against t h e i r S y r i a n neighbours. 

S i x t h , the extensive examination of secondary 

causes c a r r i e d out by n a t u r a l s c i e n t i s t s was not known 

i n ancient I s r a e l and the modern world. When, however, 

Pedersen a s s e r t s that I s r a e l i t e s were unable to make the 

d i s t i n c t i o n between cause and e f f e c t and t h a t t h i s 

e x p l a i n s the absence of a Hebrew word f o r 'cause!, 

we are confronted by a suggested mode of thought so f a r 

removed from our own as to be b a r e l y imaginable. 

Admittedly, Pedersen does acknowledge t h a t I s r a e l 

i t e s recognised connections between events, but these 

connections were apparently thought to come about through 
35 . the c o n t i n u i t y of the s o u l . T h i s explanation i s hard 

to understand. 

I t i s e q u a l l y hard to b e l i e v e t h a t Pedersen i s 

asking us to suppose that I s r a e l i t e s were unaware of the 

e f f e c t s of such elements as r a i n , wind and sunshine, or 

that they f a i l e d to a p p r e c i a t e the e f f i c i e n t causation of 

cooking u t e n s i l s , farm implements or weapons; and there 

i s ample evidence throughout the whole Old Testament that 

they were p e r f e c t l y w e l l aware of such causation, and i n 

many ways were f a r b e t t e r equipped than we are to make 

3 5 PI p. 133. 
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use of i t . The nature m i r a c l e s of the Old Testament 

assume a n a t u r a l chain of cause and e f f e c t which i s being 
36 

disrupted, as when water burns on Mount Carmel, meal 
37 

stops the poisonous or u p s e t t i n g e f f e c t of w i l d gourds 

( c e r t a i n l y regarded as a m i r a c l e i n the Old Testament), or 

a corpse suddenly becomes a l i v i n g man again on touching 
38 

the bones of E l i s h a . 
Another way of looking at many of the m i r a c l e s i s to 

recognise that i n them some unusual cause has been i n t r o 

duced or something has been given a c a u s a l power i t does 
39 

not u s u a l l y possess, as when the r i v e r water cures l e p r o s y 
40 

or l a y i n g a p o u l t i c e of f i g s on a b o i l cures a f a t a l i l l n e s s . 

Whether such s t o r i e s were t r u e or not, they could never 

have been t o l d without the r e c o g n i t i o n of n a t u r a l causation, 

and t h i s f a c t must always be remembered even though the 

extremely d e t a i l e d a n a l y s i s of c a u s a l chains p r a c t i s e d i n 
41 

modern times was unheard of i n ancient I s r a e l . 
3 6 I Kings 18:38. 3 7 I I Kings 4:38-41. 3 8 I I Kings 13:20-21. 
39 40 

I I Kings 5:14. I s a i a h 38:21. Cf. I I Kings 20:7. 
4 1 Cf. A. Malaitiat, DOCTRINES OF CAUSALITY IN HITTITE AND 
BIBLICAL HISTORIOGRAPHY: A PARALLEL. VT 5, 1955, pp. 1-12. 
A plague i s passed on from Egyptian p r i s o n e r s to H a t t i a n s ; 
but the plague only appeared because the Hattian storm god 
was offended. This shows t h a t both n a t u r a l and super
n a t u r a l causation were regarded as o p e r a t i v e i n the world. 
Malamat compares t h i s w i t h the famine which a f f l i c t e d I s r a e l 
i n the days of David. ( I I Samuel 21:1-3). 'But the most 
notable p a r a l l e l between the two sources l i e s i n the pheno-
menological s t r u c t u r e of cause and e f f e c t as revealed i n 
the sequence: conclusion of t r e a t y , v i o l a t i o n of t r e a t y and 
consequent n a t i o n a l catastrophe*, (p. 12). 
See a l s o D. Daube, DIRECT AND INDIRECT CAUSATION IN BIBLICAL 
LAW, VT 1961, pp. 246-269. Daube's p r i n c i p a l point i s 
t h a t 'however f a r back i n time we go, we f i n d a f u l l under
standing of the most lengthy and complicated chain of 
events l i n k i n g cause and e f f e c t . The opposite view i s 
founded on a naive b e l i e f (which captured the world of 
anthropology, ancient h i s t o r y and c l a s s i c s i n the nineteenth 
century) i n a progress of mankind from c h i l d i s h n e s s to 
i n t e l l i g e n c e ' , (p. 246). 
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Pedersen mentions the absence of a word f o r 'cause' 

i n c l a s s i c a l Hebrew, but he ignores the H i p h i l and other 

forms of the Hebrew verb which express the concept. The 

H i p h i l of ^ f ^ " ^ * 4 2 for example, i s used i n the following 

ways: 

nn~ioba n~rDLnnn p - - i u y ^ i 

'And the magicians did so w i t h t h e i r enchantments to 

bring f o r t h l i c e ' . (RV) 

The Egyptian magicians endeavour to produce l i c e 

by miraculous means a f t e r Aaron has succeeded i n doing so 

by s t r i k i n g the dust w i t h h i s rod. This i n v o l v e s super

n a t u r a l power, but expresses cause a l l the same, and f l a t l y 

c o n t r a d i c t s Pedersen's statement concerning the I s r a e l i t e , 

'He does not consider an a c t i o n as something i s o l a t e d , 

d i r e c t l y determined by the immediately preceding; he does 
44 

not judge "post hoc, ergo propter hoc"'. 
na'] ann ~DIX in 

• * — T *T T T T I " 

'Behold, I have created the smith t h a t bloweth the 
45 

f i r e of c o a l s , and bri n g e t h f o r t h a weapon f o r h i s work*. (RV) 

The production of the weapon i s obviously the r e s u l t 

of understanding the p r o p e r t i e s of n a t u r a l elements and 

the c o r r e c t manipulation of them. This i s a l s o suggested 

by the ") of the following v e r s e . I t i s a l s o 

4 2 See BDB p. 425, the h i p h i l of # ^ ~ , 4 j . 
4 3 Exodus 8:14 (RV 18). 4 4 PI p. 133. 4 5 I s a i a h 54:16. 
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worth noting i n passing that i n both of these examples 

there i s a c l e a r d i s t i n c t i o n implied between i n t e n t i o n 

and r e s u l t . 

•C\X~~<] Hi* on abn <po ~3 
• — — I /v-T 

'For the churning of milk bring.eth f o r t h butter, 

And the wringing of the nose br i n g e t h f o r t h blood: So 
46 

the f o r c i n g of wrath b r i n g e t h f o r t h s t r i f e ' . (RV) 

Post hoc, ergo propter hoc! 

47 

'And the eart h brought f o r t h g r a s s * . (RV) 

T h i s may be compared w i t h I s a i a h 61:11. 

n3 3:M nno* <n*3 ~3 
— A- — —f 

'For as the e a r t h bringeth f o r t h her bud, and as 

the garden causeth the th i n g s t h a t are sown i n i t to 

spring f o r t h ...' (RV) 
And a l s o Haggai 1:11. 

. T ... — : I • / T T — -.• T I: -.• -T 

T ; • - — : • — — r I -r T - ~ '• 

n o i A ' n x~<6\s) lux 3vi 
AT- -T — : T- -.- — : — : 

'And I c a l l e d f o r a drought upon the land, and upon 

the mountains, and upon the corn, and upon the wine, and 

upon the o i l , and upon t h a t which the ground bringeth f o r t h .. 

..' (RV) 

The e a r t h produces vegetation i n a n a t u r a l way, and 

Proverbs 30:33. Genesis 1:12. 
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water i s e s s e n t i a l f o r the process. The budding of Aaron's 

rod i s thought of by analogy with the n a t u r a l process: 

a dead s t i c k buds as i f i t were a l i v e branch because 

of the i n t e r v e n t i o n of God. 

I n Genesis 1:24 we read that God commanded the 

e a r t h to bring f o r t h l i v i n g c r e a t u r e s . Whether or not 

we are to imagine the e a r t h a c t i v e l y p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n the 

production of the l i v i n g c r e a t u r e s , we must assume 

that the c h i e f aim of the w r i t e r i n using ^ ^ 1 f\ was 

to emphasise the dependence of a l l c r e a t u r e s on the 

ea r t h . Without the l i f e - g i v i n g power of the e a r t h nothing 

e x i s t s . 

Psalm 104:14 w i l l r e c e i v e comment i n the chapter on 

b i b l i c a l t e x t s . 

These few i l l u s t r a t i o n s of the use of V i n 

the H i p h i l are a random i n d i c a t i o n of much i n the Old 

Testament which r e f l e c t s a knowledge of causes, and i t 

i s impossible to see how any I s r a e l i t e could have e x i s t e d 

without i t . Nevertheless, Pedersen might r e p l y that he' 

did not mean that I s r a e l i t e s had no conception of causation 

at a l l , but r a t h e r that the connection of t h i n g s has to 

be expressed d i f f e r e n t l y s i n c e the modern E n g l i s h word 

'cause' i m p l i e s an o v e r - a l l view of nature which i s 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f f e r e n t from t h a t which was p o s s i b l e f o r 

ancient I s r a e l i t e s . Pedersen, a f t e r a l l , uses the words 

' l i n k ' and 'c o n t i n u i t y ' i n d e s c r i b i n g the I s r a e l i t e view 

of the world, and h i s aim seems to be to deny t h a t the 

d i s t i n c t i o n between cause and e f f e c t was par t of that 

view, although i t i s an e s s e n t i a l part of ours. He a l s o 

u n i t e s t h i s a s s e r t i o n w i t h the importance of the soul 
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i n I s r a e l i t e t h i n k i n g . 

Now, i t i s p e r f e c t l y t r u e t h a t we often d i s t i n g u i s h 

causes from e f f e c t s with a sharpness which i s perhaps 

not j u s t i f i e d , or which at l e a s t might f a i l to do j u s t i c e 

to the i n t e r a c t i o n of s e v e r a l elements i n a given s i t u a t i o n . 

I s Pedersen a s s e r t i n g that over against t h i s the ancient 

I s r a e l i t e always had a grasp of the t o t a l s i t u a t i o n and 

held together what modern a n a l y s i s has tended to s p l i t 

apart? 

48 

The philosopher William Kneale has made the 

following remarks about our way of t h i n k i n g about causes: 

•In o r d i n a r y speech we often say that one p a r t i c u l a r 

event i s the cause of another p a r t i c u l a r event. 

Thus, I may say that i t was the dropping of a 

smouldering match by someone which caused a f i r e 

i n a warehouse on a c e r t a i n day. Th i s seems to 

be. the most p r i m i t i v e use of the word "cause" i n 

a p p l i c a t i o n to events. I n t h i s sense- a cause i s 

some happening e a r l i e r than the e f f e c t on hearing 

of which we f i n d the occurrence of the e f f e c t 

i n t e l l i g i b l e . R e f l e c t i o n shows, however, that i n 

such c a s e s we f i n d the occurrence of the e f f e c t 

i n t e l l i g i b l e only because we have taken a great 

deal f o r granted. Thus, i n the example of the f i r e 

at the warehouse I take f o r granted a great many 

s i n g u l a r f a c t s such as th a t the warehouse contained 

See W. Kneale, PROBABILITY AND INDUCTION, Oxford, 1949. 
Part I I , s e c t i o n 15, L i m i t s to the Use of the Notion-of 
Cause i n Natural Science, pp. 60-65. 



dry wood-shavings and was normally w e l l v e n t i l a t e d , 

but I take for granted a l s o a u n i v e r s a l p r o p o s i t i o n 

t h a t i f a red-hot body f a l l s on dry wood-shavings 

i n the presence of oxygen a f i r e w i l l f o l l o w s h o r t l y 

a f t e r . When I put a l l t h i s c l e a r l y to myself I 

can see that my only reason f o r speaking of the 

dropping of the match as the cause of the f i r e was 

th a t t h i s s t r i k i n g or unexpected circumstance 

completed a c e r t a i n s e t of conditions from which 

f i r e s u s u a l l y follow. I f I had approached the 

problem from a d i f f e r e n t point of view ... I might 

have s a i d that the cause of the f i r e was the p l a c i n g 

of the wood-shavings i n the warehouse or the opening 
49 

of a window through which a draught of a i r came.' 

The designation of a p a r t i c u l a r event as a cause 

i n v o l v e s s e l e c t i o n from a number of i n t e r r e l a t e d f a c t o r s 

making up a given s i t u a t i o n ; and we might i n t e r p r e t 

Pedersen's argument as meaning t h a t I s r a e l i t e s did not 

make t h i s kind of s e l e c t i o n but always viewed f a c t o r s as 

i n t e r r e l a t e d p a r t s of a whole. 

Kneale goes on to point out t h a t a n a l y s i s r e v e a l s 

a problem about how to decide where the cause stops and 

the e f f e c t begins; and t h a t there i s a l s o a problem about 

what degree of s i m i l a r i t y events must have to be regarded 

as the same causes producing the same e f f e c t s . Without 

going f u r t h e r i n t o an i n t r i c a t e problem i t i s c l e a r t h a t 

Kneale's remarks on causation could be taken to 

strengthen Pedersen's view at l e a s t to the extent that 

PI pp. 61-62. 
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they make us r e a l i s e t h a t there i s another point of view 
about causation than that which we normally take f o r 
granted. 

Nevertheless, when we place Kneale's remarks i n the 

context of h i s argument we must f e e l s e r i o u s doubt about 

looking i n t h i s d i r e c t i o n f o r an e l u c i d a t i o n and support 

of Pedersen's view. Kneale i s , i n f a c t , c r i t i c i s i n g 

Hume and other philosophers f o r tak i n g the common notion 

of cause f o r granted i n t h e i r d i s c u s s i o n s , and i s 

a s s e r t i n g t h a t the notion i s f a r too vague to be regarded 

as 'the fundamental category of a l l explanation i n 
. 50 

n a t u r a l s c i e n c e ' . 

I n h i s l a t e r comments on the common notion of 

antecedent c a u s a t i o n he s t a t e s , 

' I t i s u s e f u l only so long as we are content to 

stop our a n a l y s i s at some point and say th a t the 

events w i t h which we propose to deal are processes 

of a c e r t a i n duration and a c e r t a i n degree of 

g e n e r a l i t y . Now t h i s i s a common s i t u a t i o n i n 

everyday l i f e , f o r the custom of language and the 

needs of p r a c t i c e f i x the types of events to which 

we o r d i n a r i l y attend. We th i n k of some processes, 

f o r example, explosions, breakages, and a c t i o n s l i k e 

the p r e s s i n g of a be l l - b u t t o n , as n a t u r a l u n i t s 

because i t i s p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y impossible f o r us to 

detect p a r t s w i t h i n them. But t h i s i s not the only 

reason why we s e l e c t processes f o r s p e c i a l a t t e n t i o n , 

50 PI p. 61. 
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f o r we speak a l s o of storms and b a t t l e s as s i n g l e 

events. A l l that i s necessary to secure our a t t e n 

t i o n i s that a process as a whole should have some 

ch a r a c t e r which we can e a s i l y recognise as r e c u r r i n g 
51 

i n v a r i o u s i n s t a n c e s ' . 

But t h i s d e s c r i p t i o n of how we see causation i n 

everyday l i f e a l s o e x a c t l y f i t s the way i n which causes 

are r e f e r r e d to i n the Old Testament; and the view of 

c a u s a t i o n which Kneale d e s c r i b e s as a replacement f o r 

i t , and the problems which he mentions as inherent i n i t , 

are the consequence of p h i l o s o p h i c a l r e f l e c t i o n . I f such 

r e f l e c t i o n on the notion of antecedent ca u s a t i o n took 

pl a c e i n ancient I s r a e l i t has found no place i n the Old 

Testament. One wonders i f i t i s not r a t h e r t h a t some 

such p h i l o s o p h i c a l d i s c u s s i o n has influenced Pedersen 

and led him to read i t back i n t o the ancient Hebrew l i t 

e r a t u r e . I t i s p e r f e c t l y evident from an unbiased reading 

of the Old Testament t h a t I s r a e l i t e s regarded 'processes 

of a c e r t a i n duration and a c e r t a i n degree of g e n e r a l i t y ' 

as causes, and t h a t they spontaneously and n a t u r a l l y 

i d e n t i f i e d these causes according to the standpoint they 

had adopted with respect to a given s i t u a t i o n , just as we 

do. 

The w r i t e r of Exodus envisaged war as a cause of 

the I s r a e l i t e s ' f a i l u r e to take the obvious route out 
52 

of Egypt i n t o P a l e s t i n e . When Moses reviewed the 

h i s t o r y of the people from the s t a y at Horeb to t h e i r 

PI p. 64. Exodus 13:17. 
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a r r i v a l east of the Jordan he l i k e w i s e r e f e r r e d to 

b a t t l e s as the causes of c e r t a i n r e s u l t s , such as r e t r e a t 

or the a c q u i s i t i o n of t e r r i t o r y ; arid t h i s remains true-

even though the term 'cause' i s not used, and even though 

a l l of these events are regarded as under the ultimate 

c o n t r o l of God. The s a i l o r s on Jonah's ship knew that a 
53 

storm could cause a s h i p to break up, and the author 
of 'Daniel' was acquainted w i t h the f a c t t h a t f i r e and 

hungry l i o n s can cause death, each i n t h e i r own p e c u l i a r 
54 

way. Sometimes ancient I s r a e l i t e s b elieved t h a t c e r t a i n 

causes operated which today we should not accept; or 

causes are r e f e r r e d to i n the t e x t which are miraculous 

and which were perhaps not even accepted as f a c t s by 

I s r a e l i t e s themselves; but i t does not follow from t h i s 

t h a t I s r a e l i t e s had no concept of causation such as we 

do. Nor does t h i s c onclusion follow from the f a c t t h a t 

some people i n modern times, or f o r t h a t matter i n ancient 

Greece, have analysed the concept of causation through 

p h i l o s o p h i c a l r e f l e c t i o n and s c i e n t i f i c experiment. 

There i s f u r t h e r d i s c u s s i o n i n an Appended Note 

of Pedersen's a s s e r t i o n s about I s r a e l i t e m e n t a l i t y which 

are not d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d to the Old Testament understanding 

of nature. 
3. THE SOUL 

The importance of the soul i n Pedersen's argument 

w i l l be r e a d i l y apparent to any reader of ' I s r a e l ' , and 

i t i s a l s o d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d to what Pedersen b e l i e v e s to 

5 3 Jonah 1:4. 5 4 Daniel 3:22; 6:24. 
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have been the I s r a e l i t e view of the n a t u r a l world. What, 

then, i s the concept of the soul i n the Old Testament 

according to Pedersen? 

For the I s r a e l i t e , when Yahweh puts h i s breath i n t o 

the c l a y he has moulded, i t becomes a s o u l . Unlike 

modern ways of t h i n k i n g , t h e r e f o r e , body and soul are 

not two d i s t i n c t e n t i t i e s : the whole man i s a s o u l . 

'When i n the s t o r y of c r e a t i o n i t i s t o l d t h a t God 

breathed the s p i r i t of l i f e i n t o the man of c l a y he 

had moulded, i t must not be construed i n the manner 

t h a t the c l a y i s the body, the s p i r i t of God the 

s o u l , which i s seated and a c t s w i t h i n the body. 

The man of c l a y was a dead thing, but by the breath 

of God he was e n t i r e l y changed and;became a l i v i n g 

s o u l ' . 

For Pedersen i t i s t h e r e f o r e not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t 

v a r i o u s a c t i v i t i e s of the soul are sometimes described as 

a c t i v i t i e s or s e n s a t i o n s of p a r t s of the body: hear t , 

blood, bones, bowels, r e i n s , l i v e r , head, eyes, nose, 

f a c e . " ^ Breath i s e s p e c i a l l y important. 'Therefore the 

breath i s the soul ... The Hebrews c o n s i s t e n t l y maintain 

t h a t the breath i s the soul e n t i r e l y . I t i s the breath 
57 . . . t h a t t h i n k s ' . 'The soul manifests i t s e l f i n the body ... 

The s t r e n g t h of the limbs, the harmoniously b u i l t 
58 

s t a t u r e bear witness to the n o b i l i t y of the soul '. 

The soul i s the whole man, with that stamp or 

55 PI p. 171. 5 6 PI pp. 172-176. 5 7 PI p. 171. 
5 8 PI p. 226 
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c h a r a c t e r p e c u l i a r to himself which makes him what he 

i s ; and i t i s t h i s t o t a l i t y which i s the s o u l , which w i l l 
59 

d e s i r e s , a c t s and i s known. 

•The I s r a e l i t e has no independent term f o r w i l l as 

we understand the word. He does not recognise the 

w i l l as an independent f e a t u r e or force of the 

s o u l . The soul i s a t o t a l i t y ; i t s s e n s a t i o n s 

penetrate i t e n t i r e l y and determine i t s d i r e c t i o n ; 

the w i l l i s the whole of the tendency of the s o u l ' . 

The concept of w i l l must n e v e r t h e l e s s be used i n 

understanding I s r a e l i t e thought, and when Pedersen comes 

to d e s c r i b e what i s meant by l i v i n g i n a community, he 

s t a t e s , 'Soul i s w i l l . A community of s o u l s must t h e r e 

fore mean that one w i l l more or l e s s p r e v a i l s among the 
, , 61 s o u l s ' . 

According to Pedersen, i n European c u l t u r e we are 

apt to think of body and s o u l i n s p a t i a l terms, but the 

I s r a e l i t e did not t h i n k . i n t h i s way at a l l . For the 

I s r a e l i t e the soul i s a f o r c e which a c t s through a l l the 

p a r t s of the body, and, indeed may act apart from the 

body which must not be thought of as a kind of s p a t i a l 
62 

l i m i t to the s o u l . Prophetic v i s i o n s , or even a 

message sent by a man to another place, bear wit n e s s to 

the f a c t t h a t the s o u l , or part of the soul may act 
63 

q u i t e apart from the body. 
Pedersen goes on to say that a l l s o u l s , even God, 

59 
62 

PI pp. 100-102. 60 PI p. 103. 61 PI p. 264. 
PI p. 179. 63 PI pp. 162-165. 
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must have a body; the body being the form i n which the 

soul l i v e s . But d i v i n e s o u l s do not have bodies which are 

made of f l e s h , which i s a f r a g i l e substance. Indeed, 

f l e s h i s only a weak kind of s o u l . I f we think of l i f e 

as a graduated s c a l e , soul i s at one extreme and f l e s h 

at the other, soul representing s t r e n g t h and f l e s h 

weakness.^ 4 

Comment 

In commenting on t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of what soul 

means i n the Old Testament we may f i r s t b r i e f l y note 

c e r t a i n i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s i n Pedersen's e x p o s i t i o n . W i l l 

i s explained, or explained away i n terms of s o u l ; but a 

community of s o u l s can only be understood i n terms of w i l l . 

We are t o l d t hat the soul can act apart from the 

body; and yet we are not to think of soul and body as 

two d i s t i n c t e n t i t i e s . 

There are, however, two more s e r i o u s problems which 

a r i s e out of the supposed I s r a e l i t e view of soul and body 

and these r e q u i r e more d e t a i l e d comment. F i r s t we must 

consider the r e l a t i o n s h i p of t h i s view to t h a t of the 

grave and Sheol i n the Old Testament; and second, we must 

consider the problems which a r i s e from Pedersen's use of 

'soul' i n h i s argument. 

6 4 PI p. 176. 
6 5 Cf. Geo. Widengren, review of, THE MEANING OF f\0 ( j f ) 3 

IN THE OLD TESTAMENT, by Miriam S e l i g s o n , STUDIA ORIENT-
ALIA XVI: 2, H e l s i n k i 1951. VT 1954, pp. 97-102. 
Widengren c r i t i c i s e s S e l i g s o n for saying t h a t 'soul' as 
a t r a n s l a t i o n of li)£)3 must not be taken i n i t s modern 
sense, and he claims t h a t r e l i a b l e information on UJ£)3 
can be found i n Pedersen's ' I s r a e l ' . 'Unfortunately she 
does not o f f e r any d e f i n i t i o n of what the "modern sense" 
of the word " s o u l " i s . Such a d e f i n i t i o n would c e r t a i n l y 

(Contd. P.TJD.) 
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F i r s t , Pedersen's i d e a s about t h e body-soul r e l a t i o n 
s h i p i n t h e Old Testament l e a d him i n t o i n s u p e r a b l e 
d i f f i c u l t i e s c o n c e r n i n g t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p o f grave and 
Sheol. I f , a f t e r a l l , we a r e n o t t o make a d i s t i n c t i o n 
between s o u l and body, what happens a t death? Whatever 
may be s a i d i n answer t o t h i s q u e s t i o n , we cannot a s s e r t 
o r i m p l y a d i s t i n c t i o n between s o u l and body s i n c e , a c c o r d 
i n g t o Pedersen, no such d i s t i n c t i o n e x i s t e d f o r t h e 
a n c i e n t I s r a e l i t e ; a t l e a s t not such as t o suggest two d i s t i n c t 
e n t i t i e s . There are a d m i t t e d l y d i f f e r e n t ways o f speaking 
about persons i n t h e Old Testament and th e s e n a t u r a l l y suggest 
t o us d i f f e r e n t ways o f speaking today, and so we sometimes 
t r a n s l a t e by speaking o f s o u l o r s p i r i t , and a t o t h e r t i m e s by 
speaking o f body o r f l e s h o r b o d i l y p a r t s . For Pedersen 
t h i s i s m i s l e a d i n g s i n c e t h e Hebrew t e x t i s always r e f e r r i n g 
t o one whole person, be i t a man o r woman, an angel o r God, 
and what we might c a l l s o u l-language r e f e r s t o t h e person 
i n h i s s t r o n g e r a s p e c t s , w h i l e body-language r e f e r s t o t h e 
person i n h i s weaker a s p e c t s . Pedersen must r e g a r d t h i s as 
p r e c i s e l y one o f th o s e cases where we b e l i e v e we u n d e r s t a n d 
t h e Old Testament, b u t where t h e v o c a b u l a r y o f a modern 
language i s q u i t e i n adequate t o convey t h e r e a l meaning o f 
t h e t e x t . 

What, t h e n , happens a t death? I n t h e o r y t h e whole 

person m i g h t b e g i n t o d i s a p p e a r c o m p l e t e l y u n t i l he no 

l o n g e r e x i s t s a t a l l . The process o f d i s i n t e g r a t i o n m i g h t 

t a k e p l a c e g r a d u a l l y , b e g i n n i n g as we grow o l d and c o n t i n u i n g 

u n t i l t h e body t u r n s t o d u s t and f i n a l l y v a n i s h e s . 

65 
(Contd.) have been v e r y welcome i n view o f t h e f a c t 
t h a t t h e r e a r e l o t s o f d e f i n i t i o n s o f t h e n o t i o n o f 
t h e s o u l ' . I r o n i c a l l y , as a c r i t i c i s m o f Pedersen 
t h i s c o u l d s c a r c e l y be b e t t e r e d . 
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Or i t m i g h t s t a r t more a b r u p t l y o r e a r l i e r i n l i f e 

t h r o u g h a c c i d e n t , o r d i s e a s e o r dea t h i n b a t t l e . I n 

t h e case o f t h e c o m p l e t e l y g r a d u a l process we m i g h t f i n d 

i t s u r p r i s i n g t h a t t h e s t r o n g e r aspects o f p e r s o n a l 

e x i s t e n c e should v a n i s h f i r s t w h i l e t he weaker l i n g e r 

perhaps f o r many years a f t e r w a r d s , b u t a d e t a i l l i k e t h i s 

i s h a r d l y f a t a l t o t h e t h e o r y , and t h e main p o i n t i s 

t h a t whether sudden o r g r a d u a l i t i s t h e whole b e i n g 

which i s i n v o l v e d . 

On t h e o t h e r hand, we might t h i n k o f t h e whole 

person s u r v i v i n g d e a t h , o r s i m p l y p a s s i n g by means o f 

deat h from l i f e i n t h i s w o r l d t o l i f e i n a n o t h e r . 

Assuming t h a t t h i s o t h e r l i f e o r w o r l d i s n o t n o r m a l l y 

a c c e s s i b l e t o us w h i l e we a r e s t i l l i n t h i s one, t h e 

person w i l l i n t h i s case v a n i s h c o m p l e t e l y , j u s t as 

P i g l e t b e l i e v e d he had been t r a n s p o r t e d t o t h e moon a f t e r 

f a l l i n g on Eeyore's b a l l o o n . The whole person w i l l be 

i n v i s i b l e t o us, n o t because he has vanished i n t o n o t h i n g 

ness b u t because he has passed beyond our means o f 

p e r c e p t i o n . 

Or d e a t h m i g h t be t h e b e g i n n i n g o f an i n t e r m e d i a t e 

s t a t e between t h i s w o r l d and some o t h e r c o n d i t i o n y e t 

t o be br o u g h t about, and t h e whole person w i l l be looked 

upon a f t e r t h e analogy o f one who i s a s l e e p . 

The second o f t h e s e t h r e e views o b v i o u s l y d i d n o t 

c h a r a c t e r i s e t h e I s r a e l i t e o u t l o o k s i n c e corpses and 

graves were t h e r e f o r everyone t o see. 

I t i s a l s o c l e a r , however, t h a t t h e f i r s t view d i d 

no t c h a r a c t e r i s e t h e I s r a e l i t e o u t l o o k e i t h e r . There 

are t e x t s w h i c h c l e a r l y i n d i c a t e a d i s t i n c t i o n between 
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t h e body i n t h e grave and t h e shade o r s p i r i t o r ghost 
w h i c h e x i s t e d i n Sheol; and t h e s e t e x t s are a l s o i n c o n 
s i s t e n t w i t h t h e t h i r d v iew. I t would be r a s h , however, 
t o assume t h a t a l l I s r a e l i t e s always t h o u g h t i n t h e same 
way about d e a t h t h r o u g h o u t t h e whole o f t h e Old Testament 
p e r i o d : a l l t h a t i s b e i n g m a i n t a i n e d here i s t h a t 
t h o s e who combined a b e l i e f i n Sheol w i t h common sense 
r e c o g n i t i o n o f t h e grave as an e m p i r i c a l f a c t cannot have 
looked upon t h e human b e i n g as an i n d i v i s i b l e u n i t y . 
Graves l i e a t t h e s u r f a c e o f t h e e a r t h w h i l e Sheol i s 
deep beneath i t . Graves a r e occupied by corpses o r bones, 
w h i l e Sheol i s i n h a b i t e d by g h o s t s . 

When Sarah d i e d Abraham bought l a n d i n w h i c h t o 
66 67 b u r y her; and Jacob's body was b u r i e d i n t h e same p l a c e . 

The f e a r f u l I s r a e l i t e s c o n t r a s t t h e graves o f Egypt w i t h 

b u r i a l i n t h e d e s e r t , or perhaps w i t h l a c k o f b u r i a l i n 
68 

t h e d e s e r t and exposure t o t h e elements and w i l d b e a s t s . 
A h i j a h t h e p r o p h e t speaks o f t h e r a v a g i n g o f t h e corpses 

o f Jeroboam's f a m i l y , c o n t r a s t e d w i t h t h e honourable 
. . 69 

b u r i a l o f A b i j a h . Men t h r o w a corpse i n t o t h e grave o f 

E l i s h a i n o r d e r t o escape unimpeded from t h e Moabites, 

w i t h s t a r t l i n g consequences f o r a l l p r e s e n t when t h e body 
70 

touches t h e remains o f t h e p r o p h e t . The p r o p h e t 
Jeremiah had a v i s i o n o f bones b e i n g brought o u t o f graves 

71 
and spread o u t on t h e ground; w h i l e the body o f U r i a h 

72 
was c a s t i n t o t h e graves o f t h e common people. 

Genesis 23, e s p e c i a l l y vv. 9, 17, 19 and 20. 
Genesis 49:33-50:13. 6 8 Exodus 14 i l l . 

70 
I Kings 14:11-13. I I Kings 13:21. 

72 
Jeremiah 8:1-3. Jeremiah 26:23. 
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Nehemiah complained t o A r t a x e r x e s o f t h e r u i n e d and 

n e g l e c t e d s t a t e o f 'the c i t y , t h e p l a c e o f my f a t h e r s ' 
i 7 3 

s e p u l c h r e s a n d gained p e r m i s s i o n t o r e s t o r e i t . 

I n t h e s e t e x t s , and o t h e r s w h i c h c o u l d be quoted., 

I s r a e l i t e s what 'graves' means t o us: r e a d i l y a c c e s s i b l e 

p l a c e s a t t h e s u r f a c e o f t h e e a r t h i n which corpses are 

p l a c e d . 

Sheol, on t h e o t h e r hand, i s always i n t h e s i n g u l a r ; 

and w h i l e i t o c c u p i e s some p l a c e i n t h e p h y s i c a l u n i v e r s e 

i t i s n ot what m i g h t be c a l l e d a g e o g r a p h i c a l l o c a t i o n . 

I t i s indeed i n t e r e s t i n g t o n o t e i n pa s s i n g t h a t t h e r e 

i s no mention o f Sheol i n Genesis 1, a l t h o u g h t h i s i n no 

way j u s t i f i e s Pedersen's c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n o f i t . 

Amos c o n t r a s t s Sheol, i n t o w h i c h men might t r y t o 

d i g , w i t h heaven up t o which t h e y m i g h t t r y t o c l i m b ; and 

the a u t h o r o f Psalm 139 l i k e w i s e c o n t r a s t s i n a p o e t i c 

f i g u r e heaven and Sheol w i t h t h e same purpose o f emphasising 
. . . . 74 

t h e i m p o s s i b i l i t y o f es c a p i n g God. Jonah f e l t t h a t he 
had sunk down t o Sheol when he sank f a r down i n t o t h e 

75 
deep, ' t o t h e bottoms o f t h e mountains'. Zophar, i n 

t r y i n g t o impress Job w i t h t h e m y s t e r y o f God's n a t u r e 

makes p o e t i c use o f the c o n t r a s t i n g h e i g h t and d e p t h o f 
76 

heaven and Sheol; w h i l e a l a t e r t e x t l o c a t e s Sheol 
77 

beneath t h e w a t e r s . Proverbs 9:18 r e f e r s t o 'the depths 

o f Sheol'. Apart from t h e obv i o u s meaning o f t h e s e t e x t s , 

7 3 Nehemiah 2:3. 7 4 Amos 9:2; Psalm 139:8. 
7 5 Jonah 2:6. 7 6 Job 11:8. 7 7 Job 26:5-6. • 

i t i s p e r f e c t l y c l e a r t h a t f i n ? ] ? meant t o t h e 



- 40 -

t h e c o n t r a s t between heaven and Sheol would n o t be v e r y 

i m p r e s s i v e i f i t were m e r e l y a n o t h e r d e s i g n a t i o n f o r 

g r a v e s . 

I s a i a h ' s v i s i o n o f t h e descent o f t h e King o f . 

Babylon i n t o Sheol assumes the same d i s t i n c t i o n . The 

gho s t s i n Sheol r i s e up t o meet t h e new a r r i v a l , c o n t r a s t 

i n g h i s p r e s e n t abysmal j o u r n e y w i t h h i s f o r m e r a s p i r a t i o n s 

t o emulate God i n heaven; and a t t h e same t i m e making 
78 

a l l u s i o n s t o t h e shameful t r e a t m e n t o f h i s c o r p s e . 

E z e k i e l speaks o f Sheol b e i n g i n 'the n e t h e r p a r t s 
79 

o f t h e e a r t h ' i n h i s w a r n i n g t o Pharaoh; and Korah's 

descent i n t o Sheol suggests a f e a r f u l b u r i a l i n t h e depths 

o f t h e e a r t h . 

Samuel was b u r i e d a t Ramah; b u t when Saul wished 

t o c o n s u l t t h e s p i r i t o f t h e prophet he went t o Endor, 
a 

and i t was-there t h a t t h e g h o s t l y Samuel appeared, 
coming up out o f t h e e a r t h . The body and t h e s p i r i t 

81 
are c l e a r l y d i f f e r e n t i a t e d . 

Pedersen, o f course, knows t h a t a d i s t i n c t i o n e x i s t s 

between t h e grave and Sheol, b u t he cannot accept t h e 

simple e x p l a n a t i o n t h a t t h e grave i s where t h e body 

r e s t s and t h a t Sheol i s t h e abode o f t h e shades o r s p i r i t s 

o f t h e dead. He t h e r e f o r e i n v e n t s an e x p l a n a t i o n f o r 

wh i c h no j u s t i f i c a t i o n i s o f f e r e d , and w h i c h i s n o t h i n g 

o t h e r t h a n a s o p h i s t i c a t e d r a t i o n a l i s a t i o n o f h i s own 

78 
I s a i a h 14:9-20, e s p e c i a l l y w . 9, 12-15, 18-20. 

79 RO 
E z e k i e l 31:14,16,18. Numbers 16:29-33. 

8 1 I Samuel 28:3, 7-8, 1 1 , 13-15. 
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p o s i t i o n w i t h r e s p e c t t o body and s o u l , coupled w i t h 

the u n a v o i d a b l e r e c o g n i t i o n o f t h e d i s t i n c t i o n f r e q u e n t l y 

made i n t h e Old Testament between graves and Sheol. 

Pedersen a s s e r t s t h a t t h e realm o f d e a t h i s r e f e r r e d 

t o b o t h as t h e grave and as Sheol. For Pedersen, we 

make a d i s t i n c t i o n w h i c h t h e I s r a e l i t e d i d not make, 

between t h e grave and Sheol, b u t our s p a t i a l c o n c e p t i o n 

i s c o m p l e t e l y m i s l e a d i n g when we t r y t o understand t h e 

I s r a e l i t e v i e w . For us, graves are near t h e s u r f a c e o f 

t h e e a r t h , whereas we l e a r n from t h e Old Testament t h a t 

Sheol i s deep beneath i t s s u r f a c e . How, t h e n , can a person 

who d i e s be i n b o t h t h e grave and Sheol? Pedersen answers 

t h a t t h e problem d i d n o t e x i s t f o r t h e ^ I s r a e l i t e because 

Sheol i s what i s m a n i f e s t e d i n e v e r y s i n g l e g r a v e ; i t i s 

what g i v e s t h e grave i t s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and n a t u r e , j u s t 
8 2 

as Moab i s t o be seen i n e v e r y i n d i v i d u a l M oabite. 

T h i s means t h a t f o r Pedersen Sheol i s , i n e f f e c t , 

a P l a t o n i c Idea g i v i n g e v e r y grave i t s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 

r e a l i t y ; b u t i t i s i r o n i c t h a t we sh o u l d have t o t u r n t o . 

f o u r t h c e n t u r y Greek p h i l o s o p h y t o e x p l a i n what i s supposed 

t o be p e c u l i a r l y Hebrew t h o u g h t u n t a r n i s h e d by H e l l e n i s t i c 

c u l t u r e , and t h e c o m f o r t o f t h i s appeal must be s h o r t 

l i v e d s i n c e i t i s f a t a l t o Pedersen's approach t o Old 

Testament i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . Pedersen i s r i g h t i n s a y i n g 

t h a t t h e l o c a t i o n o f a person i n b o t h t h e grave and Sheol 

posed no problem f o r t h e I s r a e l i t e , b u t t h e reason f o r 

t h i s i s not t h a t a n c i e n t I s r a e l i t e s t h o u g h t l i k e P l a t o 

2 P I p. 462. 
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bu t t h a t t h e y d i d n o t t h i n k l i k e Pedersen. 

One must a l s o add t h a t t h e mode o f t h o u g h t a t t r i b 

u t e d t o them i s remarkable f o r a race supposed t o be 

i n c a p a b l e o f a b s t r a c t i o n and g e n e r a l i s a t i o n . 

We must a l s o r e c o g n i s e t h a t t h e p h r a s e o l o g y used 

i n speaking o f such m a t t e r s as o f many o t h e r s , i s not t o 

be taken w i t h a b s o l u t e l i t e r a l n e s s . Today i n England 

we speak o f John Smith's gr a v e o r Mary Brown's b u r i a l . 

We p o i n t t o a p l a c e i n t h e e a r t h and speak o f i t as t h e 

r e s t i n g p l a c e o f t h e named i n d i v i d u a l ; b u t we do not mean 

by t h i s t h a t t h e person h i m s e l f i s a c t u a l l y l y i n g t h e r e . 

Nor d i d t h e a n c i e n t I s r a e l i t e s , who were j u s t as capable 

as we are o f d i s t i n g u i s h i n g a l i v e person and a dead 

body. The a p p a l l i n g f a t e o f Korah and h i s a s s o c i a t e s l a y 

i n t h e f a c t t h a t t h e y went a l i v e i n t o t h e e a r t h , and 

indeed r i g h t i n t o Sheol, r a t h e r t h a n h a v i n g t h e i r dead 

bo d i e s p l a c e d i n normal g r a v e s . 

L i k e w i s e , we must n o t be m i s l e d by t h e p o e t i c 

a s s o c i a t i o n o f grave and Sheol i n t o i g n o r i n g t h e r e a l 

d i s t i n c t i o n between them; and we must a l s o remember t h a t 

Sheol o f f e r e d scope t o t h e p o e t i c i m a g i n a t i o n i n a n c i e n t 

t i m e s as i n modern because i t i s unobservable and 

m y s t e r i o u s . The grave i s an o b s e r v a b l e phenomenon; Sheol 

i s , i n deed, t h e p r o d u c t o f t h e i m a g i n a t i o n . 

I n Psalm 141:7 we read o f bones b e i n g s c a t t e r e d a t 

t h e mouth o f Sheol, and i t may be t h a t t h e grave i s . f e e r e 

t h o u g h t o f as t h e e n t r a n c e t o Sheol. I n E z e k i e l 32 graves 

are d e p i c t e d as b e i n g i n Sheol, t h e emphasis b e i n g on t h e 

t o t a l d e s t r u c t i o n o f those who once w i e l d e d g r e a t power 
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i n t h e w o r l d , and perhaps i m p l y i n g t h e l a c k o f an honour
a b l e tomb: t h e m i g h t y k i n g s have di s a p p e a r e d c o m p l e t e l y 
w i t h a l l who supported them, l e a v i n g no memorial f o r 
f r i e n d s and descendants t o v e n e r a t e . 

The same i d e a seems t o be expressed i n I s a i a h 14. 

I n v e r s e 11 t h e King o f Babylon i s spoken o f as b o t h 

r o t t i n g i n t h e grave and b e i n g i n Sheol, b u t t h i s does 

n o t i m p l y any d e n i a l o f t h e d i s t i n c t i o n between body and 

s p i r i t o r shade. I n cases l i k e t h e s e t h e p r o p h e t o r 

poet c l e a r l y wishes t o emphasise t h e c o n t r a s t between t h e 

a r r o g a n t w i e l d i n g o f power i n t h i s w o r l d and t h e t o t a l 

e c l i p s e o f a l l such power a t t h e i n e v i t a b l e i n t e r v e n t i o n 

o f d e a t h ; and t e x t s l i k e t h e s e cannot d e s t r o y t h e f o r c e o f 

those w h i c h i n d i c a t e an ob v i o u s d i s t i n c t i o n between graves 

produced by human e f f o r t and t h e m y s t e r i o u s u n d e r w o r l d 

i n h a b i t e d by t h e v a g u e l y conceived remnants o f human 

p e r s o n a l i t y . 

Second, t h i s way o f i n t e r p r e t i n g I s r a e l i t e t h o u g h t 

c o n c e r n i n g s o u l and body as i t i s p r e s e n t e d t o us i n t h e 

Old Testament i s c o n f i r m e d by t h e s t o r y o f man's c r e a t i o n 

i n Genesis 2. The m a t e r i a l body i s e n l i v e n e d by t h e 
8 3 

b r e a t h o f God; and i t i s then p e r f e c t l y t r u e t o say t h a t 

8 3 Cf. T.C. M i t c h e l l , THE OLD TESTAMENT USAGE OF NeSAMA. 
VT 1961, pp. 177-187. M i t c h e l l argues t h a t ilKiij)? has 
a more r e s t r i c t e d usage t h a n o r H ) "1 , and 
a f t e r examining i t s 26 occ u r r e n c e s i n t h e Old Testament 
concludes t h a t i n 18 cases 'the word r e f e r s t o t h e 
b r e a t h o f God, o r o f man r e c e i v e d from God' ( p . 186). 
Elsewhere he says t h a t P l O t D J ' d e s c r i b e s t h e " b r e a t h " 
o f God, wh i c h he br e a t h e d i n t o man a t h i s c r e a t i o n , and 
whi c h forms a v i t a l element i n t h e l i f e o f man', ( p . 181). 
M i t c h e l l m a i n t a i n s t h a t niQ(i)3 p r o b a b l y r e f e r s t o an 
element i n man w h i c h d i s t i n g u i s h e s him from t h e a n i m a l s . 



- 44 -

t h e r e i s an i n t i m a t e union between body and s o u l o r 

p e r s o n a l i t y , and i t may a l s o be t r u e t o say t h a t t h i s i s 

an i m p o r t a n t f a c t w h i c h has been obscured by m e d i c a l 

r e s e a r c h i n modern t i m e s . T h i s has come about p a r t l y 

t h r o u g h t h e g r e a t i n t e r e s t w h i c h has been shown i n t h e 

wo r k i n g s o f t h e body and consequent e n l i g h t e n m e n t as t o 

how chemical elements and p h y s i c a l s t r u c t u r e can de t e r m i n e 

f e e l i n g s , temperament and so on; and a l s o p a r t l y t h r o u g h 

th e s e p a r a t i o n o f ps y c h o l o g y as a s c i e n t i f i c d i s c i p l i n e 

from t h o s e s c i e n c e s concerned w i t h t h e p h y s i c a l aspects 

o f human l i f e . G i l b e r t Ryle's a t t a c k on t h e concept o f 
84 . . . t h e 'ghost i n t h e machine' was a j u s t i f i a b l y sharp 

reminder t h a t we c o u l d a l l t o o e a s i l y assume a c l e a r 

d i s t i n c t i o n between s o u l o r mind o r p e r s o n a l i t y and body 

w h i c h does not correspond t o t h e f a c t s . 

But even so, Pedersen goes t o o f a r i n c l a i m i n g t h a t 

f o r t h e I s r a e l i t e no d i s t i n c t i o n c o u l d be made between 

s o u l and body, and t h a t t h e body i s s o u l i n i t s outward 
8 5 

form. When t h e b r e a t h o r s p i r i t d i s a p p e a r s t h e body 

i s l e f t , a l i f e l e s s p i e c e o f bones and f l e s h , j u s t as 

i t was b e f o r e t h e b r e a t h o f God was p u t i n t o i t . The 
same p i c t u r e o f human l i f e u n d e r l i e s E z e k i e l ' s v i s i o n o f 

8 6 
the d r y bones, and i s s u r e l y r e f l e c t e d i n Hebrew vocab

u l a r y f o r such i t e m s as bones and f l e s h , s o u l and s p i r i t . 
Pedersen's e q u a t i o n o f b r e a t h and s o u l , P I O C J ^ 

8 4 G. Ryle, THE CONCEPT OF MIND, London 1949. See 
Chapter 1, DESCARTES' MYTH, pp. 11-24. 

8 5 PI p. 171. 8 6 Cf. Psalm 104:29. 
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and 8 7 i s a t f i r s t s i g h t more p l a u s i b l e s i n c e 

t h e r e i s c l e a r l y a c l o s e r e l a t i o n s h i p between the two. 

The l i v i n g i n d i v i d u a l i s a c r e a t u r e t h a t b r e a t h e s , and 

when t h e b r e a t h d i s a p p e a r s , so does t h e s o u l ; and t h i s 

o f t e n happens g r a d u a l l y : as t h e b r e a t h i n g becomes 

s h a l l o w e r , t h e person g e t s f e e b l e r ; and i t i s when God 

br e a t h e s i n t o t h e model he has made t h a t i t becomes a 

l i v i n g s o u l . L i n g u i s t i c a l l y , H O CiJ 3 can be used as 
T T •• 

a synonym f o r U "£) 3 « 8 8 

Yet even here Pedersen has o v e r s t a t e d h i s case i n 

t h e i n t e r e s t s o f m a i n t a i n i n g h i s argument f o r t h e d o m i n a t i n g 

i n f l u e n c e i n I s r a e l i t e t h o u g h t o f t h e concept o f t o t a l i t y , 

t h e r e s u l t b e i n g t h a t he n ot m e r e l y a s s e r t s an i n t i m a t e 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between b r e a t h and s o u l , b u t t h e i r i d e n t i t y . 

I t i s t r u e t h a t t h e two words c o u l d o f t e n be exchanged 

w i t h o u t any e s s e n t i a l change o f meaning i n t h e c o n t e x t s 

i n w h i c h t h e y appear, b u t even so Pedersen's c o n t e n t i o n 

i s n o t t h e r e b y p r o ved. We a r e , a f t e r a l l , d e a l i n g w i t h 

two d i f f e r e n t words, and a t e x t such as Genesis 2:7 i s 

reduced t o t a u t o l o g i c a l nonsense i f t h e y are s i m p l y 

synonymous. 

~n~i QT~D *nt?9? n£r i 
T — V T T T 

'And he b r e a t h e d i n t o h i s n o s t r i l s t h e b r e a t h o f 

l i f e and man became a l i v i n g b r e a t h " . Or, 'And he 

brea t h e d i n t o h i s n o s t r i l s t h e s o u l o f l i f e and man 

became a l i v i n g s o u l ' . 

8 7 P I p. 171. 8 8 BDB p. 675, flHCtJ 3 3. 
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By c o n f i n i n g h i s remarks t o t h e E n g l i s h words 

' b r e a t h ' and ' s o u l ' and by choosing h i s t e x t s c a r e f u l l y 

Pedersen can make i t l o o k as though t h e I s r a e l i t e s 

b e l i e v e d i n some m y s t i c a l i d e n t i t y between t h e two 

e n t i t i e s , a l t h o u g h i t i s v e r y hard t o grasp what such 

i d e n t i t y means. I f 'the b r e a t h i s t h e s o u l e n t i r e l y ' , 

does t h i s mean t h a t what we r e f e r t o as s o u l i s r e a l l y 

o n l y our br e a t h ? I t i s d o u b t f u l t h a t Pedersen meant 

t o a s c r i b e such a view t o t h e I s r a e l i t e s . 

The v e r y m y s t e r i o u s n e s s o f t h i s i d e n t i t y , however, 

serves Pedersen's purpose s i n c e i t s t r e n g t h e n s h i s co n t e n 

t i o n t h a t I s r a e l i t e t h o u g h t and ours are v e r y d i f f e r e n t 

and t h a t o ur a t t e m p t t o un d e r s t a n d t h e B i b l e p r o p e r l y 

w i l l indeed i n v o l v e t h e p e n e t r a t i o n o f a m y s t e r i o u s 

w o r l d q u i t e u n l i k e our own. 

Pedersen can o n l y c r e a t e t h i s i l l u s i o n , however, 

by u s i n g t h e two E n g l i s h words whose meanings we n a t u r a l l y 

d i s t i n g u i s h , by i g n o r i n g t e x t s i n w h i c h t h e s u b s t i t u t i o n 

o f one word f o r t h e o t h e r c r e a t e s a b s u r d i t i e s , and by 

i g n o r i n g t h e i d i o m a t i c n a t u r e o f language. 

I n Exodus 1:5 f o r example, t h e s u b s t i t u t i o n o f 

I b r e a t h s ' f o r ' s o u l s ' would make t h e t e x t absurd. 

VAT • : • 1 -: - / v v -• : v -r • : -

'And a l l t h e b r e a t h s t h a t came o u t o f t h e l o i n s 

o f Jacob were s e v e n t y b r e a t h s ' . 

I n t h i s c o n t e x t s i m p l y means pe o p l e . 

I n Deuteronomy 12:23, 24 we read: 

T — • T — —. • -



- 47 -

| -.• T X — ••• T T — 

• T — 

'Only be sure n o t t o eat t h e b l o o d because t h e 

b l o o d i s t h e b r e a t h , and you are n o t t o eat t h e b r e a t h 

w i t h the f l e s h . You s h a l l n o t eat i t , b u t pour i t o u t 

on t h e e a r t h l i k e w a t e r ' . 

Once a g a i n , t h e i d e n t i t y o f b r e a t h and s o u l l e a d s 

t o a b s u r d i t y . 

When we remember t h a t a c c o r d i n g t o Pedersen t h e 

body i s o n l y a weak form o f s o u l , and t h a t t h e s o u l i s 

b r e a t h and t h e b r e a t h s o u l , and t h e s o u l i s t h e b l o o d , 

and t h e r e f o r e b l o o d i s b r e a t h , and t h e b r e a t h t h i n k s , 

we might be f o r g i v e n f o r c o n c l u d i n g t h a t I s r a e l i t e t h o u g h t 

was n o t so much governed by t h e concept o f t o t a l i t y as 

c h a r a c t e r i z e d by t h e p e r c e p t i o n o f t h e e x t e r n a l w o r l d 

as a b u z z i n g , blooming c o n f u s i o n . 

The s u b s t i t u t i o n o f ' s o u l * f o r ' b r e a t h ' i n such 

t e x t s as Psalm 18:16 o r Job 4:9 o r Job 37:10 i s l e s s , 

t h a n f e l i c i t o u s . 'At t h e b l a s t o f t h e s o u l o f t h y 

n o s t r i l s ' . 'By t h e s o u l o f God t h e y p e r i s h , And by t h e 

b l a s t o f h i s anger t h e y are consumed'. 'By t h e s o u l o f 

God i c e i s g i v e n ' . 

Nor do t h e cases i n w h i c h BDB a s s e r t t h a t f l O G ^ 
i s a synonym o f U)£)J s u p p o r t Pedersen's argument. I n 

s i x cases we have t e x t s w h i c h l a y emphasis upon what i s 
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b e i n g a s s e r t e d , f i v e o f them h a v i n g t o do w i t h t h e 

k i l l i n g o f a s p e c i f i e d group t h e members o f which, i t 

i s i m p l i e d , were n o t p r o t e c t e d , o r ought n o t t o be 

p r o t e c t e d by y o u t h o r age o r a n y t h i n g e l s e w h i c h m i g h t 

e l i c i t mercy i n t h e k i l l e r s : n o t h i n g b r e a t h i n g should 

be l e f t , a n n i h i l a t i o n o f t h e group was alone s u f f i c i e n t . 

90 . . 

I n t h e s i x t h case e v e r y l i v i n g c r e a t u r e owes 

p r a i s e t o God. A l l o f th e s e t e x t s express what i s r e a d i l y 

i n t e l l i g i b l e t o any modern Englishman, and i t i s o n l y by 

i g n o r i n g Hebrew i d i o m and depending on a l i t e r a l E n g l i s h 

t r a n s l a t i o n t h a t Pedersen can i n f e r what no one ..'would 

dream o f i n f e r r i n g from p r e c i s e l y s i m i l a r s t a t e m e n t s i n 

normal modern E n g l i s h . The RV t r a n s l a t i o n i l l u s t r a t e s 

t h i s c l e a r l y . 
I n I s a i a h 57:16 i s t r a n s l a t e d ' s o u l s ' 

T » 

by t h e RV and t h i s makes p e r f e c t sense; b u t t h e passage 

i s p o e t i c i n c h a r a c t e r whether o r not i t i s i n metre, 

emphasising God's mercy, and t h e f r a i l t y o f h i s c r e a t u r e s , 

and Jl ) 10 li) D i s w e l l s u i t e d t o emphasising t h a t 

f r a i l t y and t o t a l dependence on God. 

~3x r h o G i j - i ~ J O b o i r o n ~ 3 

T 

'For I w i l l n o t contend f o r ever, n e i t h e r w i l l be 

always w r o t h : f o r t h e s p i r i t s h o u l d f a i l b e f o r e me, 

and t h e s o u l s w h i c h I have made'. (RV) 

Deuteronomy 20:16; Joshua 11:11, 14; I Kings 15:29; 
Joshua 10:40. 
Psalm 150:6. 
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I t i s w o r t h n o t i n g t h a t t h e t r a n s l a t i o n ' s o u l s ' i s 

n o t demanded by t h e t e x t , and t h e p a r a l l e l t e r m i s n o t 

Ci)^D3 b u t n)""l • A phrase such as 'and t h o s e i n 

whom I p u t t h e b r e a t h o f l i f e ' would convey t h e sense o f 

- j i - w y ~:i>s m n c i ) ] ) 
Proverbs 20:27 i s p o e t i c , emphasising t h e p e n e t r a t i n g 

n a t u r e o f God's i n s i g h t i n t o human l i f e , and no doubt 

i m p l y i n g t h e p e n e t r a t i n g n a t u r e o f h i s judgement upon i t : 

e v e r y t h i n g i s searched o u t . RV t r a n s l a t e s , 'The s p i r i t 
91 

o f man i s t h e lamp o f t h e LORD', bu t i t i s hard t o see 

why we should n o t t r a n s l a t e , 'The lamp,of Yahweh i s man's 

( v e r y ) b r e a t h ' . 

Job 26:4 i s a l s o p o e t i c , and i t i s a g a i n hard t o 

see why ' s p i r i t ' i s p r e f e r r e d t o ' b r e a t h ' as a t r a n s l a t i o n 

o f noui, t h e l a t t e r b e i n g g i v e n i n RVm. Al s o , t h e 

meaning o f t h i s t e x t i s f a r from c l e a r . 

"To whom hast t h o u u t t e r e d words? And whose s p i r i t 

came f o r t h from thee?' 

These l a s t t h r e e passages o f f e r no s u p p o r t t o 

Pedersen's w i l d g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s , and t h e n o t i o n o f 

t h i n k i n g b r e a t h i s p r e c i s e l y one w h i c h r e q u i r e s something 

r a t h e r more unambiguous by way o f evidence t o s u p p o r t 

i t s acceptance as a t y p i c a l l y I s r a e l i t e concept. 

I t i s s t i l l l o g i c a l l y p o s s i b l e f o r Pedersen t o 

Cf. RSV and Jerusalem B i b l e . NEB: 'a man's v e r y s o u l ' . 
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m a i n t a i n h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , o f course.. I n such t e x t s 
as Joshua 11:11 and I Kings 15:29 t h e l i t e r a l t r a n s l a t i o n 
' b r e a t h ' can be i n s i s t e d on, and we s h a l l then have 
s t a t e m e n t s t o t h e e f f e c t t h a t n o t a s i n g l e b r e a t h was 
l e f t a f t e r t h e r e s p e c t i v e massacres; and i n Joshua 11:11 
t h e e x p l i c i t p a r a l l e l isGJ"£)]. 

•*T T ." T — • • —: — 

'And t h e y smote a l l t h e s o u l s t h a t were t h e r e i n 

w i t h t h e edge o f t h e sword, u t t e r l y d e s t r o y i n g them: 

t h e r e was none l e f t t h a t b r e a t h e d ' . (RV) 

T T i f ! . ; — 

T * TiT : T ~r : T -T ; -V-r 

'And i t came t o pass t h a t , as soon as he was k i n g , 

he smote a l l t h e house o f Jeroboam; he l e f t n o t t o 

Jeroboam any t h a t b r e a t h e d , u n t i l he had d e s t r o y e d him'. (RV) 

I f , however, such a defence i s adopted, t h e i m p l i 

c a t i o n s f o r b i b l i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n are c o n s i d e r a b l e : 

l i n g u i s t i c i d i o m and f i g u r a t i v e speech can be i g n o r e d a t 

w i l l , sense and nonsense w i l l become m e r e l y r e l a t i v e 

terms i n d i c a t i v e o f c u l t u r a l i n h e r i t a n c e , and t h e f i e l d 

w i l l be wide open f o r many o t h e r views o f I s r a e l i t e t h o u g h t 

t h a n Pedersen's. I t i s hard t o see how any o t h e r l i m i t 

c o u l d be s e t t o the v a r i e t y o f i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s p r o f f e r e d 

f o r our c o n s i d e r a t i o n t h a n t h e number o f p a r t i c i p a n t s 

i n t h e game o f Old Testament s c h o l a r s h i p . 

S i m i l a r remarks a p p l y t o Pedersen's c l a i m t h a t 

I s r a e l i t e s a t t r i b u t e d v a r i o u s a c t i v i t i e s o r s e n s a t i o n s t o 
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p a r t i c u l a r p a r t s o f t h e body because t h e y saw t h e body/ 

s o u l as a whole and d i d n o t t h i n k o f i t as made up o f 

d i f f e r e n t p a r t s . But why sho u l d we accept t h e i d e a t h a t 

t h e I s r a e l i t e s t h o u g h t any d i f f e r e n t l y from o u r s e l v e s i n 

t h i s r e s p e c t ? I t i s p e r f e c t l y n a t u r a l f o r us t o a s s o c i a t e 

c e r t a i n f e e l i n g s w i t h c e r t a i n p a r t s o f t h e body, so t h a t 

t h e eyes f l a s h w i t h anger o r t h e h e a r t b e a t s f a s t e r a t 

t h e s i g h t o f t h e bel o v e d ; and i t i s a l s o p e r f e c t l y 

n a t u r a l t o t h i n k o f t h i s as an e x p r e s s i o n o f t h e whole 

person's f e e l i n g : i t i s t h i s o r t h a t i n d i v i d u a l whose 

s e n s a t i o n s o f anger o r l o v e a r e expressed i n t h e l o o k o r 

f e l t i n t h e quickened p u l s e . We don't t h i n k o f t h e eye 

o f i t s e l f f l a s h i n g anger l i k e some beacon, o r t h e h e a r t 

o f i t s e l f pounding i n a d m i r a t i o n o f the o p p o s i t e sex. 

Why sho u l d we accept any e s s e n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e between 

o u r s e l v e s and t h e I s r a e l i t e s i n t h i s r e s p e c t ? And t h e r e 

f o r e why sh o u l d we read t h e r e l e v a n t Old Testament t e x t s 

i n any o t h e r way t h a n i s n a t u r a l l y suggested t o common 

sense? 

F i n a l l y , Pedersen's c o n c e n t r a t i o n on t h e word ' s o u l ' 

as t he t r a n s l a t i o n o f (j)-9 3 i s s e r i o u s l y m i s l e a d i n g , 

not l e a s t because t h e i m p l i c a t i o n s o f h i s s t a t e m e n t s a re 

o f t e n t a c i t r a t h e r t h a n e x p l i c i t . BDB g i v e t h e v a r i o u s 

meanings o f as ' s o u l , l i v i n g b e i n g , l i f e , s e l f , 

p e r son, d e s i r e , a p p e t i t e , emotion, and p a s s i o n ' . L a t e r 

t h e y g i v e as meanings, ' t h a t w h i c h b r e a t h e s , t h e b r e a t h i n g 

substance o r b e i n g = (̂ >uX̂  , anima, t h e s o u l , t h e i n n e r b e i n g 

o f man'. I t i s t o be d i s t i n g u i s h e d from, 1CJ3. , f l e s h 

and T U33. , body. 92 

92 BDB p. 659. 
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Later, BDB assert, '03-03 i s used f o r l i f e i t s e l f 
171 t . , ' and t h i s includes animal l i f e i n at l e a s t one 
t e x t . 9 3 0)"03 was also used as a paraphrase f o r the 

94 
personal pronoun; and i t o f t e n meant the seat of the 

95 
ap p e t i t e s , or emotions and passions. 

96 
When we t u r n t o the Concise OED we f i n d nine 

meanings given f o r 'soul', and most of them show how 
appropriate the word i s as a t r a n s l a t i o n of U)£)J » 
but the v a r i e t y of meanings i n both cases shows how 
important i t i s i n any discussion of the subject t o make 
i t c l e a r which meaning of 'soul' i s held t o be the 
appropriate equivalent of U):9J i n any given context. 
This i s a l l the more t r u e because, i f the word 'soul* i s 
used without any f u r t h e r i m p l i c i t or e x p l i c i t q u a l i f i c a t i o n 
i t i s the f i r s t meaning which we u s u a l l y assume t o be 
i n d i c a t e d : ' S p i r i t u a l or immaterial p a r t of man, held 
t o s urvive death'. 

Pedersen t h e r e f o r e o f t e n appears t o be saying 
something weighty, and i n i t i a t i n g us i n t o the mysteries 
of I s r a e l i t e thought, and t h e r e f o r e revealed t r u t h , when 
what he i s r e a l l y doing i s i g n o r i n g necessary d i s t i n c t i o n s 
and propagating confusion. 

. . 97 
At the very beginning of h i s section on the soul 

Pedersen r e f e r s t o the making of man as t h i s i s described 
i n Genesis 2. His conclusion from the short b i b l i c a l 
n a r r a t i v e i s t h i s : ' I t i s not said t h a t man was supplied 

9 3 BDB p. 659, 3c. 9 4 BDB p. 660, 4. 
9 5 BDB pp. 660-661, 5 &6. 
9 6 CONCISE, 6t h ed. 1976. 9 7 PI p. 99. 
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w i t h a nephesh, and so the r e l a t i o n between body and 
soul i s q u i t e d i f f e r e n t from what i t i s t o us. Such as 
he i s , man, i n h i s t o t a l essence, i s a s o u l ' . 

The c o r r e c t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of H~rj ^ O l l p D^TtfH H 
however, i s not tha t the c l a y man became a l i v i n g s oul, 
but t h a t the c l a y man became a l i v i n g person, r a t h e r as 
Pinocchio was transformed, a f t e r many v i c i s s i t u d e s , from 
a wooden d o l l i n t o a r e a l boy. Pedersen's statement t h a t 
the t e x t does not say t h a t man was supplied w i t h a 
nephesh i s p e r f e c t l y c o r r e c t : the t e x t says t h a t man 
was supplied w i t h the breath of l i f e , t h i s being blown 
by Yahweh i n t o the n o s t r i l s of the earthen model. The 
p i c t u r e i s c l e a r l y given of a l i f e l e s s model being t r a n s 
formed i n t o a l i v i n g person by the i n f u s i o n of God's 
breath, and the r e s t o f Pedersen's conclusions do not 
f o l l o w . We are not supposed t o conclude t h a t human beings 
are souls i n OED sense one, and t h a t bodies are j u s t 
weak forms of soul, and so on; we are t o conclude t h a t 
0>OJ i n t h i s context must be t r a n s l a t e d by 'soul' i n 
OED sense e i g h t , 'Person (not a soul t o speak to f o r miles 
around; ship went down w i t h 200 s o u l s ) ..." This i s also 
the t r a n s l a t i o n we must use i n the t e x t s r e f e r r e d t o by 

Pedersen immediately a f t e r h i s quoted conclusion from 
98 

the Genesis 2 n a r r a t i v e . 
Most astounding of a l l , however, we read Pedersen's 

own comment, 'In these and i n numerous other places we 
may s u b s t i t u t e persons f o r souls'. 

Genesis 12:5; 14:21; 46:27; Exodus 1:5. 
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I f Pedersen had on l y gone back t o the Hebrew t e x t , 
and r e - t r a n s l a t e d i n t h i s way he must s u r e l y have seen 
t h a t the Old Testament statements under consi d e r a t i o n 
convey n e i t h e r more nor less than we do today when, t a l k i n g 
about people, persons; and f a r from being b a r e l y t r a n s 
l a t a b l e , express statements which are q u i t e r e a d i l y 
i n t e l l i g i b l e t o us. U n f o r t u n a t e l y , having glimpsed a 
c r u c i a l f a c t of t r a n s l a t i o n Pedersen then f o r g e t s i t and 
f a l l s back on the t r a d i t i o n a l t r a n s l a t i o n of G)03 as 
•soul', assuming t h a t every instance of i t r e f e r s t o 
man's immortal s p i r i t , imprisoned w i t h i n the body and 
w a i t i n g t o escape from i t at death. He then i n s i s t s , 
q u i t e r i g h t l y , t h a t many Old Testament t e x t s do not mean 
t h i s by the word (DOT, but instead of r e v i s i n g h i s 
t r a n s l a t i o n o f the word, he then t r i e s t o modify the 
concept of soul i n such a way as t o reveal what the 
I s r a e l i t e s r e a l l y thought about i t . I n the Genesis 2 
n a r r a t i v e , f o r example, we are t o f i n d the expression of 
the I s r a e l i t e b e l i e f t h a t soul r e a l l y included body, t h a t 
the amalgam of d i v i n e breath and e a r t h produces a s o u l . 

I t i s not possible t o know why Pedersen adopted 
t h i s confusing and misleading procedure, but the impression 
i s created t h a t he wished t o demonstrate t h a t the t r a d 
i t i o n a l b e l i e f i n the i m m o r t a l i t y of the soul, OED sense 
one, had no basis i n the Old Testament, and i f he could 
show t h a t the soul i s r e f e r r e d t o i n the Old Testament 
i n ways q u i t e i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the t r a d i t i o n a l b e l i e f t h i s 
aim would be f u l f i l l e d . I t may be, of course, t h a t such 
a purpose was only vaguely f e l t by Pedersen r a t h e r than 
consciously formulated, but some such m o t i v a t i o n seems 
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t o be necessary t o e x p l a i n h i s approach t o the Old 
Testament since he was c l e a r l y not moved by any deter
mination t o get as near as p o s s i b l e t o o b j e c t i v e accuracy. 

And at t h i s p o i n t we are forced t o face the question, 
'Is o b j e c t i v e accuracy possible i n the t r a n s l a t i o n of 
the Old Testament?• 

Pedersen and the RV t r a n s l a 
'and the man became a l i v i n g s o u l ' . Others t r a n s l a t e , 

. . . 99 'became a l i v i n g being, creat u r e , person'. What are 
the c r i t e r i a by which we decide t h a t one t r a n s l a t i o n i s 
b e t t e r than another, t h a t i n t h i s context one modern word 
f o r conveys what the ancient w r i t e r meant more 
accurately than another? Why should we p r e f e r OED sense 
eig h t t o OED sense one? I f the t r a n s l a t i o n 'person' 
s u i t s Pedersen's c r i t i c s and the t r a n s l a t i o n 'soul' 
s u i t s Pedersen, must we conclude t h a t e i t h e r t r a n s l a t i o n 
i s acceptable and t h a t we s h a l l simply choose whichever 
supports the wider i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Old Testament we 
prefer? I n the present case we can f i n d other t e x t s 
i n the Old Testament t o support e i t h e r t r a n s l a t i o n . 

This question has been raised not i n order to attempt 
a thoroughgoing answer t o i t , but t o draw a t t e n t i o n t o 
the f a c t t h a t i n any such i n v e s t i g a t i o n we make an 
assumption the t r u t h of which cannot be demonstrated, and 
t h a t i s t h a t what other people have said and w r i t t e n makes 
sense. This statement i t s e l f r e q u i r e s c a r e f u l q u a l i f i c a t i o n 
to take account such common human f a i l i n g s as f o r g e t f u l n e s s , 

Knox, ' l i v i n g person'; NEB, ' l i v i n g c r e ature'; 
JB, RSV and M o f f a t t , ' l i v i n g being'. 
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vagueness, emotional s t r e s s , p r e j u d i c e and even sheer 
s t u p i d i t y ; but i n our dealings w i t h one another we 
assume t h a t any reasonable person w i l l recognise a contra
d i c t i o n and adjust h i s t h i n k i n g accordingly. We go on 
assuming t h i s when we. meet strangers, no matter how 
remote t h e i r own c u l t u r e and language may be from our 
own. I n a f o r e i g n c u l t u r e we may have t o r e v i s e our 
notions of what c o n s t i t u t e s the normal, but we s h a l l go 
on assuming t h a t the t a l k and behaviour of other people, 
however strange, are i n t e l l i g i b l e , even i f i n p r a c t i c e 
we never a t t a i n t o an understanding of them ourselves. 
Our assumption of i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y w i l l be confirmed by 
the f a c t t h a t the t a l k and behaviour w i t h which we are 
confronted reveal p a t t e r n s , and any element which does 

not appear t o f i t the usual p a t t e r n s we s h a l l seek t o 
-, • ,100 .'explain ' . 

This k i n d of assumption i s s i m i l a r t o t h a t of 
n a t u r a l s c i e n t i s t s who have t o assume, although they 
cannot prove beyond any p o s s i b i l i t y of doubt, the e x i s t 
ence o f u n i v e r s a l causation. Whatever new or strange 
s i t u a t i o n s may be i n v e s t i g a t e d , the law of causation i s 
expected t o be exemplified once more, and the new system 
of causes t o be not u n r e l a t e d t o those many p a t t e r n s 
of causation already observed. 

I t i s perhaps not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t those who are 
prepared t o surrender the notion of causation are e q u a l l y 

Cf. C o l i n Cherry, ON HUNAN COMMUNICATION, London & New 
York, 1957. pp. 10-14; chapter 7, On Cognition and 
Recognition', esp. pp. 273-280. 
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happy t o j e t t i s o n i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y . For Pedersen and 
others the ancient I s r a e l i t e s had no n o t i o n of n a t u r a l 
cause, and i t seems t h a t they also had no i n t e r e s t i n 
r e l a t i n g together the various elements of t h e i r 
experience i n a r a t i o n a l manner. To r e t u r n t o the t e x t 
under discussion: the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n -of t h i s t e x t 
to mean t h a t the earthy body of Adam became a soul, 
OED sense one, i s u n i n t e l l i g i b l e . We are not being 
presented w i t h a statement which i s elsewhere c o n t r a d i c t 
by the w r i t e r ; we are not being presented w i t h a s t a t e 
ment at a l l , but merely g i b b e r i s h masquerading as a 
statement. 

I t i s possible, of course, to use 'soul' simply t o 
mean 'person'; but Pedersen does not do t h i s , and i f he 
d i d , as we have seen, h i s other conclusions would then 
have t o be surrendered. And confusion i s made a l l the 
easier by t h i s ambiguity of the word 'soul* which means 
t h a t Pedersen can s l i p h i s u n i n t e l l i g i b l e t r a n s l a t i o n 
passed our i n t e l l e c t u a l guard under, the guise of a 
t r a d i t i o n a l and sensible meaning. 

Pedersen himself provides us w i t h a p e r f e c t i l l u s 
t r a t i o n of t h i s confusion. 

'The I s r a e l i t e s are q u i t e able t o d i s t i n g u i s h 
between soul and body, as when I s a i a h says: He 
s h a l l consume both soul and f l e s h (10:18). But 
no d i s t i n c t i o n i s made between them as two funda
mental forms of existence. The f l e s h i s the 
weaker ... the soul i s the stronger. The soul i s 
more than the body, but the body i s a p e r f e c t l y 
v a l i d m a n i f e s t a t i o n of the s o u l ' . 
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Pedersen then goes on t o comment on the s t o r y i n 
Genesis^2<i.- i 

•The man of clay was a dead t h i n g , but by the 
breath of God he was e n t i r e l y changed and became 
a l i v i n g s o ul. Soul and body are so i n t i m a t e l y 
united t h a t a d i s t i n c t i o n cannot be made between 
them. They are more than " u n i t e d " : the body i s 
the soul i n i t s outward f o r m ' . ^ 1 

And we are thus l e d t o b e l i e v e t h a t an I s r a e l i t e 
l i k e I s a i a h of Jerusalem at one and the same time believed 
th a t soul and body are d i s t i n c t , t h a t they are so 
i n t i m a t e l y united t h a t they cannot be d i s t i n g u i s h e d , 
th a t they are not d i s t i n c t , t h a t body i s the outward 
expression o f soul. At t h i s p o i n t the concept of 'funda
mental forms of existence* spreads i t s h e a l i n g wings 
over our f r a c t u r e d thoughts, but u n f o r t u n a t e l y the 
a p p l i c a t i o n of the i n e x p l i c a b l e t o the s e l f c o n t r a d i c t o r y 
does not e f f e c t a cure. 

Once we grant the assumption of i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y , 
sensible t r a n s l a t i o n and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n become possibles 
but i f we are not prepared t o grant t h i s assumption there 
i s l i t t l e p o i n t i n attempting the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of a 
body of ancient l i t e r a t u r e l i k e the Old Testament. 
Pedersen does attempt t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , as the two 
considerable volumes of the English e d i t i o n of h i s work 
bear witness; but f o r someone who cannot accept the 
necessary basic assumption of such i n q u i r y , and who 
regards Hebrew n a r r a t i v e as b a r e l y t r a n s l a t a b l e , t h i s i s 
the most fundamental inconsistency of a l l . 

1 0 1 PI pp. 170-171. 
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4. THE ISRAELITE VIEW OF THE NATURAL WORLD 

Pedersen considers the I s r a e l i t e view of the 
n a t u r a l world i n the l i g h t of what he considers t o be 
the I s r a e l i t e way of t h i n k i n g . 

As we should expect, he believes the world t o have 
been viewed by the I s r a e l i t e s as a t o t a l i t y , and 
d i s t i n c t i o n s which we take f o r granted were not made by 
the I s r a e l i t e s , or were of only secondary importance. 
The d i f f e r e n c e between f e r t i l e land and desert i s obvious, 
but the I s r a e l i t e saw the f i r s t as e s s e n t i a l l y land which 
was blessed, whereas the desert was cursed. The desert 
can appear i n the f e r t i l e land i f the b l e s s i n g i s w i t h 
drawn and replaced by a curse, and t h i s w i l l happen i f men 
lapse i n t o s i n . The consequence of s i n i s t h a t a curse 
f a l l s upon the land since, once again, the I s r a e l i t e s 
saw a close connexion where we make a c l e a r d i s t i n c t i o n . 

For the I s r a e l i t e , 'there i s an i n t i m a t e connection between 
102 

the nature of the land and the men who dwell i n i t ' . 
Therefore, where s i n p r e v a i l s the land has already become 
a wilderness, even i f t h i s i s not immediately apparent. 
The k i n d of geographical d i s t i n c t i o n we make was p e r f e c t l y 
w e l l known t o the I s r a e l i t e s , but i t was not r e a l l y very 
important f o r them because the desert land 'sends i t s , 
of f s h o o t s f a r i n t o the land of man; f o r the land of the 

103 
desert i s to be found wherever the curse abides'. 
There i s no d i s t i n c t f r o n t i e r between the land of man 
and the desert, and h a b i t a b l e land can only remain such 

102 103 
• L U Z PI p. 458. X U J PI p. 456. 
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by the p r e s e r v a t i o n of the b l e s s i n g . 

Linked w i t h the desert and Sheol i s the ocean which 
l i e s under the e a r t h ; but the f a c t t h a t both ocean and Sheol l i e 
below the earth's surface does not i n i t s e l f convey the 
intimacy of the r e l a t i o n s h i p they had i n the thought o f 
the I s r a e l i t e . 'The natures of the two worlds are so 
r e l a t e d t h a t they merge e n t i r e l y i n t o one another'. 
'Sheol i s i d e n t i c a l w i t h the grave'. 'He who i s i n Sheol 
i s also i n the ocean'. 'Sheol and the ocean are fused 
i n a u n i t y as the source of a l l t h a t i s e v i i ' . 1 ^ 4 

Common to the desert, Sheol and the ocean i s darkness 
and darkness i s e v i l i n a l l i t s forms, i n c l u d i n g sickness 
and misery; whereas l i g h t belongs to the world of man, 
and l i g h t i s l i f e , and i d e n t i c a l w i t h blessing and peace, 
righteousness and t r u t h . 

Therefore the sinner not merely goes t o Sheol; 
by v i r t u e of h i s s i n he i s already i n Sheol, i n the dark
ness, j u s t as the wilderness i s i n the land of man 
wherever e v i l e x i s t s , even though i t be not apparent. To 
escape from Sheol and darkness i s t o enter or re-enter 

106 
the realm of l i g h t and l i f e . 

The I s r a e l i t e ' s conception of the universe i s an 
expression of the f i g h t f o r l i f e against death; and the 
co n t r a s t between l i f e and death i s i d e n t i c a l w i t h the 
co n t r a s t between law and chaos. Chaos i s nothingness, 
and the I s r a e l i t e was c o n t i n u a l l y a f r a i d t h a t e v i l would 
lead t o the d i s i n t e g r a t i o n of the ordered world i n t o chaos. 

1 0 4 PI p. 463. 1 0 5 PI pp. 464-465. 1 0 6 PI pp. 466-470. 
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This can only be prevented by the renewal of the b l e s s i n g , 
and the v i c t o r y of l i f e and b l e s s i n g i s seen i n the myth 
of God's v i c t o r y over the dragon; a myth which expresses 
not only what took place at c r e a t i o n but what i s c o n t i n 
u a l l y o c c u r r i n g . The defeated dragon i s the same as the 
waters of chaos which God subdues and tu r n s i n t o a means of 
ble s s i n g mankind, the r a i n from above, and the springs 
which w e l l up from beneath. The v i c t o r y over chaos i s 

107 
i d e n t i c a l w i t h the production of r a i n s and springs. 

The land and man belong together, but some p a r t s 
are c l o s e r than others. 'The landed property of the f a m i l y 
belongs t o the psychic t o t a l i t y of the f a m i l y and cannot 

108 
be d i v i d e d from i t ' . I n a s i m i l a r way the whole n a t i o n 
i s l i n k e d w i t h the land of i n h e r i t a n c e ; and through f a m i l y 
and n a t i o n blessing and curse act on the land. 

When I s r a e l i t e s c a l l e d Canaan the land of the f a t h e r s , 
the t i t l e conveyed more t o them than t o us because t h e i r 
conception of h i s t o r y was d i f f e r e n t . The people i s not 
j u s t a c o l l e c t i o n of i n d i v i d u a l s , but a psychic whole w i t h 
a common soul i n t o which a l l common experiences are merged. 
Later generations i n h e r i t what the ancestors have handed 
down, whi l e the experiences of the l a t e r generations 'act 

109 
i n the f a t h e r s ' . The ancestor i s t h e r e f o r e not a remote 
f i g u r e , long since disappeared, but someone who c o n s t a n t l y 
shares i n the h i s t o r y of the people. And t h e r e f o r e i f 
the land was given to the f a t h e r s ' i t i s i n d i s s o l u b l y 
bound up w i t h the soul of the I s r a e l i t e s and fused w i t h 
i t ' . 1 1 ' " ' Indeed, the l i n k between people and land i s so 

107 
110 

PI pp. 470-474. 
PI p. 476 

108 PI p. 474. 109 PI p. 475. 
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close t h a t t h e i r c r e a t i o n coincides, t a k i n g place at the 
Exodus. 

I f there i s a close r e l a t i o n s h i p between land and 
people, t h i s i s only possible because the e a r t h i s a l i v e . 

NThis means t h a t the e a r t h must be respected, and at 
regular i n t e r v a l s be l e f t unworked, f r e e from s u b j e c t i o n 

112 
to the w i l l of man. 

Just as man has a covenant w i t h the e a r t h , so also 
he has w i t h the c a t t l e ; w h i l e over against these are the 
w i l d beasts w i t h whom man does not have a covenant. The 
w i l d beasts, however, are e n t i t l e d t o l i f e : they were 
rescued from the Flood and are w i t h i n the covenant of 
God. 1 1 3 

Another d i s t i n c t i o n between the animals i s t h a t 
between clean and unclean. I f the unclean animal i s 
eaten i t s soul i s taken i n t o a man, and i t bursts h i s 
soul because i t cannot be a s s i m i l a t e d . 'Clean i s what 
belongs t o the psychic t o t a l i t y , unclean t h a t which 

114 
counteracts i t ' . 

The blood of an animal must not be consumed since 
t h i s would be t o take i t s s o u l . Consumption of the blood 
would mean tha t too much of the nature of the animal was 
taken i n t o a man's soul, and also t o encroach on the 
c e n t r a l l i f e of the animal. By g i v i n g blood to the holy 

115 
place, the soul i s returned t o l i f e and not destroyed. 

1 1 1 PI pp. 476-477. 1 1 2 PI pp. 479-480. 
1 1 3 PI pp. 481-482. 1 1 4 PI p. 482. 1 1 5 PI pp. 483-484. 
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Animals e x i s t f o r the sake of man, who r u l e s over 

them. The w i l d beasts must e i t h e r cease to be wi l d and 

come to serve man, or e l s e l o s e t h e i r r i g h t to l i v e . Also, 

every animal belongs to i t s type or kind, which forms a 

fi r m u n i t y . I t i s the kind which r e v e a l s i t s e l f i n the 

i n d i v i d u a l specimen, and i t i s the kind r a t h e r than the 

i n d i v i d u a l which must be maintained i n e x i s t e n c e . Nor 

can there be any mixing of kinds, a s t r i c t r u l e applied 

to the s m a l l e s t d e t a i l s . 

The sun, moon and s t a r s are l i v i n g beings which 

belong to the t o t a l i t y of man's world. They r u l e the 

f o r c e s of l i g h t , and are t h e r e f o r e upholders of the 

b l e s s i n g and l i f e . Sun and moon govern time; but t h i s 

does not mean that they measure d i s t a n c e s i n time. 'For 

the I s r a e l i t e time i s not merely a form or a frame. Time 

i s charged w i t h substance or, r a t h e r , i t i s i d e n t i c a l 
117 

w i t h i t s substance'. Therefore the I s r a e l i t e can say, 
118 

f o r example, t h a t time I S r a i n . Furthermore, s i n c e a l l 

events o r i g i n a t e i n s o u l s and are d i r e c t e d against s o u l s , 

they a l l move round c e n t r e s ; and the events which c e n t r e 

round a man are h i s time. 'Thus there are as many times 

as t h e r e are s o u l s ' . 1 1 ^ 

T h i s means that the d i f f e r e n t d i v i s i o n s of the day 

have nothing to do w i t h le n g t h of time, but the d i f f e r e n t 

c h a r a c t e r of the v a r i o u s p e r i o d s . The same a p p l i e s to 

the d i v i s i o n s of the year, p a r t i c u l a r l y the months, each 

1 1 6 PI pp. 479-486. 1 1 7 PI p. 487. 1 1 8 Ezra 10:13. 
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PI p. 488. 
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of which r e p r e s e n t s an e n t i r e moon-life. A whole, whether 

i n time or space, i s determined by i t s c h a r a c t e r , and a 

generation i s a time marked by some s p e c i a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . 

H i s t o r y i s made up of generations; and the concen

t r a t e d time i n t o which a l l generations are fused i s c a l l e d 

Q^")y , e t e r n i t y . Primeval time contains the substance 

of a l l time, and i s the beginning of a l l time. Adam i s 

thus the whole genus of man, every human being, and a l s o 

the f i r s t man. 

Because every type has i t s root i n primeval time 

no i n d i v i d u a l i n the great i n t e r m i x t u r e of l i v e s i n the 

world can become something e l s e . The i n d i v i d u a l expresses 
121 

the type, and the type i s rooted i n primeval time. 

Comment 

Pedersen's understanding of the way i n which I s r a e l 

i t e s thought i s open to s e r i o u s o b j e c t i o n , and t h e r e f o r e 

h i s argument concerning the I s r a e l i t e view of the n a t u r a l , 

world, which i s based on t h i s , i s correspondingly weakened. 

120 
121 

PI p. 489. 
PI pp. 490-491. Cf. E. L. A l l e n , THE HEBREW VIEW OF 
NATURE. J J S Vol I I , no. 2. 1951 pp 100-104. 
A l l e n i s concerned to make a p r o t e s t against the modern 
e x p l o i t a t i o n of nature on the one hand, and mere vapid 
pseudo-nature-mysticism on the other (p. 100). He 
apparently b e l i e v e s t h a t many people today s u f f e r from 
an urban m e n t a l i t y which i s b l i n d to important t r u t h s 
about nature, and that the Old Testament can help us 
regain our s i g h t , (p. 104) Unfortunately, A l l e n 
u n c r i t i c a l l y equates the teaching of the Old Testament 
on t h i s s u b j e c t with Pedersen's t a l k of the e a r t h 
having i t s own r i g h t s and being i n a covenant r e l a t i o n 
s h i p with man; but we must beware of s e i z i n g on i n t e r 
p r e t a t i o n s of the Old Testament which seem to provide 
s t r i k i n g evidence i n favour of a view which otherwise 
has much to commend i t and might command ready sympathy. 
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His s p e c i f i c remarks about the I s r a e l i t e view of the 

n a t u r a l world are a l s o i n many cases untenable or mis

l e a d i n g and t h i s w i l l be the s u b j e c t of the comments 

which follow. A f t e r t h i s , i t w i l l be necessary to consider 

a s s e r t i o n s i n Volume I I of the E n g l i s h e d i t i o n and t h e i r 

r e l a t i o n s h i p to the arguments of Volume I . 

1) Pedersen's i d e a s about Sheol have alr e a d y been 

commented on, and h i s f u r t h e r remarks, emphasising the 

c l o s e a s s o c i a t i o n and even i d e n t i t y of the ocean and 

Sheol, merely add to the confusion. Bodies i n graves are 

not i n the ocean, nor are the ghosts of Sheol. Furthermore, 

some of Pedersen's statements about h i s t o r y , time and the 

generations are so vague as to be u n i n t e l l i g i b l e and 

beyond comment. 

2) Men may s i n i n the midst of f e r t i l e land, but 

i t does not thereby cease to be f e r t i l e . God may punish 

the wicked by sending war, but the devastation which 

f o l l o w s war i s not what Pedersen i s t h i n k i n g of; and i n 

any case does nqt destroy the a c t u a l f e r t i l i t y of the s o i l , 

any more than the presence of s a i n t s i n the desert makes 

i t blossom l i k e the r o s e . I t i s simply n o n s e n s i c a l to 

say that where s i n p r e v a i l s the land has a l r e a d y become 

a w i l d e r n e s s . 

We must a l s o note that even i n the w i l d e r n e s s 

n a r r a t i v e s where the people's r e b e l l i o n i s emphasised, 

i t i s not s t a t e d that t h i s brought a curse on the land 

and made i t a w i l d e r n e s s ; i t was a w i l d e r n e s s before the 

people entered i t . The land of Canaan, on the other hand, 

was a land flowing w i t h milk and honey even though i t was 

occupied by human beings who were only f i t f o r d e s t r u c t i o n . 
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Nor does the making of the golden c a l f have any n o t i c e a b l e 

e f f e c t on the surrounding landscape. F u r t h e r comment w i l l 

be made on t h i s s u b j e c t i n the examination of Vol. I I . 

3) The r e l a t i o n s h i p between the I s r a e l i t e s and 

t h e i r land i s p e r f e c t l y i n t e l l i g i b l e without any recourse 

to the concept of p s y c h i c t o t a l i t y . Ancient I s r a e l was 

a l a r g e l y a g r i c u l t u r a l and p a s t o r a l people, and where 

land i s of such obvious importance i t i s not s u r p r i s i n g 

t h at f a m i l i e s held to i t t e n a c i o u s l y . Nor i s a strong 

f e e l i n g of attachment to a p a r t i c u l a r p i e c e of land 

unknown today, and modern Naboths are encountered by 

property developers now, j u s t as the ancient Naboth 

hindered Ahab then. Furthermore, the ancient I s r a e l i t e s ' 

c l o s e r e l a t i o n s h i p w ith the land did not prevent them 

being dispossessed of i t by w e a l t h i e r neighbours, and what 

s t r i k e s us i n reading such prophets as Amos and I s a i a h 

i s the remarkable s i m i l a r i t y between t h e i r times and ours. 

We today a l s o f e e l a connection with the past, and 

the nation, county, v i l l a g e or town i s no more regarded 

as merely a c o l l e c t i o n of i n d i v i d u a l s than s i m i l a r goroups 

were looked upon by the I s r a e l i t e s . A glance at the volumes 

i n any w e l l stocked bookshop r e v e a l s i n t e r e s t s of t h i s 

kind, i n c l u d i n g the achievements, c h a r a c t e r s and person

a l i t i e s of our f o r e f a t h e r s . T h i s i s not to deny d i f f e r e n c e s , 

but d i f f e r e n c e s would have to be described and explained 

i n terms of s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l development and by 

r e f e r e n c e to a considerable number of f a c t s ; w hile Pedersen's 

t a l k of soul and p s y c h i c t o t a l i t y i s not merely uninformative 

but g i v e s an exaggerated and misleading impression of 

d i f f e r e n c e s between modern s o c i e t y and t h a t of ancient I s r a e l . 
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4) Pedersen's a s s e r t i o n that the c r e a t i o n of the 

land as w e l l as the people took p l a c e at the Exodus i s 

merely anotherxeductio ad absurdum of h i s exaggerated 

view of the c l o s e n e s s of r e l a t i o n s h i p between land and 

people, and h i s method of i n t e r p r e t i n g the Old Testament. 

I t i s q u i t e t r u e t h a t the Exodus i s sometimes described 

i n the language used to d e s c r i b e c r e a t i o n , and t h i s 

conveys the profound c o n v i c t i o n t h a t I s r a e l was a new 

c r e a t i o n , brought i n t o e x i s t e n c e by the s p e c i a l act of 

God who alone could achieve i t ; but when Pedersen o f f e r s 

p r o s a i c l i t e r a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of a m i s c e l l a n y of t e x t s , 

many of which are p o e t i c , i t i s not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t he 

should f i n d i d e n t i t y i n s t e a d of f i g u r a t i v e analogy. And 

so he t e l l s us, 'The c r o s s i n g of the Sea of Rushes i s 

i d e n t i c a l w i t h the s p l i t t i n g of the dragon of primeval 

times. Therefore Egypt i s i d e n t i c a l with the dragon, 
122 

Rahab'. 

The land of Canaan unquestionably e x i s t e d before 

I s r a e l occupied i t or even e x i s t e d as a people; even the 

command to a n n i h i l a t e the i n h a b i t a n t s seems to have 

been a l a t e r t h e o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of I s r a e l i t e 

h i s t o r y , or have been more i n the nature of a prophetic 

exhortation than an i n d i c a t i o n of what the I s r a e l i t e s 

b e l i e v e d and f e l t at the time of the conquest and 

settlement. 

When Pedersen a s s e r t s , 'The country of man and the 

people are so c l o s e l y l i n k e d that t h e i r c r e a t i o n c o i n c i d e s ' , 

1 2 2 P I p. 476. 1 2 3 PI p. 476. 
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we can only suppose that he has been c a r r i e d away by h i s 

own i d e a s ; and i t i s perhaps not without s i g n i f i c a n c e 

t h at accounts of the c r e a t i o n of the world and man i n 

Genesis 1-2 f i n d no mention i n t h i s s e c t i o n of h i s work. 

5) The s e n s i b l e measure of allowing exhausted land 

to recover by l e a v i n g i t alone at r e g u l a r i n t e r v a l s does 

not imply any more than normal e m p i r i c a l o b servation. 

Texts r e l e v a n t to t h i s point w i l l be examined l a t e r . 

6) There i s no statement i n the Old Testament which 

j u s t i f i e s the a s s e r t i o n t h a t the consumption of an unclean 

amimal w i l l b u r s t the soul of the eater, and Pederssen's 

'explanation' of the d i f f e r e n c e between cle a n and unclean 

i n terms of p s y c h i c t o t a l i t y i s j u s t as mysterious as the 

o r i g i n a l d i s t i n c t i o n . 

The explanation he o f f e r s f o r the r e f u s a l to 

consume blood i s e q u a l l y something read i n t o the t e x t , 

and whatever the ultimate o r i g i n s of the avoidance of 

blood, the repeated reason given i n the Old Testament i s 

that the blood i s , or c o n t a i n s the l i f e ; and i t i s not 

unreasonable to i n f e r from t h i s t h a t reverence f o r the 

l i f e i s involved i n reverence f o r God to whom a l l l i f e 
124 

belongs. When people i n S a u l ' s army eat the blood 

of animals, i t i s not s a i d t h at they are i n danger of 

b u r s t i n g t h e i r s o u l s , but t h a t they have sinned a g a i n s t 

Yahweh, and Saul's s o l u t i o n i s immediately to s e t up an 
125 

a l t a r on which the blood can be poured out before God. 

124 
Genesis 9:4-5; L e v i t i c u s 17:10-14; Deuteronomy 12:23-27. 

1 2 5 I Samuel 14:32-34. 
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Pedersen a l s o c o n t r a d i c t s himself i n a s s e r t i n g on 

the one hand that wild b e a s t s are e n t i t l e d to l i f e and 

form part of the covenant with God and are t h e r e f o r e 

e n t i t l e d to the prey which, keeps them a l i v e ; and on the 

other hand a s s e r t i n g t h a t w i l d beasts l o s e t h e i r r i g h t to 

l i v e u n l e s s they cease to be w i l d and submit to the w i l l 

of man. I t may be, of course, t h a t the c o n t r a d i c t i o n 

e x i s t e d i n ancient I s r a e l i n that d i f f e r e n t people held 

d i f f e r e n t views of v a r i o u s w i l d animals i n v a r i o u s p l a c e s ; 

but Pedersen does not say t h i s , and even i f i t were so, 

t h i s would be j u s t another i l l u s t r a t i o n of the way i n 

which the Old Testament m a t e r i a l cannot be forced i n t o 

the kind of g e n e r a l i s a t i o n favoured by Pedersen. 

Pedersen's ideas about types or s p e c i e s have a l r e a d y 

been commented on. 

7) Pedersen's remarks about the I s r a e l i t e conception 

of time once again suggest an attempt to propound the 

u n i n t e l l i g i b l e . R e f e r r i n g to Ezra 10*13 Pedersen c l a i m s 

t h a t an I s r a e l i t e could say t h a t time I S r a i n . Pedersen 

makes no attempt to e x p l a i n how t h i s e x t r a o r d i n a r y s t a t e 

ment can be f i t t e d i n t o i t s context, whereas the u s u a l 

i d i o m a t i c t r a n s l a t i o n , such as the RV ' i t i s a time of 

much r a i n ' , makes p e r f e c t sense. Once E z r a ' s a c c u s a t i o n s 

had been accepted there was no point i n a great crowd of 

people standing outside i n the pouring r a i n ; the matter 

could s c a r c e l y be d e a l t with under those circumstances 

and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r o r g a n i s a t i o n would have to f a l l 

on a much s m a l l e r number of l e a d e r s and be spread over a 

number of months. The a s s e r t i o n , time i s r a i n , n e i t h e r 

makes sense i n i t s e l f nor can i t be seen as i n any way a 

meaningful c o n t r i b u t i o n to the matter i n hand. 
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One wonders what some future Pedersen, looking back 

at European c u l t u r e preserved f o r him i n a fragmentary 

l i t e r a r y s t a t e , would make of such phrases as coup de 

temps, or l e temps e s t a l a p l u i e , when he al r e a d y 'knows' 

that 'temps' means 'time'. What would he make of the 

phrase, k i l l i n g time, p a r a l l e l e d by the French, tuer l e 

temps? What would he understand by hard times, s e r v i n g 

time or moving wi t h the times? How would he i n t e r p r e t such 

mottoes or proverbs as, time i s money, or, every dog has 

i t s day? Would he think t h a t r e f e r e n c e to a r a i n y day 

meant the a t t r i b u t i o n of wetness to daytime? 

I t i s no doubt true t h a t ancient I s r a e l i t e s attached 

a p a r t i c u l a r c h a r a c t e r to given periods of time, but i n 

t h i s respect they are no d i f f e r e n t from o u r s e l v e s . When 

Tennyson t e l l s us that i n the land of the l o t u s e a t e r s 

i t was always afternoon we spontaneously appr e c i a t e the 

impression he wants to c r e a t e . 'Bedtime' conveys something 

more than an hour of the c l o c k to r e l u c t a n t c h i l d r e n or 

g r a t e f u l parents, and names of the months conjure up 

f e e l i n g s and images r e l a t e d to communal experience of the 

seasons, family h o l i d a y s , walks, gardening, s p r i n g c l e a n i n g 

and so on. 

Volume I I 

When we come to examine Pedersen's e x p o s i t i o n of 

the I s r a e l i t e understanding of the n a t u r a l world i n 

Volume I I we. f i n d grave i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s w i t h the argument 

of the e a r l i e r volume. T h i s w i l l be i l l u s t r a t e d by 

refe r e n c e to th r e e s u b j e c t s . 

1) We have been t o l d that the wi l d e r n e s s was 
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regarded as the expression of the curs e and t h e r e f o r e 

c l o s e l y a s s o c i a t e d with darkness, death and Sheol. We 

now l e a r n that Amos and Hosea resented 'the whole r e f i n e d 

way of l i v i n g involved by ( s i c ) c i t y c u l t u r e * and 'demanded 

the r e i n t r o d u c t i o n of the old manner of l i f e i n I s r a e l * . 

A comparison w i t h the Wahhabi of Islam makes i t c l e a r 

that the old manner of l i f e was t h a t . o f the d e s e r t . 

There i s not n e c e s s a r i l y a c o n t r a d i c t i o n between 

these two views: i t could be held t h a t i n the midst of 

an accursed land the people held f a s t to Yahweh who 

rewarded them by guiding them through i t to the Promised 

Land. This r e c o n c i l i a t i o n i s not p o s s i b l e f o r Pedersen, 

however, because he has c l e a r l y a s s e r t e d t h a t the curse 

i s r e l a t e d to the i l l behaviour of men, and i f the 

I s r a e l i t e s behaved w e l l during t h e i r journey through the 

desert then i t should have been transformed i n t o a land 

of b l e s s i n g , much as Deut e r o - I s a i a h described such a 

change, r e a l or. hoped f o r , during the re t u r n from the 

E x i l e . 

Also, a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n based on the staunch f a i t h 

of the I s r a e l i t e s would have to account f o r those t e x t s 

i n which they are depicted as anything but f a i t h f u l and 

Moses has a c o l o s s a l s t r u g g l e to get them through to 

Canaan at a l l . 

Furthermore, Pedersen says t h a t Amos and Hosea 

formed *a c u l t u r a l type w i t h i n the people' who 'claimed to 

126 P2 p. 134. 
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127 . 
represent I s r a e l proper*. We must i n f e r from t h i s t h a t 
the prophets represent the fundamental conception, whereas 

other I s r a e l i t e s have surrendered the fundamental view 

under the i n f l u e n c e of the c u l t u r a l blandishments of 

Canaanite c i t y l i f e . I n what sense, i n that case, i s the 

prophetic view 'fundamental'? In t h i s case i t cannot mean 

one of the c a t e g o r i e s i n which a l l I s r a e l i t e s of n e c e s s i t y 

thought, s i n c e i t i s very evident that many I s r a e l i t e s 

did not think l i k e t h i s , and that i s why the prophets had 

to make t h e i r p r o t e s t . 

Are we to suppose, then, that the d e s e r t period was 

looked upon as i d e a l by a l l I s r a e l i t e s , at l e a s t up to 

the H e l l e n i s t i c period, and t h a t t h i s i s what they always 

f e l t deep down, as i t were, even though they were tempted 

to betray what they r e a l l y knew to be t r u e ? T h i s appears 

to be what Pedersen means; but i f so, we are l e f t w i t h the 

question as to how we can r e c o n c i l e t h i s with the b e l i e f 

t h a t the desert expresses the curse and a perpetual t h r e a t 

to the land of b l e s s i n g . 

L a t e r i n Vol. I I Pedersen g i v e s ample r e c o g n i t i o n 

to the f a c t t h a t the d e s e r t period was often i d e a l i s e d by 

I s r a e l i t e s , but he never t e l l s us how these same I s r a e l i t e s 

explained the f a c t t h a t during t h i s i d e a l period the land 

remained under the curse i n s t e a d of being transformed i n t o 

a land of b l e s s i n g . I n w r i t i n g of the Rechabites he 

s t a t e s ^ 

P2 p. 134. Cf. p. 541, however, where we l e a r n t h a t 
•Hosea has the Canaanite view of the d e s e r t . I t i s the 
"land of drought"•. 
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•The Rechabites throw l i g h t on the h i s t o r y of 

I s r a e l , because they r e a l i s e i n i t s purest form 

the tendency with which we c o n t i n u a l l y meet i n 

I s r a e l , the a t t r a c t i o n towards the past-and towards 

pre-Canaanite l i f e . I t i s t h i s tendency which makes 

the w i l d e r n e s s period the i d e a l time i n which a l l 

I s r a e l i t e law came i n t o e x i s t e n c e ; i t i s t h i s t h a t 

i n s p i r e s the prophets' f i g h t against the Canaanite 

p r a c t i c e s ; i t i s t h i s we f e e l i s the r e p r e s e n t a t i o n 

given i n the p a t r i a r c h a l s t o r i e s of the l i f e of the 
128 

f o r e f a t h e r s as nomadic or semi-nomadic.' 
129 

This view i s r e f e r r e d to more b r i e f l y elsewhere. 

Perhaps we should see the d e s e r t period as i d e a l 

p r i m a r i l y i n the sense t h a t Yahweh remained f a i t h f u l to 

h i s people and revealed h i m s e l f to them i n v a r i o u s ways 

d e s p i t e t h e i r f a i l u r e and b a c k s l i d i n g ; but i f we do we 

must a l s o recognise i n Yahweh a personal d e i t y who' had 

become too transcendent f o r h i s curse or b l e s s i n g to be 

t r i g g e r e d o f f , as i t were, by good or bad behaviour. The 

notion of the world as a p s y c h i c whole with b l e s s i n g and 

curse p u l s a t i n g through i t on the analogy of p h y s i c a l 

energy would have to be surrendered as a c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n 

of I s r a e l i t e thought i n general, even though some I s r a e l i t e s 
130 

sometimes may have thought i n t h i s way. 

C u r i o u s l y enough, Pedersen recognises t h i s , and 

a t t r i b u t e s the new view of Yahweh and h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p to 

1 i q 
P2 pp. 522-523. ^ P2 pp. 541,546, 551, 555, and 581. 
See e.g. S t o r i e s about the Ark, I Samuel 5 & 6; 
I I Samuel.6:1-15. 
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to nature to developments i n the c u l t u s at Jerusalem. 

This s u b j e c t i s introduced by Pedersen i n the following 

s i g n i f i c a n t words, which are a continuation of the passage 

j u s t quoted. 

•The Rechabites show t h a t a l l v a r i e t i e s were 

represented i n I s r a e l from the people t h a t detested 

a l l Canaanite forms of l i f e to those who became 

e n t i r e l y Canaanite. At what point of t h i s e x t e n s i v e 

s c a l e E l i j a h and h i s c i r c l e were to be found we 

cannot say with c e r t a i n t y , but they tended towards 

the i d e a l represented by the Rechabites, i t was the 

a n c e s t r a l God they wanted to maintain i n I s r a e l . 

The . c o n f l i c t s of the period of E l i j a h were super

seded by other s t r u g g l e s to keep I s r a e l f r e e from a 

c u l t t h at would estrange i t from i t s t r a d i t i o n s . A 

d e c i s i v e f a c t o r i n the s t r u g g l e was the c u l t u s 
131 

founded by David's r o y a l house at Jerusalem'. 

Had Pedersen f u l l y recognised such wide v a r i e t y of 

thought and such f a r - r e a c h i n g change i n I s r a e l from the 

beginning, he could h a r d l y have proposed the sweeping 

g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s concerning I s r a e l i t e thought which 

c h a r a c t e r i z e V o l. I . For example, i n Vol. I we read about 

•The I s r a e l i t i c conception oft the nature of h a b i t a b l e land' 

and we are t o l d t hat 'For the I s r a e l i t e "the land" i s the 

country where b l e s s i n g abides' and t h a t 'the I s r a e l i t e " 

t h i n k s of the man who has been d r i v e n out of the country 

of b l e s s i n g 'with horror'. The I s r a e l i t e s c a l l the desert 

131 P2 p. 523 



- 75 -

" t e r r i b l e " ; and 'For the I s r a e l i t e the w i l d e r n e s s i s the 

home of the c u r s e ' . There i s b r i e f r e c o g n i t i o n that once 

upon a time the I s r a e l i t e must have regarded the desert 

as the Bedouin did, as 'free, unbounded expanses', and 

•t r a c e s of t h i s view are to be found even at a very l a t e 

period' as w e l l as i n the b e l i e f s of the Rechabites: 

•But f o r the average I s r a e l i t e the desert only appears as 
132 

the d i r e c t opposite; he merely knows i t s t e r r o r ' . 

T his i s a f a r c r y from the opinion a l r e a d y quoted 

from Vol. I I that the a t t r a c t i o n towards the d e s e r t period 
133 

i s one 'with which we c o n t i n u a l l y meet i n I s r a e l ' . 

the world as a p s y c h i c whole, and the 'intimate connection 

between the nature of the land and the men who dwell i n 
135 

i t ' . Such, according to V o l . I i s the outlook of the 

I s r a e l i t e s s e t t l e d i n Canaan; but Vol. I I leads us to think 

otherwise. 

The attempt to c h a r a c t e r i z e the ancient I s r a e l i t e ' s 

fundamental conception of the d e s e r t has as much chance of 

success as would a modern attempt t o c h a r a c t e r i z e the average 

Englishman's fundamental conception of the sea. 

2) I n Vol. I we are t o l d t h a t the I s r a e l i t e s 

regarded the e a r t h as a l i v e , and t h i s i s meant i n some 

kind of personal sense which would g e n e r a l l y be regarded 

as strange and improbable today. 

I n Vol 134 Pedersen s t r e s s e s the I s r a e l i t e notion of 

132 PI pp. 454-455. 
PI pp. 456-460. 

133 P2 p. 522. 
PI p. 458. 134 135 
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'We know that the I s r a e l i t e s do not acknowledge 

the d i s t i n c t i o n between the p s y c h i c and the 

c o r p o r e a l . E a r t h and stones are a l i v e , imbued wi t h 

a s o u l , and t h e r e f o r e able to r e c e i v e mental s u b j e c t -

matter and bear the impress of i t . The r e l a t i o n 

between the e a r t h and i t s owner ... i s a covenant-

r e l a t i o n , a p s y c h i c community, and the owner does 

not s o l e l y p r e v a i l i n the r e l a t i o n . The e a r t h has 

i t s nature, which makes i t s e l f f e l t , and demands 
^. 136 r e s p e c t ' . 

Whether or not the t e x t s quoted support t h i s 

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n of I s r a e l i t e thought i s a question to 

which we must r e t u r n ; but at the moment we must f i n d out 

how t h i s idea f a r e s i n V o l . I I of ' I s r a e l ' . 

Frequently i t i s repeated as the I s r a e l i t e view of 

nature, and s a c r i f i c e and other r e l i g i o u s b e l i e f s and 

p r a c t i c e s are explained i n terms of i t . Holy energy i s 

a c t i v e i n w e l l s and t r e e s and a n c e s t r a l power i s often 

embodied i n tombstones. Stones have the power to absorb 

and embody *a p s y c h i c content'; stone has a s o u l and can 

r e c e i v e communications, and there i s e s p e c i a l l y concen-
137 

t r a t e d v i t a l i t y i n sacred stones. 

The f o r c e which u n i t e s the energy d i s p l a y e d i n a l l 

spheres of l i f e i s h o l i n e s s . Holiness i s at the root of 

a l l other k i n d s of energy, and t h i s means that "The force 

f e l t by the I s r a e l i t e i n the sacred stone i s not d i s s i m i l a r 

1 3 6 PI p. 479. 
1 3 7 P2 p. 214. See pp. 214-216, & 262. 
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138 i n i t s essence from t h a t which he f e e l s i n h i s own s o u l ' . 
Holiness may vary i n strength, but i t i s to be found 
everywhere. 

Not only does the s t r e n g t h of h o l i n e s s vary, but i t 

can be gained or l o s t . I f , of course, h o l i n e s s vanished 

then l i f e would cease. Men can maintain l i f e , however, 

by renewing h o l i n e s s through the p r a c t i c e s of the c u l t , 
. . 139 

and supreme among these i s s a c r i f i c e . Pedersen d e a l s 

i n some d e t a i l w i t h the v a r i o u s s a c r i f i c e s o f f e r e d i n 

I s r a e l , i n order to show how h o l i n e s s was looked upon as 

being renewed i n them. For example, 

"The f i r s t ancestor of the I s r a e l i t e s , f o r i n s t a n c e , 

the f i r s t I s r a e l i t e , i s the archetype, i n whom the 

whole I s r a e l i t i s h nature i s inherent; the same a p p l i e s 

to the progenitor of an animal s p e c i e s , the a r c h e t y p a l 

animal, and the f i r s t day of a period embodies i n 

i t s e l f the whole c h a r a c t e r of the period, so t h a t the 

following days unfold from i t . Every t o t a l i t y i s 

concentrated i n i t s f i r s t o r i g i n . T h i s i s what 

g i v e s the f i r s t - f r u i t s t h e i r importance. They are 

not the best i n the sense t h a t the best developed 

par t of the f r u i t s has been s e l e c t e d ; but as the 

f i r s t of the produce they represent the whole; 

the e n t i r e power and blessedness of the harvest are 

concentrated i n them. Hence the f i r s t - f r u i t s have 

s p e c i a l p o s s i b i l i t y of being holy and a c t i n g by 

138 
P2 p. 264. See a l s o pp. 286-292, where sacred times 
are a l s o alluded to; and the summary statement, p. 295. 

139 
J P2 p. 299. 
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t h e i r h o l i n e s s on the growth of the r e s t of the 
140 

produce'. 

By bringing the f i r s t - f r u i t s to the temple the whole 

harvest i s s a n c t i f i e d , t h a t i s , h o l i n e s s i s renewed and 

s t r e n g t h and l i f e given to the crops. I t i s a l s o worth 

noting t h a t t h i s passage i n c i d e n t a l l y strengthens the 

impression t h a t f o r Pedersen there i s such a t h i n g as the 

t y p i c a l I s r a e l i t e , t h a t a l l I s r a e l i t e s share a common 

nature, and t h e r e f o r e t h i n k i n the same way. 

This impression, however, i s elsewhere s h a t t e r e d . 

As we have seen, Pedersen b e l i e v e s the Davidic monarchy 

to have had a d e c i s i v e e f f e c t on the c u l t u s , and t h i s i s 

the s p e c i f i c o b j e c t dealtbwith i n the chapter, Yahweh on 
141 

Zion. David's idea of Yahweh was very d i f f e r e n t from 

that which had h i t h e r t o p r e v a i l e d , and David's idea 

inf l u e n c e d the whole f u t u r e development of the c u l t u s 

and the b e l i e f s t h a t went w i t h i t . For David, Yahweh 

was a personal being separate from both man and nature. 

According to the old view there was an organic connection 

between d i v i n e h o l i n e s s and the energies of nature, and 

the operating of c u l t i c p r a c t i c e s meant a spontaneous 

flow of t h i s h o l i n e s s i n t o the n a t u r a l world, and, indeed, 

into the l i f e of man. David's idea of Yahweh, however, 

meant t h a t the. personal d e i t y might or might not bestow 

h i s b l e s s i n g . T h i s transcendent being possesses a l l 

power and h i s favour can only be won by the acknowledgment 

140 141 
P2 p. 301. H X P2 pp. 524-534. 
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of h i s absolute power over a l l t h i n g s , which w i l l or w i l l 
142 not be e x e r c i s e d simply by the e x e r c i s e of h i s own c h o i c e . 

Therefore, according to Pedersen, although b e l i e f 

i n the immediate s a n c t i f i c a t i o n of nature through the c u l t 

remained, i t became weaker and weaker, and 'the c u l t 
143 

became more and more detached from the l i f e of nature'. 

S a c r i f i c e s , t h e r e f o r e , no longer s e t i n motion or r e l e a s e d 

the movement of h o l i n e s s i n nature; they became a c t s which 

were designed to p l e a s e God and persuade him to act i n 

ways which are d e s i r a b l e f o r men. What i s of supreme 

importance i n the new Davidic type outlook i s that God 

should know th a t men are r e a l l y w i l l i n g to submit to h i s 

w i l l , and the doing of c u l t i c a c t s comes to be of secondary, 

importance. 
I n w r i t i n g of Hosea's teaching Pedersen s t a t e s , 

•Right conduct meant a knowledge of God, because 
i t was subordination to Yahweh's w i l l , and every
thing turned on that ... t h i s puts the c u l t i n the 

144 
second p l a c e ' . 

Pedersen goes on to say t h a t i n Hosea's teaching 

Yahweh has complete c o n t r o l of the land, animals and 

elements, and w i l l use t h i s power ftir I s r a e l ' s good i f 

they obey him; but i n a l l t h i s 

'there i s not the l e a s t p s y c h i c r e l a t i o n to nature. 

The I s r a e l i t e s ... have no covenant w i t h i t s l i f e . 

1 4 2 See esp. P2 pp. 530-531. 1 4 3 P2 p. 533. 
144 P2 p. 541. Cf. Hosea 6:6. 
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Yahweh i s outside and above nature, and I s r a e l 
145 s h a l l r e c e i v e the g i f t s of nature from h i s hand'. 

• I t i s not d i f f i c u l t t o see t h a t the Yahweh whom 

Hosea preaches i s c l o s e l y r e l a t e d to David's God. 

Man's r e l a t i o n to Yahweh i s the same i n both ca s e s 

as w e l l as the r e l a t i o n to nature. The l i v i n g 

r e l a t i o n to nature i s c o u t s i d e the horizon of both, 

but man d e r i v e s b e n e f i t from nature. Therefore 

s a c r i f i c e i s not a s a n c t i f i c a t i o n of the growth of 

the s o i l , but merely a t r i b u t e to Yahweh, and when 

Hosea says f r a n k l y t h a t Yahweh does not care for 

s a c r i f i c e , he merely draws the conclusion from 
. . 146 presuppositions a l r e a d y present i n David's f a i t h ' . 

We must conclude from these r e f e r e n c e s to Pedersen 

that he f i r s t of a l l c r e a t e s the firm impression that 

I s r a e l i t e s thought i n a given way about nature and t h a t 

t h i s manner of thought i s v e r y d i f f e r e n t from our own way 

of looking at nature today. He then c o n t r a d i c t s t h i s view 

of I s r a e l i t e t h i n k i n g by a s s e r t i n g t h a t David, followed 

by many other I s r a e l i t e s down the ages thought i n a 

q u i t e d i f f e r e n t way about nature; and although Pedersen 

does not say so, i t i s q u i t e evident t h a t this way of 

t h i n k i n g i s much more l i k e t h a t of many modern r e l i g i o u s 

b e l i e v e r s and a l t o g e t h e r more r e a d i l y i n t e l l i g i b l e than the 

f i r s t manner of thought a t t r i b u t e d to the I s r a e l i t e s . 

I f we accept Pedersen's e a r l i e r a s s e r t i o n s about I s r a e l i t e s 

viewing the world as a p s y c h i c whole and so on, we s h a l l 

have to approach the t a s k of Old Testament i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

very d i f f e r e n t l y from the approach we must adopt i f we 

accept Pedersen's l a t e r a s s e r t i o n s about the D a v i d i c type 

145 1 4 6 

P2 p. 542. P2 p. 543. 
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outlook implied i n many t e x t s . 

Also, the f i r s t approach w i l l be a l l i e d t o Pedersen's 

often expressed b e l i e f t h a t the world revealed i n the 

Hebrew s c r i p t u r e s i s a far-away world, bearing l i t t l e 

s i m i l a r i t y to the world as we know i t and described i n 

a strange tongue f a r removed from any modern l i n g u i s t i c 

idiom. 

The second approach, while not minimising problems 

of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n w i l l be prepared to f i n d , indeed w i l l 

expect to f i n d , many statements which are i n t e l l i g i b l e to 

us, which g e n e r a l l y make sense even where we cannot accept 

them as tr u e , or cannot be sure of the f u l l or p r e c i s e 

meaning to be a t t r i b u t e d to them. 

In t h i s case Pedersen has made a sweeping g e n e r a l 

i s a t i o n about Hebrew thought, but when he has stopped 

g e n e r a l i s i n g and examined Old Testament t e x t s to see what 

they a c t u a l l y say he has found many a s s e r t i o n s at v a r i a n c e 

w i t h h i s g e n e r a l i s a t i o n . The proper course at t h i s point 

would have been to drop the g e n e r a l i s a t i o n and proceed 

on the b a s i s of a c a r e f u l a n a l y s i s of the r e l e v a n t t e x t s ; 

but Pedersen has not undertaken t h i s admittedly d r a s t i c 

r e v i s i o n of h i s work, but has t r i e d to e x p l a i n away the 

d i f f i c u l t y i n terms of temporal development. The temporal 

development i s i n i t s e l f t h e o r e t i c a l l y p o s s i b l e , but 

Pedersen o f f e r s no t e x t u a l evidence to support h i s contention 

t h a t an a c t u a l change such as he d e s c r i b e s took place with 

the advent of the Davidic monarchy. The only evidence 

which could support Pedersen's contention would be a' 

s e r i e s of p l a u s i b l y dated t e x t s r e v e a l i n g a p l a u s i b l y 

dated s e r i e s of Hebrew conceptions, and i t i s perhaps not 
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s u r p r i s i n g t h a t no such evidence i s o f f e r e d . 

In any case, the suggested temporal development 

i s s t i l l i n c o n f l i c t w i th Pedersen's e a r l i e r g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s 

about the I s r a e l i t e view of nature, h o l i n e s s , s a c r i f i c e 

and so on, and we must conclude t h a t the idea of a 

s p e c i f i c a l l y I s r a e l i t e outlook i n t h i s connection i s 

simply wrong. 

Also, two other p o i n t s must be made: 

i ) As we have seen, Pedersen d i s t i n g u i s h e s between 

a fundamental I s r a e l i t e conception, which remains unchanged 

u n t i l the impact of H e l l e n i s t i c c u l t u r e ; and other p s y c h i c 

c o n d i t i o n s which vary from time to time. In the present 

case we must a s s i g n the view of nature t o the second 

category s i n c e i t i s v a r i a b l e ; but q u i t e apart from the 

way i n which Pedersen has expressed himself i t i s hard not 

to see i n the d i f f e r e n c e between the two views of nature 

he d e s c r i b e s a fundamental cleavage of outlook. I f these 

two views are not fundamentally d i f f e r e n t , what meaning 

are we to a t t a c h to the word 'fundamental'? E i t h e r 

Pedersen i s saying f a r too l i t t l e or he i s saying f a r too 

much i n h i s a s c r i p t i o n of a fundamental u n i t y to I s r a e l i t e 

thought. I f he i s merely t e l l i n g us that t h e r e was a 

d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e people i n the ancient world c a l l e d 

I s r a e l i t e s and t h a t , had we l i v e d then we should have 

recognised an I s r a e l i t e when we met one, the a s s e r t i o n i s 

t r u e but w i l l i n e v i t a b l y be regarded as somewhat vacuous. 

On the other hand, i f he i s claiming t h a t I s r a e l i t e s were 

only merely s u p e r f i c i a l l y a f f e c t e d by contact w i t h the 

Canaanites, but r a d i c a l l y transformed by meeting Greeks so 

t h a t there i s no c o n t i n u i t y between pre-Greek I s r a e l and 



post-Greek I s r a e l , he i s cl a i m i n g f a r too much, and a l s o 

c o n t r a d i c t i n g h i s own statement that 'David's view of l i f e 

p o i n t s d i r e c t l y towards the form of s p i r i t u a l l i f e which 
147 

i s designated l a t e Judaism'. 

i i ) Pedersen himself c l e a r l y recognises from time 

to time that t h ere i s no such thing as a simple I s r a e l i t e 

outlook c h a r a c t e r i s i n g a l l members of the people, and a 

passage has alre a d y been quoted acknowledging t h i s f a c t . 

In speaking of Hosea's prophecy Pedersen makes the 

following admission: 

'Of course there must be some u n c e r t a i n t y as to 
0 what should be recognised as I s r a e l i t i s h custom, 

i f the I s r a e l i t e s do not, l i k e the Rechabites, 

r e j e c t everything t h a t i s Canaanite. I t could, 

t h e r e f o r e , become a matter of controversy, and the 

va r i o u s communities acquired what was Canaanite i n 

d i f f e r e n t measure, as i s , indeed, shown by the 

extant laws. Unfortunately we do not know the 

w r i t t e n laws Hosea mentions, and which were r e j e c t e d 

by people as f o r e i g n . Hosea's mention of them.shows 

us that laws were w r i t t e n to express the view of 

c e r t a i n c i r c l e s as to what was the proper custom, 

without having any e x t e r n a l a u t h o r i t a t i v e c h a r a c t e r . 

That even those laws which the prophet regarded as 

I s r a e l i t e bore the impress of the people's l i f e 

i n Canaan through c e n t u r i e s i s a matter of course, 

although the prophet could not know anything about i t 

1 4 7 P2 p. 534. 1 4 8 P2 p. 542. 
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A l i t t l e l a t e r we read of the transformation of 

the people, and the constant r e a c t i o n of c e r t a i n c i r c l e s 
149 

against i t . And a l l t h i s goes to show that g e n e r a l 

i s a t i o n s about the ancient I s r a e l i t e are j u s t as p o s s i b l e 

and j u s t as dangerous as g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s about the 

modern Englishman, Irishman and Scotsman. 
3) I n Vol. I we have l e a r n t t h a t the grave, Sheol, 

150 
i s the pla c e of death, the curse, u t t e r weakness. 

Admittedly, there i s the b r i e f admission that 'The grave 

i s both good and bad', i t s goodness beiing revealed by 

the f a c t t h a t i t i s the r e s t i n g place of the f a t h e r s , 
151 

whom the family l i k e to have near them. But the 

conclusion of t h i s s e c t i o n of Vol. I sums up Pedersen's 
i 

main and repeatedly emphasised point: ' s l a c k n e s s , sorrow, 
152 

exhaustion, c u r s e s belong to the realm of the dead'. 
We are t h e r e f o r e s u r p r i s e d to l e a r n i n V o l . I I that 

•Through the tombs the s t r e n g t h and b l e s s i n g of the 

ancestors are pre s e n t ' . 
T h i s r e a l or apparent c o n t r a d i c t i o n i s f u r t h e r 

154 
recognised, so that while the h o r r o r s of death are 

s t i l l r e f e r r e d to, we a l s o f i n d such statements as, 

' i f death i s normal, i t does not mean t h a t the b l e s s i n g 

i s l o s t ' . When a man d i e s in. the midst of h i s family 

i n r i p e old age, 'he passes p r e c i s e l y to those f o r e -
155 

f a t h e r s who are the upholders of the b l e s s i n g ' . 

P2 p. 543. 1 5 0 PI pp. 460-470. 1 5 1 PI p. 462. 
153 154 PI p. 470. P2 p. 214. P2 pp. 477-486. 

P2 p. 478. 
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'The dead are unclean, and yet as f a t h e r s they are 

maintainers of the b l e s s i n g ; they are without 

strength, and yet s t r e n t h flows from them to the 
, 156 s u r v i v o r s . 

•The dead had passed over i n t o another form of 

e x i s t e n c e , they were , e l o h i m , d i v i n e beings, and 

men benefited by t h e i r power by invoking them and 

strengthening the connection w i t h them ... The 

dead passed int o the great h o l i n e s s and became 

p a r t i c i p a t o r s i n the d i v i n e world; and t h e r e can be 
157 

no doubt about t h i s as to the e a r l i e r p e riod'. 

'The e a r l y I s r a e l i t e r e l a t i o n to the dead shows 

that i n o l d e r times there was no g u l f between the 

d i v i n e and the human'.1~'8 

Pedersen acknowledges t h a t both views e x i s t e d i n 

I s r a e l and once again p o i n t s to the i n f l u e n c e of Canaan 

and r e a c t i o n a g ainst i t w i t h i n I s r a e l : but should not 

the e x i s t e n c e of the favourable view of death have been 

f a r more f u l l y recognised i n Vol. I ? And do we not have 

here s t r i k i n g evidence f o r a d i v e r s i t y of views at l e a s t 

as wide as those to be found among Englishmen today, and 

the suggestion t h a t experience might lead any given 

i n d i v i d u a l to change h i s b e l i e f s i n q u i t e r a d i c a l f a s h i o n 

The 'psychic-whole* g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s of Vol. I are once 

again shown to be s e r i o u s l y misleading. 

These three cases, concerning the w i l d e r n e s s , the 

c u l t u s and nature, and death, demonstrate confusion i n 

1 5 6 P2 p. 481. 1 5 7 P2 p. 485. 1 5 8 P2 p. 486. 
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Pedersen's thought and the i m p o s s i b i l i t y of knowing what 

he meant by h i s e a r l y a s s e r t i o n of a fundamental 

p s y c h o l o g i c a l conception over against v a r i a b l e domains of 

psy c h i c l i f e . 

I t only remains to comment on one point. I n a short 

s e c t i o n of Vol. I I Pedersen w r i t e s about the Canaanite 

d e i t y , B a a l . 1 5 9 He says of the term 5^3. t h a t ' i n 

i t s r e a l sense* i t was not the proper name of a d e f i n i t e 

god, and did not n e c e s s a r i l y i n d i c a t e anything d i v i n e s i n c e 

i t was not the proper name of a d e f i n i t e god, and did not 

n e c e s s a r i l y i n d i c a t e anything d i v i n e s i n c e i t was used 

i n the human world. According to Pedersen the r e a l sense 

of i s that i t 'denotes the dominant w i l l i n a 

ps y c h i c whole', and t h i s i s how i t comes to be applied to 

the master of the house who i s both owner and husband. 

How, then, does the term come t o be used of d i v i n e 

beings? Th i s , says Pedersen, ' i s connected w i t h the 

Semitic conception of n a t u r e ' . 1 ^ 1 According to t h i s con

ception everything i s a l i v e ; that i s to say, i t has a soul, 

and the soul i s i t s b a ' a l . A palm t r e e , f o r example, 

i s a p s y c h i c whole, and the ba'al of the palm i s the 

dominant w i l l i n i t and the upholder of i t s l i f e . This 

means t h a t nature i s f u l l of ba'alim s i n c e every plant 
, ^ 162 has one. 

159 
162 

P2 pp. 506-509. 
P2 p. 507. 

160 P2 p. 506. 161 P2 p. 506. 
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I n order to achieve a l i f e of happiness and 

s e c u r i t y men must enter i n t o a r i g h t r e l a t i o n s h i p with 

the ba'alim. The l i f e of nature must be strengthened 

and so must man's covenant w i t h nature, and t h i s takes 

p l a c e through the c u l t . Man then b e n e f i t s from the 
I C O 

renewed l i f e of nature. 

Pedersen i n e f f e c t acknowledges t h a t there i s some 

d i f f i c u l t y i n supposing t h a t men had to s a n c t i f y nature 

by appealing to every s i n g l e ba'al there was. 'Man had 

to s a n c t i f y the whole of h i s world, but t h i s d id not 

mean that he was obliged to appeal to a s p e c i a l Baal f o r 
164 

each s p e c i e s of plant or animal.' I n f a c t , the l i f e 
and s t r e n g t h of a l l c r e a t u r e s 'could be concentrated i n 

165 
some few gods'. And so we f i n d i n the ancient Near 

East a few r e a l l y important B a a l s , symbolised i n v a r i o u s 

ways, along w i t h a multitude of l e s s e r b a a l s r e p r e s e n t i n g 

s i n g l e c i t i e s or d i s t r i c t s . 
Pedersen does not t e l l us what he means by the ' r e a l 

e a r l i e s t meaning, h i s a s s e r t i o n i s open to B a r r ' s o b j e c t i o n 

but he appears to b e l i e v e t h a t the a c t u a l sense of the 

word i n the Old Testament i s 'dominant w i l l i n a p s y c h i c 

whole', and t h a t t r a n s l a t i o n s use d i f f e r e n t words 

according to the p a r t i c u l a r p s y c h i c whole r e f e r r e d t o . I f 

t h i s i s what Pedersen i s saying, however, he does not 

make i t c l e a r . 

sense' I f he simply means t h a t t h i s was i t s 

163 P2 p. 508. 164 P2 pp. 508-509. 165 P2 p. 509. 
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Nor does he o f f e r any j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r t h i s 

meaning of • BDB give the meanings 'owner, l o r d ' , 

and t r a n s l a t e the c l o s e l y r e l a t e d verb, i)V 3., 'marry, 

r u l e over'. A l l f u r t h e r meanings are c l e a r l y derived 

from the notion of ownership. G. R. D r i v e r i n h i s U g a r i t i c 

G l o s s a r y g i v e s the meanings of b ' l as 'became l o r d of, 
166 

mastered', 'owner, master, l o r d ' . These a u t h o r i t i e s 

may, of course, be wrong, but we should at l e a s t be given 

a reason for surrendering t h e i r d e f i n i t i o n s which have 

been commonly accepted. 

Dealing w i t h b a a l s i n p l a n t s and so on does not mean 

t r e a t i n g them as gods. I f we b e l i e v e t h a t a palm t r e e 

i s a l i v i n g being w i t h a s o u l , i t does not follow that 

we must t r e a t i t as a god. I n h i s argument, Pedersen 

s u r r e p t i t i o u s l y imports the d i v i n e sense of b a a l , but 

t h i s i s the sense he i s supposed to be e x p l a i n i n g . 

No explanation i s o f f e r e d f o r the worship of a few 

gods , or the f a i l u r e to worship every s i n g l e p l a n t , 

stone and so on. According to Pedersen every s i n g l e t h i n g 

has i t s s o u l , t h a t i s , i t s ; b a a l , and t h i s i s d i v i n e and 

men must have a r i g h t r e l a t i o n s h i p with i t . Nor i s t h i s 

merely a matter of acknowledging b a a l s which represent 

s p e c i e s : every i n d i v i d u a l o b j ect has i t s baal according 

G. R. Driver, CANAANITE MYTHS AND LEGENDS, Edinburgh 
1956, p. 164. Cf. J . Barr, COMPARATIVE PHILOLOGY AND 
THE TEXT OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. Oxford 1968. pp. 100-
101. Barr comments on Dahood's suggestion t h a t byD. 
sometimes means 'do, make', being a d i a l e c t a l v a r i a t i o n 
of 0 V -O on analogy w i t h Canaanite d i a l e c t s . Barr 
c l e a r l y regards 'master, owner' as the u s u a l and 
most l i k e l y sense. 



- 89 -

to Pedersen's d e s c r i p t i o n of the Semitic view of nature. 
B a r r ' s comment on Dahood' s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of i s 
a l s o appropriate here: t h e r e i s a l a r g e d i f f e r e n c e between 
the p o s s i b l e and the a c t u a l . Pedersen's p r o f f e r e d t r a n s 
l a t i o n s are no doubt p o s s i b l e , but he o f f e r s no evidence 
to support h i s contention that these are the a c t u a l 
meanings of the t e x t s . 

ADDITIONAL NOTE i ) 

Some of Pedersen's arguments i n support of what he 

consi d e r s the I s r a e l i t e way of th i n k i n g are not d i r e c t l y 

r e l e v a n t to a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the I s r a e l i t e view of the 

n a t u r a l world. On the other hand, our approach to Old 

Testament i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , i n c l u d i n g those t e x t s concerning 

the n a t u r a l world, w i l l be g r e a t l y a f f e c t e d by whether or 

not we accept Pedersen's explanation of I s r a e l i t e modes 

of thought. Some f u r t h e r c o n s i d e r a t i o n must t h e r e f o r e 

be given to t h i s matter. I n each case Pedersen's argument 

w i l l be given f i r s t , and then followed by comment. 

1) When we today speak of a man going from one 

town to another, we think of the towns as simply p o i n t s of 

departure and a r r i v a l . The Hebrew idea, however, i s t h a t 

the man ceases to be part of one t o t a l i t y , and becomes 

part of the other. The word 'min* c h a r a c t e r i s e s something 

as p a r t of a t o t a l i t y , and t h e r e f o r e the t r a n s l a t i o n 

•from' i s inadequate and sometimes we must t r a n s l a t e i t 

by ' i n ' , 'at' or ' t o w a r d s ' . 1 5 7 

167 PI p. I l l 
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Comment 

I t i s q u i t e true t h a t the word JO sometimes i n d i c a t e s 

the f a c t t h at someone or a group has not merely moved 

from one l o c a t i o n to another, but has ceased to belong 

to one s i t u a t i o n and entered another. For example, 

E z e k i e l 36:24. 

QD.DK ~ n * n n ) j i i s ^ H n - b a n uom 
• • 5 %" • mm* mm* *'f **T" " ••" * 

• * • mmm • m— • • 
• • • • 

'And I w i l l take you from the peoples and gather 

you from a l l the lands and I w i l l b ring you to your own 

country'. 

Unquestionably the idea here i s th a t the people 

w i l l not merely move from one point to another, but out of 

one s i t u a t i o n i n t o another. This, however, i s suggested 

by the whole context of the statement and does not depend 

on the use of the word "Jft which can be simply t r a n s l a t e d 

'from' without any d i s t o r t i o n of the meaning of the s t a t e 

ment. The meaning i s p e r f e c t l y c l e a r i n E n g l i s h . 

S i m i l a r remarks apply to such t e x t s as Genesis 3:23. 

Or Amos 3:12. 

When Adam was sent from the Garden of Eden, of course 

he went out of i t , and i n t o a very d i f f e r e n t s i t u a t i o n ; 

and s i m i l a r l y the l e g s s t i l l i n the l i o n are not i n q u i t e 

the same s i t u a t i o n as those rescued out of the beast's 

mouth by the shepherd. Again, however, the t r a n s l a t i o n of 

"JlO as 'from' i s p e r f e c t l y accurate, and i f we p r e f e r 

'out o f i t i s because of the obvious meaning of the whole t e x t . 

http://qd.dk
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E x a c t l y the same c o n s i d e r a t i o n s apply to " J ^ a s 

to 'from* i n s i m i l a r E n g l i s h sentences. I f we say, We 

moved from London to l i v e i n Oxford, i t i s q u i t e c l e a r , 

to use Pedersen's phraseology t h a t we have moved out 

of one t o t a l i t y i n t o another; we are no longer p a r t of 

the one, but of the other. T h i s would not j u s t i f y us, 

however, i n saying that 'from' must be taken at times to mean 

'in* or 'at' or even 'towards*. 

Moreover, i f we accept Pedersen's account of the 

matter what are we to make of t e x t s which apparently 

express a simple movement from one l o c a t i o n to another? 

For example, Genesis 25:29. 

nTit ) i~ i"Tio \vy x ' ^ r i 
-.• - r — I • T • • T — 

We may compare t h i s passage with such o t h e r s as 

Genesis 36:16; 34:7; I Samuel 11:5. When we read that 

Esau or Jacob or Jacob's sons or Saul came from the f i e l d , 

why should we take t h i s to mean anything other than the 

simple sense conveyed by the E n g l i s h t r a n s l a t i o n ? And 

what sense i s supposed to be conveyed by the idea t h a t 

these gentlemen have ceased to be part of the t o t a l i t y of 

the f i e l d ? I f an I s r a e l i t e r e a l l y thought t h a t Esau or 

Jacob or Saul was f o r a time a par t of the t o t a l i t y of the 

f i e l d or open country, what did he mean by t h i s which i s 

not meant today by an Englishman who r e f e r s to the same 

kind of s i t u a t i o n ? Pedersen never e x p l a i n s t h i s , nor does 

he o f f e r evidence to support h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the 

t e x t . When i n Exodusi-16:4 God t e l l s Moses he w i l l r a i n 

bread from heaven; or i n 19:17 we read that Moses brought 

the people from the camp to meet God; or i n I Samuel 7:11 

that the I s r a e l i t e s went from Mizpah to chase the P h i l i s t i n e s ; 

or i n 13:15 t h a t Samuel went from G i l g a l to Gifoeah of 
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Benjamin, we are l e a r n i n g n e i t h e r more nor l e s s than t h a t 

bread w i l l f a l l from the sky l i k e r a i n ; t h a t the I s r a e l 

i t e s would meet God at the mountain and must t h e r e f o r e 

leave the camp.j that you cannot pursue an enemy whi l e 

s i t t i n g at home; and t h a t Samuel moved from A to B. 

I f the ancient I s r a e l i t e wished to use the 

p r e p o s i t i o n to emphasise t h a t someone or something was 

being drawn out of a s i t u a t i o n i n which he, she or i t 

had e x i s t e d he used some such term as Q yO , j"! ^ 

~ ] £ > W 6 8 

• • j • • 

2) According to Pedersen, the I s r a e l i t e was w e l l 

able to c h a r a c t e r i z e something by mentioning the out

standing f e a t u r e s , but he could not analyse i n t o c o n s t i t 

uent elements, and t h e r e f o r e d e s c r i p t i o n s of such t h i n g s 

as Noah's Ark or Solomon's Temple are q u i t e inadequate 

for us to form a proper p i c t u r e . The w r i t e r could 

v i s u a l i s e the t o t a l i t y image and t h e r e f o r e only presented 
169 

what seemed to him to be the most important d e t a i l s . 

Comment 

I t i s q u i t e true t h a t someone may form a very good 

impression of an o b j e c t , and r e a d i l y i d e n t i f y the o b j e c t 

when they p e r c e i v e i t , without being able to give an 

a ccurate d e s c r i p t i o n of the object i n a l l i t s p a r t s . We 

r e a d i l y i d e n t i f y a given s p e c i e s of b i r d , or type of 

a i r c r a f t without being able to give a d e t a i l e d d e s c r i p t i o n 

of the object i n question. I n the same way we hear a tune 

1 6 8 Cf. SBL pp. 104-105. 1 6 9 PI p. 112. 
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and recognise i t ; but t h i s does not guarantee an accurate 

reproduction or the a b i l i t y to c h a r a c t e r i s e the i n t e r v a l s 
170 

a c c u r a t e l y . 

I t i s t h e r e f o r e easy to see what Pedersen means 

by h i s a s s e r t i o n ; but by the same token we must h e s i t a t e 

before b e l i e v i n g t h a t ancient I s r a e l i t e s and modern 

Englishmen are so very d i f f e r e n t i n t h i s r e s p e c t . 

I t i s , of course, the case that some people can 

d e s c r i b e or draw the b u i l d i n g , b i r d or a i r c r a f t very 

a c c u r a t e l y ; and perhaps we, who at f i r s t gain only a 

general impression, can be t r a i n e d to do the same. And 

i t may be t h a t no I s r a e l i t e was ever capable of such 

d e t a i l e d a n a l y s i s and d e s c r i p t i o n . I f so, we must admit 

th a t the I s r a e l i t e mind was indeed very d i f f e r e n t from 

our own, and we must prepare o u r s e l v e s f o r some other 

s u r p r i s i n g c o nclusions, too. 

Solomon, who was an I s r a e l i t e , had the Temple b u i l t , 

and a l s o h i s own palace, and they were presumably not 

erected with the c a r e l e s s abandon of s a n d - c a s t l e s . 

Solomon and h i s craftsmen, not to speak of p r i e s t s and 

people connected with the court, must have taken an a c t i v e 

i n t e r e s t i n the c o n s t r u c t i o n of these b u i l d i n g s ; and 

c e r t a i n I s r a e l i t e s must have had a very c l e a r idea indeed 

of the d e t a i l s of these s t r u c t u r e s or they would never 

have remained standing, t h e i r c o n s t r u c t i o n would have 

remained an a r c h i t e c t u r a l i m p o s s i b i l i t y . 

170 
Cf.-. HC. p. 297. Cherry r e f e r s to the a b i l i t y of 
the c a r i c a t u r i s t to p i c k out information-bearing 
elements which are recognised by a l l of us, only 
a few l i n e s being used. 
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Furthermore, the temple i s described i n some 

d e t a i l i n I Kings 6:2-10, 20-36, and there i s a l s o a 

d e s c r i p t i o n i n I I C h r o n i c l e s 3:3-4:22. There i s a l s o a 

d e s c r i p t i o n of c e r t a i n of i t s contents and p a r t s i n 

Jeremiah 52:17-23. These d e s c r i p t i o n s are q u i t e lengthy 

i n proportion to the length of the books of which they 

form a part, and the amount of h i s t o r i c a l m a t e r i a l 

contained i n them. Even more d e t a i l e d i s the d e s c r i p t i o n 

of Solomon's palace, I Kings 7x2-50. 

These accounts do not convey the vague impression 

which Pedersen suggests, and i f we today are unable to 

form a p e r f e c t l y c l e a r p i c t u r e of these b u i l d i n g s on the 

b a s i s of them, we are n e v e r t h e l e s s not e n t i t l e d , to draw a 

conclusion about the m e n t a l i t y of the I s r a e l i t e s which 

i s both i n c r e d i b l e to common sense and c o n t r a d i c t e d by 

such information as i s provided. 

I t i s a l s o necessary to bear i n mind the purpose fo r 

which the accounts were w r i t t e n . The authors were anxious 

to impress t h e i r contemporaries, and generations to come 

with the grandeur of both temple and palace, an a r c h i t e c t 

u r a l r e f l e c t i o n of the p i e t y and wisdom of Solomon's 

re i g n ; t h i s r e i g n i t s e l f being the f r u i t of the b l e s s i n g 

of David., They betray no i n t e n t i o n of l e a v i n g to 

p o s t e r i t y a d e t a i l e d plan which would enable even unheard 

of G e n t i l e s i n remote generations to r e c o n s t r u c t such 

b u i l d i n g s w i t h absolute f i d e l i t y . 

How many other documents from the ancient world 

provide us w i t h the kind of information given i n the 

B i b l e about such b u i l d i n g s as temple and palace? Are 

we to conclude from the p u r e l y fragmentary r e f e r e n c e s i n 



- 95 -

the New Testament to Herod's temple and such vague 

r e f e r e n c e s to i t as the e j a c u l a t i o n s of wonder at the 

beginning of Mark 13, that the Jews of the Roman Empire, 

i n c l u d i n g the p r i e s t s and P h a r i s e e s , only had some 

ge n e r a l i s e d impression of the centre of t h e i r whole 
. . 171 l i f e and r e l i g i o n ? 

There are other r e f e r e n c e s i n the Old Testament to 

c o n s t r u c t i o n s of v a r i o u s k i n d s . No one would compare 

E z e k i e l ' s v i s i o n s w ith the b l u e p r i n t s and prototypes of 

modern a r c h i t e c t s and designers, but h i s d i r e c t i o n s about 

the new temple were s u r e l y intended s e r i o u s l y , and i t 

was expected that these d e t a i l s would be both understood 

and obeyed when the people got back to P a l e s t i n e . The 

p a t t e r n of the t a b e r n a c l e does not l a c k d e t a i l on account 

of i t s d i v i n e o r i g i n and i t s Semitic r e c e i v e r . The 

Torah i t s e l f i s made up of a multitude of r e g u l a t i o n s 

and i n s t r u c t i o n s , and the a p p l i c a t i o n of such r u l e s and 

i n s t r u c t i o n s to the s h i f t i n g s i t u a t i o n s of everyday 

l i f e must have occupied the Jewish mind f o r many c e n t u r i e s 

before C h r i s t . This i s . h a r d l y an occupation f o r those who 

are only capable of grasping main f e a t u r e s and general 

impressions and the general tendency seems i n f a c t to. 

have been to l o s e the wood f o r the t r e e s . 

I f the I s r a e l i t e m e n t a l i t y was as Pedersen designates 

i t , how did I s r a e l i t e s come to use numbers, weights and 

1 7 1 Cf. H. Danby, THE MISHNAH, London, 1st ed. 1933 (1967 
P r i n t i n g ) . 'MIDDOTH', pp. 589-598; and Y i g a e l Yadin, 
M GILLAT HA MIQDXS". Jerusalem, 1977. Temple S c r o l l , 
C o l s . 6-10. Hasmonean period according to Yadin. 
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measurements at a l l ? How did they make t o o l s and 
weapons? 

The example of Noah's Ark i s absurd. Even f o r the 

w r i t e r s of Genesis t h i s v e s s e l belonged to the s t o r i e s of 

remote a n t i q u i t y , and we cannot be sure t h a t they took 

the s t o r y , as some among us today are i n c l i n e d to do, w i t h 

poker-faced l i t e r a l i s m . The p r e c i s e dimensions of t h i s 

long vanished c a t t l e - b o a t were not of i n t e r e s t , any more 

than was the p r e c i s e number of c r e a t u r e s taken i n t o i t , or 

the .actual l e n g t h of the Flood. The d e t a i l s of the Ark's 

dimensions are b r i e f i n the extreme, and not to be 

compared w i t h d e s c r i p t i o n s of temple or p a l a c e . 

F i n a l l y , mention has a l r e a d y been made of the 

i n t e n t i o n s of the b i b l i c a l authors. O v e r a l l , these 

i n t e n t i o n s were r e l i g i o u s . There must s u r e l y have been 

many d e t a i l e d plans f o r c o n s t r u c t i n g t h i s or t h a t , but 

such matters were of no more relevance to the purpose of 

a b i b l i c a l w r i t e r than p o l i t i c a l d e t a i l s of the achieve

ments of Omri or Jeroboam I I . W r i t e r s who could ignore 

the b a t t l e of Karkar, the equivalent i n the ancient world 

of such b a t t l e s as Waterloo and the B a t t l e of B r i t a i n i n 

the modern, were not going to waste v a l u a b l e space on 

a r c h i t e c t u r a l or any other d e t a i l s which did not serve 

the immediate purpose of conveying the nature of God 

and h i s w i l l f o r man. 

On the other hand, we have s u f f i c i e n t information 

i n the Old Testament to i n f e r the t r u t h about the broader 

a s p e c t s of I s r a e l i t e l i f e and c u l t u r e , and Solomon, whose 

knowledge, a d m i n i s t r a t i v e ambitions and a r c h i t e c t u r a l 

designs suggest t h a t he was not p r i m a r i l y moved- by vague 
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g e n e r a l i t i e s , i s l i k e l y to be a s a f e r guide than Pedersen. 

The nature and purpose of the b i b l i c a l documents mean 

t h a t Pedersen i s not e n t i t l e d to make the i n f e r e n c e s from 

them that he does concerning I s r a e l i t e thought and l i f e 

i n g e n e r a l ; while a c a r e f u l reading of them i m p l i e s a 

very d i f f e r e n t p i c t u r e which i s at the same time f a r more 

i n t e l l i g i b l e . 

3) Pedersen claims t h a t the c o n s t r u c t s t a t e r e s u l t s 

from the c o a l e s c i n g of two nouns i n t o one conception. 

A u n i t y i s formed by the l e s s important idea becoming par t 

of the t o t a l i t y of the more important. The s i t u a t i o n , 

fo r example, which we designate as 'the house of the man', 

i s so expressed i n Hebrew as to show that the house has 
172 

become part of the t o t a l i t y of the man. 

Comment 

James Barr r a i s e s the question as to how f a r the 

c o n s t r u c t s t a t e can be taken as evidence of a mental 

tendency to see t h i n g s as t o t a l i t i e s . He p o i n t s out t h a t 

w h i l e the f i r s t word i n such a c o n s t r u c t r e l a t i o n s h i p as 

not e s s e n t i a l to the c o n s t r u c t r e l a t i o n . The p l a c i n g of 

the noun i n such a combination l e d to vowel reduction 

through l o s s of accent, and sometimes there i s no such 

mo d i f i c a t i o n at a l l . 'The m o d i f i c a t i o n of the f i r s t word 

of a c o n s t r u c t group i s not, then, e s s e n t i a l to the 

s t r u c t u r e and i t thus becomes very d i f f i c u l t to maintain 

7-3 on 5"l *"* i s modified, that such m o d i f i c a t i o n i s 

172 PI p. 113. 
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Pedersen's conception of a p s y c h o l o g i c a l process i n which 

"house" i s presented i n a modified form to e n r i c h i t by 

a s s o c i a t i n g i t to other images. I t becomes indeed 

d i f f i c u l t to argue from the con s t r u c t s t a t e to any 
173 

p e c u l i a r mental a t t i t u d e s at a l l ' . 

B a rr a l s o p o i n t s out that w hile i t i s a l s o t r u e 

i n general t h a t the word order i n a con s t r u c t s t a t e i s 

f i x e d , the argument from t h i s grammatical f a c t to a s p e c i a l 

way of p e r c e i v i n g the f a c t s i s p r e c a r i o u s . The p e r m i s s i b l e 

order of words i n ordinary E n g l i s h usage i s l i m i t e d ; and 

what are we to make of the Greek OUc&£g.CTT£Tr^, from 

o l i c o ^ , and <&<rfToTr)S ? 1 7 4 

Elsewhere i n h i s book Barr r i g h t l y c r i t i c i s e s the 

argument from the co n s t r u c t r e l a t i o n to some supposedly 
175 

corresponding mode of thought. 

4) When the members of a community l i v e i n harmony 

wi t h one another t h i s harmony i s c a l l e d shalom. The word 

i s u s u a l l y t r a n s l a t e d 'peace* but ' I t s fundamental 

meaning i s t o t a l i t y ... There i s " t o t a l i t y " i n a community 

when there i s harmony'. 1 7 5 

Comment 

• I f the 'fundamental meaning' of O J i s ' t o t a l i t y ' , 

then we ought to be able to s u b s i t u t e ' t o t a l i t y ' or some 

such word f o r 'peace' i n the E n g l i s h t r a n s l a t i o n s . Indeed, 

173 
SBL p. 91. 

1 7 4 SBL pp. 91-92. See whole of pp. 89-92; and c f . Gk 
Section 89, pp. 247-248. 

175 
SBL pp. 29, 39, 265-266, 276; and remarks on Davidson's 
•GRAMMAR', pp. 92-96. 

1 7 6 PI pp. 263-264. 
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we ought to do so i n the i n t e r e s t s of accuracy. The 

consequences of t h i s procedure are i n t e r e s t i n g . I n I I 

Kings 9j:,31 we read the words of J e z e b e l , 

Our new and more pe r c e p t i v e t r a n s l a t i o n must be, ' I s i t 

t o t a l i t y , Zimri . . . ? ' See a l s o v e r s e 22, ' I s i t t o t a l i t y , 

Jehu?' To which the e n e r g e t i c commander r e p l i e s , 'What t o t a l i t y 

can there be . . . ? ' Or we may turn to Jeremiah 8:11. 

'And they have l i g h t l y healed the wound of my people 

saying, T o t a l i t y , t o t a l i t y , but there i s no t o t a l i t y ' . 

One r e c a l l s Pedersen's own warning t h a t Hebrew 

n a r r a t i v e i s v i r t u a l l y u n t r a n s l a t a b l e i n t o E n g l i s h ; but 

i f so, perhaps the attempt must be given up. I f these 

short examples are a f a i r example of what happens when 

a c o r r e c t t r a n s l a t i o n i s attempted, i t must be admitted 

t h a t the best that could be hoped f o r would be a paraphrase. 

I n f a c t , Pedersen seems to depend on the usual 

t r a n s l a t i o n , i n t h i s case 'peace' for D)i)U), but he 
i n s i s t s t h a t the E n g l i s h word 'peace' does not convey the 

f u l l sense; although he g i v e s no grounds f o r saying why 

we should b e l i e v e that t h e r e i s t h i s f u l l e r meaning. The 

a l t e r n a t i v e s seem to be to accept Pedersen's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

and be l e f t w i t h an absurd t r a n s l a t i o n and the p o s s i b i l i t y 

of having to surrender the attempt at t r a n s l a t i o n 

a l t o g e t h e r ; or e l s e see i n Pedersen's view nothing more 

than an unwarranted extension of the meaning of the Hebrew 

Q\ *vi3 . Pedersen p r e s e n t s what might at a glance 

appear to be a p l a u s i b l e argument by ignoring the d i f f e r e n c e 

• ; • T —.• • / -

n2p3"!?v -ray-nro. ^HCJ-DX ^-sn-i 
T I * ~r T 
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between meaning and connotation: a l l that Pedersen says 

about harmony, i n t e g r a t i o n and so on being implied by the 

Hebrew Q)»bCi> could j u s t as w e l l be s a i d of the E n g l i s h 

'peace'. 

5) We can only properly understand the a t t i t u d e 

of David when we see i t i n the l i g h t of the I s r a e l i t e 

conception of the family. This conception i s dominated 

by the notion of t o t a l i t y : 'No other peace r e l a t i o n has 

such an intimate c h a r a c t e r as that of the family' . When 

a son l i k e Absalom r e b e l s against h i s f a t h e r 'then he i s 

as a diseased member of a body, and the f a t h e r who, by 

the a c t s of the son, i s forced to remove him, i s as a 

man who c u t s h i s own f l e s h . T his i s not only a symbol'. 1 

And t h i s , i s because the d i f f e r e n t members of the fami l y 

have bodies a l l made from the same substance. "They 
178 

have the same f l e s h , bones and blood'. 

I t must a l s o be noted t h a t the I s r a e l i t e belongs 

to other wholes, such as the town and the nat i o n . 

'Apart from the fa m i l y the t o t a l i t y which has 

strongest hold upon the I s r a e l i t e s i s t h a t of the 

people. The u n i t y of the people r e s t s upon a 

common being and a common h i s t o r y , or i n other 

words, upon a p s y c h i c community. I n point of f a c t 

the u n i t y of the people may be j u s t as strong as 

the u n i t y of the fam i l y . The prophets speak to 

the people as one being w i t h a common respon-

177 
178 

PI p. 267. 
PI p. 267. See whole argument, pp. 265-275. 
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s i b i l i t y . I t may be c a l l e d a s t r i c k e n man, 

covered with wounds ( I s . 1:5-6) or a woman, who 
179 

commits a d u l t e r y (Ezek. 16; Hos. 2:4)'. 

And, ' ... j u s t as the house i s centred i n the 
180 

f a t h e r , so the soul of the people i s centred i n the k i n g ' . 

Comment 

The a s s e r t i o n t h a t f a m i l y r e l a t i o n s h i p s were more 

intimate i n Old Testament times than they are now i s not 

j u s t i f i e d . David's r e l a t i o n s h i p with Absalom i s p e r f e c t l y 

i n t e l l i g i b l e to a modern reader, and t h i s f a c t i s merely 

obscured by Pedersen's vague t a l k of t o t a l i t y . I t may 

even be that a f a t h e r ' s r e l a t i o n s h i p with h i s c h i l d r e n i n 

a modern s o c i e t y where monogamy i s the r u l e i s more 

int i m a t e than that g e n e r a l l y experienced by f a t h e r s i n the 

polygamous households of Old Testament times. I n h i s 

a n x i e t y to emphasise a completely u n j u s t i f i e d a s s e r t i o n 

Pedersen i s l e d to t r e a t f i g u r a t i v e language as i f i t 

were l i t e r a l , and a moment's r e f l e c t i o n i s s u f f i c i e n t to 

r e v e a l the a b s u r d i t y of the e x e r c i s e . David no more 

regarded Absalom as l i t e r a l l y an extension of h i s own body 
181 

than any E n g l i s h f a t h e r today s o regards h i s own o f f s p r i n g . 

1 7 9 PI p. 275. 1 8 0 PI p. 275. 
1 8 1 Cf. D. Daube and R. Yaron, JACOB'S RECEPTION BY LABAN, 

JSS Vol. I , 1956, pp. 60-62. I t i s argued t h a t the 
phrase 'my bone and my f l e s h ' might i n d i c a t e the 
r e c o g n i t i o n of t i e s of k i n s h i p and consequent l e g a l 
o b l i g a t i o n s , which Laban repudiated a month l a t e r . 
(Genesis 29:14,15). Other t e x t s r e f e r r e d to are Judges 
9:2, where Abimelech reminds the people of Shechem 
th a t he i s t h e i r bone and f l e s h ; I I Samuel 5:1, I C h r o n i c l e s 
11:1, where t r i b e s w i l l i n g to accept David say they are 
h i s bone and h i s f l e s h ; and I I Samuel 19:13(RV12), where 
David t e l l s the e l d e r s of Judah they are h i s bone and 
h i s f l e s h ; and I I Samuel 19:14(RV13), when David addresses 
Amasa as h i s bone and f l e s h . 
Whether or not the main t h e s i s of the paper i s c o r r e c t , 
the t e x t s r e f e r r e d to show how wide of the mark i s 
Pedersen's l i t e r a l understanding of the phrase. Nor (Contd. P.T.O.) 
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One cannot avoid the impression that Pedersen has 

brought to the t e x t a determination to see i n i t something 

unusual and f o r e i g n to modern ways of t h i n k i n g ; t h a t he 

knows the t e x t to be p e r f e c t l y i n t e l l i g i b l e to ordinary 

readers; and t h a t t h e r e f o r e an o u t l a n d i s h i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

must be put on the t e x t to show how s c h o l a r l y knowledge 

i s r equired to d i s c l o s e what i s hidden frommere common 

sense. 

His remarks about the ancient sense of the u n i t y 

of town or nation might seem more p l a u s i b l e . Today there 

i s much th a t i s impersonal i n the modern s t a t e , and the 

l o n e l i n e s s of. many i n d i v i d u a l s i n our v a s t c i t i e s i s 

commonplace. Even so, Pedersen's view i s s u r e l y an 

o v e r - s i m p l i f i c a t i o n and exaggeration of the f a c t s . The 

t r a g i c circumstances of t w e n t i e t h century wars and the 

happier events of a J u b i l e e year s p r i n g to mind as obvious 

modern expressions of n a t i o n a l unity; and i f the modern 

nation i s v a s t l y l a r g e r than ancient I s r a e l , modern 

means of communication i n radio, t e l e v i s i o n and news

papers are v a s t l y more s o p h i s t i c a t e d . 

England or B r i t a i n has often featured as a person

i f i c a t i o n i n popular songs and p o l i t i c a l speeches and i t 

could be maintained t h a t O l i v i e r ' s Henry V i s a more 

impressive symbol of n a t i o n a l u n i t y than I s a i a h ' s s t r i c k e n 

man. The l o n e l i n e s s of the c i t y dweller, the i s o l a t i o n of 

the young housewife i n a high r i s e f l a t , the resentment 
182 

f e l t against b u r e a u c r a t i c methods, even these and other 
181 

(Contd.) was the r e l a t i o n s h i p i t expressed so c l o s e 
t h a t nothing could break i t , as the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between Jacob and Laban shows and as i s implied i n 
David's rebuke to the e l d e r s of Judah. 

1 8 2 Cf.. I I Samuel 15:2ff! 
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f e a t u r e s of modern l i f e bear dismal witness to the f a c t 

that i n d i v i d u a l s now as always need f r i e n d s h i p and s t a b l e 

acquaintance w i t h other persons; and t h i s need i s g e n e r a l l y 

met by membership of v a r i o u s groups, l a r g e and small, 

d e s p i t e the problems t h a t are met w i t h i n a l l c u l t u r e s , 

whether ancient or modern. 

Nor was a sense of u n i t y i n ancient I s r a e l s u f f i c i e n t 

to prevent t e n s i o n s and d i v i s i o n s among the groups which 

formed the whole. There was more than one point of 

view about the k i n g s h i p , as i s revealed i n the account 

of i t s inauguration through Samuel. Even David was hard 

put to i t to hold the people together, and i t i s arguable 

t h a t the d i v i s i o n which took place a f t e r Solomon was 

never healed i n ancient times. Old Testament t e x t s 

express a c l o s e r e l a t i o n s h i p between king and people, 

and t h i s i s s c a r c e l y s u r p r i s i n g i n any kingdom where the 

r o y a l r u l e r has the f i n a l word i n a l l major p o l i t i c a l 

d e c i s i o n s , but t h i s did not prevent the occurrence of 

s e r i o u s opposition to the king or queen, and outbreaks 

of r e b e l l i o n and c i v i l war. Perhaps the r e l i g i o u s t e x t s 

of the Old Testament at times express hopes and a s p i r a 

t i o n s r a t h e r than p o l i t i c a l r e a l i t i e s , j u s t as our own 

l i t u r g i e s have always done, s t a r t i n g i n Westminster Abbey 

and echoing through every p a r i s h church i n the realm. 

In any case, a proper comparison of ancient t h i n k i n g 

and our own i n respect of n a t i o n a l u n i t y and p o l i t i c a l 

r u l e r e q u i r e s an a p p r e c i a t i o n and thorough-going a n a l y s i s 

of many f a c t s and i s not to be s e t t l e d by vague t a l k 

of t o t a l i t y , p s y c h i c community and s o u l s c e n t r i n g on 

k i n g s . 
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6) 'The soul can not, as long as i t i s a soul , 

d e s i s t from being a connected whole, c h a r a c t e r 

i z e d by v o l i t i o n and a c t i o n . Therefore the 

I s r a e l i t i c manner of THINKING i s of a d i f f e r e n t 

kind from ours. What we c a l l o b j e c t i v e , t h a t 

i s to say i n a c t i v e , t h e o r e t i c a l t h i n k i n g w i t h 

out f u r t h e r i m p l i c a t i o n s , does not e x i s t i n 

the case of the I s r a e l i t e ' . 1 8 3 

•For the I s r a e l i t e THINKING was not the s o l v i n g 

of a b s t r a c t problems. He does not add l i n k to 

l i n k , nor does he set up major and minor premises 

from which concl u s i o n s are drawn. To him 

t h i n k i n g i s to grasp a t o t a l i t y . He d i r e c t s 

h i s soul towards the p r i n c i p a l matter, that 

which determines the t o t a l i t y , and r e c e i v e s 

i t i n t o h i s s o u l , the soul thus being immediately 

s t i r r e d and led i n a c e r t a i n d i r e c t i o n . I n the 

Hebrew d i c t i o n a r y we look i n v a i n f o r a word 
184 

which q u i t e corresponds to our "to t h i n k " ' . 

This means that the I s r a e l i t e does not think i n 

a b s t r a c t i o n s nor does he put together d e t a i l s to form 
185 

an idea; but he apprehends immediately the whole idea. 

'The nominal phrases proper are s t a t i c ; they 

p i c t u r e s i t u a t i o n s . The I s r a e l i t e does not 

know the l o g i c a l progress which l e a d s us from 

1 8 3 PI p. 106. 1 8 4 PI pp. 108-109. 
1 8 5 PI p. 109. 
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one idea to another. That which s t i r s h i s mind-

images i s the a c t i o n , the event. Therefore Hebrew 

d e s c r i p t i o n s are dominated by the v e r b a l phrases. 

The v i v i d n e s s of the d e s c r i p t i o n i s created by the 

verbs, which c o n s t a n t l y succeed each other and form 
186 

the stages of the p r o g r e s s i v e n a r r a t i v e * . 

'We a r r i v e at a c o n c l u s i o n by s e t t i n g up two premises, 

a major and a minor, each of which i s a complete 

u n i t y ; as t h e i r l o g i c a l consequence we s e t up a new 

phrase which makes a t h i r d u n i t y . We DRAW a 

conclusion from what i s given and thus c a r r y the 

thought f u r t h e r . The I s r a e l i t e does not argue by 

means of c o n c l u s i o n s and l o g i c a l progress. His 

argumentation c o n s i s t s i n showing that one statement 

a s s o c i a t e s i t s e l f w i th another, as belonging to i t s 
187 

t o t a l i t y ' . 

'Thus Hebrew t h i n k i n g , as expressed i n the language, 

does not d i s t i n g u i s h between the v a r i o u s manners of 

connecting sentences, whether the t h i n g to be 

expressed i s a temporal or c a u s a l connection or 

only the adding of supplementary q u a l i t i e s . The 

t h i n k i n g process of the Hebrew c o n s i s t s i n forming 

wholes round c e r t a i n c e n t r e s . Thus he b u i l d s up 

h i s sentences and connects them, arranging them as 
188 

primary and secondary p a r t s of a whole'. 

•We t r y to persuade by means of a b s t r a c t reasoning, 

PI p. 114. 1 8 7 PI p. 115. 1 8 8 PI pp. 119-120. 
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the Hebrew by d i r e c t l y i n f l u e n c i n g the w i l l . 
In expressing a thought he makes the s o u l s of h i s 
l i s t e n e r s r e c e i v e h i s mind-image, and thus the 
matter i t s e l f ' . 

'When modern l o g i c i a n s have c h a r a c t e r i z e d the 

c o r r e c t manner of t h i n k i n g as.an i n t e r p l a y of 

simple, i . e . e s s e n t i a l l y empty but s h a r p l y defined 

space images, then we see at once the c o n t r a s t 

between t h i s and the I s r a e l i t e i d e a l of t h i n k i n g . 

The I s r a e l i t e does not occupy himself with empty 

nor w i t h s h a r p l y defined space images. His l o g i c 

i s not the l o g i c of a b s t r a c t i o n , but of immediate 
190 

perception'. 

Pedersen goes on to point out t h a t the problems 

d e a l t with i n the Old Testament are p r a c t i c a l problems 

th a t we face i n l i f e , and that what i s sought and o f f e r e d 

i s a p r a c t i c a l s o l u t i o n , r a t h e r than the l o g i c a l , s o l u t i o n 
191 

to an i n t e l l e c t u a l problem. 

Comment 

Not everything which Pedersen says on the s u b j e c t 

of t o t a l i t y and the soul and the fundamental d i f f e r e n c e 

between ancient I s r a e l i t e t h i n k i n g and our own i s r e a d i l y 

i n t e l l i g i b l e , perhaps the i n e v i t a b l e consequence of 

attempting to give a s c h o l a r l y e x p o s i t i o n i n modern 

terms of a thought-world supposedly so f a r removed from 

our own. 

1 8 9 PI p. 123. 1 9 0 PI p. 124. 1 9 1 PI pp. 124-125. 
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What i s meant by saying t h a t when an I s r a e l i t e was 

t h i n k i n g about something he was forming a whole round a 

c e r t a i n centre? Assuming, of course, that t h i s was not 

the same as the way i n which an Englishman t h i n k s about 

a given s u b j e c t now. I f Pedersen means that a l l the 

sentences on the s u b j e c t d i s p l a y some kind of unity,, 

t h i s i s s c a r c e l y s u r p r i s i n g i f they are a l l on the. same 

s u b j e c t . I f the a s s e r t i o n t h a t the sentences are arranged 

as primary and secondary p a r t s of a whole means that 

c e r t a i n sentences stand i n r e l a t i o n to other sentences 

r a t h e r as subordinate c l a u s e s stand i n r e l a t i o n to main, 

t h i s again i s h a r d l y to be wondered at, and i s bound to 

be t r u e i n modern E n g l i s h i f the s u b j e c t i s anything other 

than extremely simple. 

What does Pedersen mean by ' i n a c t i v e t h e o r e t i c a l 

t h i n k i n g without f u r t h e r i m p l i c a t i o n s ' ? This i s supposed 

to be c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of modern European over a g a i n s t 

ancient I s r a e l i t e thought, but how often do we come a c r o s s 

t h i n k i n g which could be so c h a r a c t e r i z e d , and can we even 

imagine what such thinking would be l i k e ? 

What does Pedersen mean by h i s e x t r a o r d i n a r y 

statement that the Hebrew language i s p r i n c i p a l l y made 
192 . . . . . 

up of nouns and verbs, i f t h i s i s meant to i n d i c a t e 

a s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e between c l a s s i c a l Hebrew and any 

modern European tongue? I f we pick up any modern news

paper or novel and s t r i k e out the nouns and verbs, what 

does Pedersen imagine we s h a l l have l e f t ? I f we compare 

a p i e c e of modern n a r r a t i v e w i t h a piece of Hebrew n a r r a t i v e 

192 
* PI p. 112. 
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waiving f o r the moment the s l i g h t problem caused by the 

supposed u n t r a n s l a t a b l e nature of the Hebrew, i s i t not 

j u s t as true of the modern as of the ancient t h a t 

• d e s c r i p t i o n s are dominated by the v e r b a l phrases' 

and that s u c c e s s i v e verbs 'form the stages of the 

pro g r e s s i v e n a r r a t i v e ' ? 

What does Pedersen mean by ' e s s e n t i a l l y empty 

but s h a r p l y defined space images'? I t comes as no s u r p r i s e 

to be to l d that the I s r a e l i t e did not occupy himself with 

these images s i n c e the phrase i s mere verbiage and 

perhaps i t s own best i l l u s t r a t i o n of what i t i s supposed 

to convey. 

What does Pedersen mean by saying t h a t when an 

I s r a e l i t e thought, he d i r e c t e d h i s mind towards the 

p r i n c i p a l matter and r e c e i v e d i t i n t o h i s so u l ? And 

what does he mean by saying that matter l i v e s i n words? 

This kind of t a l k suggests the l i t e r a l i n t e l l e c t u a l 

absorption of the object of thought so that i f we think 

about a meal we d i g e s t i t i n t e l l e c t u a l l y before p h y s i c a l l y 
consuming i t . Comme_nt_ on such a view appears to be n e i t h e r 
p o s s i b l e nor necessary. 

The one i n t e l l i g i b l e point which emerges from t h i s 

part of Pedersen's d i s c u s s i o n i s t h a t modern t h i n k e r s aim 

to reach the t r u t h by v a l i d argument, using g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s 

and a b s t r a c t i o n s , whereas the I s r a e l i t e s f i x e d t h e i r 

a t t e n t i o n on hard f a c t s and aimed at p r a c t i c a l s o l u t i o n s . 

The modern European i s a metaphysician, the ancient 

I s r a e l i t e a s t r i c t e m p i r i c i s t . 

When Pedersen i s t r y i n g to c h a r a c t e r i z e modern 

European t h i n k i n g he takes as h i s model l o g i c a l argument 

of the type examined by A r i s t o t l e and which forms the 
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su b j e c t matter of modern t e x t books on l o g i c , designed 

to meet the needs of students of philosophy. As he 

poi n t s out, i n t h i s type of argument one premise succeeds 

another, i m p l i c a t i o n s are e x h i b i t e d and i n f e r e n c e s made, 

and the whole argument proceeds according to canons of 

v a l i d i t y whose t r u t h i s revealed to the i n t e l l e c t i n 

much the same way as the p r i n c i p l e s of c o r r e c t mathematical 

c a l c u l a t i o n . When Pedersen goes on to point out th a t 

t h i s kind of argument i s not to be found i n the Old 

Testament he i s q u i t e c o r r e c t , but i t i s e q u a l l y t r u e 

t h a t i t w i l l not be found i n the bulk of European l i t 

e r a t u r e produced i n the twe n t i e t h century. This kind of 

l o g i c w i l l be found i n c e r t a i n types of learned l i t e r a t u r e 

and d i s c u s s i o n , but i t does not c h a r a c t e r i z e most of 

what i s w r i t t e n and spoken i n modern Europe. I t i s not 

a f e a t u r e d i s t i n g u i s h i n g modern thought from that of the 

Old Testament. One might as w e l l compare E u c l i d with 

the Book of Genesis and conclude from t h e i r d i f f e r e n c e s 

t h a t the ancient Greeks thought i n a quite d i f f e r e n t 

way from the ancient I s r a e l i t e s . Such a mode of procedure 

i s obviously n o n s e n s i c a l , and the conclusion would r a i s e 

some awkward problems concerning Jews who p e r f e c t l y w e l l 

understood Greeks, and Greeks who were impressed by 

Judaism and i t s o f f s p r i n g C h r i s t i a n i t y . The only 

p r o f i t a b l e comparison of the kind Pedersen wants to make 

must be between l i k e and l i k e . I t i s when there i s some 

genuine s i m i l a r i t y of aim and method or s t y l e t h a t 

d i f f e r e n c e s as w e l l as s i m i l a r i t i e s of a l i t e r a r y or 

r e l i g i o u s nature can become i l l u m i n a t i n g . 

Admittedly, i f modern Englishmen went about 

c o n t i n u a l l y expressing themselves i n s y l l o g i s m s they would 
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indeed be t h i n k i n g i n a manner f o r e i g n to t h a t of the 

I s r a e l i t e s , as revealed i n the Old Testament; but modern 

Englishmen do not do t h i s , not because they; are 

incapable of such sus t a i n e d thought, but because for 

most purposes t h i s type of reasoning i s i n a p p r o p r i a t e . 

Whether we are watching the a n t i c s of James Bond or 

reading Wordsworth, preparing a meal or p l a y i n g t e n n i s , 

mending the c a r or l i s t e n i n g to Beethoven, we are not 

engaging i n the kind of l o g i c a l argument Pedersen has 

i n mind, even though each of these a c t i v i t i e s does 

d i s p l a y a l o g i c of i t s own, whether i t be w e l l or badly 

e x h i b i t e d . And the same must have been true of the 

ancient I s r a e l i t e s . 

The r e c o g n i t i o n of t h i s simple f a c t i s important, 

s i n c e i t would be f a t a l to an understanding of the Old 

Testament to suppose t h a t modern Europeans are ' l o g i c a l * 

whereas ancient I s r a e l i t e s were not. I f l o g i c depends 

not merely on mental tendencies i n the person doing the 

t h i n k i n g but on the nature of the object of thought we 

s h a l l f i n d p l e n t y of examples' of v a l i d or reasonable 

thought i n the Old Testament, and we s h a l l not be 

s u r p r i s e d i f I s r a e l i t e s thought d i f f e r e n t l y from o u r s e l v e s 

i n s i t u a t i o n s which d i s p l a y c u l t u r a l f e a t u r e s not to be 

found, i n say, modern England. The r e l a t i o n s h i p between 

Laban and Jacob, and Rachel's t h e f t of the teraphim 

w i l l not f i n d a p r e c i s e p a r a l l e l i n modern B r i t a i n , and 

we s h a l l t h e r e f o r e not f i n d reproduced i n modern times 

the conversations and a t t i t u d e s a t t r i b u t e d to these 

i n d i v i d u a l s i n Genesis; yet i t would be a mistake to 

a s s e r t that t h e i r a c t i o n s , statements and a t t i t u d e s are 
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u n i n t e l l i g i b l e or i l l o g i c a l , e s p e c i a l l y i n view of what 

the l a t t e r term i m p l i e s of s e l f c o n t r a d i c t i o n and b l a t a n t 

i n c o n s i s t e n c y . I f i t be accepted t h a t the Nuzu t a b l e t s 
193 . 

shed l i g h t on these n a r r a t i v e s m Genesis, i t i s not 

at a l l d i f f i c u l t to understand the reasonable or ' l o g i c a l ' 

nature of what i s described; and i f the d i r e c t relevance 

of Nuzu be denied, information about l i f e i n that ancient 

c i t y must at l e a s t make us h e s i t a t e before a t t r i b u t i n g 

obscure d e t a i l s i n the n a r r a t i v e to the s o - c a l l e d 

i l l o g i c a l i t y of the I s r a e l i t e s r a t h e r than our own 

ignorance of a l l the f a c t s r e l e v a n t to a proper under

standing of the s i t u a t i o n . 

The s t o r y of David's r i s e to power har d l y g i v e s the 

impression of some p r i m i t i v e pragmatist who merely 

s e i z e d o p p o r t u n i t i e s as they arose and j u s t happened to 

become king over a small empire. The c l e v e r l y engineered 

dispute between Hushai and Ahithophel r e f l e c t s no mean 
i n t e l l i g e n c e and no l a c k of a n a l y t i c a l power in,the 

. . 194 
p a r t i c i p a n t s ; and Solomon's o r g a n i s a t i o n of h i s realm, 

however i l l advised i n c e r t a i n r e s p e c t s , did not f a i l 

through l a c k of l o g i c , or, f o r that matter, l a c k of 

knowledge. When we come to the work of the prophets, i t 

i s not d i f f i c u l t to a p p r e c i a t e the viewpoint of men 

overwhelmed by a sense of the r e a l i t y of God; nor i s i t 

d i f f i c u l t to understand the standpoint of those who were 

193 
See C. H. Gordon, BIBLICAL CUTOMS AND THE NUZU TABLETS, 
i n THE BIBLICAL ARCHAEOLOGIST READER. Vo l . 2, ed. 
D. N. FREEDMAN & E. F. CAMPBELL. New York, 1964. pp. 
21-33. ( O r i g i n a l a r t i c l e i n the BIBLICAL ARCHAEOLOGIST, 
February 1940). 194 I I Samuel 17:1-13. 
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more impressed by the r e a l i t y of m i l i t a r y power, economic 

agreements, n a t i o n a l i s t fervour, and the l i k e . Without 

a notable a b i l i t y to g e n e r a l i s e i t i s hard t o see how 

books l i k e E c c l e s i a s t e s and Proverbs could ever have 

come i n t o e x i s t e n c e . Even Job could not complain about 

the i n t e l l i g e n c e of h i s comforters. T h e i r argument could 

be summarised as f o l l o w s : God i s j u s t . I f you had not 

sinned you would not be punished. You have been punished. 
195 

Therefore you must have sinned. 

Pedersen s e t s over against the modern l o g i c a l 

s o l u t i o n of i n t e l l e c t u a l problems the Old Testament o f f e r 

of p r a c t i c a l s o l u t i o n s to p r a c t i c a l problems. I n t h i s 

connection l e t us think, f o r example, of the problem of 

s u f f e r i n g . I t i s true t h a t a modern theologian w i l l 

w r i t e about t h i s problem i n a work of s y s t e m a t i c theology 

i n a quite d i f f e r e n t way from that of the author of the 

Book of Job. The Old Testament does not contain d i s 

c u s s i o n s of the problem such as w i l l be found i n c e r t a i n 

modern t h e o l o g i c a l works. Against t h i s , however, i t must 

be admitted t h a t i t i s not uncommon f o r modern t h i n k e r s to 

approach the problem by the use of f i c t i o n and the p r e s 

e n t a t i o n of dramatic s i t u a t i o n s , and through poetry; and, 

on the other hand, a book l i k e 'Job' could not have been 

produced without an i n t e l l e c t u a l a p p r e c i a t i o n of the 

problem such as g i v e s r i s e to modern d i s c u s s i o n s . Once 

again Pedersen i s t h i n k i n g of a c e r t a i n genuine d i s t i n c t i o n 

between Old Testament times and ours, but he has g r e a t l y 

exaggerated i t . 

195 See e.g. Job 4:1-5:27, esp. 4:7-8. 
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Furthermore, the opposition of l o g i c a l and 

p r a c t i c a l can be s e r i o u s l y misleading. I t can be r e a d i l y 

appreciated t h a t an i n t e l l e c t u a l d i s c u s s i o n of the problem 

i s not l i k e l y to be of much immediate help to someone 

i n t h e i r a c t u a l s u f f e r i n g . But i n what sense i s the Book 

of Job a p r a c t i c a l answer? The opposition of modern 

l o g i c a l and ancient p r a c t i c a l suggests a modern approach 

which i s only concerned with i n t e l l e c t u a l c onsistency, 

a r a t i o n a l i t y which excludes sympathy and passion; and 

an ancient p r a c t i c a l concern which showed no i n t e r e s t 

i n r a t i o n a l c o n s i s t e n c y but involved r e a l sympathy with 

the s u f f e r e r and the attempt to provide r e a l comfort 

i n the time of need. This i s simply f a l s e , and while i t 

i s true t h a t some modern t h i n k e r s might not be s u f f i c i e n t l y 

s e n s i t i v e to the f e e l i n g s of a c t u a l s u f f e r e r s nor 

s u f f i c i e n t l y imaginative i n t h e i r approach to the problem, 

can we be sure' t h a t t h i s was never t r u e i n ancient 

times? Were Job's comforters p u r e l y f i c t i t i o u s ? 

While there i s i n e v i t a b l y some tensi o n between 

i n t e l l e c t u a l r e f l e c t i o n on the problem and the kind of 

comfort and help needed by an a c t u a l s u f f e r e r , t h i s 

tension, f a r from being merely t y p i c a l of modern times 

i s a major theme of the Book of Job i t s e l f . 

F i n a l l y , i f we are t h i n k i n g i n terms of p r a c t i c a l 

answers to needs, the modern world might f a i r l y claim.to 

have more to o f f e r a modern Job than the ancient I s r a e l i t e s 

could. Job himself would not be preached at by comforters, 

but treated by doctors and nurses, s e t t l e d i n an i n t e n s i v e 

care unit and f i l l e d with a n t i b i o t i c s , while l o s s of 

l i f e and property would be covered by h i s Golden Key P o l i c y . 
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Can the Old Testament r i v a l t h a t ? 

I t would be absurd to pretend that there i s no 

important d i f f e r e n c e between ancient I s r a e l i t e s and 

modern Englishmen, but i t i s e q u a l l y absurd to suppose 

th a t ancient I s r a e l i t e s had one kind of b r a i n i n t h e i r 

heads while we have a d i f f e r e n t k i n d . The modes of 

thought revealed i n the Old Testament are i n general 

recognisably s i m i l a r to our own, and i t i s e q u a l l y c l e a r 

t h a t important d i f f e r e n c e s are r e l a t e d to d i f f e r e n c e s 

i n the circumstances of l i f e ; and these d i f f e r e n c e s i n 

tu r n can often be r e a d i l y recognised i n the information 

given by the Old Testament i t s e l f and i n other information 

which has come down to us from I s r a e l ' s contemporaries. 

Emotion and w i l l , motives, temperament and the pressure 

of circumstances i n f l u e n c e thought and expression at a l l 

times, and, we may reasonably suppose, i n a l l c u l t u r e s . 

Eedersen's c a r i c a t u r e of the d i f f e r e n c e s between 

ancient I s r a e l and modern Europe le a d s him i n t o a 

fundamental c o n t r a d i c t i o n : Hebrew thought and language 

i s not i n t e l l i g i b l e to us; but we depend on the Hebrew 

l i t e r a t u r e of the Old Testament fo r information about 

I s r a e l i t e m e n t a l i t y . As we have seen, Pedersen assumes 

i n f a c t t h a t the Hebrew t e x t i s s u b s t a n t i a l l y i n t e l l i g i b l e , 

but t h a t t h e r e are some s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e s between 

I s r a e l i t e modes of thought and ours; but i f t h a t i s so 

we can perhaps l e a r n something about more r e l i a b l e 

methodology from an t h r o p o l o g i s t s who work i n a s i m i l a r 

s i t u a t i o n , but who have a present, l i v i n g r e l a t i o n s h i p 

w ith those whom they seek to understand. 

7) Whereas we d i s t i n g u i s h between v a r i o u s mental 
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and emotional s t a t e s and a c t s of w i l l , and make a c l e a r 

d i s t i n c t i o n between i n t e n t i o n and a c t i o n , the I s r a e l i t e s , 

l i k e other p r i m i t i v e peoples, thought of a l l mental 

processes being united, s i n c e i t i s always the whole 

soul which a c t s . Also, a c t i o n and the r e s u l t of a c t i o n 

were not d i s t i n g u i s h e d , nor were they d i s t i n g u i s h e d from 

mental a c t i v i t y : 

'they are implied i n the a c t u a l mental process. 

This i s to be a t t r i b u t e d to the f a c t t h a t the 

soul i s wholly present i n a l l i t s works. The 

a c t i o n s are not sent away from the s o u l , they are 

the outer m a n i f e s t a t i o n s of the whole of the soul . 

The a c t i o n and i t s accomplishment are a matter of 
196 

course, once the thought i s t h e r e ' . 

As soon as an idea has assumed permanent c h a r a c t e r , 

the a c t i o n has b e g u n . 1 9 7 

'The consequence i s t h a t the man i s r e s p o n s i b l e 

for h i s a c t s and t h e i r r e s u l t s , not only for h i s 

i n t e n t i o n s . A d i s t i n c t i o n i s impossible because 

there i s no such t h i n g as "good i n t e n t i o n s " . The 

i n t e n t i o n or w i l l i s i d e n t i c a l with the t o t a l i t y 
198 

of the soul which c r e a t e s a c t i o n ' . 

'The I s r a e l i t e does not d i s t i n g u i s h between the 

power, as i t a c t s i n the s o u l , and as i t manifests 

i t s e l f outwardly. For him the c a p a c i t y and r e s u l t 
199 

i s the same'. 

196 197 
PI pp. 127-128. " L y / PI p. 131, 

1QR 1qq 
PI p. 132. x ^ PI p. 182. 
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Comment 

I n t h e Old Testament t h e r e a r e p e r f e c t l y c l e a r 

d i s t i n c t i o n s made between d i f f e r e n t m e n t a l and e m o t i o n a l 

s t a t e s and a c t s o f w i l l . I f i t i s one p e r s o n e x p e r i e n c i n g 

t h e s e v a r i o u s s t a t e s t h i s n a t u r a l l y g i v e s them a c e r t a i n 

u n i t y , t a k e n f o r g r a n t e d by common s e n s e , and today, i f 

t h e v a r i e t y o f thought, f e e l i n g and w i l l becomes v e r y 

g r e a t we r e g a r d t h e p e r s o n c o n c e r n e d a s i l l , a d i s i n t e g r a t i n g 

p e r s o n a l i t y , and we t a l k o f s c h i z o p h r e n i a o r t h e l i k e . 

Someone whose t h o u g h t s , f e e l i n g s and m o t i v e s move w i t h i n 

c e r t a i n bounds we r e g a r d a s i n t e g r a t e d . The a n c i e n t 

I s r a e l i t e s thought v e r y much a s we do i n t h i s r e s p e c t , 

a l t h o u g h t h e y e x p l a i n e d a b n o r m a l i t y i n ways w h i c h would 

o f t e n o r g e n e r a l l y be r e j e c t e d today. S a u l s a n e was 

d i f f e r e n t from S a u l mad, E l i s h a normal was d i f f e r e n t from 

E l i s h a e c s t a t i c , and Gideon t h e f a r m e r was u n l i k e Gideon 

the p o s s e s s e d . 

The a s s e r t i o n t h a t f o r t he I s r a e l i t e s t h ought and 

a c t i o n , o r a c t i o n s and t h e co n s e q u e n c e s o f a c t i o n s , c o u l d 

not be d i s t i n g u i s h e d i s e q u a l l y a b s u r d . A c l e a r d i s 

t i n c t i o n was made between d e l i b e r a t e and a c c i d e n t a l 

h o m i c i d e , and the d i s t i n c t i o n between i n t e n t i o n and 

a c t i o n , o r t h e c a p a c i t y to a c t and t h e a c t i t s e l f , i s one 

w i t h o u t w h i c h law becomes s e n s e l e s s , and t h e l a w s o f 

a n c i e n t I s r a e l a r e no e x c e p t i o n . I t i s commonplace 

t o f i n d t h e s e d i s t i n c t i o n s a s s e r t e d o r assumed i n t h e 

Old Testament, and i t i s v e r y hard to imagine what t h e 

w o r l d would have t o be l i k e i n o r d e r t h a t anyone s h o u l d 

C f . Daube's a r t i c l e r e f e r r e d t o above p. 24, note 41. 
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form s u c h a c o n c e p t i o n o f i t a s P e d e r s e n a t t r i b u t e s 

t o t h e I s r a e l i t e s . I n t e n t i o n and m o t i v e a r e e s s e n t i a l 

t o t h e meaning o f t h e s t o r y o f Judah and Tamar. The 

d e a t h o f U r i a h o r t h e d e a t h o f Naboth g a i n s i g n i f i c a n c e 

s o l e l y from t h e i n t e n t i o n s o f David on t h e one hand and 

J e z e b e l on t h e o t h e r ; w h e r e a s Ahab's d e a t h g a i n s i t s 

s i g n i f i c a n c e p r e c i s e l y from t h e f a c t t h a t h i s human 

k i l l e r was not a c h i e v i n g a d e l i b e r a t e l y purposed end. 

No doubt t h e r e a r e t o be found i n t h e Old Testament 

i n c i d e n t s which, t a k e n by t h e m s e l v e s , appear t o j u s t i f y 

P e d e r s e n ' s v i e w . When I s a a c ' s b l e s s i n g i s u t t e r e d o r 

t h e p r o p h e t i c f o r e c a s t made, t h e outcome i s a p p a r e n t l y 

r e g a r d e d a s c e r t a i n ; t h e u t t e r a n c e and i t s accomplishment 

seem to be bound t o g e t h e r i n an u n b r e a k a b l e u n i t y . Even 

so, t h e f u l f i l m e n t o f p r o p h e c i e s was not a l w a y s r e g a r d e d 

as c e r t a i n even by t h e p r o p h e t s t h e m s e l v e s : t h e unspoken 

as s u m p t i o n seems t o be t h a t i n t h e f u t u r e God w i l l a c t 

i n s u c h and s u c h a way, g r a n t e d s u c h and s u c h a human 

r e s p o n s e o r l a c k o f r e s p o n s e . The a d v e n t u r e s o f Jona h 

s t r i k i n g l y i l l u s t r a t e t h e f a c t . 

F u r t h e r m o r e , t h e s e c a s e s a r e o f an u n u s u a l n a t u r e , 

t h e y a r e not t h e k i n d o f u t t e r a n c e w h i c h one h e a r s 

e v e r y day i n t h e s t r e e t . I n s t e a d o f b e i n g c l a s s i f i e d 

invrthe I s r a e l i t e mind w i t h o r d i n a r y u t t e r a n c e s o r i d e a s 

and i n t e n t i o n s t h e y a r e r a t h e r c l a s s i f i e d by t h e m s e l v e s 

on an a n a l o g y w i t h t h e c a u s e s and e f f e c t s t o be found i n 

n a t u r e . These u t t e r a n c e s , l i k e o a t h s and t h e b r a n d i s h i n g 

o f Aaron's rod, took on t h e i r p e c u l i a r c h a r a c t e r b e c a u s e 

t h e y were i n t i m a t e l y r e l a t e d t o t h e power and a c t i v i t y 

o f God. I t i s q u i t e c l e a r t h a t t h e I s r a e l i t e b e l i e f 
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was t h a t t h e o r d i n a r y w i e l d i n g o f a s t i c k o r making o f a 

p r omise might o r might not r e v e a l t h e r e a l i n t e n t i o n s o f 

t h e s u b j e c t , might o r might not a c h i e v e t h e o b j e c t o f h i s 

w i l l ; but once u t t e r a n c e o r a c t i o n were l i n k e d w i t h t h e w i l l 

and power o f God u n c e r t a i n t y was b a n i s h e d ; a l t h o u g h one 

wonders i f e x p e r i e n c e d i d not g i v e r i s e t o s c e p t i c i s m even 

i n t h e s e c a s e s . 

P e d e r s e n a p p e a r s to have l o o k e d d e l i b e r a t e l y f o r 

p e c u l i a r f e a t u r e s o f I s r a e l i t e c u l t u r e a s a c l u e t o what 

d i s t i n g u i s h e d I s r a e l i t e l i f e and thought from our 

own. T h i s a s p e c t o f h i s e n t e r p r i s e seems r e a s o n a b l e 

enough; but h i s next s t e p was t o g e n e r a l i s e from t h e s e 

f e a t u r e s t o t h e whole o f I s r a e l i t e l i f e and t h e n compare 

t h e r e s u l t i n g p i c t u r e w i t h modern l i f e and thought, 

whereas he s h o u l d have seen t h e s e f e a t u r e s i n t h e i r 

r e l a t i o n t o a l l t h e o t h e r f a c t s p r e s e n t e d t o u s about 

t h e I s r a e l i t e s , and, i n d e e d , t h e i r n e i g h b o u r s . O n l y i n 

t h i s way c o u l d a b a l a n c e d a p p r e c i a t i o n o f l i f e i n a n c i e n t 

I s r a e l emerge, and o n l y a f t e r t h i s p i c t u r e had been 

drawn a s a c c u r a t e l y a s p o s s i b l e c o u l d a f r u i t f u l c o mparison 

t h e n be made w i t h modern t i m e s . 

C f . J . R. P o r t e r , JOHS. PEDERSEN: ISRAEL, ( B i b l i c a l 
C l a s s i c s s e r i e s ) , E.T. November 1978, pp. 36-40. 
P o r t e r ' s a r t i c l e appeared too l a t e t o be u s e d i n t h e 
p r e p a r a t i o n o f t h i s t h e s i s , but a s an i m p o r t a n t 
e v a l u a t i o n of P e d e r s e n ' s work i t must r e c e i v e some 
comment, however b r i e f . 
P o r t e r g i v e s a c l e a r d e s c r i p t i o n o f P e d e r s e n ' s ' I s r a e l ' , 
b r i n g i n g out i t s main f e a t u r e s and i n d i c a t i n g c r i t i c i s m s 
w h i c h some l a t e r s c h o l a r s have made o f P e d e r s e n ' s approach. 
P o r t e r ' s judgement i s one o f q u a l i f i e d a p p r o v a l , and he 
s p e a k s s y m p a t h e t i c a l l y o f s t u d e n t s who f e l t t h a t r e a d i n g 
' I s r a e l ' e n a b l e d them t o u n d e r s t a n d t h e Old Testament f o r 
t h e f i r s t t i m e ; and he c o n c l u d e s h i s a r t i c l e : 'Of c o u r s e , 
h i s work i s not t h e l a s t word, but many o f h i s i n s i g h t s 
a r e s t i l l o f p r ofound s i g n i f i c a n c e and p o i n t t h e way t o 
wards t h e r e c o v e r y o f a somewhat n e g l e c t e d a r e a o f 
b i b l i c a l r e s e a r c h ' . ( S e e l a s t p a r a . , p. 4 0 ) . 

( C o n t d . P.T.O.) 



- 119 -

ADDITIONAL NOTE i i ) 

James B a r r s t a t e s , 'For t h e u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f 

P e d e r s e n ' s " I s r a e l " i n g e n e r a l one s h o u l d n o t omit a 
201 comparison w i t h V. Gronbech's "The C u l t u r e o f the T e u t o n s " ' . 

I n t h e c o n t e x t o f t h i s t h e s i s a d e t a i l e d c o m p a r i s o n 
202 

i s i m p o s s i b l e ; but s i n c e Gronbech's book i s not 

200a ( C o n t d . ) 
P o r t e r h a s endeavoured, i n a s h o r t s p a c e , t o g i v e a 
f a i r and b a l a n c e d a s s e s s m e n t o f b o t h P e d e r s e n ' s work and 
t h e arguments o f h i s c r i t i c s ; but he has u n d e r e s t i m a t e d 
t h e f a r - r e a c h i n g s i g n i f i c a n c e o f t h e c h a r g e s brought 
a g a i n s t P e d e r s e n . 
1) I t seems t h a t t h e k i n d o f a n t h r o p o l o g y w h i c h 
i n f l u e n c e d P e d e r s e n , f a r from p r o v i d i n g 'new i n s i g h t ' 

' i n t o p r i m i t i v e s o c i e t i e s and t h e r e f o r e , s u p p o s e d l y , i n t o 
a n c i e n t c u l t u r e s l i k e t h a t o f I s r a e l , was i n f a c t 
s e r i o u s l y m i s l e a d i n g . 
2) The c o n t r a s t between t h e t h o u g h t - p r o c e s s e s o f p r i m 
i t i v e and modern man was not m e r e l y o v e r emphasised by 
P e d e r s e n , but c h a r a c t e r i s e d i n s u c h a way a s t o make t h e 
Old Testament u n i n t e l l i g i b l e f o r a l l o r most modern 
r e a d e r s . That P e d e r s e n c o n t r a d i c t e d h i m s e l f i n t h i s 
r e s p e c t , not l e a s t by t h e a c t u a l p u b l i c a t i o n o f ' I s r a e l ' , 
does n o t i n v a l i d a t e t h e p o i n t . 
3) P e d e r s e n ' s comments on t h e Hebrew language and i t s 
r e f l e c t i o n o f I s r a e l i t e t h i n k i n g a r e not m e r e l y p e r i p h e r a l 
t o h i s main argument, but e s s e n t i a l t o i t . P o r t e r r i g h t l y 
i n s i s t s t h a t P e d e r s e n ' s c o n t e n t i o n s stand, o r f a l l t h r o u g h 
e x a m i n a t i o n of t h e b i b l i c a l t e x t s t o w h i c h he a p p e a l s , but 
i t i s p r e c i s e l y when we c a r r y out s u c h an e x a m i n a t i o n 
t h a t we f i n d P e d e r s e n ' s judgements c o n c e r n i n g t h e Hebrew 
language and I s r a e l i t e t h i n k i n g so c o n s i d e r a b l y wide o f 
the mark. 
4) P o r t e r s e e s t h e second E n g l i s h volume o f ' I s r a e l ' a s a 
n e c e s s a r y and h e l p f u l complement t o t h e f i r s t , but he 
o v e r l o o k s t h e c o n t r a d i c t i o n s w h i c h i t c o n t a i n s o f t h e 
f a r - r e a c h i n g g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s o f t h e e a r l i e r volume. 
5) P o r t e r a l s o o v e r l o o k s Pedersen's' f a i l u r e t o d e f i n e 
t h e 'fundamental p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n c e p t i o n ' of t h e 
I s r a e l i t e s , and t h e consequent v a g u e n e s s and c o n f u s i o n 
w h i c h a f f l i c t e d h i s work from s t a r t t o f i n i s h . 

201 
202 

SBL p. 184. f o o t n o t e , P o r t e r op. c i t . 
V. Grbnbech, THE CULTURE OF THE TEUTONS V o l s I - I I I , 
London and Copenhagen, 1931. T r a n s l a t e d by W. Wo r s t e r . 
F i r s t p u b l i s h e d a s , VOR FOLKEAET I OLDTIDEN, I - I V , 
Copenhagen, 1909-1912. 
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r e a d i l y ̂ . a v a i l a b l e , s u b s t a n t i a l q u o t a t i o n s from i t a r e g i v e n 

o r d e r t o i n d i c a t e t h e p r o b a b l e i n f l u e n c e o f t h i s a u t h o r on 

P e d e r s e n ' s t h i n k i n g . 

GrBnbech was P r o f e s s o r o f the H i s t o r y o f R e l i g i o n 

i n the U n i v e r s i t y o f Copenhagen, and p u b l i s h e d h i s book 

i n 1909-1912. The f o l l o w i n g i m p o r t a n t s i m i l a r i t i e s between 

GrSnbech's ap p r o a c h t o t h e c u l t u r e o f the Teutons and 
Pedersen's. approach t o t h e c u l t u r e o f a n c i e n t I s r a e l w i l l 
be a p p a r e n t ; 

1) The profound d i f f i c u l t y moderns have i n p r o p e r l y 

i n t e r p r e t i n g t h e o l d t e x t s and u n d e r s t a n d i n g t h e 

c u l t u r e o f w h i c h t h e y form a p a r t . 

2) The d o m i n a t i n g i m p o r t a n c e of t h e s o u l i n t h e 
i 

o l d e r c u l t u r e . 

3) The extreme i n t i m a c y o f t h e i n d i v i d u a l ' s l i n k 

w i t h k i n , p a s t , p r e s e n t and f u t u r e . 

4) The i n a d e q u a c y o f t h e term 'peace' a s the 

t r a n s l a t i o n o f an o l d e r term. 

5) The i m p o r t a n c e o f ' l u c k * i n Grbnbech's work, 

c o r r e s p o n d i n g t o ' b l e s s i n g ' i n P e d e r s e n ' s . 

6) The power o f words f o r good o r i l l . 

7) The members o f the a n c i e n t c u l t u r e ware p r i m i t i v e 

men whose e x p e r i e n c e o f n a t u r e , and t h e r e f o r e mode 

of thought and e x p r e s s i o n , were q u i t e d i f f e r e n t from 

o u r s , and whose language t h e r e f o r e c o n v e y s f a r more 

than i s r e a d i l y a p p a r e n t t o u s . 

8) The a n c i e n t s thought i n terms o f c o n c r e t e 

wholes whereas we t h i n k f a r more i n a b s t r a c t i o n s . 

9) E v e r y t h i n g i n the a n c i e n t c u l t u r e h a s i t s own 

s o u l . 

10) What appear t o us t o be f i g u r e s o f s p e e c h were 
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r e a l l y i n t e n d e d t o convey some deeper, more l i t e r a l 

meaning. 

11) There i s an i n t i m a t e r e l a t i o n between man and 

n a t u r e . 

12) The whole s p e c i e s i s m a n i f e s t e d i n the 

i n d i v i d u a l . 

13) The body i s a p a r t o r a s p e c t o f t h e s o u l . 

14) H o l i n e s s i s power and l i f e . 

Gronbech opens by d e s c r i b i n g the Teutons a s t h e y 

were seen t h r o u g h Roman e y e s , and by p o i n t i n g out t h a t 

Roman o b s e r v a t i o n s were a c c u r a t e , but t h e i r u n d e r s t a n d i n g 

o f t h e German p e o p l e s v e r y s l i g h t b e c a u s e t h e y c o u l d o n l y 

attempt t o u n d e r s t a n d T e u t o n i c c u l t u r e i n t h e l i g h t of 
. 203 t h e i r own.. 

We may compare w i t h t h i s h i s l a t e r remarks about t h e 

Roman i n a b i l i t y t o u n d e r s t a n d t h e a p p a r e n t Germanic 
204 

a t t i t u d e t o t h e i r k i n g . ' I t i s a n o t h e r m a t t e r , t h a t 

t h e o b s e r v e r o n l y saw t h e outward movements, and by h i s 

v e r y c u l t u r e was p r e v e n t e d from p e r c e i v i n g t h e n e r v o u s 
205 

s y s t e m t h a t produced them'. 

I n s p e a k i n g o f what t h e Northmen l e a r n t from C e l t i c 

c i v i l i s a t i o n , Gronbech s t a t e s , 'He h a s t h a t f i r m n e s s 

t h a t depends upon a s t r u c t u r e i n the s o u l , and t h a t 

e l a s t i c i t y w h i c h comes from t h e s t r u c t u r e ' s p e r f e c t 

harmony w i t h i t s s u r r o u n d i n g s , e n a b l i n g him s p i r i t u a l l y 

t o conform to t h e need o f h i s environment. He i s m a s t e r 

203 CT I pp. 5-10, 15-16. 
CT I p. 159. 

204 CT I pp. 159-161. 
205 
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o f t h e w o r l d about him, by v i r t u e o f a s e l f - c o n t r o l 

more d e e p l y r o o t e d even th a n t h e w i l l , i d e n t i c a l w i t h 
206 

the s o u l s t r u c t u r e i t s e l f . 

'These men a r e not e a c h but an i n s p i r e d moment, 

f a d i n g v a g u e l y away i n t o p a s t and f u t u r e ; t h e y a r e p r e s e n t , 

f u t u r e and p a s t i n one. A man f i x e s h i m s e l f i n t h e p a s t , 
207 

by f i r m a ttachment t o p a s t g e n e r a t i o n s ' . T h i s a t t a c h 

ment must be r e g a r d e d a s a much c l o s e r one t h a n t h a t found 

i n o t h e r p e o p l e s . We judge t h e Teutons too much i n terms 

o f our own c i v i l i s a t i o n , but we a r e c h a l l e n g e d by them 

t o s e e t h e w o r l d from a new p o i n t o f v i e w . 

Grtinbech c o n c l u d e s h i s I n t r o d u c t i o n w i t h t h e 

f o l l o w i n g p a r a g r a p h : 

'To a p p r e c i a t e t h e s t r e n g t h and t h e b e a u t y of the 

c u l t u r e o f t h e a n c i e n t T e u t o n s we must r e a l i s e 

t h a t t h e i r harmony i s f u n d a m e n t a l l y u n l i k e a l l t h a t 

we p o s s e s s o r s t r i v e f o r , and c o n s e q u e n t l y t h a t 

a l l o ur immediate p r a i s i n g and b l a m i n g a r e f u t i l e . 

A l l t h i n g s c o n s i d e r e d , we have l i t t l e grounds f o r 

c o u n t i n g o u r s e l v e s b e t t e r j u d g e s t h a n t h e c l a s s i c a l 

o n l o o k e r s . I n our s e n t i m e n t a l moments we l o s e 

o u r s e l v e s i n a d m i r a t i o n o f t h e h e r o i s m and s p l e n d i d 

p a s s i o n of our f o r e f a t h e r s , but i n our moments o f 

h i s t o r i c a l a n a l y s i s we p r i d e o u r s e l v e s on s t y l i n g 

them b a r b a r i a n s , and t h i s v a c i l l a t i o n i s i n i t s e l f 

s u f f i c i e n t t o show t h a t i n our a p p r e c i a t i o n we 

have not r e a c h e d t h e c e n t r e whence t h e T e u t o n ' s 

t h o u g h t s and a c t i o n s drew t h e i r l i f e and s t r e n g t h . 

I f we would e n t e r i n t o the minds of other p e o p l e s 

206 _. , _ 207 _,_ _ _ ,_ CT I p. 13. CT I p. 13. 



- 123 -

we must c o n s e n t t o d i s c a r d our p r e c o n c e i v e d i d e a s 

a s t o what t h e w o r l d and man ought t o be. I t i s 

not enough t o admit a s e t o f i d e a s a s p o s s i b l e 

o r even p l a u s i b l e : we must s t r i v e t o r e a c h a 

p o i n t of view from w h i c h t h e s e s t r a n g e t h o u g h t s 

become n a t u r a l ; we must put o f f our own humanity 

a s f a r a s i t i s p o s s i b l e and put on a n o t h e r 

humanity f o r t h e t i m e . We need, t h e n , t o b e g i n 

q u i e t l y and m o d e s t l y from t h e f o u n d a t i o n , a s 

knowing n o t h i n g a t a l l , i f we would u n d e r s t a n d 

what i t was t h a t h e l d t h e s o u l s o f t h e s e men 
208 

t o g e t h e r , and made them p e r s o n a l i t i e s . ' 

G rSnbech goes on t o emphasise t h e a b s o l u t e c l a i m s 

o f k i n s h i p w h i c h cannot be un d e r s t o o d i n term s o f our 

n o t i o n s o f r i g h t and wrong, and he i l l u s t r a t e s t h i s a t 

l e n g t h i n t h e c h a p t e r on F r i t h . 

' F r i t h c o n s t i t u t e s what we c a l l t h e base o f t h e 

s o u l . I t i s not a mighty f e e l i n g among o t h e r 

f e e l i n g s i n t h e s e p e o p l e , but t h e v e r y c o r e o f t h e 

s o u l , t h a t g i v e s b i r t h t o a l l t h o u g h t s and f e e l i n g s , 

and p r o v i d e s them w i t h t h e ener g y o f l i f e - o r 

i t i s t h a t c e n t r e i n t h e s e l f where t h o u g h t s and . 

f e e l i n g s r e c e i v e t h e stamp o f t h e i r humanity, and 
209 

a r e i n s p i r e d w i t h w i l l and d i r e c t i o n ' . 

'Through t h e c h a n n e l o f t h e s o u l , t h e a c t i o n and 

t h e s u f f e r i n g o f t h e i n d i v i d u a l f l o w on, s p r e a d i n g 

out t o a l l who b e l o n g t o t h e same s t o c k , so t h a t i n 

209 
CT I p. 22. CT I p. 53. 
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t h e t r u e s t s e n s e t h e y a r e t h e d o e r s o f one a n o t h e r ' s 
r 

4- . 210 a c t s ' . 

'Thus t h e kinsmen p r o c l a i m t h e i r o n e n e s s of s o u l 

and body, and t h i s r e c i p r o c a l i d e n t i t y i s the 
« 

f o u n d a t i o n on w h i c h s o c i e t y and t h e l a w s of s o c i e t y 

must be b a s e d ' . 2 l 1 

• F r i t h ' i t s e l f means 'peace', but s i n c e i t s o l d " 

meaning was so i n t i m a t e l y l i n k e d w i t h the s e n s e of bond-

s h i p between kinsmen i t was much r i c h e r and more p o s i t i v e 
212 

i n meaning t h a n our word 'peace'. Gronbech r e f e r s t o 

t h e use o f t h e word ' f r i t h ' i n t h e Anglo-Saxon v e r s i o n 

o f G e n e s i s : t h e p r o m i s e o f God t o Abraham, t h e s t a t e o f 

t h e a n g e l s i n r e l a t i o n t o God b e f o r e t h e i r f a l l , t h e 
213 

r e l a t i o n s h i p o f C a i n and A b e l ; and i n t h e New Testament 

t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p o f Mary and J o s e p h . God's words t o 

Noah a r e , '"Be f r u i t f u l and. i n c r e a s e ; l i v e i n honour and 
214 

i n f r i t h w i t h p l e a s u r e " ' . 

Vengeance was not the outcome o f a s e n s e o f j u s t i c e , 

o r o f t h e d e s i r e t o r e s t o r e a b a l a n c e i n t h e s e n s e o f 

t h e l e x t a l i o n i s . Nor was t h e mere d e a t h o f t h e o f f e n d e r 

s u f f i c i e n t , nor h i s d e a t h a t t h e hands o f s l a v e s o r a 

t h i r d p a r t y . H i s d e a t h must be a c c o m p l i s h e d by t h e one 

offended.: and a b e t t e r man among the o f f e n d e r ' s k i n 

might be p r e f e r r e d a s v i c t i m , even though he had n o t h i n g 
. . 215 t o do w i t h t h e o r i g i n a l o f f e n c e . 

210 211 
CT I p. 54. £ i ± CT I p. 55. 

2 1 2 CT I pp. 32-33, 58-63. 2 1 3 CT I p. 59. 
214 215 

CT I p. 64. CT I pp; 70-71. 
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To g a i n r e venge was to r e g a i n o r i n c r e a s e honour, 

and honour, a l o n g w i t h f r i t h , was what gave a man l i f e 
, . 216 and s t r e n g t h . 

I t i s w o r t h n o t i n g , however, t h a t Gronbech h i m s e l f 

p o i n t s out t h a t k i n g s and o t h e r s i n a u t h o r i t y t r i e d t o 

r e p l a c e t h i s k i n d o f vengeance w i t h something more l i k e 

r e p a r a t i o n i n a c c o r d a n c e w i t h t h e demands o f j u s t i c e 

a s we s h o u l d u n d e r s t a n d i t , and one c h i e f t a i n even 

v o l u n t a r i l y s u r r e n d e r e d h i s r i g h t o f vengeance t o b r i n g 

o t h e r w i s e e n d l e s s f i g h t i n g t o a c l o s e , w i t h t h e a p p r o v a l 
. c m ^ 217 o f a l l c o n c e r n e d . 

' A n c e s t r a l ways, a n c e s t r a l measures c o n s t i t u t e t h e 

s t a n d a r d * . ' F a m i l y t r a d i t i o n c o n s t i t u t e s t h e e n t i r e 

e t h i c a l s t a n d a r d ' . 'Each c i r c l e h a s i t s own honour, an 

h e i r l o o m , t h a t must be p r e s e r v e d i n t h e v e r y s t a t e i n 

w h i c h i t i s handed down, and m a i n t a i n e d a c c o r d i n g t o i t s 
, 218 n a t u r e ' . 

'Honour i s so f a r from b e i n g something i d e a l and 

i n d e t e r m i n a t e , t h a t i t can be a c t u a l l y r e ckoned 

up and f e l t . Honour i s t h e p r o p e r t y o f t h e f a m i l y , 

i t s i n f l u e n c e ; i t i s the h i s t o r y of t h e r a c e , 

composed o f a c t u a l t r a d i t i o n s from t h e n e a r e s t 

g e n e r a t i o n s and of l e g e n d s o f t h e f o r e f a t h e r s . 

'Honour i s t h e c a t t l e and the a n c e s t o r s of t h e c l a n , 

CT I pp. 64, 66. 
217 

CT I p. 73. C f . S t o r y o f T h o r k e l K r a f l a , pp. 136-137. 
See c h a p t e r on Honour, pp. 64-104. 

2 1 8 CT I p. 120. 
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\ 

b e c a u s e b o t h l i v e j u s t a s much i n t h e kinsmen a s 

o u t s i d e them. L i v e s t o c k , l i k e weapons and j e w e l s , 

e x i s t s in. t h e k i n s m a n ' s s o u l not m e r e l y a s an i t e m 

of t h i s o r t h a t v a l u e ; i t does not hang on 

e x t e r n a l l y by a s e n s e o f p r o p r i e t a r y i n t e r e s t , but 

l i e s embedded i n f e e l i n g s o f a f a r more i n t e n s e 

c h a r a c t e r . The a n c e s t o r s f i l l t h e l i v i n g ; t h e i r 

h i s t o r y i s not s e n s e d a s a s e r i e s o f e v e n t s 

f o l l o w i n g one on t h e h e e l s o f a n o t h e r ; a l l h i s t o r y 

l a y u n f o l d e d i n i t s b r e a d t h a s a p r e s e n t Now, so 

t h a t a l l t h a t had once happened was happening 

a g a i n and a g a i n . E v e r y kinsman f e l t h i m s e l f a s 

l i v i n g a l l t h a t one o f h i s k i n had once l i v e d i n t o 

t h e w o r l d , and he d i d not m e r e l y f e e l h i m s e l f a s 

p o s s e s s i n g the deeds o f o l d , ,"he renewed them 

A a c t u a l l y i n h i s own d o i n g s ' . An i n s u l t a g a i n s t 

one's a n c e s t o r s t h e r e f o r e ' i s a c u t i n t o t h e man 

h i m s e l f ... By an i n j u r y a p i e c e o f t h e s o u l i s 
^. 220 t o r n o u t ' . 

A l l t h i s meant t h a t t h e r e was no l i f e o u t s i d e t h e 

c l a n , a l t h o u g h a modern man would not be u n a b l e t o e x i s t 

j u s t b e c a u s e he was c u t o f f from h i s f a m i l y o r a s e c t i o n 
221 

of s o c i e t y . The T e u t o n ' s h o r r o r o f l o n e l i n e s s i s 
r e f l e c t e d i n t h e Anglo-Saxon v e r s i o n o f C a i n ' s d e s p a i r i n g 

222 
words. 

'The kinsmen were i d e n t i c a l , a s s u r e l y a s t h e s i n g l e 

219 990 
CT I pp. 121-122. " u CT I p. 122. C f . pp. 286-287. 

221 222 
CT I p. 123. CT I p. 124. 
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•deer l e a p i n g a c r o s s t h e p a t h was i d e n t i c a l w i t h a l l 

i t s f e l l o w deer, and bore i n i t s e l f t h e whole n a t u r e 
223 

o f d e e r , t h e whole g r e a t d e e r - s o u l ' . 

'The o l d community a l l o w s t h e p e r s o n a l i t y no 

i m p o r t a n c e w h a t e v e r i n i t s e l f . A man t h i n k i n g and 

a c t i n g a l o n e i s a modern c o n c e p t i o n . I n former 

t i m e s , t h e s o l i t a r y had no p o s s i b i l i t i e s . H i s i d e a s , 

even though amounting t o g e n i u s , would p e r i s h ; j u s t 
224 

a s he h i m s e l f p e r i s h e d , l e a v i n g no t r a c e ' . 

*By s t r i k i n g up f r i e n d s h i p s , men a r e v i t a l l y a s s o c i a t e d , 

more o r l e s s s t r o n g l y , w i t h t h e i r f e l l o w men; a s 

t h e b r e t h r e n o f t h e c l a n a r e not o n l y one s o u l but 

one bone, one f l e s h , i n a l i t e r a l s e n s e t h a t e s c a p e s 

modern b r a i n s , so t h e s o u l o f t h e c l a n i s r e a l l y 

k n i t w i t h t h e s o u l s o f i t s n e i g h b o u r s . a n d f r i e n d s , 

to quote an e x p r e s s i o n from t h e Old Testament, 

w h i c h h a s now l o s t t h e f o r c e i t o r i g i n a l l y c a r r i e d 
225 

among t h e I s r a e l i t e s a s w e l l a s among t h e T e u t o n s ' . 

226 . 

The c h a p t e r on l u c k reminds us o f what P e d e r s e n 

s a y s about b l e s s i n g and c u r s e . The k i n g i s e s p e c i a l l y 

g i f t e d w i t h ' l u c k ' w h i c h s t r e n g t h e n s h i s f r i e n d s and 

d e s t r o y s h i s enemies. Men would o f t e n be too a f r a i d t o 

a t t a c k t h e k i n g ' s l u c k ; but a s GrSnbech h i m s e l f a d m i t s , 

t h e k i n g ' s l u c k had t o be seen i n t h e f r u i t s i t bore, and 

CT I p. 271. 2 2 4 CT I p. 273. C f . pp. 340-341. 
CT I p. 284, t h e c l o s e o f c h a p t e r X, The S o u l of Man 
i s t h e S o u l o f t h e C l a n . 
CT I pp. 127-154. 
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227 c h i e f s c o u l d a l s o impose s e v e r e c h e c k s on a k i n g . 

Luck a l s o f i n d s e x p r e s s i o n i n words, and words 

u t t e r e d by a man o f good l u c k would have t h e i r e f f e c t 
228 

l i k e a weapon w i e l d e d by a v i c t o r i o u s f i g h t e r . 

'There was a $reat d i f f e r e n c e between what a k i n g 

s a i d and what a p e a s a n t s a i d , even though t h e y meant 

more o r l e s s t h e same t h i n g ... Words were dangerous. 

They c o u l d b i t e t h r o u g h l u c k and f i x t h e m s e l v e s 

i n a man ... F o r t h e y had l i f e i n them, t h e y would 

c r e e p about i n s i d e t h e v i c t i m , h o l l o w i n g him out 

t i l l t h e r e was no s t r e n g t h l e f t i n him, o r t h e y 
would change him and mould him a c c o r d i n g t o t h e i r 

229 
own n a t u r e ' . 

T h i s i s why t h e k i n g o f Northumbria, when engaging 

i n b a t t l e w i t h t h e B r i t o n s , f i r s t s l e w the monks t h e y 
230 

had brought w i t h them t o o f f e r p r a y e r s d u r i n g t h e b a t t l e . 

'The power o f words i s s u c h t h a t t h e y can t r a n s f o r m 

a man when t h e y e n t e r i n t o him, and make a c r a v e n 
. . 231 o r a n i d i n g o f a b r a v e man'. 

'But words can o f c o u r s e e q u a l l y w e l l c a r r y a b l e s s i n g 

w i t h them. A good word a t p a r t i n g i s a g i f t o f 

s t r e n g t h t o t h e t r a v e l l e r . When t h e k i n g s a i d 

"Good l u c k go w i t h you, my f r i e n d " , t h e man s e t 

out c a r r y i n g a p i e c e o f t h e k i n g ' s power i n him ... 

O r S h e i l l , w ord-luck, i s an I c e l a n d i c term f o r a w i s h 

t h u s c h a r g e d w i t h power, e i t h e r f o r good o r e v i l , 

2 2 7 CT I pp. 161-169. 2 2 8 CT I p. 145. 
2 2 9 CT I pp. 145-146. 2 3 0 CT I p. 146. 2 3 1 CT I p. 147. 
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a c c o r d i n g a s the s p e a k e r put h i s good w i l l i n t o 

h i s words and made them a b l e s s i n g , o r i n s p i r e d 

them w i t h h i s h a t e so t h a t t h e y a c t e d a s a c u r s e ... 

Thoughts and words a r e s i m p l y d e t a c h e d p o r t i o n s o f 

th e human s o u l and t h u s i n f u l l e a r n e s t t o be 
. . . 232 re g a r d e d a s l i v i n g t h i n g s . * 

Luck, o f c o u r s e , b e l o n g s t o t h e c l a n and not 

m e r e l y t o t h e i n d i v i d u a l , s i n c e t h e i n d i v i d u a l can e x i s t 
233 

o n l y a s a member o f t h e c l a n : 

' I n honour, we have d i s t i n c t l y t h a t w h i c h l u c k 

can and must be a b l e t o e f f e c t i n o r d e r t o m a i n t a i n 

i t s e l f . The f a m i l y h a s d e r i v e d i t s renown from 

i t s a n c e s t o r s , from them i t has i t s i d e a l s , t h e 

s t a n d a r d of a l l b e h a v i o u r : how b o l d , a c t i v e , f i r m , 

n o b l e , i r r e c o n c i l a b l e , generous, how l u c k y i n c a t t l e , 

i n c r o p s , i n s a i l i n g , , t h e kinsmen a r e t o be. From 

them a l s o , t h e f a m i l y h a s i n h e r i t e d t h a t p a r t o f 

l u c k w h i c h i s c a l l e d f r i e n d s h i p and enmity. Honour, 

and t h e r e w i t h l u c k , c o n s t i t u t e s , a s we have s a i d , 

an image o f the w o r l d of t h e f a m i l y . I n t h e q u a l i t y 

o f esteem and s o c i a l p o s i t i o n , i t c o n t a i n s symbols 

o f t h e f a m i l y ' s s u r r o u n d i n g s , s e e n a s p e r s o n i f i c a t i o n s 

o f t h e ki n s m e n ' s f r i e n d s h i p and h a t e , t h e i r 

c o n d e s c e n s i o n and dependence. But t h e s e p e r s o n i f i c 

a t i o n s a r e not c h a r a c t e r l e s s t y p e s , t h e y r e s e m b l e 

t o t h e l a s t degree t h e enemies and f r i e n d s of t h e 

f a m i l y . The l u c k r e p r o d u c e s t h e s h a r p l y d e f i n e d 

2 3 2 CT I pp. 147-148. 
233 

CT I , c h a p t e r V, Luck i s t h e L i f e o f t h e C l a n . See 
pp. 155-156; p. 163, where Gronbech s p e a k s o f t h e k i n g ' s 
l u c k a s ' t h a t f a m i l y l u c k from w h i c h h i s i n f l u e n c e w e l l s 
up'; and p. 172. 
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f e a t u r e s o f i t s e n v i r o n m e n t . 

'The s e n t e n c e , t h a t k i n s h i p i s i d e n t i c a l w i t h 

humanity, w h i c h a t f i r s t s i g h t seemed a h e l p f u l 

metaphor, has now r e v e a l e d i t s e l f a s n o t h i n g but 

t h e l i t e r a l t r u t h . A l l t h a t we f i n d i n a human 

b e i n g b e a r s t h e stamp o f k i n s h i p . I n mere e x t e r n a l s , 

a man can f i n d no p l a c e i n t h e w o r l d s a v e a s a 

kinsman, a s member o f some f a m i l y - o n l y t h e n i d i n g s 

a r e f r e e and s o l i t a r y b e i n g s . And t h e v e r y i n n e r 

most c o r e of a man, h i s c o n s c i e n c e , h i s moral 

judgement, as w e l l a s h i s wisdom and prudence, 

h i s t a l e n t s and w i l l , have a c e r t a i n f a m i l y stamp. 

As soon a s t h e man s t e p s out o f t h e f r i t h and 

d i s s o c i a t e s h i m s e l f from the c i r c l e i n t o w h i c h he 

was born, he h a s no m o r a l i t y , n e i t h e r any c o n s c i o u s 

n e s s o f r i g h t , n or any g u i d a n c e f o r h i s t h o u g h t s . 

O u t s i d e t h e f a m i l y , o r i n t h e i n t e r v a l s between 

f a m i l i e s , a l l i s empty. Luck, o r a s we p e r h a p s 

might s a y , v i t a l i t y , i s not a form of e n e r g y 

e v e n l y d i s t r i b u t e d ; i t i s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h c e r t a i n 

c e n t r e s , and f i l l s e x i s t e n c e a s emanations from 

t h e s e v i t a l p o i n t s , t h e f a m i l i e s . 

"The power t o l i v e comes from w i t h i n , p o u r i n g 

out from a c e n t r a l s p r i n g i n t h e l i t t l e c i r c l e , and 

t h e n c e a b s o r b i n g t h e w o r l d . I n o r d e r t o f i l l h i s 

p l a c e a s a man, t h e Germanic i n d i v i d u a l must f i r s t 

o f a l l be a kinsman. The m o r a l i t y , s e n s e of r i g h t 

and s e n s e of law t h a t h o l d s him i n h i s p l a c e a s 

member o f a s t a t e community, a s one o f a band o f 

w a r r i o r s , or o f a r e l i g i o u s s o c i e t y , i s dependent 
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upon h i s f e e l i n g s a s a kinsman; t h e g r e a t e r h i s 

c l a n n i s h n e s s , t h e f i r m e r w i l l be h i s f e e l i n g of 

community, f o r h i s l o y a l t y cannot be o t h e r than t h e 

s e n s e o f f r i t h a p p l i e d t o a w i d e r c i r c l e . 

'A comparison a t t h i s p o i n t between a n c i e n t 

c u l t u r e and t h e c i v i l i s a t i o n o f our time w i l l 

b r i n g out t h e n a t u r e o f l u c k , making f o r e x p a n s i o n 

a s w e l l a s f o r c o n c e n t r a t i o n . We, on our p a r t , 

must a l w a y s be human b e i n g s b e f o r e we can be k i n s 

men. Our h a p p i n e s s i n t h e n a r r o w e s t c i r c l e depends 

on a w i d e r l i f e o u t s i d e , and we have t o go out i n t o 

t h e w o r l d t o f i n d food f o r our home l i f e . We cannot 

g e t on i n t h e w o r l d a t a l l , n e i t h e r p u r s u e our 

o c c u p a t i o n n or c u l t i v a t e .our egoism nor p u r f a m i l y 

p r e j u d i c e s so a s not t o come i n t o c o n f l i c t w i t h 

the r e s t o f mankind, u n l e s s we a s s i m i l a t e , o u r s e l v e s 

t o a c e r t a i n e x t e n t w i t h what we c a l l humanity. 

Among us, a l i f e o f k i n s h i p i s o n l y p o s s i b l e when 

t h e i n d i v i d u a l d r a g s home t h e r i c h e s o f humanity 

and s e t s t h e f a m i l y stamp upon them, and i t i s t h e 

mark o f an e g o i s t i c a l n a t u r e t o c o l l e c t t h o u g h t s and 

i d e a l s i n t h e l a r g e r f i e l d of s o c i e t y and h u r r y 

home t o t r a n s f o r m them i n t o f a m i l y b l e s s i n g s . I n 

our c u l t u r e , t h e o n e - s i d e d f a m i l y l i f e i n v o l v e s 

a l i m i t a t i o n and a c o n s i s t e n t l o w e r i n g o f e v e r y 

s p r i t u a l v a l u e ; i t cann o t but l e a d to p o v e r t y o f 

i d e a s and d u l n e s s i n a l l f e e l i n g s . Thus f a m i l y 

egoism i s a v i c e , f o r t h e s i m p l e r e a s o n t h a t i t 

i s i m p o s s i b l e i n i t s e l f ; i t can o n l y l e a d a p a r a 

s i t e e x i s t e n c e . I t s doom l i e s w i t h i n i t s e l f ; f o r a 
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l o g i c a l c a r r y i n g out of i t s p r i n c i p l e s l e a d s to 

s u i c i d e , i n the same way as a s t a t e of amazons or 

a s t a t e of chaste men would a n n i h i l a t e i t s e l f . 

'For the ancient clansman, the course l i e s i n 

an opposite d i r e c t i o n . I t i s f r i t h that shapes h i s 

ch a r a c t e r , and an i n t e n s i f y i n g of f r i t h means a 

deepening of h i s c h a r a c t e r . A strengthening of 

the personal maintenance of honour and f a m i l y 

i n v o l v e s a g r e a t e r depth and g r e a t e r t e n s i o n i n 

moral f e e l i n g s and moral w i l l , because i t means an 

enrichment of the conscience. The more s e l f - c e n t r e d 

and s u i ge n e r i s a kinsman i s , the stronger h i s 

p e r s o n a l i t y and the g r e a t e r h i s worth as a man. 

'C l a n - f e e l i n g i s the base of a l l s p i r i t u a l 

l i f e , and the s o l e means of g e t t i n g i n t o touch 
234 

w ith a l a r g e r world'. 

Grbnbech r i g h t l y i n s i s t s on the s o - c a l l e d p r i m i t i v e 
235 

man's knowledge of nature; but he a l s o a s s e r t s t h a t 

p r i m i t i v e men's experience of the world i s d i f f e r e n t from 

ours, and t h i s d i f f e r e n c e i s revealed i n a d i f f e r e n t mode 

of thought and t h e r e f o r e e x p r e s s i o n . What f o l l o w s i s a 
236 

lengthy quotation from the chapter, 'The World'. 

GrOnbech i s speaking of the depth of knowledge and 

i n s i g h t which p r i m i t i v e men must have. 

' I t must be so; p r i m i t i v e men - i n the sense of 

people d a i l y at g r i p s with nature, not i n the 

234 CT I pp. 172-173. 
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mythical sense accorded to the word i n modern 

s c i e n c e - p r i m i t i v e men must know t h e i r surround

ings thoroughly. Such people are not to be judged 

s o l e l y by t h e i r l i t e r a r y e xpressions of n a t u r a l 

s c i e n c e . No doubt t h e i r f a m i l i a r i t y w ith nature i s 

c l e a r l y i n d i c a t e d by t h e i r s t o r i e s and explanatory 

myths; as to whence the v a r i o u s b i r d s have t h e i r 

p a r t i c u l a r c r i e s , why one s o r t of c r e a t u r e brings 

f o r t h a whole brood of young at a b i r t h or l a y s a 

nest f u l l of eggs, w h i l e another s t r u t s about with 

i t s one ugly o f f s p r i n g ; i n t h e i r r i d d l e s , as for 

i n s t a n c e t h a t of the Northmen about the s p i d e r t a 

marvel with eight f e e t , four eyes, and knees 

higher than i t s b e l l y , or of the ptarmigan: p l a y -

s i s t e r s t h a t sweep a c r o s s the land; white s h i e l d 

i n winter time, but black i n summer. But such myths 

and r i d d l e s f l o a t a f t e r a l l but on the s u r f a c e of 

men's knowledge, and only e x c e p t i o n a l l y give any 

i n d i c a t i o n of the depth to bottom; they h i n t here 

and there at what was seen but give no c l e a r showing 

of how men saw i t . The hunting implements and 

hunting methods of a people, t h e i r sense of l o c a l i t y 

and t h e i r p r o t e c t i v e measures f o r game are evidence 

of t h e i r intimacy w i t h the most s e c r e t ways of 

nature. Perhaps a l s o t h e i r games. I f we would 

r e a l i s e the i n f i n i t e s e n s i t i v e n e s s of the "wild 

man's" b r a i n , and how f a i t h f u l l y i t can hold t h i s 

medley of memory p i c t u r e s c l e a r and a l i v e , the best 

way i s to see him at play, g i v i n g mimic e x h i b i t i o n s 

of h i s surroundings; the g e s t u r e s of b i r d and beast, 

t h e i r g a i t , t h e i r f e a r , t h e i r prudence, t h e i r 
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p a r e n t a l c a r e s - these he can reproduce w i t h the 

highest a r t , or the highest degree of n a t u r a l n e s s . 

' I t i s . a cause of wonder to European observers 

t h a t the intimacy of p r i m i t i v e man with nature's 

ways seldom, i f ever, embodies i t s e l f i n impression

i s t i c d e s c r i p t i o n or r e p r e s e n t a t i o n . I t seems as 

i f the a r t of r e a l i s t i c n a r r a t i v e i s r a t h e r an 

exception among the u n l e t t e r e d peoples of the 

e a r t h whose songs and s t o r i e s have been gathered up 

by the m i s s i o n a r i e s and e t h n o l o g i s t s of modern 

times. And our supposition t h a t man has been slow 

i n a c q u i r i n g the s k i l l of p a i n t i n g t h i n g s as they 

are seen, i s confirmed by the e p i c poetry of r a c e s 

who, l i k e the Greeks and the Teutons, have been 

able to turn t h e i r f o l k - p o e t r y i n t o l i t e r a t u r e 

before t h e i r thoughts were drawn i n t o p h i l o s o p h i c a l 

or t h e o l o g i c a l channels. Judging from Homer, the 

Beowulf and the Edda we can, apparently, w i t h 

p e r f e c t r i g h t d e c l a r e our f o r e f a t h e r s l a c k i n g i n 

r e a l i s t i c spontaneity. 

'In f o l k - p o e t r y we f i n d no r e f l e c t i o n of the 

changing and many-shaded l i f e without; here, a l l 

i s a r t , s t y l e . E a r t h may be c a l l e d perhaps the 

broad, the far-pathed, and these e p i t h e t s are then 

repeated with wearying z e a l as often as e a r t h i s 

mentioned i n the v e r s e ; day i n v a r i a b l y dawns wi t h 

the dawn-red spreading i t s rosy f i n g e r s out from 

the horizon. When our f o r e f a t h e r s e t about to 

de s c r i b e t h e i r b a t t l e s , they can fin d nothing b e t t e r 

to say than that the wolf stood howling i n a n t i c i p a t i o n 
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toward the approaching w a r r i o r , the f e a s t e r of the 

grey b e a s t j the raven f l u t t e r e d i n the a i r and 

screamed down to h i s grey brother, and at l a s t came 

the hour when the b i r d of c a r r i o n swooped down upon 

i t s prey.and the grey beast ran s p l a s h i n g about i n 

blood. This schematic d e s c r i p t i o n i s used without 

regard to the c h a r a c t e r or outcome of the f i g h t . 

Wolf and raven stand f o r b a t t l e and slaughter, 

whether we have armies i n c o l l i s i o n and t h e i r 

l e a d e r s f i l l i n g the beasts w i t h food, or a couple, 

of men descending upon a t h i r d " g i v i n g him to the 

wolves"; "there you can hear the ravens croak, 

eagles croak glad i n t h e i r food: hear you the 

wolves howling over your husband", - thus the poet 

announces the murder of Sigurd by h i s b r o t h e r s - i n -

law. Folk-poetry e x i s t s upon re g u l a r , as i t were 

coined formulae f o r the v a r i o u s a c t i o n s of l i f e , 

hunting and b a t t l e , f e a s t i n g and going to bed. 

Persons, animals, t h i n g s are d i s t i n g u i s h e d by 

standing e p i t h e t s bearing the stamp of t h e i r 

q u a l i t i e s once and f o r a l l . 

'Oxen i n v a r i a b l y come "dragging t h e i r f e e t " , 

whether the s p e c t a t o r have or have not any occasion 

to n o t i c e t h e i r g a i t - nay, they must drag t h e i r 

f e e t , even when they appear i n a s i t u a t i o n where 

i t i s impossible f o r them to move t h e i r l e g s ; did 

not the s u i t o r s of Penelope waste the property of 

her husband by d a i l y s l a u g h t e r i n g h i s sheep and h i s 

foot-dragging cows? When a man r i s e s i n an assembly 

to speak, he stands there as the s w i f t - f o o t e d , or 
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the c h a r i o t - g u i d i n g hero. A man's ship i s s w i f t -

s a i l i n g , s e a f a r i n g , as w e l l as curved, s t r a i g h t -

b u i l t , many-thwarted; and he can, indeed, when he 

has drawn up h i s v e s s e l on land, s i t down beside 

the moorings of the s e a - c l e a v i n g c r a f t , and here 

r e c e i v e the s t r a n g e r s who come walking down to h i s 

s w i f t - s a i l i n g s h i p . I t i s as n a t u r a l f o r Beowulf 

to f i t out h i s s e a - t r a v e r s i n g ship as i n I c e l a n d i c 

poetry f o r the horses of the r o l l e r s or props to 

g a l l o p over the sea. The v e s s e l t hat c a r r i e d 

Seyld's dead body out to sea i s c a l l e d i c e - c l a d , 

but i f a modern reader should thence i n f e r t h a t t h i s 

event occurred during w i n t r y weather he would 

pretend to more knowledge than the poet of the 

Beowulf was possessed of. 

'An Old E n g l i s h poem g i v e s a p i c t u r e s q u e 

d e s c r i p t i o n of w a r r i o r s hurrying to b a t t l e as 

f o l l o w s : "The w a r r i o r s hastened forward, the 

high-minded ones, they bore banners, the s h i e l d s 

clanged. The slender wolf i n the f o r e s t r e j o i c e d , 

and the black raven greedy of slaughter; both knew 

tha t the f i g h t i n g men had i n mind to bid them to a 

f e a s t of those doomed to death; at t h e i r h e e l s 

flew, greedy of food, the dew-feathered, d i r t - c o l o u r e d 

eagle". On c l o s e r examination, we f i n d convention 

apparent i n every s i n g l e connection: thus and no 

otherwise i s a poet required to d e s c r i b e the s e t t i n g 

out of an army. The a n t i c i p a t i o n s of b i r d and 

beast s e t f o r t h at such length do not i n d i c a t e t h a t 

the b a t t l e i s to be f i e r c e r , the number of the 

s l a i n g r e a t e r than i n other b a t t l e s , - no, wolfl and 
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eagle are always looking forward to the coming 

f e a s t . The eagle here i s not "dew-feathered" 

because t h i s p a r t i c u l a r b a t t l e opens i n the e a r l y 

morning, i t comes sweeping on dewy wings i n the 

h o t t e s t noon; dew forms part of the p i c t u r e where 

an eagle i s concerned. 

'In the i c e l a n d i c , the "pine-perched watcher", 

to w i t , an eagle, can d e s p i t e h i s l o f t y s i t u a t i o n 

s t i l l t e a r the bodies of the s l a i n i f need be. 

Shaker of branches, or branch-scather, i s the 

e p i t h e t a p t l y given to the wind i n Gudrun's p l a i n t 

over her l o n e l i n e s s , when she says* "Lonely I 

am l e f t as an aspen i n the grove, b e r e f t of k i n as 

f i r of twigs, s t r i p p e d of joy as the t r e e of l e a v e s 

when the seather of branches comes on a sunSwarm 

day". But i n the old days, t h e r e was nothing 

incongruous i n r e f e r r i n g the wind by t h a t same 

name of branch-scather, when i t came t e a r i n g over t] 

waters and r a i s i n g the waves. 

'Among the Germanic people, the king i s c a l l e d 

ring-breaker, strewer of t r e a s u r e or f u r t h e r e r of 

b a t t l e , feeder of wolves; the men are a l e - d r i n k e r s 

and r e c e i v e r s of r i n g s , wearers of armour, and they 

are m a i l c l a d whether they happen to be wearing 

armour at the time or not. Thus we may f i n d the 

"war-famous, t r e a s u r e ^ g i v i n g k i n g l i s t e n i n g with 

d e l i g h t " to Beowulf's o f f e r to f i g h t w i t h Grendel, 

and another time we watch the " b a t t l e - u r g i n g l o r d " 

going to bed. 

'As the v a l k y r i e says to H e l g i : "Methinks I 
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have other work to do than drink a l e with buckle-

breaking p r i n c e " , - so Helgi c r i e s to h i s brother: 

" I t i l l behoves the ring-breaking p r i n c e s to q u a r r e l 

i n words, even though they be at feud". A f t e r the 

s l a y i n g of F a f n i r , the t i t s i n the bushes make 

remarks about Sigurd and Regin, and one s a y s : " I f 

he were wise, the c l a s p - w a s t i n g king, he would eat 

the serpent's h e a r t " . And Gudrun, a f t e r the dread

f u l deed t h a t she has wrought upon her sons, addresses 

the i l l - f a t e d A t l i thus: "Thou, sword-giving king," 

hast chewed the bloody h e a r t s of thy sons i n honey ... 

never more s h a l t thou see them, the gold-giving 

p r i n c e s , s e t t i n g s h a f t s to t h e i r spears, c l i p p i n g 

the manes of t h e i r horses and bounding away". And 

the same poet who makes Gudrun u t t e r these words, 

p r a i s e s the coolness of Gunnar i n the serpents* 

den, when he r e f u s e s to d i s c l o s e the h i d i n g p l a c e 

of the Niblung t r e a s u r e , f o r "thus should a r i n g -

spreading c h i e f t a i n keep firm hold of h i s gold". 

'No wonder readers of the present day glance 

round i r o n i c a l l y w i t h l i f t e d brows and say: "Where 

i s the much-lauded s i m p l i c i t y , the n a t u r a l innocence 

we heard t e l l of once, and a f t e r which f o l k - p o e t r y 

was named i n c o n t r a s t to the poetry of a r t ? I f 

there be anything of nature at a l l i n these poems, 

then the q u a l i t i e s by which we g e n e r a l l y recognise 

n a t u r a l innocence must have been s a d l y crushed out 

of i t " . 

' S t y l e , or r a t h e r , convention, i s the proper 

word f o r these poets and t h e i r technique. How, 
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indeed, should one t r a n s l a t e i n t o any modern 

tongue the d e s c r i p t i o n i n the Beowulf of the 

w a r r i o r s r e t u r n i n g to the k i n g ' s h a l l ? "They went 

t h i t h e r , where they learned t h a t the guardian of 

heroes, Ongentheow's bane, the young, the good 

w a r r i o r - c h i e f , meted out r i n g s i n the midst of the 

burgh". The reader must not draw from th e s e words 

the c o l d l y l o g i c a l c onclusion t h a t an Anglo-Saxon 

c h i e f t a i n s a t a l l day i n h i s high seat l i k e a 

sower, i n such wise t h a t a s t r a n g e r might f i n d h i s 

way i n by l i s t e n i n g f o r the c e a s e l e s s t i n k l e of 

gold. Nor can the passage serve as b a s i s f o r the 

hypothesis t h a t Hygelac had r e c e n t l y returned from 

an expedition and was now d i s t r i b u t i n g orders of 

merit, or t h a t i t was payday. On the other hand, 

the l i n e s contain more than a p o e t i c i n d i c a t i o n of 

the place where he was wont to e x e r c i s e h i s genera 

o s i t y ; they do a c t u a l l y imply that Hygelac i s at 

the moment seated i n h i s high seat i n the h a l l . 

The sentence cannot be rendered i n any other tongue 

than that in which i t i s w r i t t e n . The king i s he 

who metes out r i n g s , and the h a l l i s the p l a c e 

where he binds men to him by g i f t s and h o s p i t a l i t y . 

•And yet, looking long at the conventional i n 

t h i s old p o e t i c speech, we cannot but p e r c e i v e 

t h a t there i s something a s t i r beneath i t . C l o s e r 

acquaintance g i v e s one a strongimpression t h a t behind 

t h i s conventional a r t there l i e s a r i c h experience 

fraught w i t h l i f e . These poems cannot be c l a s s e d 

w i t h the work of epigon schools l i v i n g on a tongue 
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i n which l i t e r a r y acceptance takes the p l a c e of 

sense and f o r c e . We f e e l t h a t the men who wrote 

thus had t h e i r eyes f u l l of memory p i c t u r e s . They 

possessed a wealth of imagination, but an imagin

a t i o n rooted i n the senses. Their vocabulary shows 

si g n s t h a t the u s e r s of the words l i v e d t h e i r l i v e s 

i n experience at f i r s t hand. But n e i t h e r do these 

men speak as a r t i s t s , choosing and r e j e c t i n g w ith 

conscious d e l i c a c y of t a s t e from among the expressions 

of the language; they choose without knowing, being 

themselves i n the power of t h e i r images of memory. 

'Anyone coming to Homer from Xenophon, and to 

the Edda from the sagas, w i l l probably always remember 

h i s f i r s t f e e l i n g of wonder - u n l e s s indeed he 

had the misfortune to make the t r a n s i t i o n upon a 

r a t h e r low school s e a t , where a l l Greek seems very 

much the same, as an a r b i t r a r y p a t t e r n of 

vocabulary words, whether the l i n e s run out f u l l 

l ength and are c a l l e d prose, or break o f f short 

and become poetry. The moment he closed one book 

and opened the other, he crossed a mysterious boun

dary l i n e , e n t e r i n g i n t o a world a l t o g e t h e r 

d i f f e r e n t l y l i t . The sagas and the works of the 

h i s t o r i a n s deal with k i n g s and peasants and w a r r i o r s ; 

and they t e l l of t h e s e personages w i t h j u s t t h a t 

f a m i l i a r i t y and j u s t t h a t degree of strangeness we 

should expect from the length of time t h a t l i e s 

between them and o u r s e l v e s . But the others? Where 

s h a l l we f i n d the key that u n i t e s these s c a t t e r e d notes 

i n t o a t o n i c system? I t i s not the contents t h a t 

we f i n d d i f f i c u l t , 
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the soul of Homer i s f a m i l i a r enough to us, but 
the words have often something strange, almost 
m y s t i c a l about them, as i f they belonged to another 
age. Does not the novice f e e l t h a t these r a r e 
words, some of unknown meaning, are merely the 
wreckage of a foundered tongue? He w i l l h a r d l y 
be aware t h a t what l e a v e s him at a l o s s i s a f e e l i n g 
of heterogeneity: these a r c h a i c words c a l l f o r 
an a l t o g e t h e r d i f f e r e n t environment than that of 
the common and general H e l l e n i c or Scandinavian 
out of which they r i s e ; they point back to a time 
when they did not stand alone i n an a l i e n world, 
but had about them a c i r c l e of known and knowing 
k i n , a l l bearing the stamp of t h a t same ancient 
d i g n i t y and power. - The youthful reader goes about 
f o r a while w i t h a f e e l i n g of i n t e r n a l schism, 
u n t i l h a b i t eases the mind, and r e l e i v e s him of 
h i s p a i n f u l c r a v i n g f o r an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n which 
should go beyond the o r d i n a r y l i m i t s of e x e g e s i s . 

•The young student did not know what h i s u n r e s t 

meant, he could not t r a n s l a t e i t i n t o questions, 

s t i l l l e s s i n t o thoughts. But none the l e s s he 

was r i g h t when he f e l t the presence of s p i r i t s where 

h i s teacher apparently saw and heard nothing. Many 

of the words which checked him i n wonder are 

a c t u a l l y r e l i c s of an age when speech was coined 

a f t e r another wise than now. With a l l respect f o r 

the majesty of a c c i d e n t a l circumstance, we may 

s a f e l y a s s e r t , f o r i n s t a n c e , t h a t the Anglo-Saxons 

would not have h i t upon such an army of words f o r 
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"sea" i f they had not needed them. There i s some

thing imposing i n such a s e r i e s as: brim, egor, 

f l o d , f l o t , geofon, haf, hBrn, holm, lago, mere, 

stream, sund, sae. Often enough, the poets are 

accused of c r e a t i n g a m e r e t r i c i o u s wealth by h a l f 

i l l e g a l means, a c r a v i n g f o r v a r i e t y l e ading them 

to take words of poor content and make them stand 

fo r more than they properly mean. We may t r y to 

t h i n out the impressive phalanx by t a k i n g , l e t 

us say, "stream", and saying, t h i s i s r e a l l y a 

c u r r e n t , and only i n a l o o s e r sense applied to sea; 

or we may say of "brim", t h a t i t means, s t r i c t l y 

speaking, breakers, and i s only a p p l i c a b l e as a 

l a s t resource to sea. But such comfort i s f a l s e . 

Each of the words had undoubtedly a meaning of Ats 

own, but only i n the sense t h a t i t served to 

i n d i c a t e a whole by emphasising some p a r t i c u l a r 

q u a l i t y t h e r e i n , or the whole viewed i n the l i g h t 

of one such q u a l i t y . The poets are not always 

as g u i l t y as we make them, f o r t h e i r method can, 

even though i t may degenerate i n t o a r b i t r a r y 

a e s t h e t i c trick-work, yet claim the support of 

ancient t r a d i t i o n , and j u s t i f i c a t i o n i n the o r i g i n a l 

c h a r a c t e r of the language. The old words i n v a r i a b l y 

had a deep background. What we understand as the 

meaning proper has a r i s e n by s p e c i a l i s a t i o n , a 

c e r t a i n q u a l i t y or s i d e of a t h i n g being torn away 

from the o r i g i n a l whole, and s e t up as an a b s t r a c t 

idea i n i t s e l f . Roughly expressed i n our d i f f e r e n t l y 

attuned manner of speech, we may say that stream, 

f o r i n s t a n c e , did not stand f o r a c u r r e n t , but f o r 
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the sea as moved by a curr e n t ; the a b s t r a c t idea 

of motion without a t h i n g moved would not occur 

to the minds of the a n c i e n t s . 

•This wealth of expression i s evidence, i n t e r 

a l i a , of the f a c t t h a t i n the old days, men had 

c l e a r and p r e c i s e i d e a s of the world and th i n g s t h e r e 

i n , and could not speak of them save i n sh a r p l y 

d e f i n i t i v e words. S i m i l a r l y , the c h a r a c t e r i s i n g 

e p i t h e t s i n Homer bear witness to a d e f i n i t e and 

dominant mental imagery. He c a l l s the oxen "foot-

dragging" or r a t h e r , "the oxen, they who i n walking 

p r e s s one l e g i n aga i n s t the other";.and such an 

expression would har d l y be used u n l e s s one were 

forced to use i t , u n l e s s by the pressure of an idea 

w i t h i n which shapes the words of i t s e l f . L i k e 

r e a l i s m can be tr a c e d i n the p o e t i c vocabulary of 

the Northmen, and indeed of the Germanic peoples 

g e n e r a l l y . Here i n the North, there i s a preference 

for s u b s t a n t i v e expressions, where the Southerners 

are l a v i s h of a d j e c t i v e s : here we f i n d mention of 

"the branch-scather, the ring-breaker, the b a t t l e -

wager", whereas i n the south, the p r i n c e would be 

r e f e r r e d to by name, and the q u a l i t y given i n an 

a d j e c t i v e . However s i g n i f i c a n t t h i s d i f f e r e n c e 

may p o s s i b l y be as i n d i c a t i n g the c h a r a c t e r of the 

language, and thus i n d i r e c t l y of the people 

concerned, i t r e v e a l s at any r a t e no great d i s s i m 

i l a r i t y i n the mode of thought. I n the foregoing, 

I t r a n s l a t e d purposely w i t h a d j e c t i v e s , i n order 

to c a l l up something of th a t s e n s i t i v e n e s s to the 
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valu e of combinations which has been d u l l e d by over-

l i t e r a l re-shaping of old I c e l a n d i c poems. Ring-

breaker, ranger of hosts, f o r i n s t a n c e , are not 

t i t l e s , as we are led to b e l i e v e . These words, 

l i k e a l l the r e s t , degenerated under the abuse to 

which they were subjected by the s c a l d s , but there 

i s no reason to suppose that they stand i n the 

Edda, or indeed i n the works of the e a r l i e r court 

poets, without force of meaning. The v a r i a t i o n s 

themselves c o n t r a d i c t such an idea ; when we f i n d , 

f o r i n s t a n c e , now h r i n g b r o t i , "ring-breaker", now 

h r i n g d r i f i , "he who s c a t t e r s r i n g s abroad", now 

again other combinations, we have no r i g h t t o 

accuse the poet of having an eye to prosody. And 

i n any case, the words must once have had suggestive 

power. 

'With regard to the Germanic w r i t e r s ' p o e t i c 

vocabulary, we can gather but an approximate i d e a . 

I t s o r i g i n a l wealth and force, i t s c h a r a c t e r g e n e r a l l y , 

do not appear to the f u l l i n the somewhat l a t e 

second-hand v e r s i o n s which now stand as s o l e 

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of the great p o e t i c c u l t u r e of northern 

Europe. Here i n the North, we have often to sea r c h 

f o r the old word-pictures among a host of h a l f 

misunderstood and a l t o g e t h e r uncomprehended terms 

which have been included i n some s c a l d i c handbook 

or other, when the poems i n which the words were 

l i v i n g t h i n g s have disappeared. Many an e p i c a l 

expression was only saved from o b l i v i o n by c l e a v i n g 

as a name to some my t h i c a l being. I n S n o r r i ' s 

manual f o r c o u r t l y poets we f i n d , f o r i n s t a n c e , the 

abrupt h i n t t h a t the mode of r e f e r r i n g to a buck 
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may be v a r i e d by c a l l i n g the animal hornumskvali, 

"the one t h a t c l a s h e s i t s horns", or "the one w i t h 

backward-curving horns". In the same way, a bear 

may be hinted at as i u g t a n n i , which must imply some 

q u a l i t y or other i n the brute's t e e t h , or "blue-

toothed"; another of h i s names i s "step-widener", which 

must be designed to i n d i c a t e h i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 

g a i t , or h i s footmarks, i n somewhat s i m i l a r f a shion 

as when he i s spoken of as "wide-way". We f i n d the 

raven c a l l e d "dew-feathered" and " e a r l y - f l y e r " , the 

hawk "weather-bleacher" - bleacher taken p a s s i v e l y , 

or r a t h e r i n a n e u t r a l sense, as w i t h "step-widener" 

above. The same suggestive power i s inherent i n the 

name duneyrr applied to deer, meaning probably 

"the one who s c u t t l e s over pebbles with r a t t l i n g 

hoofs". 

'The keenness of c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n which l a y i n 

these old e p i t h e t s i s something we can only p a r t i a l l y 

a p p r e c i a t e nowadays. The vocables of our d i c t i o n a r y 

are always too wide i n scope of meaning, compared 

wi t h the verbs and s u b s t a n t i v e s which our f o r e 

f a t h e r s had at t h e i r d i s p o s a l . We have no word p r e c i s e 

enough to f i t t h a t s k v a l i which was used to denote 

a c o l l i s i o n of horns, and t h i s one i n s t a n c e may serve 

to show how l o o s e l y a l l our t r a n s l a t i o n s cover the 

o r i g i n a l form of speech. Etymology i s too clumsy an 

expedient to render any help as soon as the quest 

i s extended beyond the dead vocables i n t o the l i v i n g 

thought and f e e l i n g t h a t once i n s p i r e d the language 

and f i l l e d the words w i t h s u b t l e a s s o c i a t i o n s . We 
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may l a y down by a n a l y s i s that the word s l i t h h e r d e 

- applied to boar i n Anglo-Saxon - can be rendered 

" f e r o c i o u s " , but the etymologist knows .as much and 

as l i t t l e of i t s r e a l l i f e as the man who merely 

hears the word pronounced. Our examples, then, 

cannot be more than vague i n d i c a t i o n s of a world 

r i c h i n t h i n g s seen and heard and t a s t e d , which i s 

now closed f o r ever. 

•Homer i s not folk-poetry, the I l i a d and the 

Odyssey bear s u f f i c i e n t l y evident marks of having 

passed through a complex c i v i l i z a t i o n . The Edda 

and the Beowulf are by no means primeval Germanic 

poetry; we f i n d i n them both over-refinement and 

decadence. Undoubtedly there i s i n the former as 

i n the l a t t e r a c e r t a i n , not i n c o n s i d e r a b l e 

c o n v e n t i o n a l i t y d e s c e r n i b l e , a necessary consequence 

of the f a c t t h at the form belongs to an e a r l i e r age 

than the contents. The s t y l e of the s c a l d s , whether 

Anglo-Saxon or I c e l a n d i c , cannot be a c q u i t t e d of 

mannerism, but t h e i r s t i f f n e s s i s nothing but the 

a n c i e n t p o e t i c a l language c a r r i e d to i t s utmost 

consequences, and thus e x h i b i t i n g i n high r e l i e f the 

n a t u r a l tendencies of p r i m i t i v e thought. The r i g o u r 

of s t y l e i s an i n h e r i t a n c e from e a r l i e s t times, and 

the i n n e r hetero-geneity which we f e e l i n Homer, and 

to a l e s s e r degree i n the Beowulf and some of the 

Eddie poems, i s due to the i n t e r f e r e n c e of a l a t e r 

c u l t u r e more r e a l i s t i c and i m p r e s s i o n i s t i c i n i t s 

mode of experience. We should be g r e a t l y i n the wrong 

were we to blame the rhapsodes of a l a t e r day f o r 

the c o n t r a d i c t i o n s i n these images; the poetry 
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which l i e s behind Homer and the Edda, that which 

created these expressions as i t s form, was not an 

i o t a more n a t u r a l . I t i s questionable whether 

the poet of the Lay of A t l i , who p r a i s e s the " r i n g -

spreader" f o r "keeping firm hold of h i s gold", and 

c a l l s Hogni "the bold r i d e r " at the moment when he 

l i e s bound hand and foot, should be assigned to 

the epigon host f o r these l i n e s . 
J 

'As t h i s poetry speaks, so spoke the people out 

of whose midst e p i c arose. The p o e t i c images i n 

which keen observation and the tendency to assoc

i a t i o n of ideas are p e c u l i a r l y combined, are not a 

product of s t y l e , but the i n e v i t a b l e expression of 

these d i s t a n t men's mode of thought, m i r r o r i n g the 

people's estimate of i t s heroes and of i t s e l f . Men's 

outward appearance, t h e i r dress, t h e i r way of moving, 

as w e l l as t h e i r manner of expressing themselves, 

are, i n h e r o i c poetry, determined by a c e r t a i n p o e t i c 

decorum; a hero who does not u t t e r f o r t h h i s f e e l i n g s 

i n the t r a d i t i o n a l s t y l e , a hero who s u f f e r s h imself 

to be named without the t i t l e of armed or bold, or 

long-haired - a l l a t t r i b u t e s which any f r e e man must 

claim i f he have any s e l f - r e s p e c t - such an one may 

be l i k e n e d to a king s i t t i n g on h i s throne i n h i s 

n i g h t s h i r t . The Germanic p r i n c e must be glad-minded, 

c h e e r f u l and g e n t l e whatever the a c t u a l circumstances 

when Grendel h a r r i e s Heorot, Hrothgar i s a l l the same 

the glad-minded Hrothgar, the good king, who i n a l l 

h i s sorrow had nothing to reproach h i m s e l f . A 

man must be eadig, s t e a d f a s t i n h i s luck; and when 

Hrethel d i e s of g r i e f at h i s son's craven deed, the 
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poet cannot d i v e s t him of the t i t l e of eadig, any 

more than Noah can cease to be the lucky man, when 

he l i e s besotted with wine and shamed before h i s son. 

I t l i e s i n the nature of healthy men to be v i c t o r i o u s , 

and no p e r i l can deprive them of t h e i r human charac

t e r i s t i c s . When the heroes of I s r a e l are seated 

on the w a l l i n f e a r of what the morrow i s to bring, 

s t a r i n g out at the t h r e a t e n i n g camp of the A s s y r i a n s , 

the Anglo-Saxon poet cannot but p i c t u r e J u d i t h as 

g i v i n g "the v i c t o r - f o l k good g r e e t i n g " , and l a t e r 

c a l l i n g out to them: "Ye heroes of v i c t o r y , behold 

the head of Holofernes". The decorum goes f a r 

deeper than a l l p o e t i c or s o c i a l e t i q u e t t e . I t i s 

r e l a t e d to the massiveness of the persons themselves, 

which makes i t impossible f o r them to adapt t h e i r 

behaviour to what a s i n g l e s i t u a t i o n may demand. 

•Modern poetry t a k e s as i t s s t a r t i n g point the 

fragmentary i n human ma n i f e s t a t i o n ; whatever men may 

be occupied w i t h one towards another, whether 

d i s c u s s i n g the deepest a f f a i r s of heart and passion, 

or c a r r y i n g on an everyday conversation, whether 

they are f i g h t i n g or making love, they show but a 

small i l l u m i n e d segment of the soul to each other; 

the g r e a t e r p a r t of t h e i r soul l i f e l i e s i n darkness, 

only divined, or l i t i n o c c a s i o n a l glimpses by a 

f l e e t i n g l i g h t . But the. heroes . of old are i n v a r i 

ably presented i n the round. They are l i k e those 

well-known f i g u r e s i n p r i m i t i v e p a i n t i n g s , standing 

side-on to the beholder, and yet looking at him w i t h 

both eyes. They cannot t r u s t us to understand a 
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t h i n g by i m p l i c a t i o n only, because they are incapable 

of doing so themselves; the consciousness of t h e i r 

whole previous l i f e , the o b l i g a t i o n s and p r i v i l e g e s 

of t h e i r p o s i t i o n , even of the whole past of t h e i r 

race, i s ever i n the foreground of t h e i r mind. 

When t h e i r speech one wi t h another touches such 

d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e depths, reaching back to fam i l y 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s and family h i s t o r y , going beyond a l l 

bounds of the s i t u a t i o n which has brought them i n t o 

converse, t h i s i s but one among many expressions of 

t h e i r sense of wholeness. When the king's r e t a i n e r s 

lead t h e i r l o r d ' s b r i d e to the b r i d a l chamber, they 

f e e l themselves as s h i e l d - b e a r i n g , even though t h e i r 

s h i e l d s of l i n d e n wood are hung above t h e i r p l a c e s 

i n the h a l l . When men l a y stone on stone and see 

the w a l l g r a d u a l l y r i s i n g , they f e e l none the l e s s 

the g r i p of the sword-hilt i n t h e i r hands; i t i s the 

sword-bearers who are b u i l d i n g . When they s i t down 

to eat and drink, they cannot for a moment l a y as i d e 

t h e i r valour and renown, even i n ..this common 

occupation of a l l mankind. Even though they take 

o f f a l l t h e i r armour and get i n t o bed, i t must s t i l l 

be the m a i l - c l a d , sword-wielding, horse-taming hero 

who snuggles down under the blanket. And whenever 

they s t r i k e a blow, the l i s t e n e r s must understand 

t h a t t h ere l i e s i n t h a t blow a l l the t r a d i t i o n of 

a race, the impetuosity of a hero, the untamable t h i r s t 

f o r vengeance of a son, or more c o r r e c t l y , t h i s 

weight i n the blow f o r c e s the whole of the hero's 

t i t l e , w i t h f a t h e r and f o r e f a t h e r , i n t o the v e r s e . 
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' I t i s not the men alone who t h r u s t t h e i r 

e n t i r e p e r s o n a l i t y upon the s p e c t a t o r s at every 

step. Homer knows t h a t the queen r e s t i n g with her 

husband on the n u p t i a l couch i s sweeping-robed. 

When J u d i t h l e a v e s the A s s y r i a n s ' camp bearing the 

head of her enemy, she s t r i d e s f o r t h i n a l l her 

queenly d i g n i t y , as the wise, the strong i n a c t i o n , 

the white-cheeked, as the ring-bedecked; but 

n e i t h e r she nor any other Germanic lady of high b i r t h 

would ever appear otherwise, whatever her aim or 

errand. Wealhtheow, queen of the Danes, walks 

gold-bedecked down the h a l l , g r e e t i n g the men; the 

noble dame hands f i r s t the cup to the king, at l a s t 

she comes, the ring-bedecked queen, the strong-

souled, to the p l a c e where Beowulf s i t s , and g r e e t s 

the p r i n c e of the Geats wise i n words. 

'And as men and women are, so i s the world i n 

and with which they l i v e . The same massiveness i s 

apparent i n a l l t h a t p r e s e n t s i t s e l f to thought or 

sense. The horse champing at i t s bonds stands t h e r e 

as the s w i f t runner, and the horse that dashes a c r o s s 

the p l a i n runs as the fair-maned, single-hoofed as 

i t always i s . Coming from a f a r , one sees not merely 

the door and front of a house, but at the same time 

the whole of i t s appointments, i t s splendour, and 

the l i f e w i t h i n . The c a s t l e which t r a v e l l e r s 

approach i s not only high-roofed - so t h a t those 

seated on the benches need not f e e l the c e i l i n g c l o s e 

above t h e i r heads -, i t i s not only wide - with bench 

room f o r a great host -; but i t i s a l i g h t w ith the 

g l i t t e r and r e f l e c t i o n of weapons, and f i l l e d w i th 
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gold and t r e a s u r e . The wanderer e s p i e s from the road 

a f a r the high-walled burgh, sees - from the road i n 

the d i s t a n c e - h a l l s towering over t r e a s u r e s , sees 

houses vaulted over the red gold. I t i s not otherwise, 

we may take i t , with the h i l l s t h a t stand as banks 

of blue upon the horizon; to one who knows them from 

having often wandered there, they would be, even 

when l o s t i n mist, the many-sloped h i l l s , the h i l l s of 

shady paths. When t h i n k i n g of h i s f a r - o f f country, 

the Northman would probably shape h i s words much as 

those of the Homeric hero: "between Troy and P h t i a 

there are both shady mountains and a r o a r i n g sea". 

When a man leap s down to the ground, or f a l l s on 

h i s back, the spot h i s body covers i s s t i l l : the 

e a r t h of the many roads, the corn-bearing, the.many-

feeding, or the broad. So speak the Hellenes, and 

the Northmen say of the serpent that i t be-creeps 

on i t s b e l l y the broad e a r t h . 

•This f u l n e s s and comprehensiveness of the 

idea does not belong e x c l u s i v e l y to p o e t i c speech; 

i t i s inherent i n the language and l e a v e s i t s mark 

on l e g a l phraseology f a r i n t o the Middle Ages. 

The lawyer who says t u r f must add green; murderers, 

t h i e v e s and such l i k e f o l k s h a l l be buried on the 

beach "where the.sea meets the green t u r f " , as the 

Norwegian lawbook decrees. He cannot name gold 

without s t y l i n g i t red or sh i n i n g , nor s i l v e r without 

adding white; i n the p r e c i s e language of law, 

day i s b r i g h t day and night i s darksome or murky 

night. 
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'There are i n Homer two s t r a t a , e a s i l y 

d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e one from the other. On the one 

hand, that represented by comparisons, the e l a b o r a t e 

p i c t u r e s introduced w i t h a " l i k e to ...": VAs E a s t 

and South i n r i v a l r y shake the dense woods i n the 

c l e f t s of the mountain, and beech and ash and s l e n d e r -

barked c o r n e l l a s h one another i n fearsome no i s e 

w i t h t h e i r p r o j e c t i n g branches, while clamour of 

s p l i n t e r i n g trunks a r i s e s , so stormed the Trojans 

and Achaeans together, and smote each other; none 

thought of f l i g h t " . The man who speaks thus has h i s 

mind f u l l of a s i t u a t i o n , a momentary p i c t u r e ; 

the scene before h i s inward eye expands to every 

s i d e , and opens v i s t a s round about to other v i s i o n s 

again. The poet welcomes a l l a s s o c i a t i o n s of ideas, 

and pursues i n calm enjoyment the broadest of those 

roads the s i t u a t i o n opens to him. This i s the modern 

s p i r i t of experience. I t i s otherwise w i t h the 

images contained i n such e x p r e s s i o n s as "the foot-

dragging oxen", "the many-pathed earth", "the blue 

wave"; these are not c r e a t u r e s of the moment, but 

on the contrary, a product of y e a r s of experience. 

Here, i t ,is not the poet who pursues, but the idea 

which draws and compels him, being rooted f a r down 

i n the depth of h i s s o u l . The metaphor i s more 

ancient than the s i m i l e . I t speaks of a time when the 

soul never l i v e d on i n d i v i d u a l sense impressions, 

when i t might perhaps, as wakefully as now, accept 

a l l t h a t presented i t s e l f to the senses, yet without 

stopping at the i s o l a t e d impression, r a t h e r churning 

i t s experiences together i n t o a comprehensive i d e a . 
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The man of metaphor may be s a i d to remember wi t h a l l 
h i s s e n s e s . But a l l h i s experiences of any given 
o b j e c t e x e r c i s e a mutual a t t r a c t i o n one towards 
the other, and enter i n t o an i n d i s s o l u b l e u n i t y . 
Each new observation i s drawn up by those p r e v i o u s l y 
made and forms w i t h them a u n i t , so that the images 
which l i v e i n the s o u l , with a l l t h e i r n a t u r a l t r u t h , 
t h e i r p r e c i s i o n and strength, are not i n d i v i d u a l idea 
but u n i v e r s a l i d e a l s , as r i c h i n content, as weighty 
and i n s i s t e n t as the heroes of poetry are . 

•This mode of t h i n k i n g c a l l s men to account 

at every moment f o r t h e i r a c t i o n s and t h e i r being, 

re c o g n i s i n g no d i s t i n c t i o n between d i f f e r e n t o f f i c i a l 

and p r i v a t e s e l v e s , - such as we now enjoy. The 

f i g u r e s we meet wi t h i n ancient poetry, and i n 

ancient h i s t o r y , cannot be divided i n t o the p u b l i c 

and the p r i v a t e p e r s o n a l i t y , the man of ord i n a r y 

and the man of s p e c i a l occasion, i n t o king, husband, 

man, judge, c o u n c i l l o r , w a r r i o r . One cannot say "man 

without t h i n k i n g "armed"; and the r e f o r e , when we 

pronounce the l a t t e r word, thought b u i l d s up the 

whole. There i s thus nothing a r t i f i c i a l i n the 

expression of Caedmon: "the armed, one and h i s 

woman, Eve". I t may s t r i k e s t r a n g e l y on our e a r s to 

hear Je s u s c a l l e d the " r i n g - g i v e r " and h i s d i s c i p l e s 

r e f e r r e d to as the body-guard, the bold w a r r i o r s . 

But to the Germanic mind i t was impossible to avoid 

these expressions, as long as the ancient c i r c l e of 

thought remained unbroken. There was no a c t u a l 

thought of Jesus as sweeping a c r o s s the country upon 

a v i k i n g expedition; the poet does not even say 
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" r i n g - g i v e r " because i t was the custom to rhyme 
man w i t h g e n e r o s i t y . Jesus was the Lord, h i s d i s 
c i p l e s the men; J e s u s was the man of luck, h i s 
d i s c i p l e s those who partook of h i s luck, and the 
r e l a t i o n between master and men could not be apprehended 
i n the q u a l i t y of a f r a c t i o n ; i t must take up the idea 
of e n t i r e t y , and e n l i s t a l l words i n i t s s e r v i c e . 

'The idea of a wolf or of an eagle i s made up 

of a l l the experiences accumulated at d i f f e r e n t 

times anent the l i f e and c h a r a c t e r of the c r e a t u r e s 

names; t h e i r h a b i t s and appearance, t h e i r w i l l s 

and p r o p e n s i t i e s . And so the animal stands as an 

in s e p a r a b l e whole, l i v i n g i t s l i f e without regard 

to i t s p l a c e i n a c l a s s i f i c a t o r y system, p o s s e s s i n g 

i t s limbs and i t s q u a l i t i e s i n a f a r more absolute 

fashion than nowadays. For thought was so completely 

dominated by the idea of e n t i r e t y , t h a t i t l a c k s 

a l l tendency to take the world i n c r o s s - s e c t i o n , 

a n a l y s i n g , f o r i n s t a n c e , the animal kingdom i n t o 

heads and bodies, l e g s and t a i l s , or the f o r e s t i n t o 

l e a f , branch, trunk and root. The separate p a r t s 

simply have not i n themselves t h a t independent 

r e a l i t y needed to produce such word-formulae a s : 

l e g or head. A head i s only conceived as the head 

of a p a r t i c u l a r beast, i t must be e i t h e r a dog's 

head, or a wolf's head, or some other i n d i v i d u a l 

v a r i e t y of head. Even a leap seen ahead on the 

path w i l l have a p a r t i c u l a r c h a r a c t e r , i t w i l l be 

the haste of t h i s or that animal, not a movement i n 

g e n e r a l . 

' I t i s thus not the f a i r y t a l e alone which l i v e s 
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upon the a r t of co n j u r i n g up an e n t i r e organism 

from a s i n g l e claw, a h a i r , a thread. The old 

proverbs "where I see the ea r s , t here I wait 

the wolf", held good among p r i m i t i v e men i n a f a r 

more l i t e r a l sense than w i t h us; at' the f i r s t glimpse 

of those two e a r s , the wolf sprang up, rushed i n , 

bringing w i t h i t a whole atmosphere, s e t t i n g a l l 

senses to work, so that the eye saw i t s t r o t , i t s 

s t e a l t h y glance behind, the d i r t y yellow of i t s 

p e l t ; so t h a t the nose scented i t , the hand f e l t 

a t i c k l i n g s e n s ation as o f . b r i s t l y h a i r . And not 

only does i t bring i t s atmosphere when i t comes, 

but i t spreads a whole environment about i t . I t 

ent e r s on the scene as a c h a r a c t e r , and r a d i a t e s 

i t s h a b i t s , i t s .manner of l i f e out i n t o a l i t t l e 

world of i t s own. 

• I t i s but r a r e l y that we f i n d , i n the popular 

tongue, any mention of such g e n e r a l i t i e s as " t r e e " 

or "beast". The e a r t h has i t s growths of oak, 

beech, ash, elm, f i r ; i t s i n h a b i t a n t s , wolf, bear, 

deer, eagle, raven, serpent. The cur s e of outlawry, 

i n the Scandinavian, holds good "as f a r as FIR grows". 

The proverb to the e f f e c t that one man's meat i s 

another man's poison runs, i n i t s northern equivalent 

thus: "what i s scraped o f f one OAK i s a l l to the 

good of another". "The FIR th a t stands alone w i l l 

r o t " , n e i t h e r bark nor l e a f can pr o t e c t i t . I t 

i s a good omen when the wolf i s heard howling under 

the branches of the ASH. The great world-tree i s 

not c a l l e d the TREE of Y g g d r a s i l , but the ASH of 
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Y g g d r a s i l . And poetry r e t a i n s , here as elsewhere, 

the old sense of r e a l i t y . Sigrun s i t s w a i t i n g i n 

v a i n by H e l g i ' s b u r i a l mound: "Now he were come 

an he had i n mind to come; there i s no hope now, 

f o r the EAGLES s i t perched a l r e a d y i n the ASH and 

s l e e p i s i n t h e i r eyes". "Lonely am I now as the 

ASPEN on the h i l l " (when i t s f e l l o w s have withered 

one by one) - thus runs Gudrun's p l a i n t . 

•In the language spoken on.the steppes, the 

moorlands, i n the f o r e s t s , s p e c i f i c and c l a s s i f y i n g 

terms p l a y but an i n s i g n i f i c a n t p a r t . The general 

terms f a l l completely i n t o the background; they 

form but the shadow of r e a l i t y , not the stem of 

r e a l i t y i t s e l f , as they are with us. The i n d i v i d u a l 

m a n i f e s t a t i o n s stand so abruptly one against 

another, r i s e so independently out of the n a t u r a l 

s o i l , t h a t they can have no immediate contact with 

one another; and thus the s y s t e m a t i c a l arrangement 

i n t o animals and p l a n t s , i n t o s p e c i e s and c l a s s e s 

which to us i s of primary i n t e r e s t , has no footing 

at a l l . 

•Wholeness and independence, these are the two 

main q u a l i t i e s of images i n the simple mode of 

thought which s t i l l shows through i n the o f f s h o o t s 

of the h e r o i c poetry, and to which we f i n d p a r a l l e l s 

about us among non-European peoples. Our words 

are wide and vague, because we see and f e e l t h i n g s 

l o o s e l y , and a c c o r d i n g l y concern o u r s e l v e s more 

wit h the i n t e r a c t i o n of phenomena than w i t h a c t u a l 

o b j e c t s . Our world i s b u i l t upon g e n e r a l i t i e s and 
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a b s t r a c t i o n s , and the r e a l i t i e s of l i f e recede 

behind the c o l o u r l e s s " f a c t s " , as we c a l l them, of 

cause and e f f e c t , laws and f o r c e s and tend e n c i e s . 

The words of ancient and p r i m i t i v e r a c e s are narrow 

and p r e c i s e , answering to the experience of men 

who did not run t h e i r eyes over nature, but looked 

c l o s e l y at every s i n g l e o b j e c t and took i n i t s 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , u n t i l every item stood f o r t h before 

t h e i r inner eyes i n i t s f u l n e s s , as a t h i n g unique. 

Th i s d e f i n i t e n e s s of experience s e r i o u s l y hinders 

a n a l y s i s and c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , but t h i s does not 

mean that the s p i r i t u a l l i f e i s kept down to a 

simple v e r i f i c a t i o n of the a c t u a l f a c t s , or t h a t 

i d e a s are merely acknowledgements of the impressions. 

On the contrary, i d e a s have, f o r these t h i n k e r s , 

a s t r e n g t h and i n f l u e n c e which can at times lead 

s t r a n g e r s to regard the barbarians as philosophers 

a l l ; the t r u t h , however, i s t h a t they are d i s t i n c t 

from the philosophers by the very force and power 

and r e a l i t y of t h e i r i d e a s . 

•The conceptions t h a t make up the body of 

our s p i r i t u a l l i f e , such as colour, beauty, horse, 

man, e x i s t by themselves i n the i n t e r v a l s between 

the t h i n g s of the world, and our se n s a t i o n s are 

but the pegs on which they are hung. I n the 

p r i m i t i v e mind, every idea i s f i r m l y connected 

w i t h an o b j e c t ; the t h i n g i s seen i n i t s p e r s p e c t i v e , 

as i t were. Answering to the narrow scope of the 

word, we f i n d a d i z z y i n g depth i n i t s idea, s i n c e 

t h i s i n i t s e l f i n c l u d e s a l l t h a t can be thought of 
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the o b j e c t named. The meaning i s not r e s t r i c t e d 

to cover only the body of things, but embraces t h e i r 

soul i n the same degree. I n the idea of "oak" 

l i e s a l l t h a t one can t h i n k of quercus; from the 

o a k , i t s e l f as i t r i s e s before the eye, or can be 

f e l t w i t h the hands, from i t s speech, i t s form, 

i t s p e c u l i a r manner of moving, i t s f e r t i l i t y , and 

the l i k e , to "oakness", the s t a t e of being oak, 

the q u a l i t y which makes one an oak t r e e . So comprehen

s i v e i s the thought, and so i n t i m a t e l y wrapped 

about r e a l i t y . The f u l l depth of the word i s not 

reached u n t i l we a r r i v e at the s t a t e of pure being, 

a being which i n r e s p e c t of s p i r i t u a l i t y has every 

claim t o admittance among the company of the highest 

ideas, but which d i f f e r s n e v e r t h e l e s s from our 

venerable a b s t r a c t s i n having a marked c h a r a c t e r ; a 

pure being, i n which l i e predestined the q u a l i t i e s 

of lobed l e a v e s , gnarled branches, broad-crowned 

growth, e d i b l e s h e l l - f r u i t s . 

'Endeavouring now to t r a c k down these thoughts, 

i t may be t h a t the e x e r t i o n we f e e l i n the t a s k 

i n v o l u n t a r i l y a p p l i e s i t s e l f to our estimate of 

those old t h i n k e r s , and induces us to think of them 

as profound rea s o n e r s . And there i s s t i l l g r e a t e r 

danger t h a t the motion of our thoughts may be 

t r a n s f e r r e d to the i d e a s we are following, so 

that we imagine p r i m i t i v e ideas as something complex 

or complicated. For us who endeavour to think again 

the strange thoughts of a stranger, the d i f f i c u l t y 

l i e s f i r s t and foremost i n keeping firm hold of 

the u n i t y and banning a l l s u s p i c i o n of musing and 
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profundity. P r i m i t i v e idea i s not c r e a t e d by a 
r e f l e c t i o n whereby something i s a b s t r a c t e d from 
r e a l i t y , nor by an a n a l y s i s l o o s ing the separate 
elements from t h e i r connection and rearranging 
them i n l o g i c a l c a t e g o r i e s - on the contrary, i t 
depends on a t o t a l view, the nature of which i s 
i n i m i c a l to a l l a n a l y s i s . We c a l l the p r i m i t i v e 
idea oak - oakness two-sided, but w i t h only 
c o n d i t i o n a l j u s t i f i c a t i o n , inasmuch as the ideas 
of p r i m i t i v e peoples do not contain anything which 
can properly be c a l l e d d u a l i s t i c . I t p o i n t s 
simultaneously out towards something s p i r i t u a l 
and something m a t e r i a l , but i t has no seam i n i t 
where matter and s p i r i t meet. Idea and r e a l i t y , 
that which i s perceived and t h a t which i s f e l t , 
are i d e n t i c a l ; are, so to speak, two opposite 
poles of the conception. We can begin w i t h the 
concrete; with a wolf, a stone; and g r a d u a l l y , 
through i t s c h a r a c t e r and q u a l i t i e s , i t s e v i l 
nature and goodwill, i t s m o b i l i t y and weight, 
a r r i v e at the q u a l i t i e s of wolfness and stoneness, 
as s u b t l e as any philosopher could spin i t , and 
yet at the same time as strong i n i t s r e a l i t y as 
any sense impression. And we can commence wi t h 
a " f o r c e " , the f o r c e of being a wolf, a stone, 
and through the e f f e c t s produced by t h a t f o r c e 
a r r i v e once more at the s o l i d o b j e c t s before us. 
We can move forward or backward from pole to pole, 
without any somersault, without even the l e a s t l i t t l e 
hop. The connection i s unbroken, because the 
thought never at any point l o s e s hold of the idea 
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of a l i m i t a t i o n i n c h a r a c t e r and form. "The 

t h i n g s of our world are f l a t and s i l h o u e t t e - l i k e 

to such a degree t h a t they shade i n t o one another 

and merge i n t o such vague e n t i t i e s as "nature" or 

"world". P r i m i t i v e f a c t s are a l l - r o u n d o b j e c t s 

and shapes t h a t stand out f r e e of the background, 

and when our comprehensive phrase "the whole 

world" i s t r a n s l a t e d i n t o old Norse, i t takes 

t h i s form: "As f a r as C h r i s t i a n men go to church, 

heathen men worship, f i r e b u r s t s f o r t h , e a r t h 

bears f r u i t , , son c a l l s mother, mother s u c k l e s 

son, men l i g h t f i r e , s h ip s t r i d e s , s h i e l d s f l a s h , 

sun s h i n e s , snow d r i f t s , f i r grows, f a l c o n f l i e s 

the spring-long day when the wind i s f u l l beneath 

i t s wings, heaven v a u l t s , e a r t h i s peopled, wind 

howls, water flows i n t o sea, c a r l e s reap corn". 

•Thus we are l e d to see t h a t the p r i m i t i v e 

way of d e p i c t i n g l i f e i s r e a l i s t i c i n the t r u e s t 

sense of the word. The e p i c formulae, as we are 

apt to c a l l them, paint the world as i t i s , but 

t h e i r world i s very d i f f e r e n t from the p l a c e i n 

which we move and have our being. P r i m i t i v e men 

d i f f e r from Europeans not i n t h e o r i e s about r e a l i t y , 

but i n the r e a l i t y i t s e l f . 1 

237 
In the chapter ' L i f e and Soul' Grtinbech once 

again s t r o n g l y emphasises the d i f f e r e n c e between our way 

of looking at t h i n g s , and the ways of other peoples; 

2 3 7 CT I pp. 205-227. 
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and the f a c t t h a t we i n t e r p r e t t h e i r words i n terms 

of our own i d e a s i n s t e a d of t h e i r s . For the Teuton, 

according to Gronbech, everything had i t s own soul , i t s 

own c h a r a c t e r i s t i c l i f e and w i l l ; whereas we think of 

l i f e or soul as one t h i n g which has become manifested 

i n d i f f e r e n t forms. We spontaneously i n t e r p r e t Teutonic 

poetry as expressing metaphors and p e r s o n i f i c a t i o n s , but 

the old poets mean something deeper than t h a t : they are 

expressing men's immediate awareness of the n a t u r a l t h i n g s 

surrounding them, and the immediate awareness of each 

thing's f u l l c h a r a c t e r and l i f e , whether i t be animal 

or b i r d , the e a r t h or sea, or simply a stone or t r e e . 

Everything has a soul and t h e r e f o r e i t s own p e r s o n a l i t y 

and w i l l . 

T his o ld outlook s p r i n g s n a t u r a l l y from man's 

great dependence on h i s surroundings; he needs to seek 

nature's good w i l l and must t h e r e f o r e understand the 

s o u l s surrounding him. The change i n outlook comes 

about when man gains more c o n t r o l of h i s s i t u a t i o n , 

s e p arates h i m s e l f from such c l o s e n e s s to the n a t u r a l 

world, begins to r e f l e c t on h i s own human nature, and then 

to read back i n t o the n a t u r a l world the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
238 

he f i n d s i n h i m s e l f . 

We a l s o impose on nature our own systems of 
. . 239 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , but we must beware of a t t r i b u t i n g 

these c a t e g o r i e s to a l i e n c u l t u r e s . 2 4 ^ To the p r i m i t i v e 

2 3 8 CT I pp. 219-220. 2 3 9 CT I p. 223. 
2 4 0 Cf. CT I I I 'Natures' pp. 20-21. 
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Teuton a l l members of the same s p e c i e s had the same s o u l ; 

a l l members of the same c l a s s , indeed, were i d e n t i c a l i n 

both body and so u l , so t h a t when t h i s wolf or that bear 

appears i t i s not, i n f a c t , t h i s or that animal, but 
241 

wolf or bear simply, reborn i n another appearance. 

I n speaking of man's r e l a t i o n to nature i n prim

i t i v e Teutonic thought Gronbech s t a t e s : 

'He does not f e e l the d i s t a n c e between himself and 

the bear as g r e a t e r than t h a t between the bear and 

the wolf; each of the th r e e i s an independent 

e x i s t e n c e , and t h e i r r e l a t i o n one w i t h another can 

thus never be expressed i n any f i x e d c o n s t e l l a t i o n 

as w i th us who i n v a r i a b l y s e t man uppermost and 

never between the two ... Nature i s to p r i m i t i v e 

man a realm f i l l e d w i t h f r e e s e l f - e x i s t i n g s o u l s , 

human and non-human, which are a l i on the same 

l i n e of e x i s t e n c e and can enter i n t o a l l s o r t s of 

combinations through bonds of f r i e n d s h i p or 
242 

k i n s h i p ' . 

I n speaking of the s e c r e t of l i f e i n p r i m i t i v e 

experience, he s t a t e s : 

•The soul i s something more than the body, as i t 

i s seen and f e l t i n s p a c e - f i l l i n g r e a l i t y , but i t 

i s not anything o u t s i d e the m a t e r i a l ... the body 

i s a par t of the s o u l , or even the soul i t s e l f . 

The moment we grasp a stone f i r m l y i n the hand, 

we have grasped the soul of the stone, i t i s the 

CT I pp. 225-22.6. CT I p. 278. 
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243 
soul we can f e e l * . 

' L i f e i s w i l l . A l l that i s , a c t s because i t 

f e e l s an impulse, f e e l s p l e a s u r e i n t h i s and d i s 

p l e a s u r e i n the other. The soul of the stone, as 

w e l l as that of the t r e e and the animal, i s f i l l e d 

w i t h d e s i r e and purpose and preference, but the 

stone's w i l l i s not the animal's and n e i t h e r i s 

th a t of the human being. Man had soon to d i s c o v e r 

t h a t everyone of h i s surroundings l o v e s and hates 

i n i t s own fashion, according to i t s u n a s s a i l a b l e 

p r i n c i p l e s - a f t e r i t s own k i n d . I t i s t h i s 

d i s c o v e r y which has made man so watchful and 

s e n s i t i v e to a l l m a n i f e s t a t i o n s of the s o u l s 

surrounding him. Woe to him who thought t h a t 
244 

th i n g s had human w i l l and human power.' 

.This i s why, according to Grbnbech, r i t u a l operations 

vary, being s u i t e d to the d i f f e r e n t w i l l s operating i n 
245 

man's world. 

Grcinbech i s very c l e a r l y of the opinion t h a t modern 

European i n t e l l e c t u a l r e f l e c t i o n has done nothing to 

help our understanding of p r i m i t i v e c u l t u r e . 

•European philosophy has emancipated thought from 

experience to such a degree t h a t i t becomes 

p o s s i b l e to p i c t u r e a l l nature i n the l i k e n e s s 

of man. We have discovered, or r a t h e r learned 

from the Greeks and c a r r i e d the d i s c o v e r y f u r t h e r , 

243 244 
^ J CT I p. 208. M CT I pp. 210-211. 245 CT I p. 211. 
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t h a t i t i s human l i f e and human e x i s t e n c e that 

r e s i d e s i n plant and stone. For the l a s t t h ree 

c e n t u r i e s , the t a s k of philosophy and s c i e n c e has 

been to deprive l i f e and e x i s t e n c e of the most 

prominent human f e a t u r e s and reduce them to vague 

c o l o u r l e s s i d e a s a p p l i c a b l e to a l l organisms, and 
246 

i n a wider sense to a l l phenomena'. 

'But to:understand the ways of p r i m i t i v e man we 

must to some degree be able t o r e a l i s e h i s 
,247 experience.' 

Gronbech opens h i s chapter on L i f e and Soul: 

• I t i s a melancholy f a c t t h a t modern researches 

i n t o p r i m i t i v e thought have l e d us f a r t h e r and 

f a r t h e r away from any r e a l understanding of f o r e i g n 

c u l t u r e s and r e l i g i o n s . And the reason i s not f a r 

to seek. The European i s hampered by h i s naive 

f a i t h i n h i s own system and h i s own l o g i c as the 

measure of a l l t h i n g s ; the missionary and the 

e t h n o l o g i s t i n v a r i a b l y t r y to f o r c e a ready-made 

scheme on c u l t u r e s of r a d i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t p a t t e r n s , 

i n the same way as l i n g u i s t s formerly arranged a l l 

tongues a f t e r the scheme of L a t i n grammar; j u s t 

as the i n t r o d u c t i o n of gerund and supine and 

a b l a t i v e only served to obscure the s t r u c t u r e of 

Indian or A u s t r a l i a n languages, so our r i g i d 

dualism cannot but d i s t o r t p r i m i t i v e psychology. 

The Scandinavians, the Greeks, the Hindoos, the 

246 CT I p. 213. 247 CT I p. 219. 
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I s r a e l i t e s as w e l l as the I n d i a n s and the A u s t r a l i a n s 

have been examined by the catechism: what do you 

b e l i e v e about the s o u l , how do you conceive the i n t e r 

a c t i o n between .body and s o u l , what becomes of the soul 

when i t l e a v e s the body, as i f the H e l l e n i s t i c and 

European dualism as i t i s embodied i n the catechism 

and the handbooks of psychology were at the root of a l l 

experience. By such an examination from without, f a c t s 

may no doubt be brought to l i g h t , but the f a c t s are often 

worse than f a l s e , because they are wrenched out of t h e i r 

n a t u r a l coherence. Without an understanding of p r i m i t i v e 

thought as a c o n s i s t e n t whole, our f o r e f a t h e r s ' t a l k of 
248 

l i f e and death, soul and body would be incomprehensible. 

In w r i t i n g of h o l i n e s s , Gro'nbech a s s e r t s t h a t t h e r e 

was a c l o s e a s s o c i a t i o n between h o l i n e s s and l u c k . 

'In the high s e a t , i n the grove, and on the mountain, 

we stand face to face with a power which seems never 

before to have forced i t s e l f upon us: t h a t of h o l i n e s s ; 

but i n r e a l i t y , we have t r a c e d i t s i n f l u e n c e at every 
249 

step. I t i s l u c k i n i t s m i g h t i e s t shape*. 
250 

'Holiness i s the very core of l i f e i n men'. 

'In those members of the c l a n who c o n s t a n t l y dwelt 

w i t h i n the narrowest c i r c l e of luck, h o l i n e s s was at 

i t s s t r o n g e s t ' . 
•In times of great s t r e n g t h and renewal i n the l i f e 
of the c l a n , h o l i n e s s would t h i c k e n i n the house 

252 
and embrace a l l with i t s whole f o r c e ' . 

2 4 8 CT I p. 205. 2 4 9 CT I I p. 116. 2 5 0 CT I I p. 118. 
2 5 1 CT I I p. 121. 2 5 2 CT I I p. 129. 
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The t r a n s i t i o n from the temporal to the r e l i g i o u s 

' e x i s t s only fo r us; to the Germanic mind, the t r a n s i t i o n 

from human l i f e to the d i v i n e was an unbroken c o n t i n u a t i o n ' 

In speaking of i t s s p i r i t u a l power Grbnbech w r i t e s , 

'A woman's s k i l l i n brewing was something f a r 

more than housewifely c a p a b i l i t y ; i t was the t e s t 

of her h o l i n e s s and i t s f o r c e , of her s t r e n g t h i n 
254 

the gods and her power over lu c k ' . 

In speaking of H e i l l and Se"ls, Gronbech r e f e r s to 
255 

the oneness of body and s o u l . 
256 

H e i l l i s defined as 'luck'. I t i s 'luck, b l e s s i n g 
r e s u l t i n g from a sacred ceremony and manifesting i t s e l f 

. 257 
i n good omens . 

Reverting to the g u l f which Grbnbech b e l i e v e s to 

e x i s t between modern ways of t h i n k i n g and the modes of 

thought found i n a p r i m i t i v e c u l t u r e l i k e t h a t of the 

Teutons, we f i n d the f o l l o w i n g statement at the opening 

of the Essay on R i t u a l Drama: 

' I t i s a -task of almost d i s h e a r t e n i n g d i f f i c u l t y 

to i n t e r p r e t the c u l t u r e and r e l i g i o n of a 

p r i m i t i v e race i n modern language. Our words are 

incapable of expressing i d e a s t h a t are not only 

divergent from our own but run i n t o t a l l y d i f f e r e n t 

dimensions. I n order to reproduce the i n t e l l e c t u a l 

l i f e of these r a c e s , we must unlearn our psychology, 

and l e a r n another, no l e s s reasonable but d i f f e r i n g 

i n i t s very p r i n c i p l e s . P r i m i t i v e i d e a s and 

253 254 7^ 
CT I I p. 130. CT I I p. 165. " D CT I I I p. 18. 

2 5 6 CT I I I p. 18. 2 5 7 CT I I I p. 19. 
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s e n s a t i o n s and sentiments have a harmony and t e n s i o n 

of t h e i r own, because t h e i r holders group the harvest 

of experience according to another point of view, 

bring i t to consciousness under strange aspects 

and c o n s t r u c t a r e a l i t y so a l i e n to ours that words 

l i k e god and man, l i f e and death, as they .are 

understood by Europeans, c a r r y no meaning i n t h e i r 
, 258 language'. 

The word ' p r i m i t i v e ' conveys the idea of something 

l e s s developed, and Gronbech regards t h i s as preposterous. 

Gronbech p r e f e r s the term ' c l a s s i c a l ' which he b e l i e v e s 

i n d i c a t e s an outlook which i s r e a l i s t i c and embraces 

a l l aspects of experience i n a s i n g l e whole, over 

against 'our romantic c i v i l i s a t i o n ' f o r which r e a l i t y 

l i e s i n the r e a c t i o n s of the mind, the ideas, sentiments, 

and moods which r e f l e c t a shadowy world e x t e r n a l to i t . 

This means t h a t conceptions of time and space and 

a c t u a l experience are very d i f f e r e n t i n the c l a s s i c a l 
259 

and romantic c u l t u r e s . 

'In our experience the primary property of bodies i s 

extension, whereas i n c l a s s i c a l c u l t u r e i t i s 

p r i m a r i l y a force or l i f e t h a t governs a l l i d e a s . ' 

For us, time i s a continuous flow from an unknown 

past i n t o an unknown f u t u r e ; but f o r the men of c l a s s i c a l 

ages 'the a c t u a l l i f e i s the r e s u l t of a r e c u r r e n t 
. . 260 beginning . 

' ... c l a s s i c a l t h i n k i n g i s concrete i n i t s very 

2 5 8 CT I I p. 260. 2 5 9 CT I I pp. 260-261. 
2 6 0 CT I I p. 261. 
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essence; i n our experience, l i f e i s something 

a b s t r a c t ... whereas i n c l a s s i c a l c u l t u r e i t i s 

"luck and honour',' l i f e as i t manifests i t s e l f i n 
261 

the c h a r a c t e r of the race, i n i t s h i s t o r y ' . 

•The r e l i g i o u s p r i n c i p l e does not admit of an 

a n a l y s i s on our l i n e s nor of any t r a n s l a t i o n i n t o 
262 

our h i s t o r i c a l forms'. 

'The h i s t o r i a n of r e l i g i o n w i l l not be able to 

e l u c i d a t e the r i t u a l and the legends of a c l a s s 

i c a l race u n t i l he has succeeded i n i d e n t i f y i n g 

h i mself - so f a r as such an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n i s 

p o s s i b l e to modern man - w i t h the worshippers, 

u n t i l he has l e a r n t to look at t h i n g s w i t h t h e i r 

eyes, to re-experience heaven and e a r t h , animals 

and p l a n t s , and convert t h i s new experience i n t o 
. . . , , 2 6 3 appropriate i d e a s ' . 

261 CT I I p. 262. 2 6 2 CT I I p. 263. 2 6 3 CT I I p. 267. 
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Section B. W. Eichrodt 

5. INTRODUCTION 

264 In h i s 'Theology of the Old Testament' Eichrodt 

i s c l e a r l y concerned to avoid two extreme views of the 

nature of God: pantheism, or a very c l o s e a s s o c i a t i o n 

of d e i t y and nature on the one hand, and deism on the 

other. L i k e a l l those who are concerned with a proper 

understanding of C h r i s t i a n theology Eichrodt wishes to 

f i n d a proper balance between a r e c o g n i t i o n of God's 

transcendence and a r e c o g n i t i o n of God's immancence. 

He a l s o b e l i e v e s , as most other C h r i s t i a n t h i n k e r s do, 

tha t the B i b l e r e v e a l s the t r u e nature of God, and 

th e r e f o r e the extremes to be avoided must be avoided 

there, and t h e r e the r i g h t t h e o l o g i c a l balance must be 

found. The bulk of the B i b l e i s the Old Testament, and 

whatever v a r i a t i o n of teaching t h e r e may be i n that 

e x t e n s i v e l i t e r a t u r e , Eichrodt c l e a r l y b e l i e v e s that the 

o v e r a l l impression and p i c t u r e of God given i n most of 

the t e x t s i s , and must be the r i g h t one. The l i g h t may 

shine more b r i g h t l y i n some p l a c e s than i n others, but 

i t i s always, or n e a r l y always, the tr u e l i g h t . 

Although he does not say much about i t , Eichrodt 

a l s o appears to be very much aware of the impact which 

n a t u r a l s c i e n c e has had on thought, not l e a s t r e l i g i o u s 
265 

thought and the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the B i b l e . At 

W. Eichrodt, THEOLOGY OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. London, 
Vol. I , 1961, Vol. I I , 1967. T r a n s l a t e d by J.A. Baker. 
See, e.g. E2 p. 161,f ; p. 163 f t . 4; pp. 166-167, and 
f t . 4 on p. 167. 
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times he seems to f e e l t h a t s c i e n t i f i c thought has made 
b i b l i c a l n a r r a t i v e s and teaching appear outmoded and even 
crude, but t h a t n a t u r a l s c i e n c e i s barren when we are 
seeking meaning and purpose i n l i f e . For Eichrodt the 
fundamental assumption of n a t u r a l s c i e n t i s t s t h a t n a t u r a l 
p r o cesses occur of t h e i r own accord i n conformity with 
immutable and impersonal p r i n c i p l e s g i v e s a wholly 
inadequate p i c t u r e of the n a t u r a l world, and t h e r e f o r e 
a wholly inadequate account of human l i f e , which i s so 
c l o s e l y bound up w i t h the n a t u r a l world. The t r u t h about 
nature revealed by s c i e n t i f i c r e s e a r c h cannot be denied, 
and we cannot ignore i t i n our i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Old 
Testament; but i t i s only a p a r t i a l t r u t h and must not 
be allowed to undermine our f a i t h i n the b i b l i c a l reve
l a t i o n which conveys t r u t h of even g r e a t e r s i g n i f i c a n c e 
about nature and man. 

I t i s p e r f e c t l y understandable that E i c h r o d t ' s 

e xegesis of the Old Testament should have been i n f l u e n c e d 

by such c o n s i d e r a t i o n s , but the p o s s i b l e d i s t o r t i n g 

e f f e c t s of o v e r r i d i n g t h e o l o g i c a l and a p o l o g e t i c i n t e r e s t s 

w i l l have to be borne i n mind i n the following examination 

of h i s e x p o s i t i o n of the I s r a e l i t e understanding of nature. 

E i c h r o d t bases h i s 'Theology' on the b e l i e f t h at the 

concept of most fundamental importance i n I s r a e l i t e 
2 66 

r e l i g i o n i s that, of the covenant. 

'The concept i n which I s r a e l i t e thought gave d e f i n i t i v e 

expression to the binding of the people to God 

and by means of which they e s t a b l i s h e d f i r m l y from 

E l pp. 11 , 13-14, 17-18. 
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the s t a r t the p a r t i c u l a r i t y of t h e i r knowledge 
2 67 

of him was the covenant'. 

The c h a r a c t e r of the covenant excludes any 

p o s s i b l i t i y of understanding God's r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h 

h i s people i n terms of popular nature r e l i g i o n . There 

i s no blood r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and people, nor 

are God and people i n d i s s o l u b l y l i n k e d by t h e i r mutual 

a s s o c i a t i o n w ith the land. God has f r e e l y chosen h i s 

people and may as f r e e l y r e j e c t them, and t h e r e f o r e 

there can be no means whereby di v i n e power i s a u t o m a t i c a l l y 

employed. G i f t s and punishments, even when these take the 

form of n a t u r a l events, are the consequence of God's 

sovereign w i l l , and a r e to be understood i n personal 

terms which recognise God's l o r d s h i p on the one hand and 
268 

the people's o b l i g a t i o n to be obedient on the other. 

A r e l i g i o n based on t h i s kind of covenant 

i n e v i t a b l y came i n t o c o n f l i c t w i th Canaanite r e l i g i o n 

and c u l t u r e . Canaanite i n f l u e n c e created a tendency 

to a s s o c i a t e God much too c l o s e l y w i t h the mysterious 

l i f e - f o r c e seen i n nature, and God, land and people 

were drawn together i n such a way as to destroy u t t e r l y 

the t r u e c h a r a c t e r of the I s r a e l i t e covenant with God. 

Those who succumbed to Canaanite i n f l u e n c e saw the c u l t 

as a u t o m a t i c a l l y e f f e c t i v e r i t u a l and i t gained i n 

importance as people came to regard i t as a sure means 
. . 269 of winning or compelling d i v i n e favour. 

Canaanite thought a s s o c i a t e d the god very c l o s e l y 

2 6 7 E l p. 36. 2 6 8 E l pp. 42-45. 
2 6 9 E l pp. 45-47. 
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w i t h the sanctuary and t h i s was a notion which had to 

be r a d i c a l l y modified before i t could be properly 
270 . . applied to Yahweh. In the popular r e l i g i o n of Canaan 

'The constant presence of the god was as much 

taken for granted as the unceasing e x i s t e n c e of 

the f o r c e s of Nature i n which that presence was 

manifested; and from t h i s i t followed t h a t the 

god was f i r m l y s e t t l e d i n the sanctuary dedicated 
271 

to him'. , x 

Sacred stones were taken over from the Canaanites 

and often regarded as media of d i v i n e power, although 

sometimes explained simply as memorials of Yahweh's 
272 

s e l f - m a n i f e s t a t i o n s . Nevertheless, the idea t hat the 

stones a c t u a l l y contained holy power led 

'to the temptation to seek to c o n t r o l the d i v i n e 

h o l i n e s s by s a c r i f i c i a l r i t e s , and to the c l o s e l y 
a s s o c i a t e d misunderstanding of Yahweh as a l o c a l l y 
. . . 273 l i m i t e d Nature d e i t y ' . 

The b u l l image, p a r t i c u l a r l y a s s o c i a t e d with Jeroboam I , 

•defines Yahweh's nature one-sidedly as a vegetation 

d e i t y and teaches men to see h i s m a n i f e s t a t i o n s i n 
274 

the d e s t r u c t i v e and c r e a t i v e f o r c e s of Nature*. 

Canaanite nature f e s t i v a l s were c e l e b r a t e d i n order 

to f i l l o r dinary l i f e w i t h d i v i n e power, and at the same 

time strengthen the d i v i n e power i t s e l f . While I s r a e l ' s 

270 
273 

E l pp. 104-107. 271 E l p. 105. 272 

E l p. 116. 274 
E l pp. 115-116. 

E l p. 117. 
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s p i r i t u a l l e a d e r s did not despise the a s s o c i a t i o n of 

God wi t h nature, the worship of Baal encouraged men to 

see God as a c t u a l l y present i n the processes of nature 

and to b e l i e v e t h a t they could l a y hold on God and enter 

i n t o i n t i m a t e a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h him. This was f i r m l y 

r e j e c t e d by those who were anxious to preserve the t r u e 

c h a r a c t e r of Yahweh worship, and hence the nature 

f e s t i v a l s underwent changes designed to teach the true 

nature of the covenant God who had revealed h i m s e l f 
275 

i n I s r a e l ' s h i s t o r y . 

Sacred .^actions were often connected with notions 

of cleanness and uncleanness, or wi t h h o l i n e s s . I n . 

so f a r as these notions are applied to land, animals, 

food, blood, i l l n e s s or b o d i l y blemishes, t h e i r o r i g i n s 

were no doubt v a r i o u s : a l i e n c u l t s , magic r i t e s , d i s g u s t 

or horror, f o r e i g n means of inducing prophetic frenzy, 

o r g i a s t i c communion with the d e i t y . Nevertheless, once 

d i v e r s e r i t e s and b e l i e f s were brought i n t o r e l a t i o n t o 

the covenant God, Yahweh, they acquired a much deeper 

meaning than was p o s s i b l e when they e x i s t e d i n i s o l a t i o n 

and were a s s o c i a t e d with a v a r i e t y of d e i t i e s or demons. 

Mechanically e f f i c a c i o u s r i t u a l was replaced by the aim 
276 

to p l e a s e God. 

P r o s t i t u t i o n , c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of Canaanite r e l i g i o n , 

was u t t e r l y incompatible w i t h the proper worship of 

Yahweh. Of the sacred marriage Eichrodt says: 

275 
E l pp. 119-123; on the Passover, p. 129. 

2 7 6 E l pp. 133-139. 
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'In t h i s context the d e i t y i s worshipped p r i n 

c i p a l l y as the mysterious l i f e - f o r c e i n Nature, 

and i t i s the worship c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of an a g r i 

c u l t u r a l c i v i l i s a t i o n which i s the normal s e t t i n g 
277 

fo r such customs'. 

A l i t t l e l a t e r he w r i t e s 

' ... i n the sphere of r e l i g i o u s t h i n k i n g both 

r i t u a l and moral, I s r a e l ' s s e n s i b i l i t i e s i n s t i n c t 

i v e l y r e s i s t e d the whole s e x u a l - o r g i a s t i c complex 

which was bound up w i t h magic and the d i v i n i z a t i o n 

of Nature and which was such an important f e a t u r e 

of t h e i r heathen- environment. Behind t h i s a t t i t u d e 

l i e s t h e i r awareness of the exalted nature of the 

covenant God, who i s open to no kind of coercion 

and holds sway over the n a t u r a l order as i t s true 
T 278 Lord'. 

Speaking of the t i t l e ' e l 'elyon, 

• S i g n i f i c a n t l y , the Creator-concept i s ... a s s o c i a t e d 

w i t h t h i s "most high god", thus making e x p l i c i t 

t h a t d i s t i n c t i o n of E l from a fo r c e of Nature which 
279 

i s demonstrable a l s o i n other p l a c e s ' . 

Of the t i t l e ' e l 'olam Eichrodt says, 

'Here i s made e x p l i c i t the r e f u s a l to drag down 
the d e i t y i n t o the f l u x of n a t u r a l phenomena -
something which i s i n e v i t a b l e i n the case of those 

2 7 7 E l p. 151. 2 7 8 E l p. 152. 2 7 9 E l pp. 181-182. 
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vegetation and nature gods f o r whom the mystery 
280 

of l i f e and death p l a y s such a v i t a l r o l e ' . 

Concerning the name Yahweh, which expresses the 

a c t i v e presence of God, Eichrodt says, 

' I t shares t h a t OPPOSITION TO ALL THAT I S MERELY 

NATURALISTIC and part of the phenomenal world, 
281 

which i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the worship of E l ' . 

The t i t l e could r e f e r simply to a l o c a l 

d e i t y , and such Q^!?V3. e x i s t e d i n the n a t u r a l 

phenomena of t h e i r d i s t r i c t : vegetable and animal l i f e , 

s p r i ngs, r i v e r s , storm and sunshine. The term could a l s o 

s i g n i f y the Lord of Heaven 'who throughout S y r i a from 

the second millennium onwards was worshipped as the 

Godhead towering above a l l l o c a l gods', and who was not 

only revealed i n such phenomena as thunder and f e r t i l e 

growth, but as the compassionate p r o t e c t o r of the 
282 

i n d i v i d u a l . 

L o c a l b a a l s were q u i t e often regarded as expressions 

of t h i s great d e i t y , and t h i s made them something much 

more than mere vegetation d e i t i e s . I t a l s o made much 

e a s i e r a dangerous accommodation of the worship of Yahweh 

to t h at of B a a l , and the l a t e r name could even be 

applied to Yahweh and used i n the personal names of 

Yahweh worshippers. The nature god Baal, however, 

had no concern with h i s t o r y ; and the worship of Baal 

was e s s e n t i a l l y a l i e n to t h a t of Yahweh. Prophetic 

2 8 0 E l p. 183. 2 8 1 E l p. 191. 2 8 2 E l p. 201. 
2 8 3 E l pp. 201-202. 
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p r o t e s t l e d to the use of . the name baal being event-
. . . . . 284 

u a l l y eliminated from Jewish r e l i g i o u s language. 

•Both i n the new formation of i t s own d i v i n e 

names and i n the s e l e c t i o n i t makes of those which 

i t has i n h e r i t e d or which have been imported from 

without, the f a i t h of I s r a e l demonstrates an 

unmistakable tendency to emphasize both THE MIGHTY 

IMMANENCE AND THE EXALTED TRANSCENDENCE of the 

d e i t y . God i s conceived as s e t over a g a i n s t the 

numerous f o r c e s of Nature, but a l s o as summing up 
285 

t h e i r m u l t i p l i c i t y i n h i s own UNITY.' 

According to the p r i e s t l y l i t e r a t u r e any a c t u a l 

i r r u p t i o n i n t o the e a r t h l y sphere was contrar y to the 

nature of God. I n speaking of the Word of Creation 

Eichrodt says, 

• I t i s by t h i s means t h a t the Lord of the u n i v e r s e 

r e g u l a t e s h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p with our world without 

i n any way becoming involved i n i t s laws, or t i e d 

to i t s order. Here God's transcendence of the 

m a t e r i a l world i s s e t i n the sharpest p o s s i b l e 

c o n t r a s t to any p a n t h e i s t i c conception of i n t e r -
287 

fu s i o n or e v o l u t i o n a r y development'. 

What Eichrodt says about f~M"^ i s a l s o important i n 

t h i s connection. For Eichrodt, when we consi d e r the 

way i n which God accomplishes h i s w i l l i n the world, the 

concept of l"?)""^ i s of e s p e c i a l s i g n i f i c a n c e . By seeing 

2 8 4 E l pp. 202-203. 2 8 5 E l p. 205. 
2 8 6 E l p. 408. 2 8 7 E l p. 410. 
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the whole world as dependent on God's s p i r i t or breath, 

polytheism could be r e j e c t e d , while at the same time 

deism or pantheism were a l s o avoided. An intimate l i n k 

i s formed with the one God, to whom everything i s u t t e r l y 

subordinated. The sovereignty of God over n a t u r a l f o r c e s 

i s a l s o emphasised by the a s s o c i a t i o n of the s p i r i t of 
288 

l i f e w i t h the c r e a t i v e word of God. 

In speaking of the p r i e s t l y f a i t h , E ichrodt s t a t e s 

t h a t the common f a c t o r i n a l l i t s a s s e r t i o n s about God 

and man i s the concept of permanent order. 

'The d i v i n e Law imposed on the cosmos i s ... the 

p e r f e c t expression of the d i v i n e power i n Crea t i o n , 
289 

holding a l l t h i n g s i n i t s hands'. 

Eichrodt recognises t h a t development of the idea of 

God's transcendence can lead to a d e i s t i c divorce of God 
290 

from the world; but the p r i e s t l y outlook i n f a c t 
promoted b e l i e f i n God's sovereign r u l e over the world 

291 
and mankind here and now. God as Creator 'at every 
moment holds t h i s whole world i n h i s hands and r u l e s i t 

29? 
by h i s laws'. * 

'Because of i t s c h a r i s m a t i c c h a r a c t e r the Yahweh 

r e l i g i o n tended to conceive and portray the e f f e c t 

i v e working of God's power as something manifested 

i n c o n v u l s i v e d i s a s t e r s , events q u i t e outside the 
293 

normal run of t h i n g s ' . 

288 
291 

E2 pp. 46-50. 289 E l p. 
E l p. 435. 292 E l p. 436. 

433. 
293 
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Eichrodt mentions n a t u r a l c a l a m i t i e s and m i r a c l e s 
as examples of t h i s ; but he a l s o says, 

•Of course God's working was a l s o acknowledged i n 

events such as birthand death, s i c k n e s s , f e r t i l i t y 

and so on,, which were none the l e s s wonderful f o r 
294 

being of everyday occurrence'. 

T h i s l a s t sentence appears to be c o n t r a d i c t e d e a r l y 

i n Vol. I I , where Eichrodt c l a i m s t h a t n a t u r a l phenomena 

which were f a m i l i a r and beneficent to men, such as sun 

and moon, sp r i n g s and r i v e r s , t r e e s and woods, were not. 

regarded as v i s i b l e e xpressions of God. The c h i e f v i s i b l e 

expression of the Godhead i n the realm of nature was the 

thunderstorm; and appearances of f i r e , as i n a v o l c a n i c 

eruption, were a l s o regarded as v i s i b l e evidence of the 
295 

presence of God. 

Eichrodt could avoid the c o n t r a d i c t i o n by making a 

d i s t i n c t i o n between God v i s i b l y expressing himself and 

God working i n nature, but the d i s t i n c t i o n i s somewhat 

forced s i n c e i f God i s d i r e c t l y at work i n some event 

he i s s u r e l y v i s i b l y expressing himself i n i t . A thunder

storm i s more s t r i k i n g than g r a s s growing on a h i l l s i d e , 

and a burning bush which i s not consumed i s more s t r i k i n g 

s t i l l . We could t h e r e f o r e say that I s r a e l i t e s more 

r e a d i l y recognised God at work i n the storm and the bush 

than they did i n the g r a s s growing on the h i l l s i d e ; but 

i f they recognised God at work a l s o i n such everyday, often 

taken f o r granted occurrences, they s u r e l y regarded them, 

294 295 
^ E l p. 453. Z y = > E2 pp. 16-19. 
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too, as v i s i b l e expressions of the d i v i n e nature. 

Furthermore, the thunderstorm and volcano express 

God's anger, and while a u t h r o i t y beneficent and a u t h o r i t y 

enraged or menacing may both be recognised, the l a t t e r 

demands more immediate a t t e n t i o n and a c t i v e response. 

Eichrodt would no doubt r e p l y to t h i s that he was 

not merely t h i n k i n g of God working i n n a t u r a l events, but 

a c t u a l l y r e v e a l i n g h i m s e l f . The storm and volcano are 

l i t e r a l l y theophanies. Eichrodt speaks of t h i s a t t i t u d e 

as p r e v a i l i n g i n I s r a e l u n t i l about the time of E l i j a h , 

the f i r s t c l e a r i n d i c a t i o n of a change i n a t t i t u d e being 

seen i n the s t o r y of E l i j a h at Horeb i n which God has 

become completely i n v i s i b l e and the gentle breeze conveys 

h i s whispered word. The elemental f o r c e s which once 

expressed the presence of God have become in s t e a d s i g n s 

or symbols of the d i v i n e presence. 

Even i f t h i s r e p l y be accepted, we are s t i l l l e f t 

w i t h the long period following E l i j a h when l i t e r a l 

theophanies were not b e l i e v e d i n by I s r a e l i t e s ; but we 

must a l s o ask how many I s r a e l i t e s ever r e a l l y b e l i e v e d 

that they were seeing God when they witnessed a storm. 

Perhaps l i g h t n i n g was looked upon as a glimpse of the 

g l o r y surrounding Yahweh, and perhaps some I s r a e l i t e s 

thought of thunder as the roar of h i s v o i c e . Yet an 

a c t u a l v i s i o n of the d e i t y i s spoken of as such, and i s 

c l e a r l y d i s t i n c t farom events which i n themselves simply 

i n d i c a t e the (presence of God, but are not actually/aspects 
296 297 of the d e i t y h i m s e l f . E i c h r o d t " s whole d i s c u s s i o n 

296 See Exodus 24:9-11. Cf. Exodus 19:21; 33:8-23. 
E2 pp. 16-20. 297 
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of these supposed m a n i f e s t a t i o n s of God i n nature r e v e a l s 

some embarrassment at the notion of Yahweh himself being 

seen i n any n a t u r a l occurrence, but once we see such 

events simply as s i g n s of God's presence we have to admit 

E i c h r o d t ' s o r i g i n a l confusion. 

Attention has been drawn to t h i s confusion, not 

because i t i s of p a r t i c u l a r importance i n i t s e l f , but 

because i t i s the s i g n a l of more s e r i o u s confusion about 

the r e l a t i o n s h i p of God to nature when Eichrodt comes to 

examine t h a t question more c l o s e l y . I s any n a t u r a l process 

merely n a t u r a l , the working of unnumerable events bound 

together i n a spontaneously functioning chain of cause 

and e f f e c t ? Or i s i t r e a l l y s u p e r n a t u r a l , a r e v e l a t i o n 

of d i r e c t d i v i n e c r e a t i v i t y ? And does the answer we give 

apply to a l l n a t u r a l events? Or i s one answer t r u e f o r 

some, the other t r u e f o r oth e r s ? 

We must next turn to E i c h r o d t ' s attempt to expound 

the Old Testament answer to these questions. 

6. TWO VIEWS OF NATURE 

Eichrodt b e l i e v e s that two views of God's r e l a t i o n 

s h ip with the world are to be found i n the Old Testament. 

Th i s c o n t r a s t springs from the use of the concept of the 
298 

word as the means whereby God i s l i n k e d With nature. 

This concept i n d i c a t e s t h a t the processes of nature came 

about through the f r e e choice of a being a b s o l u t e l y 

s u p e r i o r to nature, and that they cannot be understood i n 

a merely d e t e r m i n i s t i c sense of i n t e r f e r e d w ith by magic. 

E2 pp. 74-76. 
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Various t e x t s i l l u s t r a t e the view t h a t the processes of 

nature are 'the movement of l i v i n g f o r c e s r e l e a s e d by a 
. . 299 s p e c i f i c word from Yahweh'. 

The second view, which c o n t r a s t s with t h i s , d e p i c t s 

the world as a system e s t a b l i s h e d by God's word, and 

working w i t h u n a l t e r a b l e r e g u l a r i t y according to f i x e d 

laws. The f o r c e s once e s t a b l i s h e d by God's word funct i o n 

i n a predetermined way and r e v e a l an a u t o m a t i c a l l y working 

power. Eichrodt b e l i e v e s t h a t t h i s p i c t u r e of the world 

developed under the i n f l u e n c e of the conception of God's 

.word i n the Law: i t i s a ' s t a t i c conception of the 
, , 300 n a t u r a l order'. 

A l i t t l e l a t e r Eichrodt s t a t e s , 

• I t cannot be denied t h a t i m p l i c i t i n t h i s 

s u b s t i t u t i o n of the s t a t i c conception of the Law 

for the dynamic one of the Word was the t h r e a t of 

a d e i s t i c removal of God f a r from the events of 
. ,,, 301 t h i s world'. 

According to Eichrodt t h i s t h r e a t of deism was 

averted p a r l y by l i n k i n g the word of God and the s p i r i t 

of God; and p a r t l y by the h y p o s t a t i z a t i o n of the word 

whereby i t becomes a c t i v e i n the world of men and nature 

and makes r e a l the operation of God himself from day to 
302 

day.. 
303 

I n chapter 17 Eichrodt r e t u r n s to these two 

p o i n t s of view concerning God's r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h nature, 

299„_ - j - 300 301. _^ n n E2 p. 75. E2 p. 75. E2 p. 77. 
3 0 2 E2 pp. 77-78. 3 0 3 See E2 pp. 151-162. 
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and says of them t h a t they are 'THE INSEPARABLE AND 

MUTUALLY INDISPENSABLE ASPECTS OF A RELIGIOUS INTER

PRETATION OF NATURE BASED ON THE REVELATION OF THE 

COVENANT GOD'. 3 0 4 The f i r s t point of view arose because 

the I s r a e l i t e s looked upon nature as very much involved 

i n the events of human l i f e . T h i s did not mean that the 

f o r c e s of nature had a mythological l i f e of t h e i r own; 

i t meant t h a t ajust as God d i r e c t l y a f f e c t e d the l i f e of 

men, so he d i r e c t l y c o n t r o l l e d n a t u r a l events, g i v i n g 
, . , . . 305 r a i n , making p l a n t s grow and so on. 

This view i s to be seen r e f l e c t e d i n the f a c t t h a t 

both c r e a t i o n and p r e s e r v a t i o n are expressed by one 

verb, <>(""1J1. ' I t i s hardly going too f a r to d e s c r i b e 
T T 

t h i s Old Testament view of the maintenance of the world 
306 

as c r e a t i o continua'. The Old Testament p o r t r a y s 

n a t u r a l events 'as a DIRECT ACT OF GOD who c o n t r o l s both 

Nature and h i s t o r y by the omnipotence with which he f i l l s 
,, . , 307 a l l t h i n g s ' . 

.'This b e l i e f i n Providence ... derived i t s unshakeabl 

firmness and unique energy from the p r a c t i c e of 

explaining every event without exception i n terms 

of God * s act i o n ' . 

' ... f o r every event t h e r e was but ONE d i v i n e 

c a u s a l i t y * . 

The second point of view arose out of the contem

p l a t i o n of nature f o r i t s own sake as something which 

304 
306 

E2 p. 162. 
E2 p. 154. 

305 
J 3 E2 pp. 152-153. 
3 0 7 E2 p. 153. 3 0 8 E2 p. 176. 
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God had created and ordered. Nature i s seen as e x h i b i t i n g 
r e g u l a r i t i e s i n the occurrence of events, and an indepen
dent l i f e of i t s own. The p r i e s t s , who were p a r t i c u l a r l y 
i n t e r e s t e d i n r e g u l a r order, gave e s p e c i a l a t t e n t i o n to 
t h i s view of the world, and gave i t i t s most s t r i k i n g 

e x p r e s s i o n . The l i f e of nature proceeds according to 
309 

the ordinances of God. T h i s l i f e has been created by 

God, and even the most imp r e s s i v e phenomena of nature 

cannot e x i s t i n complete independence of God. Nevertheless, 

t h i s view i s d i f f e r e n t from the popular one developed by 

the prophets 

'i n t h a t i t understands God's sovereignty incom

parably more emphatically as something i n d i r e c t , 

e x e r c i s e d through the operation of f o r c e s estab

l i s h e d once f o r a l l and guided i n predetermined 

courses'. 
Men were thus made 'more or l e s s c l e a r l y conscious 

of the r u l e of d e f i n i t e ordinances and laws i n the 
, 310 cosmos'. 

E a r l i e r Eichrodt has r e f e r r e d to man's s p e c i a l 

p o s i t i o n i n nature, and h i s awareness that nature stands . 

over against him 'as an autonomous e n t i t y keeping him at 
311 

a d i s t a n c e ' , and t h a t t here i s a cosmic order which 
312 

he has to r e s p e c t . Mankind has a c l o s e r e l a t i o n s h i p 

w ith nature, but t h i s i s because they are both r u l e d by 

the one sovereign d e i t y . Nature does not e x i s t to be 

3 0 9 E2 pp. 154-156. 3 1 0 E2 p. 156. 
311 312 

E2 p. 118. E2 pp. 118-119. 
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simply e x p l o i t e d by man, and th e r e are areas i n which he 

must not i n t e r f e r e . Nature i s c o n t r o l l e d by ordinances 

of God which man must resp e c t , or nature i t s e l f w i l l 
313 

r e b e l against him. 

From the time of Jeremiah onwards there was a 

remarkable r e a d i n e s s to acknowledge the r e g u l a r order of 

nature, and the prophet himself could apply to the 

autonomous cosmic order the same term as was used to 

denote the s t a t u t e s of I s r a e l , and c o n t r a s t the 

r e g u l a r i t y of the s e l f - c o n t a i n e d n a t u r a l order w i t h the 
314 

v a r i a b l e standards of human conduct. 

The p r i e s t l y account i n Genesis 1 d e p i c t s the world 

'as an organism!!, with laws proper to i t s own l i f e ' , 

and a c l e a r d i s t i n c t i o n i s made between c r e a t i o n and 

pr e s e r v a t i o n by the c o n c l u s i o n of the account with the 

day of r e s t . The c r e a t i o n i s thus not an a c t of 

c a p r i c e and the world enjoys a d i v i n e l y approved l i f e of 
315 

i t s own as aga i n s t one that i s merely ephemeral. 

Deutero-Isaiah i s the prophet most i n f l u e n c e d by 

the idea of nature as a wonderful system w i t h ' s o l i d , 

o b j e c t i v e r e a i i t y ' , although he did not abandon the old 

way of speaking of God's d i r e c t working i n n a t u r a l events. 

T h i s new world view encouraged prophetic r e f e r e n c e to the 

n a t u r a l order, and we even f i n d r e f e r e n c e to the laws of 

heaven and earth, 'a phrase which makes i t seem that the 

w r i t e r had a r r i v e d at something very l i k e our own conception 

of laws of N a t u r e ' . 3 1 6 

3 1 3 E2 pp. 118-119. 3 1 4 E2 p. 157. 
3 1 5 E2 p. 158. 3 1 6 E2 pp. 159-160. 
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In the wisdom l i t e r a t u r e h y p ostatized wisdom has 

become the a r c h i t e c t of the u n i v e r s e . There were those 

i n I s r a e l , however, who saw human r a t i o n a l i s m as an 

o b s t a c l e to the proper knowledge and worship of God, 

and i n the Book of Job d i v i n e wisdom becomes t o t a l l y 

i n a c c e s s i b l e to man, and the r u l e of r a t i o n a l law g i v e s 

way to the e x i s t e n c e of an autonomous l i f e i n nature 

dependent on the m i r a c l e of d i v i n e c r e a t i o n and pre s e r v -
317 

a t i o n , and acknowledged i n f a i t h r a t h e r than understood. 

In E c c l e s i a s t e s the d e - p e r s o n a l i z a t i o n of the n a t u r a l 

order i s completed, and i t s author 'comes c l o s e s t to the 

modern conception of the laws of Nature'. The world has 

become a machine working according to i t s own laws without 

purpose and r e g a r d l e s s of human f e e l i n g . Human reason 

of i t s e l f w i l l f i n d i n the uniform n a t u r a l process 

something which i s merely ambiguous. 3 1 8 

The R e l a t i o n s h i p of the Two Views,to Each Other. 

Before examining the t e x t s r e f e r r e d to by Eichrodt 

i n support of h i s p o s i t i o n we must f i r s t , answer the 

question whether or not the two p o i n t s of view described 

by E i c h r o d t c o n t r a d i c t each other. He r e f e r s to many 

t e x t s and argues h i s case i n thoroughgoing f a s h i o n and 

wit h a s u b t l e t y not to be found i n the other authors 

examined. I t i s t h e r e f o r e n e c e s s a r y a t the outset to 

grasp the r e a l nature of the two outlooks he as c r i b e d to 

the Old Testament. I t might appear t h a t Eichrodt has 

found i n the Old Testament a d u a l i t y of outlook c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 

3 1 7 E2 pp. 160-161. 3 1 8 E2 p. 161. 
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of many modern b e l i e v e r s * events have n a t u r a l causes but 

they are a l s o caused by God. The flowers i n the garden are 

the e f f e c t s of n a t u r a l causes, but we a l s o thank God f o r 

them. I t has to be appreciated, however, t h a t Eichrodt a t t r i b 

utes to the Old Testament a much more c l e a r - c u t d i s t i n c t i o n 

than i s g e n e r a l l y implied i n such modern b e l i e f . 

For the purposes of t h i s d i s c u s s i o n we may t h i n k of 

four p o i n t s of view which are p o s s i b l e concerning the 

r e l a t i o n of God and nature. 

1) Natural processes e n t i r e l y e x p l a i n the development 

of the p h y s i c a l world, the appearances, changes and d i s 

appearances of s p e c i e s . These processes are e n t i r e l y 

independent of God, i f there i s such a being. 

2) There are no n a t u r a l processes. The processes i n 

the n a t u r a l world are i n r e a l i t y an act of continuous c r e a t i o n 

by God. I f man can make g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s about n o t i c e a b l e 

r e g u l a r i t i e s , t h i s i s because God a c t s c o n s i s t e n t l y according . 

to c e r t a i n p r i n c i p l e s to which he f r e e l y binds h i m s e l f . 

3) Natural processes were devised and s e t i n motion by 

God. Once e s t a b l i s h e d the processes were l e f t to work on 

t h e i r own. T h i s view i s compatible w i t h (a) deism, or 

(b) with the b e l i e f t h a t God i s c o n t i n u a l l y s u s t a i n i n g the 

n a t u r a l world. 

4) Natural processes were devised and s e t i n motion by 

God. Once e s t a b l i s h e d the processes were l e f t to work on 

t h e i r own, but God i n t e r v e n e s i n the n a t u r a l world from time 

to time. Such i n t e r v e n t i o n may be thought of as (a) a r b i t r a r y ; 

or (b) according to p r i n c i p l e s which transcend the expression 

of law and order i n the p h y s i c a l u n i v e r s e . 

Eichrodt t r i e s to combine 2) and 4b), but we must ask 

i f i t i s p o s s i b l e at one and the same time and with 
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r e s p e c t to the same ob j e c t of thought f o r one person or 

group to hold both p o i n t s of view. The answer i s q u i t e 

c l e a r l y t h a t i t i s not. I f a gardener b e l i e v e s t h a t the 

vegetables i n h i s p l o t are growing spontaneously through 

n a t u r a l processes which take pl a c e simply because of the 

l i f e t h a t i s i n the e a r t h (view 4 ) , then he cannot at the 

same time b e l i e v e that God i s c o n t i n u a l l y c r e a t i n g them, 

(view 2 ) . He cannot b e l i e v e both that God has created 

the world and ordained i t s n a t u r a l processes, and t h a t 

every happening i n the n a t u r a l world i s a c r e a t i v e act of 

God. This remains t r u e even i f he b e l i e v e s t h a t the 

e a r t h would have no l i f e or even e x i s t e n c e u n l e s s God were 

c o n t i n u a l l y p r e s e r v i n g i t . The d i s t i n c t i o n between 

p r e s e r v a t i o n and c r e a t i o n i s here c l e a r enough, even i f 

i t were to defy q u i t e p r e c i s e d e f i n i t i o n . The gardener, 

a f t e r a l l , can think of himself q u i t e l e g i t i m a t e l y as 

the p r e s e r v e r of the l i f e of the s o i l when he spreads 

manure or f e r t i l i s e r over i t , but he does not confuse 

t h i s with the a c t u a l production of the cabbages and beans, 

which occurs of i t s own accord once the r i g h t c o n d i t i o n s 

have been e s t a b l i s h e d . We may compare the statement i n 

Genesis, 'And Yahweh God took man and placed him i n the 

garden of Eden to t i l l i t and look a f t e r i t ' , the l a s t 

verb being 

Likewise, someone may regard the conception and 

formation of a human c h i l d as e n t i r e l y the work of God, 

a f r e s h a c t of c r e a t i o n . Even i f they were able to watch 

the process or follow i t i n a reconstructed p a t t e r n of 

n a t u r a l events, they could s t i l l . m a i n t a i n t h a t t h i s was 
the outward m a n i f e s t a t i o n of an act of continuous c r e a t i o n ; 

or regard the o r i g i n a l conception as the work of God and 
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the remainder of the process as i t s n a t u r a l outworking. 
But i f we do b e l i e v e t h a t conception, or the whole 
development of the baby i n the womb, i s the d i r e c t act of 
God then we cannot at the same time regard i t as o c c u r r i n g 
spontaneously as a r e s u l t of the r i g h t c o n d i t i o n s . 

I t may be, of course, t h a t someone holds one view with 

respe c t to one area of l i f e , and the other view with r e s p e c t 

to another. The man who regards c a u l i f l o w e r s and l e t t u c e s 

as the f r u i t of n a t u r a l processes might regard human beings as 

the d i r e c t c r e a t i o n of God. Or the views of an i n d i v i d u a l or 

group may change from time to time. Or a b e l i e v e r i n n a t u r a l 

processes may a l s o be p e r f e c t l y w i l l i n g to b e l i e v e t h a t God 

can, and from time to time does intervene i n such processes 

to bring about r e s u l t s which would not otherwise occur. And 

because of these p o s s i b l e v a r i a t i o n s any given i n d i v i d u a l or 

group may be i n c o n s i s t e n t or q u i t e confused i n t h e i r outlook; 

but i t w i l l s t i l l remain the case that with respect to any 

given object these two views are incompatible: i f every cabbage 

or every c h i l d i s the product of a d i r e c t a c t of c r e a t i o n , then 

i t i s not the product of spontaneously working n a t u r a l pro

c e s s e s ; and i f i t i s the product of such processes then i t i s 

not the r e s u l t of God's d i r e c t c r e a t i v e a c t . 

I t i s c l e a r t h at E i c h r o d t b e l i e v e d t h a t some change 

took p l a c e i n ancient I s r a e l i n the g e n e r a l l y accepted view 

of nature, but i t i s a l s o q u i t e ' c l e a r that he b e l i e v e d both 

of the incompatible views he has described to be c h a r a c t e r 

i s t i c of Old Testament thought. As we have seen, he 

says that they are 'THE INSEPARABLE AND MUTUALLY INDIS-
•ai q 

PENSABLE ASPECTS OF A RELIGIOUS INTERPRETATION OF NATURE'. 

E2 p. 162. 
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I t i s not s u r p r i s i n g , however, t h a t he cla i m s that these 
i n d i c a t e 'a d i v i n e . r e a l i t y transcending human thought', 
and admits t h a t they have been united only i n some 

pragmatic sense because they have not been 'conceptually 
, . 320 harmonized'. 

Deutero-Isaiah i s described as 'a t h i n k e r who knows 
321 

how to s y n t h e s i z e opposing i n s i g h t s ' . 

While i t would be u n f a i r , and perhaps a s e r i o u s 

f a i l u r e to grasp an important t r u t h , to d i s m i s s such 

statements as nonsense, they must give r i s e to s u s p i c i o n . 

I f some r e a l i t y transcends human thought, i s t h i s not 

j u s t another way of saying that i t cannot be thought, i s 

u n i n t e l l i g i b l e ? And i f something cannot be thought how 

do we know t h a t i t can BE? I f i t i s p r e c i s e l y the case 

t h a t opposing views are views t h a t cannot be combined, what 

does Eichrodt mean by saying t h a t they have been combined? 

Pragmatic u n i t y without conceptual harmonization looks 

merely l i k e a h i g h - f a l u t i n ' way of denoting s e l f c o n t r a 

d i c t i o n , muddle; and i f such confusion does e x i s t i n the 

Old Testament then we must choose one of the po i n t s of 

view offered us as the t r u e one, or r e j e c t both. E i t h e r 

the egg on my p l a t e was l a i d by the hen next door, or i t 

was created by d i v i n e f i a t : but not both. 

Ei c h r o d t would no doubt r e p l y t h a t i n the Old 

Testament both views are accepted, sometimes one being 

expressed and sometimes the other; and the r e l i g i o u s 

b e l i e v e r today who says grace over h i s egg no doubt 

320 321 
E2 p. 162. J^-L E2 p. 159. 



- 190 -

b e l i e v e s that t h i s makes more sense than stepping outside 

to thank the chicken. But r e l i g i o u s b e l i e v e r s today only 

hold the two views of the egg together by assuming a 

d i s t i n c t i o n , which Eichrodt denies, between c r e a t i o n and 

a d i v i n e l y preserved on-going process. Indeed, b e l i e f 

i n p r e s e r v a t i o n i s not s t r i c t l y necessary, s i n c e God 

could be thanked simply f o r c r e a t i n g the world with a l l 

i t s f r u i t f u l n e s s i n the f i r s t p l a c e . Thanking God, 

however, c e r t a i n l y assumes a continuing i n t e r e s t by God 

i n the world and i t s c r e a t u r e s , and u s u a l l y goes hand i n 

hand w i t h some b e l i e f i n the continuing a c t i v i t y of God 

i n the world. 

C u r i o u s l y enough Eichrodt recognises t h a t t h i s 

d i s t i n c t i o n i s made i n the p r i e s t l y account at the begin

ning of Genesis, but he i s obviously not prepared to see 

i n t h i s a c l u e to the understanding of other r e f e r e n c e s 

to nature. Even the verb X"~VQ. has to do double duty 

and i n d i c a t e both c r e a t i o n and what we should c a l l p r e s e r v 

a t i o n . But i n that case Eichrodt i s under an o b l i g a t i o n to 

show how two apparently c o n t r a d i c t o r y views can be 

accepted together. I f Eichrodt were merely concerned to 

d e s c r i b e the a c t u a l b e l i e f s of ancient I s r a e l i t e s t h i s 

o b l i g a t i o n would not e x i s t . As we have seen, i t i s per

f e c t l y p o s s i b l e f o r people to hold both views even i f t h i s 

i s only the expression of a confused s t a t e of mind; but 

Eichrodt i s not merely o f f e r i n g us a d e s c r i p t i o n of what 

c e r t a i n people happen to have thought, but as c l e a r a 

statement as he can make of r e v e a l e d t r u t h which everyone 

ought to accept i f they wish to achieve a proper under

standing of nature. That i s , he has w r i t t e n a 'Theology* 
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of the Old Testament and not an h i s t o r y of thought i n Old 
Testament times. 

We are t h e r e f o r e e n t i t l e d to point out to Eichrodt 

t h a t , u n l i k e Deutero-Isaiah, we have not yet l e a r n t to 

combine the incompatible, and r e q u i r e f u r t h e r explanation. 

Otherwise we s h a l l have to r e j e c t one or both of the views 

presented to us and regard some or a l l of the Old Testament 

t e x t s regarding nature as merely a c o l l e c t i o n of outmoded 

a t t i t u d e s and b e l i e f s : a not u n f a m i l i a r a c t u a l r e a c t i o n 

i n the modern world. 

I t i s hard to escape the impression t h a t E i chrodt 

i s appealing to us to understand h i s e x p o s i t i o n of Old 

Testament thought i n terms of paradox and a r b i t r a t i o n 

or compromise, whereas both these approaches to h i s 

e x p o s i t i o n are q u i t e i n a p p r o p r i a t e . The c o n t r a d i c t i o n i s 

not apparent but r e a l ; and we are not being c a l l e d upon 

to s e t t l e r i v a l claims by g i v i n g way i n pa r t t o both, 

but to hold together i n our minds b e l i e f s which of 

n e c e s s i t y exclude each other. 

I t a l s o appears that Eichrodt i s determined at a l l 

c o s t s to r u l e out even the suggestion of deism, and 

that t h i s i s combined w i t h the f e a r of pr e s e n t i n g nature 

merely as a v a s t machine governed by i t s own laws and 

e x h i b i t i n g no evidence e i t h e r f o r or against the e x i s t e n c e 

of God. T h i s comes out e s p e c i a l l y c l e a r l y i n h i s remarks 

about E c c l e s i a s t e s , which he b e l i e v e s to come most 

c l o s e l y to the modern conception of the laws of nature 

and which at the same time d i s p l a y s the 'vanity* of a 
322 

n a t u r a l reading of the cosmic r i d d l e . One i s reminded 

3 2 2 E2 p. 161. • 
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of Fred Hoyle's remarks at the end of h i s l e c t u r e s on 
323 

the nature of the universe, and i t i s not out of 

plac e to quote these at some length. 

•What i s man's pla c e i n the Universe? I should 

l i k e to make a s t a r t on t h i s momentous i s s u e by 

considering the view of the out-and-out m a t e r i a l 

i s t s . The appeal of t h e i r argument i s based on 

s i m p l i c i t y . The Universe i s here, they say, so 

l e t us take i t f o r granted. Then the Ea r t h and the 

other p l a n e t s must a r i s e i n the way we have a l r e a d y 

d i s c u s s e d . On a s u i t a b l y favoured planet l i k e the 

Earth, l i f e would be very l i k e l y to a r i s e , and once 

i t had s t a r t e d , so the argument goes on, only the 

b i o l o g i c a l processes of mutation and n a t u r a l 

s e l e c t i o n are needed to produce l i v i n g c r e a t u r e s 

as we know them. Such c r e a t u r e s are no more than 

ingenious machines t h a t have evolved as strange 

by-products i n an odd corner of the Universe. 

No important connexion e x i s t s , so the argument 

concludes, between these machines and the Universe 

as a whole, and t h i s e x p l a i n s why a l l attempts by 

the machines themselves to f i n d such a connexion 

have f a i l e d . 

'Most people o b j e c t to t h i s argument f o r the 

not very good reason t h a t they do not l i k e to think 

of themselves as machines. But t a k i n g the argument 

at i t s face value, I see no point t h a t can a c t u a l l y 

F. Hoyle, THE NATURE OF THE UNIVERSE, Harmondsworth, 1963. 
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be disproved, except the c l a i m of s i m p l i c i t y . The 

outlook of the m a t e r i a l i s t s i s not simple; i t i s 

r e a l l y very complicated. The apparent s i m p l i c i t y i s 

only achieved by t a k i n g the e x i s t e n c e of the Universe 

f o r granted. For myself t h e r e i s a great deal 

more about the Universe t h a t I should l i k e to 

know. Why i s the Universe as i t i s and not some-
. . . 324 t h i n g e l s e ? Why i s the Universe here at a l l ? 

Hoyle goes on to say t h a t he t h i n k s t h a t one day 

we s h a l l be able to answer these questions; and he then 

goes on to comment on the r e l i g i o u s outlook. 

'There i s a good deal of cosmology i n the B i b l e . 

My impression of i t i s t h a t i t i s a remarkable 

conception, c o n s i d e r i n g the time when i t was 

w r i t t e n . But I think i t can h a r d l y be denied 

t h a t the cosmology of the ancient Hebrews i s only 

the merest daub compared with the sweeping grandeur 

of the p i c t u r e revealed by modern s c i e n c e . T h i s 

l e a d s me to ask the question: ' I s i t i n any way 

reasonable ;to suppose that i t was given to the 

Hebrews to understand m y s t e r i e s f a r deeper than 

anything we can comprehend, when i t i s q u i t e c l e a r 

t h a t they were completely ignorant of many matters 

t h a t seem commonplace to us? No, i t seems to me 

t h a t r e l i g i o n i s but a desperate attempt to f i n d 

an escape from the t r u l y dreadful s i t u a t i o n i n 

which we f i n d o u r s e l v e s . Here we are i n t h i s wholly 

NU pp. 120-121. 
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f a n t a s t i c Universe w i t h s c a r c e l y a clue as to 

whether our e x i s t e n c e has any r e a l s i g n i f i c a n c e . No 

wonder then t h a t many people f e e l the need f o r some 

b e l i e f t h at g i v e s them a sense of s e c u r i t y , and 

no wonder t h a t they become very angry with people 
325 

l i k e me who say that t h i s s e c u r i t y i s i l l u s o r y ' . 

In view of h i n t s elsewhere that Eichrodt l i n k s 

deism w i t h modern s c i e n t i f i c s c e p t i c i s m , one wonders i f 

he, l i k e other b i b l i c a l s c h o l a r s , has not reacted so 

s t r o n g l y against t h i s kind of p i c t u r e that he has been 

determined to see i n the Old Testament such a c l o s e 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and nature t h a t such agnosticism 

or atheism i s i n e v i t a b l y excluded, while at the same time 

f i n d i n g i n the Old Testament a re c o g n i t i o n of n a t u r a l 

laws now so f i r m l y e s t a b l i s h e d by n a t u r a l s c i e n c e . I t 

i s not unknown f o r Old Testament exegesis to be in f l u e n c e d 

by f e a r or s u s p i c i o n of n a t u r a l s c i e n c e , and E i c h r o d t ' s 

repeated warnings against deism and h i s e x p l i c i t a s s o c i 

a t i o n of the modern understanding of nature with the l a c k 

of a sense of purpose i n l i f e suggest that he has very. . 

much wanted to f i n d d i s t i n c t i v e teaching i n the Old Te s t a 

ment which would r e s t o r e t h a t sense of purpose and the 

s p i r i t u a l v a l u e s of l i f e , without at the same time t r y i n g 

to pretend that n a t u r a l laws do not e x i s t . I f t h i s i s 

so, the unresolved c o n t r a d i c t i o n i n h i s e x p o s i t i o n becomes 

understandable, i f not acceptable; but the next question 

to be answered i s whether or not t h i s c o n t r a d i c t i o n l i e s / 

only i n Eichro d t , or i f i t i s not c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the 

Old Testament i t s e l f . 

NU p. 122. 
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7. BIBLICAL TEXTS RELEVANT TO EICHRODT'S EXPOSITION OF 

THE TWO VIEWS OF NATURE 

The two views a t t r i b u t e d by Eichrodt to the Old 

Testament w i l l be r e f e r r e d to as the ' d i r e c t ( d i v i n e ) a c t i o n ' 

and 'fixed system' p o i n t s of view. This i s simply f o r the 

sake of convenience and these a b b r e v i a t i o n s are not 

regarded as i n themselves an adequate expression of 

E i c h r o d t ' s e x p o s i t i o n of these aspects of Old Testament 

thought. Texts concerning c r e a t i o ex n i h i l o , f~M ̂  » ^nd 

Wisdom w i l l be d e a l t w i t h more b r i e f l y i n separate 

A d d i t i o n a l Notes. 

Although E i c h r o d t speaks of two p o i n t s of view, i n 

f a c t he a l s o r e f e r s to t e x t s which express b e l i e f i n the 

independent l i f e of nature, and t h i s looks very much 

l i k e a t h i r d outlook which ought to be d i s t i n g u i s h e d from 

the other two. These t e x t s w i l l t h e r e f o r e be examined 

s e p a r a t e l y . 

F i n a l l y , E i c h r o d t sometimes appeals to t e x t s as 

expressions of both the d i r e c t a c t i o n and f i x e d system 

b e l i e f s , and w i t h these we w i l l begin. 

A. Texts I l l u s t r a t i n g Both D i r e c t Action and The Fixed 

System. 

Genesis 1:1 -2:4a Eichrodt claims t h a t the importance of 
o 

the word i n God's r e v e l a t o r y a c t i v i t y e x p l a i n s why s t a t e 

ments about God's r e l a t i o n to the world, which f i r s t 

appear i n the 7th century and i n which the word i s 

intermediary, show t h a t 'THE PROCESSES OF NATURE ALSO FALL 

INTO THE CATEGORY OF THE FREE MORAL ACTIVITY OF A 

PURPOSEFUL WILL, and are thereby l i f t e d out of the sphere 
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o f n a t u r a l i s t i c d e t e r m i n i s m * . 326 The account o f t h e 

gene s i s o f t h e w o r l d opens an h i s t o r i c a l work 'which 

w i t h unprecedented s t r i n g e n c y and c o n s i s t e n c y makes t h e 

a b s o l u t e s u p e r i o r i t y o f God over n a t u r e t h e b a s i s o f i t s 

s e c t i o n o f E i c h r o d t ' s work i n which t e x t s a re appealed 

t o i n o r d e r t o i l l u s t r a t e t h e d i r e c t a c t i v i t y o f God i n 

nat u r e . u n d e r t h e i n f l u e n c e o f 'the a n c i e n t DYNAMIC OF 

THE PROPHETIC WORD'.328 

And y e t , a t t h e same t i m e , t h e p r i e s t l y d e s c r i p t i o n 

o f t h e c r e a t i v e word i s s a i d t o r e v e a l a tendency towards 

a s t a t i c c o n c e p t i o n o f a system w h i c h c o n t i n u e s w i t h 

a b s o l u t e r e g u l a r i t y f o r ever, w i t h e a r t h l y f o r c e s 
329 

w o r k i n g i n accordance w i t h f i x e d l aws. E i c h r o d t a l s o 

r e f e r s t o s p e c i f i c t e x t s i n t h e P account as i l l u s t r a t i o n s 

o f t h e f i x e d system view, and t o t h e s e we s h a l l r e t u r n . 

Genesis 8;22 

Th i s t e x t r e f e r s t o t h e r e g u l a r p a s s i n g o f t h e 

seasons, and suggests, a l t h o u g h i t does n o t e x p l i c i t l y 

s t a t e , t h a t t h e s e are n a t u r a l processes: 'the s t a b l e 

c y c l e o f n a t u r a l phenomena' r e s u l t i n g f rom a 'once f o r 
330 

a l l d i v i n e decree', t o use E i c h r o d t ' s own words. 

s t a t e m e n t s about him'. 327 These statements occur i n a 

• l-r : — v I v<*T T 

326 E2 p. 74. 
E2 p. 75. 

327 E2 p. 74. 3 2 8 E2 p. 75. 
E2 p. 151, f t . 1. Cf. p. 157. 329 330 
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A l i t t l e l a t e r , however, E i c h r o d t appeals t o t h i s 
331 

t e x t as an i l l u s t r a t i o n o f d i r e c t d i v i n e a c t i o n , 

w h i c h c o n t r a d i c t s t h e p r e v i o u s v i e w . Furthermore, i t 

i s n o t v e r y p l a u s i b l e . The i m p r e s s i o n c r e a t e d by t h i s 

b i b l i c a l s t a t e m e n t t a k e n i n i t s c o n t e x t i s t h a t t h e 

ev e n t s r e f e r r e d t o are r e g u l a r processes w h i c h w i l l 

c o n t i n u e as a k i n d o f framework f o r t h e r e s t o f l i f e 

u n l e s s God s h o u l d i n t e r v e n e t o s t o p them; b u t God i s 

p r o m i s i n g t h a t he w i l l n o t i n t e r v e n e ever again as he 

has j u s t done i n sending t h e f l o o d . I t i s n o t i m p o s s i b l e 

t o read i n t o t h e t e x t t h e i d e a t h a t God w i l l r e g u l a r l y 

b r i n g about t h e seasons a c c o r d i n g t o t h e i r accustomed 

p a t t e r n , but t h i s i d e a i s n o t expressed by t h e t e x t 

i t s e l f and i s a f o r c e d r e a d i n g o f i t . 

Psalms 104 and 148. E i c h r o d t speaks i n g e n e r a l terms o f 

the s e psalms, a l o n g w i t h 8, 19A and 29, as i f t h e y expressed 

t h e f i x e d system i d e a . We are t o l d t h a t t h e y i l l u s t r a t e 

t h e 'independent l i f e o f t h e u n i v e r s e ' , 'order and b e a u t y 

o f t h e cosmos', 'the f i r m c o n t r o l o f t h e f o r c e s o f 

n a t u r e w h i c h a l l o w s them t o move o n l y i n accordance w i t h 

f i x e d o r d i n a n c e s ' . These t e x t s e m p h a t i c a l l y understand 

God's s o v e r e i g n t y as something i n d i r e c t , ' e x e r c i s e d 

t h r o u g h t h e o p e r a t i o n o f f o r c e s e s t a b l i s h e d once f o r a l l 
332 

and guided i n p r e d e t e r m i n e d c o u r s e s ' . Psalm 104 i s 

s a i d t o g i v e a p i c t u r e o f t h e u n i t y , coherence and 

harmonious o r d e r o f t h e w o r l d and express I s r a e l i t e 
333 

f e e l i n g f o r t h e n a t u r a l o r d e r . 

3 3 1 E2 pp. 153-154. 3 3 2 E2 pp. 155-156. 3 3 3 E2 p. 113. 
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E i c h r o d t a l s o r e f e r s more s p e c i f i c a l l y t o 148:5f 

i n t h i s c o n n e c t i o n s b u t he a l s o r e f e r s t o 148:8 as an 
334 

e x p r e s s i o n o f d i r e c t a c t i o n . 

The o r d i n a n c e o f Yahweh i s r e f e r r e d t o i n v e r s e 6, 

JJll""pp and t h i s c e r t a i n l y means t h a t ,God has made an 

u n a l t e r a b l e cosmos, and t h a t t h e chaos w h i c h once 

e x i s t e d cannot r e t u r n . 

Verse 8b c e r t a i n l y suggests a d i r e c t i n f l u e n c e o f 

God i n n a t u r a l e v e n t s i a l t h o u g h i t does not mean t h a t 

e very n a t u r a l event i s d i r e c t l y produced by God t o f u l f i l 

some immediate purpose. However, whether we see t h e 

stormy wind as an e x c e p t i o n t o o r an i l l u s t r a t i o n o f t h e 

g e n e r a l r u l e , i t would be a m i s t a k e t o see Psalm 148 as 

any k i n d o f encouragement t o d e i s t i c b e l i e f . The 

re p e a t e d -\ i"M bbn i . a s t r a n g e e x h o r t a t i o n f o r a d e i s t . 

I t i s a l s o e x t r a o r d i n a r y t o f i n d i n t h e same psalm 

i n such c l o s e p r o x i m i t y t o v e r s e s 5-6, a statem e n t w h i c h 

supposedly e x h i b i t s such a s h a r p l y c o n t r a s t e d tendency. 

Perhaps E i c h r o d t has a tendency h i m s e l f t o see a sharp 

c o n t r a s t where i t does n o t e x i s t , a s s i s t e d by an a n a l y s i s 

o f t e x t s o u t o f c o n t e x t and a c e r t a i n l a c k o f sympathy 

w i t h p o e t i c i m a g i n a t i o n and e x p r e s s i o n . 

Psalm 104J7 i s used by E i c h r o d t t o i l l u s t r a t e d i r e c t 
. . . 335 d i v i n e a c t i o n . 

:]Uonr b'»p-jo ] > p n r T ^ v a - T P 

3 3 4 E2 p. 75. 3 3 5 E2 p. 75. 
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The c o n t e x t i s v e r s e s 5-9, and however jj"|*-"D'3 i n 
v e r s e 6 be i n t e r p r e t e d o r even amended, t h e p i c t u r e i s 

c l e a r l y t h a t o f t h e p r i m e v a l w a t e r s r e t r e a t i n g t o t h e i r 

a p p o i n t e d p l a c e a t Yahweh's command. T h i s i s p a r t o f 

God's c r e a t i v e a c t b e l o n g i n g t o t h e p a s t and says n o t h i n g 

o f God's r e l a t i o n s h i p t o c o n t i n u i n g n a t u r a l processes. 

Verse 9, w i t h i t s r e f e r e n c e t o a boundary beyond w h i c h 

t h e w a t e r s may n o t pass, m i g h t be t a k e n as a r e f e r e n c e 

t o a permanent o r d i n a n c e . 

E i c h r o d t a l s o r e f e r s t o v e r s e 32 as an i l l u s t r a t i o n 

o f d i r e c t a c t i o n , and t h i s w i l l be commented on a l o n g 

w i t h o t h e r s i m i l a r t e x t s . 

I s a i a h 40. Verse 8 i s h e l d t o express t h e f i x e d system 
336 

i d e a . Verse 26, on t h e o t h e r hand, i s supposed t o 
337 

express d i r e c t a c t i o n . Verse 8: 

Taken w i t h v e r s e s 6 and 7 we a r e s i m p l y p r e s e n t e d 

here w i t h a c o n t r a s t between human be i n g s who come and 

go, and God who remains f o r ever and whose w i l l cannot 

be g a i n s a i d . The p r o p h e t wishes t o e n g e n d e r . b e l i e f i n 

h i s p r o p h e t i c message among a people whose f a i t h and hope 

had no doubt faded somewhat a f t e r y e a r s o f e x i l e . The 

coming t o bloom and f a d i n g away o f f l o w e r s m i g h t be 

t a k e n t o r e f l e c t b e l i e f i n a c o n t i n u i n g n a t u r a l p r o c e s s , 

and no doubt i t d i d ; b u t t h i s i s h a r d l y a t e x t t o qu o t e 

i n s u p p o r t o f t h e p o i n t , and i t has n o t h i n g t o do w i t h 

deism o r t h e cosmos as a f i x e d system. 

nbiyp D i p 

336 E2 p. 76. 337 E2 p. 75. 
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I n v e r s e 26 we rea d : 

T T T • : . . . . . . . 

o Job i^onnD x ^ s i o n n i iy 
- J . — : .. T 

T : •: 

The s t a r s have been made by God, and he c a l l s them 

o u t by number and name. T h i s c o u l d c e r t a i n l y ' be t a k e n 

evening o f e v e r y s t a r ; b u t t h e t e x t i s p o e t i c and c o u l d 

t h e r e f o r e be t a k e n t o be t h e p r o p h e t ' s r h e t o r i c a l method 

o f emphasising God's power as c r e a t o r and h i s p e r p e t u a l 

a c i t i v i t y as p r e s e r v e r o f t h e u n i v e r s e . The s t a r s do 

not a l l l e a p i n t o view a t once as evening draws on, b u t 

appear g r a d u a l l y , and i t was no doubt t h i s f a m i l i a r 

phenomenon w h i c h l e d t o t h i s mode o f e x p r e s s i o n . The 

s t y l e o f t h e passage i n d i c a t e s p o e t i c imagery from w h i c h 

we can deduce n o t h i n g more t h a n t h a t t h e p r o p h e t b e l i e v e d 

t h e s t a r s t o be c r e a t e d by God and t h e i r a p p e a r i n g t o 

be determined by God: how t h e y were c r e a t e d o r how t h e y 

a r e made t o appear as t h e y do i s not even a q u e s t i o n 

r a i s e d , l e t a l o n e answered. 

Jeremiah 10. A c c o r d i n g t o E i c h r o d t v e r s e 12 expresses 
338 

t h e f i x e d system i d e a , and v e r s e 13 b e l i e f i n d i r e c t 
339 

a c t i o n . Verse 12 reads: 

T h i s r e f e r e n c e o c c u r s i n a s e c t i o n on t h e s t r u c t u r e 

t o mean t h a t God d i r e c t l y c o n t r o l s t h e appearance e v e r y 

r iopn^ -\-dp m'o-i <Q# nu'y 
n o ] i Ji M an 

"T -T T 

338 E2 p. 111. Cf. p. 158. 339 E2 p. 153. 
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o f t h e cosmos, i t s ' m a r v e l l o u s c o n s t r u c t i o n ' and ' s k i l -
340 

f u l o r d e r i n g ' . This v e r s e suggests, a l t h o u g h i t does 

n o t e x p l i c i t l y express o r n e c e s s a r i l y i m p l y b e l i e f i n a 

f i x e d system. 
Verse 13 reads: 

o*~oy3 o-o j ion jnn b'ipb 
"^looi crp:>3 * o x T ny[?p a - * i j : ) 

-r - - - r - r 

The c o n t e x t o f t h i s v e r s e i s one i n w h i c h t h e 

g r e a t n e s s o f t h e one t r u e God i s b e i n g c o n t r a s t e d w i t h t h e 

u t t e r f u t i l i t y o f l o o k i n g f o r power among t h e o t h e r so-

c a l l e d gods. T h i s v e r s e appears t o r e f e r t o t h e t h u n d e r 

storm, and t h e subsequent v e r s e s t o r a i s e t h e i m p l i c i t 

q u e s t i o n as t o how hand-made i d o l s and t h e i r makers are 

t o f a r e when c o n f r o n t e d by t h i s c o l o s s a l d e m o n s t r a t i o n o f 

power. £y*#(i)3 c o u l d r e f e r t o m i s t s , b u t more l i k e l y 

i n d i c a t e s t h e r i s i n g of^dark c l o u d s on t h e h o r i z o n . 

T h i s v e r s e , t h e r e f o r e , v e r y p r o b a b l y r e f e r s t o t h e 

t h u n d e r s t o r m as a d i r e c t r e v e l a t i o n o f God's power, w h i c h 

i s a l s o r e v e a l e d i n d i r e c t l y i n t h e cosmos he has made. 

I f , however, Jeremiah d i d see i n t h e t h u n d e r s t o r m 

t h e d i r e c t a c t i v i t y o f God t h i s was presumably because 

o f t h e e x c e p t i o n a l v i o l e n c e and p o t e n t i a l l y d e s t r u c t i v e 

power o f such storms; o r i t may even be t h a t he regarded 

t h e t h u n d e r s t o r m as a theophany. E i c h r o d t does not r e f e r 

t o t h i s t e x t i n h i s remarks about t h e o p h a n i e s i n n a t u r e , 

b u t , as we have seen, E i c h r o d t does r e g a r d t h e t h u n d e r -

3 4 0 E2 p. 110. 
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storm as v i s i b l e evidence o f t h e presence o f God on 

e a r t h . A c c o r d i n g t o E i c h r o d t , i n t h e Old Testament 

God m a n i f e s t s h i m s e l f i n 

'the n a t u r a l f o r c e s w h i c h break o u t w i t h s t a r t l i n g 

suddenness t o t e r r i f y men and t o t h r e a t e n them w i t h 

d e s t r u c t i o n , such as t h e l i g h t n i n g - f l a s h , t h e dark 

t h u n d e r - c l o u d o r t h e r a g i n g storm - a l l o f w h i c h 

ar e combined i n t h e m a j e s t i c phenomenon o f t h e 

t h u n d e r s t o r m ' . 3 ^ 1 

He a l s o r e f e r s t o t h e t h u n d e r s t o r m as 'the f a v o u r e d 
342 

medium o f t h e theophany'. 

On E i c h r o d t ' s own showing, t h e r e f o r e , v e r s e 13 must 

r e f e r t o something e x c e p t i o n a l from w h i c h g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s 

about God's r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h n a t u r e cannot be made. We 

must a l s o remember t h e p o e t i c and r h e t o r i c a l s t y l e o f t h e 

passage. I t i s p o s s i b l e t h a t Jeremish saw i n t h e t h u n d e r 

storm tremendous f o r c e s w h i c h were n e v e r t h e l e s s under t h e 

c o n t r o l o f God w i t h o u t b e l i e v i n g t h a t God was d i r e c t l y 

r e s p o n s i b l e f o r e v e r y c r a c k o f t h u n d e r , e v e r y f l a s h o f 

l i g h t n i n g o r ev e r y drop o f r a i n . He c o u l d e q u a l l y w e l l 

have seen i n t h e t h u n d e r s t o r m a r e f l e c t i o n o f t h e c o l o s s a l 

power o f God w h i c h was al o n e s u f f i c i e n t t o c o n t r o l such 

elements i n t h e c r e a t i o n and p r e s e r v a t i o n o f t h e w o r l d , 

and t o have g i v e n v i v i d p o e t i c e x p r e s s i o n t o t h i s b e l i e f . 

F i n a l l y , i t must be a d m i t t e d t h a t i f a l l o f t h e s e 

t e x t s r e a l l y express t h e v i e w s a t t r i b u t e d t o them by 

E i c h r o d t our a t t e n t i o n i s s h a r p l y drawn t o t h e q u e s t i o n 

341 342 
E2 p. 16. J ^ E2 p. 17. 
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whether o r not we r e a l l y can accept t h e c l a i m t h a t Old 

Testament w r i t e r s a t one and t h e same t i m e s t a t e d o r 

i m p l i e d m u t u a l l y e x c l u s i v e v i e w s o f t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p 

between God and n a t u r e . The a l t e r n a t i v e i s t o suppose 

t h a t E i c h r o d t was h i m s e l f confused, sometimes se e i n g 

one view expressed i n a g i v e n t e x t , and a t o t h e r t i m e s 

s e e i n g a n o t h e r , w i t h o u t ever r e a l i s i n g t h e need f o r some 

e x p l a n a t i o n as t o how such p e c u l i a r modes o f t h o u g h t and 

e x p r e s s i o n c o u l d ever come about. 

B. Texts I l l u s t r a t i n g t h e Fixe d System View 

Genesis 1:11. 

This s t a t e m e n t c l e a r l y i m p l i e s t h a t t h e e a r t h i t s e l f 

c o n t a i n s t h e energy whereby v e g e t a t i o n can be enabled t o 

appear, and a s s e r t s t h e po s s e s s i o n o f l i f e - b e a r i n g seeds 

by t h a t v e g e t a t i o n . The d i f f e r e n t k i n d s o f t r e e and 

p l a n t w i l l p r opagate themselves a p p a r e n t l y w i t h o u t f r e s h 

c r e a t i v e a c t s on t h e p a r t o f God. See a l s o v e r s e s 12 and 

I *•' T T « -

•̂9 riLi* i s v y y i T y**nTo 
I "AT T - ; — v • : 

n i 

29. 343 

Genesis l : 1 6 f f . 

is' : — : — bx Dtu -fix 

343 E2 p. 151. Cf p. 75. 
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y ^ p ^ 3 "bx asix i n " ) :Q M 3o')3n 
_ I • : • T i . . . — • -bvobi :*^xn-by -v~xnb D"DW[I 

I '.• T T — • T : • AT T 

T 1 Tr • i - -: -T • — - " 

: a ' i w — 9 "3x ^ v ] ^ ' n n 
344 

The sun and moon and s t a r s a r e made by God, and 

r e g u l a r i t y o f movement i s i m p l i e d by t h e statement t h a t 

t h e y s h a l l r u l e day and n i g h t and mark t h e d i s t i n c t i o n 

between t h e l i g h t o f day and t h e darkness o f n i g h t . 

We might add t h a t r e g u l a r i t y o f movement i s i m p l i e d i n 

v e r s e 14 s i n c e t h e heavenly l i g h t s a re t o mark seasons 

and y e a r s . And, o f course, t h e y a r e t o g i v e l i g h t . 

L i g h t a l r e a d y e x i s t s as an independent e n t i t y c r e a t e d 

by God's f i r s t command, and t h e r e a r e t h o s e who see a 

c o n t r a d i c t i o n between a s s e r t i n g t h e c r e a t i o n o f l i g h t 

and t h e n s t a t i n g t h a t sun, moon and s t a r s g i v e t h e l i g h t . 

The w r i t e r s o f t h e Genesis account a r e n o t l i k e l y t o have 

t h o u g h t o f themselves as u t t e r i n g c o n t r a d i c t i o n s , however, 

and presumably t h e y t h o u g h t o f l i g h t b e i n g c o n c e n t r a t e d 

i n sun, moon and s t a r s , j u s t as one would l i g h t lamps. 
345 

~"n X O » used o f t h e sun and moon, means a lamp. 
T 

The s t a t e m e n t s i n t h e s e v e r s e s are n o t i n c o n s i s t e n t 

w i t h t h e idea o f God p u t t i n g l i g h t i n t o them a f r e s h 

e v e r y day o r n i g h t , b u t t h e i n e s c a p a b l e i m p r e s s i o n o f 

t h e account i s t h a t one sun, one moon, and innumerable 

3 4 4 E2 p. 75. 
3 4 5 See BDB, under "V)A»t ; S.R. D r i v e r , THE BOOK OF GENESIS 

1 1 t h ed..London. 1920. p. 9; J. Sk i n n e r , GENESIS ( I C C ) , 
2nd ed., Edinburgh, 1930. pp. 24-26; G. von Rad, GENESIS. 
London, 1961, p. 53. 
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s t a r s were made once f o r a l l , w i t h t h e l i g h t p e r m a n e n t l y 

i n them. 

Genesis 1:22, 28 

The command t o be f r u i t f u l and m u l t i p l y , a b l e s s i n g 

g i v e n t o a l l c r e a t u r e s , i n c l u d i n g mankind; and assumed 

t o a p p l y t o l a n d a n i m a l s , a l t h o u g h t h i s i s n o t s t a t e d . 

T h i s i s t h e c o u n t e r p a r t t o t h e i m p l a n t i n g o f seeds i n 

v e g e t a t i o n , and i t must be underst o o d , as E i c h r o d t 

understands i t , t o r e f e r t o a process w h i c h w i l l go 

on sp o n t a n e o u s l y and w i t h o u t i n t e r v e n t i o n from God t o keep 
347 . • i t g o i n g . D i v i n e i n t e r v e n t i o n can s t o p i t , b u t i s 

n o t needed t o promote i t . Presumably we may t h i n k o f t h e 

i m p l a n t i n g o f t h e d i v i n e b r e a t h o r s p i r i t i n t h e same way. 

Genesis 1:24 

We may compare w i t h t h i s 1:11, and a l t h o u g h t h e 

E2 p. 75. 

Cf. uses o f T a p p l i e d t o man, animals and c e r e a l s . 

i> "bx un'x TT-^a^i 
- r • 1 v T ' -

la-v) -n-Q 
A 

» V -T T 
DX DH!) - ^ D * v ) -b 

'•' T ••• — x unx 
H^xn-nx )xbn) -im-i -ns 
/ • • r • • • • • 

346 
I "•* T T - -.• T T — T : 

i r n ct)£)j <o*n x\s\y) 
T — -.• ] V T T 
v n x - u i r m o o i i no.i3 
I ••• "•• • - : -.• -.• T T • • : 
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T 

H 3 ~ no 
AT 

348 E2 pp. 75, 151. 
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v e r b s are d i f f e r e n t t h e meaning seems t o be e s s e n t i a l l y 

t h e same. V e g e t a t i o n s p r o u t s o u t o f t h e e a r t h . Animals 

sense t h e p r o d u c t o f t h e e a r t h . A l t h o u g h Genesis 2 i s 

from a d i f f e r e n t source o r t r a d i t i o n may we n o t see here 

a c o n n e c t i o n w i t h t h e making o f man from t h e e a r t h ? 

Whoever w r o t e Genesis 1 v e r y p r o b a b l y knew t h e s t o r y i n 

Genesis 2. 

We may a l s o compare w i t h Genesis 1:20. 

The RV p r e f e r s ' b r i n g f o r t h ' f o r 1S"^)<J3~; b u t 

g i v e s 'swarm w i t h ' i n t h e m a r g i n , a t r a n s l a t i o n p r e f e r r e d 

by BDB. 

Whether o r n o t 1:24 s u p p o r t s E i c h r o d t ' s c o n t e n t i o n 

i s d o u b t f u l s i n c e i t i s n o t known j u s t what t h e a n c i e n t 

w r i t e r meant. I t i s i m p o s s i b l e t o suppose t h a t he meant 

t h a t w h i l e b i r d s , f i s h e s and men were t o reproduce 

themselves by means o f t h e d i v i n e b l e s s i n g w h i c h gave 

them t h e power t o do so, l a n d a n i mals were t o be produced 

by t h e e a r t h , g e n e r a t i o n a f t e r g e n e r a t i o n . We can o n l y 

conclude t h a t some i n t i m a t e a s s o c i a t i o n between e a r t h and 

animals i s meant, and t h a t t h i s i n d i c a t e s a permanent 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c o f a l l a n i mals b u t not a permanent f u n c t i o n 
349 

whereby t h e y are c o n t i n u a l l y reproduced. 

349 
Cf. Y. Kaufmann, THE RELIGION OF ISRAEL, London, 1961. 
'By d e r i v i n g p l a n t and animal l i f e from t h e e a r t h , and 
sea l i f e from t h e sea, t h e n a r r a t o r e v i d e n t l y i n t e n d s 
no more t h a n t o c a r r y back t h e n a t u r a l l i n k between t h e s e 
phenomena t o t h e c r e a t i v e a c t o f God. The p e r e n n i a l processes and i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s o f n a t u r e are themselves e s t a b l i s h e d by d i v i n e decree', p. 67. 

do n o t s p r o u t out o f i t , b u t are regarded as i n some 

<J03 W -w ts on M^^CJ 
: — ) ••• -r T - I -• I *T ~ 

• T T T ~~ '• 
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iPsalm 8:6-9. The s k i l f u l o r d e r i n g o f t h e cosmos i s 

r e v e a l e d i n t h i s psalm, and i t does indeed express man's 

l o r d s h i p over t h e c r e a t e d w o r l d . I t must a l s o be added t h a t 

i f e vents i n t h i s w o r l d were m e r e l y regarded as p e r p e t 

u a l l y d i r e c t l y c r e a t e d by God i t i s hard t o u n d e r s t a n d 

j u s t what t h i s l o r d s h i p c o u l d mean. 

- r : T •." —: • T : —• . . i 

These words suggest t h e once f o r a l l e s t a b l i s h m e n t 
350 

o f moon and s t a r s . Cf. v e r s e 6a. 

Psalm 19:2-7 (RV 1 9 : 1 - 6 ) . 3 5 1 T h i s psalm a l s o c e l e b r a t e s 

t h e g l o r y o f God r e v e a l e d i n h i s making o f t h e o r d e r e d 

w o r l d , w h i c h day by day and n i g h t by n i g h t g i v e s s i l e n t 

b u t e l o q u e n t t e s t i m o n y t o t h i s f a c t . Verses 6-7 s t a t e 

t h a t t h e sun runs i t s course w i t h t h e i m p l i c a t i o n t h a t 

t h i s i s spontaneous and n o t c o n t i n u a l l y engineered by 

God. The passage i s p o e t i c and t h e bridegroom and a t h l e t e 

a r e o b v i o u s l y f i g u r e s o f speech; but t h e idea behind t h e 

p o e t r y seems t o be t h a t o f a c e l e s t i a l body moving o f i t s 

own accord, and one wonders i f t h e p s a l m i s t c o u l d have 

w r i t t e n i n t h e same s t y l e i f he had t h o u g h t o f t h e sun 
as p e r p e t u a l l y c r e a t e d and moved by God. 

352 

Psalm 2 4 : l f . T h i s psalm c e l e b r a t e s Yahweh's ownership 

o f t h e w o r l d w h i c h he has e s t a b l i s h e d . Verse 2 reads: 
T : - X T ' — 

nil iDT 
This c l e a r l y r e f e r s t o t h e once f o r a l l e s t a b l i s h m e n t 

o f t h e s t r u c t u r e o f t h e w o r l d . 

3 5 0 E2 p,.. .151. Cf. p. 110. 3 5 1 E2 p. 110. 3 5 2 E2 p. 110. 
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Psalm 33:6,9 

-: T . — r 

A c c o r d i n g t o E i c h r o d t t h e p s a l m i s t h e r e , as i n 

Psalm 148, e x t o l s 'the command g i v e n once f o r a l l by t h e 

C r e a t o r as a p e r p e t u a l o r d i n a n c e ' , but t h i s i s r e a d i n g t o o 
353 

much i n t o t h e t e x t . The v e r s e s r e f e r r e d t o mean 

s i m p l y t h a t God e s t a b l i s h e d t h e w o r l d and t h a t h i s 

d e t e r m i n a t i o n t o do t h i s was s u f f i c i e n t f o r i t t o t a k e 

p l a c e . There i s n o t h i n g i n th e s e v e r s e s about t h e 

c o n t i n u i n g n a t u r a l l i f e o f t h e e a r t h . Verse 7 s t r e n g t h e n 

t h e i m p r e s s i o n t h a t t h e p s a l m i s t i s t h i n k i n g o f t h e once 

f o r a l l e s t a b l i s h m e n t o f t h e f a b r i c o f t h e u n i v e r s e , t h e 

stage and s e t t i n g on w h i c h man a c t s o u t h i s l i f e . The 

r e s t o f t h e psalm i m p l i e s some freedom on t h e p a r t o f men 

but i n s i s t s t h a t t h e l a s t word about men's f a t e r e s t s 

w i t h Yahweh. I f God has decided t o d e s t r o y a man, no 

p e r s o n a l s t r e n g t h , s w i f t horse o r army w i l l save him. 

God's c o n t r o l over human l i f e i s t h e main p o i n t o f t h e 

psalm, and n o t any p e r p e t u a l o r d i n a n c e . 

Psalm 136:5 
354 . . . • • i _ 

-. - T «T : • • — T — 

T h i s does w i t n e s s t o t h e u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f God 

r e v e a l e d i n t h e u n i v e r s e . The t e x t suggests a r a t i o n a l 

o r d e r i n t h e u n i v e r s e w h i c h r e f l e c t s t h e wisdom o f God. 

The repeated p a r t i c i p l e s , l"T (tfV and V , m i g h t be 

E2 p. 76. E2 pp. 110-111. 



- 209 -

taken to r e f e r to the perpetual performance of wonders 

and the perpetual c r e a t i o n of heavens, e a r t h and c e l e s t 

i a l bodies. The perpetual s t r e t c h i n g out of the ea r t h , 

however, i n ve r s e 6, i s improbable i n i t s e l f , and the 

p a r t i c i p l e s should be taken to have the for c e of nouns. 

PI 3)0 i n v e r s e 10, and «V i5 ̂  v e r s e 11 cannot r e f e r 

to the perpetual s t r i k i n g of Egypt and the c o n t i n u a l 

leading out of I s r a e l . See a l s o "1 T /\ i n v e r s e 13. 

•the g i v e r of food to a l l f l e s h ' , s i n c e we can h a r d l y 

take i t to r e f e r to the l i t e r a l c o n t i n u a l g i v i n g of food 

to a l l c r e a t u r e s , a kind of round-the-clock feeding time 

i n the u n i v e r s a l zoo. 

Proverbs 3:19f 

This t e x t s t a t e s t h a t God's wisdom and understanding 

enabled him to found the heavens and the e a r t h . Verses 

19-2Qa imply the once f o r a l l establishment of heaven and 

ea r t h , and 20b suggests a spontaneously r e c u r r i n g process. 

Proverbs 8:22ft. These v e r s e s express the importance of 

God's Wisdom i n the c r e a t i o n of the world. Therefore 

those who acquire wisdom are l i n k e d with the c r e a t i v e 

power behind the u n i v e r s e ; whereas those who spurn wisdom 

have s e t themselves a g a i n s t that c r e a t i v e power. Verses 

22-29 r e f e r to the c r e a t i o n of the cosmic s t r u c t u r e and 

th e r e f o r e might be taken to r e f e r to a f i x e d system. On 

T T T : I • • 
i n v e r s e 25 a l s o means 

T — T I •• I v v"r — T T : T > D~ prion l v p n i mo in j i 
T —: 

355 E2 pp. 110-11. 356 E2 pp. 110-111. 
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t h e o t h e r hand, t h e whole passage, v e r s e s 22-36, i s 
p o e t i c and i f i t were h e l d t h a t t h e aim o f t h e w r i t e r 
i s s i m p l y t o i n c u l c a t e a s e n s i b l e p r e f e r e n c e f o r wisdom, 
t h i s would be c o m p a t i b l e w i t h b o t h t h e d i r e c t a c t i o n and 
f i x e d system v i e w s . 

E c c l e s i a s t e s 3:11. E v e r y t h i n g i s made a p p r o p r i a t e t o i t s 

t i m e . The whole c o n t e x t emphasises the o r d e r w h i c h God 

has e s t a b l i s h e d , and w h i c h i n i t s t o t a l i t y i s beyond 

man's comprehension. I t does n o t seem, however, t o 

i l l u s t r a t e e i t h e r t h e f i x e d system o r t h e d i r e c t a c t i o n 

v i e w s , b e i n g c o m p a t i b l e w i t h b o t h . 

E c c l e s i a s t e s 7:29. T h i s i s r e f e r r e d t o by E i c h r o d t , b u t 

appears t o be i r r e l e v a n t . 

I t i s c l e a r t h a t a s u b s t a n t i a l p r o p o r t i o n o f t h e 

t e x t s used by E i c h r o d t t o i l l u s t r a t e t h e f i x e d system 

view, do express o r suggest t h i s v i e w . I n some cases, 

however, i t appears t h a t t h e idea has been read i n t o r a t h e r 
357 

t h a n o u t o f t h e t e x t s concerned. 

C. Texts I l l u s t r a t i n g D i r e c t D i v i n e A c t i o n 

The n o t i o n o f d i r e c t d i v i n e c r e a t i v i t y .as t h e d i r e c t 

cause o f eve r y n a t u r a l event i s not easy t o ac c e p t . The 

e v e n t s themselves do n o t suggest i t ; t h e y do n o t i n them

s e l v e s bear some stamp p r o c l a i m i n g d i v i n e o r i g i n . When t h e 

un u s u a l o r e x t r a o r d i n a r y o c c u r s t h i s may be a t t r i b u t e d , 

p r e c i s e l y because i t i s e x t r a o r d i n a r y , t o s u p e r n a t u r a l 

i n t e r v e n t i o n i n t h e course o f t h i n g s ; and perhaps t h e r e was 

a g r e a t e r r e a d i n e s s among many a n c i e n t I s r a e l i t e s t o see 

Both passages, E2 pp. 110-111. 
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d i v i n e i n t e r v e n t i o n i n t h e n a t u r a l w o r l d t h a n t h e r e i s 

among modern Europeans. But where t h e r e g u l a r and 

commonly ex p e r i e n c e d a r e concerned, d i d a n c i e n t I s r a e l i t e s 

t h i n k so v e r y d i f f e r e n t l y from o u r s e l v e s ? I s t h e r e , a t 

any r a t e , c l e a r evidence i n t h e B i b l e t h a t t h e y did? 

U n f o r t u n a t e l y , t h e b u l k o f t h e t e x t s r e f e r r e d t o 

by E i c h r o d t t o support h i s c o n t e n t i o n t h a t t h i s was so 

are p o e t i c a l and r h e t o r i c a l , and such t e x t s cannot be 

t r e a t e d as l i t e r a l e x p r e s s i o n s o f what t h e w r i t e r s , o r 

any o t h e r I s r a e l i t e s b e l i e v e d about t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p o f 

God and n a t u r e . T h e i r evidence i n t h i s c o n n e c t i o n i s 

i m p o r t a n t , b u t i n t h e v e r y n a t u r e o f t h e case sim p l e and 

s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d i n f e r e n c e s are not p o s s i b l e . 

Genesis 26:12. Isaac has sought r e f u g e from famine i n 

t h e l a n d o f t h e P h i l i s t i n e s . 'And Isaac sowed i n t h a t 

l a n d , and found i n t h e same year an h u n d r e d f o l d : and t h e 

LORD bl e s s e d him'. (RV). But why d i d Isaac n o t a w a i t t h e 

b l e s s i n g o f Yahweh i n t h e l a n d o f famine? And why d i d 

Isaa c sow seed and l a t e r d i g w e l l s ? 
359 

Genesis 27:27. Isaac s m e l l s t h e a p p a r e l o f Jacob and 

says i t s m e l l s l i k e a f i e l d w h i c h Yahweh has b l e s s e d . 

Taken l i t e r a l l y t h i s expresses t h e b e l i e f t h a t God c o u l d 

d i r e c t l y i n f l u e n c e t h e g r o w t h o f cro p s so t h a t t h i s g r o w t h 

would be e i t h e r good o r bad. The f o l l o w i n g v e r s e s a l s o 

express b e l i e f i n God's i n f l u e n c e o v e r n a t u r e and t h e 

a f f a i r s o f men. I t i s a w e l l known f a c t t h a t crops i n 

f i e l d and garden o f t e n v a r y from year t o yea r , and p l a c e 

t o p l a c e , and s i n c e i t i s n o t always o b v i o u s why one year 

358 E2 p. 153. 359 E2 p. 153. 
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should have been b e t t e r or worse than another i t would 
not be s u r p r i s i n g to f i n d such v a r i a t i o n a t t r i b u t e d to 
the d i r e c t a c t i o n of God, who wishes to express favour or 
d i s f a v o u r . 

However, the p i e l p e r f e c t , , could r e f e r to 

an i n i t i a l b l e s s i n g by God: t h i s i s land which was 

blessed by God from the very beginning, i t i s n a t u r a l l y 

f e r t i l e land. I s a a c i s simply saying t h a t the smell of 

h i s son i s l i k e the smell of a very f e r t i l e f i e l d . 

Verse 28 i s p a r t of the b l e s s i n g which i s regarded 

as r e l e a s i n g the power of God f o r the b e n e f i t of the 

r e c i p i e n t and t h i s c l e a r l y expresses i n f l u e n c e over 

n a t u r a l events. I t does not follow from t h i s t h a t I s a a c 

or Jacob or the n a r r a t o r of the s t o r y b e l i e v e d God to be 

d i r e c t l y c r e a t i n g every blade of g r a s s or ear- of corn i n 

a given f i e l d , and taken by i t s e l f the t e x t i m p l i e s 

n e i t h e r more nor l e s s than that God. e x e r c i s e s c o n t r o l of 

already e x i s t i n g p r o c e s s e s . 

The b l e s s i n g i s a l s o expressed p o e t i c a l l y , and w h i l e 

i t i s an obvious assumption of the s t o r y t h a t the b l e s s i n g 

expresses r e a l power, may i t not a l s o be the case t h a t 

i t expresses a pious hope? And must we not a l s o see i t 

i n i t s l a r g e r context of a n a r r a t i v e which i s determined 

to claim for I s r a e l the s p e c i a l b l e s s i n g God? 

L i k e other t e x t s which w i l l be examined, these 

from Genesis are q u i t e i n c o n s i s t e n t with mechanistic 

views of the u n i v e r s e and deism. I t i s e q u a l l y t r u e that 

they offer.no support to E i c h r o d t ' s f a n c i f u l ideas about 

continuous c r e a t i o n . 

S i m i l a r remarks apply to Genesis 49:25, pa r t of the 

http://offer.no
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b l e s s i n g of Joseph. 

I Kings I 7 : l 7 f . the c h i l d ' s s i c k n e s s and apparent 

death are regarded by the widow and E l i j a h as having been 

brought about by Yahweh; j u s t as h i s r e s t o r a t i o n i s the 

work of Yahweh. What we have here, however, i s d i v i n e 

i n t e r v e n t i o n which f i r s t i n t e r r u p t s and then r e s t o r e s the 

normal course of nature. 
361 

I I Kings 20:3. Hezekiah prays f o r d e l i v e r a n c e from 

the s i c k n e s s which appears to have been i n f l i c t e d by 

Yahweh, and he i s subsequently saved. Once again, the 
normal course of nature i s i n t e r r u p t e d and then r e s t o r e d . 

362 
I s a i a h 41:4. Yahweh c a l l s a l l generations from the 

beginning, that i s , he g i v e s l i f e to a l l generations; but 

not n e c e s s a r i l y by c r e a t i n g i t a f r e s h i n every i n d i v i d u a l . 

I s a i a h 44:24ff. Verse 24 reads: 
TIO^D ^?p3~) " ~ "^otf-n^ 

^ ' - ; - ^ 363 v 

• • ) -/ T T 

The present p a r t i c i p l e s must be taken to r e f e r to 

one who i s able to s t r e t c h out the heavens and the e a r t h 

by h i m s e l f . The act of c r e a t i o n cannot be thought of as 

something o c c u r r i n g at the time of the prophecy. The 

present tense, however, might w e l l have been intended 

to s t r e s s God's perpetual and t h e r e f o r e present c o n t r o l 

over the whole n a t u r a l world, and t h e r e f o r e over human 

a f f a i r s a l s o . The heavens and the e a r t h were created i n 

the p a s t , but I s r a e l i s to be redeemed now. There i s no 

i n d i c a t i o n , however, of any s p e c i f i c way i n which God 

r e l a t e s himself to n a t u r a l events. 

3 6 0 E2 p, 153. 3 6 1 E2 p. 153. 3 6 2 E2 p. 153. 3 6 3 E2 p. 75 
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I n v e r s e 27~a*""\n \lb )^b ^OKH i s again 
• T T T — ~r 

a p o e t i c expression of God's absolute power, but i s no 

more an i n d i c a t i o n of r e g u l a r d i r e c t a c t i o n on seas and 

r i v e r s than J e s u s ' s e x h o r t a t i o n to f a i t h was a promise 

of power to a l t e r the landscape. 
364 . . I s a i a h 48:13. The apparently m i l i t a r y metaphor of 

commanding troops to stand forward i s used here. The 

aim of the prophet i s to encourage f a i t h i n Yahweh who 

can c a l l f o r t h one who w i l l a s s u r e d l y destroy the seeming

l y i n v i n c i b l e Babylon. The one who makes t h i s promise 

to I s r a e l i s the one who founded the e a r t h and spread out 

the heavens. 

The meaning of the p a r t i c i p l e *"""^p must be governed 

by the Qal p e r f e c t s F IT "O C and ni~l£)k>: at some 

point i n the d i s t a n t past, the world was e s t a b l i s h e d by 

the command of Yahweh; and i f he has now c a l l e d Cyrus to 

r e l e a s e h i s people from Babylon how can t h i s f a i l to 

happen? 

Verse 15 reads: ̂ JlXnf?"^ ^ 1 3 7 "3^ 
God has created the world and e x e r c i s e s u l t i m a t e 

c o n t r o l over human a f f a i r s . 

S i m i l a r remarks apply to 50:2. 
365 

Jeremiah 5:24; Jeremiah condemns the people f o r not 

recognising that i t i s God who g i v e s the r a i n . 

oo) a man could simply mean 'the g i v e r of r a i n * , 
v | -

and i n i t s e l f n e i t h e r a f f i r m s nor denies t h a t God a c t s 

364 ^ _ c 365 „ , ,__ E2 p. 75. E2 p. 153. 
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d i r e c t l y to br i n g the r a i n when i t comes. Jeremiah 

e x p l i c i t l y r e f e r s to the r a i n as seasonal, and i t keeps 

on coming even though the people do not f e a r God. T h i s 

suggests that there was no strong b e l i e f among Jeremiah's 

contemporaries that God brought each downpour of r a i n . 

The f i n a l statement i n the v e r s e : 

\ib "IOU'T n^^p S[\pn jYtyaw 
a l s o r e f e r s to the r e g u l a r harvest season, and the noun 

.Tljy^n s t r o n g l y suggests an u n a l t e r a b l e arrangement 

e s t a b l i s h e d by God. We might t r a n s l a t e 'He p r e s e r v e s f o r 

us the e s t a b l i s h e d weeks of h a r v e s t ' . The p i c t u r e i s one 

of n a t u r a l process preserved by God. 
366 

Amos 4:6ff. Various n a t u r a l d i s a s t e r s have b e f a l l e n 

the I s r a e l i t e s , a l l brought upon them by God. These 

c o n s t i t u t e , however, what might be termed unrecognised 

m i r a c l e s , s i n c e the c l e a r i m p l i c a t i o n of the t e x t i s t h a t 

the famine or drought or whatever would not have occurred 

u n l e s s i t had been necessary to warn the I s r a e l i t e s of 

Yahweh's d i s p l e a s u r e . Normally the r a i n would have 

f a l l e n , the harvest would have appeared; but Yahweh 

intervened to bring about events which i n the normal course 

would not have happened, the only d i f f e r e n c e between 

these m i r a c l e s and others l i k e the p a r t i n g of the Red 

Sea or the shadow on the s u n d i a l being that these do not 

have such an abnormal c h a r a c t e r as to demand the recog

n i t i o n of supernatural i n t e r v e n t i o n . 
Eichrodt would no doubt o b j e c t to t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

366 E2 p. 153. 
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of Amos's words on the grounds t h a t a l l n a t u r a l events 

are caused by God according to the Old Testament, and 

instead:-of bringing r a i n and harvest God withheld the 

r a i n and sent p e s t s . T h i s o b j e c t i o n , however, r a i s e s 

problems over the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the miraculous which 

w i l l have to be d e a l t with s e p a r a t e l y . 

I t would a l s o be i n t e r e s t i n g to know what kind of 

experience of nature the I s r a e l i t e s must have had i n order 

t o see God i n every n a t u r a l event, and i n the present case 

i t i s q u i t e evident t h a t Amos's contemporaries f a i l e d to 

see the hand of God i n the n a t u r a l events r e f e r r e d t o . 

Perhaps Amos was d i f f e r e n t from h i s contemporaries i n 

p r e c i s e l y t h i s r e s p e c t : he*saw the hand of God d i r e c t l y 

b r i n g i n g about a l l n a t u r a l events and they did not, and 

t h i s i s why the Old Testament pr e s e r v e s h i s i n s p i r e d 

i n s i g h t i n t o the tr u e nature of t h i n g s . 

4:13 could be held to support h i s view: 

n-n *-mo D M I H -vbi" r u n ~s 
iriti)' nii>\y "ink-no a ~ r * b i ^ ^ o - i 

- - • • -• — -T T : • — 

I fr • • T: -r - I - • -r 

: T : 

There are, however, other t e x t s which support the 

doubt one has t h a t the herdsman of Tekoa can have thought 

so very d i f f e r e n t l y from other I s r a e l i t e s i n t h i s r e s p e c t . 

He knew the n a t u r a l p r o p e r t i e s of f i r e , the n a t u r a l e f f e c t s 

of wine, the n a t u r a l behaviour of l i o n s and the n a t u r a l 

r e a c t i o n to t h e i r roar; he knew simple cause and e f f e c t i n 

the working of a snare and the c l e a r d i s t i n c t i o n between 

the n a t u r a l and the unnatural; he knew the n a t u r a l e f f e c t s 

of r a i n and i t s absence, the n a t u r a l e f f e c t of c e r t a i n 
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pe s t s on f r u i t t r e e s , the n a t u r a l e f f e c t s of d i s e a s e 

and unattended corpses, the n a t u r a l behaviour of l o c u s t s , 

the need to tend t r e e s as w e l l as guard f l o c k s , and the 
367 

other n a t u r a l occupations of farming. 

Those who wish to maintain that Amos beli e v e d God 

to be d i r e c t l y a c t i v e i n a l l n a t u r a l events, producing 

f i r e and then i t s e f f e c t , making hungry l i o n s roar and 

then s t i m u l a t i n g them to rend h e l p l e s s sheep, must prove 

t h e i r case. Furthermore, what i s meant by 'na t u r a l event'? 

The l i o n f e e l i n g hungry, the l i o n l i c k i n g i t s paw, the 

l i o n b l i n k i n g i n the strong s u n l i g h t - a l l these are 

n a t u r a l events, and where are we to stop? Such a b e l i e f 

i n continuous d i v i n e c r e a t i v e a c t i v i t y throughout nature 

i s a t r u l y e x t r a o r d i n a r y type of pantheism, and r e q u i r e s 

something more than an appeal to i s o l a t e d t e x t s taken at 

t h e i r face value before i t can be accepted as the view of 

Amos or anybody e l s e i n ancien t I s r a e l . 

Also., Yahweh i s not merely depicted i n the v e r s e s 

appealed to by Eichrodt as brin g i n g about n a t u r a l events 

but a l s o as k i l l i n g young men wi t h the sword and c a r r y i n g 

away horses. No one would dream of taki n g t h i s l i t e r a l l y , 

so why are we obliged to fol l o w a l i t e r a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

of the r e s t ? 

That Amos beli e v e d the world to have been creat e d by 

God, who continued to e x e r c i s e r e a l c o n t r o l over the workings 

See Amos 1:4,7,10,12,14; 2 i l , 5 ; c f . 43J.1| 5s6; 7:4. 
4:1; 6:6; c f . 2:8,11; 5:11. 3:4,8; c f . 5:19. 
3:5; 6:12a; 4:7-8; c f . 8:13. 4:9; 4:10; 7:1-2; 
7:14; 9:13. 
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of nature and the a f f a i r s of men, i s beyond doubt. I t 

i s a l s o beyond doubt t h a t he expressed h i m s e l f f r e e l y 

and at times p o e t i c a l l y and r h e t o r i c a l l y , t h a t he spon

taneously recognised and assumed n a t u r a l processes and 

human freedom; and t h a t while the presence of d i v i n e 

power i n the world was a profound c o n v i c t i o n there i s 

no evidence i n h i s extant prophecies t h a t he gave the 

p r e c i s e manner of d i v i n e c o n t r o l any s e r i o u s thought. 

Amos 5:8. 

~ J € r b y OD^Gi-M D-n ~ob 
: i ou" " ~ 

'After the night he brings i n the morning* i s 
368 

E i c h r o d t ' s comment on t h i s v e r s e . 

But t h i s r e h e t o r i c a l passage i s probably c e l e b r a t i n g 

the o r i g i n a l c r e a t i v e power of God, although no doubt 

implying h i s perpetual c o n t r o l of a l l n a t u r a l powers. 

I t i s hard to b e l i e v e t h a t Amos r e a l l y b e l i e v e d God to 

be p e r p e t u a l l y making and re-making P l e i a d e s and Orion 

or pouring out the waters of the sea on the face of the 

ear t h . Making the day dark with night might be an e c l i p s e , 

which would be a m i r a c l e ; or i f taken c l o s e l y w i t h t u r n i n g 

the deep darkness int o morning, r e f e r s to the perpetual 

cycle of day and night o r i g i n a l l y e s t a b l i s h e d by Yahweh. 

The prophet i s seeking t o emphasise the might of God 

whose determination to uphold j u s t i c e nothing can with -

368 E2 p. 153. 
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stand; and the same i s t r u e of 4:13. 

Hosea 2 : l 0 f f . 3 ^ 9 A l l r e f e r e n c e s to 'Hosea' i n these 

comments are to the RV t e x t . 

God w i l l l a y waste vin e y a r d s and f i g t r e e s ; j u s t 

as v e r s e 9 says he w i l l take away corn and wine, wool 

and f l a x , and i n v e r s e 8 he says he gave corn, wine and 

o i l , s i l v e r and gold. As i n so many other t e x t s r e f e r r e d 

t o by Eichrodt t h i s one c l e a r l y i n d i c a t e s a c t i v i t y on the 

pa r t of God, but not the kind of a c t i v i t y which E i c h r o d t 

t a k e s i t to mean: 'a d i r e c t a ct of God', which s u r e l y 

excludes any notion of processes i n nature or events i n 

human h i s t o r y which might be c o n t r o l l e d by God but which 

do have some independent l i f e of t h e i r own. 

We are here c o n s i d e r i n g h i s t o r y as w e l l as n a t u r a l 

events, and i t i s q u i t e c l e a r l y assumed by Hosea t h a t the 

people had a c e r t a i n freedom; but j u s t as h i s w i f e was 

deluded and learned thorough hardship t h a t i t was Hosea 

who r e a l l y loved her and would properly c a r e f o r her, so 

I s r a e l w i l l l e a r n through hardship that i t i s Yahweh and 

not Baal who r e a l l y c a r e s f o r the people and who has 

p l e n t i f u l l y supplied t h e i r needs. 

How w i l l t h i s hardship a f f l i c t the nation? They w i l l 

be confronted by the l o s s of corn, wine-, o i l and so on. 

How w i l l they l o s e these t h i n g s ? According to Eichrodt by 

some kind of d i r e c t a c t of God. W i l l t h i s d i r e c t a ct of 

God appear as such to the people? I t may be t h a t the 

prophet thought so, but we must remember t h a t according 

to Eichrodt the o r i g i n a l g i v i n g of corn, wine, o i l and so 

3 6 9 E2 p. 153. 
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on was by the d i r e c t a c t of God and t h i s was not obviously 

so or the people could not have mistaken i t f o r the 

a c t i v i t y of B a a l . Furthermore, we have no reason t o 

suppose t h a t the t r o u b l e which h i t I s r a e l a c t u a l l y made 

the people tu r n to Yahweh. Some may have done so, but 

the prophetic l i t e r a t u r e i n general lends no support to 

the view that Yahweh's a c t i o n s i n h i s t o r y were or would 

be so unambiguous as to deny the p o s s i b i l i t y of doubt 

or the spontaneous preference f o r some other explanation 

of t h i n g s . There are t e x t s which envisage a time when 

God w i l l i ntervene i n human a f f a i r s i n a manner which does 

not admit of argument, and nature i t s e l f w i l l undergo 

changes of a miraculous kind; but these t e x t s r e f e r to 

the new age and not the world as we know i t . 

E i c h r o d t t r i e s i n t h i s case, as so often elsewhere, 

to p r e s s the language of the t e x t i n t o expressing a meaning 

which at best i s only p o s s i b l e , and even then only through 

the i s o l a t i o n of c e r t a i n sayings from t h e i r context. ' I 

gave her the corn, and the wine, and the o i l ... Therefore 

w i l l I take back my corn ... and my wine'. These words 

taken at t h e i r face value do indeed express the d i r e c t 

a c t i v i t y of God i n n a t u r a l events; but i f we once stop 

to r e f l e c t on them we cannot evade the question whether 

or not we can any longer c a l l events caused by d i r e c t 

d i v i n e a c t i v i t y ' n a t u r a l ' . Nor can we evade the f a c t 

t h a t once the words are seen as p a r t of Hosea's whole 

prophecy, i t becomes evident t h a t he, l i k e the r e s t of 

h i s contemporaries, or many of them, recognised n a t u r a l 

events w h i l e at the same time b e l i e v i n g t h a t they were 

somehow and to some degree under supernatural c o n t r o l , 

j u s t l i k e human a f f a i r s . 
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A b r i e f survey of other t e x t s i n •Hosea* confirms 

t h i s c r i t i c i s m of Ei c h r o d t . There can be no doubt t h a t 

Hosea saw the punishment of I s r a e l i n the shape of defeat 

i n war, w i t h a l l i t s attendant e v i l s . Other t e x t s imply 

or f o r e t e l l e x i l e . Some tTexts speak of f r e n z i e d d i p l o -
. . 370 

matic a c t i v i t y . The l e a d e r s of I s r a e l could see the 

danger t h r e a t e n i n g them and t r i e d to avoid i t by a l l i a n c e 

w i t h a great power. Hosea s t a t e s q u i t e c l e a r l y t h a t such 

a l l i a n c e s , accomplished or merely hoped for, would not 

prevent d i v i n e punishment overtaking I s r a e l ; but i t i s 

eq u a l l y c l e a r t h a t he thought of the punishment i n the 

same terms as those whom he condemned, t h a t i s , defeat i n 

war. 

I t may be objected t h a t God's d e a l i n g s w i t h men i n 

h i s t o r y are not the same as God's c o n t r o l of nature; but 

whil e t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s n e c e s s a r y and u s e f u l i t must 

not be too sharp. We began w i t h the question what Hosea 

meant when he spoke of God removing corn, wine and o i l 

from I s r a e l , and the answer i n f a c t has to be given i n 

h i s t o r i c a l terms. I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to compare t h i s w i t h 

the statement t h a t Yahweh brought up I s r a e l out of Egypt. 

When we t u r n to the d e t a i l e d n a r r a t i v e i n Exodus which 

d e s c r i b e s the d i v i n e d e l i v e r a n c e we see th a t the evidence 

f o r t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the h i s t o r i c a l f a c t s i s to be 

seen i n ' n a t u r a l ' events which d e p i c t the d i r e c t a c t s of 

370 

371 

Hosea 1x4-5; 3:4; 5:13; 6 i l l j 7:8-11,16; 8:8-9; 
9:3,6,17; 10:5-6,14; 11:5-6,10-11; 12:1; 13:16. 
11:1; 12:13; 13:4. 
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God, and which can only be a c c u r a t e l y designated by the 
372 . . . . . term 'miraculous*. There are i n t e r e s t i n g i m p l i c a t i o n s 

i n other t e x t s i n 'Hosea'. We read t h a t God w i l l punish 

I s r a e l by stopping c h i l d - b e a r i n g . Yet i n the v e r y same 

t e x t we read that t h e i r c h i l d r e n w i l l be s l a i n . See 

a l s o 8:7, 'he hath no standing corn; the blade s h a l l y i e l d 

no meal; i f so be i t y i e l d , s t r a n g e r s s h a l l swallow i t up'. 

S i m i l a r i s the repeated statement i n Enuma E l i s h t h a t ALL 

the gods had gone over to Tiamat, when t h i s i s m a n i f e s t l y 

not the case, and would have l e f t Tiamat without enemies 

to destroy i f i t had been t r u e . This i s a c l e a r warning 

ag a i n s t reading p o e t i c or r h e t o r i c a l t e x t s , or any others 

which express strong f e e l i n g , w ith wooden l i t e r a l n e s s , 

e s p e c i a l l y when we are searc h i n g f o r t e x t s to support an 

al r e a d y adopted l i n e of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

We read i n chapter 1 t h a t Hosea's marriage to Gomer 

l e d to the conception of s e v e r a l c h i l d r e n . We read that 

wine destroys the understanding and that h e i f e r s can be 

stubborn, knowledge of the n a t u r a l p r o p e n s i t i e s of the 

moth i s assumed, and some knowledge of how to cure.wounds. 

The v i o l e n t eating h a b i t s of the l i o n were known, and we 

f i n d r e f e r e n c e to seasonal r a i n and to the n a t u r a l d i s 

appearance of e a r l y morning mist and dew. Reaping according 
373 

to what has been sown i s regarded as a n a t u r a l sequence. 

There can be no doubt t h a t f o r Hosea there were 

n a t u r a l events and human a f f a i r s , and that d i v i n e a c t i v i t y 

3 7 2 Cf. Psalm 78:12-53. 
373 

1:3,6,8; 4:11; 4:6; 5:12-13; c f . 6:1. 5:14; 6:3,4; 
8:7; 10:12-13. 
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was to be seen i n both. Hosea o f f e r s us no c l u e as to 

how God could be a c t i v e i n the realms of nature and human 

l i f e , nor does any other b i b l i c a l w r i t e r ; except t h a t i n 

the case of: m i r a c l e s we are obviously meant to imagine 

some kind of d i r e c t e x e r c i s e of power on n a t u r a l elements, 

although the p r e c i s e c h a r a c t e r of t h i s e x e r c i s e must be 

a mystery. Eichrodt i n v i t e s us to read many t e x t s 

r e f e r r i n g to n a t u r a l events as i f they, too, spoke of 

d i r e c t d i v i n e a c t i o n , but he can only do t h i s by a forced 

reading of these t e x t s , by t o l e r a t i n g confusion i n the 

understanding of the miraculous, and by g l o s s i n g over a 

b l a t a n t c o n t r a d i c t i o n between supposedly d i r e c t a c t i o n 

t e x t s and f i x e d system t e x t s . I t could be, of course, 

that c o n t r a d i c t i o n s e x i s t between Old Testament t e x t s , 

but E i c h r o d t i s l o t h to admit t h i s ; and anyone who does 

admit i t must then go on to consider how a Theology of 

the Old Testament can be w r i t t e n i n the l i g h t of i t . 
374 

Jonah 1:4. God sends a wind to cause a storm on the 

sea. T h i s i s unquestionably a d i r e c t act of God, l i k e a 

m i r a c l e , and i s best regarded as a m i r a c l e s i n c e i t i s 

a s p e c i a l a c t of i n t e r v e n t i o n designed to accomplish a 

p a r t i c u l a r purpose. 

Nahum 1:5. The mountains quake and the h i l l s melt at the 

presence of Yahweh. Th i s i s p o e t i c r h e t o r i c . Verse 4 

t e l l s us t h a t God d r i e s up the sea and a l l the r i v e r s , 

which can s c a r c e l y be regarded as a l i t e r a l l y c o r r e c t 

a s s e r t i o n ; and v e r s e 5 does not j u s t i f y E i c h r o d t ' s s t a t e 

ment that 'The earthquake comes from the blow of h i s f i s t * . 

E2 p. 153. J E2 p. 153. 
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No doubt i r r e g u l a r , e x t r a o r d i n a r y and t e r r i f y i n g events 

l i k e earthquakes were b e l i e v e d , at l e a s t by some I s r a e l 

i t e s , to be d i r e c t l y caused by God; but i f so, they were 

m i r a c l e s as f a r as such I s r a e l i t e s were concerned. I n 

any case, i f the present t e x t i s taken e n t i r e l y l i t e r a l l y 

i t i s absurd. 

Malachi 2;10 

L i f e comes from one God: t h e r e f o r e a l l I s r a e l i t e s 

are brothers who should acknowledge God as t h e i r one 

fa t h e r and l i v e peaceably w i t h one another. I t i s hard to 

see i n t h i s t e x t the expression of any b e l i e f i n d i r e c t 

and continuous d i v i n e c r e a t i v i t y . 
"377 

Psalm 2 2 : l 0 f (RV 9 f ) . 

•But thou a r t lie t h a t took me out of the womb: 

Thou d i d s t make me t r u s t when I was upon my mother's 

I was c a s t upon thee from the womb: 

Thou a r t my God from my mother's b e l l y ' . (RV) 

We have here p o e t i c emphasis on God's c o n t i n u a l care 

f o r us, even when we are only h e l p l e s s i n f a n t s , and i t 

o f f e r s no j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r the notion of d i r e c t d i v i n e 

c r e a t i v i t y . A l i t e r a l understanding of these v e r s e s i s 

as j u s t i f i e d as a l i t e r a l understanding of the e a r l i e r s t a t e 

ment i n the psalm, * I am a worm, and no man.' 

)~n*3. o^tf "T^a3 v - ^ o n x ^ a • t : — — A-r -r : 

T :• '• T ••. ; T V -r —: 

: i z r j i a x r r ^ a bbnb 

b r e a s t s . 

376 E2 p. 153. 377 E2 p. 153. 
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Psalm 65:7-14. 378 The p s a l m i s t appears to be seeking the 

help of God, and h i s confidence that God w i l l answer him 

i s based on the r e v e l a t i o n of God's greatness i n nature. 

Verse 7 t e l l s us t h a t God calms the stormy s e a s . Perhaps 

the p s a l m i s t b e l i e v e d t h a t the seas represented the s t i l l 

e x i s t i n g elements of chaos which might chafe a g a i n s t 
379 

God's c o n t r o l but could never escape i t . 

When he t u r n s to a more homely i l l u s t r a t i o n of God's 

power and c a r e f o r h i s people, he sees i t i n the g i f t of 

r a i n . Verses 9-13 d e p i c t God providing t h a t e s s e n t i a l 

water without which t h e r e w i l l be n e i t h e r crops nor f l o c k s . 

A p o e t i c and r h e t o r i c a l passage l i k e t h i s does not necess

a r i l y mean more than that God has once f o r a l l e s t a b l i s h e d 

the seasonal r a i n s whereby l i f e on the e a r t h can continue. 

Even i f i t did d e p i c t the d i r e c t a c t i o n of God b r i n g i n g 

r a i n , i t a l s o assumes the n a t u r a l e f f e c t of t h a t r a i n on the 

e a r t h ' s v e g e t a t i o n : which E i c h r o d t a c t u a l l y r e c o g n i s e s 
380 

i n h i s statement, ' i n the r a i n he b l e s s e s the f i e l d . * 
381 

Psalm 90:3. In t h i s psalm the e t e r n a l power of God 

i s c e l e brated, and the b r e v i t y of men's l i v e s i s contrasted 

w i t h i t . I t would be i n t e r e s t i n g to know what E i c h r o d t 

would make of the sexual imagery i n v e r s e 2: • • • • : /-.•-.• • • : - T 
'Before the h i l l s were brought f o r t h or you had 

brought to b i r t h the e a r t h and world'. 
382 

Psalm 107. Verses I 7 f o f f e r a r a t i o n a l j u s t i f i c a t i o n 

378 E2 pp. 152-153. 
Cf. Jeremiah 5:22; Psalm 104:9; Job 26:10; 38:8-11. 
E2 p. 153. 3 8 1 E2 p. 153. 3 8 2 E2 p. 153. 

379 
380 
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f o r s i c k n e s s as a punishment i n f l i c t e d by Yahweh because 

of s i n . This i m p l i e s a n a t u r a l process i n t e r r u p t e d by 

d e l i b e r a t e d i v i n e i n t e r v e n t i o n , and i s based on the 

assumption that s i c k n e s s i s unnatural. Cf. Psalm 6:-2ff. 

Verses 23ff express the idea that God causes storms 

and calms them. 

•For he commandeth, and r a i s e t h the stormy wind, 

Which l i f t e t h up the waves t h e r e o f . (RV) 

T h i s t e x t could express b e l i e f i n the d i r e c t a c t i o n 

of God or could express i n a v i v i d Way th a t people should 

t r u s t i n God to help them through t h e i r t r o u b l e s . I f the 

former b e l i e f i s being expressed, i t i s worth noting that 

storms are i r r e g u l a r , and the sea c l o s e l y a s s o c i a t e d w i t h 

the elements of chaos. A storm i n t h i s case would be akin 

to a m i r a c l e , an a c t of s p e c i a l i n t e r v e n t i o n by God. 

Verses 35ff read: 

'He tu r n e t h a w i l d e r n e s s i n t o a pool of water, 

And a dry land i n t o water-springs. 

And t h e r e he maketh the hungry to dwell, 

That they may prepare a c i t y of h a b i t a t i o n ; 

And sow f i e l d s , and p l a n t vineyards, 

And get them f r u i t s of i n c r e a s e ' . (RV) 

Even i f v e r s e 35 be taken l i t e r a l l y i t could h a r d l y 

be s a i d t o express a n a t u r a l event. Verse 37 t e l l s of 

people .sowing f i e l d s and p l a n t i n g vineyards, i n order to 

reap the appropriate h a r v e s t s . 
383 

Psalm 139«13ff. These v e r s e s give p o e t i c emphasis to 

the f a c t t h a t there i s no escaping God, h i s knowledge and 

3 8 3 E2 p. 153. 
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power penetrate every corner of the u n i v e r s e . Even i n 

the womb we are not unknown to God, without whom the r e 

would be no growth at a l l . These words could express 

b e l i e f i n God's a c t u a l l y c o n s t r u c t i n g the babe i n the 

womb, but we are not bound to read them so. I f we do take 

the t e x t l i t e r a l l y i n t h i s r e s p e c t , what are we to make of 

verse 15? 

•When I was made i n s e c r e t , And c u r i o u s l y wrought 

i n the lowest p a r t s of the e a r t h ' . (RV) 

I t i s most l i k e l y t h a t the p s a l m i s t simply wishes 

to emphasise t h a t nothing, not even the s m a l l e s t p a r t of 

the complex and unseen development of the human body, i s 

hidden from God. 
384 

Psalm 144;5. The p s a l m i s t speaks of God touching the 

mountains to make them smoke, and may be r e f e r r i n g to 

volcanoes, as Eichrodt t h i n k s ; although i t i s p o s s i b l e 

t h a t the p s a l m i s t i s t h i n k i n g of storm clouds s w i r l i n g 

round mountain tops, a sign of Yahweh's descent to the 

ea r t h . Cf. v e r s e 6. 
I f the p s a l m i s t i s t h i n k i n g of v o l c a n i c eruptions as 

opt; 

d i r e c t l y caused by God, see notes on Nahum 1:5. Cf. Psalm 

104:32. Could i t be th a t i n these and other s i m i l a r 

passages the power of n a t u r a l f o r c e s was f e l t to be a 

r e f l e c t i o n of the power of God who had created and could 

c o n t r o l them? Could they be nothing more than r h e t o r i c a l 

c e l e b r a t i o n s of God's power, t h i s power being d i s p l a y e d 

i n t h e i r c r e a t i o n and e x c e p t i o n a l l y i n miraculous d i v i n e 

E2 p. 153. 3 8 5 T h e s i s p. 223. 
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i n t e r v e n t i o n ? 
386 

Psalm 147. With ref e r e n c e to v e r s e 4: i t i s no doubt 

tr u e t h a t God knows the number of the s t a r s , at which 

modern astronomers can only guess? and i t may be t h a t they 

have a l l been named; but t h i s says n e i t h e r more nor l e s s 

than i s a s s e r t e d i n the fo l l o w i n g v e r s e , 'Great i s our 

Lord, and mighty i n power; His understanding i s i n f i n i t e * . (RV) 

We could presumably add to a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of v e r s e s 

15ff v e r s e s 8 and 9. These v e r s e s can c e r t a i n l y be 

i n t e r p r e t e d to i n d i c a t e the d i r e c t c o n t r o l by God of the 

weather, the growth of g r a s s , the feeding of b e a s t s and 

ravens, the blowing of winds and the flowing of waters. 

I f we are to i n t e r p r e t these statements i n t h i s way i t i s 

i n c i d e n t a l l y i n t e r e s t i n g , i n the context of E i c h r o d t ' s 

argument, t h a t they occur i n a psalm which concludes by 

c e l e b r a t i n g the laws, the permanent ordinances of God; but 

there i s , of course, no necessary c o n t r a d i c t i o n here. 

The s t a t u t e s and judgements of God concern human a f f a i r s . 

But can we make such a sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between the 

ordinances of God appertaining to the world of human 

a f f a i r s and the p r i n c i p l e s of God's a c t i v i t y i n the world 

of nature? 

The c h i e f problem, however, as i n many other t e x t s , 

i s r a i s e d by the l i t e r a l nature of t h i s approach to poetry. 

A t e x t l i k e the present one simply cannot be the kind of 

evidence t h a t E i c hrodt wants i t to be. Furthermore, i f we 

i n s i s t on a l i t e r a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , how c o n s i s t e n t can we be? 

E2 pp. 75, 153. 
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I n what sense does Yahweh send out h i s commandment upon 

the e a r t h , or does h i s word run s w i f t l y ? A l i t e r a l view 

i s o b viously absurd; but i s the idea of Yahweh feeding 

beasts and ravens obviously otherwise? And i n what sense 

does God s a t i s f y me with the f i n e s t wheat? 

Also, i f we i n s i s t on the l i t e r a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

of the psalm we must a l s o see i n i t a c o n t r a d i c t i o n of 

those t e x t s , acknowledged by Eichro d t , which speak of 

n a t u r a l processes continuing by means of t h e i r own i n t e r n a l 

energy. Does Yahweh make g r a s s grow on the h i l l s , or 

does i t grow of i t s own accord as a r e s u l t of the l i f e 

put i n t o the e a r t h and a l l vegetation a t c r e a t i o n ? We 

are not bound to f i n d c o n s i s t e n c y of outlook i n the Old 

Testament, but those who undertake to w r i t e t h e o l o g i e s of 

the Old Testament w i l l have to bear the point i n mind. 

I f we take v e r s e s 8f l i t e r a l l y we must see God 

decorating the sky with clouds, preparing r a i n f o r the 

earth, making g r a s s grow on the h i l l s i d e s , and feeding 

the animals. We must a l s o see God b u i l d i n g up Jerusalem, 

p e r s o n a l l y rounding up the o u t c a s t s of I s r a e l and o f f e r i n g 

them personal comfort. As a l r e a d y s t a t e d , t h i s i s poetry 

and to read i t i n t h i s l i t e r a l fashion i s to reduce i t 

to a b s u r d i t y . Cf. Job 38:39ff. 
387 

Job 9 i 6 . See a l s o v e r s e 5, 

•Which removeth the mountains, and they know i t not, 

When he overturneth them i n h i s anger. 

Which shaketh the e a r t h out of her place, 

And the p i l l a r s thereof tremble'. (RV) 

E2 p. 153. 
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Verse s 7 and 9: 

•Which commandeth the sun, and i t r i s e t h not; 

And s e a l e t h up the s t a r s . 

Which maketh the Bear, Orion, and the P l e i a d e s , 

And the chambers of the south'. (RV) 

The l a t t e r v e r s e simply r e f e r s to the f a c t t h at God made 

c e r t a i n c o n s t e l l a t i o n s : a c e l e b r a t i o n of h i s c r e a t i v e 

power. Verse 7 r e f e r s to the sun not r i s i n g and the s t a r s 

being prevented from g i v i n g t h e i r l i g h t : but the sun 

always does r i s e and the s t a r s always shine. Bothnay be 

blo t t e d out by cloud, or the sun by an e c l i p s e , and t h i s 

may be i n mind here; but i f so, t h i s i s c e r t a i n l y not what 

i s l i t e r a l l y r e f e r r e d to, and ver s e 7 simply shows how 

u n r e l i a b l e p o e t i c t e x t s are when we are looking f o r s t r a i g h t 

forward accounts of n a t u r a l events. 

D. Texts Which I l l u s t r a t e the Independent L i f e of Nature 

Eichrodt r e f e r s to many t e x t s which he t h i n k s i l l u s 

t r a t e b e l i e f i n the independent l i f e of nature. I f he i s 

c o n s i s t e n t , these t e x t s must be taken to support the d i r e c t 

a c t i o n view of nature, but the way i n which he t r e a t s them 

suggests that they r e a l l y represent a t h i r d view which i s 

i n c o n s i s t e n t with both the d i r e c t a c t i o n and f i x e d system 

views. Whether t h i s i s so or not, i t seems most convenient 

to comment on them s e p a r a t e l y . 
388 

Judges 5:20. The s t a r s fought a g a i n s t S i s e r a . T h i s i s 

supposed to i l l u s t r a t e nature f i g h t i n g i n a l l i a n c e w i t h 

I s r a e l . I t would be i n t e r e s t i n g to know j u s t how Eichrodt 

E2 p. 152. 
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imagines s t a r s f i g h t i n g . The r i v e r Kishon, r e f e r r e d to 

i n the next verse, might have played some part i n the 

b a t t l e i n t h a t some Canaanites might have drowned i n i t , 

but even here we can hardly take l i t e r a l l y the statement 

t h a t the r i v e r swept away the k i n g s of Canaan and t h e i r 

armies. Both v e r s e s are a p o e t i c and r h e t o r i c a l e x p r e s s i o n 

of the f a c t t h a t S i s e r a was c e r t a i n to l o s e the b a t t l e s i n c e 

i n f i g h t i n g I s r a e l he was s e t t i n g himself a g a i n s t the 

powers of heaven. 'So l e t a l l t h i n e enemies p e r i s h , 

0 LORD'. (5:31 R V ) 3 8 9 

390 
Joshua I 0 : 1 2 f . The sun stood s t i l l to help Joshua 

defeat the Amorites. Thi s , however, was not nature co

operating w i t h Joshua but the r e s u l t of Yahweh's i n t e r 

vention i n the workings of nature. 'And there was no day 

l i k e t h a t before i t or a f t e r i t , that the LORD hearkened 

unto the v o i c e of a man: f o r the LORD fought f o r I s r a e l ' . 

(10:14 RV) 

I s a i a h 3 5 : I f . This i s a p o e t i c e x p r e s s i o n of joy at the 

redemption of I s r a e l . Deserts do not s i n g ; and i f the 

d e s e r t were r e a l l y to be transformed i n t o f e r t i l e land t h i s 

would be a m i r a c l e achieved by the i n t e r v e n t i o n of God. 

S i m i l a r remarks apply to I s a i a h 43:20; 44:23; 49:13; 

55:12; J o e l 2:21f; Psalms 9 6 : l l f ; 9 8 : 8 . 3 9 1 

We must a l s o ask i f these prophecies were i n f a c t 

l i t e r a l l y f u l f i l l e d . Even i f the prophets and p s a l m i s t s 

intended t h e i r words to be taken l i t e r a l l y , which i s 

i t s e l f i n c r e d i b l e , the mere ut t e r a n c e s would not i n d i c a t e 

389 
Cf. C.F. Burney, THE BOOK OF JUDGES. London 1918, 
pp. 146-149. 
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any a c t u a l co-operation of nature w i t h I s r a e l , or any 

general b e l i e f i n i t . There i s no evidence i n the B i b l e 

or o utside i t t h a t h i l l s ever a c t u a l l y helped to form a 

cosmic c h o i r , or that t r e e s and floods l e n t rhythmic 

support, or t h a t the de s e r t was m i r a c u l o u s l y transformed. 

I f E ichrodt complains that t h i s r e d u c t i o ad absurdum 

misrep r e s e n t s h i s reading of the t e x t he must a l s o accept 

the f a c t t h a t a proper r e c o g n i t i o n of the p o e t i c and 

r h e t o r i c a l c h a r a c t e r of such u t t e r a n c e s destroys them as 

evidence f o r a ' v i v i d sense of NATURE AS A LIVING THING, 

a s c r i b i n g to the non-human c r e a t i o n a r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h 

i t s d i v i n e Lord analogous to t h a t enjoyed by the people of 

God themselves', and which i l l u s t r a t e 'the marked and d i r e c t 

connection of n a t u r a l events w i t h God, of whose a c t i v i t y 

i n h i s t o r y and i n the l i f e of h i s people they are the 
392 

accompaniment'. 

These t e x t s do indeed suggest a view of nature very 

d i f f e r e n t from the mechanistic, and some a l s o express a 

b e l i e f t h a t the l i f e of man and the l i f e of nature are 

r e l a t e d ; but t h i s i s no j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r the p i c t u r e 

given by Eichrodt, based as i t i s on the l i t e r a l reading 

of p o e t i c fugures. T h i s p i c t u r e , indeed, c o n s t i t u t e s a 

t h i r d view of nature i n a d d i t i o n to the two mutually 

e x c l u s i v e views a l r e a d y described, s i n c e i t d e p i c t s o b j e c t s 

i n nature such as moutnains and t r e e s as having a l i f e of 

t h e i r own i n the sense of being or behaving l i k e person

a l i t i e s . T h i s would mean t h a t the a c t i v i t i e s of such n a t u r a l 

E2 pp. 152-153. 



- 233 -

phenomena were n e i t h e r the expression of r e g u l a r n a t u r a l 

processes nor the d i r e c t r e s u l t of God's perpetual 

c o n t r o l . Eichrodt says t h a t ' i t was p o s s i b l e j u s t as 

spontaneously and a x i o m a t i c a l l y to portray n a t u r a l events, 

which elsewhere might have been given an anthropomorphic 

l i f e of t h e i r own, as A DIRECT ACT OF GOD*. 

But why 'elsewhere'? I f E i c h r o d t ' s e x e g e s i s i s 

c o r r e c t , the B i b l e i t s e l f w i t n e s s e s time and again to 

human-like behaviour i n t r e e s , h i l l s , waves, and so on; 

and there i s no escaping the f a c t that t h i s i s j u s t as 

i n c o n s i s t e n t with the d i r e c t s t r i n g - p u l l i n g of God as an 

i m p l i c i t acceptance of the laws of nature. 

S i m i l a r remarks may be made about I s a i a h 1:2, i n 

which the heavens and the e a r t h hear and a p p r e c i a t e the 

d i v i n e complaint; Jeremiah 2:12, i n which the heavens are. 

to be astonished and frightened at I s r a e l ' s apostasy; 

Jeremiah 6:19, where the e a r t h i s bidden to hear God's 

warning; Micah 6 : I f , i n which the mountains are to. 

ad j u d i c a t e between God and h i s people; and Deut. 32:1, 

according to which heaven and e a r t h are to l i s t e n to 

Moses' song. 

Amos 9:13f. Stupendous h a r v e s t s belong to the new age. 

T h i s i s e i t h e r r h e t o r i c a l exaggeration, or a m i r a c l e ach

ieved by God, l i k e the new age i t s e l f . I t i s worth noting 

t h a t i n v e r s e 14 we read t h a t vineyards have to be planted 

and gardens made. See a l s o I s a i a h 29:17; I s a i a h 32:15; 

J o e l 4:18 (RV 3:18). 

E2 p. 153. 
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Hosea 2:23f (RV 2 : 2 1 f ) . Harmony between God, man and 
nature i s r e - e s t a b l i s h e d by God. 

I s a i a h 7:15. The b u t t e r and honey to be consumed by 

Immanuel are not n e c e s s a r i l y tokens of P a r a d i s a l abundance. 

Deuteronomy 32:13. Verse 14 and 15 could be added. T h i s 

i s a p o e t i c and r h e t o r i c a l statement of God's b l e s s i n g s 

upon I s r a e l when he entered Canaan. As i s w e l l known, 

Canaan i s elsewhere r e f e r r e d to as a land flowing w i t h 

milk and honey, and t h i s i s the case before the I s r a e l i t e s 

enter i t . The land was n a t u r a l l y f r u i t f u l and t h i s i s why 

God gave i t to h i s people. 

E z e k i e l 34:26ff; 36:8ff, 35. These v e r s e s speak of the 

futur e when God w i l l make the e a r t h f e r t i l e and a s s e r t 

t h a t h i s people s h a l l dwell s e c u r e l y a f t e r being rescued 

from the heathen. The waste land w i l l be f e r t i l e and 

inhabited, and people w i l l say i t i s l i k e the garden of 

Eden. 

The fut u r e establishment of peace between man and 

animals i s r e f e r r e d to i n Hosea 2:20 (RV 2:18); I s a i a h 

11:6-8; 65:25; and E z e k i e l 34:25f. 

I s a i a h 35:9. The way through the w i l d e r n e s s which Yahweh 

w i l l prepare f o r h i s redeemed s h a l l be f r e e of l i o n s , j u s t 

as other d i f f i c u l t i e s involved i n t r a v e l l i n g through the 

d e s e r t w i l l be removed. This a c t u a l l y i m p l i e s t h a t at 

that time l i o n s w i l l s t i l l be dangerous, l i k e other 

ravenous b e a s t s . This i s at v a r i a n c e w i t h the p i c t u r e of 

the w i l d animals given i n I s a i a h 11:6-8, but i t may be 

doubted i f I s a i a h or any other prophet l o s t any s l e e p 

over the discrepancy. 

L e v i t i c u s 26:6. Obedience to God's s t a t u t e s means t h a t 
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God w i l l c r e a t e peace i n the land; and dangerous animals 
394 

w i l l be removed. 

These t e x t s r e f e r to a d e s i r a b l e s t a t e of a f f a i r s 

to be e s t a b l i s h e d by God i n the f u t u r e f o r h i s chastened 

and p u r i f i e d people, a f a c t which i s recognised by 
395 

Eichrodt i n V ol. I . Nevertheless, he a l s o r e f e r s to 
these t e x t s i n Vol. I I as i l l u s t r a t i o n s of the independent 

396 
l i f e of nature. But i n a p o e t i c and r h e t o r i c a l way they 

express v i s i o n s of the future, and they t e l l us nothing of 

any spontaneous a c t i o n s or response to man on the p a r t 

of n a t u r a l phenomena, animals or vegetables. They unquestion

ably exclude a mechanistic or d e i s t i c view of the u n i v e r s e , 

and they imply a connection between t h e . s t a t e of nature 

and the moral and s p i r i t u a l s t a t e of man; but the l i n k 

between the two i s provided by the w i l l and power of God. 

E i c h r o d t ' s t a l k of nature having d e a l i n g s w i t h men, and 

r e f u s i n g or bestowing her g i f t s , i s i n no way j u s t i f i e d by 
the t e x t s to which he appeals. 

397 

Job 31:38. ' I f my land c r y out a g a i n s t me, And the 

furrows thereof weep together'. 
This i s a fervent p o e t i c expression of Job's innocence. 

I n f e r e n c e s about the workings of nature are p e r i l o u s . 
398 

Psalm 65:13f. The bulk of the psalm speaks of the 

b l e s s i n g s of nature as a r e v e l a t i o n of God's love and 

power. There i s no suggestion that nature i m i t a t e s the 

a c t i v i t y of God. A l i t t l e l a t e r E ichrodt uses the same 
394 . . 

References from Amos 9:13f to L e v i t i c u s 26:6, E l , p. 480. 
3 9 5 E l pp. 479-480. 3 9 6 E2 p. 152. 
3 9 7 E2 p. 152. 3 9 8 E2 p. 152. 
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psalm as evidence of the d i r e c t a c t i v i t y of God i n 

c o n t r o l l i n g nature, but t h i s i s i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the idea 

of nature, behaving towards men l i k e a l i v i n g being, i n 
. . . . 399 
i m i t a t i o n of the a c t i v i t y of God. 

F i n a l l y we come to a few t e x t s of which Eichrodt 

says, 'In c e r t a i n passages i t i s a l s o " e x p l i c i t l y t h a t 

which i s contrary:"to a l l reason, purpose or law" i n the 

created order which i s thrown i n t o r e l i e f . " 

E. Texts I l l u s t r a t i n g the I r r a t i o n a l i n Nature 4*^ 

Job 38-42. F a r from exp r e s s i n g something c o n t r a r y to a l l 

reason, purpose or law, these chapters c l e a r l y d e l i n e a t e 

the order of the u n i v e r s e which could have been accomplished 

only by the wisdom and power of God. Both wisdom and 

power are beyond man's comprehension and he can only wonder 

at themj and t h i s i s why the c r e a t o r i s depicted as 

* incomprehensibly wonderful'. 

E c c l e s i a s t e s 6:10; 9»1. I t i s hard to see how these t e x t s 

i l l u s t r a t e E i c h r o d t ' s p o i n t . Even man's own l i f e i s beyond 

h i s understanding, but t h e r e i s nothing here to the e f f e c t 

t h a t nature expresses some kind of d i v i n e i r r a t i o n a l i t y . 

Furthermore, Koheleth i s supposed to be the Old Testament 

w r i t e r who 'comes c l o s e s t to the modern conception of the 

laws of Nature*. 

E c c l e s i a s t i c u s 43»5. The might of God i s seen i n the sun 

which he made and c o n t r o l s . Verses 28f again simply 

c e l e b r a t e the greatness of God which i s beyond man's 

T h e s i s p. 225. 4 0 0 E2 p. 111. 
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understanding. There i s nothing here c o n t r a r y to reason, 

purpose or law. 

8. THE MIRACULOUS IN THE OLD TESTAMENT 4 0 1 

Eichrodt p o i n t s out t h a t v a r i o u s terms are used i n 

the Old Testament f o r what we should c a l l m i r a c l e s . He 

then goes on to emphasise t h a t for the f a i t h f u l of Old 

Testament times a m i r a c l e was e s s e n t i a l l y an event which 

gave c l e a r evidence of God's care or r e t r i b u t i o n , and th a t 

i t might or might not be abnormal. A c o r o l l a r y of t h i s 

view i s t h a t i t was not e s s e n t i a l to the c h a r a c t e r of a 

miraculous event t h a t i t should break the laws of nature, 

such a breach being an idea which could not occur to an 

ancient I s r a e l i t e s i n c e he had no concept of 'an unbreakable 
, , 402 n a t u r a l order'. 

We may t h e r e f o r e summarise E i c h r o d t ' s e x p o s i t i o n i n 

the statement: A l l m i r a c l e s e x h i b i t God's ca r e or r e t r i 

bution; with i t s i m p l i c a t i o n t h a t some events which 

e x h i b i t God's ca r e or r e t r i b u t i o n are m i r a c l e s . 

But what would E i c h r o d t make of the statement t h a t 

ALL events which e x h i b i t God's care or r e t r i b u t i o n are 

m i r a c l e s ? E i t h e r he must accept i t , which he should i f he 

i s going to be c o n s i s t e n t with h i s own explanation of 

what a m i r a c l e i s , and then e x p l a i n how we are to regard 

as m i r a c l e s events which are m a n i f e s t l y not miraculous; or 

e l s e he must r e j e c t i t and then e x p l a i n how we are t o 

d i s t i n g u i s h between e x h i b i t i o n s of God's care and 

E2 pp. 162-167. E2 pp. 162-163. 
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r e t r i b u t i o n which are miraculous and those which are not. 

Prophetic preaching e x h i b i t s God's care f o r h i s 

people and co n t a i n s both promises of p r o s p e r i t y and 

warnings of r e t r i b u t i o n , and t h i s sometimes i n v o l v e s the 

performance of m i r a c l e s , but often i t does not. Jonah's 

r e t u r n journey was brought about by means of a m i r a c l e , 

but the s i g n to the people of Nineveh was the c a l l to 

repentance. M i r a c l e s occur i n the n a r r a t i v e s concerning 

Abraham, Jacob and Joseph, but d i v i n e promises are made, 

covenants e s t a b l i s h e d and the d i v i n e purposes accomplished 

often without any m i r a c l e at a l l . 

David's r i s e to power and the subjugation of I s r a e l ' s 

enemies are depicted as s i g n s of God's b l e s s i n g , but 

g e n e r a l l y i n v o l v e no m i r a c l e j while the psalms give ample 

testimony to God's care and r e t r i b u t i o n i n human experience 

without r e f e r e n c e to the miraculous. Nor i s t h i s s u r p r i s i n g 

s i n c e simple r e f l e c t i o n i s s u f f i c i e n t to t e l l us t h a t the 

showing of care or r e t r i b u t i o n and the performance of 

m i r a c l e s are two d i f f e r e n t things, which may be co n t i n g e n t l y 

connected but are not n e c e s s a r i l y so. 

I f Eichrodt r e c o g n i s e s t h i s he w i l l then have t o f i n d 

some other means of i d e n t i f y i n g the miraculous and i t i s 

d i f f i c u l t to see how he can avoid the modern d e f i n i t i o n 

which expresses the notion of supernatural i n t e r v e n t i o n to 

stop or d i r e c t the normal processes of nature. T h i s a l s o 

i s not al t o g e t h e r s u r p r i s i n g s i n c e 'miracle' i s a modern 

word, and we.should e i t h e r use i t i n i t s proper modern sense 

or be prepared to argue t h a t i t i s i r r e l e v a n t to an 

ex p o s i t i o n of the Old Testament view or views of nature. 
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Eichrodt does not see matters i n t h i s c l e a r cut way, 

and he might o b j e c t to the foregoing c r i t i c i s m on two 

grounds: ( i ) He does not a c t u a l l y say t h a t the expression 

of d i v i n e c a r e or r e t r i b u t i o n i s the e s s e n t i a l c h a r a c t e r 

of the miraculous. ( i i ) The word 'miracle' does not have 

to be so r e s t r i c t e d i n i t s meaning. 'Throughout the Old 

Testament the miraculous i s conceived i n the widest 

p o s s i b l e terms. Even the course of Nature i t s e l f counts 
. , 403 as a m i r a c l e ' . 

The second point may be r e a d i l y conceded i n so f a r 

as the word 'miracle' i s concerned. Today we can speak 

of something as a m i r a c l e , meaning by t h i s t h a t i t i s amazing 

or wonderful, or that i t could only be accomplished by 

God and i s beyond man's power or understanding. But as 

i s argued elsewhere t h i s i s a r h e t o r i c a l and perhaps even 

f i g u r a t i v e use of the term, and we do not escape so e a s i l y 

from i t s common l i t e r a l meaning. Does Eichrodt t h i n k t h a t 

m i r a c l e s i n the common l i t e r a l sense are r e f e r r e d to i n the 

Old Testament or not? I f Eichrodt b e l i e v e s merely t h a t 

a n c i e n t I s r a e l i t e s regarded c e r t a i n t h i n g s as wonderful, 

breath-taking, we s h a l l be able to i n f e r l i t t l e , i f anything, 

about t h e i r understanding of nature. A modern a t h e i s t can 

f e e l wonder or astonishment at the beauty, i n t r i c a c y , or 

va s t n e s s of nature, and the h i s t o r y of s c i e n c e i s , l i k e 

Jonathan Jo's wheelbarrow, f u l l of s u r p r i s e s . But when 

Eichrodt t e l l s us that he i s going to e x p l a i n the I s r a e l i t e 

view of 'miracle' or 'the miraculous' we r i g h t l y expect 

403 
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t h a t he i s going to deal w i t h those abnormal events which 

betoken d i v i n e i n t e r v e n t i o n i n the workings of nature, 

and not merely point out to us t h a t sometimes I s r a e l i t e s 

were awe-struck. 

Eichrodt, however, has not stopped to d i s t i n g u i s h 

these senses of the word 'miracle' and while t h i s enables 

him to avoid r e c o g n i s i n g t h a t the Old Testament f r e q u e n t l y 

d e s c r i b e s breaches of n a t u r a l processes, and t r e a t s them 

as'such, and t h i s i n t u r n enables him to evade the c r i t i 

cisms of modern s c e p t i c s who would t r e a t such a l l e g e d 

occurrences as evidence of s u p e r s t i t i o u s ignorance, i t 

i s only at the expense of c l a r i t y and c o n s i s t e n c y and 

proper r e c o g n i t i o n of the f a c t s . 

T h i s l e a d s us back to the f i r s t point i n E i c h r o d t * s 

h y p o t h e t i c a l r e p l y to c r i t i c i s m : he does not say what has 

been a t t r i b u t e d to him. S t r i c t l y speaking t h i s i s true, 

although i t i s a :not u n f a i r i n f e r e n c e from what he does 

say. At t h i s point, however, we must again r a i s e the 

question as to what Ei c h r o d t regards as the d e f i n i n g , the 

e s s e n t i a l c h a r a c t e r of m i r a c l e , and i f we confine o u r s e l v e s 

to h i s e x p l i c i t statements the answer must be t h a t he 

says nothing; not because of any muteness on h i s part i n 

connection w i t h t h i s s u b j e c t , but r a t h e r because an over 

generous i n t e l l e c t welcomes home a l l comers from the realm 

of d e f i n i t i o n , i n c l u d i n g one or two g a t e c r a s h e r s i n the 

footnotes. 

Eichrodt has mentioned the Hebrew terms -5̂ 0) O and 

and he continues: 

• I t i s p r e c i s e l y the terms l a s t mentioned which 
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i n d i c a t e most s t r i k i n g l y WHEREIN L I E S THE REAL 

IMPORTANCE OF THE MIRACULOUS FOR FAITH - not i n i t s 

m a t e r i a l f a c t u a l i t y , but i n i t s EVIDENTIAL CHARACTER. 

Indeed i t i s nowhere s t a t e d how a m i r a c l e i s to be 

recognized, except t h a t men f i n d i t new and 

s u r p r i s i n g . God's marvellous a c t i v i t y i s recognised 

even i n or d i n a r y everyday events, such as the blowing 

of the e a s t wind at the r i g h t moment ... or i n the 

l i t t l e i n c i d e n t s of l i f e ... Hence i t i s not, 

g e n e r a l l y speaking, the e s p e c i a l l y abnormal c h a r a c t e r 

of the event which makes i t a m i r a c l e ; what s t r i k e s 

men f o r c i b l y i s a c l e a r impression of God's care or 

r e t r i b u t i o n w i t h i n i t . L e a s t of a l l does i t occur 

to the devout Old Testament b e l i e v e r to make a breach 

of the laws of Nature a condicio s i n e qua non of the 

miraculous c h a r a c t e r of an event, though marvellous 
404 

occurrences i n t h i s sense are not unknown'. 

But how do we divorce e v i d e n t i a l c h a r a c t e r from 

m a t e r i a l f a c t u a l i t y ? Or, to put i t another way, how can 

an event be evidence f o r something i f i t never happened? 

According to Eichrodt the Old Testament t e l l s us only t h a t 

m i r a c l e s are new and s u r p r i s i n g , but a t the same time we 

l e a r n t h a t they might be seen i n ordinary everyday events. 

I f God's a c t i v i t y i s recognised i n or d i n a r y everyday events, 

i n what sense i s i t marvellous? 

The abnormal c h a r a c t e r of an event does not make i t 

a m i r a c l e , 'generally speaking*. Does t h i s mean th a t 

4 0 4 E2 p. 163. 
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SOMETIMES the abnormal c h a r a c t e r of an event DOES make 

i t a m i r a c l e ? Marvellous occurrences which break the laws 

of nature are not unknown i n the Old Testament, although 

ancient I s r a e l i t e s had no conception of an unbreakable 

n a t u r a l order. Does Eichrodt mean by t h i s t h a t the 

modern reader can see that c e r t a i n events must be under

stood as breaches of the n a t u r a l order whereas the ancient 

I s r a e l i t e did not recognise t h i s ? 

I n a footnote Eichrodt t e l l s us that i n some cas e s 

simple n a t u r a l phenomena p l u s secondary e l a b o r a t i o n 
405 

produce m i r a c l e s . He a l s o t e l l s us t h a t the secondary 

e l a b o r a t i o n , which r e f l e c t s a d e f e c t i v e knowledge of nature, 

can be e l i m i n a t e d without a f f e c t i n g the r e a l point of the 

m i r a c l e s t o r i e s ; which i s very convenient f o r the 

theologian, who can admit s c i e n t i f i c c r i t i c i s m of the t e x t 

while at the same time maintaining h i s r e l i g i o u s i n t e r 

p r e t a t i o n . But are we to understand t h a t simple n a t u r a l 

phenomena j u s t by themselves are m i r a c l e s ? T h i s i s the 

same as saying t h a t n a t u r a l phenomena are unnatural, which 

i s not saying anything; and i f we seek refuge i n the 

expedient of a s s e r t i n g t h a t they are m i r a c l e s merely i n 

the sense that they cause wonder we s h a l l not only be 

p l a y i n g w i t h words, but w i l l f i n d the s c e p t i c breathing 

down our necks to point out t h a t t h i s sense of wonder i s 

both the f r u i t of ignorance and the cause of the s o - c a l l e d ' 

secondary e l a b o r a t i o n s . S p i r i t u a l l y s u p e r i o r e v i d e n t i a l 

c h a r a c t e r can no more escape the gross m a t e r i a l f a c t U a l i t y . 

E2 p. 163, f t . 4. 
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of h i s t o r i c a l events than the soul can take leave, i n t h i s 
world, of i t s too s o l i d f l e s h . 

T his may be i l l u s t r a t e d by reference to one or two 

of the mi r a c l e s t o r i e s which Eichrodt mentions. I s a i a h ' s 

promise t h a t Hezekiah would recover was confirmed by the 

abnormal movement of the shadow on the su n d i a l . 4 ^ * * E i c h r o d t 

b e l i e v e s that t h i s was caused by an e c l i p s e , i n t e r p r e t e d 

by I s a i a h and Hezekiah as a sign from God t h a t he w i l l 

indeed heal the k i n g . Not th a t i t i s the e c l i p s e i t s e l f 

which foarms the sign, but the strange movement of the 

shadow r e s u l t i n g from i t ; and we must a l s o note t h a t the 

e c l i p s e i s what might be c a l l e d a 'secondary e l a b o r a t i o n ' 

of the ancient n a r r a t i v e . 

E i t h e r the shadow moved backwards or i t did not. 

I f i t did not, there was no s i g n and the s t o r y i s a mere 

pie c e of f i c t i o n . I f i t did, t h i s e i t h e r i n d i c a t e d a 

r e v e r s a l of the sun's normal movement or i t was the 

consequence of some other i n t e r f e r e n c e with the sun's l i g h t . 

I f i t i n d i c a t e d a r e v e r s a l of the sun's normal 

movement then we have an event which would cause wonder and 

not unreasonably be regarded as a sign of d i v i n e i n t e r 

vention, and i t appears t h a t t h i s i s how i t was i n f a c t 

regarded. I f such an event occurred today i t might w e l l 

cause even g r e a t e r wonder, s i n c e with our s u p e r i o r know

ledge we r e a l i s e t h a t the backward movement of the shadow 

would a c t u a l l y be caused by a r e v e r s a l i n the spinning motion 

of the orb on i t s a x i s , and t h i s would no doubt produce 
i 

4 0£. I I Kings 20:8-11; I s a i a h 38:7-8. 
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consequences such-as to d i s t r a c t a t t e n t i o n from a shadow 

on a d i a l , or even Hezekiah's ailment. 

I f , however, the backward movement of the shadow 

did not i n d i c a t e a r e v e r s a l of the normal apparent motion 

of the sun, then i t must have had a n a t u r a l cause; say 
407 

an e c l i p s e . I f there was an e c l i p s e , then e i t h e r 

I s a i a h or Hezekiah noticed i t or they did not. I f they 

did not, then a p e r f e c t l y n a t u r a l event occurred which 

was mistakenly regarded as a m i r a c l e , but which did not 

c o n s t i t u t e a m i r a c l e at a l l . 

I f , on the other hand, I s a i a h and Hezekiah did 

n o t i c e the e c l i p s e they e i t h e r a s s o c i a t e d e c l i p s e and 

shadow movement as cause and e f f e c t , or they did not. I f 

they did not, they were once again simply mistaken and 

they mistook a n a t u r a l event f o r a m i r a c l e . I f they did 

a s s o c i a t e the two, they e i t h e r regarded the e c l i p s e as a 

m i r a c l e , a d e l i b e r a t e act of God, or they did not. I f 

they d i d not, they saw both e c l i p s e and shadow movement as 

n a t u r a l events, the one causing the other, and there was 

no m i r a c l e . I f they did, i t was the e c l i p s e which was the 

m i r a c l e and not the movement of the shadow, and one can 

only comment th a t i t i s remarkable t h a t the r e a l m i r a c l e 

should have been omitted from the ancient n a r r a t i v e and 

t h a t we should have had to wait f o r a modern 'secondary 

ela b o r a t i o n * to get at the t r u t h . 
I t might be argued t h a t even i f Hezekiah was mistaken 

I n f a c t i t must have had another cause, which might 
have been unnatural, but there i s no point i n pursuing 
other p o s s i b l e unnatural causes. 
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i n regarding a n a t u r a l event as a m i r a c l e , t h i s could have 

been the d e l i b e r a t e , indeed i n s p i r e d a ct of the prophet, 

a kind of c h a r i t a b l e t r i c k to encourage the s i c k man: but 

the f a c t remains t h a t even i n t h i s f a r - f e t c h e d r e c o n s t r u c t i o n 

of the s i t u a t i o n the s i g n i s only a s i g n or m i r a c l e f o r the 

man who b e l i e v e s he i s w i t n e s s i n g a q u i t e abnormal event. 

But may we not see the m i r a c l e i n the coincidence of 

a n a t u r a l but s t r i k i n g event on the one hand and the 

dramatic announcement of recovery on the other? We may 

indeed, but we are under no o b l i g a t i o n to do so, and t h i s 

i s not the point of the s t o r y as we have r e c e i v e d i t . As 

Hezekiah remarks, i t i s easy f o r the shadow to move one 

way, but the c l e a r i m p l i c a t i o n i s t h a t i t i s f a r from easy 

for i t to move the other. I n other words, e i t h e r the 

abnormal occurred, that i s th e r e was a m i r a c l e , or the 

abnormal did not occur and there was not. 

The same kind of a n a l y s i s could be employed on the 

other m i r a c l e s mentioned i n t h i s footnote. E i t h e r the 

sun stood s t i l l f o r Joshua, or i t did not; e i t h e r e x t r a 

ordinary plagues occurred, or they did not; manna was 

e i t h e r an e x t r a o r d i n a r y food, or i t was not; e i t h e r the 

waves of the Red Sea parted to l e t the I s r a e l i t e s a c r o s s , 

or they did not. And i t i s the e x t r a o r d i n a r y c h a r a c t e r 

of these events which e n t i t l e s them to be c a l l e d m i r a c l e s , 

and i f the ex t r a o r d i n a r y c h a r a c t e r belongs to the secondary 

e l a b o r a t i o n , then the a c t u a l h i s t o r i c a l event was not a 

m i r a c l e . I t does not follow from t h i s that God was not 

at work i n the h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n i n which these events 

happened: God may w e l l have been guiding h i s people so as 

to take advantage of n a t u r a l occurrences which he could 
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for e s e e and human beings could not. This , however, would 

be b e t t e r regarded as the providence of God and to speak 

of the miraculous i s misleading. 

I t remains true, of course, t h a t what appears to be 

a n a t u r a l event such as a plague or ea s t wind, may be the 

d e l i b e r a t e a c t of God; and i t i s a l s o true t h a t even an 

ex t r a o r d i n a r y event may not be an a c t of God but merely 

d e r i v e i t s miraculous c h a r a c t e r from human ignorance, as 

comets once did i n t h i s country. I f , however, we t r y to 

s a t i s f y our s c i e n t i f i c conscience by e x p l a i n i n g m i r a c l e s 

i n n a t u r a l i s t i c terms, we are not going to be able to 

preserve the miraculous c h a r a c t e r by a h i g h l y s e l e c t i v e 

appeal to co i n c i d e n c e s . I f the world i s made up of n a t u r a l 

events and processes, these w i l l i n themselves d i s p l a y 

t h a t ambiguity which i s so much deplored by Eichrodt i n 

E c c l e s i a s t e s . The m i r a c l e s of the Old Testament, however, 

are f a r from ambiguous and are as l i t t l e open to r e f u t a t i o n 

or doubt as the coming of the Son of Man. And e i t h e r they 

happened s u b s t a n t i a l l y as they are described, or they did 

not. 

I n a l a t e r footnote Eichrodt denies t h a t the sun 

m i r a c l e at the time of Hezekiah's i l l n e s s i s t y p i c a l of the 

Old Testament b e l i e f i n the m i r a c u l o u s . H e a l s o says 

t h i s of the m i r a c l e s t o r i e s of C h r o n i c l e s and Daniel; and 

i t i s not unreasonable to suppose t h a t t h i s i s the case 

with the m i r a c l e s r e f e r r e d to i n the e a r l i e r footnote along 

w i t h Hezekiah's. His remarks about the m i r a c l e s i n I Kings 13 

E2 p. 167, f t . 4. 
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and many of the m i r a c l e s of E l i s h a compel us to incl u d e 

them; and one cannot help but n o t i c e that t h i s forms a 

rat h e r s u b s t a n t i a l proportion of a l l the m i r a c l e s recorded 

i n the Old Testament and i n c l u d e s some which p l a y a not 

i n s i g n i f i c a n t r o l e i n Old Testament n a r r a t i v e . 

Why does Eichrodt suddenly t e l l us i n a footnote a t 

the end of the s e c t i o n t h a t these m i r a c l e - s t o r i e s must be 

ignored i f we are to understand the Old Testament b e l i e f 

i n the miraculous? And how does he r e c o n c i l e t h i s judge

ment w i t h h i s statement i n the e a r l i e r footnote, 'Neverthe

l e s s t h i s secondary e l a b o r a t i o n of the m i r a c l e - s t o r i e s 

does not a f f e c t t h e i r main point. The d e f e c t i v e knowledge 

of Nature which has crept i n i n such ca s e s should not be 

confused w i t h d e f e c t i v e r e l i g i o u s judgment'? 

The answer to the f i r s t question i s th a t Eichrodt 

regards the m i r a c l e of the s u n d i a l and t h e r e f o r e others of 

a s i m i l a r kind, as crude. Are we r e a l l y to b e l i e v e t h a t 

God engages i n removal of cosmic f u r n i t u r e i n order to 

persuade Hezekiah that he i s going to get w e l l ? T h i s i s 

n e i t h e r t h e o l o g i c a l l y nor s c i e n t i f i c a l l y c r e d i b l e , and we 

must t h e r e f o r e get r i d of i t . However, the grave weakness 

of the secondary e l a b o r a t i o n approach i s that we are asking 

what the Old Testament understanding of the miraculous, 

and by i m p l i c a t i o n of nature, i s , and the s u n d i a l m i r a c l e 

along w i t h f l o a t i n g axeheads and p a r t i n g waves i s par t of 

the Old Testament, and cannot be e x c i s e d merely because we 

f i n d i t o b j e c t i o n a b l e ; or even because f o r ver y good 

reasons we b e l i e v e the miraculous nature of any given event 

to belong to a l a t e r r a t h e r than an e a r l i e r t r a d i t i o n i n 

the Old Testament. 
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Further confusion i s to be seen i n two apparently 

c o n t r a d i c t o r y statements by E i c h r o d t : 

•periods when the l i f e of f a i t h i s strong, and 

men have e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y surrendered themselves 

to God, have a l s o always been times r i c h i n m i r a c l e s . ' 

• I t i s however, c h a r a c t e r i s t i c that a r e a l a d d i c t i o n 

to the miraculous i s found only with a s l a c k e n i n g 
. . 409 of r e l i g i o u s strength•. 

Eichrodt a v e r t s a head-on c o l l i s i o n between these 

statements by the simple expedient of using 'miracle' i n 

two d i f f e r e n t senses, and i n the f i r s t statement m i r a c l e s 

are ' d a i l y events', and 'a hundred happenings outwardly 

small and i n s i g n i f i c a n t , where another man can t a l k only 

of remarkable coincidence, amazing accident, or a p e c u l i a r 
410 

t u r n of events'. In the second statement the miraculous 

i s the abnormal, the e x t r a o r d i n a r y . 

Those who b e l i e v e i n the providence of God w i l l 

r e a d i l y s y p a t h i s e with the f i r s t statement, although t h e r e 

w i l l be d i f f e r e n c e s of opinion about the extent to which 

one can see God involved i n the events of human l i f e ; but 

as f a r as d i v i n e i n t e r v e n t i o n i n n a t u r a l p r o c e s s e s i s 

concerned e i t h e r we b e l i e v e t h a t he d i r e c t l y causes a l l of 

them, or that he d i r e c t l y causes some and not others, or 

t h a t he d i r e c t l y causes none of them. As we have seen, 

E i c h r o d t wishes to f i n d both of the f i r s t two a l t e r n a t i v e s 

i n the Old Testament, and he a l s o wishes to maintain t h a t 

41 o 
E2 pp. 164, f t . 4. H J- E2 p. 164. 
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both were somehow held together by I s r a e l i t e s and t h a t they 

must both be held together i n a modern theology of the Old 

Testament. This combination i s impossible and a l l Eichrodt 

r e a l l y accomplishes by using 'miracle* i n two senses without 

being e x p l i c i t about i t and accepting the i m p l i c a t i o n s of 

such usage, i s to obscure the fol l o w i n g f a c t s : ( i ) I f the 

two views are found i n the Old Testament, they are incon

s i s t e n t w ith each other, and i n our modern t h i n k i n g we may 

only accept one or the other or n e i t h e r . ( i i ) Time and 

again i n the Old Testament, m i r a c l e s i n the l i t e r a l modern 

sense are recognised, with the i m p l i c a t i o n t h a t n a t u r a l 

processes were recognised a l s o . 

E i c h rodt comes near to acknowledging both ( i ) and 

( i i ) , but h i s d e s i r e to produce a c o n s i s t e n t modern 

theology- of the Old Testament, which i s both s c i e n t i f i c a l l y 

and t h e o l o g i c a l l y r e s p e c t a b l e , has prevented him g i v i n g 

proper r e c o g n i t i o n to these f a c t s . 

I t i s p o s s i b l e to argue, of course, that God d i r e c t l y 

causes every event i n nature but does so according to a 

reg u l a r p a t t e r n , except on oc c a s i o n . We may thus see God 

d i r e c t l y at work both i n the flower of the f i e l d and the 

f l o a t i n g axehead. I t i s doubtful that such a view i s ever 

expressed i n the Old Testament or implied, and there are 

many t e x t s which a s s e r t or imply b e l i e f i n n a t u r a l processes 

i n c o n s i s t e n t with such a view; but even i f i t could be 

conceded t h a t t h i s b e l i e f i s found c o n s i s t e n t l y expressed 

throughout the whole Old Testament we should then have to 

admit t h a t ambiguity concerning n a t u r a l events which Eichrodt 

sees i n E c c l e s i a s t e s . The e a s t wind which saved the f l e e i n g 

I s r a e l i t e s would bear no stamp proclaiming i t s d i v i n e o r i g i n , 
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nor would any other n a t u r a l event. Such events would be 

s u b j e c t to any kind of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , according to the 

standpoint of the observer or p a r t i c i p a n t , and we should 

f i n d o u r s e l v e s imprisoned i n an inescapable r e l a t i v i s m . 

The ancient I s r a e l i t e sense of wonder and amazement at 

the e x t r a - o r d i n a r y d i s p l a y of d i v i n e power, i t s e l f the 

motive fo r secondary e l a b o r a t i o n , would become u n i n t e l l 

i g i b l e ; and f a r from strengthening f a i t h we should merely 

be more exposed to the s h a f t s of s c e p t i c a l c r i t i c i s m . 

I n any case t h i s kind of approach i s e x p l i c i t l y 

repudiated by E i c h r o d t : 

' I s r a e l i t e f a i t h s u c c e s s f u l l y averted the DANGERS 

which threatened i t because of t h i s very b e l i e f i n 

the miraculous. I t did not allow i t to lead to an 

abandonment of b e l i e f i n the r e g u l a r i t y of Nature, 

or to contempt f o r the w i l l of the Creator as 

expressed i n the n a t u r a l order, or to the s e t t i n g 

a s i d e of the laws of Nature as something i n f e r i o r 

and unworthy of God'. 

Even here, however, he comes p e r i l o u s l y c l o s e to 

l o s i n g what he has grasped, i n the statement which 

immediately f o l l o w s r e f e r r i n g to 'witnesses to the d i v i n e 

a c t i v i t y ' i n 'the d a i l y phenomena of the course of Nature'. 

The second of E i c h r o d t ' s apparently c o n t r a d i c t o r y 

statements e a r l i e r quoted shows h i s embarrassment at the 

presence of the c r u d e l y miraculous i n the Old Testament. 

According to Eichrodt ancient I s r a e l i t e s were protected 

1 E2 p. 166. 
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from perpetual hankering a f t e r the s e n s a t i o n a l by the 

the knowledge that i t might proceed from e v i l powers r a t h e r 

than God. M i r a c l e s were only used by God at c r i t i c a l 

periods to c a l l f o r t h f a i t h , a f a i t h which could do without 

the miraculous. M i r a c l e s cannot t h e r e f o r e be p r o p e r l y 

understood unless they are seen as part of a g r e a t e r whole, 

the redemptive a c t i v i t y of God i n h i s c o n t r o l of h i s t o r y . 

T h i s may be so, but l e a v i n g a s i d e t h e o l o g i c a l 

problems involved i n such questions as whether or not 

hardening pharaoh's heart i s more morally elevated than 

encouraging Hezekiah's hope, we cannot evade the simple 

f a c t t h a t time and again ancient I s r a e l i t e s saw i n the 

e x t r a o r d i n a r y and s e n s a t i o n a l the d i r e c t a c t i v i t y of God, 

while p r e s e r v i n g at the same time b e l i e f i n the 

r e l i a b i l i t y of nature i n i t s normal pro c e s s e s . 

9. THE MEANING OF X~"} JL 
-T T 

Eichrodt c l a i m s t h a t X~^3. was used to i n d i c a t e 

both p r e s e r v a t i o n and c r e a t i o n . According to Eichrodt • 

t h i s i s an e x p r e s s i o n of the f a i t h t h a t 'sees God forming 

the u n i v e r s e at every moment' and t h i n k s of the maintenance 
412 

of the world as continuous c r e a t i o n . T h i s i m p l i e s t h a t 

X""\Hdoes not mean 'preserve', but means 'create'; i t 

was not a verb which sometimes meant 'cre a t e ' and sometimes 

'preserve', but always 'create', and i t was sometimes 

applied to what we should regard as the p r e s e r v a t i o n of 

the world. I f t h i s i s so then Eichrodt w i l l have demon

s t r a t e d i n the case of c e r t a i n t e x t s t h a t God was regarded 

E2 p. 154. 
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as d i r e c t l y a c t i v e i n what we should d e s c r i b e as n a t u r a l 

processes. Do such t e x t s e x i s t ? And i f they do, how do 

we d i s t i n g u i s h t e x t s i n which ^"^D., c r e a t e , i n d i c a t e s 

what we s h o u l d c a l l c r e a t i o n , from t e x t s i n which> O Q . , _ 

c r e a t e , i n d i c a t e s what we should c a l l p r e s e r v a t i o n ? 

E i c h r o d t ' s c l a i m i s a l l the more important because 

elsewhere he d e s c r i b e s t h i s verb as 'the t e c h n i c a l term f o r 

that marvellous d i v i n e c r e a t i v i t y which brings f o r t h some

thi n g new and a s t o n i s h i n g * . 4 1 3 And i t i s t h i s verb which 

the author of the p r i e s t l y account of c r e a t i o n has 

d e l i b e r a t e l y chosen to express not simply the idea of 

c r e a t i o n , but c r e a t i o n from nothing. The verb t h e r e f o r e 

expresses an idea which i s f a r removed from the idea of 

pr e s e r v a t i o n , and even i f the notion of c r e a t i o n from 

nothing i s not always present we should n e v e r t h e l e s s have 

an i n d i c a t i o n of a d i v i n e production of each n a t u r a l event 

impossible to r e c o n c i l e , w i t h the assumptions of both 

n a t u r a l s c i e n c e and common sense. Does any t e x t containing 

i n q a l or n i p h a l express t h i s s t a r t l i n g b e l i e f ? 

Genesis 6:7. *̂ Ĵ >̂ "1̂ . r e f e r s to an a c t i n the past, and 
T T 

r e f e r e n c e to the p r e s e r v a t i o n of mankind i s n e i t h e r nec

e s s a r y nor easy, although not impossible. 

Exodus 34:10. 'i)X""!CO r e f e r s to a s t o n i s h i n g events of an 
: : • 

exceptional nature, and p r e s e r v a t i o n i s t h e r e f o r e excluded. 

Numbers 16:30. The demise of Korah and h i s a s s o c i a t e s 

r e f e r s p r e c i s e l y to an e x t r a o r d i n a r y and unique event, 

and p r e s e r v a t i o n i s t h e r e f o r e excluded. ' 

E2 p. 104. 
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Deuteronomy 4;32. Of n e c e s s i t y t h i s i s a r e f e r e n c e to the 

o r i g i n a l c r e a t i o n of man, at a c e r t a i n time i n the p a s t . 

I s a i a h 4:5. The reference here i s to a miraculous a c t i n 

the f u t u r e . P r e s e r v a t i o n i s excluded. 

I s a i a h 40:26. 

could here i n d i c a t e continuous c r e a t i o n of the 

s t a r s , and the v e r s e unquestionably r e f e r s to the r e g u l a r 

appearance of the s t a r s and the f a c t t h a t t h i s i s a b s o l u t e l y 

under the c o n t r o l of Yahweh. But, ( i ) we are not obliged 

to i n t e r p r e t as r e f e r r i n g to continuous c r e a t i o n ; 

( i i ) i s p e r f e c t ; the two verbs r e f e r r i n g to the 
T T 

appearance of the s t a r s night a f t e r night are a p a r t i c i p l e , 

X ^ i S i O n , and an imperfect, » and t h i s g i v e s the 

unavoidable impression of a r e f e r e n c e to the a c t of 

c r e a t i o n i n the past followed by reference to the c o n t i n u a l 

c o n t r o l of Yahweh over the a l r e a d y e x i s t i n g s t a r s i n the 

present. ( i i i ) The passage i s p o e t i c , and while the point 

of view here expressed i s f a r removed from the philosophy 

of Fred Hoyle, the p o e t i c nature of the prophet's u t t e r a n c e 

f o r b i d s us to draw co n c l u s i o n s about h i s sober view of the 

s t r u c t u r e of the u n i v e r s e . The d i f f e r e n c e between the 

prophet's t h e i s t i c b e l i e f and Hoyle's a t h e i s t i c outlook i s 

obviously of very great importance, but the d i f f e r e n c e 

a r i s e s out of personal experience and judgement concerning 

h i s t o r i c a l and contemporary events, and i s not a deduction 

from or a p h i l o s o p h i c a l assumption brought to an i n v e s t i 

gation i n t o the nature of the u n i v e r s e . 

•••• T-w1
 m . 

nbob a x n s "VQ-oon * - t 5 \ o n 
T I: . . i T "*. AT -r : T : • — 

T : •• — I • — : T : 
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I s a i a h 40;28. ^ 7) # Q - ^ ^ J ? ><711 3- could r e f e r 

t o the c o n t i n u a l c r e a t i o n of the whole earth, or i t could 

simply mean 'the c r e a t o r o f . The prophet wishes to 

emphasise t h a t God can save I s r a e l here and now, and h i s 

d e s i r e to s t r e s s the ever present power of God may have 

i n f l u e n c e d h i s manner of e x p r e s s i o n . The t i ^ i y appears: 

to be emphatic. There i s no temporal or s p a t i a l l i m i t to 

Yahweh's power. 

I s a i a h 41:20. rl X i s p a r a l l e l to S}tf \ ..TUYUJ^ 
-r T : T : T 

and r e f e r s to the miraculous i n t e r v e n t i o n of Yahweh i n the 

l i f e of the nation. There i s no r e f e r e n c e to p r e s e r v a t i o n , 

and there might not even be any a c t u a l r e f e r e n c e to events 

i n nature at a l l . The p o e t i c and r h e t o r i c a l s t y l e i n d i c a t e s 

strong f e e l i n g . 
I s a i a h 42:5. D ^ O d i H * " V ) 3 , could r e f e r to c o n t i n u a l 

" - T ~ 

c r e a t i o n , but i t i s p a r a l l e l to OTT'fcfcl, and "0 

l~\"*X t5 >^31 and i t i s hard to b e l i e v e that the prophet 

r e a l l y thought of these processes going on a l l the time. 

A t r a n s l a t i o n such as the RV i s needed: 'he t h a t c r e a t e d ... 

and s t r e t c h e d them f o r t h ; he that spread abroad ...' 

I t i s a l s o u n l i k e l y that the g i v i n g of breath and s p i r i t 

was looked upon as a continuous process, although t h i s 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the t e x t i s not impossible. 

I s a i a h 43:1. 

T P s ' ^ 3 p y ~ Trx-Ya. "~ ~^ioy - r i 3 r\ny\ 

~-n*~\p TT-^b>o - 3 x"i-\n-bx b*"^*? 
T T ( : 

The r e f e r e n c e i s to the n a t i o n and not nature; but 

i t i s p e r t i n e n t to ask i f the prophet thought of God as 

c o n t i n u a l l y c r e a t i n g and forming the n a t i o n a l l i f e . Such 
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a b e l i e f would be thoroughly d e t e r m i n i s t i c and q u i t e out 

of c h a r a c t e r w i t h the whole of prophetic thought. Yahweh 

created and formed the nat i o n i n the past; Yahweh continues 

to take profound i n t e r e s t i n the nation; Yahweh w i l l 

i n t e r v e n e i n the l i f e of the nation; but at the same time 

the nation has a l i f e of i t s own, which might or might not 

conform to Yahweh's w i l l . 

I s a i a h 43;7. 

« . ~r ; • : • : : T I: . — 

This i s again a re f e r e n c e to the people, emphasising 

God's care f o r every one of them, and t h a t no i n d i v i d u a l 

l i f e e x i s t s without God. The verbs p a r a l l e l to ^ " ^ I I 

are "^^*^' and f l Wi/ . T h i s could mean that every i n d i v i d 

u a l i s s p e c i a l l y created by God, but the p e r f e c t t e n s e s 

cannot r e f e r to c o n t i n u a l c r e a t i o n . 

I s a i a h 4 3 i l 5 . Cf. 43:1. 

I s a i a h 45:7. 

Thi s i s a re f e r e n c e to the c o n t i n u a l a c t i v i t y of 

God; L i k e the s t a r s , l i g h t and darkness come and go, and 

the prophet might have looked upon the l i g h t of each new 

day and the darkness of each night as a new a c t of c r e a t i o n 

by God. Even here, however, we are dealing w i t h a p o e t i c 

or r h e t o r i c a l t e x t where the main emphasis i s on God's 

c o n t i n u a l care f o r I s r a e l . Nor would acceptance of the 

notion of the c o n t i n u a l c r e a t i o n of l i g h t and darkness 

n e c e s s i t a t e b e l i e f i n the c o n t i n u a l c r e a t i o n of ongoing 
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n a t u r a l processes. 

I s a i a h 45:8. The Lord has created s a l v a t i o n . That i s to 

say, the s a l v a t i o n of I s r a e l has been decided upon and i s 

i n e v i t a b l e . There i s no refer e n c e to p r e s e r v a t i o n of 

nature. 

I s a i a h 45:12. God has made the earth, ^JTHGJy, and has 

created man upon i t , ^ n^^ML • A reference to the past 
T T 

c r e a t i o n of the e a r t h and man i s meant; and i t i s followed 

by refe r e n c e to the o r i g i n a l c r e a t i o n of the heavens and 

themselves be taken to r e f e r to c o n t i n u a l c r e a t i o n ; but 

n " l * i ^ JTZlU5-> n>011 make the whole v e r s e a c e r t a i n 

r e f e r e n c e to the o r i g i n a l c r e a t i o n i n the p a s t . I f we 

t r y to make a c o n t r a s t between the two ha l v e s of the v e r s e 

and thereby e s t a b l i s h two d i f f e r e n t r e f e r e n c e s of 

the f i r s t being to the continuous p r e s e r v a t i o n of the heavens 

and the second to the o r i g i n a l making of the ear t h , we 

must a l s o take and F7 (iPV to r e f e r to the continuous 

forming and making of the e a r t h . T h i s i s h i g h l y improbable 

i n i t s e l f s i n c e these verbs normally r e f e r t o the o v e r - a l l 

s t r u c t u r e of the universe, and not some r e a l but hidden 

d i v i n e a c t i v i t y i n what appear to us as n a t u r a l processes. 

The main f e a t u r e s of the I s r a e l i t e world such as h i l l s and 

v a l l e y s , r i v e r s and streams, the sky and s t a r s , were not 

being p e r p e t u a l l y formed and reformed by some g i g a n t i c ' 

the statement ~Sl~-\ H Z3XZ±Zf~ t)D} . 
I s a i a h 45:18. 

T - — -r — 

n ^ i 2 \n's)-x'b R^zrio * - i n nco'yi <o*n 
-r T : T : -r | -.- ~r T 

bo 

2x n i ^ r 
• -: AT -r • v "• ~ 

D~O0>n X~\\OL and < ^ t f f l "12$"" could by 
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i f i n v i s i b l e hand, any more than they are f o r us, and i t 

i s impossible to see any e s s e n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e between 

^""iX'n on the one hand and n~\3~ on the 

other. 

I t i s true, of course, t h a t Deutero-Isaiah r e f e r s 

to r a d i c a l transformations of the landscape elsewhere, 

and such i d e a s may w e l l have sprung from a c t u a l experience 

of l a n d s l i p s , and e a r t h tremors or quakes, i n which the 

hand of God was seen. Apart, however, from the f a c t t h a t 

t h i s means reading p o e t i c r h e t o r i c as an expression of 

sober expectation r a t h e r than v i s i o n a r y prophecy, i t i s 

open to the f a t a l o b j e c t i o n that such transformations of 

nature are e x c e p t i o n a l i n t e r v e n t i o n s by Yahweh to a l t e r 

the normal s t a t e of a f f a i r s - The e x c e p t i o n a l , miraculous 

c h a r a c t e r of such envisaged events i s q u i t e i n c o n s i s t e n t 

w ith the notion that Yahweh i s f o r ever remoulding the 

world he has made. 

We might compare w i t h t h i s v e r s e 48:13 which t e l l s 

us t h a t Yahweh l a i d the foundation of the e a r t h and spread 

out the heavens; and then we read: 

T : : - . V ; • -: | 

Taken l i t e r a l l y t h i s must mean t h a t the whole f a b r i c 

of the u n i v e r s e i s being c o n t i n u a l l y brought i n t o being 

by God, which i s absurd, and c o n t r a d i c t s the p l a i n meaning 

of the i n i t i a l statements i n the v e r s e . The statement i s 

r h e t o r i c a l and emphasises the f a c t t h a t the whole u n i v e r s e 

i s under the c o n t r o l of God, and would not e x i s t i f he 

did not w i l l i t . 

I s a i a h 48:7. This i s a r e f e r e n c e to the imminent s a l v a t i o n 

of I s r a e l . Reference to p r e s e r v a t i o n i s excluded. 
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I s a i a h 54:16. God has created the smith and the des t r o y e r . 

T h i s could be a refer e n c e to God's c r e a t i o n of every 

i n d i v i d u a l human l i f e , but such a meaning i s not demanded, 

the emphasis f a l l i n g on God's ul t i m a t e c o n t r o l of a l l human 

l i f e . There i s no refer e n c e to God continuously c r e a t i n g 

each human l i f e . 

I s a i a h 57:19. Another emphatic statement of God's c o n t r o l 

over human l i f e ; but Q^JIOUJ H) 3 X ~*\ \ 3. , 
whatever i t s p r e c i s e meaning, cannot be taken to r e f e r 

to a d i r e c t c o n t r o l of a l l t h a t i s s a i d or done i n human 

l i f e , u n l e s s we are to read an absolute determinism i n t o 

the Old Testament t e x t . The prophet i s simply emphasising 

the f a c t t h a t one day the c o n t r i t e w i l l c e r t a i n l y reap 

the f r u t i t s of t h e i r h u m i l i t y . 

I s a i a h 65:17-18. The c r e a t i o n of the new heavens and new 

e a r t h : no refer e n c e i s being made to the p r e s e r v a t i o n of 

the world. I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note that the p a r t i c i p l e 

X "1 "\ 3. i s twice used, not r e f e r r i n g to the present, 

but a stupendous m i r a c l e i n the future, which corresponds 

to the o r i g i n a l stupendous act of c r e a t i o n . 

Jeremiah 31:22. Obscure, but p r e s e r v a t i o n i s excluded. 

E z e k i e l 21:35. (RV 21:30) T h i s i s a re f e r e n c e to the 

d e s t r u c t i o n of Ammon i n the land of i t s o r i g i n . P r e s e r v a t i o n 

i s excluded. 

E z e k i e l 28:13,15. However t h i s t e x t i s i n t e r p r e t e d i t i s 

a r e f e r e n c e to the o r i g i n a l " p e r fection" of the ki n g of 

Tyre, -and being a r e f e r e n c e to a past event, p r e s e r v a t i o n 

i s excluded. 

Amos 4:13. See note on I s a i a h 45:18. 

Malachi 2:10. One God has created a l l the people, they a l l 

have one f a t h e r , and should t h e r e f o r e l i v e i n peace together. 
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There i s no reference to p r e s e r v a t i o n . 

Psalm 51:12. (RV 51:10) Sin i s to be wiped away and a 

new s p i r i t c r e a t e d . There i s no r e f e r e n c e to p r e s e r v a t i o n . 

Psalm 89:13. (RV 89:12) The preceding v e r s e reads: 

'The heavens are t h i n e , the e a r t h a l s o i s t h i n e : The 

world and the f u l n e s s thereof, thou hast founded them'. 

(RV). These v e r s e s r e f e r to the o r i g i n a l c r e a t i o n of the 

world, and f i n a l c o n t r o l of God over i t s e x i s t e n c e . There 

i s no r e f e r e n c e to p r e s e r v a t i o n . 

Psalm 89:48. (RV 89:47) 

-T T T 

A l l men r e c e i v e t h e i r l i f e from God, and t h e i r 

continued e x i s t e n c e i s t h e r e f o r e according to h i s w i l l 

and not t h e i r s . There i s no r e f e r e n c e to p r e s e r v a t i o n . 

I f the P s a l m i s t had wished to express the idea of 

continuous c r e a t i o n he would s u r e l y have used the imperfect. 

Psalm 102:19. (RV 102:18) The reference to the f u t u r e , 

a people yet to be created, excludes p r e s e r v a t i o n . 

Psalm 104:30. 

: n o T x 
T T — : 

| \ X "^3."* unquestionably r e f e r s to a c o n t i n u a l act 

of c r e a t i o n , but i t does not follow from t h i s t h a t i t i s 

continuous w i t h r e s p e c t to each i n d i v i d u a l animal or man. 

The sending f o r t h of God's s p i r i t which g i v e s l i f e to h i s 

c r e a t u r e s i s p a r a l l e l e d i n v e r s e 29 by the c o n t i n u a l 

t a k i n g away of t h e i r breath and t h e i r consequent dying, 

and must r e f e r to a process which continues a l l the time, 

but with r e s p e c t to the whole mass of animals and men, 

s i n c e the p s a l m i s t cannot have been making the absurd 
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a s s e r t i o n that each i n d i v i d u a l keeps on dying. 

f-)3.^UiT CO"Oy.~"bX) shows t h a t i t i s t o t a l 

death which i s being r e f e r r e d to and we are not here 

de a l i n g w i t h a f i g u r a t i v e expression which might r e f e r 

to s l e e p . The whole psalm means t h a t God g i v e s l i f e to 

a l l t h a t has l i f e ; t h a t a l l of h i s c r e a t u r e s are wonder

f u l l y provided f o r i n the world whose framework he has 

u n a l t e r a b l y e s t a b l i s h e d ; t h a t God has absolute c o n t r o l 

over l i f e and death, and t h a t one day t h i s l e a s e of l i f e 

must run out, and c r e a t u r e s must r e t u r n to ' t h e i r dust'. 

I n d i v i d u a l s are no more continuously created than they 
414 

c o n t i n u a l l y d i e . 

But c f . G.R. Driver, THE RESURRECTION OF MARINE AND 
TERRESTRIAL CREATURES, JSS 1962, pp. 12-22. 
D r i v e r maintains t h a t "p^OT* Cy\£>y ~bh>\ at the 
end of v. 29 s p o i l s the metre by adding two beats to 
the l i n e , and i t a l s o c r e a t e s a problem of i n t e r p r e 
t a t i o n , s i n c e i f a l l animals di e , then according to 
v. 30 they are a l l r e s u r r e c t e d . D r i v e r regards t h i s 
as t h e o l o g i c a l l y o b j e c t i o n a b l e , as w e l l as i t being 
impossible f o r marine c r e a t u r e s to r e t u r n to dust. 
D r i v e r b e l i e v e s t h e r e f o r e t h a t the words at the end 
of v. 29 must be a g l o s s meant to i n d i c a t e t h a t 
T-^yiTl*? means 'die'. 
I f the g l o s s i s e l i m i n a t e d can r e v e r t to i t s 
l i t e r a l meaning, 'gasped'. J<~\3. must then, according 
to Driver, come from a root 'was healthy', 
and r e f e r to the f a c t t h a t God"restores t h e i r h e a l t h . 
D r i v e r ' s suggestion should be r e j e c t e d . I f the phrase 
at the end of v. 29 s p o i l s the metre i t may be a g l o s s 
but .VM̂  can s t i l l r e f e r to death, the contrasted 
s t a t e s of death and b i r t h both being a t t r i b u t e d to 
God. D r i v e r i s i n c o r r e c t i n h i s statement t h a t the 
n a t u r a l sense of v. 30 i s a r e f e r e n c e to r e s u r r e c t i o n , 
and pedantic i n h i s o b j e c t i o n that marine c r e a t u r e s 
cannot r e t u r n to dust. 
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Psalm 148:5. *)>OIl31 i~H 5 Xm\\] undoubtedly r e f e r s 
-r : • : ~r ' 

to the o r i g i n a l c r e a t i o n of angels, sun, moon, s t a r s , 

the heavens of heavens, and waters above the heavens, 

and t h i s i s confirmed i n the immediately f o l l o w i n g wordss 
- r ; - T • - : 

E c c l i e s i a s t e s 12:1. ^ " " X ^ l ^ could, taken by i t s e l f , 

r e f e r to c o n t i n u a l c r e a t i o n , but we are not compelled to 

read i t so, and the u s u a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s t h a t the 

p a r t i c i p l e here be taken as a noun, your c r e a t o r . I n 
v e r s e 7 we read: 33511 "W'X t^n'bXH-bX :H(i;:P| 

tt » v-; V ; T v T — T : 

which unquestionably r e f e r s to the i n i t i a l g i f t of the 

s p i r i t or breath and i n no way suggests a c o n t i n u a l g i v i n g 

of i t . Furthermore, E i c h r o d t sees i n E c c l e s i a s t e s the 

complete d e p e r s o n a l i z a t i o n of the n a t u r a l order and an 

appeal to i n 12:1 i s t h e r e f o r e i l l e g i t i m a t e . 

Genesis 1:1; 1:21; 1:27; 2:3; and 2:4a. These t e x t s must 

a l l by E i c h r o d t ' s own admission r e f e r to the o r i g i n a l 

s i n g l e a c t of c r e a t i o n and cannot r e f e r to the p r e s e r v a t i o n 

of the world. T h i s judgement must a l s o be extended to 

the use of X"^^ i ' n Genesis 5:1. 

This b r i e f survey of the qal and n i p h a l uses of ?<~̂ D. 
shows t h a t i n most cases i t i s unquestionably used of a 

s i n g l e a c t , u s u a l l y i n the past but sometimes i n the f u t u r e . 

Sometimes i t i n d i c a t e s repeated a c t s of c r e a t i o n , but i n 

the m a j o r i t y of t e x t s t h e r e i s c l e a r l y no refer e n c e to 

the p r e s e r v a t i o n of nature by means of continuous c r e a t i o n . 

There are s e v e r a l t e x t s where re f e r e n c e to continuous 

c r e a t i o n i s not impossible i f the phrase i n c l u d i n g 

i s read by i t s e l f ; but the s e t e x t s are p o e t i c and r h e t o r i c a l , 

and when the meaning and prophetic purpose of the whole 

context are taken i n t o c o n s i d e r a t i o n such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
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becomes extremely improbable, and may even th r e a t e n to 
415 

reduce the whole t e x t to ab s u r d i t y . 

I t i s a p i t y t h a t Eichrodt has l a i d h i mself open to 

such c r i t i c i s m s i n c e he i s unquestionably r i g h t i n cl a i m i n g 

t h a t such men as Deutero-Isaiah and the author of Psalm 

104 were f a r removed from what a l a t e r age termed deism, 

and, we may add, from such views as those expressed by 

Hoyle. The prophets b e l i e v e d t h a t the God who created the 

world, c o n t i n u a l l y c a r e s f o r i t and e x e r c i s e s some kind 

of c o n t r o l over i t . T h i s b e l i e f , whichhas been regarded 

a l l down the ages by Jews and C h r i s t i a n s as e s s e n t i a l to 

t h e i r f a i t h , does not, however, imply the d o c t r i n e of 

continuous c r e a t i o n ; and i n the B i b l e we f r e q u e n t l y f i n d 

a s s e r t i o n s and assumptions q u i t e at v a r i a n c e w i t h t h a t 

d o c t r i n e . The prophets and t e a c h e r s of ancient I s r a e l 

b e l i e v e d that God's continued c a r e f o r h i s world could 

lead, and sometimes did lead to d i v i n e i n t e r v e n t i o n i n 

the a f f a i r s of the nation and the i n d i v i d u a l , and i n the 

workings of nature; but d i v i n e i n t e r v e n t i o n i n n a t i o n a l 

or i n d i v i d u a l l i f e did not imply perpetual i n t e r v e n t i o n by 

God to make every act, word, thought, f e e l i n g and d e c i s i o n 

The present w r i t e r i n v e s t i g a t e d a l l q a l and ni p h a l uses 
of i n a t h e s i s on the do c t r i n e of c r e a t i o n i n 
Genesis 1;1-2:4a, presented f o r the Lambeth Diploma i n 
1976, pp. 59-106. The main co n c l u s i o n of t h i s 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n was th a t 'a s a t i s f a c t o r y explanation of 
the verb's meaning must not only take account of i t s 
l i m i t a t i o n s to the a c t i v i t y of God and the absence of 
e x p l i c i t r e f e r e n c e to m a t e r i a l used, but a l s o i t s use 
along with verbs denoting human a c t i v i t y . Such an 
explanation i s provided i f we keep s t r i c t l y to the 
meaning "bring i n t o e x i s t e n c e " ' , (p. 9 5 ) . 
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j u s t what he wanted i t to be, and many a s s e r t i o n s i n both 

Old Testament and New Testament i n d i c a t e t h a t t h i s was 

fre q u e n t l y f a r from being the case. Even Jeremiah's v i s i t 

to the p o t t e r ' s house r e s u l t s i n a.message which assumes 

a s i g n i f i c a n t degree of human freedom and a s s e r t s how 

response or f a i l u r e to respond to God's w i l l can lead to 

d i v i n e 'repentance'. And i f such a message can follow 

immediately upon the words 'Behold, as the c l a y i n the 

p o t t e r ' s hand, so are ye i n mine hand, 0 house of I s r a e l ' , 

t h i s must be a warning to us not to take i s o l a t e d t e x t s 

at t h e i r face v a l u e . 

I f God's c o n t r o l over human a f f a i r s can be combined 

wi t h an acknowledgement of human freedom, may not the 

same t e a c h e r s and prophets have combined b e l i e f i n the 

di v i n e c o n t r o l of n a t u r a l events w i t h b e l i e f s or assumptions 

about the spontaneous and d e t e r m i n i s t i c c h a r a c t e r of many 

n a t u r a l p rocesses? 

10. HUMAN CONCEPTION AND BIRTH 

Some comment i s needed on t h i s s u b j e c t i n view of 

E i c h r o d t ' s account of the r e l a t i o n s h i p of God to nature; 

but while i t i s hoped that these comments give a f a i r and 

balanced treatment of a s e l e c t i o n of r e l e v a n t b i b l i c a l 

t e x t s , they are not intended as anything l i k e a f u l l 

examination of the t o p i c . 

According to Eichrodt the impact of the e a r l y 

prophetic movement on I s r a e l ' s r e l i g i o u s thought made 

416 Jeremiah 18:7-12. Cf. t e x t s i n Exodus which r e f e r to 
the hardening of pharaoh's h e a r t . 
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people aware of the d i r e c t working of God through the 

s p i r i t . They came to b e l i e v e t h a t Yahweh was 'present 

everywhere i n h i s l i v i n g breath, and could thereby engage 

h i s power at any p o i n t ' . Eichrodt goes on to point out 

t h a t the p o s s e s s i o n of such power could be used to s a t i s f y 

the c r a v i n g .for m i r a c l e s : bears rending c h i l d r e n ; o i l 

m i r a c u l o u s l y i n c r e a s e d ; meal cu r i n g s i c k n e s s ; a l e p e r 
417 

cured; a f l o a t i n g axe-head. 

These i n c i d e n t s a l l imply the suspension of what i s 

normal i n nature, i n c l u d i n g the f i r s t , s i n c e the appearance 

of the bears i s obviously l i n k e d with the c u r s e without 

which they would not have appeared. Whether or not these 

t h i n g s happened, the s t o r i e s r e v e a l the way i n which some 

I s r a e l i t e s thought about the power of God's s p i r i t , and 

perhaps give us an i l l u s t r a t i o n of the way i n which a l l 

I s r a e l i t e s thought i f they took s e r i o u s l y the idea t h a t 

there i s a God who has created the world and i s i n some 

kind of a c t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p with i t . Admittedly, s e r i o u s 

t h i n k i n g I s r a e l i t e s would exclude i n t e r v e n t i o n i n the normal 

workings of nature for merely t r i v i a l reasons; but they 

would be very ready to acknowledge i n t e r v e n t i o n f o r weighty 

reasons, and such an outlook c l e a r l y excludes the notion of 

nature as a closed system or machine. Nature i s perhaps 

thought of more as an organism than a machine, open to the 

i n f l u e n c e of d i v i n e s p i r i t , j u s t as the human 'organism' i s ; 

and not s u r p r i s i n g l y , s i n c e the human c r e a t u r e i s part of 

nature i t s e l f . Sarah o f f e r e d Hagar to Abraham because 

E2 pp. 53-54. See I I Kings 2:23ff; 4 : l f f , 38ff; 
5:8ff; 6 : l f f . 
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Yahweh had stopped her bearing c h i l d r e n . And when she 

did bear I s a a c the matter was indeed cause f o r laughter 

a l l round s i n c e she and Abraham were too old f o r a 

n a t u r a l conception and b i r t h to take p l a c e . The whole 

s t o r y i m p l i e s t h a t women were normally f e r t i l e and would 

conceive and bear c h i l d r e n f o l l owing sexual r e l a t i o n s w i t h 
419 

men. We may compare the s t o r y of Sarah and Abimelech. 

The n a t u r a l process would continue unhindered u n l e s s God 

intervened to stop i t . He had e s t a b l i s h e d i t i n the f i r s t 

place, and could i n t e r r u p t or supplement i t should the 

need a r i s e . 

Genesis I 5 : 5 f . Verse 5 reads: 

'And he brought him f o r t h abroad, and s a i d , Look 

now toward heaven, and t e l l the s t a r s i f thou be 

able to t e l l them: and he s a i d unto him, So s h a l l 

thy seed be'. (RV) 

Abraham i s promised a multitude of descendents. 

T h i s i m p l i e s a vaguely conceived d i v i n e c o n t r o l over 

n a t u r a l events, but i n t h i s case there i s no need to see 

expressed i n the t e x t any more than the unimpeded out

working of God's b l e s s i n g given to mankind from the 

beginning. The t e x t could mean more than t h a t , but i t 

does not have to. Furthermore, we should take note of 

v e r s e 4: 

y s r "io>* n * - ~ 3 PIT ^ G ) ' ^ - - xb 

'This man s h a l l not be your h e i r ; your h e i r s h a l l be a 

c h i l d of your own body'. (NEB) 

Genesis 16:2. Genesis 20, e s p e c i a l l y w. 17-18. 
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These words are addressed by Yahweh to Abraham, 

and r e f e r to a c h i l d whose conception and b i r t h are 

looked upon as miraculous. Divine a c t i v i t y i s a s s e r t e d , 

and the n a t u r a l functioning of the human body i s assumed. 

We must a l s o note the word T T ^ / " ~ ^ T ^ n v e r s e 5. 

Eich r o d t would have us think i n terms of a cont r a 

d i c t i o n : the n a r r a t o r of the s t o r y t h i n k s on the one 

hand of conception and b i r t h as n a t u r a l f u n c t i o n s , and on 

the other hand regards them as i n each case the s p e c i a l 

d i r e c t a c t of God who ' d e s i r e s to be p e t i t i o n e d a f r e s h 

every time f o r the b l e s s i n g of c h i l d r e n , which he grants 

or r e f u s e s ' , and who 'forms the i n d i v i d u a l human being i n 

h i s mother's womb, c l o t h e s him wit h s k i n and f l e s h , g i v e s 
420 

him the breath of l i f e ' . But we are s u r e l y not e n t i t l e d 

t o a t t r i b u t e such c o n t r a d i c t i o n s to the I s r a e l i t e s without 

c l e a r evidence, and ve r s e 5 does not i n any way demand the 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n put on i t by E i c h r o d t . 

As has alrea d y been argued, t h e r e are not expressed 

i n Genesis two simple and mutually e x c l u s i v e views of 

human and animal b i r t h ; the b e l i e f s revealed are somewhat 

more complex and vague, and fre q u e n t l y assume a n a t u r a l 

process: too frequently, i n f a c t , f o r us to suppose t h a t 

ancient I s r a e l i t e s held any other view of normal conception 

and b i r t h which c l e a r l y c o n t r a d i c t e d i t . 

I t should perhaps be mentioned that i f Eiehrodt 

t r i e s to evade the c o n t r a d i c t i o n i n the present case by 

arguing t h a t the human body i s simply used by God i n h i s 

c o n s t r u c t i o n of the unborn c h i l d , t h i s obviously cannot 

420 E2 p. 153. 
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apply to Abraham. 

When we turn to the b i r t h of I s a a c , f o r e c a s t i n 

Genesis I 8 : l 0 f f , we l e a r n that i t i s to come about through 

a m i r a c l e . A m i r a c l e i s an exceptional occurrence and 

th e r e f o r e no b a s i s f o r general c o n c l u s i o n s about God's 

r e l a t i o n s h i p with nature or the normal p a t t e r n of 

conception and b i r t h . E i c h r o d t ' s appeal to t h i s case, 

however, shows how he did see a c o n t r a d i c t i o n between two 

views: b i r t h i s a n a t u r a l consequence; b i r t h i s the d i v i n e 

answer to p e t i t i o n . 

We may compare the case s of Rebekah and Hannah. 

They are barren and pray to God f o r c h i l d r e n , and t h e i r 

wish i s granted. I n the case of Hannah i t i s e x p l i c i t l y 

s t a t e d t h a t 'the LORD had shut up her womb'. A f t e r the 

encouragement of E l i we read t h a t 'Elkanah knew Hannah 
421 

h i s wife; and the LORD remembered her'. 

The case of Rebekah could be i n t e r p r e t e d to mean 

t h a t Rebekah was n a t u r a l l y barren, and t h a t God m i r a c u l o u s l y 

removed the cause of barrenness. This would be our way 

of understanding the t e x t ; but we do not have to under

stand i t i n t h a t way, and i n the l i g h t of the other c a s e s 

we should probably take i t to mean that Yahweh stopped 

Rebekah conceiving, but then r e l e n t e d and l e t her conceive 
422 

because of I s a a c ' s e n t r e a t i e s . 

When Yahweh saw th a t Leah was hated he opened her 

womb, while Rachel was barren. When Leah has her f i r s t 

born son she c a l l s him Reuben because Yahweh has looked 

I Samuel 1:5-6, 19. Genesis 25:21. 
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423 . . upon her a f f l i c t i o n ; And t h e r e are other s i m i l a r 
c a s e s . T h i s suggests a more a c t i v e i n t e r v e n t i o n on the 

p a r t of God to bring about conception and b i r t h . When, 

however, Rachel complains b i t t e r l y to Jacob about not 

having c h i l d r e n , Jacob r e p l i e s , 'Am I i n God's stead, who 
424 

hath withheld from thee the f r u i t of the womb?' 
L a t e r we read t h a t God remembered Rachel and hearkened to 

her and opened her womb. Rachel then speaks of God t a k i n g 

away her reproach, as E l i z a b e t h does many c e n t u r i e s l a t e r , 

and hopes t h a t Yahweh w i l l add to her another son. 

Although there i s a c l e a r d e s i r e to e x p l a i n the 

p a t r i a r c h a l names t h i s cannot a l t e r the f a c t t h a t i n these 

n a r r a t i v e s God i s depicted as a c t i v e l y promoting conception 

and b i r t h of c h i l d r e n . I n the case of E l i z a b e t h i n the 

New Testament the inescapable impression i s created t h a t 

God has prevented Zechariah and E l i z a b e t h having c h i l d r e n 

i n order to prepare the way f o r an undoubtedly miraculous 

b i r t h . The notion of reproach, both i n E l i z a b e t h and 

Rachel, suggests t h a t i f the woman does not have c h i l d r e n 

she must have done or l e f t undone something to i n c u r the 

wrath of God. Jacob s t o r i e s proceed on the b a s i s of 

r i v a l r y between the wives, and i f one of them i n such 

circumstances i s very much given to bearing c h i l d r e n , w hile 

the other does not, t h i s perhaps leads to unusual emphasis 

on the p a r t supposedly played by God i n the matter. And 

i n the case of Jacob's sons we are a l s o d e a l i n g w i t h 

men who symbolised important groups w i t h i n I s r a e l , and 

perhaps the w r i t e r wishes to emphasise t h a t these groups 

Genesis 29:31-32. Genesis 30:2. 
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came i n t o e x i s t e n c e through the d e l i b e r a t e w i l l of God. 

Samson Kardimon has drawn a t t e n t i o n to an i n t e r e s t i n g 
425 

fe a t u r e of the s t o r i e s about Sarah and Rachel. 

Kardimon r e f e r s to the f a c t t h a t both Sarah and Rachel 

gave t h e i r husbands t h e i r handmaids because they were 

i n f e r t i l e . The reason given i n the t e x t f o r t h i s procedure 

i s expressed by the Hebrew phrase H2 

and s i m i l a r l y i n the case of Rachel,TllOO ~3DK""na TW2.X\ 4 

T V T — T • \ 

'The opinion of the Talmudic sages i s that the 

phrase " i t may be t h a t I s h a l l be builded up through her 

" s i g n i f i e s t h at Sarah and Rachel gave t h e i r handmaids to 

t h e i r husbands f o r wives as a remedy f o r t h e i r i n f e r t i l i t y , 
427 

t h a t THEY THEMSELVES should bear c h i l d r e n ' . Kardimon 

points out th a t among Jewish i n t e r p r e t e r s t h i s understanding 

of the t e x t came to be regarded as too f a n t a s t i c to accept, 

and gave way to a more r a t i o n a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , the 

'building up' r e f e r r i n g to the adoption of the handmaid's 

c h i l d by the w i f e . The r a t i o n a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n has always 

been p r e f e r r e d by non-Jewish commentators. 

Kardimon goes on to quote modern medical opinions 

that adoption can of t e n enable a woman to have c h i l d r e n 

by r e l e a s i n g her from mental and emotional s t r a i n , the 

ps y c h o l o g i c a l s t a t e having an e f f e c t on the p h y s i o l o g i c a l 

condition, perhaps by means of glandular s e c r e t i o n . I t 

i s apparently not uncommon f o r those convinced of t h e i r 

own i n f e r t i l i t y to have c h i l d r e n f o l l o w i n g adoption. 

S. ,Kardimon, ADOPTION AS A REMEDY FOR INFERTILITY IN THE 
PERIOD OF THE PATRIARCHS. JSS 1958, pp. 123-126. 

427 
Genesis 16:2; 30:3. p. 123. 
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Kardimon concludes from h i s survey of medical 

l i t e r a t u r e t h a t adoption appears to be a cure i n some 

case s of i n f e r t i l i t y . 'And what i s most important to 

our t h e s i s i s the phenomenon that THIS KNOWLEDGE ORIGINATED 

FROM THE COMMON PEOPLE as a r e s u l t of t h e i r observations 

of the l i f e around them', and i t i s reasonable to suppose 

t h a t t h i s knowledge was a l s o possessed by common people 
428 

i n the time of the p a t r i a r c h s . The i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 

the Talmudic sages i s t h e r e f o r e supported, and a l s o a 

more l i t e r a l t r a n s l a t i o n of the c r u c i a l phrase. 

I n commenting on Kardimon's argument a number of 

other p o i n t s must be made. He might have r e f e r r e d to the 

very strong d e s i r e f o r c h i l d r e n i n ancie n t I s r a e l , some

th i n g which by no means always c h a r a c t e r i s e s the outlook 

of modern Europeans, and t h i s would encourage observation 

i n t h i s respect i n the ancient Near East, and discourage 

i t very often i n modern Europe. I t i s a l s o p o s s i b l e 

t h a t strong d e s i r e f o r a c h i l d leads to anxiety, which i n 

tu r n stops conception, as Kardimon sa y s . Rachel's strong 

d e s i r e f o r c h i l d r e n i s evident, and we may reasonably i n f e r 

i t i n the case of Sarah. 

Rachel wants B i l h a h ' s c h i l d d e l i v e r e d on to her 

knees, and t h i s could be i n t e r p r e t e d to mean t h a t the 

ac t would help bring about f e r t i l i t y i n Rachel; but i t 

might symbolise the f a c t t h a t the baby becomes Rachel's. 

In favour of the sor-called r a t i o n a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s 

Rachel's statement t h a t God has given her a son, which 

4 2 8 ^ 1 U p. l i b . 
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apparently r e f e r s to B i l h a h ' s o f f s p r i n g and not some 

future c h i l d of Rachel's. We must a l s o note t h a t the 

Hebrew phrase about being b u i l t i s i t s e l f f i g u r a t i v e and 

r e q u i r e s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , and t h i s i s t r u e whichever 

meaning we p r e f e r . Even the Talmudic sages were commenting 

long a f t e r the o r i g i n a l s t o r y had been t o l d . 

On the other hand, Rachel shows great joy over the 

b i r t h of t h i s son.. Would she have shown such joy i f t h i s 

had meant simply the g i f t of a c h i l d by adoption? Might 

i t not have been a s i g n t h a t God had heard her prayer f o r 

a baby of her own? Sarah i n e f f e c t d r i v e s out Hagar a f t e r 

she has conceived which would exclude adoption of the 

c h i l d ; nor i s there any evidence i n e i t h e r s t o r y that the 

w i f e did i n f a c t adopt the handmaid's c h i l d as her own. 
429 

I n the case of Ishmael t h i s i s very c l e a r l y the case. 

I t i s p o s s i b l e that we see here evidence of common 

and a s t u t e observation, p l u s complete ignorance as to why 

there should be i r r e g u l a r i t y i n the occurrence of con

ception and b i r t h , and the consequent a t t r i b u t i o n of what 

i s i r r e g u l a r to the d i r e c t i n t e r v e n t i o n of God. 

Turning from Sarah and Rachel to the s t o r y about 

Laban's and Jacob's flocks, we may note the f o l l o w i n g 

elements i n the n a r r a t i v e : ( i ) God's b l e s s i n g i n c r e a s e s 

the f l o c k s . ( i i ) Colour of f l e e c e or hide i n young 

depends on colour of f l e e c e or hide i n parents. I n h i s 

dream, Jacob sees mottled he-goats mating with the females, 

and the angel of God makes i t c l e a r t h at t h i s i s to 

Genesis 21:9-13. 
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recompense Jacob and punish Laban. God i s manipulating 

a n a t u r a l process f o r moral ends. ( i i i ) Stronger parents 

bear stronger o f f s p r i n g , and weaker produce weaker, 

( i v ) Seeing speckled rods causes conception of speckled 

young-. (v) Animals mate n a t u r a l l y and produce young. ̂ 30 

We thus have a mixture of pious b e l i e f , simple 

observation l e a d i n g to s e l e c t i v e breeding, and s u p e r s t i t i o n . 

One wonders t o what extent the pious b e l i e f and s u p e r s t i t i o n 

c h a r a c t e r i s e d the st r o n g l y biased f o l k t a l e r a t h e r than the 

a c t u a l b e l i e f s of most I s r a e l i t e s ; but i n any case, the 

n a r r a t i v e r e v e a l s an i n t e r e s t i n g mixture of r e c o g n i t i o n 

of n a t u r a l process and b e l i e f i n the p o s s i b i l i t y of d i v i n e 

i n t e r v e n t i o n . The two, however, complement r a t h e r than 

c o n t r a d i c t each other. 

Exodus 1:20-21. I n these v e r s e s we read t h a t the two 

midwives were rewarded by God f o r disobeying pharaoh, and 

the reward took the form of g i v i n g them f a m i l i e s . The 

st o r y might be taken to mean th a t the two women were 

barren and had t h e r e f o r e concentrated on midwifery s i n c e 

they had no c h i l d r e n of t h e i r own to think about, but now 

God rewarded them with f e r t i l i t y ; or i t might mean th a t 

they had very l a r g e f a m i l i e s once they s t a r t e d , t h e i r 

f e r t i l i t y and the h e a l t h of t h e i r o f f s p r i n g being' strengthened 

by God; or i t might mean simply t h a t the midwives had 

la r g e f a m i l i e s as one would normally expect women to have, 

and that God did not inter v e n e to punish them with barren

ness as he would have done i f they had obeyed pharaoh. 

Genesis 30:25-43. Cf. 31:10-12. 
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The l a s t meaning i s the l e a s t l i k e l y of the t h r e e , but 

i n a l l three cases t h e r e i s i n mind the d i r e c t i n t e r 

vention of God, a c t u a l or p o s s i b l e . The statement, however 

occurs as part of a long s t o r y about the d i r e c t i n t e r 

vention of God i n the world, t h i s i n t e r v e n t i o n being on the 

whole exc e p t i o n a l and miraculous. The whole s t o r y and 

the r e f o r e t h i s p a r t i c u l a r t e x t i s not a safe guide to what 

I s r a e l i t e s b e l i e v e d about normal conception and b i r t h , 

or even what the s t o r y t e l l e r b e l i e v e d , any more than 

the accounts of the plagues can be taken as a p i c t u r e of 

God's normal r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h n a t u r a l events. 

Job 10:8-12^ This t e x t might express b e l i e f t h a t God 

makes the baby i n the womb, but we are d e a l i n g w i t h 

emotionally charged poetry where the emphasis i s on God's 

absolute power over human l i f e and h i s p e r f e c t knowledge 

of i t . See a l s o the comment on Psalm 139:13ff. 

Job 31>15. 'Did not he t h a t made me i n the womb make him? 

And did not one fashion us i n the womb?' (RV) There i s a 

c e r t a i n e q u a l i t y of a l l men before. God, and Job does not 

claim a s p e c i a l l y p r i v i l e g e d p o s i t i o n as i f he could behave 

j u s t as he l i k e d . Once again, the t e x t might express 

the id e a of d i v i n e c o n s t r u c t i o n of the unborn baby, but 

we are by no means compelled so to read i t . 

I t may be maintained, however, that these t e x t s do 

represent God a c t i v e l y engaged i n c r e a t i n g the baby, r a t h e r 

than r e f l e c t i n g the b e l i e f t h a t God has devised and brought 

i n t o e x i s t e n c e a complex process of growth which he alone 

could have creat e d . I t could be argued that w h i l e these 

t e x t s are p o e t i c , t h a t such p o e t i c imagery would not come 

n a t u r a l l y to one who saw p r e n a t a l development simply as a 
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n a t u r a l process, even i f the process were created by God. 

I f t h i s i s so, then we must accept a genuine co n t r a 

d i c t i o n i n the Old Testament between these t e x t s and others 

which c l e a r l y presuppose the operation of n a t u r a l cause 

and e f f e c t . The p r e n a t a l growth of the baby i s e i t h e r a 

n a t u r a l process, or i t i s a supernatural process, but 

not both. Eichrodt might maintain t h a t the acknowledgement 

of God's control'over n a t u r a l processes i s only a vague way 

of combining the a c t u a l l y or apparently incompatible 

b e l i e f s i n n a t u r a l process on the one hand and c r e a t i o 

continua an the other; the acknowledgement of d i v i n e 

c o n t r o l i s r e a l l y only saying what Eichrodt himself 

maintains, t h a t the Old Testament presents us with two 

views 'which though not, i t i s true, c o n c e p t u a l l y harmonized, 
431 

are n e v e r t h e l e s s p r a g m a t i c a l l y u n i t e d ' . 

This i s not so: i t i s p o s s i b l e to imagine God 

c o n t r o l l i n g or s u s t a i n i n g a n a t u r a l process, say the 

p r e n a t a l development of a baby, but i t i s not p o s s i b l e to 

think of God CREATING every stage i n , or p e r p e t u a l l y 

CREATING the flow of a n a t u r a l process. The 'na t u r a l n e s s ' 

of the process would l i e merely i n i t s conforming to what 

we had come to expect, but i n i t s e s s e n t i a l c h a r a c t e r 

i t would be a d i v i n e work. Control, on the other hand, 

does not destroy the spontaneous working of a n a t u r a l 

process, any more than a r i d e r ' s c o n t r o l of a horse or 

the mind's c o n t r o l over the body destroy the complex 

n a t u r a l p rocesses which go to make up horse and body. 

E2 p. 162. 
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The c o n t r o l of a machine does not destroy the automatic 

working of the machine, and the s k i l l of the c o n t r o l l e r 

l i e s i n h i s making maximum use of the machine f o r h i s 

own purposes. 

I t i s hard to b e l i e v e t h a t the command to be f r u i t 

f u l and m u l t i p l y can have meant anything other than the 

establishment of a n a t u r a l process, and one can hardly 

suppose that the men of ancient I s r a e l regarded t h e i r r o l e 

i n the process as an e n t i r e l y superfluous one: Onan, at 

any rate did not, nor, apparently, did David i n h i s 

de a l i n g s with Uriah the H i t t i t e . And the supposition, 

to leave no stone unturned i n the argument, that the male 

c o n t r i b u t i o n imposed some c o n s t r a i n t on the d i v i n e w i l l , 

i s not l i k e l y to have entered the head of any orthodox 

I s r a e l i t e b e l i e v e r ; and w i t h the unorthodox we are happily 

not concerned. 

Eichrodt may continue to hold that I s r a e l i t e s did 

b e l i e v e both of two incompatible views, but i f so they were 

vague and confused, and anyone may perhaps be forgiven f o r 

not regarding t h i s as a very s a t i s f a c t o r y foundation upon 

which to e r e c t a Theology of the Old Testament. 

I t seems t h a t Eichrodt wished to emphasise both 

the transcendence and the immanence of God: i f I s r a e l i t e 

b e l i e v e r s neglected God's transcendence they would be no 

b e t t e r than the Canaanites and other people i n the 

ancient Near East, and God would become so c l o s e l y 

i d e n t i f i e d w ith nature as to be l i t t l e or no b e t t e r than 

the p e r s o n i f i c a t i o n of some n a t u r a l f o r c e . I f , on the 

other hand, d i v i n e immanence were neglected, Yahweh would 

become merely a d e i s t i c type of god, t o t a l l y out of touch 
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w i t h b o t h n a t u r e and t h e h i s t o r y o f mankind. I t may be 

a d m i t t e d t h a t Jewish and C h r i s t i a n t h e o l o g y i n e v i t a b l y 

i n v o l v e some t e n s i o n between d i v i n e immanence and d i v i n e 

transcendence; b u t w h i l e E i c h r o d t ' S f e a r o f a t t r i b u t i n g 

what he b e l i e v e s t o be Canaanitism t o t h e Old Testament 

t e a c h e r s l e a d s him r i g h t l y t o r e c o g n i s e Old Testament 

t e x t s d e p i c t i n g a t r a n s c e n d e n t God r u l i n g a w o r l d o f 

n a t u r e w i t h i t s e s t a b l i s h e d processes, h i s f e a r o f 

a t t r i b u t i n g deism t o t h e Old Testament m i s l e a d s him i n t o 

s e a r c h i n g f o r t e x t s w h i c h r e v e a l God d i r e c t l y and c r e a t i v e l y 
432 

a c t i v e i n n a t u r e . Having found them t o h i s own s a t i s 

f a c t i o n he t h e n b e l i e v e s he has p r e s e r v e d t h e two 

e s s e n t i a l a t t r i b u t e s o f God and r e s o l v e d t h e t e n s i o n between 

them; whereas h i s over-emphasis on immanence has c r e a t e d 

a c o n t r a d i c t i o n w h i c h i n t h e terms o f h i s own e x p o s i t i o n 

o f Old Testament t h o u g h t i s i n e s c a p a b l e . 

I t may be, o f co u r s e , t h a t t h e c o n t r a d i c t i o n e x i s t s 

i n t h e Old Testament i t s e l f , b u t t h e r e appear t o be no 

t e x t s w h i c h demand t h e k i n d o f s t r e s s on d i v i n e immanence 

w h i c h E i c h r o d t b e l i e v e s he has found, and i n a d d i t i o n t o 

t h i s i t i s c o n t r a r y t o common sense o b s e r v a t i o n and 

e x p e c t a t i o n . The onus o f p r o o f i s on t h o s e who would 

a t t r i b u t e such i d e a s t o any Old Testament w r i t e r . 

One wonders i f K a r l B a r t h has n o t had a s t r o n g i n f l u e n c e 
on E i c h r o d t i n t h i s r e s p e c t . See CHURCH DOGMATICS, 
Edinburgh 1960, VoL I I I , 3, pp. 6-14. B a r t h r e j e c t s 
deism as b a s i c a l l y a t h e i s t i c s i n c e i t a l i e n a t e s c r e a t u r e 
and c r e a t o r , whereas t h e y a r e bound t o g e t h e r by a 
g r a c i o u s covenant. The covenant i d e a i s a l s o , o f course, 
o f fundamental importance t o E i c h r o d t ; b u t B a r t h 
c l e a r l y d i s t i n g u i s h e s c r e a t i o n and p r o v i d e n c e , t h e 
former b e i n g u n r e p e a t a b l e . 
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ADDITIONAL NOTE ( i ) C r e a t i o ex N i h i l o 

I n w r i t i n g o f I s r a e l i t e cosmology and c r e a t i o n 

E i c h r o d t emphasises God's independence o f h i s c r e a t i o n and 

t h e way i n whic h t h i s i s d e p i c t e d as t h e p r o d u c t o f a 

p e r s o n a l w i l l w i t h a m o r a l purpose. God i s n o t t o be 

tho u g h t o f as m e r e l y t h e f i r s t cause i n a p r o c e s s , b u t as 

a t r a n s c e n d e n t b e i n g who i s n o t drawn by c r e a t i o n i n t o 

t h e f l u x o f t h e w o r l d p r o c e s s . The human c r e a t u r e i s 

c a l l e d i n t o e x i s t e n c e by t h e m i r a c l e o f c r e a t i o n by t h i s 

t r a n s c e n d e n t d e i t y who o f h i s f r e e w i l l o f f e r s t h e 

p o s s i b i l i t y o f s p i r i t u a l f e l l o w s h i p t o t h i s c r e a t u r e . 

T h i s d i s t i n c t i v e emphasis o f I s r a e l i t e t e a c h i n g was t h e 
433 

r e s u l t o f I s r a e l ' s e x p e r i e n c e o f t h e covenant God. 

We have j u s t seen t h a t sometimes E i c h r o d t l a y s t o o 

much s t r e s s on d i v i n e immanence, b u t here h i s d e s i r e t o 

emphasise t h e Old Testament b e l i e f i n God's transcendence 

le a d s him t o i n s i s t t h a t t h e Old Testament expresses t h e 

d o c t r i n e o f c r e a t i o ex n i h i l o . T h i s i s n o t t h e p l a c e f o r 

a t h o r o u g h a n a l y s i s o f h i s argument, b u t some b r i e f comment 

w i l l i l l u s t r a t e h i s d e t e r m i n a t i o n t o s t r e s s God's t r a n s 

cendence on t h e one hand, and a v o i d any s u g g e s t i o n o f 

dreaded deism on t h e o t h e r : n o t always w i t h happy 

consequences f o r h i s e x e g e s i s o f t h e t e x t . 

Not u n n a t u r a l l y , E i c h r o d t l o o k s t o t h e P account f o r 

a c l a r i f i c a t i o n o f t h e concepts used i n t h e Old Testament 

a f f i r m a t i o n s o f Yahweh's un i q u e c r e a t i v e power; b u t he 

runs i n t o s e r i o u s d i f f i c u l t y i n t r y i n g t o r e c o n c i l e v e r s e 2 

E2 pp. 93-107. 
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w i t h t h e supposed e x p r e s s i o n o f c r e a t i o n from n o t h i n g . 

For E i c h r o d t wishes t o t a k e t h i s phrase i n i t s s t r i c t 

sense. Verse 1 he t r e a t s as a s u p e r s c r i p t i o n and he w i l l 
434 

no t a l l o w t h e i d e a o f God c r e a t i n g chaos i n t o t h e t e x t . 

He t h e r e f o r e endeavours t o make v e r s e 2 an i n d i c a t i o n o f 

n o t h i n g n e s s . -1 f l | p| J l i s t a k e n t o express 

n o t h i n g n e s s , as i n I s a i a h 34:11, Jeremiah 4:23 and I s a i a h 

40:17. 

I n f a c t , I s a i a h 34:11 speaks o f t h e u t t e r d e s t r u c t i o n 

o f Edom, and t h e e a r l i e r p a r t o f v e r s e 11 speaks o f v a r i o u s 

w i l d b i r d s i n h a b i t i n g what had once been a c i v i l i s e d 

n a t i o n b u t i s now waste l a n d . Cf. v e r s e 10. Verses 13-15 

speak o f r u i n s and w i l d a n i m a l s , and v e r s e s 16-17 

emphasise t h e f a c t t h a t t h e s e w i l d c r e a t u r e s w i l l i n h a b i t 

t h e t e r r i t o r y f o r ever by decreee o f Yahweh.. Jeremiah 

4:23 s i m i l a r l y p a i n t s a p i c t u r e o f u t t e r r u i n , as can be 

seen from t h e subsequent v e r s e s , and v e r s e 27 c o n t a i n s t h e 

s i g n i f i c a n t words 'yet w i l l I n o t make a f u l l end'. (RV) 

The usage o f t h e phrase i n t h e s e two passages t h e r e 

f o r e c o n t r a d i c t s E i c h r o d t ' s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n and s u p p o r t s 

t h e v i ew t h a t a f o r m l e s s chaos i s i n d i c a t e d . 

I n I s a i a h 40:17 we a r e t o l d t h a t t h e n a t i o n s a r e 

counted as l e s s t h a n n o t h i n g i n t h e s i g h t o f God, and 

one o f t h e words used i s . The word i n t h i s case 

c o u l d c e r t a i n l y mean • n o t h i n g ' , b u t even i n t h i s c o n t e x t 

does n o t have t o bear t h a t meaning, and RVm g i v e s ' c o n f u s i o n ' 

•Worthless' i s a l s o a p o s s i b l e t r a n s l a t i o n , e s p e c i a l l y i n 

E2 pp. 104-105. 
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v i e w o f v e r s e 16: 'And Lebanon i s n o t s u f f i c i e n t t o 

bu r n , nor t h e b e a s t s t h e r e o f s u f f i c i e n t f o r a b u r n t 

o f f e r i n g ' . (RV) The e n t r i e s i n BDB f o r \ j~) j") suggest 

t h a t t h e t e r m was u s u a l l y employed t o convey t h e i d e a o f 

t o t a l d e s t r u c t i o n , o r p r e t e n c e o r comparative w o r t h l e s s n e s s . 

The word o r phrase i s t h e r e f o r e u s u a l l y an i n d i c a t i o n o f 

something i n r e l a t i o n t o something e l s e , a comparison 

i s b e i n g made. 

The e x c e p t i o n i s Job 26:7, w h i c h p i c t u r e s t h e e a r t h 

hanging o v e r empty space. Here again i t i s \ PIS") a l o n e 

w h i c h i s used: in!n~i>y no] 
We must conclude from g e n e r a l usage t h a t t h e phrase 

) flZl^ ^ D-Tl i n v e r s e 2 p r o b a b l y i n d i c a t e s f o r m l e s s 

chaos, but t h e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ' n o thingness' i s p o s s i b l e . 

T h e r e f o r e t h e c o n t e x t i n w h i c h t h e phrase appears i s 

i m p o r t a n t ; and i f t h e whole o f v e r s e 2 i n Genesis 1 

expresses comparison and c o n t r a s t w i t h t h e o r d e r e d process 

w h i c h f o l l o w s , we must i n t e r p r e t ^ f~lJl t o 

i n d i c a t e d i s o r d e r . 

E i c h r o d t goes on t o say t h a t Q ^ P U J l 'serves as 

an image f o r t h e f o r m l e s s n e s s and l i f e l e s s n e s s w h i c h 

precede t h e d i v i n e a c t o f c r e a t i o n w i t h o u t any t a n g i b l e 
435 

o r o b j e c t i v e q u a l i t y ' . No j u s t i f i c a t i o n i s o f f e r e d f o r 

t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , w h i c h c o n t r a d i c t s E i c h r o d t ' s c l e a r 

r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t fc^nj"*) i n d i c a t e s v a s t w a t e r s w h i c h need 

a s o l i d firmament t o s e p a r a t e them. 
F i n a l l y , t h e D ^ f l i X ' r~M^ i s t a k e n by E i c h r o d t 

E2 p. 105. 
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t o i n d i c a t e a m i g h t y w i n d ; b u t i n t h a t case i t i s d i f f i c u l t 

t o see how i t can 'complete t h e p i c t u r e o f " n o n - e x i s t e n c e " 
436 

a t w h i c h t he a u t h o r c l e a r l y i s a i m i n g ' . 

Whatever may be t h e m e r i t o f E i c h r o d t ' s h a n d l i n g 

o f o t h e r t e x t s , h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f t h i s one e x h i b i t s 

c o n f u s i o n and s p e c i a l p l e a d i n g . He c l a i m s t h a t t h e 

p r i e s t l y n a r r a t o r has c o n s t r u c t e d 'an image o f t h a t 

n u l l i t y w h i c h c o n s t i t u t e s t h e s e t t i n g o f t h e c r e a t i o n ' ; 

and s t a t e s t h a t 'the way i n which, w i t h t h e means a v a i l a b l e , 

he has managed t o express, t h a t n o t i o n o f n o t h i n g n e s s w h i c h 
437 

he had i n mind can o n l y e x c i t e our a d m i r a t i o n ' . 

What must i n f a c t e x c i t e our a d m i r a t i o n i s t h e 

i n g e n u i t y w i t h w h i c h E i c h r o d t makes t h e t e x t mean what i t 

does n o t mean; n o t t o speak o f t h e problems w h i c h a r i s e 

when we speak o f images o f n o t h i n g . Had t h e p r i e s t l y 

w r i t e r wished t o say t h a t God c r e a t e d t h e w o r l d , and t h a t 

b e f o r e t h i s t h e r e was n o t h i n g , i t i s hard t o see why he 

did n o t say i t , and i n s t e a d used e x p r e s s i o n s w h i c h E i c h r o d t 

has t o admit ' i n v o l v e d t h e c o n s t a n t danger t h a t h i s 

d e s c r i p t i o n would be misu n d e r s t o o d t o i m p l y a p r e - e x i s t e n t • -. 4.*. . 438 p r i m a l m a t t e r ' . 

E i c h r o d t ' s m o t i v e f o r t h i s r a t i o n a l i s i n g approach 

t o t h e t e x t becomes c l e a r i n h i s s t a t e m e n t : ' I n t h i s way 

t h e concept o f c r e a t i o n was t h o u g h t o u t i n I s r a e l t o i t s 

l o g i c a l c o n c l u s i o n , and t h e d e i s t i c n o t i o n o f God as 

prima causa, i n c o r p o r a t e d i n t o t h e c h a i n o f cause and 

e f f e c t as one t e r m i n t h e pro c e s s , was n a t u r a l i z e d by t h e 

436 E2 p. 105. 4 3 7 E2 p. 106. 4 3 8 E2 p. 106. 
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s t r e s s on t h e a b s o l u t e freedom w i t h w h i c h God a c t s ' . 

The s t r e n g t h o f t h i s m o t i v e i n E i c h r o d t ' s e x e g e s i s , o r 

e i s e g e s i s , i s o n l y emphasised by t h e weakness o f t h e a r g u 

ment w h i c h f a i l s t o see t h a t deism and c r e a t i o ex n i h i l o 

a re p e r f e c t l y c o n s i s t e n t w i t h each o t h e r , and t h a t t h e 

r e j e c t i o n o f deism r e s t s on our u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f t h e 

n a t u r e o f God and not t h e manner i n w h i c h he b r o u g h t t h e 

w o r l d i n t o e x i s t e n c e . Indeed, t h e d o c t r i n e o f c r e a t i o 

ex n i h i l o perhaps more r e a d i l y l e n d s i t s e l f t o a d e i s t i c 

view o f God's r e l a t i o n s h i p t o t h e w o r l d t h a n t h e i d e a o f 

God becoming a c t i v e l y i n v o l v e d i n t h e m a n i p u l a t i o n o f 

p r e - e x i s t e n t elements. 

L a t e r , E i c h r o d t p o i n t s out t h a t f o r t h e I s r a e l i t e s t h e 

m a t e r i a l c h a r a c t e r o f n a t u r e d i d not i n i t s e l f g i v e r i s e 

t o i m p e r f e c t i o n . N o r m a l l y i n t h e a n c i e n t Near East, 

a c c o r d i n g t o E i c h r o d t , i m p e r f e c t i o n was a s c r i b e d t o m a t t e r , 
440 

but s i n c e God c r e a t e d m a t t e r i t must be good. The 

appeal t o t h e d i v i n e e s t i m a t e o f c r e a t e d t h i n g s as good, 

however, does n o t s u p p o r t E i c h r o d t ' s c o n t e n t i o n t h a t God 

c r e a t e d m a t t e r . No doubt what t h e p r i e s t l y w r i t e r had i n 

mind was t h e i m p e r f e c t i o n o f t h e w o r l d as we know i t , a g a i n s t 

w h i c h he wished t o a s s e r t t h e e n t i r e l y good w i l l and 

a b s o l u t e c r e a t i v e power o f God who can b r i n g t h i n g s i n t o 

e x i s t e n c e e x a c t l y i n accordance w i t h h i s good w i l l . I f 

t h i n g s have gone wrong, and t h e y have, t h i s i s t h e r e s u l t 

o f d e l i b e r a t e d i s o b e d i e n c e by Adam and Eve. 
I t i s p o s s i b l e , however, t o view m a t t e r as i t s e l f 

4 3 9 E2 p. 106. 4 4 0 E2 p. 108. 



- 282 -

n e i t h e r good nor bad, and t h i s seems t o be t h e idea i n 

th e p r i e s t l y account. Elsewhere i n t h e a n c i e n t Near 

East t h e elements o f chaos a r e d e p i c t e d as a c t i v e l y 

h o s t i l e t o t h e gods, and i n p a r t s o f t h e Old Testament 

a f o r c e h o s t i l e t o God and man i s r e f e r r e d t o : b u t f o r 

t h e p r i e s t s t h e elements are s i m p l y v a s t c h a o t i c f o r c e s 
441 

b r o u g h t under c o n t r o l by God. 

I n any case, t h e d i v i n e a p p r a i s a l o f p a r t i c u l a r 

a c t s o f c r e a t i o n and t h e n o f t h e whole does n o t concern 

m a t t e r . I t i s s t a t e d o f t h e l i g h t , w h i c h i s c r e a t e d 

d i r e c t l y by God; o f t h e s e p a r a t i n g o f t h e lowe r w a t e r s 

i n t o seas and t h e appearance o f t h e e a r t h , and perhaps 

a l s o o f t h e making o f t h e firmament and t h e p a r t i n g o f 

t h e w a t e r s i n t o upper and l o w e r ; t h e appearance o f 

v e g e t a t i o n ; t h e manufacture o f t h e c e l e s t i a l b o d i e s ; t h e 

c r e a t i o n o f f i s h and f o w l ; t h e making o f a n i m a l s ; and 

f i n a l l y o f t h e whole arrangement and w o r k i n g o f t h e cosmos. 

I t i s n o t s t a t e d o f mankind, p r o b a b l y because man was made 

Cf. W i l l i a m R. Lane, THE INITIATION OF CREATION, VT 1963, 
pp. 63-73. Lane does n o t b e l i e v e t h a t c o n s i d e r a t i o n s o f 
s y n t a x can prove e i t h e r t h a t Genesis 1:1 i s a complete 
sentence, o r a t e m p o r a l c l a u s e ; and he r e j e c t s t h e 
i d e a t h a t i s a t h e o l o g i c a l term f o r c r e a t i o ex 
n i h i l o ( p . 6 9 ) . He argues t h a t DJV~H i n v e r s e 2 i s 
a p l u p e r f e c t s p e c i f i c a l l y t o draw a t t e n t i o n t o t h e 
f a c t t h a t t h e s t a t e d e s c r i b e d i n v e r s e 2 i s one t h a t 
had e x i s t e d p r e v i o u s t o t h e a c t i o n o f e i t h e r v e r s e 1 
o r v e r s e 3 ( p . 7 1 ) . For Lane, v e r s e 2 i s a p a r e n t h e t 
i c a l n o t e , r e g a r d l e s s o f whether v e r s e 1 i s an indepen
dent sentence o r n o t (pp. 70-72). The P r i e s t l y w r i t e r 
presupposes t h e e x i s t e n c e o f m a t e r i a l w h i c h was 
t r a n s f o r m e d by c r e a t i o n , and t h e q u e s t i o n o f t h e 
o r i g i n o f m a t t e r was one wh i c h he d i d n o t t r y t o 
answer.(pp. 72-73). 
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i n t h e image o f God and such a c r e a t i o n c o u l d n o t be 

o t h e r w i s e t h a n good. 

ADDITIONAL NOTE ( i i ) f l ' } 

When we c o n s i d e r t h e way i n which God accomplishes 

h i s w i l l i n t h e w o r l d , E i c h r o d t b e l i e v e s t h e concept o f 

[~I -1 I t o be o f e s p e c i a l i m p o r t a n c e . By s e e i n g t h e 

whole w o r l d as dependent on God's s p i r i t o r b r e a t h , 

p o l y t h e i s m c o u l d be r e j e c t e d , w h i l e a t t h e same t i m e 

deism o r pantheism were a l s o a v o i d e d . An i n t i m a t e l i n k 

i s formed w i t h t h e one God, t o whom e v e r y t h i n g i s u t t e r l y 

s u b o r d i n a t e d . The s o v e r e i g n t y o f God over n a t u r a l 

f o r c e s i s a l s o emphasised by t h e a s s o c i a t i o n o f t h e 
442 

s p i r i t o f l i f e w i t h t h e c r e a t i v e word o f God. 

Al t h o u g h E i c h r o d t does n o t say so we may i n f e r 

from t h i s t h a t t h e dependence o f a g i v e n c r e a t u r e on 

the s p i r i t i m p l a n t e d by God means e i t h e r t h a t t h e c r e a t u r e 

i s t h e r e b y d i r e c t l y c o n t r o l l e d by God, o r t h a t t h e 

c r e a t u r e i s g i v e n a d i s t i n c t l i f e o v e r w h i c h i t has a t 

l e a s t some c o n t r o l . The g i f t o f t h e d i v i n e s p i r i t 

e i t h e r i m p l i e s t o t a l s u b o r d i n a t i o n t o God's w i l l , o r 

i t i m p l i e s some degree o f freedom. 

E i c h r o d t c o n t i n u e s by s a y i n g t h a t d i v i n e power i s 

w i t h i n man, b u t i s t o be s h a r p l y d i s t i n g u i s h e d from t h e 

i n d i v i d u a l human s p i r i t w h i c h i s a l s o sometimes denoted 

by n^~^« The d i v i n e power i s s u b j e c t o n l y t o God's 
. 443 r u l e . 

We may now add t h a t t h i s i m p l i e s some independence 

E2 pp. 46-50. E2 p. 48. 
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ofman's s p i r i t , i . e . h i s f e e l i n g s , t h o u g h t and w i l l . 

The sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between t h e d i v i n e n)"^\ and 
r - i \ -> 444 t h e human f i l l i s r e p e a t e d by E i c h r o d t . He p o i n t s 

o u t , however, t h a t t h e te r m n̂ ~1 d i d sometimes r e f e r 

t o t h e v i t a l energy a man f e e l s w i t h i n h i m s e l f ; and from 

E z e k i e l on I ~ ) ) ~*\ sometimes r e f e r s t o t h e human mind o r 

d i s p o s i t i o n . I n t h i s case t h e c h i e f r e f e r e n c e i s t o man's 

h i g h e r s p i r i t u a l f u n c t i o n s : m o r a l q u a l i t i e s o r aims o r 
445 

d i r e c t r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h God. 

E i c h r o d t goes on t o say, ' I t i s c l e a r t h a t t h e 

s p i r i t i s here l o s i n g t h e c h a r a c t e r o f an independent 

s u p r - i n d i v i d u a l f o r c e , and i s b e i n g c o m p l e t e l y i n c o r p o r a t e d 

i n t o t h e p s y c h i c l i f e o f Man. N e v e r t h e l e s s i t s o r i g i n a l 

n a t u r e c o n t i n u e s t o have t h i s much e f f e c t , t h a t i t 

d e s i g n a t e s p r i m a r i l y t h e h i g h e r l e v e l o f Man's i n t e r i o r 
.._ , 446 l i f e ' . 

T h i s s t a t e m e n t i s h a r d t o u n d e r s t a n d . E i c h r o d t has 

d i s t i n g u i s h e d two uses o f 1""̂ "̂  > t h e one q u i t e s e p a r a t e 

from t h e o t h e r . He has t h e n o u t l i n e d what he b e l i e v e s t o 

be a development i n t h e meaning o f one o f these uses, 

i . e . t h e r e f e r e n c e t o t h e human s p i r i t ; b u t i n t h e 

statement j u s t quoted he seems t o be a s s e r t i n g something 

o f t h e o t h e r use, i . e . t h e d i v i n e s p i r i t . I n so f a r as 

ni""~l r e f e r s t o 'an in d e p e n d e n t s u p r a - i n d i v i d u a l f o r c e ' , 

i t has n o t h i n g t o do w i t h f~n ""V» man's i n n e r f e e l i n g , 

s t r e n g t h o r mind. E i c h r o d t seems t o be g u i l t y o f a 

c o n f u s i o n a g a i n s t which he has i s s u e d a repeated and 

444 445 446 E2 p. 131. H H 3 E2 pp. 131-133. H W E2 p. 133. 



- 285 -

emphatic w a r n i n g . T h i s i s n o t w i t h o u t i m p o r t a n c e f o r 

d e c i d i n g between t h e a l t e r n a t i v e i m p l i c a t i o n s o f f l ^ , 

t h e d i v i n e s p i r i t o r b r e a t h , mentioned e a r l i e r . 

The b u l k o f E i c h r o d t ' s d i s c u s s i o n suggests t h a t t h e 

i n f l u x o f d i v i n e l"71 "1 » s p i r i t , wind o r b r e a t h , g i v e s 

a c r e a t u r e l i f e ; i n f a c t , b r i n g s t h e c r e a t u r e i n t o 

e x i s t e n c e . Once e x i s t i n g , t h e human c r e a t u r e a t l e a s t 

has i t s own I~l) "~\ » i t s own f e e l i n g s and w i l l - p o w e r , and 

t h i s i s indeed t h e p e r s o n a l i t y o r s e l f , w i t h i t s own 

independence d e s p i t e t h e f a c t t h a t God sometimes a c t s 

on i t f o r b e t t e r o r worse. The d i v i n e riV~^ i s , as i t 

were, t h e b a s i s upon w h i c h t h e human i s founded, and 

t h e human F l\ ~1 has a c e r t a i n independence f o r as l o n g 

as t h e human b e i n g e x i s t s . 

T h i s m i g h t appear t o be c o n t r a d i c t e d by Job 27:3, 

where we read 

'For even y e t my b r e a t h i s i n me and t h e s p i r i t 

o f God i s i n my n o s t r i l s ' . 

There i s here a c l e a r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f human b r e a t h 

and d i v i n e s p i r i t o r b r e a t h . E i c h r o d t ' s s t a t e m e n t t h a t 

human b r e a t h may be regarded as an e f f e c t o f t h e d i v i n e 

b r e a t h o f l i f e i s s u r e l y wrong. The b r e a t h i n c r e a t u r e s 

i s p a r t o f God's own b e i n g w h i c h f o r a t i m e he shares 

w i t h them. The d i v i n e b r e a t h and o u r s a r e t h e same. 

There i s , however, no s u g g e s t i o n i n any use o f 

r~M"^ t h a t God does man's b r e a t h i n g f o r him. B r e a t h 

belongs t o God and t h e r e f o r e may be g i v e n o r withd r a w n 

by him, b u t an a c t i v e moment t o moment c o n t r o l i s 
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nowhere s t a t e d o r i m p l i e d . 

I n Genesis 2:7 Yahweh p u f f s i n t o man's n o s t r i l s 

t h e b r e a t h o f l i f e . l~] ̂  i s n o t mentioned, b u t 

O ^ ^ n JiDCj'J i s t a k e n by E i c h r o d t t o be e q u i v a l e n t t o 

n—TO n-^ . 
Cf. Job 33:4. 

: ~l^nn ^nj)uy 3 x - n n 
• •• — : — — — : • : -* JCV T — 

The passages i n Genesis and t h i s one i n Job i n 

themselves s i m p l y a s s e r t t h e f a c t t h a t l i f e i s bestowed 

by God. 
ADDITIONAL NOTE ( i i i ) . Wisdom 

E i c h r o d t t h i n k s o f wisdom as t h e p r i n c i p l e o f cosmic 

o r d e r . At f i r s t wisdom i n d i c a t e d s k i l l i n p r a c t i c a l 

a f f a i r s , b u t i t came t o i n d i c a t e a l s o 'THE PURPOSE AND 

ORDER DISCERNIBLE IN THE COSMOS', t h e s e b e i n g looked 

upon as t h e e f f e c t s o f wisdom. A c c o r d i n g t o E i c h r o d t , 

Job 28 expresses t h e i d e a o f t h e d i v i n e wisdom s t a n d i n g 

b e f o r e God 'as a p a t t e r n o f t h a t w h i c h was t o be c r e a t e d ' 
. . 448 and t h e r e f o r e d e t e r m i n i n g t h e n a t u r a l o r d e r . 

E i c h r o d t b e l i e v e s t h a t P r o verbs 8 speaks o f wisdom 

i n v e r y much t h e same way. 'Here t o o , t h e r e f o r e , wisdom 

i s t h e cosmic t h o u g h t , p r o c e e d i n g f r o m God, c r e a t i v e l y 

o r g a n i z i n g and a c t i n g , and an o b j e c t i v e r e a l i t y even t o 

God h i m s e l f . Henceforward t h i s c o n n e c t i o n w i t h t h e 

c r e a t i o n and s u s t a i n i n g o f a l l t h i n g s was i n s e p a r a b l e from 
449 

wisdom'. 

4 4 7 Cf. C.A. B r i g g s , THE USE OF [\'\~\ I N THE OLD TESTAMENT. 
JBL V o l . 19, 1900, pp. 132-145. 

4 4 8 E2 p. 83. 4 4 9 E2 p. 85. 
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T h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f Job 28 appears n o t t o be 

j u s t i f i e d . The sense seems t o be t h a t men can achi e v e 

much i n t h e a c q u i s i t i o n o f m a t e r i a l w e a l t h , b u t wisdom i s 

not t o be found by t h e a p p l i c a t i o n o f human s k i l l ; and 

we may note i n p a s s i n g t h a t i t i s assumed i n t h i s c h a p t e r 

t h a t t h e r e a r e c e r t a i n n a t u r a l p cesses o f w h i c h man 

can t a k e advantage i n t h e p r o d u c t i o n o f p r e c i o u s m e t a l s 

and s t o n e s . Nor can wisdom be o b t a i n e d i n r e t u r n f o r 

human r i c h e s . God alone knows wisdom, and man t h e r e f o r e 

f i n d s wisdom i n r e v e r e n c i n g God and obeying h i s w i l l . 

T h i s i s t h e same message as Genesis 3. 

When i t i s a s s e r t e d t h a t God knows where wisdom i s 

t o be found t h i s i s a p o e t i c analogy f o r man's sea r c h 

f o r g o l d and so on. Men can search o u t v a l u a b l e m i n e r a l s 

i n t h e e a r t h ; but t h e a c t u a l e s t a b l i s h m e n t o f t h e e a r t h 

r e q u i r e d an u n d e r s t a n d i n g and s k i l l o f an a l t o g e t h e r 

d i f f e r e n t o r d e r . I t i s o n l y t o t h a t u n d e r s t a n d i n g t h a t 

wisdom i s known, and man can no more f i n d wisdom t h a n 

he can c r e a t e a u n i v e r s e . 

I t may be reasonable t o i n f e r from t h i s t h a t t h e 

cosmos r e v e a l s God's wisdom, b u t v e r s e s 23-27 c o n t a i n 

o n l y p o e t i c e x p r e s s i o n s o f God's c o n t r o l over n a t u r e ; and 

w h i l e t h e y emphasise t h i s d i v i n e c o n t r o l t h e y cannot 

be t a k e n t o express more t h a n t h a t . N e v e r t h e l e s s , i t 

might have been d i f f i c u l t f o r a poet who b e l i e v e d t h a t 

God was t h e d i r e c t cause o f a l l n a t u r a l e vents t o have 

expressed h i m s e l f i n t h i s way. 

Proverbs 8:22-36 i s p o e t i c , and E i c h r o d t seems t o 

pre s s t h e d e t a i l s o f t h e imagery t o o f a r . The w r i t e r , 

l i k e t h e a u t h o r o f Job 28, emphasises t h a t wisdom i s 

th e p o s s e s s i o n o f God; and he t h e r e f o r e concludes t h a t 
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becoming wi s e b r i n g s a man c l o s e t o God. I n Job 28 one 

ga i n s wisdom by submission t o God. I n Proverbs 8 one 

draws c l o s e t o God by s u b m i t t i n g t o wisdom. 
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Se c t i o n C. G. von Rad 

11. THE HEBREW VIEW OF NATURE AND THE WORLD 

This c r i t i q u e i s based c h i e f l y on what von Rad 
450 

says i n h i s book, Wisdom i n I s r a e l . Von Rad's remarks 

about t h e Hebrew v i e w o f n a t u r e a r e s e t i n t h e c o n t e x t 

o f a s s e r t i o n s about how t h e Hebrews loo k e d a t t h e w o r l d 

as a whole, i n c l u d i n g t h e a f f a i r s o f men; and t h i s w i d e r 

c o n t e x t i s indeed d i r e c t l y r e l e v a n t t o a c r i t i q u e o f 

t h e more s p e c i f i c remarks about n a t u r e . 
Von Rad's Thesis 

Men r e f l e c t upon t h e e v e n t s o f t h e e x t e r n a l w o r l d 

and t h i s makes them p a r t o f human e x p e r i e n c e . T h i s 

e x p e r i e n c e l e a d s t o g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s w h i c h h e l p towards 

a p r o p e r adjustment t o th e e x t e r n a l w o r l d . These 

g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s a r e expressed i n p r o v e r b s and o t h e r k i n d s 

o f s a y i n g s , w h i c h a r e g a t h e r e d e v e n t u a l l y i n t o w r i t i n g s 

and t h e s e w r i t i n g s have come t o be c a l l e d 'wisdom 

l i t e r a t u r e ' . 

I s r a e l was no e x c e p t i o n t o t h i s r u l e and t h e r e i s 

a s i m i l a r i t y between her wisdom l i t e r a t u r e and t h a t o f 

o t h e r n a t i o n s , w h i c h i s o n l y t o be expected. But t h e r e 

i s a s u r p r i s i n g d i f f e r e n c e as w e l l because 'many o f t h e 

most ele m e n t a r y e x p e r i e n c e s 'were s e t ' i n a q u i t e s p e c i f i c 

s p i r i t u a l and r e l i g i o u s c o n t e x t o f understanding.'. 

T h i s l e a d s t o t h e q u e s t i o n as t o whether o r not 

r e a l i t y was t h e same f o r I s r a e l and t h e o t h e r n a t i o n s . 

Can we r e a l l y suppose t h a t t h e w o r l d appeared d i f f e r e n t l y 

G. von Rad, WISDOM IN ISRAEL, London 1972. 
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t o t h e men o f I s r a e l from t h e way i t appeared t o t h e 
451 

men o f o t h e r n a t i o n s ? 

I n d e s c r i b i n g t h e Hebrew u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f r e a l i t y , 

von Rad i s c a u t i o u s about t h e use o f modern terms and 

ph r a s e o l o g y , and i n s i s t s on t h e need t o a n a l y s e such 
452 . . . usage. I t i s a l s o p o s s i b l e t h a t t h e t e r m 'wisdom' i s 

more o f a h i n d r a n c e t h a n a h e l p , s i n c e i t i s vague and 

perhaps suggests t h e e x i s t e n c e o f something, say, an 
453 

i n t e l l e c t u a l movement, w h i c h d i d n o t e x i s t . 

Modern s c h o l a r s d i s c o v e r e d t h a t m a t e r i a l l i k e t h a t 

found i n t h e Book o f Proverbs was t o be found elsewhere i n 

th e a n c i e n t Near East, i n v e r y a n c i e n t t e x t s . T h i s meant 

t h a t 'Proverbs' o r p a r t s o f i t m i g h t w e l l be much o l d e r 

t h a n h i t h e r t o supposed. I t a l s o r a i s e d t h e q u e s t i o n how 

t h i s I s r a e l i t e wisdom, so o f t e n s i m i l a r t o t h a t o f o t h e r 

n a t i o n s , was r e l a t e d t o Y a h w i s t i c f a i t h . Much o f t h e 

wisdom c o u l d be understood q u i t e i n d e p e n d e n t l y o f any 

f a i t h i n God, and t h i s f a c t , t o g e t h e r w i t h t h e l i n k s 

w i t h f o r e i g n wisdom t e a c h i n g , suggested t o some t h a t 

t h e b i b l i c a l wisdom was a f o r e i g n element added t o f a i t h 

i n Yahweh. A p r o p e r s o l u t i o n t o t h e problem can o n l y 

be reached by a determined e f f o r t t o l e t t h e b i b l i c a l 

t e x t s speak f o r themselves, so t h a t we can come t o 
454 

gr a s p I s r a e l ' s p e r c e p t i o n s o f r e a l i t y . Nor must 

we be m i s l e d by modern a b s t r a c t i o n s which were not used 

by I s r a e l as we use them. I n c l u d e d among th e s e a b s t r a c t 
455 

terms w h i c h m i g h t m i s l e a d us i s t h e t e r m ' n a t u r e ' . 

4 5 1 Wl PP. 3-5. 4 5 2 Wl pp. 6-7. 4 5 3 Wl pp. 7-8. 
454 45S 

Wl pp. 9-10. H=>=> Wl pp. 13-14. 
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I n c h a p t e r IV o f h i s book, von Rad p o i n t s o u t t h a t 

knowledge, wisdom, i s r e p r e s e n t e d i n l a t e r Old Testament 

t e x t s as t h e g i f t o f God. Hard t h o u g h t was necessary 

i n d e a l i n g w i t h p r o f o u n d problems, b u t such t h o u g h t was 

made p o s s i b l e by d i v i n e i m p u l s e . 4 ^ 

When we t u r n t o t h e o l d e r sentence wisdom such as 

i s found i n Proverbs 10-29, we d i s c o v e r t h a t t h e a c q u i 

s i t i o n o f wisdom i s a p u r e l y human a c t i v i t y . T h i s i s 

i n c o n t r a s t t o t h e l a t e r wisdom a l r e a d y mentioned, and 

a l s o 'the s p i r i t u a l i t y o f t h e p r e - m o n a r c h i c a l p e r i o d , 
457 

even o f t h e p e r i o d o f S a u l ' . The u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f 

r e a l i t y i n t h i s e a r l y p e r i o d m i g h t be c a l l e d , f o l l o w i n g 

M a r t i n Buber, pan s a c r a l i s m . Every d e c i s i v e event i s 

br o u g h t i n t o a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h t h e s a c r a l and r i t u a l , as, 
f o r example, i n t h e n a r r a t i v e o f Saul's d e f e a t o f t h e 

. . . 458 
P h i l i s t i n e s . Only two g e n e r a t i o n s l a t e r we f i n d 
o u r s e l v e s i n a q u i t e d i f f e r e n t w o r l d , as i s i l l u s t r a t e d 

459 
by t h e Succession N a r r a t i v e . Here, events f o l l o w one 

an o t h e r i n a c a u s a l c h a i n o f w h i c h t h e l i n k s are human 

aims, f e e l i n g s , d e c i s i o n s , a l t h o u g h t h e r e i s some 

u l t i m a t e c o n t r o l by Yahweh. 

Von Rad b e l i e v e s t h a t between t h e s e two p e r i o d s 

t h e r e must have been a g r e a t i n t e l l e c t u a l u p h e a v a l . The 

o l d e r wisdom sayaings r e f l e c t t h i s acknowledgement o f t h e 

i n h e r e n t d e t e r m i n i s m o f events i n human l i f e ; y e t f a i t h 

4 5 6 Wl pp. 54-57. Cf. Job 32:6-11, 18-20; 4:12-17. 
457 458 

Wl p. 58. 3 I Samuel 13-14. 459 I I Samuel 16-1 Kings 2. 
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i n the o v e r - a l l power of Yahweh i s not broken. 'The 

idea of l i f e completely embedded i n s a c r a l ordinances 

has gone. But t h i s has by no means a f f e c t e d f a i t h i n 

Yahweh'. 4 6 0 

We can be s e r i o u s l y misled by our own d i s t i n c t i o n s 

between f a i t h and thought, reason and r e v e l a t i o n , which 

have led some to i n f e r from the preponderance of w o r l d l y 

sentences i n the old p r o v e r b i a l wisdom that a c e r t a i n 

r a t i o n a l i t y e x i s t e d independently o f f a i t h : but t h i s i s 

to forget t h a t f o r I s r a e l there was only one world 

of experience, and ' r a t i o n a l perceptions and r e l i g i o u s 
461 

perceptions were not d i f f e r e n t i a t e d ' . The s o - c a l l e d 

s e c u l a r sentences must be understood i n the context of 

an outlook which saw the orders manifest i n the world 

as e s t a b l i s h e d by God. 'The experiences of the world 

were for her always d i v i n e experiences as w e l l , and the 

experiences of God were f o r her experiences of the world. 

I t has been r i g h t l y s a i d t h a t i n a l l knowledge f a i t h i s at 

w o r k ' . 4 6 2 

Wisdom, t h e r e f o r e , i n v o l v e s c o r r e c t moral judgement 

and d i s c i p l i n e , and t h i s i s c l o s e l y r e l a t e d to f a i t h i n 

Yahweh. The f o o l , t h e r e f o r e , i s the one who l a c k s moral 

perception and d i s c i p l i n e , and who a l s o r e j e c t s God. 

Von Rad goes on to s t r e s s the importance of the 

f e a r of the Lord f o r the wisdom t e a c h e r s . T h i s i s the 

Wl p. 60. Cf. THE PROBLEM OF THE HEXATEUCH AND OTHER 
ESSAYS, Edinburgh, 1966, pp. 166-204; GENESIS, London 
1961, pp. 27-30; OLD TESTAMENT THEOLOGY, Vol. 1. 
Edinburgh 1962, pp. 311-317. 

4 6 1 Wl p. 61. 4 6 2 Wl p. 62. 
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e s s e n t i a l p r e r e q u i s i t e of r e a l wisdom. e f f e c t i v e 

knowledge about God i s the only thing that puts a man 

i n t o a r i g h t r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h the o b j e c t s of h i s 

perception, that enables him to ask questions more 

p e r t i n e n t l y , to take stock of r e l a t i o n s h i p s more e f f e c t 

i v e l y and g e n e r a l l y to have a b e t t e r awareness of 
. 463 circumstances'. 

The statement about the f e a r of the Lord i s not 

j u s t another d i s t i n c t saying, but an a s s e r t i o n of p r i n 

c i p l e which i s r e f l e c t e d i n a l l of the sayin g s . The 

sayings i n Proverbs 1-9 and i n Job and S i r a c h , are more 

t h e o l o g i c a l : but they s t i l l appeal to experience, and 

deny by i m p l i c a t i o n our modern opposition of f a i t h and 

knowledge. This i s because f o r I s r a e l 'there was only 

a s i n g l e , u n i f i e d world of experience', and t h e o l o g i c a l 

r e f l e c t i o n s t a r t e d from an examination of r e a i i t y , 
464 

•understood i n i t s Old Testament sense'. 

The d i f f e r e n c e between the Old Testament conception 

of r e a l i t y and ours i s i l l u s t r a t e d by the f a c t t h a t we 

use a b s t r a c t i o n s to denote o b j e c t s ofkknowledge: l i f e , 

nature, the world. I s r a e l was not aware of such e n t i t i e s , 

and t h i s can e a s i l y be i l l u s t r a t e d i n the case of nature, 

a concept which i s e s s e n t i a l to us, 'but of which I s r a e l 

was q u i t e d e f i n i t e l y unaware. Indeed, i f we use the term 

i n the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Old Testament t e x t s , then we 

f a l s i f y something that was q u i t e s p e c i f i c to I s r a e l ' s 

view'. 465 

463 Wl pp. 67-68. 464 Wl p. 70. 465 Wl p. 71. 
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L a t e r i n h i s book, von Rad warns a g a i n s t confusing 

the modern outlook on nature and that of the ancient 

I s r a e l i t e s . He r e f e r s t o 'the phenomenon of " s c i e n c e 

by l i s t s " which was widespread i n the ancient Near E a s t ' . 

Also he says, 'the t e r s e l y expressed d e s c r i p t i o n of the 

events of c r e a t i o n i n Genesis 1 i s based on a widely 

r a m i f i e d knowledge of nature which was to be found 
466 

expounded i n t e x t s of the " s c i e n c e by l i s t s " type'. 

But once again, the use of the term ' s c i e n c e ' i s misleading. 

In so f a r as observation and c l a s s i f i c a t i o n are an 

e s s e n t i a l p a r t of Natural Science, l i s t s of phenomena 

i n ancient l i t e r a t u r e are ' s c i e n t i f i c * . And yet t h e r e 

i s a great deal more to s c i e n c e than t h i s , and the 

t h i n k i n g of the p r e - S o c r a t i c philosophers went f a r 

beyond t h i s . 

According to von Rad, ' ... modern man p u z z l e s to 

a g r e a t e r extent over the i r r e g u l a r i t i e s which he i s 

unable to f i t i n t o the general p a t t e r n . The a n c i e n t s , 

on the other hand, were amazed i f , i n the confusion of 

d a i l y events inherent laws could n e v e r t h e l e s s be 
^. 467 d i s c e r n e d ' . 

Comment 

Although von Rad b e l i e v e s t h a t the use of the term 

'nature' i n the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Old Testament t e x t s 

w i l l f a l s i f y I s r a e l ' s view, he does not use as evidence 

f o r t h i s a s s e r t i o n the absence of a Hebrew word f o r 

nature; and i n speaking of another matter he s t a t e s , 'When 

4 6 6 Wl p. 123. 4 6 7 Wl p. 127, 
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she spoke of mystery - again the language l a c k s the term 
'468 

but not the ob j e c t He does, however, overlook 

the f a c t t h at t h e r e are often used i n the Old Testament 

phrases which are equivalent or almost equivalent to our 

term 'nature'. A few of these w i l l be r e f e r r e d to i n 

connection w i t h work of H. W. Robinson, along with other 

passages which assume a concept of nature and comment 

on v a r i o u s a s p e c t s of i t . 

Also, the forced c h a r a c t e r of von Rad's argument 

i s revealed i n a statement which r e f e r s to Job l l : 8 f . 

'The "four-part comprehensive formula", heaven, underworld, 

land and sea ... does not conceive the idea of the 
469 

"whole" but simply adds together the d i f f e r e n t a r e a s ' . 

T h i s i s absurd, j u s t as a s i m i l a r comment on Psalm 139:7-12 

would be. His note at the end of chapter I concerning the 

misleading nature of the a b s t r a c t term 'nature' i s merely 

obscure: 'One can say, i n q u i t e general terms, that 

she always used c e r t a i n a b s t r a c t terms, but th a t she 

never reached the point of turning these i n t o broad 

a b s t r a c t i o n s ' . 

Elsewhere he l i k e w i s e r e v e a l s some embarrassment over 

the f a c t t h a t sometimes events are spoken of as caused 

by God, and at other times as i f they were the 'function

ing of a n e u t r a l order. But i n the case of a c i r c l e of 

ideas of such general d i s t r i b u t i o n , we simply cannot 
470 

reckon with a s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t range of exp r e s s i o n s ' . 

468 Wl p. 73. 469 Wl p. 72, f t . 470 Wl pp. 133-134, f t , 
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What does von Rad intend to convey by such a vague 

statement apart from the u n w i l l i n g and unintended 

admission that there i s much i n the Old Testament t e x t 

which c o n t r a d i c t s h i s t h e s i s ? His statement, al r e a d y 

quoted, concerning the confused nature of d a i l y events 

for the a n c i e n t s , i s on a par with the a s s e r t i o n of 

Mowinckel and Wheeler Robinson t h a t f o r the ancient 

I s r a e l i t e everything was p o s s i b l e , and is> open to the 

same obvious o b j e c t i o n . 

Von Rad t r i e s to j u s t i f y h i s a s s e r t i o n concerning 

I s r a e l ' s l a c k of a concept of nature by c o n t r a s t i n g 

I s r a e l ' s view with that of the Ionians, 'who are known 

to have been concerned w i t h the p r i n c i p l e s of the world 
471 

as a t o t a l i t y ' . That t h e r e i s a d i f f e r e n c e between 

the teaching of the Ionians and that of any w r i t e r i n 

the Old Testament w i l l r e a d i l y be agreed; but the d i f f 

erence does not l i e i n the f a c t t h at the I o n i a n s had 

a concept of the t o t a l i t y of nature, while I s r a e l lacked 

i t . The d i f f e r e n c e l i e s i n the f a c t that the Ionians 

r a i s e d and t r i e d to answer questions about the perceived 

world of change and how t h i s could a r i s e out of some 
472 

permanent substance: questions which were taken up 

and handed on by other p r e - S o c r a t i c s and culminated i n 

P l a t o ' s attempt to define the permanent o b j e c t s of 

knowledge and the changing o b j e c t s of ' b e l i e f , and t h e i r 

4 7 1 Wl p. 71. 
472 

See e.g. J . Burnet, GREEK PHILOSOPHY. London 1914 
( r e p r i n t 1950) p. 27, c f . p. 105; F.M. Cornford, 
PLATO'S COSMOLOGY. London 1937, p. 178; K. Freeman, 
THE PRE-SOCRATIC PHILOSOPHERS, 2nd ed. Oxford 1949, 
pp. 52, 56-58, 65-68. 
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r e l a t i o n s h i p . There i s no evidence of any such 

e n t e r p r i s e i n ancie n t I s r a e l , not because I s r a e l i t e s 

were unaware of nature and i t s complex mixture of the 

expected and unexpected, but simply because the question 

of the true nature of r e a l i t y and the attempt to answer 

i t by r a t i o n a l r e f l e c t i o n and experiment seems never to 

have occurred to them. 

No doubt a t t h i s point we touch on a genuine 

r e l i g i o u s d i f f e r e n c e . For example, Amos and Empedokles 

were both r e l i g i o u s men: but i t i s hard to conceive 

of Amos s p e c u l a t i n g about the workings of nature i n the 

manner of Empedokles because f o r Amos there i s one God 

whose c o n t r o l over a l l n a t u r a l phenomena i s an assumed 

c e r t a i n t y ; and th e r e f o r e s p e c u l a t i o n would have been 
473 

p o i n t l e s s and perhaps blasphemous. Also, f o r Amos 

the r e were more important matters on which to speak. 

To say, however, that Amos had no concept of nature i s 

absurd. 

The Ionian philosophers, and other p r e - S o c r a t i c s , 

were i n e v i t a b l y concerned w i t h nature as a whole, but 

one does not have to share the p h i l o s o p h i c - c u m - s c i e n t i f i c 

aim in,order to possess a concept of nature; and without 

going as f a r a f i e l d as I s r a e l , there were no doubt many 

Greeks who had a concept of nature without being i n any 

way i n t e r e s t e d i n the s p e c u l a t i o n s of the p h i l o s o p h i c a l ; 

and when i n t e r e s t was manifested by the population i t 

appears to have been f r e q u e n t l y h o s t i l e or d e r i s o r y . 

Von Rad's f e a r seems to be that the use of the 

term 'nature' to de s c r i b e the I s r a e l i t e view of the 

world w i l l mean reading i n t o i t an i n t e l l e c t u a l s c i e n t i f i c 
4 7 3 For Empedokles, See G. Ph. pp. 71-75; PSP pp. 172-203. 
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s p e c u l a t i o n of the type to be found among the ancient 

philosophers or modern s c i e n t i s t s . L i k e Wheeler 

Robinson he counters by a t t r i b u t i n g to I s r a e l i t e prophets 

and t h i n k e r s a view of God's r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h the world 

which i s at best a c a r i c a t u r e and at worst a complete 

d i s t o r t i o n . 

Turning to the wider context i n which we f i n d von 

Rad's statements about the I s r a e l i t e view of nature, one 

cannot help but f e e l t h a t he i s moved by a determination 

to put aside a l l modern i n f l u e n c e s i n our attempt to 

understand I s r a e l , and to emphasise the p e c u l i a r i t y and 

d i s t i n c t q u a l i t y of I s r a e l ' s outlook. T h i s l e a d s to 

exaggerated statements about I s r a e l ' s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of 

Yahweh and the world of which even von Rad himself 

bet r a y s awareness. 'Again, the expressions "experience 

of Yahweh" and "experience of the world" perhaps did not 

e n t i r e l y coincide, otherwise the statements i n the 

sentences could simply have been interchanged. But t h a t 

was never attempted'. 

T h i s admission, however, i s f a t a l to h i s p o s i t i o n . 

The idea t h a t there i s some problem i n r e l a t i n g f a i t h 

i n Yahweh to sayings about worldly experience i s destroyed 

i f t h e re i s i d e n t i t y between r e l i g i o u s and s e c u l a r 

knowledge and b e l i e f ; but i f t h i s i d e n t i t y i s denied, then 

we have two d i s t i n c t k i n d s of knowledge. They may be 

i n t i m a t e l y r e l a t e d : but then, on the other hand, they 

may not, and t h i s may vary i n d i f f e r i n g degrees from one 

i n d i v i d u a l to another. I f we glance at a c t u a l sayings 

i n Proverbs 10, f o r example, i t i s immediately obvious 

that some of them could merely express t h a t mixture of 
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c o l l e c t i v e experience and m o r a l i s i n g which c h a r a c t e r i s e s 

a l l proverbs, and not i n v o l v e f a i t h i n Yahweh at a l l . 

'A s l a c k hand causes poverty, but the hand of the d i l i g e n t 

makes r i c h . A son who gathers i n summer i s prudent, but 
474 

a son who s l e e p s i n harvest brings shame'. (RSV) 

Von Rad recognises t h i s , but s h r i n k s from imposing 

on the I s r a e l i t e outlook some modern dichotomy such as 

t h a t between f a i t h and reason. The only way he can avoid 

t h i s i s by i n s i s t i n g on an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of the world 

and God which he i s then compelled to admit i s not 

c o r r e c t ; and, indeed, s c a r c e l y makes sense. 

His next step i s to see i n wisdom sayings a 

r e c o g n i t i o n of p a t t e r n s i n the world, which was always 

i n I s r a e l l i n k e d with r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t these p a t t e r n s 

are e s t a b l i s h e d by God. This a s s e r t i o n r e q u i r e s the 

support of c l e a r evidence, and t h i s i s not forthcoming. 

To what extent were k i n g s l i k e Omri and Ahab, or Jeroboam I I 

and Hezekiah, moved by such a f a i t h i n t h e i r p o l i t i c a l 

and m i l i t a r y c a l c u l a t i o n s ? The experiences of Michaiah 

and E l i j a h , Amos and I s a i a h suggest t h a t the outlook of 

these kings, and no doubt that of t h e i r s u b j e c t s , was 

more complex. 

What are the p a t t e r n s or orders which God has 

e s t a b l i s h e d ? Job, E c c l e s i a s t e s and c e r t a i n Psalms r a i s e 

s e r i o u s doubts about the e x i s t e n c e of such orders and 

t h e i r supposed dependence on the w i l l of God. The Book 

of Job, for a l l i t s t a l k of God, i s an expression of 

474 A c vv. 4, 5. 
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agonised bewilderment i n the face of meaningless s u f f e r i n g , 

and the Preacher f i n d s ample evidence at hand to support 

h i s contention t h a t a l l i s v a n i t y . Whatever hope and 

f a i t h i s expressed i n such Psalms as 7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 

and 137, i t takes l i t t l e or no imagination to see i n them 

f e a r bordering on d e s p a i r and a d i s i l l u s i o n m e n t which 

would not be p o s s i b l e i n a world where d i v i n e order 

presented f o r immediate perception undeniable evidence 

of God's w i l l and nature. 

Are we to suppose t h a t such questioning arose only 

l a t e i n Old Testament h i s t o r y ? This seems improbable i n 

i t s e l f , and i s made very u n l i k e l y by the e x i s t e n c e of 

s i m i l a r questioning i n much ol d e r ancient Near E a s t e r n 

l i t e r a t u r e . These questionings by no means completely 

i n v a l i d a t e the common sense and p r u d e n t i a l g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s 

based on experience, but they do i n v a l i d a t e the argument 

of von Rad t h a t c e r t a i n orders or p a t t e r n s were 

observed i n 'worldly' experience, and at the same time 

spontaneously assumed by I s r a e l i t e s to have been e s t a b l i s h e d 

and t o be upheld by God. 

In d i s t i n g u i s h i n g between a period of pan-sacralism 

and one of more apparently s e c u l a r outlook, von Rad 

a s s e r t s t h a t a r e v o l u t i o n must have taken p l a c e over 

a short period i n people's t h i n k i n g . Nevertheless, he 

seems to want to make the r e v o l u t i o n a comparatively 

i n s i g n i f i c a n t one: i n both periods he wishes us to see 

Yahweh immediately present and a c t i v e i n the world, 

even though the r e c o g n i t i o n of t h i s presence might not be 

expressed i n q u i t e the same way i n each period. 

An attempt to e x p l a i n the change i n the c h a r a c t e r of 
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the t e x t r a i s e s important questions; but whether or not 

an i n t e l l e c t u a l r e v o l u t i o n provides the s o l u t i o n to the problem, 

are we to suppose that Abner and Joab, Hushai and Ahithophel, 

Absalom and Solomon, or David himself a l l s e r i o u s l y b e l i e v e d , 

indeed assumed t h a t Yahweh was himself an a c t i v e p a r t i c i p a n t 

i n the a f f a i r s of the world? and t h e r e f o r e the immediate 

c o n t r o l l e r of n a t u r a l events, too? Although these men 

cannot have believed i n an i n f l e x i b l e determinism inherent 

i n the events of human l i f e , they seem to have had a 

p r e t t y shrewd idea of what v a r i o u s kinds of f o r c e and 

persuasion could accomplish. And what of A b i g a i l and 

Bathsheba? 

Nor can we i n f e r t h a t the outlook of Saul and 

Jonathan was s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f f e r e n t ; nor that the b e l i e f s 

and behaviour of t h e i r generation were notably other than 

t h a t of Solomon and Rehoboam. The events recorded of the 

s o - c a l l e d p a n - s a c r a l i s t i c period are of s p e c i a l s i g n i f i c a n c e 

or even q u i t e e x t r a o r d i n a r y : the upheaval of P h i l i s t i n e 

i n v a s i o n , the anointing of a king, a daring a t t a c k and 

i n c r e d i b l e v i c t o r y . I n s i t u a t i o n s of d e s p a i r or great 

t e n s i o n i t i s not unusual fo r recourse to be had to the 

guidance, consolation or i n s p i r a t i o n of r e l i g i o n , whether 

r e a l or merely s u p e r s t i t i o u s ; what would pass unnoticed 

i n d a i l y l i f e becomes charged w i t h s i g n i f i c a n c e f o r good 

or i l l . 

That there i s a d i f f e r e n c e i n c h a r a c t e r between 

the n a r r a t i v e concerning Saul and the Succession N a r r a t i v e 

i s obvious and important; but there i s a l s o a d i f f e r e n c e 

between the n a r r a t i v e s of Jacob's doings and those of 

Joseph, i n Genesis. Does t h i s i n d i c a t e some r e v o l u t i o n i n 
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outlook between the period of Jacob and that of Joseph, 

the Joseph s t o r y being t o l d i n a way s i m i l a r to that of 

the Succession N a r r a t i v e ? Or r a t h e r , do not d i f f e r e n c e s 

of t h i s s o r t r e f l e c t the standpoint, r e l i g i o u s or 
475 

l i t e r a r y , of the n a r r a t o r ? 

F i n a l l y , we must r e t u r n to von Rad's question about 

the I s r a e l i t e perception of r e a l i t y compared with that 

of other peoples i n the ancient Near E a s t . Presumably 

by ' r e a l i t y ' he means the world as i t presents i t s e l f 

to us i n perception, p l u s the way i n which t h i s e x t e r n a l 

world i s understood. 

When an Egyptian and an I s r a e l i t e looked at an ox 

they must have seen the same thing, and u n l e s s perceptions 

at t h i s l e v e l were s i m i l a r , communication would be 

impossible. The question must t h e r e f o r e be about t h a t 

kind of perception which i s determined p a r t l y by what 

the p e r c i p i e n t b e l i e v e s , d e s i r e s and expects. There are 

perceptions of the world which very c l e a r l y i n v o l ve 

judgement and p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s . One farmer looks at the 

ox and sees a p o t e n t i a l s a c r i f i c e ; another sees a v a l u a b l e 

instrument of work. One man sees i n the s a c r i f i c e a 

s u f f i c i e n t means of p l a c a t i n g the god; another the 

symbolic expression of c o n t r i t i o n or goodwill or awe, 

without which the o f f e r i n g would be meaningless or worse. 

Obviously t h i s has nothing to do with being an Egyptian 

or being an I s r a e l i t e . At t h i s l e v e l r a c i a l or n a t i o n a l 

475 
Cf. J.L. Crenshaw, STUDIES IN ANCIENT ISRAELITE 
WISDOM, New York, Prolegomenon, pp. 16-20. 
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d i f f e r e n c e s might come i n t o play, as with the famous 

sacred cow of I n d i a , but such d i f f e r e n c e s are much more 

the exception than the r u l e . 

One man sees i n war the i n e v i t a b l e o c c a s i o n a l 

expression of human greed and a s s e r t i v e n e s s ; another, 

the f r u i t of diplomatic f o l l y ; another the judgement of 

God. There w i l l be d i f f e r e n c e s of outlook r e l a t e d to 

n a t u r a l events, such as the r i s i n g of a r i v e r , the 

appearance of a spring, the coming of r a i n , the growth or 

f a i l u r e of crops, the s u c c e s s f u l i n c r e a s e of herds, 

death by di s e a s e , and so on. To what extent can such 

d i f f e r e n c e s of outlook be g e n e r a l i s e d i n t o d i f f e r e n c e s 

between nations or other groups? There seems to have 

been a d i s t i n c t d i f f e r e n c e between the I s r a e l i t e view 

of death and the Egyptian; but there must s u r e l y have 

been v a r i e t y w i t h i n each group, and a l s o common elements 

of r e a c t i o n and perception. There i s a l s o what one might 

c a l l a dynamic temporal element: the change which can 

take p l a c e both i n the i n d i v i d u a l and the group, or the 

ma j o r i t y of the group, or l e a d e r s of the group. 

We must a l s o beware of being misled by the 

expression of exceptional sentiments w i t h i n a nation or 

group. Empedokles of Akragas would see i n the animal 

some hapless human r e l a t i v e , and beli e v e d t h a t he had 

himself a l r e a d y appeared i n the world as a boy and g i r l , 

a. bush, a b i r d and a f i s h . I t would be hazardous indeed 

to conclude from t h i s t h a t 'the Greeks' b e l i e v e d i n the 

transm i g r a t i o n of s o u l s . 

476 See J . Burnet, EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY, 4th ed., 

London 1930, pp. 225-226, F r . 137; p. 223, F r . 117. 
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Furthermore, when forming conc l u s i o n s about ancient 

peoples, the ' f o s s i l s ' from which we make our i n f e r e n c e s 

are words, p i c t u r e s and a r t e f a c t s ; a t t i t u d e s , f e e l i n g s 

and motives do not f o s s i l i s e . And while t h e r e i s an 

intimate r e l a t i o n between mental and emotional s t a t e s on 

the one hand, and t h e i r expression i n words and a c t i o n 

on the other, t h i s r e l a t i o n i s a l s o often a s u b t l e and 

complex one. Sometimes the f e e l i n g s , thoughts and motives 

of the w r i t e r , p a i n t e r or b u i l d e r are c l e a r enough; but 

t h i s i s not always so. I f a w r i t e r or a r t i s t g i v e s 

expression to an a t t i t u d e , i t i s very u n l i k e l y that h i s 

a t t i t u d e w i l l be unique, and he may w e l l be expressing 

a point of view which he knows to be shared w i t h other 

people, d e l i b e r a t e l y saying what the m a j o r i t y of h i s 

nation f e e l , or what men i n general f e e l . There w i l l be 

times, however, when we cannot be sure or hope to be sure 

where the boundaries are to be drawn i n d i c a t i n g the l i m i t s 

of t h i s f e e l i n g , or to what extent the depth of the 

f e e l i n g has been determined by the community i n which the 

i n d i v i d u a l l i v e s , h i s own temperament, h i s i n d i v i d u a l 

experience, the t r a d i t i o n s of h i s people, h i s acquaintance 

w i t h f o r e i g n t r a d i t i o n s , and so on. 

These c o n s i d e r a t i o n s are a s s e r t i o n s of the obvious, 

but they are a l s o a s s e r t i o n s of what i t i s easy to f o r g e t . 

They are a l s o tiresome, because they s e t a l i m i t to those 

g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s which are easy to grasp and which so 

g r e a t l y s i m p l i f y our attempts to understand the world. 

Among these g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s are those concerning the 

r e l i g i o n of the Hebrews which s c h o l a r s s t r i v e to make; 

and while the attempt i s needful f o r any proper under-
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standing of the B i b l e , i t could be that i t i s sometimes 

motivated by a determination to f i n d d i f f e r e n c e s between 

I s r a e l and her neighbours which obscure the common 

elements i n the experinces of men, women and c h i l d r e n , 

draw the boundary l i n e s between them i n the wrong p l a c e s , 

and tend to strengthen t h a t understanding of God's 

nature which at i t s worst martyred Stephen. 

Von Rad speaks of a s p e c i f i c s p i r i t u a l and r e l i g i o u s 

context of understanding given by I s r a e l to many of the 

most elementary experiences; but i n t h i s connection, 

what are we t o say, f o r example, of the Egyptian Dispute 

over S u i c i d e , the I n s t r u c t i o n for King Meri-Ka-Re, and 
477 

the I n s t r u c t i o n of Amen-Em-Opet? 

To ret u r n to von Rad's question, the r e a l world 

must i n some sense have been the same f o r a l l ancient 

Near Easter n peoples, to some extent i t must have v a r i e d 

from nation to nation, and i n some ways i t must have 

v a r i e d from person to person r e g a r d l e s s of race or nation; 

and the determination these degrees of d i f f e r e n c e and 

s i m i l a r i t y with respect to any given view of or question 

concerning r e a l i t y might be a complex and s u b t l e under

ta k i n g i n which no c e r t a i n conclusion i s p o s s i b l e . 

See J.B. P r i t c h a r d ( e d . ) , ANCIENT NEAR EASTERN TEXTS 
RELATING TO THE OLD TESTAMENT, 3rd ed., Pr i n c e t o n 1969, 
pp. 405-507; 414-418; 421-424. 
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Section D. H. Wheeler Robinson 

12. GOD AND NATURE 

Robinson opens h i s i n v e s t i g a t i o n by s t a t i n g t h a t 

when people today speak about nature they mean by t h i s 

t h a t there i s p h y s i c a l power at work i n the world which 

i s the immediate cause of a l l the events we pe r c e i v e , 

which c r e a t e s p h y s i c a l t h i n g s and r e g u l a t e s them. We 

may take i t t h a t Robinson i s r e f e r r i n g to those events 

we pe r c e i v e which are not the e f f e c t s of human d e c i s i o n 

and a c t i o n . I n support of t h i s a s s e r t i o n about modern 

usage Robinson quotes a d e f i n i t i o n of 'nature* i n the 

Shorter Oxford E n g l i s h D i c t i o n a r y : 'The c r e a t i v e and 

r e g u l a t i v e p h y s i c a l power which i s conceived of as 

operating i n the p h y s i c a l ( s i c , should be 'material') 

world and as the immediate cause of a l l i t s phenomena'. 

According to Robinson the equ i v a l e n t of t h i s idea i n 

Hebrew would be 'God'; and he seems to mean by t h i s t h a t 

i n s t e a d of looking at the n a t u r a l world as a great 

i n t e g r a t e d organism with a l i f e and power of i t s own, as 

we do today, the I s r a e l i t e s saw the personal d e i t y 

p e r p e t u a l l y a t work. The I s r a e l i t e s had no word for 

•nature', and f o r Robinson t h i s i s the i n e v i t a b l e 

consequence of t h e i r b e l i e f that God c r e a t e s and r e g u l a t e s 

what we should c a l l n a t u r a l events and i s t h e i r immediate 
479 

cause. 

478 
H. Wheeler Robinson, INSPIRATION AND REVELATION IN THE 
OLD TESTAMENT. Oxford 1946. Cf. THE NATURE-MIRACLES 
OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. JTS, Vol. 45, 1944, pp. 1-12. 

479 1 D 

1R p. 1. 
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Various t e x t s are quoted i n support of t h i s view: 

a vigorous psalm of p r a i s e emphasising the might of God; 

the s u f f e r i n g of the people of Ashdod from tumours; God 

breathing i n t o the model of man which he had made; God 

takin g away the breath and g i v i n g the s p i r i t ; and the 

place of Wisdom i n c r e a t i o n . 4 * * 0 

Robinson f u r t h e r quotes v a r i o u s passages from Job, 

Psalms, E c c l e s i a s t e s , E c c l e s i a s t i c u s , I I Maccabees and 

Jeremiah to show how God was regarded as d i r e c t l y at work 

i n the womb forming a baby and how he then b r e a t h e d . l i f e 

i n t o i t . Such passages concerning the growth of the 

embryo i n the womb and the b i r t h of o f f s p r i n g o f f e r 'an 

i n s t r u c t i v e l i n e of i n q u i r y f o r the Hebrew idea of the 
481 

r e l a t i o n of God to Nature'. 

Robinson a l s o r e f e r s to passages concerning the 

e s c h a t o l o g i c a l transformation of nature, and i n s i s t s t h a t 

d e s c r i p t i o n s of t h i s transformation must be taken 

r e a l i s t i c a l l y and not as mere p o e t i c imagery. I f we f i n d 

such d e s c r i p t i o n s impossible to accept, ' i t i s p a r t l y 

because we come to Nature w i t h an i n v e t e r a t e p r e j u d i c e i n 
482 

favour of i t s f i x i t y and v i r t u a l independence of God*. 

In speaking of the nature m i r a c l e s Robinson cl a i m s 

that they ' i l l u m i n a t e the Hebrew conception of Nature', 

and are a l s o an important means of r e v e l a t i o n . 'We must 

not make them more d i f f i c u l t to understand by imposing on 

the Hebrew mind a modern view of Nature'. And he goes on 

4 8 0 Psalm 29:3,5,7,9; I Samuel 5:6; Genesis 2:7; 
Psalm 104:29-30 ( i n both c a s e s : rH~\ ) ; Proverbs 8:22ff, 

4 8 1 1R pp. 25-28. 4 8 2 1R pp. 28-33. 
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to quote with approval words of Mpwinckel: '"The fundamental 

p r i n c i p l e i n the world outlook of the p r i m i t i v e man i s 
483 

t h a t everything i s p o s s i b l e " ' . For Robinson i t f o l l o w s 

from t h i s t h a t the attempt to c l a s s i f y m i r a c l e s as 

supernatural events and count them on t h i s b a s i s would be 

f u t i l e or even impossible. What we regard as o r d i n a r y 

events, such as r a i n f a l l , would have to be included; not 

to speak of p h y s i c a l or p s y c h i c a l phenomena which the 

Hebrew normally a t t r i b u t e d to angels or s p i r i t s . I t i s 

obyious that i f , f o r Robinson, a l l n a t u r a l events are 

d i r e c t l y caused by God, then 'miracle' cannot be defined 

and d i s t i n g u i s h e d i n terms of the d i r e c t a c t i o n of God, 

and those events we term ' m i r a c l e s ' must be d i s t i n g u i s h e d 

from ordinary events i n some other way; f o r example, 

'Nature and h i s t o r y a r e simply d i f f e r e n t a s p e c t s of the 

continued a c t i v i t y of God, and m i r a c l e s are the represen

t a t i v e occasions on which t h a t a c t i v i t y s p e c i a l l y impresses 
, . , 484 human consciousness'. 

Robinson i s i n f a c t r e l u c t a n t to recognise m i r a c l e s 

i n the Old Testament because he t h i n k s the term i m p l i e s 

the kind of closed system assumed or b e l i e v e d to be 

e s t a b l i s h e d by n a t u r a l s c i e n t i s t s . I f nature i s a closed 

system then i n e x p l i c a b l e occurrences must be a t t r i b u t e d to 

supernatural causes. As he r i g h t l y i n s i s t s , the ancient 

I s r a e l i t e s , or at any r a t e those whose views are given i n 

the Old Testament, did not see nature as a c l o s e d system. 

They thought of the n a t u r a l world as more d i r e c t l y under 

4 8 3 1R p. 34. 4 8 4 1R p. 39. 
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the governance of God. For Robinson t h i s means th a t 

the whole of nature i s a m i r a c l e ; or, to put the same 

th i n g another way, there i s no such t h i n g as a m i r a c l e . 

God i s always a c t i v e l y c r e a t i n g n a t u r a l events, and a 

bloody N i l e or f l o a t i n g axe-head are simply n a t u r a l events 

which only occur, t h a t i s , which are only brought i n t o 

e x i s t e n c e o c c a s i o n a l l y , and w i t h the aim of impressing 

something on the human mind. 

Comment 

T h i s summary of Robinson's main argument shows t h a t 

he was emphasising a genuine c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the Old 

Testament t e x t * the tendency to see God a c t i v e l y at 

work i n nature i n a way which i s not g e n e r a l l y the case 

today. T h i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c i s obvious, but i t i s a l s o 

important and i t i s r i g h t to draw a t t e n t i o n to i t . 

N evertheless, Robinson's argument i s open to s e r i o u s 

o b j e c t i o n s which show t h a t h i s e x p o s i t i o n of Old Testament 

teaching i s often u n c l e a r and i n a c c u r a t e . 

F i r s t , h i s opening remarks suggest t h a t i f t h e r e i s 

no s i n g l e word i n a language f o r a c e r t a i n concept, then 

the concept does not e x i s t . 'The Hebrew vocabulary 

i n c l u d e s no word eq u i v a l e n t to our term "Nature"'. 

Therefore the idea of nature as we understand i t did not 

e x i s t i n the Hebrew mind. Admittedly, Robinson does not 

draw t h i s c o n c l u s i o n o u t r i g h t , but h i s opening remarks 

unquestionably convey the impression t h a t the absence 

of a word f o r 'nature' from Hebrew i n d i c a t e s the absence 

of the concept to go with i t , and s i n c e the sentence 

quoted i s the v e r y f i r s t sentence of the book i t c a r r i e s 

c o n s i derable weight, and i t s s i g n i f i c a n c e i s borne out by 
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the d e f i n i t i o n quoted from the d i c t i o n a r y . 

As a l i n g u i s t i c argument t h i s i s not t r u e , and a 

few modern examples r e v e a l t h i s . An area l i k e Wensleydale 

has small v i l l a g e s and s c a t t e r e d farmsteads w i t h a strong 

emphasis on the breeding of c a t t l e and sheep. These 

f e a t u r e s together lend a d e f i n i t e c h a r a c t e r to the dale, but 

there i s not any s i n g l e word which denotes t h i s . The 

same can be s a i d of the stone w a l l s and i s o l a t e d byres. 

Or the same could be s a i d of such t h i n g s as the f l a v o u r 

of a given composer's music, or the more l i t e r a l f l a v o u r 

of a d i s h on the dinner t a b l e . C e r t a i n types of a r c h i 

t e c t u r e have names; but b u i l d i n g s may make a d i s t i n c t 

impression on us without belonging to those c a t e g o r i e s 

denoted by s i n g l e words. I t i s a w e l l known f a c t of 

t r a n s l a t i o n , even where the languages concerned are 

c l o s e l y r e l a t e d , t h a t the t r u e sense of a passage cannot 

be conveyed by a word f o r word exchange; nor i s t h i s merely 

the consequence of v a r i e t y i n the order i n which words are 

used i n d i f f e r e n t languages. 

I t i s worth noting the opinion of Walther Eichrodt 

i n t h i s connection. For Eichrodt the concept of covenant 

i s of fundamental importance i n I s r a e l i t e r e l i g i o n , but 

he b e l i e v e s t h i s concept to be expressed even i n passages 

where J")*"* 3. i s not used. 'The d e c i s i v e c o n s i d e r a t i o n 

on t h i s point i s n e i t h e r the presence nor absence of the 

a c t u a l term b e r l t , as c e r t a i n , a l l too naive c r i t i c s seem 
485 

to imagine'. "The c r u c i a l point i s not - as an a l l too 

E l pp. 13-14. 
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naive c r i t i c i s m sometimes seems to think - the occurrence 

the meaning of s a c r i f i c e E i c h rodt says, 'The v a l u e of 

l i n g u i s t i c usage as proof i s i n the l a s t r e s o r t d e c i s i v e l y 

rebutted by the automatic employment of the old terminology 

i n even the very l a t e s t w r i t i n g s , by which time the ideas 

t h a t underlay the a c t u a l wording were q u i t e c e r t a i n l y 

dead'. Eichrodt r e f e r s to the phrase 

found i n E z e k i e l , Malachi and the P r i e s t l y Code. 'These 

i n s t a n c e s p e r f e c t l y exemplify the p e r s i s t e n c e of c u l t i c 

terminology even when the ideas corresponding to i t have 
487 

been changed out of a l l r e c o g n i t i o n ' . Whether or not 

E i c h r o d t ' s judgement on any p a r t i c u l a r t e x t be accepted, 

h i s a s s e r t i o n t h a t the kind of l i n g u i s t i c argument we 

are c o n s i d e r i n g i s u n j u s t i f i e d i s c o r r e c t . 

I f t h e r e f o r e a passage i n E n g l i s h concerning nature 

i s t r a n s l a t e d i n t o c l a s s i c a l Hebrew we s h a l l f i n d no 

s u i t a b l e e q u i v a l e n t i n Hebrew f o r the E n g l i s h term. I t 

would be hazardous i n the extreme to conclude from t h i s 

that the idea or awareness of nature e x i s t s among the 

E n g l i s h but did not e x i s t among the I s r a e l i t e s of the 

ancient world, or i f i t did e x i s t bore no resemblance 

to the E n g l i s h concept. 

Second, t h e r e often appear i n the Old Testament 

phrases which could be t r a n s l a t e d by the E n g l i s h word 

•nature'. Whether or not the equivalence i s exact, i t 

i s near enough to show that the Hebrews unquestionably 

had some kind of awareness of the n a t u r a l world s i m i l a r 

or absence of the Hebrew word b e r i t ' . 486 In speaking of 

486 E l pp. 17-18. 487 E l p. 143. 
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to our own even i f t h i s did not lead to the kind of s e l f 

conscious i n v e s t i g a t i o n known to us as Natural Science. 

A few examples at random from the t e x t show t h a t I s r a e l i t e s 

did use phrases which i n d i c a t e what we mean by 'nature'. 

'The heaven and the e a r t h * ; 'Hear, 0 heavens, and give 

ear, 0 e a r t h ' ; ' i n the day t h a t the LORD God made e a r t h 

and heaven*. Melchizedek b l e s s e s Abram i n the name of 

God Most High, 'possessor of heaven and e a r t h ' . Moses' 

Song opens w i t h the words, 'Give ear, ye heavens, and I 

w i l l speak; And l e t the e a r t h hear the words of my mouth'. 

Psalm 24 announces at i t s opening, 'The e a r t h i s the 

LORD'S, and the f u l n e s s t h e r e o f . Jeremiah a s s e r t s , 

'He hath made the e a r t h by h i s power, he hath e s t a b l i s h e d 

the world by h i s wisdom, and by h i s understanding hath 

he s t r e t c h e d out the heavens'. Psalms 8 and 104 seem to 

assume a concept of nature, and these and other such 
48 

passages comment, often v i v i d l y on v a r i o u s aspects of i t . 

E. W. Heaton i n w r i t i n g about Wisdom oft e n uses the 

term 'nature' i n d e s c r i b i n g Hebrew te a c h i n g . For example, 

i n commenting on a t e x t i n Jeremiah he s t a t e s , ' I t i s 

c l e a r t h a t t h i s c o n t r a s t between the order of nature and 

the moral d i s o r d e r of I s r a e l entered deeply i n t o Jeremiah's 
489 

awareness*. There does not seem to be anything mis

leading i n t h i s . 

Third., Robinson himself shows scant regard f o r h i s 

own l i n g u i s t i c p r i n c i p l e . He s t a t e s t h a t there was no 

488 
Genesis 1:1; I s a i a h 1:2; Genesis 2:4b; 14:19; 
Deuteronomy 32:1; Jeremiah 10:12. 

489 
THE HEBREW KINGDOMS, London 1968, p. 180. See 
chapter on Wisdom, pp. 165-196. 
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Hebrew word f o r ' p e r s o n a l i t y * , and t h e r e f o r e the k i n s h i p 

of the human and d i v i n e has to be expressed i n terms of 

equi v a l e n t f o r ' p e r s o n a l i t y ' Robinson seems to b e l i e v e 

t h a t the idea e x i s t e d i n Hebrew minds. 

More important, the I s r a e l i t e s had no word fo r 

' h i s t o r y ' , but t h i s does not stop Robinson speaking of the 

r e v e l a t i o n of God i n h i s t o r y and a t t r i b u t i n g to i t great 

and c o n t r o l l i n g s i g n i f i c a n c e i n Hebrew r e l i g i o u s thought. 

'History supplied a r e v e l a t i o n of God which Nature ... 

could never a f f o r d . ' The a g r i c u l t u r a l f e s t i v a l s a s s i m i 

l a t e d from the Canaanites were r e - i n t e r p r e t e d i n the 

l i g h t of t h i s h i s t o r i c a l r e v e l a t i o n . 'The s t o r y of 

Cr e a t i o n f i t l y stands on the opening pages of the B i b l e , 

f o r i t i s fundamental to a l l the subsequent h i s t o r y as 

the Hebrew conceived i t ' . 'Nature i s taken up i n t o 

h i s t o r y as a constant r e v e l a t i o n of both the goodness 
491 

and wisdom of God'. 

Robinson i s by no means alone i n a t t r i b u t i n g 

c r u c i a l importance to h i s t o r i c a l r e v e l a t i o n i n Old 

Testament r e l i g i o n , but i f the absence of a word 

i n d i c a t e s the absence of a concept the l a c k of a Hebrew 

word equivalent to our ' h i s t o r y ' means th a t the I s r a e l i t e s 

cannot have engaged i n h i s t o r i c a l r e f l e c t i o n as we under

stand i t ; and i n t h a t case s o - c a l l e d h i s t o r i c a l r e v e l a t i o n 

cannot have had the importance f o r them which i s claimed. 

Robinson, however, wishes to a s s e r t the importance of 

b o d i l y resemblance. 490 Despite the absence of a Hebrew 

490 1R p. 20. 491 1R pp. 4, 20, 21. 
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h i s t o r y and t h e r e f o r e ignores the absence of any Hebrew 

equivalent f o r the E n g l i s h word. On the other hand, 

•nature' f o r Robinson r e p r e s e n t s a dangerous concept, 

a t h r e a t to the t r u e r e v e l a t i o n of God, whether t h i s 

t h r e a t emanated from the Canaanites of the ancient world 

or the Natural Science of the modern. He therefore- makes 

play with a l i n g u i s t i c c o n s i d e r a t i o n i n order to b o l s t e r 

h i s contention t h a t the Hebrews were not i n f l u e n c e d by 

the concept of nature, and does not produce h i s c o n c l u s i o n 

as the r e s u l t of a proper argument from l i n g u i s t i c usage. 

This i s no mere pedantic o b j e c t i o n but i l l u s t r a t e s a 

r a t i o n a l i s i n g tendency which can, and i n t h i s case does 

lead to s e r i o u s confusion. 

Fourth, t h i s confusion i s most c l e a r l y seen i n the 

use of the word 'nature' i t s e l f . I f the I s r a e l i t e s had 

no. word f o r nature and t h e r e f o r e no concept of nature 

such as we have, can we meaningfully speak of t h e i r 

a t t i t u d e t o nature at a l l ? Can we meaningfully speak of 

t h e i r b e l i e f s about the r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and 

nature? I f we do, we are making some kind of t r a n s l a t i o n 

of t h e i r i d e a s and b e l i e f s i n t o our own terminology, and 

t h e r e f o r e our own concepts; and i n order to accomplish 

t h i s s a t i s f a c t o r i l y two t h i n g s are r e q u i r e d : we should 

t r y to give a c l e a r i n d i c a t i o n of the Hebrew view without 

using the word 'nature' at a l l ; and we should then d e f i n e 

•nature' as we use i t and see i f I t i s p o s s i b l e to make 

a t r a n s l a t i o n i n t o modern E n g l i s h which does not at the 

same time d i s t o r t the Hebrew meaning. This might appear 

to be an u n n e c e s s a r i l y l a b o r i o u s process, but i t i s only 

by using t h i s method t h a t we avoid vagueness and i n a c c u r a c y . 
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What i s meant, f o r example, by saying t h a t nature i s 

taken up i n t o h i s t o r y ; The meaning i s by no means 

immediately apparent, and we are i n no p o s i t i o n t o judge 

what kind of r e l a t i o n s h i p e x i s t s between t h i s statement 

i n E n g l i s h and any statement or c o l l e c t i o n of statements 

i n the Hebrew Old Testament; and t h i s i s e s p e c i a l l y so 

when we bear i n mind t h a t the two most s i g n i f i c a n t words 

have no s i n g l e Hebrew equ i v a l e n t and are l i n k e d by a 

metaphorical e x p r e s s i o n . 

As we have seen Robinson does, indeed, provide us 

w i t h a d e f i n i t i o n of 'nature', taken from the Shorter 

Oxford E n g l i s h D i c t i o n a r y . He does not make i t c l e a r 

whether or not he t h i n k s t h i s i s the only or the u s u a l 

sense given to the word i n modern E n g l i s h , but s i n c e i t 

i s the only, d e f i n i t i o n he quotes we must assume t h i s to 

be h i s meaning. Curious r e s u l t s follow from t a k i n g t h i s 

d e f i n i t i o n s e r i o u s l y and applying i t to Robinson's own 

statements about what the I s r a e l i t e s b e l i e v e d . For 

example, the heading of t h i s f i r s t chapter i s , The Hebrew 

Conception of Nature; but the whole point of h i s opening 

remarks i s that the I s r a e l i t e s had no conception of nature, 

and t h a t 'The only way to render t h i s idea i n t o Hebrew would 

be to say simply "God"'. We must t h e r e f o r e r e - w r i t e the 

heading, The Hebrew Conception of God: but i t i s doubtful 

t h a t Robinson would have accepted t h i s as a f a i r repre

s e n t a t i o n of h i s meaning. 

Other a b s u r d i t i e s abound i f we p e r s i s t i n taking, 

Robinson's d e f i n i t i o n s e r i o u s l y . For example, he d e s c r i b e s 

the I s r a e l i t e idea of God as compared w i t h the i n f e r i o r 

nature d e i t i e s , and s t a t e s , 'He was above Nature, as i t s 
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Creator and C o n t r o l l e r according to a moral purpose*. 

This statement becomes meaningless on Robinson's i n t e r 

p r e t a t i v e p r i n c i p l e ? and what do we make of the statement 

concerning the Song of Songs, 'The e r o t i c use of some of 

these r e f e r e n c e s to Nature accompanies a r e a l a p p r e c i a t i o n 
493 

of n a t u r a l beauty'? 

Of course, Robinson was not w r i t i n g a b s u r d i t i e s or 

producing meaningless c o l l o c a t i o n s of words: but t h i s 

was because he was ignoring the quoted d e f i n i t i o n of 

nature and employing the word i n a d i f f e r e n t sense. A 

number of d e f i n i t i o n s are given i n the Oxford E n g l i s h 

D i c t i o n a r y , and the one quoted by Robinson i s given as 

IV 11. However, d e f i n i t i o n IV 13 runs, 'The m a t e r i a l 

world, or i t s c o l l e c t i v e o b j e c t s and phenomena, e s p e c i a l l y 

those w i t h which man i s most d i r e c t l y i n contact; 

f r e q u e n t l y the f e a t u r e s and products of the e a r t h i t s e l f , 

as c o n t r a s t e d with those of human c i v i l i s a t i o n ! . There i s 

no mention here of any power at work i n the m a t e r i a l world, 

and the word simply denotes c e r t a i n very e x t e n s i v e 

phenomena presented to our senses and upon which r e f l e c t i o n 

of v a r i o u s kinds often takes p l a c e . 

This i s the u s u a l meaning of the word i n modern 

E n g l i s h usage r a t h e r than the meaning quoted by Robinson. 

As R. G. Collingwood puts i t when commenting on the I o n i a n s ' 

question, 'What i s nature?'. 

'A modern European, i f he were asked the same 

question, "What i s nat u r e ? " would be l i k e l i e r to t u r n 

i t i n t o the question "What kinds of t h i n g s e x i s t 

i n the n a t u r a l world?" and to answer i t by embarking 

on a d e s c r i p t i v e account of the n a t u r a l world, or 
4 9 2 1R p. 2. 4 9 3 1R p. 4. 
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n a t u r a l h i s t o r y . T h i s i s because i n modern European 

languages the word "nature" i s on the whole most 

oft e n used i n a c o l l e c t i v e sense f o r the sum t o t a l 
494 

or aggregate of n a t u r a l t h i n g s ' . 

Robinson q u i t e n a t u r a l l y s l i p s i n t o using the 

word i n i t s more commonly accepted sense, and we q u i t e 

n a t u r a l l y follow him: but i f we accept t h i s escape from 

the a b s u r d i t i e s involved i n applying Robinson's p r e f e r r e d 

d e f i n i t i o n to h i s own argument, we must at the same time 

r e j e c t h i s opening a s s e r t i o n of the v a s t g u l f between 

ancient Hebrew thought on t h i s s u b j e c t , and our own. 

Once again, i t must be acknowledged t h a t Robinson, i n h i s 

anx i e t y to make a c l e a r d i s t i n c t i o n between the t r u t h 

of Old Testament r e v e l a t i o n and the q u i t e d i f f e r e n t view? 

of the world thought to be implied i n modern s c i e n c e , has 

s e l e c t e d a d e f i n i t i o n s u i t a b l e to h i s immediate purpose, 

i n s t e a d of examining l i n g u i s t i c usage c a r e f u l l y to see 

what conc l u s i o n s can be drawn from i t . I f there 

i s t h i s wide s e p a r a t i o n between Hebrew thought and modern 

thought, i t w i l l have to be e s t a b l i s h e d on other grounds. 

Only a few sentences a f t e r h i s quotation from the 

SOED, Robinson a l s o quotes J . Burnet's statement t h a t 

Greek philosophy began and ended with the se a r c h f o r what 

was abiding i n the f l u x of t h i n g s ; and h i s comment i s , 
495 

'The Hebrew found that i n God'. Once again Robinson 

i s emphasising that f o r the Hebrews there was an intimate 

l i n k between the n a t u r a l world and God, and perhaps we are 
494 

R.G. Collingwood, THE IDEA OF NATURE. Oxford 1945, p. 43. 495 1R p. 1. Robinson r e f e r s to. EGPh. 2nd ed. p. 15. 
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meant to i n f e r t h a t the Hebrews achieved through f a i t h 

what the Greek t h i n k e r s f a i l e d to grasp by r a t i o n a l 

i n q u i r y . 

What Robinson f a i l s to mention i s th a t i f the Hebrews 

whose thoughts are recorded i n the Old Testament found i n 

God t h a t which.gives u n i t y to nature, i t was a d i f f e r e n t 

kind of u n i t y from t h a t being sought by the Greek t h i n k e r s 

of the ancient world. For example, the e a r l i e s t of these 

t h i n k e r s , the Ionian s , speculated about the p r i m i t i v e s t u f f 

out of which everything i s made, Thales regarding t h i s as 

water, Anaximander as T O pUr£,iyQe*\/ » the boundless, and 

Anaximenes as a i r . How e x a c t l y we should i n t e r p r e t such 

s p e c u l a t i o n s need not delay us, but i t i s evident t h a t what 

we have here are the rudiments of what we c a l l s c i e n t i f i c 

s p e c u l a t i o n , and these h i g h l y o r i g i n a l t h i n k e r s are s t i l l 

remembered as those who i n i t i a t e d a new way of looking at 

the world, with l a s t i n g s i g n i f i c a n c e f o r Western c i v i l i s a t i o n . 

T h is new way might or might not be combined with t h e i s t i c 

b e l i e f . 

When we t u r n to the records of t h e i r contemporaries 

i n I s r a e l , Jeremiah, E z e k i e l and I I I s a i a h , we f i n d 

o u r s e l v e s i n a d i f f e r e n t world, where a l t o g e t h e r d i f f e r e n t 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n s r u l e the thoughts, f e e l i n g s and aims of 

the prophets and t h e i r contemporaries, with a strong 

t h e i s t i c b e l i e f dominating everything. Even the account 

of c r e a t i o n i n Genesis 1 which might have been formulated 

at the same time as the Ionian s were s p e c u l a t i n g on the 

tru e nature of the world, shows no i n t e r e s t i n common w i t h 

the Greek t h i n k e r s . The question, what i s the u l t i m a t e or 

i r r e d u c i b l e s t u f f out of which the n a t u r a l world i s made, 
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simply does not a r i s e . 

What meaning, then, can be given to Robinson's 

statement? His meaning must be t h a t Jeremiah, E z e k i e l 

and I I I s a i a h , along with whoever was r e s p o n s i b l e f o r 

Genesis 1, regarded God himself as so i n t i m a t e l y at work 

i n the n a t u r a l world t h a t s p e c u l a t i o n of the I o n i a n type 

would be shunned as an unnecessary, f u t i l e and p o s s i b l y 

dangerous probing i n t o the mystery of c o n t i n u a l d i v i n e 

c r e a t i o n . I n f a c t the Hebrew view would be that there 

are not any n a t u r a l processes at a l l , only d i v i n e c r e a t i v e 

a c t s ; and what l i n k s such d i v e r s e phenomena as the o l i v e 

t r e e , b i r d s i n the t r e e , s o i l and stone, c a t t l e grazing, 

sun s h i n i n g and r a i n f a l l i n g , and makes them a l l p a r t of 

nature i s the f a c t that God i s i n them a l l , b r i n g i n g them 

i n t o being and b r i n g i n g about every aspect of growth, 

maturity and decay. 'But a l l t h i s d e t a i l i n Nature i s 

u n i f i e d not simply or c h i e f l y by i n t r i n s i c q u a l i t i e s ... 

but by the u n i v e r s a l dependence on God who made them what 
496 

they are and s u s t a i n s them i n i t ' . 

T h i s i s very d i f f e r e n t from the a s s e r t i o n t h a t what 

makes them a l l part of a s i n g l e nature i s the f a c t t h a t 

they are a l l m a n i f e s t a t i o n s of a v a s t and complex process 

whereby one fundamental something r e v e a l s i t s e l f i n a 

multitude of d i f f e r e n t forms according to n a t u r a l processes 

which are at l e a s t i n p r i n c i p l e open to i n v e s t i g a t i o n . As 

already s t a t e d , t h i s b e l i e f could i n theory be combined 

wi t h a b e l i e f i n God, or the gods: but i n f a c t , not with 

4 9 6 1R p. 10. 
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the Hebrew b e l i e f i n God according to Robinson's 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

Greek philosophy i s a l a r g e and very v a r i e d s u b j e c t 

i n i t s e l f , and a comparison between Greek thought and that 

revealed i n the Hebrew s c r i p t u r e s would be a lengthy 

process. Robinson's s w i f t remark does not give the 

impression of being based on any such c l o s e comparison, and 

i t cannot be pursued here; but the question must be r a i s e d 

as to what j u s t i f i c a t i o n t h e r e i s f o r a t t r i b u t i n g to the 

Hebrew prophets or any other t h i n k e r s i n ancie n t I s r a e l 

the view of God's intimate r e l a t i o n to nature which 

Robinson c l a i m s . I f men l i k e Jeremiah, E z e k i e l and I I 

I s a i a h , or even the w r i t e r s of Genesis 1, did not deal 

e x p l i c i t l y w i th t h i s i s s u e , we must make i n f e r e n c e s as 

best we can from those t e x t s which touch upon God and the 

n a t u r a l world. There are not a few of these i n the Old 

Testament and many are r e f e r r e d to by Robinson. 

Let us r e t u r n to the t e x t s to which Robinson r e f e r s 

at the very beginning of h i s book. Psalm 29 i s a vigorous 

psalm of p r a i s e emphasising the might of God. i s 

repeated f o r emphasis, and i t i s obvious t h a t the author 

has not h e s i t a t e d to use imagery to make v i v i d the over

r u l i n g power of God i n the f o r c e s at work i n nature. The 

t e r r i f y i n g p e a l s of thunder remind both men and gods t h a t 

t h e r e i s but one k i n g . But the king does not r e p l a c e the 

f o r c e s of nature. We are s u r e l y not to suppose that 

Yahweh a c t u a l l y makes mountains s k i p about l i k e w i l d 

c a l v e s , or l i t e r a l l y shakes the d e s e r t . T h i s i s a l l p a r t 

of the imagery. Can we even conclude that the poet 

regarded the thunder as l i t e r a l l y the v o i c e of God? In 
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f a c t , i f we i n t e r p r e t e d the psalm along the l i n e s Robinson 
i s emphasising here, and e s p e c i a l l y i f we regarded i t as 
o r i g i n a l l y a Canaanite psalm, or based on a Canaanite 
model, we should endanger t h a t b e l i e f i n God's t r a n s 
cendence which Robinson wishes to make a f e a t u r e of Hebrew 
thought, s h a r p l y d i s t i n g u i s h i n g i t from the Canaanite and 

Babylonian. 'He was above Nature, as i t s Creator and 
497 

C o n t r o l l e r ' . Psalm 29 c e r t a i n l y i l l u s t r a t e s t h a t 

d o c t r i n e , but i t i s wrong to p r e s s the d e t a i l s of p o e t i c 

imagery to produce a God who i s the immediate cause of a l l 

phenomena. 

The plague of tumours which a f f l i c t s the P h i l i s t i n e s 

of Ashdod, i s a punishment from God, and t h i s i s meta

p h o r i c a l l y described as h i s hand being heavy upon them. 

This does i l l u s t r a t e Robinson's i d e a : God i s the immediate 

cause of t h i s phenomenon, both i n Ashdod and elsewhere i n 

P h i l i s t i n e t e r r i t o r y ; but we should d e s c r i b e i t as a 

m i r a c l e , and the concept of the miraculous w i l l r e q u i r e 

separate treatment. 

God breathed i n t o the model he had made to make i t 

l i v e ; and as a general t r u t h about God i t i s a s s e r t e d 

t h a t the breath or s p i r i t which i s t h e i r l i f e comes and 

goes e n t i r e l y according to the w i l l of God. Neither of 

these t e x t s means th a t God i s the immediate cause of 

breathing, which was no doubt taken to proceed of i t s own 

accord u n t i l God stopped the process. I t might w e l l have 

been b e l i e v e d t h a t God f i r s t put breath i n t o each baby 

at b i r t h , although i t cannot have been envisaged as 

t a k i n g p l a c e as described i n Genesis 2. Nevertheless, Robi 

does" i n t e r p r e t c e r t a i n passages as d e p i c t i n g God as 
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d i r e c t l y a t work i n the womb. He b e l i e v e s t h a t the womb 

was looked upon as *a sphere i n which God was c o n t i n u a l l y 
4^8 

at work'. And so the p i c t u r e of God making man i n 

Genesis 2 i s not j u s t the d e s c r i p t i o n of an h i s t o r i c a l 

event but r e v e a l s , even i f not l i t e r a l l y , what happens 

every time a human being i s conceived and develops i n the 

womb. 

But i s i t necessary to take l i t e r a l l y such a s t a t e 

ment as, ' I formed thee i n the b e l l y ' ? The impression 

given by the Old Testament i s th a t women w i l l bear c h i l d r e n 

u n l e s s prevented by God; and t h i s prevention may have some 

s p e c i a l purpose. I n Genesis 1» God's b l e s s i n g g i v e s the 

a c t u a l power to procreate, j u s t as the p l a n t s reproduce 

themselves by means of seeds. The b l e s s i n g , to which 

Robinson himself r e f e r s , suggests the imparting by God 

of a p a r t i c u l a r power which w i l l then work of i t s own 

accord u n l e s s God in t e r v e n e s to stop i t . Statements about 

God a c t u a l l y making a person i n the womb are s u r e l y meant 

to emphasise the u l t i m a t e c o n t r o l of God over human l i f e 

and d e s t i n y ; or i n Job 3:15, the 'e q u a l i t y ' of men. I n 

the case of Jeremiah i t must r e f e r to the profound f e e l i n g 

he had that God had a purpose f o r him, which he must f u l f i l . 

I f he does not f u l f i l t h i s purpose he might as w e l l have 

never l i v e d . We can s c a r c e l y imagine God a c t u a l l y 

modelling babies i n s i d e innumerable women, and although 

the l i m i t s of our imagination do not determine the meaning 

of Old Testament t e x t s , one wonders i f the Hebrews thought 

so very d i f f e r e n t l y from us i n t h i s r e s p e c t . 

Proverbs 8:22ff i s again a p o e t i c passage and i t i s 

hard to see how d e t a i l s i n i t can be used to support 
Robinson's t h e s i s . The notion t h a t God's wisdom i s 
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revealed i n c r e a t i o n i s p e r f e c t l y c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the 

notion of n a t u r a l processes o c c u r r i n g according to 'laws' 

which are themselves the evidence of t h a t wisdom. T h i s 

t e x t simply does not r e v e a l God as the immediate cause of 

a l l phenomena. 

Robinson's f a i l u r e to ap p r e c i a t e the p o e t i c or 

f i g u r a t i v e nature of Old Testament t e x t s i s w e l l i l l u s t r a t e d 

elsewhere. He quotes a s e r i e s of t e x t s to i l l u s t r a t e the 

a c t i v i t y of God which i s a co n t i n u a t i o n of h i s o r i g i n a l 
. . 499 

c r e a t i v e a c t i v i t y . A l l the passages are from the 

Psalms, except Jeremiah 10:13, and t h i s i s p o e t i c i n s t y l e 

and very l i k e passages i n the Psalms. I f we read these 

t e x t s l i t e r a l l y God i s indeed the immediate cause of the 

phenomena r e f e r r e d t o : m i s t s r i s i n g , winds blowing, 

g r a s s growing, c a t t l e and ravens being fed, and so on. 

These passages cannot be pressed to give such a meaning, 

however, any more than the h a r v e s t hymns we s i n g today, 

which express s i m i l a r sentiments, are understood to 

depi c t a God who a c t u a l l y produces r a i n or sunshine or 

pushes up crops at given times i n given p l a c e s . 

Robinson himself i s not c o n s i s t e n t i n h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , 

and immediately a f t e r quoting the Old Testament passages 

speaks of the d i v i n e maintenance of nature being e f f e c t e d 

'through e s t a b l i s h e d ordinances and inherent energies, as 

the r e f e r e n c e to the seed-containing f r u i t of Genesis 1 

impli e s ' . " * ^ 0 This i s a very important point to which we 

s h a l l have to re t u r n ; but i t must simply be i n d i c a t e d here 

499 500 
1R p. 24. 3 U U 1R p. 24. 
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as i n c o n s i s t e n t with the approach w i t h which Robinson 

s e t out and to which he o f t e n r e v e r t s . I t a l s o r a i s e s 

the question how we are to i n t e r p r e t the sabbath r e s t of 

God. Robinson wishes to emphasise that God's maintenance 

of nature i s a continuation of h i s c r e a t i v e work, and the 
501 

r e s t of God i s q u i c k l y passed over: but the sabbath 

r e s t occupies a s i g n i f i c a n t p l a c e i n the P account and 

cannot be so l i g h t l y ignored. I n f a c t , Robinson's 

handling of the idea w e l l i l l u s t r a t e s how he wanted to 

see God the c r e a t o r ever a c t i v e i n nature, but was at the 

same time aware that God's present a c t i v i t y i n nature, 

however we look at i t , i s simply not the kind of d i r e c t 

a c t i o n described i n Genesis 1. 
In speaking of the P account Robinson a s s e r t s t h a t 

the statement that God r e s t e d i s the only c r u d e l y anthropo 
502 

morphic statement i n the P n a r r a t i v e . One wonders i n 

t h a t case q u i t e how we are to evaluate statements about 

God making, speaking, s e p a r a t i n g and seeing, a l l of which 

are prominent i n the n a r r a t i v e . Furthermore, Robinson 

w i l l not take the sabbath r e s t f i g u r a t i v e l y s i n c e i n 

Exodus 31:17 i t i s obviously viewed as a l i t e r a l f a c t . 

In t h a t case the r e s t must be taken to imply a d e s c r i p t i o n 

of work i n the foregoing n a r r a t i v e , and Robinson accepts 

t h i s and favours the idea of God working on a p r e - e x i s t e n t 

chaos. I n t h a t case one would have thought the notion of 

God working was c r u d e l y anthropomorphic; and i t must be 

remarked t h a t he b e l i e v e s the t e x t to express p h y s i c a l 

1R pp. 23-24. 1R pp. 18-19. 
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resemblance between man and God, and acknowledges that 

some have regarded t h a t e x p r e s s i o n as cr u d e l y anthropo

morphic. Robinson d i s c u s s e s the matter and accepts t h i s 

anthropomorphic element, but seems to e x p l a i n away i t s 

a l l e g e d c r u d i t y by recognising the n e c e s s i t y to t h i n k of 
503 

God i n anthropomorphic terms. T h i s n e c e s s i t y would i n 

turn lead to the k i n s h i p between the human and the d i v i n e 

being expressed i n terms of l i k e n e s s . 'The l i v i n g 

p e r s o n a l i t y of God was ... coneived i n aid periods a f t e r 

the image of man, and had to be so conceived. Indeed, 
504 

the n e c e s s i t y s t i l l remains'. But i f t h a t i s so, why 

not recognise a l l the anthropomorphic expressions i n the 

P account, and why s i n g l e out one as crude? 

Robinson seems to have a fundamental misconception 

of the use of language, and to neglec t the n a t u r a l or 

even e s s e n t i a l use of metaphor i n commonplace everyday 

a f f a i r s . We read t h a t God employs each o b j e c t i n nature 

according to i t s i n t r i n s i c c a p a c i t y and f i t n e s s , and the 

a p p l i c a t i o n of t h i s notion to the t e x t suggests t h a t we 

are to take l i t e r a l l y a s s e r t i o n s that clouds make s u i t a b l e 

c h a r i o t s , and winds messengers; that righteousness pours 
505 

out of the sky, and s a l v a t i o n emerges from the e a r t h . 

The appropriateness of given r e f e r e n c e s i s s u r e l y a 

l i t e r a r y one to be sought i n the p o e t i c imagination r a t h e r 

than the d i v i n e manipulation of elements i n the e x t e r n a l 

world. 

503 
505 

1R pp. 19-20. 
1R p. 16. 

504 1R p. 20. 
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13. MIRACLES, THEOPHANIES AND THE TRANSFORMATION OF NATURE 

We must next i n v e s t i g a t e the i n f l u e n c e of Robinson' ,s 

b a s i c approach to the r e l a t i o n s h i p of God to nature on 

h i s concept of the miraculous. The i n c l u s i o n of the s t o r y 
. . 5 

of the tumours i n the t e x t s to which he r e f e r s i s s i g n i f i c a n t . 

I t i l l u s t r a t e s Robinson's contention t h a t s o - c a l l e d 

m i r a c l e s should not i n f a c t be d i s t i n g u i s h e d from other 

n a t u r a l events as s p e c i a l l y caused by God, s i n c e a l l 

n a t u r a l events are so caused. Nevertheless, there i s no 

escaping the f a c t t h a t there are nature m i r a c l e s i n the 

Old Testament, and hence the t i t l e of chapter I I I and the 

acknowledgement that there are 'three c h i e f terms used 
507 

i n the Old Testament to denote " m i r a c l e " ' . How, then, 

do we define the miraculous? 

One attempt which Robinson makes can be dismissed 

immediately. To say t h a t a m i r a c l e i s an event which 

s p e c i a l l y impresses the human mind s t i l l l e a v e s us w i t h 

the question why the event was impressive. The answer 

to the question i n such c a s e s as the f l o a t i n g axe-head 

or the bloody N i l e i s t h a t the event was a m i r a c l e ; and 

we are no f u r t h e r on. 
Robinson's i n v e s t i g a t i o n i n t o the meanings of J~IJ<V , 

n9')o, and rnvbfxi, i s no more s a t i s f a c t o r y than 
the above d e f i n i t i o n . He has a l r e a d y t o l d us t h a t each 

of these terms i s used to denote the miraculous. He then 

goes on to show t h a t they are f r e q u e n t l y used of n a t u r a l 

or normal events and t h i n g s . He then concludes from t h i s 

n) vis?. i s no more s a t i s f a c t o r y 

5 0 6 1R p. 1. 5 0 7 1R p. 34. 
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t h a t the ancient I s r a e l i t e s regarded as miraculous what 

we should look upon as p u r e l y n a t u r a l phenomena. In 

other wordSj i f we take each of these words as equivalent 

to 'miracle' i n E n g l i s h , we s h a l l then f i n d i n the Old 

Testament many a s s e r t i o n s i n which 'miracle' denotes 

something we should regard as n a t u r a l or normal; so that 

a miraculous meaning i s given to what we understand and 

e x p l a i n i n n a t u r a l i s t i c terms. On the other hand, i f 

every n a t u r a l event i s a m i r a c l e , then none i s , s i n c e the 

word 'miracle' i s used to d i s t i n g u i s h a given event from 

other events; but i f a l l events are regarded as caused by 

the supernatural i n t e r v e n t i o n of the d e i t y , then there i s 

no b a s i s f o r the d i s t i n c t i o n , and i t could never occur to 

anyone. Hence Robinson's a s s e r t i o n t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n 

between n a t u r a l and s u p e r n atural implied i n the use of 

the word 'miracle' i s not found i n Hebrew thought. 

Such, i n b r i e f , i s Robinson's argument, and the f i r s t 

and obvious comment which must be made upon i t i s that 

i f ancient I s r a e l i t e s did not make our modern d i s t i n c t i o n 

between the n a t u r a l and s u p e r n a t u r a l ; and i f t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n 

i s implied i n the use of the word 'miracle'; then S"))/V, 
ri£))n, and m x i O x cannot mean 'miracle', they 

cannot s p e c i f i c a l l y denote the miraculous. 

And we must here take note of an ambiguity i n what 
50 

Robinson says when he a s s e r t s t h a t they 'denote " m i r a c l e " ' . 

I t i s q u i t e t r u e t h a t a l l t h r e e words are used on occasion 

to denote miraculous events, but i t does not f o l l o w from 

5 0 8 1R p. 37. 5 0 9 1R p. 34. 
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t h i s t h a t i t i s the s p e c i f i c a l l y miraculous c h a r a c t e r 

of the events which i s being r e f e r r e d t o . Robinson's 

phrase, however, could be taken to mean that i t i s . 

Nor does the ambiguity belong merely to t h i s v e r b a l 

expression, but to the whole of Robinson's argument concerning 

.TUX. i~l£))D. and 51) Kb "9 3. Sometimes he wants to 

make these words mean 'miracle', and then he can argue 

t h a t t h e i r r e f e r e n c e to n a t u r a l events shows that the 

I s r a e l i t e s looked upon a l l n a t u r a l occurrences as miraculous. 

For example, the use of 5"M X to r e f e r to the rainbow 

'shows how "miraculous" meaning could be given to what i s 
510 

f o r us a p u r e l y n a t u r a l phenomenon'. At other times 

he does not want them to mean 'miracle', because he wants 

to argue that the ancient I s r a e l i t e s did not d i s t i n g u i s h 

between the n a t u r a l and the supernatural, whereas the 
511 

concept of the miraculous i m p l i e s that d i s t i n c t i o n . As 

an exemplary e x e r c i s e i n e a t i n g one's cake and having i t , 

t h i s could h a r d l y be bettered. 

When we t u r n to the a c t u a l usage of 5"})̂  and 5")-Q)0» 
i t becomes immediately obvious t h a t to regard e i t h e r of 

them as meaning 'miracle' r e s u l t s i n a b s u r d i t i e s . For 

example, i n the case of 51)# , we should have to say t h a t 

Rahab's s c a r l e t cord was a m i r a c l e , or t h a t c i r c u m c i s i o n 

or the stone memorials of the c r o s s i n g of Jordan were 

m i r a c l e s . I n the case of 5~)-^l ft we should be obliged 

to c l a s s i f y as m i r a c l e s I s a i a h ' s walking about naked and 

E z e k i e l ' s symbolic removal, and f a i l u r e to mourn p u b l i c l y 

5 1 0 1R p. 35. 5 1 1 1R p. 37. 
5 1 2 Joshua 2:12; 4:6; Genesis 17:11. 



- 331 -

513 f o r h i s w i f e ' s death. 

The meaning of $])?( , i s 'sign' or 'token', and 

although BDB give 'miracle' as a meaning, t h i s i s 

immediately q u a l i f i e d by the remark 'as pledges or a t t e s t 

a t i o n s of d i v i n e presence and i n t e r p o s i t i o n ' . I n h i s 

d i s c u s s i o n of nolo Robinson quotes S. R. Dr i v e r as 

stating,'Mopheth i s a portent, an occurrence regarded 

merely as something e x t r a o r d i n a r y , 'oth i s a sign, i . e . 

something ... ordinary or ex t r a o r d i n a r y , as the case may 

be, regarded as s i g n i f i c a n t of a t r u t h beyond i t s e l f , 
. . 514 or impressed with a d i v i n e purpose'. One conclusion we 

are compelled to draw i s th a t the a p p l i c a t i o n of S7\X to 

the rainbow was regarded by the I s r a e l i t e s as miraculous. 

For D , BDB give the meanings 'wonder, s i g n , 

portent'; and i t i s q u i t e c l e a r from the way the word 

i s used t h a t i t a p p l i e s to e x t r a o r d i n a r y events which 

convey some message, some warning from God. Although the 

events are ex t r a o r d i n a r y , however, they are not n e c e s s a r i l y 

miraculous, as we have seen. Also, D r i v e r i s wrong i n 

saying that ft r e f e r s to an occurrence regarded merely 

as something extraordinary, s i n c e such occurrences 

conveyed meaning. 

i s the p a r t i c i p l e of the n i p h a l denomin-
515 

a t i v e verb meaning 'be surpassing, e x t r a o r d i n a r y ' . I t 

denotes s p e c i f i c a l l y what i s marvellous, wonderful, and 

i t i s not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t i t should be applied to such 

th i n g s as the plagues i n Egypt and the miraculous p a r t i n g 

513 
I s a i a h 20:3; E z e k i e l 12:6,11; 24:24. 

514 515 
1R p. 37. 3 J- D BDB p. 810. 
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of the Jordan. Nevertheless, i t does not mean 'miracles* 

and i t s a p p l i c a t i o n to a n a t u r a l event such as the coming 

of r a i n does not mean th a t such a phenomenon was regarded 
517 

by the I s r a e l i t e s as miraculous. I n Psalm 119:18 i t 

r e f e r s to commandments i n the law of God, and these could 

not be termed m i r a c l e s . 

T h i s might seem to be a somewhat h a i r s p l i t t i n g 

c r i t i c i s m of Robinson's argument. I f E l i p h a z can speak 

of the r a i n as one of God's marvels, i s t h i s not to a l l 

i n t e n t s and purposes the same as c a l l i n g i t a m i r a c l e ? 

The word i s g e n e r a l l y applied to things which God alone 

can produce, and which evoke a sense of awe i n man. The 

r a i n , which to us i s simply an e f f e c t of c l i m a t i c c o n d i t i o n s 

the consequence of the i n t e r a c t i o n of chemical elements, was 

f o r E l i p h a z the d i r e c t r e s u l t of d i v i n e a c t i o n , something 

which God gave or withheld according to h i s w i l l . 

This i s a point which cannot be ignored, but i t 

remains t r u e that i f we accept i t we s h a l l have to r e t u r n 

to Robinson's view and the insuperable d i f f i c u l t i e s which 

t h a t e n t a i l s . I f the r a i n i s a marvel i n the same sense 

as the plagues i n Egypt then Moses could have threatened 

pharaoh with a shower. Admittedly, t h i s would not have 

been d e s t r u c t i v e , but i t i s e q u a l l y t r u e t h a t i t would 

not have been regarded by the Egyptian court as a sample 

of Yahweh's power. Such an event could not even have been 

looked upon as a v e i l e d t h r e a t , and would have evoked 

s m i l e s r a t h e r than apprehension. 

Micah 7:15 and Psalm 106:22; Joshua 3:5. 
Job 5:9-10. 
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The complete i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of the meanings of 

i n Micah 7 and Psalm 106 on the one hand, 

and Job 5 on the other, i s an i n v i t a t i o n i n t o the realms 

of the absurd: and yet E l i p h a z does r e f e r to the r a i n as 

one of the unnumerable brought about by God. 

What does he mean? 

The answer to t h i s question must s u r e l y be t h a t the 

word i s used i n a f u g u r a t i v e r a t h e r than a l i t e r a l sense, 

much as people today w i l l use the word 'miracle' of such 

t h i n g s as the appearance of p l a n t s i n the s p r i n g , the 

b i r t h of a baby, or some example of the i n t r i c a t e working 

of a n a t u r a l process towards a given end. Nor i s such 

language i n a p p r o p r i a t e on the l i p s of a r e l i g i o u s b e l i e v e r . 

A l i t e r a l m i r a c l e i s something achieved by the d i r e c t 

a c t i o n of God and which could not p o s s i b l y have been 

brought about by any other means. Human e f f o r t and normal 

p a t t e r n s of cause and e f f e c t are i n s u f f i c i e n t to e x p l a i n 

such occurrences, and g e n e r a l l y speaking they are a l s o 

t h e r e f o r e unexpected. When, however, the word i s used to 

denote something which i s a p a r t of normal p a t t e r n s of 

cause and e f f e c t , i t i s used i n order to i n d i c a t e two 

f a c t s which must be taken together. F i r s t , t h a t the 

event i n question i s u l t i m a t e l y beyond human c o n t r o l , and 

probably human understanding. The farmer, f o r example, 

w i l l organise h i s work i n accordance with what c e n t u r i e s 

or m i l l e n n i a of experience have shown to be s u c c e s s f u l , 

but without an i n f a l l i b l e guarantee of s u c c e s s . I t could 

be, f o r example, t h a t the r a i n w i l l not f a l l a t the r i g h t 

time, and h i s e f f o r t s w i l l not toear f r u i t . Second, a l l 

events are under the u l t i m a t e c o n t r o l of God. Whatever 
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human e f f o r t may achieve and whatever occurs through 

n a t u r a l processes, i s only made p o s s i b l e because of the 

c r e a t i v e a c t i v i t y of God and h i s p r o v i d e n t i a l p r e s e r v a t i o n 

and ordering of the l i f e of the world. 

This modern use of the word 'miracle* e x a c t l y 

i l l u s t r a t e s the use of S]\X ^ £)1 i n Job 5. I t i s 

p r e c i s e l y E l i p h a z ' s aim to make Job see t h a t human beings 

cannot challenge God s i n c e they have n e i t h e r the knowledge 

nor the power. When E l i p h a z speaks of the d i v i n e f r u s t r a t i o n 

of the wicked he i s i m p l i c i t l y acknowledging a c e r t a i n 

freedom of human w i l l and a c e r t a i n s u c c e s s on the p a r t of 

the wicked, but i n s i s t i n g t h a t the l a s t word i s w i t h God, 

who e x e r c i s e s f i n a l c o n t r o l over a l l that happens i n the 

world. The r a i n i s a n a t u r a l phenomenon which w e l l 

i l l u s t r a t e s t h i s , p a r t l y because of the suggestion i t 

c a r r i e s of the d i v i n e c r e a t i v e power which separated the 

waters and now puts them to use f o r the b e n e f i t of mankind; 

and p a r t l y because r a i n does not come and go according to 

a r i g i d l y f i x e d p a t t e r n of cause and e f f e c t . I t i s 

obviously something beyond the c o n t r o l of man, although he 

can make good use of i t . T h i s does not imply, however, 

t h a t r a i n was looked upon as a q u i t e unnatural phenomenon, 

or t h a t i t was not viewed as something which i n general 

came and went as part of a p a t t e r n of events which was 

repeated w i t h marked r e g u l a r i t y from one year to another. 

The p a t t e r n of a g r i c u l t u r a l a c t i v i t y i n P a l e s t i n e 

corresponded to a p a t t e r n of seasonal change. When Samuel 

prayed God to send r a i n out of season, t h i s was a m i r a c l e 
518 

i n the l i t e r a l sense, and the people were a f r a i d . 

5 1 8 I Samuel 12:16-19. 
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I f the r e g u l a r r a i n f a l l i s a marvel, t h i s must be i n a 

d i f f e r e n t sense, the kind of n o n - l i t e r a l sense which, as 

we have seen, Robinson i s slow to r e c o g n i s e . 

I t might be thought p o s s i b l e to defend Robinson's 

view by arguing t h a t f o r the ancient I s r a e l i t e s the 

d i f f e r e n c e between l i t e r a l marvels and f i g u r a t i v e marvels 

was simply that the l i t e r a l v a r i e t y occurred only once, 

or very r a r e l y . I n t h i s case a l i t e r a l marvel—would draw 

a t t e n t i o n to i t s e l f by i t s unusual c h a r a c t e r , and at the 

same time serve as a reminder t h a t God i s the immediate 

cause of a l l things, i n c l u d i n g those we take f o r granted 

because of t h e i r r e g u l a r i t y . 

This i s t h e o r e t i c a l l y p o s s i b l e , but we must ask i f 

i t i s an a c t u a l l y p o s s i b l e r e a c t i o n for human beings. 

I f the a n c i e n t I s r a e l i t e s managed to d i s s o c i a t e the notion 

of n a t u r a l c a u s a l i t y from the r e g u l a r j u x t a p o s i t i o n of 

n a t u r a l events we should have an i n t e r e s t i n g a n t i c i p a t i o n 

of Humean s c e p t i c i s m , but i t i s h i g h l y u n l i k e l y . Even 

more important, t h e r e are many t e x t s i n the Old Testament' 

which c l e a r l y imply the e x i s t e n c e of n a t u r a l cause and 

e f f e c t , j u s t as there are many which imply the e x i s t e n c e of 

human freedom and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , but i n n e i t h e r case i s 

t h i s thought to derogate from the sovereignty of God. 

We may c l o s e t h i s p a r t i c u l a r d i s c u s s i o n by remarking 

t h a t at the s t a r t of the s e c t i o n on nature-theophanies, 

Robinson r e f e r s to 'the general m i r a c l e of a l l nature as 
519 

the. handiwork of God', and one i s l e f t wondering i f 

519 1R p. 39. 
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i t would not have been b e t t e r f o r him t o take the f i n a l 

d r a s t i c step of e l i m i n a t i n g a l t o g e t h e r the terms 'nature', 

' n a t u r a l ' , s u p e r n a t u r a l ' and 'miracle' from d e s c r i p t i o n s 

of Old Testament thought. T h i s , however, he i s m a n i f e s t l y 

u n w i l l i n g to do, and he next proceeds t o an examination 

of nature-theophanies. 

Since, according to Robinson, God i s c o n t i n u a l l y 

revealed i n nature, how can we d i s t i n g u i s h a theophany 

from other n a t u r a l events? As Robinson remarks, 'Every 
520 

thunderstorm was a p o t e n t i a l theophany'; and we 

t h e r e f o r e want to know what transforms a p o t e n t i a l 

theophany i n t o an a c t u a l one. 

Robinson s t a t e s that a theophany ' i s a t r a n s i e n t 

m a n i f e s t a t i o n of d e i t y , and, as such, to be d i s t i n g u i s h e d 

from the continuous r e v e l a t i o n of Him i n a l l Nature'. 

He then goes on to d e s c r i b e the c h a r a c t e r of the theophany 

as 'rather i t s i n t e n s i t y than any p e c u l i a r i t y of essence .. 
521 

The theophany i s e s s e n t i a l l y "more of the same t h i n g " ' . 

Applied to the thunderstorm t h i s presumably means th a t 

there would be an e x t r a s p e c i a l l y loud bang and b r i l l i a n t 

f l a s h of l i g h t n i n g , or l o t s of such bangs and f l a s h e s . 

Robinson, however, does not say so, although he r e f e r s to 

the theophany at S i n a i and c l e a r l y b e l i e v e s t h a t t h a t 

involved a storm. We might a l s o ask i f the r e v e l a t i o n of 

God at S i n a i can r e a l l y be accounted f o r i n such a way. 

Robinson r e f e r s to the burning bush i n c i d e n t by 

way of example of what he means by a theophany, and he 

5 2 0 lRp. 40. 5 2 1 1R p. 39. 



- 337 -

speaks of t h i s being l i n k e d w i t h p r i m i t i v e ideas of the 

l i f e i n a l l vegetation, and of f i r e as p e c u l i a r l y 
522 

a s s o c i a t e d with d e i t y . Be t h a t as i t may, the one t h i n g 
made c l e a r by the b i b l i c a l t e x t i s the t o t a l inadequacy of 

523 
Robinson's explanation of theophany. The burning bush 

i s not an i n t e n s e form of something, 'more of the same 

t h i n g ' j nor i s i t represented as such i n the t e x t : the 

angel of Yahweh appears i n a flame of f i r e i n the middle 

of a bush. The bush burns with f i r e without being 

consumed, and t h i s a t t r a c t s Moses' a t t e n t i o n . Once 

Moses* a t t e n t i o n has been gained the bush pl a y s no f u r t h e r 

part i n the story, and the theophany c o n s i s t s of the v o i c e 

of God which Moses hears and understands. The s t o r y 

i m p l i e s t h a t Moses might have seen God i f he had not 

hidden h i s face f o r f e a r of doing so. The s t o r y a l s o 

makes i t q u i t e c l e a r t h a t a bush which burns without 

being consumed was q u i t e e x t r a o r d i n a r y i n Moses' experience 

and c a l l e d f o r explanation. Apparently he thought t h a t 

c l o s e r i n v e s t i g a t i o n might show why t h i s was the case, 

or appeared to be so. I f f o r the p r i m i t i v e man everything 

i s p o s s i b l e , and i f , as Robinson seems to think, Moses 

was a p r i m i t i v e man, he would not have regarded the burning 

bush as p a r t i c u l a r l y noteworthy; any more than he would 

have been unduly s u r p r i s e d i f h i s f l o c k had taken o f f 

and flown over the mountain of God. 
Robinson r e f e r s to the transformation of nature which 

524 
i s an e s s e n t i a l p a r t of eschatology. He i n s i s t s t h a t 

d e s c r i p t i o n s of t h i s transformation must be taken r e a l i s t i c 

5 2 2 1R pp. 39-40. 5 2 3 Exodus 3:1-6. 5 2 4 1R pp. 28-33. 
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a l l y and not as mere p o e t i c imagery. I f we f i n d such 

d e s c r i p t i o n s impossible to accept, ' i t i s p a r t l y because we 

come to Nature w i t h an i n v e t e r a t e p r e j u d i c e i n favour of 

i t s f i x i t y and v i r t u a l independence of God'. The Hebrew 

b e l i e f , however, has developed under the i n f l u e n c e of 

the very e a r l y i d e a of nature 'as i t s e l f a l i v e , and able 

to respond even p s y c h i c a l l y to God's demands, i n the past, 
525 

the present, and the f u t u r e ' . 

The transformation of nature i s necessary because 

i t has p a r t i c i p a t e d i n the s i n and F a l l of Man, and must 

t h e r e f o r e be renewed when man's f i n a l s a l v a t i o n i s accom

p l i s h e d . Man's s i n brought a curse upon nature, but when 

the c u r s e on man i s removed so i t w i l l disappear from 

nature. 'This u n i t y of land and people f o r weal or woe 

d e r i v e s from t h e i r common dependence on God as t h e i r 
526 

c r e a t o r and upholder, and f u t u r e transformer'. 

Robinson's argument i n connection with t h i s s u b j e c t 

no more proves God the immediate cause of a l l phenomena 

than the other evidence to which he has appealed. Even 

i f d e s c r i p t i o n s of the f u t u r e transformation of nature 

were meant to be taken l i t e r a l l y , and t h i s may w e l l be 

true, the e s c h a t o l o g i c a l change i s by d e f i n i t i o n a 

reference to the end of t h i s world, and simple i n f e r e n c e s 

from t h a t s t a t e of a f f a i r s cannot be made about the 

present. The e s c h a t o l o g i c a l transformation of nature i s 

a m i r a c l e ; or perhaps we should say, a miraculous r e t u r n 

to the o r i g i n a l c r e a t i v e a c t s of God. When Deut e r o - I s a i a h 

speaks of r i v e r s , l a k e s and t r e e s appearing i n the d e s e r t , 

he i s d e s c r i b i n g p r e c i s e l y t h a t s p e c i a l i n t e r v e n t i o n of 

God i n the world which we c a l l miraculous; and so i s 

525 526 
1R p. 30. 1R p. 32. 
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E z e k i e l when he speaks of the l i f e - g i v i n g stream flowing 

from the r e s t o r e d temple and bringing l i f e to the Dead 

Sea. Such conceptions are even c o n s i s t e n t with a d e i s t i c 

outlook. The watchmaker may, a f t e r a l l , suddenly r e t u r n 

to h i s watch, p r i s e open the back and do d r a s t i c t h i n g s 

to the machinery. 

Robinson a l s o e x p l a i n s the importance of prophetic 
527 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i n Old Testament m i r a c l e s . His comment 

on the e a s t wind which enabled the I s r a e l i t e s to pass 

through the Red Sea i s t h a t 'the merely p h y s i c a l event 

would not become a m i r a c l e of d e l i v e r a n c e u n t i l i t found 

an i n t e r p r e t e r i n Yahweh's prophet. I n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s 
528 

i n s e p a r a b l e from m i r a c l e s of the Old Testament p a t t e r n * . 

I t i s c l e a r t h at Robinson means by 'miracle' an event 

which has a r e l i g i o u s meaning f o r whoever observed or 

experienced i t . The event might be normal or abnormal, 

but i f - p r ophetic i n s i g h t revealed the purpose of God i n 

i t , i t was a m i r a c l e . A mere east wind was not a m i r a c l e 

of d e l i v e r a n c e , but i n the h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n i n which 

i t occurred a prophet l i k e Moses could indeed p e r c e i v e 

t h a t i t was such. T h i s i s a l s o why the a c t u a l events 

on Mt. Carmel during E l i j a h ' s b a t t l e w i t h the prophets 

of Baal are of no consequence. We can never know what a 

d i s p a s s i o n a t e observer would have seen; but i t s s i g n i f i c a n c e 

l i e s not i n the mere observable events, but i n E l i j a h ' s 

prophetic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of them and the consequent 

527 
1R, chapter I I I , s e c t i o n s 3 and 4. 

5 2 8 1R p. 43. 
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v i c t o r y of Yahwism over Baalism. I n a l a t e r chapter of 
529 

h i s book, concerning the general function of prophecy, 

Robinson s t a t e s that the prophet was the i n t e r p r e t e r of 

nature, making c l e a r Yahweh's purposes of judgement or 

d e l i v e r a n c e , which are accomplished i n h i s c o n t r o l of 

n a t u r a l phenomena such as l o c u s t s and drought, storm and 

flood, l i g h t n i n g and f i r e . Through the prophets, 'Nature 

becomes a r t i c u l a t e ' and without them 'there would be no 
, 4 . - ,530 r e v e l a t i o n ' . 

I t i s c l e a r t h a t at t h i s point i n h i s argument 

Robinson has assumed h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the r e l a t i o n s h i p 

between God and nature depicted i n the Old Testament; 

but he n e v e r t h e l e s s c r e a t e s the impression t h a t what i s 

miraculous i s r e a l l y determined by prophetic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

and not by the p u b l i c l y observable c h a r a c t e r of the events 

themselves. The d i s t i n c t i o n between the miraculous and 

non-miraculous does not correspond to the d i s t i n c t i o n 

between the normal and the abnormal, s i n c e these are 

c l a s s i f i e d together as a l l events caused by God. The 

d i s t i n c t i o n between miraculous and non-miraculous i s 

e s t a b l i s h e d - b y prophetic i n s i g h t . We are n e v e r t h e l e s s 

e n t i t l e d to ask why t h e r e should be a d i s t i n c t i o n between 

the normal and the abnormal, and what Robinson means by 

these terms. The usual i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of such a d i s t i n c t i o n 

would be that normal events are those which f i t i n t o a 

commonly recognised p a t t e r n , whereas the abnormal are 

those t h a t do not. The confusion which a r i s e s from a 

r e f u s a l to recognise t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i n the Old Testament 

can best be appreciated by an a n a l y s i s of examples given 

by Robinson h i m s e l f . 

529 1R chapter X I I . 5 3 0 1R p. 162. 
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I n t h e i r escape from Egypt, the I s r a e l i t e s were 

a s s i s t e d by a strong e a s t wind. We could regard t h i s as 

simply a normal event which occurred at a convenient 

moment f o r the I s r a e l i t e s . R e l i g i o u s perception, however, 

sees i n i t a t i m e l y i n t e r v e n t i o n by God; and thus i t 

becomes a m i r a c l e . We might ask, i f the I s r a e l i t e s had 

not been escaping, would the wind have appeared and forced 

back the sea? According to Robinson the answer must be 

th a t i t would not, and the idea that the wind i s merely 

a n a t u r a l event i s t h e r e f o r e f a l s e . To an uncommitted 

observer an o r d i n a r y strong e a s t wind would have appeared 

to be a c o - i n c i d e n t a l normal event, but according to 

Robinson t h i s would have been an i l l u s i o n . T h i s wind 

was not p a r t of a r e g u l a r p a t t e r n of n a t u r a l events, but 

an exceptional wind sent to help I s r a e l . I n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

i n that case i s not enabling us to see that an otherwise ;. 

normal event had a s p e c i a l s i g n i f i c a n c e , but t h a t an 

apparently normal event was not normal at a l l , i . e . not 

par t of a r e g u l a r p a t t e r n of events. 

I f , on the other hand, the wind were as strong as 

i s implied, i t would, indeed, be very f a r from normal, 

and i t s abnormality would have l e d to immediate r e c o g n i t i o n 

of i t s miraculous c h a r a c t e r without any prophetic 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n being needed. 

The i n c i d e n t of the burning bush could not be 

regarded by any s t r e t c h of imagination as a normal or 

n a t u r a l event. Bushes do not burn without burning away. 

The same a p p l i e s to E l i j a h ' s s a c r i f i c e on Mt. Carmel, the 

N i l e t u rning to blood, or the shadow r e v e r s i n g i t s 

d i r e c t i o n on Hezekiah's d i a l . These i n c i d e n t s may have 
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n a t u r a l events, normal occurrences, as t h e i r o r i g i n ; 
but they are not so recorded, and there would have been 
no point i n such a record. 

Most of these m i r a c l e s do not r e q u i r e prophetic 

i n s i g h t to be appreciated as m i r a c l e s i n the Oxford 

D i c t i o n a r y sense. Pharaoh f a i l s to appre c i a t e the f a c t s , 

but h i s heart was hardened. His r e a c t i o n , i n f a c t , i s 

something of a m i r a c l e i t s e l f s i n c e he obviously knows 

what i s ' happening but p e r v e r s e l y r e f u s e s to recognise i t . 

I t i s th e r e f o r e c o r r e c t to designate many events 

recorded i n the Old Testament as m i r a c l e s . They are i n 

themselves abnormal and qu i t e u n l i k e , or even c o n t r a r y 

to the normal course of nature; or sometimes they are 

normal events, perhaps of ex c e p t i o n a l s e v e r i t y , which occur 

at a time e s p e c i a l l y opportune or necessary f o r I s r a e l . 

The warnings sent by God according to Amos r e q u i r e 

prophetic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , or at l e a s t some degree of 
. . . 531 r e l i g i o u s perception, to be regarded as m i r a c l e s . 

And yet, i f the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s c o r r e c t they are j u s t 

as abnormal as the burning bush or the f l o a t i n g axe-head 

s i n c e they would not have occurred but f o r the a c t i v e 

i n t e r v e n t i o n of God i n the normal p a t t e r n of n a t u r a l 

events. The miraculous nature i s not obvious, but i t 

i s n e v e r t h e l e s s the case. And one i n t e r e s t i n g f a c t about 

the warnings r e f e r r e d to by Amos i s that the r e s t of the 

population did not regard them as warnings from God, 

and t h e r e f o r e may be presumed to have seen i n them nothing 

531 „ _ 
Amos 4:6-11. 
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but n a t u r a l occurrences, even though of e x c e p t i o n a l 

s e v e r i t y or p e c u l i a r d i s t r i b u t i o n . 

Robinson's remarks about prophetic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

of events are often true, but i n connection w i t h a 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the r e l a t i o n s h i p of God and nature they 

are misleading. Nothing can a l t e r the f a c t t h a t the 

Old Testament record recognises c e r t a i n events as unusual 

and caused by a s p e c i a l i n t e r v e n t i o n of God which a l t e r s 

the otherwise normal course of events: t h a t i s to say, 

m i r a c l e s . When, t h e r e f o r e , Robinson says t h a t the same 

events are happening today but we l a c k the prophetic 

i n s i g h t to recognise them, he i s u t t e r l y misleading. 

I t i s t r u e that some events, l i k e the warnings i n Amos, 

are ambiguous i n t h e i r p u b l i c c h a r a c t e r , and i t i s not 

c l e a r whether we should c a l l them m i r a c l e s or not. 

Applied .to such events our modern term might toe misleading. 

I t i s n e v e r t h e l e s s a l s o t r u e t h a t t h e r e i s no such 

ambiguity a t t a c h i n g to many of the other events recorded 

i n the Old Testament and the question as to whether they 

r e a l l y happened or not cannot be dismissed as Robinson 

d i s m i s s e s i t . I t i s r a t h e r a question of c r u c i a l importance, 

and so i s the a l l i e d question as to whether or not a l l 

anc i e n t Hebrews accepted them as f a c t s . Robinson bet r a y s 

some awareness of the importance of these questions i n 

h i s r e c o g n i t i o n of the legendary element i n the E l i j a h 

and E l i s h a s t o r i e s , but i n s t e a d of f a c i n g them he s i d e s t e p s 

the i s s u e . 

I f the bush burned without being consumed; i f the 

N i l e turned to blood; i f f i r e from the sky k i n d l e d E l i j a h ' s 

s a c r i f i c e ; those who witnessed such e x t r a o r d i n a r y events 
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must have been in f l u e n c e d by them i n forming t h e i r view 

of nature. We today would presumably be influ e n c e d by 

such events.. I t may be, of course, t h a t these m i r a c l e s 

only strengthened b e l i e f s a l r e a d y held by the ancient 

I s r a e l i t e s ; and i t may be th a t i f such t h i n g s occurred today 

they would c o n s t i t u t e a challenge to our outlook which 

was not the case i n ancient I s r a e l . The f a c t remains, 

however, t h a t such occurrences must i n f l u e n c e b e l i e f . 

When the bush burned Moses regarded the event as q u i t e 

e x t r a o r d i n a r y , and went to see why t h i s should be so. 

I n t h i s r e s p e c t there i s no d i f f e r e n c e between Moses and 

a man of modern times. A vo i c e then addressed Moses out 

of the bush, and claimed to be God speaking. Moses 

was a f r a i d . A modern man would r e a c t i n some s i m i l a r 

way to the same phenomena. No one today could f a i l to 

be any l e s s impressed by a r e t r e a t i n g shadow on the sun 

d i a l than Hezekiah was; and the modern r e a c t i o n to a 

N i l e turned to blood or a f l a t i n g axe-head would be 

s i m i l a r to that of the ancient world. Likewise, i f 

a leading Churchman today expressed the view t h a t a 

summer's drought was a warning from God he would be 

greeted by the s c e p t i c i s m which c h a r a c t e r i s e d the outlook 

of Amos's contemporaries. 

14. THE NATURAL ORDER 

This brings us, f i n a l l y , to those p a r t s of Robinson's 

e x p o s i t i o n where he recognised 'the e s t a b l i s h e d ordinances 

and inherent e n e r g i e s ' of nature; a recognition, as alre a d y 

pointed out, s i n g u l a r l y at v a r i a n c e with h i s view of God 

as the immediate cause of a l l phenomena. 
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Robinson speaks of the harmonious order of nature 

revealed i n Psalm 104, and says t h a t we must not so 

exaggerate the immediacy of God's c o n t r o l of nature t h a t 

we neglect the Hebrew r e c o g n i t i o n of order i n nature. 

In the covenant w i t h Noah the rainbow i s a pledge of the 

f i x e d order which s h a l l p r e v a i l i n the fut u r e ; and e l s e 

where i n the Old Testament there are -clear r e f e r e n c e s 
. . . 532 to the r e g u l a r i t i e s i n nature. I n speaking of the 

importance of Wisdom i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and 

nature, Robinson comments on the danger of confusing 

t h i s w i t h the S t o i c d o c t r i n e of the Logos, s i n c e the 

idea of d i v i n e immanence was f o r e i g n to n a t i v e Hebrew 
533 

thought. The Hebrew w r i t e r s , i n d e a l i n g w i t h the 

f a m i l i a r r e a l i t i e s of: nature 'found something suggesting 

a quasi-independent e n t i t y t h a t n e e d e d . r e s t r a i n t ' . I n 

speaking of God's conservation of the world, Robinson 
534 

r e f e r s to 'the energies imparted to i t i n c r e a t i o n * . 
There i s no doubt t h a t r e c o g n i t i o n of n a t u r a l order 

i s a prominent feature of the Old Testament record; but 

i n the context of Robinson's e x p o s i t i o n we must ask how 

t h i s f a c t i s to be r e c o n c i l e d w i t h h i s claim t h a t God 

i s the immediate cause of a l l phenomena, and t h a t f o r 

the p r i m i t i v e world outlook everything i s p o s s i b l e . 

Robinson attempts a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n between the two 

views by a s s e r t i n g t h a t the quasi-independence of nature 

i s to be thought of i n p s y c h i c a l terms, and not i n terms 

53 2 534 
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of the energy or elements of modern s c i e n c e , s i n c e 'the 

m a t e r i a l o b j e c t s of nature were conceived as having a 
535 

p s y c h i c a l l i f e of t h e i r own'. Robinson b e l i e v e s t h a t 

t h i s a t t i t u d e to nature r e f l e c t s ' p r e - l o g i c a l ' t h i n k i n g , 

and the h a b i t u a l ignoring of the d i s t i n c t i o n between 

organic and i n o r g a n i c nature as a r e s u l t of which a l l 
536 

t h i n g s appear to l i v e . Furthermore, according to 

Robinson, the I s r a e l i t e s b e l i e v e d that t h e i r own s e l f 

consciousness gave them i n s i g h t i n t o the p s y c h i c a l l i f e 

of nature. 

•Just because the Hebrew h a b i t u a l l y d i s t r i b u t e d 

consciousness to hand, foot, eye, mouth, ear, heart, 

l i v e r , bowels, and kidneys, he could the more e a s i l y 

conceive of a p s y c h i c a l l i f e i n Nature. A f t e r a l l , 

our bodies are the one pa r t of Nature of which we 

can get an i n s i d e view. The body seemed to show how 

Nature f e l t and acted when viewed from w i t h i n , and 

i t was n a t u r a l to extend t h i s psychology to the 
537 

e x t e r n a l world'. 
I t i s because nature has t h i s p s y c h i c a l q u a l i t y t h a t 

i t can 'respond to the r u l e of i t s Creator and Upholder, 

on whom i t d i r e c t l y depends',.and thereby become 'the 
c o o 

unique utterance of a unique Being'. The l i f e which 

i s a c t u a l l y i n nature thus g i v e s the t r u e impression t h a t 

t here i s an a c t u a l o b j e c t i v e n a t u r a l order; while a t the 

same time that l i f e i s the means whereby God a c t i v e l y 

c o n t r o l s everything. 
Leaving a s i d e the by no means i n s i g n i f i c a n t question 

e o c c o a 
1R p. 12. Cf. W. Robertson Smith, THE RELIGION 

OF THE SEMITES, 3rd ed., London, pp. 85ff, quoted by Robinson. 
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1R p. 15. Cf. paragraph 1 of Robinson's summing up, p. 47. 
5 3 8 1R pp. 16,47. 
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as to whether or not the Old Testament t e x t s j u s t i f y 

Robinson's claim that the Hebrews looked at nature i n 

t h i s way, l e t us grant t h i s c laim f o r the sake of the 

argument. We must then, ask i f he has 

united the two views of God's r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h nature 

which appear to be at v a r i a n c e with each other: and the 

answer must be t h a t he has not done so. I f the l i f e i n 

nature r e a l l y has been given to nature by God, and i f the 

impression of independence i s t h e r e f o r e t r u e , then God 

i s not the immediate cause of a l l phenomena. I f , on the 

other hand, the l i f e of nature i s merely the instrument 

whereby God c o n t r o l s n a t u r a l events, then the impression 

of independence i s f a l s e ; and Robinson's preference f o r 

the phrase 'quasi-independence' confirms what many other 

of h i s statements a s s e r t , t h a t t h i s second a l t e r n a t i v e i s 

h i s r e a l opinion. The p s y c h i c a l l i f e i n o b j e c t s r e p r e s e n t s 

the puppet s t r i n g s whereby the master c o n t r o l s every 

movement. The puppets i n general present us w i t h uniform 

p a t t e r n s of behaviour, but they have no r e a l l i f e of 

t h e i r own and u n i t y i s given to the performance only 

through the s i n g l e minded w i l l of the unseen d i r e c t o r . 

The r e a l weight of those t e x t s which a s s e r t or imply 

genuine l i f e and energy i n nature and the common and complex 

i n t e r m i n g l i n g of cause and e f f e c t , i s completely ignored 
539 

i n the development of Robinson's main t h e s i s . 

5 3 9 Cf. Y. Kaufmann: 'The s t o r y of Genesis 1 seems to 
represent the t3hfl wSbShu ... as a kind of p r i m o r d i a l 
s t u f f out of which God fashioned the world. Herbage 
and animals s p r i n g from the earth, and sea c r e a t u r e s 
out of the waters, as i f these substances harbored the 
v i t a l seeds of l i f e ' . ( R l p. 67) 
In speaking of the t r e e s of knowledge and l i f e : ' l i f e 
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The o v e r - a l l i n c o n s i s t e n c y and confusion i n Robinson's 

statements seem to a r i s e from: 1) A determination to do 

j u s t i c e to a l l aspects of the s u b j e c t . 2) An acute , 

consciousness of the tendency of a l l modern readers to 

understand the Old Testament i n a modern way which would 

have been meaningless..to. the I s r a e l i t e s of Old Testament 

times. 3) A firm b e l i e f t h a t a proper understanding of 

the Old Testament can only be reached by r e f u s i n g to make 

a k i n d of s e p a r a t i o n between God and nature which modern 

s c i e n t i f i c i n v e s t i g a t i o n has a l l too often encouraged us 

to make. 4) The p r i n c i p l e t h a t a proper understanding of 

the Old Testament must be reached by reading c a r e f u l l y 

j u s t what the authors s a i d , and paying a t t e n t i o n to the 

a c t u a l usage of Hebrew terms. 

No one can q u a r r e l with these p r i n c i p l e s , but 

Robinson does not a c t u a l l y recognise Hebrew meaning and 

usage, and he does not recognise i t because of h i s 

determination not to read back i n t o the Old Testament a 

modern view of nature. I t would be p a t e n t l y absurd to 

read back i n t o the mind of any ancient I s r a e l i t e the 

s c i e n t i f i c outlook of a modern chemist or b o t a n i s t ; but, 

i f not so absurd, i t could be e q u a l l y misleading to read 

back i n t o the Old Testament a r a d i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t outlook. 

The determination to f i n d and emphasise a d i s t i n c t i o n 

can stop the t e x t s conveying t h e i r proper meaning, j u s t 

539 (Contd.) , , , , • j w 
and knowledge may be acquired by e a t i n g of 

t h e i r f r u i t - apparently r e g a r d l e s s of God's w i l l ' . 
( R l p. 67) 
Kaufmann a s s e r t s t h a t there i s no n a t u r a l bond between 
God and:; nature and t h a t God does not l i v e i n the 
processes of nature, and t h e r e f o r e no p a r t of nature 
i s d i v i n e . ( R l pp. 70-72) Cf. quotation, T h e s i s p. 206. 
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as much as does the unthinking assumption t h a t a given 

Hebrew w r i t e r looked a t n a t u r a l events j u s t as we do. 

Robinson's emphasis a l s o prevents him properly acknowledging 

the d i f f e r e n t aspects of the s u b j e c t and p e r c e i v i n g the 

r i g h t r e l a t i o n s h i p s between them. 

Perhaps Robinson's approach can be rendered more 

u s e f u l by following p r i n c i p l e s 1) and 4) without any 

i n i t i a l attempt to say whether or not, or to what extent 

the Hebrew view of nature w i l l resemble our own. T h i s 

would a l s o have the advantage of re c o g n i s i n g t h a t any 

given Hebrew i n a given time and p l a c e might have looked 

at t h i n g s d i f f e r e n t l y from another Hebrew i n another 

time and place, or even i f they were contemporaries i n the 

same area. S i m i l a r l y , not everyone today i n England i s 

a chemist o r b o t a n i s t , arid among chemists and b o t a n i s t s 

t h e r e are no doubt v a r i e d views of nature. Perhaps the 

c h i e f c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of modern Englishmen, and one which 

would have s t r u c k an I s r a e l i t e farmer f o r c i b l y , i s a 

widespread and profound ignorance of nature; to which i s 

c l o s e l y r e l a t e d a marked weakness i n observation and t o t a l 

i n a b i l i t y to produce on request a s c i e n t i f i c explanation 

of anything. 

Furthermore, Robinson's ref e r e n c e to 'a modern view 

of Nature', which we are apt to impose on the I s r a e l i t e 

mind, suggests t h a t there i s one view common to educated 

people, at any r a t e i n the Western World. I s t h i s so? 

And how does t h i s warning r e l a t e to another a s s e r t i o n which 

he makes t h a t the Hebrew conception of a continued c r e a t i o n 

• i s i n f u l l harmony w i t h what both the s c i e n c e and the 

philosophy of the modern world can accept'? I t may be 
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t h a t there i s some d i v i s i o n among n a t u r a l s c i e n t i s t s i n 

t h e i r o v e r - a l l view of nature, and perhaps many of them 

have never formulated such a view, t h i s being a p h i l o s o p h i c a l 

r a t h e r than a s c i e n t i f i c undertaking: but Robinson seems 

to want sometimes to t r e a t s c i e n c e as a v i n d i c a t i o n 

of the ancient mode of thought, and at other times as 

r e v e a l i n g an outlook fundamentally at v a r i a n c e w i t h the 

ancient view and a hindrance to the proper a p p r e c i a t i o n 

of what I s r a e l i t e s a c t u a l l y thought. The two approaches 

to Natural Science are not n e c e s s a r i l y incompatible, s i n c e 

t h i s term denotes a very wide range of i n t e l l e c t u a l and 

experimental work; and, as suggested, p h i l o s o p h i c a l 

r e f l e c t i o n on t h i s work no doubt v a r i e s from one s c i e n t i s t 

to another; but i n t h a t case the only way f r u i t f u l use 

can be made of comparisons w i t h modern s c i e n t i f i c work 

i s by being f a r more s p e c i f i c ; and above a l l by the 

r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t s c i e n t i f i c work i s based, f o r p u r e l y 

p r a c t i c a l purposes, on the assumption that nature i s a 

c l o s e d system, without implying that t h i s i s the whole 

t r u t h about nature. 

Today, we are aware that s c i e n t i f i c i n v e s t i g a t i o n has 

revealed an immense number of d e t a i l s about chains of cause 

and e f f e c t i n n a t u r a l events, and has emphasised what 

appears to be some kind of p h y s i c a l n e c e s s i t y . Nevertheless, 

not everyone would conclude that nature i s a closed system, 

however necessary t h a t assumption may be f o r s c i e n t i f i c 

progress. And there are s t i l l those who are prepared 

to a s s e r t the i n t e r v e n t i o n of God i n n a t u r a l events to 

br i n g about e f f e c t s which, but f o r such i n t e r v e n t i o n , would 

not occur; f o r example m i r a c l e s of h e a l i n g . 
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There are a l s o those who b e l i e v e the whole n a t u r a l 

order i n i t s normal workings to be i n some way dependent 

on the c r e a t i o n and p r e s e r v a t i o n by God, and that an 

hypothesis necessary f o r the achievement of the l i m i t e d 

aims of Natural Science i s not proved by s c i e n t i f i c 

s u ccess to be the whole t r u t h . 

As f o r p r i m i t i v e man regarding everything as p o s s i b l e , 

we must ask, Who i s p r i m i t i v e man? Were the ancient 

I s r a e l i t e s p r i m i t i v e men? And i f so, i n what does t h e i r 

p r i m i t i v e n e s s c o n s i s t ? To regard everything as p o s s i b l e 

i s to have given up a l l b e l i e f i n order and p r o b a b i l i t y : 

did Mowinckel and Wheeler Robinson r e a l l y b e l i e v e t h i s 
. . . . 540 of any men, p r i m i t i v e or otherwise? 

Robinson's argument must be seen, however b r i e f l y , i n 
a wider context. I f Robinson and other s c h o l a r s who 
think l i k e him were c o r r e c t i n t h e i r d e s c r i p t i o n of 
ancient I s r a e l i t e m entality, we should have, i n the 
I s r a e l i t e view of nature, a p i e c e of s t r i k i n g evidence 
to support the b e l i e f t h a t t h e r e i s a l a r g e and 
s i g n i f i c a n t c u l t u r a l gapbetween ancie n t I s r a e l i t e 
s o c i e t y and our own, and t h a t c r o s s c u l t u r a l communi
c a t i o n can take p l a c e only to a very l i m i t e d degree. 
I f the more extreme view of Pedersen were c o r r e c t , 
even the p o s s i b i l i t y of any such communication would 
be put i n doubt. I n th a t case, the B i b l e can ha r d l y 
be regarded as the continuing source of t r u t h f o r 
the Church down the ages. For example, we may be 
able to understand what the B i b l e i s saying about the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p of God and nature, but we s h a l l be q u i t e 
unable to shed the c u l t u r a l c o n d i t i o n s t h a t make us 
what we are, and accept the b i b l i c a l a s s e r t i o n s as 
t rue. 

This i s the argument put forward by D. Nineham i n h i s 
book, The Use and Abuse of the B i b l e : A Study of the 
B i b l e i n an Age of Rapid C u l t u r a l Change, London, 1976. 
Cf. the review by R.P.C. Manson, JTS, October 1977, 
pp. 541-544. Nineham accepts the kind of view 
propounded by Robinson: 'the Jews had no d i s t i n c t 
conception of impersonal laws of nature and thought 
of every event as i n some sense an act of God'. 
(p. 176; c f . pp. 20-22). But t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 
the b i b l i c a l evidence appears to be i n c o r r e c t , and a 
more c a r e f u l a n a l y s i s suggests a much c l o s e r s i m i l a r i t y 
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(Contd.) between common sense views of nature i n 
a n c i e n t I s r a e l and modern Europe. 

Cf. the misleading i n f l u e n c e of Robinson on Gordon 
D. Kaufman, A Problem For Theology: The Concept of 
Nature. HTR 65, 1972, pp. 337-366. ' I t . i s worth 
remembering i n t h i s connection t h a t the Hebrew vocabulary 
did not even have a term corresponding to our word 
"nature". The fundamental u n i t y and order of the 
context w i t h i n which man l i v e d was provided d i r e c t l y 
by God'. ( F t . 10, p. 349) 

See a l s o J . W. Rogerson, The Old Testament View of 
Nature: Some P r e l i m i n a r y Questions, i n I n s t r u c t i o n and 
I n t e r p r e t a t i o n , Leiden, 1977, pp. 67-84. On the idea 
t h a t men i n the ancient world saw nature as p o s s e s s i n g 
a p s y c h i c l i f e of i t s own, and e x h i b i t i n g some kind 
of personal q u a l i t y over a g a i n s t the modern s c i e n t i f i c 
a t t i t u d e to nature as an impersonal o b j e c t , see J . W. 
Rog.erson, The Old Testament v e r s u s Mythopoeic Thought, 
i n Myth In Old Testament I n t e r p r e t a t i o n , B e r l i n 1974, 
pp. 85-100. L a t e r i n t h i s book Rogerson s t a t e s ' i t 
i s becoming c l e a r that the notions of a p r i m i t i v e 
m e n t a l i t y d i f f e r e n t from t h a t of moderns must be 
abandoned'. (MOTI p. 180) Rogerson appeals to R. G. 
Collingwood's Idea of Nature as s t r o n g l y supporting 
t h i s view s i n c e Collingwood shows that 'the d i f f e r e n c e 
between the v a r i o u s t h e o r i e s about the nature of the 
u n i v e r s e from the Greek atomists to contemporary 
s c i e n c e l a y not i n any change or improvement i n the 
powers or f u n c t i o n i n g of the human mind', but r a t h e r 
upon the d i s c o v e r y of new f a c t s through experimentation. 
(MOTI p. 180) Rogerson a l s o r e f e r s to the p o s i t i o n 
of L e V i - S t r a u s s t h a t p r i m i t i v e s d i s p l a y l o g i c a l processes 
i n t h e i r t h i n k i n g , and d i f f e r e n t i a t e between o b j e c t s 
i n the n a t u r a l world and c l a s s i f y them. (MOTI pp. 104-
105) See a l s o J . W. Rogerson, Anthropology and the 
Domestication of the Savage Mind, Cambridge 1977. 

For a c r i t i q u e of t h e o r i e s of p r i m i t i v e r e l i g i o n of 
the type upon which s c h o l a r s l i k e Robinson and Pedersen 
have depended, see E. E. Evans-Pritchard, Theories 
of P r i m i t i v e R e l i g i o n , Oxford 1965 (1977 r e p r i n t ) 
e s p e c i a l l y the I n t r o d u c t i o n , pp. 1-19; and chapter on 
Levy-Bruhl, pp. 78-99. A few quotations from Evans-
P r i t c h a r d 's W i t c h c r a f t , O r a c l e s and Magic among the 
Azande, abridged ed., Oxford 1976, w i l l a l s o show how 
misleading have been b e l i e f s or assumptions about 
p r i m i t i v e peoples. 'Zande b e l i e f i n w i t c h c r a f t i n 
no way c o n t r a d i c t s e m p i r i c a l knowledge of cause and 
e f f e c t . The world known to the senses i s j u s t as 
r e a l to them as i t i s to us. We must not be deceived 
by t h e i r way of expressing c a u s a t i o n and imagine t h a t 
because they say a man w a s k i l l e d by w i t c h c r a f t they 
e n t i r e l y neglect the secondary causes t h a t , as we judge 
them, were the t r u e causes of h i s death. They are 
f o r e s h o r t e n i n g the c h a i n of events, and i n a p a r t i c u l a r 
s o c i a l s i t u a t i o n are s e l e c t i n g the cause t h a t i s 
s o c i a l l y r e l e v a n t and n e g l e c t i n g the r e s t ' , (p. 25) 

•The boy who knocked h i s foot against a stump of 
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(Contd.) wood did not account f o r the stump by 
ref e r e n c e to w i t c h c r a f t , nor did he suggest t h a t 
whenever anybody knocks h i s foot against a stump i t 
i s n e c e s s a r i l y due to w i t c h c r a f t , nor yet again did 
he account f o r the cut by saying that i t was caused 
by w i t c h c r a f t , f o r he knew q u i t e w e l l t h a t i t was 
caused by the stump of wood. What he a t t r i b u t e d 
to w i t c h c r a f t was t h a t on t h i s p a r t i c u l a r occasion, 
when e x e r c i s i n g h i s u s u a l care, he s t r u c k h i s foot 
against a stump of wood, whereas on a hundred other 
occasions he did not do so, and t h a t on t h i s p a r t i c u l a r 
occasion the cut, which he expected to r e s u l t from the 
knock, f e s t e r e d whereas he had had dozens of cu t s 
which had not f e s t e r e d . S u r e l y these p e c u l i a r 
c o n d i t i o n s demand an explanation'. (p. 21) 'Azande 
a t t r i b u t e n e a r l y a l l s i c k n e s s , whatever the nature to 
w i t c h c r a f t or s o r c e r y : i t i s these f o r c e s t h a t must 
be worsted i n order to cure a s e r i o u s i l l n e s s . T h i s 
does not mean th a t Azande e n t i r e l y d i s r e g a r d secondary 
causes but, i n so f a r as they recognize these, they 
g e n e r a l l y think of them as a s s o c i a t e d w i t h w i t c h c r a f t 
and magic. Nor does t h e i r r e f e r e n c e of s i c k n e s s to 
supernatural causes l e a d them to neglect treatment 
of symptoms any more than t h e i r r e f e r e n c e of death 
on the horns of a b u f f a l o to w i t c h c r a f t causes them 
to await i t s onslaught. On the contrary, they possess 
an enormous pharmacopoeia ( I have myself c o l l e c t e d 
almost a hundred p l a n t s , used to t r e a t d i s e a s e s and 
l e s i o n s , along the s i d e s of a path f o r about two 
hundred y a r d s ) , and i n ordinary circumstances they 
t r u s t to drugs to cure t h e i r ailments and only take 
steps to remove the primary and supernatural causes 
when the d i s e a s e i s of a s e r i o u s nature or takes an 
alarming t u r n . ' E v a n s - P r i t c h a r d goes on to point 
out how w e l l Azande understand d i s e a s e and i t s 
treatment i n so f a r as t h i s i s p o s s i b l e on the b a s i s 
of common sense observation; 'almost every d i s e a s e 
i s not only diagnosed, i t s probable course f o r e t o l d , 
and i t s r e l a t i o n to a cause defined, but a l s o each 
d i s e a s e has i t s own i n d i v i d u a l treatment, which i n 
some cases has e v i d e n t l y been b u i l t upon experience 
and i n other cases, though i t i s probably q u i t e 
i n e f f e c t u a l , shows a logico-experimental element', 
(pp. 195-196) 

The whole question of the r e l a t i o n s h i p of d i f f e r e n t 
k i n d s of t h i n k i n g i n d i f f e r e n t c u l t u r e s i s d i s c u s s e d 
at length and from d i f f e r e n t p o i n t s of view i n Modes 
of Thought: Essays on Thinking i n Western and Non-
Western S o c i e t i e s , edited by Robin Horton and Ruth 
Finnegan, London 1973, and dedicated to S i r Edward 
Ev a n s - P r i t c h a r d . 

For the suggestion, sometimes i m p l i c i t r a t h e r than 
e x p l i c i t , t h a t ancient I s r a e l i t e s were spontaneously 
r e l i g i o u s i n t h e i r t h i n k i n g i n c o n t r a s t to the 
s e c u l a r outlook of modern times, c f . David Martin, 
The R e l i g i o u s and the Secular, London, 1969. With 
ref e r e n c e to the complexity involved i n the h i s t o r y 
of p o s s i b l e choices between d i f f e r e n t o r i e n t a t i o n s 
towards the world, 'the t r o u b l e w i t h the concept of 
s e c u l a r i z a t i o n i s that i t attempts to s i m p l i f y t h a t 
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(Contd.) complexity i n the i n t e r e s t s of ideology 
or of an over-neat i n t e l l e c t u a l economy'. (p. 6) 
Martin's whole book i s an argument t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between the r e l i g i o u s and the s e c u l a r i s often too 
b l u r r e d to be anything other than misleading, and 
although at times i t may be overstated, i s a h e a l t h y 
warning a g a i n s t any over simple d i s t i n c t i o n s between 
the b i b l i c a l world and our own. 

On the c o n t r a s t between r e l i g i o u s Hebrews and 
r a t i o n a l i s t Greeks, c f . W. K. C. Guthrie, The Pre-
S o c r a t i c World-Picture, HTR, v o l . 45, 1952, pp. 87-
104. Guthrie p r o t e s t s against the tendency to c l a s s i f y 
Greek t h i n k e r s as r a t i o n a l i s t s or m y s t i c s i 'we are 
i n a period of thought before such d i s t i n c t i o n s had 
any meaning'; "and Empedokles i s r e f e r r e d to as an 
outstanding example of the f a c t , (p. 103). Guthrie 
quotes A r i s t o t l e , who s a i d of h i s predecessors t h a t 
they a l l shared one c e n t r a l idea, ' " . a l l nature i s 
encompassed with the d i v i n e ' " . (p. 104) 
'" See a l s o James Barr, Man and Nature - The E c o l o g i c a l 
Controversy and the Old Testament, BJRL 1972-1973, 
Vol. 55> pp. 9-32. When Barr makes a b r i e f and h e a v i l y 
q u a l i f i e d answer to the question as to what the 
i n t e l l e c t u a l antecedents of modern s c i e n c e are, he 
a l s o i s s u e s the following c a u t i o n : ' B a s i c a l l y I 
would be a g a i n s t a l l attempts to e x p l a i n a complicated 
modern process by s e t t i n g i t a g a i n s t two or three 
simple and remote models such as " b i b l i c a l thought" 
or "Greek thought"', (p. 27) 
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Sec t i o n E. E. C. Rust 

E. C. Rust wrote two books which are r e l e v a n t to 

a study of the r e l a t i o n s h i p of God and nature i n the 

Old Testament. The f i r s t , Nature and Man I n B i b l i c a l 

Thought, r e v e a l s the strong i n f l u e n c e of Wheeler Robinson 

and Pedersen. The second, Science and F a i t h , contains 

f a r l e s s d i r e c t e x p o s i t i o n of b i b l i c a l thought but. 

endeavours to r e l a t e b i b l i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n to an 

ev a l u a t i o n of the knowledge gained by the methods of 

n a t u r a l s c i e n c e . I t w i l l be as w e l l to deal with the 

two books s e p a r a t e l y . Chapters 15 and 16 w i l l concern 

Nature and Man I n B i b l i c a l Thought, and chapters 17, 18 

and 19, Science and F a i t h . 

15. PSYCHIC WHOLE AND DIFFUSED CONSCIOUSNESS 

Rust i n t e r p r e t s Genesis 1 to mean th a t God used 

the a l r e a d y e x i s t i n g elements of chaos i n the c r e a t i o n of 

heaven and earth, but t h a t God i s unquestionably t r a n s 

cendent and e x e r c i s e s absolute sovereignty over t h i s 
541 

m a t e r i a l i n the work of c r e a t i o n . I n commenting on 

Psalm 104 he says, 'Yet there i s no h i n t i n t h i s or any 

other Nature Psalm of nature pantheism. The n a t u r a l 

order has i t s own l i f e and a l l t h i n g s stand over a g a i n s t 
542 

Yahweh s u f f i c i e n t l y to o f f e r Him t h e i r p r a i s e s ' . 
Basing h i s a s s e r t i o n on Pedersen, Rust s t a t e s t h a t 

Sheol i s c l o s e l y a s s o c i a t e d w i t h the deep; so c l o s e l y , 

indeed, that 'To go to Sheol i s thus to r e t u r n to the 

primeval chaos from which the created order f i r s t emerged. 

Man d i e s and h i s shade descends to the p i t , r e t u r n s to 

the chaos out of which God moulded and shaped a l l l i v i n g 

541 
= 4 7 NATURE AND MAN IN BIBLICAL THOUGHT, London, 1953, pp.30-36, 

NM p. 43. 
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543 t h i n g s ' . We may compare the statement of Pedersen, 

•He who i s i n Sheol i s a l s o i n the ocean, because they 

both denote the subterraneous, negative power, the world 

of death and chaos ... Sheol and the ocean are fused i n 
544 

a u n i t y , as the source of a l l that i s e v i l ' . 

Both w r i t e r s seem to confuse a s s o c i a t i o n and 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n here, and to be basing t h e i r e x p o s i t i o n 

upon a l i t e r a l and f a l s e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of p o e t i c passages. 

Perhaps i t i s worth mentioning t h a t Sheol i s not r e f e r r e d 

to i n Genesis 1:1-2:4a, but i f i t had been an element i n 

chaos i t s p l a c e i n the newly created order would s u r e l y 

have been e x p l i c i t l y i n d i c a t e d . Nor do a c t u a l d e s c r i p t i o n s 

of what goes on i n Sheol t e l l of chaos. 

Rust says l a t e r t h a t the n a t i o n i s a 'psychic 

whole' and t h a t nation and land are so i n t i m a t e l y r e l a t e d 

as to be a u n i t y . T h i s means that when man i s cursed, 

so i s the land: i f Yahweh i s w i t h h i s people the land 
545 

i s "Desolate", and the w i l d e r n e s s and the chaos r e t u r n ' . 

Rust's view probably r e v e a l s the d i r e c t i n f l u e n c e 

of Pedersen. There may w e l l be some t r u t h i n t h i s i n t e r 

p r e t a t i o n of the t e x t , j u s t as there appears to be a 

d e f i n i t e connection i n the B i b l e between s i n and s u f f e r i n g ; 

but j u s t as the l a t t e r connection can be thought of i n too 

simple and crude a way, so Rust presents us w i t h an over 

simple view of the r e l a t i o n s h i p we must draw i f we take 

h i s view as i t stands s e r i o u s l y : at the time of the E x i l e , 

543 544 545 
^ NM p. 47. ° ™ PI p. 463. NM pp. 50-51. 
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P a l e s t i n e should have turned i n t o a desert, and even 

have been completely overrun by the ocean. We are a l s o 

faced with the paradox t h a t the de s e r t , where accursed 

Adam does not dwell, should be blossoming l i k e the rose; 

whereas the land inhabited by man should be turning to 

a wil d e r n e s s , except perhaps i n those i s o l a t e d pockets 

where some f a i t h f u l Enoch s t i l l walks w i t h God. This i s 

m a n i f e s t l y not the case, any more than s u f f e r i n g i s 

a l l o t t e d i n every case according to the degree of g u i l t 

i n the s u f f e r e r , and the Old Testament i t s e l f bears 

eloquent witness to the f a c t t h at the very r e v e r s e often 

seems to be t r u e . 

Rust speaks of the consciousness d i f f u s e d throughout 

nature which makes p o s s i b l e communion between man and 

nature, and i s the means whereby n a t u r a l o b j e c t s can be 

used by God. This d i f f u s e d consciousness i s to be regarded 

'as a mana d i f f u s e d i n n a t u r a l o b j e c t s ' which 'has a l s o 

the c a p a c i t y to be indwelt and used by higher powers and 
546 

i n p a r t i c u l a r by Yahweh H i m s e l f . 

The i l l u s t r a t i o n s from the B i b l e given by Rust do 

not i n f a c t lend any support to h i s view, and can only 

be forced i n t o some semblance of agreement w i t h h i s i n t e r 

p r e t a t i o n by a t a c i t d i s m i s s a l of p o e t i c or f i g u r a t i v e 

e x pression i n the ancient l i t e r a t u r e . Rust t e l l s us t h a t 

Joseph's dream about the sheaves ' i s more than mere dream 

546 
NM p. 53. On mana, c f . TPR, m which Ev a n s - P r i t c h a r d 
r e f e r s a number of times to the use of t h i s term i n 
m i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of p r i m i t i v e thought; but see 
e s p e c i a l l y pp. 11-12, 14-15. 
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symbolism, i t i s more i n t i m a t e l y connected with the 
547 

contemporary view of nature i t s e l f ' . However, when 

Joseph's contemporaries, h i s brothers, were t o l d the dream 

they commented on i t , 'Shalt thou indeed r e i g n over us? 

or s h a l t thou indeed have dominion over us? And they hated 

him'. (RV) A f t e r Joseph's second dream concerning the 

sun, moon and s t a r s h i s e l d e r contemporary, h i s f a t h e r , 

responded, 'What i s t h i s dream t h a t thou hast dreamed? 

S h a l l I and thy mother and thy brethren indeed come to 

bow down o u r s e l v e s to thee to the e a r t h ? ' (RV) Joseph's 

contemporaries saw the dreams as symbolic, and i t i s as 
548 

symbolism t h a t they are f u l f i l l e d . There i s no mention 

of sheaves of corn or c e l e s t i a l bodies bowing down, and 

such behaviour i s only attrilbuted to them i n dreams and 

as an obvious c o n t r a s t to t h e i r normal behaviour. I t i s 

not Joseph's contemporaries but c e r t a i n modem s c h o l a r s 

who see i n such t h i n g s 'more than mere dream symbolism'. 

The symbolic nature of Jotham's f a b l e i s not merely 

obvious but e s s e n t i a l , t o the meaning of the t e x t . Jotham 

did not regard the meeting of the men of Shechem as an 

opportune moment to d e l i v e r a b o t a n i c a l l e c t u r e , but to 

h u r l s a r c a s t i c abuse and a warning at them before running 

f o r h i s l i f e . I t i s t o t a l l y i l l e g i t i m a t e to wrest from 

such a statement what i s supposed to be an I s r a e l i t e 

outlook on nature; and when we stop to r e f l e c t on the 

behaviour a t t r i b u t e d to the t r e e s i n the s t o r y i t i s 

i n c r e d i b l e t h a t anyone, ancient or modern, should have 

NM p. 52. See Genesis 37:8; 37:10; 42:6-9. 
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regarded i t as expressing 'the p s y c h i c l i f e of the 

n a t u r a l order'. I f t h i s s t o r y i s expressing something 

more than a human moral, what more i s i t t e l l i n g us, and 

In r e f e r r i n g to L e v i t i c u s 19:23-25, which f o r b i d s 

the t a k i n g of f r u i t from newly planted t r e e s f o r three 

years,. Rust s t a t e s that when the f r u i t i s s t r i p p e d from 

the t r e e s i n the four t h year t h i s i s l i k e n e d to the a c t 

of c i r c u m c i s i o n , and t h i s i n turn i m p l i e s t h a t the l i f e 

of the t r e e s must be respected. Verse 24, however, does 

not l i k e n the s t r i p p i n g of the t r e e s to c i r c u m c i s i o n ' 

s i n c e n e i t h e r 'the a c t of s t r i p p i n g ' nor 'the act of 

c i r c u m c i s i o n ' i s r e f e r r e d to, and Rust's exegesis merely 

a f f o r d s a s t r i k i n g l e s s o n i n how easy i t i s to read words 

i n t o the t e x t once we have decided what to f i n d i n i t . 

Rust's way of expressing the v e r s e n a t u r a l l y makes us 

think of the p a r a l l e l w i t h male c h i l d r e n , but the 

t e x t a c t u a l l y says, 

"But i n the four t h year a l l the f r u i t thereof s h a l l be 

holy, f o r g i v i n g p r a i s e unto the LORD'. (RV) 

There i s , of course, r e f e r e n c e to c i r c u m c i s i o n i n 

the preceding v e r s e : 

• T T I • • • TIT 

where i s the evidence of such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ? 549 

T • • i * " • T I T —• 

b trb)bn uTjp 

:b3X~ x'b trbnv cob n^n 
- • T • • • • • - : • . • T v : 

549 Judges 9*6-21. 
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•then ye s h a l l count the food thereof as t h e i r 

u n circumcision: three y e a r s s h a l l they be as uncircumcised 

to you; i t s h a l l not be eaten'. (RV) 

This i s a f i g u r a t i v e use of c i r c u m c i s i o n meant 

to emphasise the u n t o u c h a b i l i t y of the f r u i t . The t r e e s 

are to be t r e a t e d as i f they were uncircumcised people. 

The passage about the t r e e s i s followed by p r o h i b i t i o n s 

a g a i n s t touching or having anything to do with c e r t a i n 

other t h i n g s , such as blood, or magic. In Deuteronomy 

10:16 and Jeremiah 4:4 the same f i g u r e i s applied to the 

heart, the context i n these c a s e s making i t c l e a r t h a t 
550 . . 

the need for obedience i s being emphasised. L e v i t i c u s 

19:23-25 c e r t a i n l y s t r e s s e s the need to t r e a t newly 

planted t r e e s with r e s p e c t , but only expresses a meaning 

with which many modern f o r e s t e r s and gardeners would 

sympathise. Rust i s e n t i t l e d to c l a i m that the p e c u l i a r 

e xpression used r e q u i r e s f u r t h e r explanation, i f t h i s i s 

what he f e e l s about i t ; but he must j u s t i f y such explanation 

by producing evidence i n i t s favour. He i s not e n t i t l e d 

to r e - w r i t e the t e x t on the b a s i s of a l i t e r a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

of f i g u r a t i v e language. 

Rust next r e f e r s to the custom of l e a v i n g corners 

of f i e l d s unreaped at h a r v e s t time. Following F r a z e r , 

he r e f e r s to the p a r a l l e l custom among p r i m i t i v e peoples 

of l e a v i n g some c e r e a l to feed the s p i r i t which gave l i f e 

to the crop. 'The p s y c h i c l i f e of the corn min must not 

T : - r — "T • • - r 
550 See BDB p. 790 
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be i l l - t r e a t e d or ran w i l l s u f f e r ' . 551 The p a r a l l e l i s 

not a l t o g e t h e r c l e a r , but i n any case the two r e f e r e n c e s 

to t h i s custom i n L e v i t i c u s give a q u i t e d i f f e r e n t reason 

f o r the custom: the c e r e a l s and f r u i t are to be l e f t 

f o r the sake of the poor. T h i s c l e a r l y i n t e l l i g i b l e reason 

i s given twice i n e x a c t l y the same words, 'thou s h a l t 

leave them for the poor and f o r the stranger'; but the 

mere e x p l i c i t statement of the t e x t i s dismissed by Rust 
552 

as a l a t e r m o r a l i s a t i o n of the motive on the human l e v e l . 

L a t e r than what? L a t e r than the s t a t e of a f f a i r s 

depicted by Rust's a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l guesswork: but even 

i f t h i s guesswork i s c o r r e c t i t cannot a l t e r the c l e a r 

meaning of the t e x t . I f Rust i s u s i n g the t e x t to i l l u s 

t r a t e I s r a e l i t e modes of thought i t i s the t e x t he must 

use and not some t e x t - s u b s t i t u t e . I t i s open to Rust 

to argue t h a t the old way of t h i n k i n g continued among the 

people of I s r a e l and th a t i t was the l e a d e r s who t r i e d 

to imposed on them a more moral way of viewing the custom; 

but once again, he must o f f e r evidence f o r such a claim, and 

a l s o t e l l us how he e v a l u a t e s the common mode of thought 

on the one hand and the b i b l i c a l mode of thought on the 

other. 

There i s no point i n pursuing t h i s l i n e of argument 

s i n c e Rust o f f e r s no evidence whatever: as i n the previous 

case, he s u r r e p t i t i o u s l y r e - w r i t e s the t e x t f o r us, 

conveying by h i s statement about the supposed l a t e r 

551 NM p. 53. 552 NM p. 52. 
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r a t i o n a l i s a t i o n of motive the suggestive impression t h a t 

he i s g i v i n g us the r e a l , o r i g i n a l meaning of the custom 

described i n L e v i t i c u s ; while i n the b i b l i c a l w r i t e r 

has merely misled us by h i s ' l a t e r ' m o r a l i s i n g tendency. 

To r e t u r n to the main point: the b i b l i c a l t e x t does not 

support Rust's contention t h a t the B i b l e expresses or 

I s r a e l i t e s b e l i e v e d i n a d i f f u s e d consciousness i n nature. 

When David i s t o l d to l i s t e n f o r the sound of marching 

i n the tops of t r e e s t h i s i m p l i e s nothing of p s y c h i c - l i f e 

i n them, and might simply have meant the sudden s t i r r i n g 

of the wind among them. I t was probably the evening 

land breeze and covered the sound of h i s troops moving. 

We cannot be sure what i s meant, but i t i s q u i t e misleading 

to c a l l them ' o r a c l e - g i v i n g ' . David has a l r e a d y consulted 

the o r a c l e which warns him to make an a t t a c k from the 

r e a r i n s t e a d of a f r o n t a l a s s a u l t , and whatever happens 

i n the tops of the t r e e s i s a s i g n a l to launch the a t t a c k . 

However, i t came about t h a t c e r t a i n t r e e s were 

looked upon as sacred, they are e x c e p t i o n a l and by t h e i r 

v ery nature o f f e r no b a s i s f o r g e n e r a l i s i n g about a l l 

t r e e s , nor do they imply anything about p s y c h i c - l i f e i n 

n a t u r a l o b j e c t s . 

Rust r e f e r s to a number of p o e t i c passages i n support 
554 

of h i s contention. Once again, we are confronted by 

the s e l e c t i v e approach to p o e t i c passages, which seems 

to depend on reading the s e l e c t e d t e x t s l i t e r a l l y . T h i s i s 

NM p. 53. See I I Samuel 5:22-25. NM p. 55. 
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a wholly i l l e g i t i m a t e - p r o c e d u r e and, as we have seen i n 

other cases, l e a d s to a b s u r d i t i e s . I f the author of Job 38 

means that the morning s t a r s r e a l l y sang i n chorus at the 

c r e a t i o n of the world, does he a l s o intend us to think 

of the sea as a kind of g i g a n t i c baby, or the c o n s t e l l a t i o n s 

as beings that can be bound or led about? Does Rust 

suppose that the s t a r s a c t u a l l y fought against S i s e r a , and 

t h a t t h i s i s what the author of Judges 5 intended and 
555 

t h a t h i s readers or h e a r e r s understood? 

Rust quotes Wheeler Robinson to the e f f e c t t h a t 

such expressions are not merely a r b i t r a r y f i g u r e s of 

speech, but we can only agree t h a t they are not a r b i t r a r y 

on l i t e r a r y gounds or i n a l i t e r a r y sense. I t i s n a t u r a l 

f o r people to s i n g when they are happy and Job 38:7 i s 

t h e r e f o r e an appropriate way to express the joy of heaven 

at the moment of c r e a t i o n , and a l s o the joy of human beings 

thanking God f o r t h e i r l i f e and expressing wonder at the 

ordered unive r s e . The rushing of a t o r r e n t i s a n a t u r a l 

analogy f o r one t o t a l l y v i c t o r i o u s army chasing another 

o f f the b a t t l e f i e l d , and someone who sees the power and 

goodwill of God i n the whole of the created order might 
w e l l imagine a l l t h i n g s j o i n i n g with him i n a great chorus 

556 
of p r a i s e . 

I t i s q u i t e true that the Old Testament expresses 

a view of nature which i s a f a r c r y from a merely mecha

n i s t i c u n i v e r s e , but we are not going to d i s c o v e r what 

See Job 38:8-9, 31-32; Judges 5:19-21. 
Psalm 148. 
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t h a t Old Testament view i s by using p o e t i c images as i f 

they were l i t e r a l d e s c r i p t i o n s and deducing from them that 

n a t u r a l o b j e c t s possessed some kind of conscious personal 

f e e l i n g and r a t i o n a l power, f o r t h i s i s what the phrase 

• p s y c h i c - l i f e ' and Rust's whole argument imply. 

Rust q u i t e r i g h t l y p o i n t s out t h a t e v i l e n t e r s i n t o 

the world through the s i n of man and that t h e r e i s nothing 

e v i l i n matter i t s e l f according to the Old Testament. 

Rust, however, w r i t e s as i f the s i n of man brought a 

curse upon the land almost as i f i t were a chemical 

r e a c t i o n . I t i s l i n k e d with 'the p s y c h i c t o t a l i t y of 

nature', and i t appears that i f man as one element i n 

t h i s t o t a l i t y goes wrong, then t h i s w i l l have i n e v i t a b l e 

r e p e r c u s s i o n s throughout the whole. 'Because of the s i n 

of Adam the ground too has become accursed'. 'The chaos 

can r e t u r n where man's s i n brings curse to the ground. 

Adam's s i n , according to the J n a r r a t i v e , means the 

r e t u r n of the e a r t h t o the w i l d e r n e s s chaos. The thorn 

and the t h i s t l e once more take up t h e i r abode and 

t h r e a t e n man's source of sustenance. Hence the s i n 

of Sodom and Gomorrah transforms them i n t o a w i l d e r n e s s 

of brimstone and s a l t , w h i l s t a l i k e doom thr e a t e n s the 
55 

land of any others who turn away from Yahweh thexr God'. 

The t e x t s r e f e r r e d to by Rust make i t q u i t e c l e a r 

t h a t d e s o l a t i o n i s brought about by the a c t i o n of God. 

'Then the LORD rained on Sodom and Gomorrah brimstone 

and f i r e from the LORD out of heaven'. We must a l s o note 

NM pp. 56,57. 
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such phrases as 'the s i c k n e s s e s w i t h which the LORD has 

made i t s i c k ' , 'an overthrow l i k e t h a t of Sodom and 

Gomorrah, Admah and Zeboi'im, which the LORD overthrew 
558 

i n h i s anger and wrath', 'the LORD uprooted them'. 

Zephaniah 2i9 indeed f o r e t e l l s t h a t Moab and Ammon 

s h a l l become a w i l d e r n e s s , but the analogy w i t h Sodom 

and Gomorrah i s e x p l i c i t ; v e r s e 11 t e l l s us t h a t 'the 

LORD w i l l be t e r r i b l e a g a i n s t them', and v e r s e 9 r e f e r s 

e x p l i c i t l y to the d e v a s t a t i o n of war. 

Rust recognises the a c t i o n of God i n other cases, 

but f a i l s to see that i f curse, and, indeed, b l e s s i n g , 

take t h e i r e f f e c t through the i n t e r v e n t i o n of God, 

then t h i s renders the concept of the ' p s y c h i c - t o t a l i t y 

of nature' q u i t e unnecessary, and means that the t e x t s 

i n question do not i n any way demand or suggest such a 

view of the world. 

One wonders i f Rust, along w i t h Wheeler Robinson 

and Pedersen, has not attempted to r e p l a c e the mechanistic 

p i c t u r e of the universe w i t h what we might c a l l a p s y c h i c 

one. Rust, for example, recognises the r e g u l a r i t i e s of 

nature, but i s anxious to assure us t h a t these r e g u l a r i t i e s 

are not l i m i t a t i o n s s e t to God's a c t i v i t y ' i n the way 

that the s c i e n t i s t has so often conceived h i s s c i e n t i f i c 
559 

and n a t u r a l laws'. Rust and Robinson c e r t a i n l y 

seem to have been moved by a profound determination to 

destroy the notion of a closed system, w i t h which God can 

558 
See Genesis I 9 i 2 4 ; c f . v 29. Deuteronomy 29:16-28, 
e s p e c i a l l y w . 22,23 and 28. 

5 5 9 NM p. 70. 
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only i n t e r f e r e i f he wishes t o i n f l u e n c e i t ; and they seem 

to have s e i z e d on Pedersen's i d e a s as providing a 

b i b l i c a l l y based a l t e r n a t i v e i n which the machine i s 

replaced by a s p i r i t u a l e n t i t y which has a n a t u r a l 

a f f i n i t y w ith God and with which he has an intimate 

s p i r i t u a l r e l a t i o n s h i p . Unfortunately t h i s view i s 

j u s t i f i e d n e i t h e r by the B i b l e nor our knowledge of nature; 

and perhaps t h i s i s not an accident, s i n c e the ancient 

I s r a e l i t e s l i v e d c l o s e to the n a t u r a l world and were 

not misled through a t t r a c t i o n or repulsion-by e l a b o r a t e 

p h y s i c a l t h e o r i e s and the metaphysical ideas that sometimes 

go w i t h them. 

'Behind God's covenant w i t h His chosen people l i e s 

His covenant w i t h nature i t s e l f . I t i s open to 

His command and obeys His decrees. I t s p s y c h i c 

l i f e responds to His Word and i s capable of being ' 

indwelt by His higher power' 

•Hence we have ... a p i c t u r e of a l l nature as 

dependent upon i t s Creator who i s a c t i v e i n i t ' . ^ ^ 

Rust i s very dependent on Wheeler Robinson, and 

h i s e x p o s i t i o n of the I s r a e l i t e outlook i s t h e r e f o r e 

open to the same o b j e c t i o n s as Robinson's. He runs i n t o 

the same d i f f i c u l t y over the attempt to combine the idea 

of God's continuous d i r e c t a c t i v i t y i n nature w i t h the 

f a c t , c l e a r l y recognised by the I s r a e l i t e s , t h a t nature 

e x h i b i t s c h a ins of cause and e f f e c t which do not i n 

themselves suggest the presence or i n t e r v e n t i o n of a c r e a t o r , 

NM pp. 64-65, 69. 
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and which were regarded as operating of t h e i r own 

accord. This l e a d s to confused use of t h e o l o g i c a l concepts 

and a muddling of i d e a s i n which each one i s s e i z e d upon 

to serve the needs of the immediate d i a l e c t i c a l moment. 

Having r e j e c t e d not only deism, but a l s o a 'mediating 

theism which g i v e s n a t u r a l laws a p l a c e w i t h i n the 

a c t i v i t y of God', Rust continues, 

'For the Hebrew; nature was shot through and 

through w i t h the d i v i n e a c t i v i t y . He had no idea 

of c h a i n s of c a u s a l i t y and secondary causes. 

Everything depended d i r e c t l y upon God Himself, and 

His c o n t r o l of the l i f e of His c r e a t u r e s was 

immediate. He governed p e r s o n a l l y the r e g u l a r i t i e s 

of the n a t u r a l o r d e r ' . 5 6 1 

In w r i t i n g of the a n c i e n t Hebrew, Rust says, 

'there was no p l a c e i n h i s mind fo r a chain of c a u s a l i t y 

or f o r secondary causes, and thus we should expect t h a t 

f o r him the universe was an atomized c o l l e c t i o n of events 

each d i r e c t l y l i n k e d to God from whom they derived t h e i r 

u n i t y ' . 5 6 2 

L i k e Robinson, Rust has d i f f i c u l t y i n maintaining 

t h i s view c o n s i s t e n t l y , p a r t l y because the obvious 

operation of secondary causes i s c l e a r l y recognised i n 

the B i b l e , and p a r t l y because he i s a f r a i d of over 

emphasising the immanence of God and running dangerously 
c e o 

.close to a p a n t h e i s t i c outlook. ' 

5 6 1 NM p. 66. 5 6 2 NM p. 68. 
c e o 

See NM p. 70, where he quotes Robinson. 
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•Nature did possess a quasi-independenceof i t s 

own. I t s l i f e was not the l i f e of God. The sun, 

moon and s t a r s could be summoned to p r a i s e t h e i r 

Maker. But the d i f f u s e d p s y c h i c l i f e of nature 
564 

could be indwelt and c o n t r o l l e d by God H i m s e l f . 

This means, as i n the case of Robinson, t h a t i n 

the phrase 'quasi-independence* the emphasis must f a l l 

on 'quasi'. Nature has no r e a l independence at a l l , 

and when the sun, moon and s t a r s are c a l l e d upon to p r a i s e 

God, they w i l l do so because they have no choice, any 

more than the c a t h e d r a l organ w i l l p l ay loud or s o f t , 

merry or sad, except at the w i l l of the p l a y e r who i s 

manipulating i t . We may compare the statement t h a t the 

prophets saw the processes of nature co-operating with 

God, and nature could do t h i s because i t had i t s own 

p s y c h i c l i f e . But t h i s a s s e r t i o n ' i s i n c o n s i s t e n t with 

those which s t a t e t h a t the p s y c h i c l i f e was simply the 

medium whereby God d i r e c t l y produced a l l events i n nature. 

The same c r i t i c i s m a p p l i e s to the following passage 

i n which RUst wriggles on the horns of the i n s o l u b l e 

dilemma he has created f o r h i m s e l f . 

'The Hebrew knew that the f r u i t came from the inherent 

energies of the t r e e , j u s t as the corn developed 

from the seed'. (independence) 'He was aware of 

the long and p a t i e n t processes by which man must 

prepare the s o i l i f he was to reap i t s i n c r e a s e ' . 

NM p. 66. NM p. 68. 
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(independence) 'Yet the knowledge of those 

processes was the g i f t of God'. ( d i v i n e a c t i o n , 

quasi-independence) 'He knew th a t the r a i n had i t s 

pa r t to play, but that too was God's g i f t ' , ( d i v i n e 

a c t i o n , quasi-independence) 'and i t was God who 

prepared the corn which covered the v a l l e y s ' 

( d i v i n e a c t i o n , quasi-independence) ' a f t e r the 

r a i n had f u l f i l l e d i t s f u n c t i o n ' . (independence) 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to r e f l e c t upon the p o s i t i o n of 

man i n such a world. Men may accept or r e j e c t God, and 

thereby b r i n g upon themselves curse or b l e s s i n g . The 

consequence must be i n e v i t a b l e s i n c e God i s i n immediate 

c o n t r o l of a l l t h i n g s . Therefore, the wicked w i l l f i n d 

h i s farm t u r n i n g to desert, w h i l e the good w i l l f i n d h i s 

labourers too few f o r the h a r v e s t . A p r e t t y p i c t u r e , and 

the s t u f f of which f a i r y t a l e s and popular novels are 

made, but s c a r c e l y a r e a l i s t i c record of human l i f e e i t h e r 

as we know i t or as i t i s depicted f o r us i n the pages 

of the Old T e s t a m e n t . 5 6 6 

As Rust recognises, he has produced a p i c t u r e of 

God ever engaged i n c r e a t i v e a c t i v i t y , and he confuses 

t h i s with the notion of God p r e s e r v i n g the world. 'Indeed 

His c r e a t i v e a c t i v i t y was continuous. He had created the 
567 

world i n the beginning but He was s t i l l c r e a t i n g ' . 

In support of t h i s Nehemiah 9:6 i s quoted, with emphasis 

on the present continuous sense of the f i n a l verb. The 

passage i n Nehemiah reads: 
566 

Cf. Luke 12:13-21, the parable of the r i c h f o o l . 
5 6 7 NM p. 68. 
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nb^-nx n^no ruwt 
A T • • . ••• *•• - : T - • 

As Rust himself acknowledges, the verb i~lU3.y means 

•made', and the verb f l T l i s here s u i t a b l y t r a n s l a t e d 

'preserve'. God has made a l l t h a t i s and he continues 

to s u s t a i n i t s l i f e , and without t h i s continuing pre

s e r v a t i o n , t h e r e would be no l i f e . There i s thus a c l e a r 

d i s t i n c t i o n between the o r i g i n a l making, c r e a t i n g of the 

world, and i t s c o n t i n u a l p r e s e r v a t i o n ; and the t e x t , f a r 

from supporting Rust's contention, c o n t r a d i c t s i t . 

Rust a l s o argues t h a t the use of X ~*13. f o r a c t s 

at v a r i o u s times w i t h i n the created order i s evidence 

for the continuing c r e a t i v e a c t i v i t y of God, but the 

uses of X"13. r e f e r r e d to prove nothing of the s o r t . 

T h i s i s because the a c t s r e f e r r e d to are of an exc e p t i o n a l 

nature and hence imply the s p e c i a l i n t e r v e n t i o n of God. 

Once again, the t e x t s concerned mean the very opposite 
CCD 

of what Rust wishes to i n f e r from them.I 

The r e f e r e n c e to the working of wonders i s e s p e c i a l l y 

important, s i n c e i t i s t y p i c a l of the insuperable problem 

created f o r Rust, as f o r Robinson, by the m i r a c l e s of the 

Old Testament. Rust once again f o l l o w s Robinson, i n h i s 

d i s c u s s i o n of the m i r a c l e s , and h i s argument i s open to 

5 6 8 NM p. 69. 
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p r e c i s e l y the same o b j e c t i o n : the wonders and s i g n s of 

the Old Testament f r e q u e n t l y imply the suspension of the 

n a t u r a l workings of the created order through the i n t e r 

v ention of God to bring about some s p e c i a l e f f e c t . The 
56( 

attempt to evade t h i s simple f a c t merely causes confusion. 

To r e t u r n to the f a l s e equation of c r e a t i o n and 

p r e s e r v a t i o n : I f the Nehemiah t e x t could be i n t e r p r e t e d 

as Rust wishes, i t would indeed imply the perpetual c r e a t i v e 

a c t i v i t y of God, but i n f a c t i t presupposes the completion 

of the c r e a t i v e work of God and i m p l i e s the continuing 

f u n c t i o n of the world i n dependence on God's s u s t a i n i n g 

power but not at God's perpetual prompting. 

Rust a l s o runs i n t o t r o u b l e over the r e l a t i o n s h i p 

between the d i v i n e transcendence and the d i v i n e immanence. 

Both are f i r m l y a s s e r t e d although, as we have seen, the 

attempt to r e l a t e the two concepts on Rust's terms proves 

an impossible undertaking. I t may be p o s s i b l e , but Rust 

makes l i t t l e headway w i t h the attempt; and he makes the 

attempt more d i f f i c u l t by intro d u c i n g the notion of a 

mediator. How can the idea of mediation be combined w i t h 

the p i c t u r e of God at work i n the world, d i r e c t l y causing 

every event which occurs? In t h i s respect t h e r e i s a 

remarkable paragraph: 

'Yet, i f God was thought of as a c t i v e i n nature, 

He was a l s o regarded as transcendent to i t . We 

have no Greek idea of an immanent reason. As 

Hebrew thought developed, Yahweh no longer walked 

the e a r t h He had made but looked down upon i t and 

sus t a i n e d i t s l i f e . With the i n c r e a s i n g t r a n s 

cendence of God we f i n d more and more use of 

5 6 9 NM pp. 81-94. 
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mediating conceptions f o r His c r e a t i v e a c t i v i t y 

such as the Word, the Wisdom, and the S p i r i t of 

God, but always His immediate r e l a t i o n s h i p to 

His world i s maintained, so t h a t the created order 
• j , . ,, , 570 expresses His mind and w i l l ' . 

The God who was introduced to us as the d i r e c t 

c r e a t o r of every event no longer walks the e a r t h i n 

'developed* Hebrew thought, but looks down on the ea r t h ; 

and although h i s 'immediate' r e l a t i o n s i p to h i s world i s 

maintained i t i s through the 'mediating' a c t i v i t i e s of 

Word, Wisdom and S p i r i t . The only e f f e c t of such a 

passage i s to give the impression of a t h e o l o g i c a l t h r e e -

card t r i c k . 

16. CREATIO CONTINUA 

L a t e r i n h i s book Rust r e v e r t s to the idea that 

God's transcendence was emphasised i n l a t e r Jewish 

thought, and th a t there was t h e r e f o r e the need to p o s t u l a t e 
571 

or recognise mediating agencies between God and the world. 

An examination of Apocryphal'passages i s beyond the scope 

of the present t h e s i s , but Rust r e f e r s to Job 38:7, 

Psalm 89:5-7 and Psalm 148:2-3 as evidence t h a t the s t a r s 

were i d e n t i f i e d as angels, and he d e t e c t s here Babylonian 
. 572 i n f l u e n c e . 

None of these t e x t s i n f a c t j u s t i f i e s such an 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . The s t a r s are not mentioned i n Psalm 

570 M V, 
NM p. 71. 

571 
Nm chapter VI, pp. 124-160. 572 NM p. 126. 
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89:5-7, and the p a r a l l e l i s m of Psalm 148 i s meant to 

emphasise t h a t a l l c r e a t u r e s should o f f e r God a great 

hymn of u n i v e r s a l p r a i s e . The idea of u n i v e r s a l i t y i s 

conveyed q u i t e simply by g i v i n g a l i s t of created t h i n g s 

and beings, and while these are placed i n what might be 

c a l l e d n a t u r a l groups, the notion that i n p a r a l l e l 

l i n e s the same thing i s r e f e r r e d to twice i n d i f f e r e n t 

words i s a c t u a l l y excluded, w i t h the c l e a r exception of 

v e r s e s 1,2 and 14. 

Rust h i m s e l f r e f e r s to the f a c t t h a t he has appealed 

to Job 38:7 as an i l l u s t r a t i o n of the d i f f u s e d p s y c h i c 

consciousness of the n a t u r a l order, but i f we are now to 

b e l i e v e that the ' s t a r s ' are r e a l l y angels the t e x t 

can no longer be used as evidence of the c h a r a c t e r of the 

n a t u r a l order. Angels a s s i s t i n the government of the 
573 

n a t u r a l order; s t a r s are part of t h a t order. I f the 

'morning s t a r s ' are r e a l l y 'sons of God', Rust must 

surrender t h i s t e x t as a r e f e r e n c e to nature; and the 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n i n t h i s case i s c e r t a i n l y p o s s i b l e , but not 

necessary. 

I f angels, or any other beings mediated between 

God and the n a t u r a l world, did they function i n any way. 

independently of God, or did they simply c a r r y out h i s 

w i l l with i n f a l l i b l e obedience? I f the former i s t r u e , 

then we must surrender the idea of the c o n t i n u a l d i r e c t 

a c t i v i t y of God i n nature. I f the l a t t e r i s t r u e , we are 

merely paying l i p s e r v i c e to a p r e t t y attenuated concept 

of d i v i n e transcendence, r a t h e r as i f one were to accuse 

573 
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a p i a n i s t of not being a musician because he has no d i r e c t 

contact w i t h the s t r i n g s of h i s instrument. 

I n the f i n a l chapter of h i s book, when he formulates 

h i s c o n c l u s i o n s about the r e l a t i o n s h i p between God and 

nature based on h i s i n v e s t i g a t i o n i n t o b i b l i c a l t e x t s , 

Rust makes l i t t l e mention of mediating agencies. God's 

transcendence i s defined i n terms of h i s h o l i n e s s , and 

Rust t u r n s to the problem of expounding God's r e l a t i o n to 

nature u n d i s t r a c t e d by any concept of mediation. For our 

present purpose the c r u c i a l e x p o s i t i o n l i e s i n s e c t i o n 2 
574 

of t h i s chapter. 

Rust i s very r e l u c t a n t to allow the n a t u r a l world 

any genuine independence, and he p r e f e r s to speak, as he 

has e a r l i e r i n the book, of quasi-independence or semi-

independence. This i s because he wishes to avoid any 

suggestion of a mechanistic u n i v e r s e whose f o r c e s continue 

to act of t h e i r own accord independently of God. On the 

other hand, he i s aware t h a t h i s own e a r l i e r emphasis on 

the d i r e c t c r e a t i v e a c t i v i t y of God i n nature i s e q u a l l y 

dangerous, and while he wishes to continue to emphasise 

God's d i r e c t a c t i v i t y i n the n a t u r a l world, and i t s d i r e c t 

dependence upon God, he i s forced to recognise t h a t the 

l o g i c a l outcome of t h i s u n q u a l i f i e d view i s pantheism. 

According to Rust, Malebranche and the O c c a s i o n a l i s t s 

developed an extreme form of the b i b l i c a l emphasis, and 

he comments on t h e i r view, 'Since a l l c a u s a l i t y was d i v i n e , 

the c r e a t u r e s ... became merely the occasions f o r the 

NM pp. 257-265. 
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e x e r c i s e of the d i v i n e c a u s a l i t y . But such an a t t i t u d e 

t h i s view, and seeks to avoid i t i n h i s own e x p o s i t i o n by 

d e s c r i b i n g b i b l i c a l thought i n terms of the d o c t r i n e of 

c r e a t i o continua. In t h i s way we escape both pantheism 

and a mechanistic model of the u n i v e r s e . 

But what does Rust mean by creatio: continua? He 

i n c l u d e s the notions of God s u s t a i n i n g and p r e s e r v i n g the 

world, and governing i t and watching over i t . This does 

not destroy man's independence, f o r man can disobey God 

i f he wishes, or he may enter i n t o a r i g h t r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h 

God: and man's general r e l a t i o n to God g i v e s us the c l u e 

as to how we should understand the r e l a t i o n of the n a t u r a l 
576 

world to God. Rust repeats what he a s s e r t e d e a r l y i n 

the book, that nature as depicted i n the B i b l e has a 

ps y c h i c as w e l l as a p h y s i c a l function and power and 

t h e r e f o r e 'The Hebrew probably understood the d i v i n e 

a c t i v i t y i n nature much as he understood God's r e l a t i o n to 
577 

human p e r s o n a l i t y ' . 
We have a l r e a d y seen reason to doubt Rust's claim 

t h a t the B i b l e a s s e r t s a p s y c h i c consciousness i n nature; 

and the analogy with human p e r s o n a l i t y breaks down a l s o , 

because human beings d i s p l a y a power of w i l l , of choice 

and d e c i s i o n , which i s not to be seen at a l l i n l a r g e 

areas of the n a t u r a l world, and only to a very l i m i t e d 

extent i n the r e s t . T h i s d i s t i n c t i o n between man and 

nature i s recognised by Rust, but not i t s s i g n i f i c a n c e . 

We can imagine the organic l i f e of a man being s u s t a i n e d 

reduces the c r e a t u r e s to n o n e n t i t i e s ' . 575 Rust r e j e c t s 

575 NM p. 259. 576 NM pp. 261-262. 577 NM p. 262. 
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by God while the man's genuine independence i s preserved 

by the e x i s t e n c e of h i s w i l l , but t h i s i s not p o s s i b l e 

fo r the realm of nature. We are s t i l l l e f t w i th the 

question whether secondary causes e x i s t or not, and t h i s 

would a l s o apply to the secondary causes which are thought 

to e x i s t i n the organic l i f e of man h i m s e l f . 

Rust wishes to answer t h i s question by saying both 

yes and no. He i s prepared to speak of God s u s t a i n i n g or 

p r e s e r v i n g the world, and to accept the operation of 
5 78 

secondary causes. On the other hand, p r e s e r v a t i o n i s 

to be understood i n terms of c r e a t i o n , i t i s c r e a t i o 

continua; and while secondary causes operate they do so 

only through the d i r e c t co-operation of God. He regards 

the d i f f e r e n c e between p r e s e r v a t i o n and c r e a t i o n as only 

a ' r e l a t i v e one', and he s t a t e s t h a t i t 'arose c h i e f l y 

from the f a c t that c r e a t i o n i n v o l v e s n o v e l t y and newness 

and excludes that previous e x i s t e n c e which i s the pre-
. . . 579 supposition of p r e s e r v a t i o n ' . 

Once again, Rust recognises a d i s t i n c t i o n without 

r e a l i s i n g i t s c r u c i a l s i g n i f i c a n c e ; the d i s t i n c t i o n being 

a l l the more important i n Rust's case because c r e a t i o n 
580 

i s f o r him c r e a t i o ex n i h i l o . P r e s e r v a t i o n i s keeping 

something i n being, c r e a t i o n i s bringing i t i n t o being. 

When we look at a growing t r e e we may b e l i e v e t h a t God i s 

p r e s e r v i n g i t , that without h i s s u s t a i n i n g power i t would 

v a n i s h completely. The way i n which God s u s t a i n s the l i f e 

578 
NM pp. 263-264. Cf. p. 245, where he speaks of God 
' c o n t r o l l i n g the f o r c e s of nature'. 

579 580 
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of the t r e e i s a t o t a l mystery to us, but we a c t u a l l y 

mean, i n speaking of s u s t a i n i n g power or p r e s e r v a t i o n , 

t h a t the t r e e does have a l i f e of i t s own, that i t i s an 

o b j e c t pervaded by n a t u r a l processes which operate of t h e i r 

own accord. We may even t h i n k of the d i v i n e p r e s e r v a t i o n 

as simply God's continuing w i l l t h a t the t r e e should 

continue to have i t s l i f e and h i s r e f r a i n i n g from 

i n t e r v e n i n g to stop i t . 

We may, on the other hand, imagine God to be f a r 

more a c t i v e l y engaged i n the development of the t r e e , and 

we may even think of God every moment producing the l i v i n g 

c e l l s which comprise the growing t r e e . I n t h a t case 

i t i s wrong and u t t e r l y m isleading to speak of God p r e s e r v 

ing the t r e e . God i s doing nothing of the s o r t : he i s 

c r e a t i n g i t , he i s bringing something i n t o e x i s t e n c e which 

did not e x i s t before, and which would not come i n t o 

e x i s t e n c e but f o r h i s own c r e a t i v e a c t i v i t y . 

I t i s , of course, p e r f e c t l y true t h a t something new 

i s coming i n t o e x i s t e n c e , whichever view we adopt. The 

t r e e i s not j u s t a p e r f e c t l y s t a t i c o b j e c t , and l i k e 

everything e l s e in. nature i t i s c o n t i n u a l l y changing: 

growing up, growing old, dying. Even death i t s e l f does 

not bring s t a b i l i t y . Nevertheless, the processes which 

take p l a c e w i t h i n circumscribed boundaries and according 

to s p e c i f i c p a t t e r n s to produce a r e l a t i v e l y permanent 

and t h e r e f o r e recognisable o b j e c t , a tree,, are e i t h e r 

proceeding of t h e i r own accord, or they are d i v i n e c r e a t i v e 

energy a c t i v e l y at work. I f they are the former, we are 

at l i b e r t y to regard them as somehow s u s t a i n e d and 

preserved by God; and i f they are the l a t t e r , the notion 
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of p r e s e r v a t i o n i s excluded and the t r e e i s an example 

before our very eyes of d i v i n e c r e a t i v i t y . 

I t i s s t i l l open to us to speak of God p r e s e r v i n g 

t h i s s p e c i e s of t r e e by c o n t i n u a l l y c r e a t i n g i n d i v i d u a l 

members of the s p e c i e s . Or we may think of God p r e s e r v i n g 

the t r e e , but i n t e r v e n i n g now and again to d i r e c t i t s 

growth according to h i s w i l l ; but i n so f a r as God does 

inter v e n e h i s work i s c r e a t i v e and not p r e s e r v i n g . C r e a t i o n 

and p r e s e r v a t i o n are mutually e x c l u s i v e concepts. 

When Rust turns to e x p l a i n e x a c t l y what c r e a t i o 

continua means i n r e l a t i o n to the operation of secondary 

causes, we f i n d o u r s e l v e s i n understandable confusion. 

Rust l e a n s h e a v i l y upon what he c a l l s 'Reformed' t h i n k e r s . 

According to Heidegger, 

"'Concurrence or co-operation i s the operation of 

God by which He co-operates d i r e c t l y w i t h the second 

causes as depending upon Himself a l i k e i n t h e i r 

essence as i n t h e i r operation, so as to urge or 

move them i n a manner s u i t a b l e to a f i r s t cause and 
581 

adjusted to the nature of a second cause"'. 

According to Auguste L e c e r f , 

'"causes, whatever they may be, have no e f f i c a c y 
apart from t h a t which i s communicated to them. 
The p r i n c i p l e power granted to created causes i s 

582 
o b e d i e n t i a l power"'. 

NM p. 264, from Heppe, Reformed Dogmatics, E.T. of 
Reformierte Doqmatick, London 1950, p. 258. 
NM p. 264, from AN INTRODUCTION TO REFORMED DOGMATICS, 
E.T. London 1949, p. 147. 
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A l i t t l e l a t e r Rust comments on the Reformed t h i n k e r s , 

'They are c a r e f u l to argue, f o r example, t h a t the 

a c t i v i t y of second causes i s that of God as w e l l 

as of the second cause, s i n c e the a c t i o n of the second 

cause i s a c o n j o i n t a c t i o n "by which God produces 

one and the same a c t i o n along with the second 

cause, so that the a c t i o n of the f i r s t and second 
... 583 

cause i s one" '. 

Again Rust comments, 

'For these t h i n k e r s the f o r c e s of?nature are thus 

in some way the m a n i f e s t a t i o n of the d i v i n e energy 

and c r e a t i v e power. There i s an e f f e c t u a l continued 

c r e a t i o n whereby the whole n a t u r a l order leans back 

upon the d i v i n e w i l l and d i s c l o s e s the d i v i n e 

a c t i v i t y . The Old Testament chuqqoth then become 

d e s c r i p t i o n s of the n a t u r a l modes of a c t i v i t y of 

the second causes and point d i r e c t l y back to the 

d i v i n e w i l l by which they are allowed to move into 
a c t i o n and from which they r e c e i v e the power to 

584 
a c t ' . 
I f i t i s p o s s i b l e to draw any conclusion at a l l 

from t h i s verbiage, i t must be that Rust wishes to see 

God c r e a t i v e l y a c t i v e i n a l l n a t u r a l events, but i s 

embarrassed by the thought of f a l l i n g i n t o the p a n t h e i s t i c 

t r a p which ensnared the O c c a s i o n a l i s t s . He t h e r e f o r e 

speaks of 'second causes' and the 'natural order', 

thereby avoiding any suggestion of pantheism; but i t i s 

hard to avoid the impression t h a t f o r him the n a t u r a l 

order with i t s complex i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p of of secondary 
5 8 3 NM p. 265. Heppe, op. c i t . p. 260. 5 8 4

 N M p . 265. 
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causes i s anything other than a sham, an i l l u s i o n of 
human perception which r e q u i r e s the enlightenment of 
s c r i p t u r a l , and Reformed, i n s p i r a t i o n to see the t r u t h . 
A proper r e c o g n i t i o n of the d i s t i n c t i o n between c r e a t i o n 
and p r e s e r v a t i o n would have prevented t h i s confusion 
whereby the independence of the n a t u r a l order i s given 
with one hand and taken away with the other, but i t i s 
doubtful that Rust would have welcomed such a c l e a r - c u t 
d i s t i n c t i o n . 

When Rust comes to summarise h i s conclusions about 

the miraculous as t h i s i s revealed i n the B i b l e , he makes 

the following statement about the realm of nature as t h i s 

was seen by men of b i b l i c a l .times: 

• I t had i t s r e g u l a r i t i e s , which betokened, as i t 

were, the normal working of the d i v i n e w i l l . But 

God was so d i r e c t l y behind a l l events that He could 

a c t i n the e x c e p t i o n a l way or conentrate His 

presence e s p e c i a l l y i n a normal happening, provided 

t h i s contributed to the accomplishment of h i s 
, 585 saving purpose'. 

Rust goes on to a s s e r t t h a t i n m i r a c l e God always 

worked i n and through secondary causes, but h i s e n t i t l e 

ment to speak of secondary causes i s s e r i o u s l y open to 

question, e s p e c i a l l y i n view of the f a c t t h a t he regards 

secondary c a u s a t i o n as belonging to s c i e n t i f i c models 

r a t h e r than nature; and t h i s renders h i s e x p o s i t i o n of 

NM p. 243. See whole summary, pp. 292-294. 
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b i b l i c a l thought q u i t e misleading. He speaks of secondary 
causes used by God as often d i s c l o s i n g ' c a p a c i t i e s 
beyond those of t h e i r created nature'; but i n t h a t case, 
i n what sense can we s t i l l regard them as secondary causes? 

I t i s not without irony t h a t Rust speaks of the word 

'miracle' as much abused, e s p e c i a l l y s i n c e i t i s the 

modern sense he i s r e f e r r i n g t o . No amount of i n t e l l e c t u a l 

w r i g g l i n g and ju g g l i n g with words can evade the f a c t t h a t 

a t o t a l l y unconvincing e x p o s i t i o n of b i b l i c a l m i r a c l e s i s 

the A c h i l l e s ' heel i n c e r t a i n s c h o l a r s ' views of the 

b i b l i c a l understanding of nature, i n c l u d i n g that of Rust. 

17. TOWARDS A THEOLOGICAL UNDERSTANDING OF NATURE 

587 
In h i s book, Science and F a i t h , to which the 

present heading i s the s u b - t i t l e , Rust i s not p r i m a r i l y 

concerned with the b i b l i c a l view of nature. He does, 

however, r e f e r to the B i b l e s e v e r a l times and i t i s c l e a r l y 

of great importance to him i n expounding h i s t h e s i s con

cerning the r e l i g i o u s and s c i e n t i f i c a t t i t u d e s to the 

world. T h i s chapter i s an o u t l i n e of Rust's argument and 

i t s relevance to b i b l i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

Rust maintains t h a t the knowledge gained by the 

methods of n a t u r a l s c i e n c e i s l i m i t e d and does not do 

j u s t i c e to the whole t r u t h about the world, i n c l u d i n g 

human l i f e . 

• I f the s c i e n t i f i c approach be accepted as the only 

way of knowing, i t does imply a c e r t a i n type of 

metaphysic. I t s r e j e c t i o n of a l l q u a l i t i e s and 

NM p. 293. SCIENCE AND FAITH. New York, 1967. 
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va l u e s , the mechanistic connotation of i t s models 

or, even when they are methematically formulated, 

i t s ignoring of purpose and t e l e o l o g y - a l l suggest 

a covert n a t u r a l i s m . Indeed, i f i t s statements are 

the s o l e source of knowledge and i f we ignore as 

complementary the i n s i g h t s of the poet, the a r t i s t , 

and the r e l i g i o u s man, or i f we e x p l a i n away the 

l a t t e r , the i n e v i t a b l e outcome i s a d e p e r s o n a l i z a t i o n 
588 

of man and a mechanization of nature'. 

The s c i e n t i s t i s a l s o very much concerned w i t h the 

a n a l y s i s of o b j e c t s , and t h e r e f o r e often concentrates h i s 

a t t e n t i o n on the p a r t s to the detriment of a proper 

understanding of the whole, and the c h a r a c t e r and purpose 

of the whole. The r e l i g i o u s man d i s c e r n s p a t t e r n s which 

others do not see, and h i s r e l i g i o u s i n s i g h t enables him to 

appreciate things and persons i n t h e i r wholeness. Even 

more important, r e l i g i o n i n v o l v e s an i n t u i t i v e awareness 

of the presence of God i n the worlds and t h i s awareness 

can only be explained i n personal terms. I t i s i n the 

l i g h t of t h i s awareness t h a t the r e l i g i o u s man sees a l l 

e l s e , and i t i s t h i s which makes him see p a t t e r n s i n events 

t h i n g s and persons i n t h e i r wholeness; and purpose and 

value i n l i f e . Such perception comes i n t u i t i v e l y , l i k e 

our knowledge of other persons, and does not come about 

through the kind of reasoning and weighing of evidence 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of n a t u r a l s c i e n c e . 

Even the n a t u r a l s c i e n t i s t i s of t e n compelled to 

588 SF pp. 76-77. 
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acknowledge, or at l e a s t assume the importance of 
i n t u i t i o n , the awareness of wholeness, and the explanatory 
value of purpose i n h i s work. He must proceed on the 
b a s i s of f a i t h , however r a t i o n a l h i s methods may be: 
f a i t h i n the r a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e of the universe and i t s 
i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y to our minds. Thus, n a t u r a l s c i e n c e 
i t s e l f bears witness to i t s own inadequacy as a f u l l 
explanation of the meaning of l i f e . 

Furthermore, modern p h y s i c s has demonstrated the 

inadequacy of the notion of cause i n understanding the 

true nature of matter and energy; and the indeterminacy 

revealed i n the behaviour of sub-atomic p a r t i c l e s not 

only makes impossible a mechanistic view of the universe, 

but r e v e a l s the way i n which God can enter and i n f l u e n c e 

the processes of nature without breaking the s o - c a l l e d 

laws of nature. These 'laws' are nothing other than 

s t a t i s t i c a l g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s , and the breaking of these 

'laws' merely the d e s t r u c t i o n of some a n a l o g i c a l model 

found u s e f u l by s c i e n t i s t s . The u n p r e d i c t a b l e nature of 

g e n e t i c mutations, so important i n Evolution, l i k e w i s e 

destroys a d e t e r m i n i s t i c i n t e r p r e t a t i o n and r e v e a l s a way 
. . 589 i n which the w i l l of God can operate i n n a t u r a l growth. 

Rust's understanding of the b i b l i c a l view of nature 

f i t s i n w e l l with the r e s t of h i s argument: 

•The Hebrew emphasis was on w i l l r a t h e r than reason, 

on personal being as a dynamic whole r a t h e r than on 

See, e.g. SF pp. 281-287. 
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s t a t i c r e f l e c t i v e r a t i o n a l i t y ... He thought of 

God i n terms of w i l l and personal d i s c l o s u r e . I f 

man was to know God, he would know him not as the 

end of a r a t i o c i n a t i v e process ... but only i n s o f a r 
590 

as God chose to make himself known*. 

•The Hebrew spoke of a d i v i n e transcendence which 

was otherness. God was not man. Yet i n t h i s 

t r a d i t i o n God i s a l s o immanent as S p i r i t and 

c r e a t i v e word, present w i t h the order of nature 

and the l i v e s of men, c r e a t i n g and s u s t a i n i n g , 
591 

even s u f f e r i n g w i t h i n , the spatiotemporal order'. 

Events may be observed by others, but God i s d i s c l o s e d 

i n them only to the r e l i g i o u s mind. When a wind drove 

back the waters of the sea of reeds, i t required the 

prophetic consciousness of Moses to t u r n t h i s i n t o a 
592 

r e v e l a t i o n of the presence of God. For the ordinary 

observer t h i s occurrence, coming at a c r u c i a l moment for 

the I s r a e l i t e s , i s j u s t a happy accident and would be 

understood i n terms of chance: but f o r Moses i t i s a 

s i g n of the presence of God and must be regarded as a 
593 

saving a c t of Yahweh. 
In the B i b l e , the work of God i n h i s world, c r e a t i n g , 

s u s t a i n i n g and redeeming i t , i s spoken of as the a c t i v i t y 

of the Holy S p i r i t . The Holy S p i r i t i s revealed to us 

as a c t i v e i n both c r e a t i o n and i n c a r n a t i o n ; and i t i s a l s o 

the Holy S p i r i t which i l l u m i n e s men's minds and enables 
con SQl SQ9 

SF p. 7. = r 3 ± SF p. 8. ^ c Cf. NM pp. 4-5. 
593 pp. 104, 284. 
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them to see him a c t i v e i n s u s t a i n i n g both them and 
594 

t h e i r m a t e r i a l environment. 

On the other hand, when man i s a l i e n a t e d from God 

he i s a l s o a l i e n a t e d from h i s n a t u r a l environment. When 

he seeks to e x p l o i t nature s e l f i s h l y , nature no longer 
595 

co-operates with him. 

Rust makes some comment on b i b l i c a l m i r a c l e s , 

s t r e s s i n g t h e i r importance as events which r e v e a l the 

presence of God and demand an appropriate response from 

those who w i t n e s s them. 'What made them e x t r a o r d i n a r y 

was that they d i s c l o s e d , often i n unexpected.ways, t h i s 

saving presence. Thus what c h a r a c t e r i z e d m i r a c l e was 
. . ' 596 i t s r e v e l a t o r y s i g n i f i c a n c e . 

The Hebrew did not t h i n k of nature as a system of 

causes and e f f e c t s , but thought of i t r a t h e r as a created 
597 

order dependent upon the ever present and a c t i v e God. 

What, t h e r e f o r e , d i s t i n g u i s h e d a m i r a c l e from other 

n a t u r a l events, was not i t s abnormal nature but i t s 

d i s c l o s u r e of the presence of God; and i n t h i s sense normal 

processes l i k e r a i n and storm were sometimes regarded as 

m i r a c l e s s i n c e they revealed God to men. The New 

Testament g i v e s the same r e l i g i o u s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 

m i r a c l e . In both Testaments i t i s c l e a r t h a t the eye of 

5 9 4 SF pp. 184-186. 5 9 5 SF p. 272. Cf. pp. 301-302. 
596 

SF p. 288. Cf. p. 292. See pp. 287-300 fo r f u l l 
s e c t i o n on b i b l i c a l m i r a c l e s . 597 Cf. NM p. 18: Speaking of God, 'He i s d i r e c t l y 
behind every event of the n a t u r a l order'. 
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f a i t h could see God at work i n normal events as w e l l as 

the unusual; whereas the eye of d i s b e l i e f would f a i l to 

see God even in e x t r a o r d i n a r y occurrences. 

The modern view of m i r a c l e merely invokes God to 

f i l l i n the gaps i n our s c i e n t i f i c knowledge; but i t a l s o 

a t t r i b u t e s to the s c i e n t i s t a g r e a t e r knowledge than he 

can a t t a i n , s i n c e he i s i n c r e a s i n g l y compelled to employ 

the c a t e g o r i e s of p r o b a b i l i t y and chance i n h i s i n v e s t 

i g a t i o n s of nature, and the absolute o r d e r l i n e s s which 

c h a r a c t e r i s e s explanations i n terms of secondary causes 

belongs not to nature but to h i s a n a l o g i c a l models. 

For the b e l i e v e r , t h e r e f o r e , the b i b l i c a l m i r a c l e s 

w i l l always be true, whether they are ever e x p l i c a b l e 

by s c i e n t i f i c knowledge or not. That i s to say, they can 

never be explained away: from the point of view of 

human knowledge they may be normal or abnormal, but i n 

e i t h e r case they w i l l remain f o r the committed b e l i e v e r 

r e v e l a t i o n s of God. 

18. PHILOSOPHICAL PROBLEMS RAISED BY RUST 

I t i s not part of the present purpose to make 

anything l i k e a d e t a i l e d a n a l y s i s of Rust's book, but 

p a r t of the i n t e r e s t of the volume l i e s i n the f a c t that 

he has t r i e d to r e l a t e the b i b l i c a l view of nature to a 

r a t i o n a l defence of the C h r i s t i a n outlook i n face of the 

challenge to the Church by s c e p t i c s who base t h e i r case 

on the d i s c o v e r i e s and s u c c e s s e s of modern s c i e n c e . A 

d e t a i l e d examination of h i s argument would be very 

lengthy and i t might be b e t t e r c a r r i e d out by a group of 

s c h o l a r s , i n c l u d i n g r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of the v a r i o u s major 
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branches of n a t u r a l s c i e n c e , than by a s i n g l e i n d i v i d u a l . 

Nevertheless, a b r i e f e v a l u a t i o n of h i s main argument 

must be attempted before comment i s made on h i s use of 

the B i b l e . 

Rust says many t h i n g s which are both true and 

important. His emphasis upon the s i g n i f i c a n c e of our 

knowledge of persons and the s i m i l a r i t y between t h i s 

human knowledge and our awareness of the presence of 

God w i l l be accepted r e a d i l y by r e l i g i o u s b e l i e v e r s i n 

the Jewish and C h r i s t i a n t r a d i t i o n s . His remarks about 

the l i m i t a t i o n s of s c i e n t i f i c method, and the need to 

d i s t i n g u i s h between experimental methods and r e s u l t s on 

the one hand, and the metaphysical t h e o r i e s which have 

been b u i l t on them on the other, are t r u e and needful 

reminders i n any argument concerning the r e l i g i o u s and 

s c i e n t i f i c a t t i t u d e s to the world. He makes many 

i n t e r e s t i n g comments on s c i e n t i f i c d i s c o v e r i e s , p h i l o s o 

p h i c a l t h e o r i e s and t h e o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of the 

B i b l e , and the ex t e n s i v e evidence which he b r i n g s forward 

i n the course of the argument i s i n d i c a t i v e of an unusual 

breadth of knowledge. 

Nevertheless, i t must be admitted, i n f a i r n e s s to 

those who would survey the same evidence from a d i f f e r e n t 

point of view t h a t Rust has s e t out with a conclusion to 

be demonstrated. The o v e r a l l impression of the book i s 

of a r a t i o n a l i s i n g r a t h e r than a r a t i o n a l argument. The 

r a t i o n a l i s i n g i s shrewd and w e l l informed, but i t i s 

b e t t e r c a l c u l a t e d to confirm the like-minded b e l i e v e r 

than convert the u n b e l i e v e r . Many a u t h o r i t i e s are quoted, 

but -in a h i g h l y s e l e c t i v e fashion, and i t i s c l e a r l y 
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impossible i n such short compass to do j u s t i c e to the 

thought of most of them. Rust i s confessing h i s own 

i n t e l l e c t u a l approach to the problems confronting him 

when he w r i t e s of the b i b l i c a l m i r a c l e s : 

'Now i t i s t r u e that a l l h i s t o r i c a l knowledge i s 

personal knowledge and t h a t no h i s t o r i c a l i n v e s t i 

gation, can be thoroughly " o b j e c t i v e " , s i n c e a l l of 

us approach h i s t o r y w i t h absolute p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s . 

The C h r i s t i a n must a l s o be prepared to accept a l l 

the c r i t i c a l apparatus that modern h i s t o r i c a l 

s c h o l a r s h i p o f f e r s , so that he can determine as 

f a r as p o s s i b l e the s i t z im Leben of the m i r a c l e 

s t o r i e s themselves. By h i s f a i t h commitment he w i l l 

stand with the Gospel w r i t e r s , but he w i l l a l s o 

endeavor to weigh f a i r l y the h i s t o r i c a l evidence 

t h a t i s a v a i l a b l e . Yet he knows that h i s acceptance 

of the m i r a c l e s w i l l not be determined s o l e l y by 

the h i s t o r i c a l evidence, any more than w i l l the 

d e n i a l of m i r a c l e s by the n a t u r a l i s t . The l a t t e r 

a l r e a d y f e e l s that modern s c i e n t i f i c empiricism 

has s e t t l e d that i s s u e , and the C h r i s t i a n knows 

tha t h i s f a i t h i n a r i s e n and i n c a r n a t e Lord has 

e q u a l l y s e t t l e d the general i s s u e of m i r a c l e , 

however much the h i s t o r i c a l evidence may lead him 
598 

to accept some of the m i r a c l e s more than o t h e r s ' . 

In the l i g h t of t h i s statement, Rust's c r i t i c i s m of Hume 

598 SF pp. 296-297. 
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i s c u r i o u s . 

'He would introduce b i a s i n t o h i s t o r i c a l judgment 

and p r e j u d i c e a t r u e estimate of h i s t o r i c a l evidence 

for the a c t u a l i t y of an event by unwarranted and 

p r e j u d i c i a l weighting. H i s t o r i c a l c laims should 

be d e a l t with on grounds which do not p r e j u d i c e 

acceptance of a m i r a c l e before we s t a r t i n v e s t i -
599 

gating i t s h i s t o r i c a l a c t u a l i t y ' . 

Rust goes on to c a s t i g a t e the s c e p t i c f o r h i s biased 

approach to the t e x t ; but i f , i n the quotation j u s t made, 

we make the opening pronoun r e f e r to Rust i n s t e a d of Hume, 

and i f we s u b s t i t u t e f o r the word 'acceptance' the word 

• r e j e c t i o n ' , can we be s a i d to be un j u s t to Rust's own 
60i 

s e l f - c o n f e s s e d method of handling the b i b l i c a l evidence? 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to c o n t r a s t Rust's view with that 

of Geza Vermes. 

•Most people, whether they admit i t or not, approach 

the Gospels with preconceived i d e a s . C h r i s t i a n s 

read them i n the l i g h t of t h e i r f a i t h ; Jews, primed 

with age-old s u s p i c i o n ; a g n o s t i c s , ready to be 

599 
600 

SF p. 296. 
Whatever c r i t i c i s m of Hume's views may be made, he 
did r i g h t l y draw a t t e n t i o n to the problems created 
f o r c l a i m s to the miraculous by t h e i r c o n f l i c t w i t h 
normal experiences of the world and the s c i e n t i f i c 
assumption that there are laws of nature; and he 
r i g h t l y emphasised the u n r e l i a b i l i t y of much human 
testimony when considered as h i s t o r i c a l evidence. 
I t i s c l e a r t h a t Rust himself i s not unmoved by such 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s , but i s r e l u c t a n t to fa c e t h e i r 
i m p l i c a t i o n s . 
See D.C. Yalden-Thomson, HUME; THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE, 
London and Edinburgh, 1951, pp. 113-136, 173-176, 
con t a i n i n g AN INQUIRY CONCERNING HUMAN UNDERSTANDING, 
Sec t i o n X, OF MIRACLES, and APPENDIX. 
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s c a n d a l i z e d ; and p r o f e s s i o n a l New Testament experts, 

wearing the b l i n k e r s of t h e i r t r a d e . Yet i t should 

not be beyond the c a p a b i l i t i e s of an educated man 

to s i t down and with a mind empty of pre j u d i c e read 

the accounts of Mark, Matthew and Luke as though 
_ c. . . . , 601 for the f i r s t time*. 

Whether or not Vermes himself succeeds i n h i s s e l f 

appointed task, i t i s a good d e s c r i p t i o n of the way i n 

which Rust has not approached e i t h e r the b i b l i c a l or any 

other m a t e r i a l used i n h i s book; and apparently he does 

not even t h i n k such an approach p o s s i b l e , although t h i s 

i s a point . on which he wavers; and an unwary reader might 

be forgiven f o r imagining t h a t he i s being presented w i t h 

a mass of evidence o b j e c t i v e l y handled. 

S c i e n t i f i c Models 

Rust a l s o wavers i n h i s a t t i t u d e to the s o - c a l l e d 

models or analogues used by s c i e n t i s t s i n t h e i r work. 

The c o r r e c t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the s i g n i f i c a n c e of a n a l o g i c a l 

model's i n s c i e n t i f i c i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s a very important 

p a r t of Rust's argument and w i l l lead us d i r e c t l y to a 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n of h i s view of the b i b l i c a l m i r a c l e s and 

the Hebrew a t t i t u d e to the n a t u r a l world. 

Rust wishes to present us w i t h a p i c t u r e of the 

universe i n which God i s d i r e c t l y a c t i v e . The book 

concludes with a s e c t i o n on the sacramental c h a r a c t e r of 

the universe, and t h i s conclusion i s f u l l y i n keeping with 

G. Vermes, JESUS THE JEW, London 1973, p. 19. 



- 390 -

the d i r e c t i o n of Rust's argument throughout. 

'The p i c t u r e t h a t emerges i s of the universe as an 

area i n which God and man meet through the medium 
, , , 602 of a p h y s i c a l order'. 

The Hebrew view of God and nature as revealed i n 

the B i b l e i s t h e r e f o r e the r i g h t one, and a proper under

standing of the m i r a c l e s recorded i n the Old Testament focuses 

our a t t e n t i o n on t h i s e s s e n t i a l t r u t h : a m i r a c l e does 

not i n d i c a t e the breaking of any law of nature by the 

a r b i t r a r y i n t e r v e n t i o n of an omnipotent God, but merely 

a s p e c i a l d i s c l o s u r e of God who i s i n any case always 

d i s c l o s i n g himself i n n a t u r a l events. For the Hebrew 

'the whole c r e a t i o n waited upon God and drew i t s 

power and r e g u l a r i t y from h i s gracious w i l l . T h i s 

meant that God was present, everywhere a c t i v e i n h i s 

c r e a t e d order. One d i s t i n c t i v e note of m i r a c l e 

was t h a t i t was "more of the same t h i n g " . The 

l i v i n g God who was dynamically present everywhere 

was here d i s c l o s i n g himself i n an e x t r a o r d i n a r y 
603 

way to f u l f i l h i s purpose*. 

The r e c o n c i l i a t i o n of t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of n a t u r a l 

events with the s c i e n t i f i c outlook i s e f f e c t e d i n two 

connected ways. F i r s t , the elements of chance and 

u n p r e d i c t a b i l i t y revealed i n modern p h y s i c s and g e n e t i c s 

show those points i n the n a t u r a l order at which God can 

c o n t r o l the developments of organic and i n o r g a n i c nature. 

6 0 2 SF p. 307. 6 0 3 SF p. 288. 
Cf NM p. 18. Of the 19th century conception of nature 
as a c l o s e d system Rust says, 'already s c i e n c e i t s e l f 
i s d i s s o l v i n g t h i s away'. 



- 391 -

With t h i s may be compared the contingencies of h i s t o r y . 

And while the contingencies of p h y s i c s , biology and 

h i s t o r y w i l l be looked upon as mere chance occurrences 

by the uncommitted observer, to the man of f a i t h they 

w i l l r e v e a l the workings of providence. As we have seen, 

Rust r e f e r s to the c r o s s i n g of the sea of reeds as an 

example of such p r o v i d e n t i a l working i n h i s t o r y , and 

h i s argument immediately precedes the d i s c u s s i o n of 
_ • -i ^ • , • , 605 b i b l i c a l m i r a c l e s . 

Second, Rust b e l i e v e s that the a t t r i b u t i o n of 

necessary causation to nature i s a mistake; and t h a t t h i s 

mistake a r i s e s through the too c l o s e i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of 

a n a l o g i c a l models w i t h nature i t s e l f . The n e c e s s i t y 

belongs to the model and not to nature, and the d e n i a l 

of the a c t i v i t y of God i n h i s own c r e a t i o n r e s u l t s from 

the q u i t e u n j u s t i f i e d assumption that whatever c o n f l i c t s 

w i t h the model must be untrue of nature. Rust argues 

t h a t t h i s i s ' p u t t i n g the c a r t before the horse: the 

s c i e n t i s t ' s model must be based upon the given f a c t s of 

nature, and the model which does not f i t the f a c t s must 

be scrapped and replaced. T h i s i s p e r f e c t l y evident from 

the h i s t o r y of s c i e n c e i t s e l f , and has been c l e a r l y 

revealed i n the d e s t r u c t i o n of a mechanistic conception 

of the u n i v e r s e by that r e s e a r c h in p h y s i c s which has been 

forced to dispense w i t h the notion of necessary c a u s a t i o n . 

Even Rust, however, i s uneasy with t h i s account of 

s c i e n t i f i c explanation, and h i s v a c i l l a t i o n i s c l e a r l y 

SF pp. 281-287. 
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revealed i n the f o l l o w i n g passage: 

•Though the s c i e n t i s t , i n r e p l a c i n g his models, 

i s a c t u a l l y probing deeper i n t o the r e a l i t y of 

nature, we must s t i l l not f a l l i n t o the error of 

i d e n t i f y i n g h i s models with t h a t r e a l i t y . We 

have suggested that, at best, they are analogous, 

yet they would appear to be s a t i s f a c t o r y analogues, 

for they do enable him to p r e d i c t and c o n t r o l . 

This means th a t there i s t r u t h i n the p i c t u r e which 

he presents to us'. 

Rust's d i f f i c u l t y i s obvious: he wants to appeal 

to the indeterminacy and u n p r e d i c t a b i l i t y revealed i n 

modern p h y s i c s and g e n e t i c s , and so the r e l e v a n t models 

are to be accepted; but models which involve the acknowledge 

ment of s y s t e m a t i c secondary causes i n nature are a stumblin 

block i n the way of e s t a b l i s h i n g a n a t u r a l order under the 

d i r e c t personal r u l e of God, and are t h e r e f o r e to be 

r e j e c t e d . Rust can reply, t h a t the former have i n f a c t 

destroyed the second; but he i s then r e s t i n g h i s case on 

s c i e n t i f i c views which may themselves by superceded. Rust 

i s w e l l aware of the dangers of bringing in God to f i l l 

i n the gaps i n our knowledge, yet i n the case of quantum 

mechanics and g e n e t i c mutations he i s prepared to take 

the r i s k . He i s , indeed, prepared to argue t h a t t h ere 

i s no r i s k i n t h i s case s i n c e contingencies at the 

quantum l e v e l are not evidence of ignorance. A c e r t a i n 

6 0 6 SF p. 281. 
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David Bohm has argued t h a t they are, and t h a t the notion 

of cause w i l l have to be re-introduced to quantum p h y s i c s . 
607 

Nor i s Bohm alone i n t h i s . Nevertheless, Bohm's view 

i s dismissed i n a footnote by Rust, most of which must be 

quoted. 

•Von Neumann has shown that no conceivable change 

of parameters w i l l enable us to avoid indeterminacy 

i n quantum mechanics so long as t h i s model i s 

regnant. The great s u c c e s s of quantum theory, 

both i n p r e d i c t i o n and i n c r e a t i v e advance w i t h new 

i n s i g h t precludes our changing from i t to any other 

p o s i t i o n . Bohm's p o s i t i o n i s pu r e l y t h e o r e t i c a l , 

o f f e r s no p r a c t i c a l advantage, and seems, at the 

moment, to af f o r d no experimentally t e s t a b l e 
.608 a l t e r n a t i v e ' . 

The words 'so long as t h i s model i s regnant' and 

'seems, at the moment' are s u r e l y s i g n i f i c a n t . One can 

e a s i l y imagine the statement about the suc c e s s of quantum 

theory being made with equal confidence, indeed ever 

i n c r e a s i n g confidence, i n the 18th and 19th c e n t u r i e s about 

the Newtonian theory. A. N. Whitehead says of what he 

c a l l s A r i s t o t l e ' s Law of G r a v i t a t i o n , ' I t was a g e n e r a l i 

z a t i o n from observed f a c t , and could be confirmed by 

Cf. E. L. Mascall, CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY AND NATURAL SCIENCE. 
London 1956. 'the world of E i n s t e i n i s every b i t as 
d e t e r m i n i s t i c as t h a t of Laplace', (p. 169) 
•although E i n s t e i n c o n s i s t e n t l y r e j e c t e d the d o c t r i n e 
of a fundamental indeterminism i n the universe and has 
r e c e n t l y been joined somewhat h e s i t a n t l y by Louis de 
B r o g l i e ' . (p. 174) 
' I f E i n s t e i n ' s b e l i e f t h a t indeterminism i s only a passing 
phase should turn out to be c o r r e c t ...'. (p. 202) 
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repeated observation. I n i t s day - and i t s day l a s t e d 

f o r eighteen hundred ye a r s - i t was extremely u s e f u l ' . ^ 9 

I t i s hazardous indeed to forge the kind of l i n k between 

s c i e n t i f i c theory and r e l i g i o u s b e l i e f which Rust wants, 

and h i s own knowledge of h i s t o r y should have warned 

him a g a i n s t i t . 

What Rust has done i s to in v o l v e himself i n a 

c o n t r a d i c t i o n with h i s main t h e s i s . I f s c i e n t i f i c method 

and the s c i e n t i f i c outlook give us a quite inadequate 

p i c t u r e of the universe which needs to be supplemented i n 

very important ways by r e l i g i o u s knowledge and b e l i e f , then 

the l a t t e r cannotdepend on the former f o r t h e i r t r u t h or 

p r o b a b i l i t y . 

Rust's whole d i s c u s s i o n of s c i e n t i f i c models wavers 
610 

between three emphases: i ) S c i e n t i f i c models g i v e us 

a genuine knowledge of nature. i i ) S c i e n t i f i c models 

are to be c l e a r l y d i s t i n g u i s h e d from nature. i i i ) S c i e n t i f i c 

models are always becoming redundant as s c i e n c e progresses. 

Every one of these statements i s c o r r e c t , but the way 

Rust juggles with them i s i l l e g i t i m a t e . As we have seen, 

the f i r s t i s made use of when i t enables us to get r i d of 

the m e c h a n i s t i c view of the universe by appeal to modern 

r e s e a r c h i n p h y s i c s . The second and t h i r d are made use 

of when we wish to e l i m i n a t e the notion of nece s s a r y 

causation from our understanding of nature by a t t r i b u t i n g 

i t to the removable models and not the remaining n a t u r a l 

6 0 9 A. N. Whitehead, ADVENTURES OF IDEAS, Harmondsworth, 
1942, pp. 178-179. 

6 1 0 SF pp. 40-62. 
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world. And a f a l s e c o n s i s t e n c y i s given to the whole 

argument by a r a t i o n a l i s i n g method and the a r r i v a l by 

whatever route at a predetermined c o n c l u s i o n . In f a c t , 

before a proper use of these three statements can be 

made we have to recognise that the second together w i t h 

the t h i r d make the f i r s t a quite u n c e r t a i n ground on which 

to base t h e o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . I f , on the other 

hand, the f i r s t provides us with unquestionable f a c t w i t h 

no f u r t h e r p o s s i b i l i t y of q u a l i f i c a t i o n , then the second 

and t h i r d are no longer true,. These l a t t e r statements 

w i l l apply only to the h i s t o r y of s c i e n c e , and Rust and 

the r e s t of the human race can now look back on c e n t u r i e s 

of s t r u g g l e i n the happy knowledge that the goal of 

s c i e n t i f i c r e s e a r c h has now been achieved, and we are 

proud possessors of a p e r f e c t e m p i r i c a l p i c t u r e of the 

u n i v e r s e . 

Necessary Causation 

Those who waver end up by f a l l i n g down somewhere, and 

Rust manages to land on the cushion of an acceptable 

co n c l u s i o n . In the words of E. L. Mascall, 'the current 

p h y s i c a l theory i s somewhat more congenial to the C h r i s t i a n 

d o c t r i n e than was the theory which i t has d i s p l a c e d . This 

i s a welcome con c l u s i o n ' . However, Mascall adds> 'but 

i t s s i g n i f i c a n c e ought not to be exaggerated'; and a 

l i t t l e e a r l i e r he s t a t e s , ' I am not i n any way t r y i n g to 

use the concept of p h y s i c a l indeterminism as a foundation 
fill 

on which to b u i l d C h r i s t i a n theism'. 

CTNS p. 202. 
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This i m p l i c i t warning i s important; and i t i s so i n 

the case of Rust's argument, not so much because of 

s c i e n t i f i c or t h e o l o g i c a l shortcomings, whether these 

are evident or not, but through neglect of p h i l o s o p h i c a l 

o b j e c t i o n s , and the cushion on which we have landed 

turns out to be a mere camouflage f o r a metaphysical 

ants' nest. 

F i r s t : I f Rust wishes only to point out the 

temporary u s e f u l n e s s and p a r t i a l t r u t h f u l n e s s of s c i e n t i f i c 

models, he must a l s o at the same time admit that they 

vary q u i t e a l o t i n t h e i r t r u t h f u l n e s s and use, and they 

a l s o vary a good deal i n the way i n which they are 

r e l a t e d to the n a t u r a l world. We s h a l l have to admit 

t h a t i n many cases at l e a s t , the superceded model i s s t i l l 

t r u e as f a r as i t goes; and t h i s i n turn w i l l i n v o l ve the 

acknowledgement t h a t the cau s a t i o n held to be ope r a t i v e 

i n nature can be q u i t e l e g i t i m a t e l y regarded as part of 

that t r u t h i n past t h e o r i e s and models, whatever f u r t h e r 

d i s c o v e r i e s are made about n a t u r a l p r o c e s s e s . Even those 

few experts i n the realm of quantum mechanics who can 

properly understand achievements and problems i n that realm 

w i l l work on the assumption that t h e i r equipment, both 

s o p h i s t i c a t e d and commonplace, w i l l continue to behave 

according to the normal p a t t e r n s of cause and e f f e c t . 

Even the eminent p h y s i c i s t who has demonstrated the 

inadequacy of the Newtonian law of g r a v i t a t i o n w i l l not 

c e l e b r a t e h i s triumph by stepping o f f the top of the 

Empire State B u i l d i n g . Necessary causation, the fundamental 

assumption of common sense, remains as the unprovable 

foundation of indu c t i o n . 



- 397 -

Rust, however, i s l o t h to admit t h i s because i t 

conjures up the s p e c t r e of a mechanistic nature; and t h i s 

means that h i s c r i t i c i s m of s c i e n t i f i c models goes much 

f u r t h e r than the recognition of t h e i r l i m i t e d u s e f u l n e s s , 

and becomes a metaphysical a s s e r t i o n t h a t necessary 

causes can only belong to men's thi n k i n g about nature and 

not to nature i t s e l f . Throughout much of h i s argument 

t h i s i s not made qu i t e c l e a r , but when he comes to 

d i s c u s s i o n of b i b l i c a l m i r a c l e s he i s forced to pronounce 

on t h i s fundamental i s s u e . A f t e r a l l , i f the water of the 

Nile turned to blood; or i f , to mention a m i r a c l e with a 

more welcome outcome, water turned i n t o wine at Cana of 

G a l i l e e , we must e i t h e r c laim that God i n t e r f e r e d with the 

normal working of secondary causes; or e l s e claim that 
612 

such causes do not e x i s t . Rust opts f o r the second 

explanation when d i s c u s s i n g the concept of the miraculous. 

He r e f e r s to the u s u a l modern d e f i n i t i o n of 'miracle' 

which i m p l i e s the suspension of n a t u r a l laws. 

'But then we must remember t h a t what we c a l l " n a t u r a l 

law" i s a property of our s c i e n t i f i c models and i s 

an a b s t r a c t i o n from r e a l i t y . Thus m i r a c l e i s not 

a suspension of nature but of our model... Natural 

law i s our a b s t r a c t e d d e s c r i p t i o n of the r e g u l a r i t i e s 

and i n v a r i a n t s of the n a t u r a l process. But t h i s 

612 
Or must we a l s o regard i t as a p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t God put 
i n t o operation secondary causes of which we at present 
are ignorant? This might be p l a u s i b l e i n the case of 
some m i r a c l e s , even i f i t i s not very p e r s u a s i v e i n 
the case of the two quoted. 
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d e s c r i p t i o n has a s t a t i s t i c a l base... I t i s 
d i f f i c u l t i n a s c i e n t i f i c age to b e l i e v e t h a t a 
s p e c i a l d i v i n e i n t e r v e n t i o n means a break i n t h i s 
o r d e r l i n e s s . Yet t h i s d i f f i c u l t y i s present because 
we have forgotten t h a t the o r d e r l i n e s s i s a s s o c i a t e d 
w i t h the m o d e l ' . 5 1 3 

We may w e l l r a i s e the question whether the d i f f i c u l t y 

e x i s t s merely f o r a s c i e n t i f i c age, and i t i s a point to 

which we must r e t u r n ; but the present point i s th a t Rust 

i s involved i n a f a r - r e a c h i n g s c e p t i c i s m , and whi l e 

such s c e p t i c i s m roused Kant from h i s dogmatic slumber i t 

appears to have had a more a n a e s t h e t i c e f f e c t upon Rust. 

Instead of welcoming Hume as a candid f r i e n d , he t r e a t s 

him w a r i l y , making what use he can of Hume's s c e p t i c i s m , 

but never properly f a c i n g the i s s u e s r a i s e d by i t . This 

i s the i n e v i t a b l e and un d e s i r a b l e consequence of a 

r a t i o n a l i s i n g and s e l e c t i v e approach to the question of 

how, i f at a l l , we are to r e c o n c i l e the s c i e n t i f i c 

and r e l i g i o u s a t t i t u d e s to the world. Hume's philosophy 

r a i s e s s e r i o u s questions which no t h i n k e r can avoid, and 

h i s remarks about c l a i m s concerning miraculous events 

deserve something b e t t e r than mere f r a n t i c c r i e s of 

'Deist' and ' s k e p t i c * . The s p i r i t of s c e p t i c i s m i s not 

so e a s i l y e x o r c i z e d . Rust more than once r e f e r s w i t h 

approval to Whitehead's ' F a l l a c y of Misplaced Concreteness', 

of which the notion of 'simple l o c a t i o n ' i s an example. 

6 1 3 SF p. 293. 
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Whitehead, however, immediately goes on to point out th a t 

: h i s argument i s a r e p e t i t i o n of that of Hume, something 
, . , „ . . 614 which Rust ignores. 

Second: Rust welcomes chance i n t o h i s scheme of 

things, much as he t r i e s to make use of p h i l o s o p h i c a l 

s c e p t i c i s m ; but chance i s a cur i o u s concept to use i n 

the establishment, of C h r i s t i a n b e l i e f . '"Chance" has 

become a permanent element i n the s c i e n t i f i c approach 

to nature'. Yet t h i s element of chance r e v e a l s the hand 

of God, and i n the d i s c o v e r i e s of quantum mechanics 

'we may be touching the m y s t e r i e s of l i f e and mind'.^ 1^ 

Rust i s claiming t h a t mathematicians and p h y s i c i s t s 

have to admit t h a t chance p l a y s a part i n the phenomena 

they i n v e s t i g a t e . Rust, however, then goes on to a s s e r t 

that t h i s i s not chance but purpose, which somewhat a l t e r s 

the meaning of the o r i g i n a l admission. Rust should o f f e r 

evidence to support h i s r a d i c a l r e - i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 

s c i e n t i f i c evidence; but i f h i s evidence s a t i s f i e s 

s c i e n t i f i c c r i t e r i a i t w i l l be t h e o l o g i c a l l y v a l u e l e s s , 

and i f i t i s t h e o l g o i c a l l y u s e f u l i t w i l l not s a t i s f y 

s c i e n t i f i c c r i t e r i a . Ne'er the twain s h a l l meet, and i f 

Rust had done more than pay l i p s e r v i c e to Kant he would 

have recognised the f a c t long before p u t t i n g pen to paper. 

Are we r e a l l y touching the m y s t e r i e s of l i f e and 

mind i n the d i s c u s s i o n s of quantum mechanics? And i f so, 

why should we think so? Whitehead has c a r e f u l l y examined 

614 
SF pp. 47, 55-56, 59. Cf. A. N. Whitehead, SCIENCE 
AND THE MODERN WORLD, Cambridge 1932, pp. 64-65. 

6 1 5 SF p. 283. 
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the P o s i t i v i s t school of thought, and mentions one obvious 

c r i t i c i s m of the extreme P o s i t i v i s t d o c t r i n e : the r e g u l a r 

evolution of t h i n g s s t r e t c h i n g out over v a s t regions of 

space and time i s not l i k e l y to be the product of mere 

chance. Whitehead i s very c r i t i c a l of P o s i t i v i s m , but he 

r e j e c t s t h i s o b j e c t i o n to i t f o r two reasons: i ) In an 

i n f i n i t e time and throughout i n f i n i t e space anything i s 

p o s s i b l e . Something must be the case, and the present 

observable s t a t e of things i s as l i k e l y or u n l i k e l y 

as any other conceivable s t a t e . i i ) In r e l a t i o n to the 

whole of time and space our observations are very l i m i t e d , 

and even i n r e l a t i o n to our own time and p o s i t i o n i n 

space 'our observation i s rough, i n a c c u r a t e and s p o r a d i c ' . ^ 

These remarks are p e r t i n e n t to Rust's argument, 

e s p e c i a l l y the f i r s t . Chance, l i k e s c e p t i c i s m i s a two-

edged weapon, and while i t i s p e r f e c t l y open to Rust to 

maintain that what we view as chance i s i n f a c t the 

p r o v i d e n t i a l working of God, he needs to make out h i s case. 

From the p h i l o s o p h i c a l point of view i t i s a case which 

w i l l r e q u i r e unusually s o p h i s t i c a t e d argument s i n c e i t 

i s hard to see how one can proceed from t r u t h s or 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s about f a c t s w i t h i n the universe to a s s e r t i o n s 

about the universe as a whole. Whitehead's statement could 

hardly be b e t t e r e d : 

'In any f i n i t e region of space and time, with i t s 

f i n i t e cargo of atoms, any preconceived arrangement 

of paths, however simple or however complex, i s 

AOI pp. 147-148. 
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equ a l l y u n l i k e l y , indeed there i s an i n f i n i t e 

p r o b a b i l i t y against i t . But we are not dea l i n g 

w i t h a preconceived concept, we observe what i n 

f a c t i s the case i n a l i m i t e d region. Something 

must be the case, and what we have observed i s 

what in f a c t has been the case. There i s nothing 

preconceived, and thus t h e r e i s no question of 

i n f i n i t e i m p r o b a b i l i t y ... The f a c t i n the past i s 

n e i t h e r probable nor improbable, i t i s what i n f a c t 
617 

took pl a c e w i t h i n the ambit of our observation'. 

Whitehead's remarks i n the same book about 

s t a t i s t i c s are a l s o r e l e v a n t to Rust's argument. Rust 

s e t s great s t o r e by the f a c t t h a t the s o - c a l l e d laws of 

h a t u r e a r e expressions of s t a t i s t i c a l r e g u l a r i t y , but i n 

so doing he has merely dragged i n another Trojan Horse. 

I f the t h e i s t can use such an argument to give God elbow 

room f o r the manipulation of the uni v e r s e , the a t h e i s t 

can e q u a l l y w e l l argue f o r the absence of any fundamental 

order or design i n nature and a t t r i b u t e a l l to chance. 

In f a c t , nothing at a l l f o l l o w s from the s t a t i s t i c a l 

nature of our d e s c r i p t i o n s of u n i f o r m i t i e s in nature. 

Whitehead's remarks are again p a r t of h i s c r i t i c i s m 

of P o s i t i v i s m . 

'Mathematics can t e l l you the consequences of your 

b e l i e f s . For example, i f your apple i s composed of a 

617 
AOI pp. 147-148. The same point i s of fundamental 
importance i n Hume's DIALOGUES CONCERNING NATURAL 
RELIGION (Ed. with I n t r o d u c t i o n by Henry D. Aiken, 
New York 1948), but see e s p e c i a l l y P h i l o ' s arguments 
i n P art I I . 
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f i n i t e number of atoms,mathematics w i l l t e l l you that the 

number i s odd or even. But you must not ask mathematics 

to provide you with the apple, the atoms, and the f i n i t e -

ness of t h e i r number. There i s no v a l i d i n f e r e n c e from 

mere p o s s i b i l i t y to matter of f a c t , or, i n other words, from 
618 

mere mathematics to concrete nature'. 

618 AOI p, 150. For a recent attempt to answer the 
question how we might r e c o n c i l e the acceptance of 
m i r a c l e s with the acceptance of s c i e n t i f i c method, 
see Peter.Byrne, MIRACLES AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF 
SCIENCE, THE HEYTHROP JOURNAL, Vol. 19, no. 2. 
A p r i l 1978, pp. 162-170. 'Many nineteenth and 
twentieth century theologians have sought to abandon 
the t r a d i t i o n a l conception of m i r a c l e s as v i o l a t i o n s 
of the laws of nature. I t has been i n c r e a s i n g l y f e l t 
t h a t t h i s conception of m i r a c l e i s an encumbrance, 
something which can only bring r e l i g i o u s b e l i e f i n t o 
d i s r e p u t e with modern, s c i e n t i f i c a l l y - m i n d e d people. 
I t has been f e l t t h a t t h i s conception of m i r a c l e betrays 
a contempt f o r s c i e n c e and hence t h a t i t must be 
abandoned by a l l those who have any respect f o r 
s c i e n t i f i c thought and p r a c t i c e ' , (p. 162) Byrne's 
method of removing t h i s embarrassment i s to argue 
that proper s c i e n t i f i c method i n v o l v e s accepting 
f a c t s as we f i n d them whether they are expected or 
not. He then goes on to argue that i f an uncaused 
event occurred, t h i s would not destroy the r e l e v a n t 
s c i e n t i f i c law but would only mean t h a t i t was true 
i n general, and not i n v a r i a b l y so. S c i e n t i f i c laws 
would s t i l l stand, but they would have the c h a r a c t e r 
of g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s to which there could be exceptions. 
I f , t h e r e f o r e , we accept any or a l l b i b l i c a l m i r a c l e s 
we are not c o n t r a d i c t i n g sound s c i e n t i f i c methodology, 
(pp. 167-170) 
Byrne i s r i g h t to defend the t r a d i t i o n a l concept of the 
miraculous i n r e l i g i o u s thought, and he i s . r i g h t i n 
i n s i s t i n g that a proper s c i e n t i f i c outlook does not 
t r y to evade f a c t s which do not f i t the expected 
p a t t e r n of events. The remainder of h i s main argument, 
however, i s naive. I f any uncaused event should ever 
take p l a c e and be recognised as such, not only would 
a given s c i e n t i f i c law be destroyed, but a l l s c i e n t i f i c 
or n a t u r a l laws as at present understood. Experimental 
s c i e n t i s t s have to assume t h a t nature i s a complex 
of events d e t e r m i n i s t i c a l l y r e l a t e d to one another, 
and i t has achieved considerable s u c c e s s on t h i s 
assumption. An uncaused event would destroy the 
assumption of determinism, and any r e l i g i o u s b e l i e v e r 
who a s s e r t s t h a t an uncaused event has taken place w i l l 



- 403 -

19. THE MIRACULOUS 

What, then, are we to say concerning those concrete 

m a n i f e s t a t i o n s of God's a c t i v i t y i n nature termed 'mi r a c l e s ' 

Rust's treatment of t h i s s u b j e c t bears a strong s i m i l a r i t y 

to that of Wheeler Robinson, and i s t h e r e f o r e open to the 
619 . . . same o b j e c t i o n s . The s i m i l a r i t y of t h e i r comments 

on the Old Testament t e x t extends to the use of the same 

phrase to emphasise that f o r the Hebrew m i r a c l e s were 

simply the same kind of event as other happenings i n 

nature, a l l n a t u r a l events being s i g n s of d i v i n e a c t i v i t y . 

'One d i s t i n c t i v e note of m i r a c l e was t h a t i t was "more of 
620 

the same th i n g " ' . Rust i s apparently dependent on 

Robinson f o r the use of t h i s phrase, and t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

of the Old Testament evidence must be r e j e c t e d i n the case 

of Rust as i n that of Robinson. We might a l s o add that 

h i s fondness f o r r e f e r r i n g to 'the Hebrew', who i n the 

e a r l y pages of the book i s compared with 'the Greek', i s 

618 
(Contd.) unquestionably be i n c o n f l i c t w ith s c i e n t i f i c 
methodology as normally understood. Byrne recognises 
i n a footnote, p. 170, t h a t i f some c a u s a l laws 
are not u n i v e r s a l i n scope, i . e . i f an uncaused event 
can occur, then p a r t i c u l a r c a u s a l connections are not 
necessary. He does not, however, seem to appre c i a t e 
the fundamental s i g n i f i c a n c e of t h i s f a c t f o r h i s 
t o t a l argument. Furthermore, b i b l i c a l m i r a c l e s are 
not uncaused events, they are caused by God or some 
other supernatural agency. They t h e r e f o r e imply an 
i n t e r v e n t i o n i n the otherwise n a t u r a l l y determined 
events of nature. 619 . . . SF pp. 287-300. Cf. NM, f t . p. 51. Rust i s w r i t i n g 
of the p s y c h i c l i f e of the e a r t h and s t a t e s , 'Cf. 
H.W. Robinson, R e v e l a t i o n and I n s p i r a t i o n i n the Old 
Testament, Oxford 1946, pp. 13ff. T h i s i s a 
d i s c u s s i o n to which I am g r e a t l y indebted'. There 
are f u r t h e r r e f e r e n c e s to Robinson's book throughout 
Rust's d i s c u s s i o n . 

6 2 0 SF p. 288. 
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another example of the F a l l a c y of Misplaced Concreteness: 
'the Hebrew' i s merely an a b s t r a c t i o n who takes the p l a c e 
i n our imagination of the many generations of i n d i v i d u a l 
Hebrews and who, u n l i k e them, becomes the u n r e s i s t i n g 

r e c e p t a c l e of whatever notions we f i n d i t convenient to 
_ . j_ . . 621 f o i s t on him. 

We must here return to the point Rust makes about 

the d i f f i c u l t y we have i n b e l i e v i n g i n d i v i n e i n t e r v e n t i o n 

i n the o r d e r l i n e s s of nature i n a s c i e n t i f i c age. I t i s 

p r e c i s e l y i n making such a point as t h i s t h a t g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s 

can be so misleading, and that we can be led, as we have 

seen Robinson was, to exaggerate the d i f f e r e n c e between 

what people think today and what I s r a e l i t e s thought i n the 

ancient world; and, indeed, to be completely wrong i n the 

case of any given i n d i v i d u a l or group of i n d i v i d u a l s , 

ancient or modern. I t i s obviously impossible to make 

the comparison: there i s no modern Endor at which we can 

make our t r y s t w i t h r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of ancient I s r a e l . 

We can, however, examine the few Old Testament m i r a c l e s 

to which Rust makes r e f e r e n c e . 

Most notable among these i s the c r o s s i n g of the 
622 

Red Sea. According to the b i b l i c a l account the 

I s r a e l i t e s are caught between pharaoh's army and the sea, 

with no hope of escape. They c r y out t o Yahweh, and 

complain to Moses that i t would have been b e t t e r to serve 

the Egyptians than d i e i n the w i l d e r n e s s . Moses as s u r e s 

them that they w i l l be saved by Yahweh, s i n c e he has 

SF pp. 5-10. ° " Exodus 14:1-15:21. 
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alrea d y been t o l d by God t h a t the whole aim of the 

e x e r c i s e i s that the power of God s h a l l be revealed i n 

the d e s t r u c t i o n of pharaoh and h i s army. 

A f t e r Moses has reassured the people, he i s t o l d 

by Yahweh to lead the people forward, and to d i v i d e the 

sea by l i f t i n g up h i s rod over i t , and thus a path of dry 

land w i l l be made over which the people can move. I t 

i s a l s o revealed to Moses t h a t Yahweh's triumph over 

pharaoh w i l l be revealed when the ki n g and h i s army enter 

t h i s newly created passage through the sea. 

To stop the Egyptian army ca t c h i n g the I s r a e l i t e s , 

the angel of God i n the cloud moves behind the I s r a e l i t e s 

and s e p a r a t e s the two camps during the night. 

Then Moses s t r e t c h e s out his.hand over the sea, and 

Yahweh makes the sea par t by means of a strong e a s t wind 

which blows throughout the night. The I s r a e l i t e s then move 

along the passage of dry land, with w a l l s of sea water 

on t h e i r r i g h t and l e f t . The Egyptians pursue them and i n 

the morning: Yahweh throws them -into confusion by damaging 

t h e i r c h a r i o t s . Too l a t e they t r y to r e t i r e , r e a l i s i n g 

t h a t Yahweh i s f i g h t i n g a g a i n s t them; but at t h i s point 

Moses i s i n s t r u c t e d to s t r e t c h out his.ohand again over the 

sea i n order to bring the waters back upon the Egyptians. 

The whole Egyptian f o r c e i s overwhelmed, and the I s r a e l i t e s 

see t h e i r bodies washed up on the sea shore. 

There f o l l o w s a song of p r a i s e to Yahweh i n c e l e b r a t i o n 

of t h i s triumph, and i t should be noted that t h e r e are 

two r e f e r e n c e s i n i t to the wind used by God to accomplish 
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h i s v i c t o r y . 

I t i s immediately apparent t h a t there i s some 

d i f f e r e n c e between Rust's d e s c r i p t i o n of t h i s event and 

th a t given i n the B i b l e . For Rust the occurrence would 

be regarded by a mere observer as 'the s u p e r f i c i a l l y 

happy accident of a wind d r i v i n g back the shallow waters 

of the "sea of reeds" when the I s r a e l i t e s are on i t s 
624 . . . . shores'. According to the b i b l i c a l w r i t e r the observer 

would see Moses s t r e t c h out h i s hand over the s e a t a 

passage-way carved through the sea by a powerful east 

wind, the I s r a e l i t e s walking between two great w a l l s of 

sea water, a remarkable cloud b r i n g i n g up t h e i r r e a r , 

the confusion of the Egyptians caught between the w a l l s 

of water, Moses s t r e t c h i n g out h i s hand once again, and . 

the r e t u r n i n g waters engulfing the Egyptians, whose bodies 

would l a t e r be seen strewn on the sea shore. By no s t r e t c h 

of imagination could t h i s be described as a s u p e r f i c i a l l y 

happy accident, or , indeed, 'more a»f the same t h i n g ' . 

I f the observer were able to pursue h i s i n v e s t i g a t i o n s 

to the extent of questioning Moses about the event, he 

would not be of f e r e d an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of an otherwise 

normal occurrence which, be i t accepted, transforms t h i s 

occurrence i n t o a r e v e l a t i o n of God. T h i s would be t r u e 

of Sennacherib's i n v a s i o n or the d e s t r u c t i o n of Babylon 

by Cyrus; and i t would be t r u e i n these c a s e s and not i n 

the case under d i s c u s s i o n p r e c i s e l y because the one i s 

a m i r a c l e i n the g e n e r a l l y accepted sense of the term, 

Exodus 15:8,10. SF p. 284. Cf. pp. 104, 298. 
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and the other two are not. Moses would e x p l a i n t o our 
r e p o r t e r on the spot that he was a c t i n g under the 
immediate guidance of God, whose q u i t e undeniable i n t e r 
vention had saved I s r a e l and destroyed the Egyptians. 
Moses was not a c t i n g as prophetic i n t e r p r e t e r , but as 
the obedient instrument of God's w i l l . 

Rust would no doubt r e p l y that t h i s c r i t i c i s m i s 

based upon a naive i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Exodus account 

which cannot be taken at i t s face v a l u e . I t c e r t a i n l y 

appears to be more s e n s i b l e to see the h i s t o r i c a l event 

as a c t u a l l y the conveniently timed blowing of a wind on 

shallow water, s i n c e t h i s appears to be both a p e r f e c t l y 

c r e d i b l e n a t u r a l happening and what i s c l e a r l y recorded 

i n the t e x t . The account we have i s probably a much 

l a t e r d e s c r i p t i o n of the escape, embellished so as to 

bring out the t r u e prophetic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n put on i t . 

Thus the s t i n g of h o s t i l e c r i t i c i s m i s drawn and we can 

a l l s l e e p e a s i l y i n our beds. 

This r e c o n s t r u c t i o n of the h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n 

may be c o r r e c t , but we cannot help seeing in. i t the 

i n d i r e c t i n f l u e n c e of modern s c i e n t i f i c method and 

achievement, and a t a c i t acknowledgement t h a t no educated 

person today can honestly accept such a m i r a c l e without 

question. Coming from someone whose f a i t h has ' s e t t l e d 
625 

the general i s s u e of m i r a c l e * t h i s might seem strange, 

but the shadow of Hume, expelled from the f r o n t door, i s 

a l r e a d y f a l l i n g over the t h r e s h o l d of the back. 

625 SF p. 297. 
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F i r s t , i t i s not wise or j u s t i f i a b l e to o f f e r a 

r e c o n s t r u c t i o n of the account given i n the b i b l i c a l t e x t 

as i f i t were unquestionably true, without f u r t h e r explan

a t i o n s There i s good reason to b e l i e v e t h a t d i f f e r e n t 

ancient t r a d i t i o n s have been combined to produce the 

present b i b l i c a l n a r r a t i v e , and i t i s easy to assume 

t h a t the e a r l i e r t r a d i t i o n contains reminiscence of 

genuine h i s t o r i c a l and geographical information, while 

the l a t e r t r a d i t i o n c o n t a i n s d e t a i l s which t u r n the 

i n c i d e n t i n t o a stupendous m i r a c l e or heighten the element 

of the miraculous alr e a d y present. However, the ease 

w i t h which such an assumption can be made"is i n sharp 

c o n t r a s t to the d i f f i c u l t y of demonstrating t h a t such i s 

the c o r r e c t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the t e x t we have r e c e i v e d , 

not to speak of the p o s s i b l e i n f l u e n c e of the assumption 

on our a n a l y s i s . The p r e c i s e areas of the t e x t covered 

by each t r a d i t i o n cannot be determined with c e r t a i n t y , 

and a l a t e r t r a d i t i o n may contain older m a t e r i a l than an 
626 

e a r l i e r one. 

Second, any r e c o n s t r u c t i o n of the h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n 

must a l s o bridge the gap between the occurrence as i t 

r e a l l y happened and the report of i t given i n the t e x t . 

I f t h i s i s not p l a u s i b l e , the r e c o n s t r u c t i o n l i k e w i s e 

626 
See, e.g. M. Noth's a n a l y s i s , EXODUS, London, 1962, 
pp. 102-126; P2, pp. 728-737, e s p e c i a l l y 728-731; 
Lewis S. Hay, WHAT REALLY HAPPENED AT THE SEA OF REEDS? 
JBL no. 83, 1964, pp. 297-403. Hay d i s m i s s e s 
n a t u r a l i s t i c i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of the p a r t i n g waters 
as p u r e l y s p e c u l a t i v e , f o l l o w s Noth (EXODUS p. 118) 
i n b e l i e v i n g that movement of the water i l l f i t s 
the episode, and p r e f e r s to follow suggestions i n 
the t e x t t h a t an a c t u a l b a t t l e was fought. 
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l a c k s p l a u s i b i l i t y . I f , f o r example, i n the present case 

a b a t t l e was fought, w i t h the Hebrews ac h i e v i n g a remark

able v i c t o r y over the Egyptians, why i s t h i s not recorded? 

Why should Yahweh's v i c t o r y i n b a t t l e be ignored i n 

favour of a n a r r a t i v e which i s , ex hypothesi, l a r g e l y 

f i c t i t i o u s ? I t may be t h a t there i s a reasonable answer 

to t h i s question, but i f there i s not the suggested 

r e c o n s t r u c t i o n of events l o s e s much of i t s p l a u s i b i l i t y . 

I f we may r e f e r b r i e f l y to the New Testament: i t has 

been suggested t h a t the feeding of the multitude came 

about through the example of u n s e l f i s h n e s s by a boy, 

o t hers being stimulated by h i s example to share t h e i r 

food with t h e i r neighbours; or when Jesus was roused 

during the storm i t was h i s d i s c i p l e s and not the elements 

who were t o l d to be calm, the dropping of the wind o c c u r r i n g 

by sheer coincidence at the same time and g i v i n g r i s e to 

a misunderstanding. A l l t h i n g s are indeed p o s s i b l e t o 

the credulous, but l e a v i n g a s i d e the p u r e l y s p e c u l a t i v e 

nature of such ' r e c o n s t r u c t i o n s ' there i s once again 

considerable d i f f i c u l t y i n understanding how the supposed 

h i s t o r i c a l events can have led to the s t o r i e s a c t u a l l y 

recorded i n the Gospels. 

Bearing i n mind these two p o i n t s , we must ask what 

p l a u s i b i l i t y t h e r e i s i n the suggestion t h a t a strong 

wind drove a passage through waters which, i f shallow 

compared with the Red Sea, were n e v e r t h e l e s s too deep 

fo r the escaping I s r a e l i t e s to wade through. I f the 

Exodus account i s based on an a c t u a l s i t u a t i o n during the 

departure of the I s r a e l i t e s from Egypt we can reasonably 

assume that i t was remarkable enough to be remembered 

and regarded as a m a n i f e s t a t i o n of d i v i n e a c t i v i t y . The 
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remarkable c h a r a c t e r of the i n c i d e n t l i e s f o r Rust i n the 

timing of the wind, which comes at j u s t the r i g h t moment 

f o r the I s r a e l i t e s . We may imagine both Moses and the 

people c r y i n g to God i n t h e i r despair, and then suddenly 

f i n d i n g an unexpected escape route created f o r them by 

the powerful east wind. The r e l i g i o u s conclusion would be 

obvious, and would be r e i n f o r c e d i f the pursuing army 

was impeded and thrown i n t o confusion by the s o f t ground. 

The development of t h i s s t o r y i n o r a l t r a d i t i o n to 

produce our present account seems p e r f e c t l y p l a u s i b l e . 

There are only two questions to answer before we 

accept t h i s p e r s u a s i v e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the t e x t . How 

strong was the wind? Was the o r i g i n a l i n c i d e n t a 

m i r a c l e ? 

Leaving a s i d e the drowning of the Egyptians, which 

may be the product of p a t r i o t i c imagination, the water 

must be thought of as deep enough to make thought of 

escape through i t out of the question. The I s r a e l i t e s , 

a f t e r a l l , were desperate and not to be d e t e r r r e d by the 

thought of g e t t i n g t h e i r f e e t wet. I t f o l l o w s from t h i s 

t h a t the wind would have to be of immense s t r e n g t h to 

s h i f t s u f f i c i e n t water to make a path, and i t would a l s o 

have to be concentrated very narrowly at one p o i n t . Any 

doubt about t h i s w i l l be removed by the observation of 

a gale f o r c e wind blowing on a l a k e or t a r n . 

Furthermore, the d i s p l a c e d water would have to go 

somewhere, and s i n c e the wind came from the e a s t i n order 

to c r e a t e a passage f o r the I s r a e l i t e s who were moving 

west to ea s t , t here can be no doubt as to who would c a t c h 

the f u l l f o r c e of i t . 
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How was the passage-way kept open while the I s r a e l i t e s 

crossed? Did the wind keep on blowing, or were the waters 

held back by a separate m i r a c l e ? The t e x t does not t e l l 

us. 

The wind which we thought was going to be so convenient 

t u r n s out to be an embarrassment. I t i s so much 'more 

of the same thing* that i t s e f f e c t on the I s r a e l i t e s would 

have been devastating, and an advance i n the t e e t h of i t 

a t o t a l i m p o s s i b i l i t y . Not only would such a tornado 

c o n s t i t u t e a more e f f e c t i v e b a r r i e r to escape than the 

water i t was meant to remove, but i t would have swept 

both I s r a e l i t e s and Egyptians back i n t o Egypt by a more 

d i r e c t route and with much g r e a t e r v e l o c i t y than they had 

l e f t i t . A supposedly n a t u r a l or normal event, a fragment 

of genuine r e c o l l e c t i o n i n a h i g h l y coloured p i e c e of 

f i c t i o n , and conveniently handy f o r the r a t i o n a l i s t who 

wishes to make the b i b l i c a l account p a l a t a b l e to modern 

t a s t e , t u r n s out to be as f a n t a s t i c as the r e s t of the 

t a l e . 

Let us temporarily waive t h i s o b j e c t i o n to Rust's 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , and a l l those others which have been 

r a i s e d a g a i n s t the view he sha r e s with Wheeler Robinson, 

and t r y to see a f r e s h i n what sense the c r o s s i n g of the 

sea can be c a l l e d miraculous. 

According to Rust, a m i r a c l e i s an event i n which 

God d i s c l o s e s h i m s e l f . The event may be normal or abnormal. 

A l l n a t u r a l events are i n any case d i r e c t l y caused by God, 

and what d i s t i n g u i s h e s the m i r a c l e i s i t s r e v e l a t o r y 

c h a r a c t e r . The m i r a c l e under d i s c u s s i o n f i t s t h i s 

d e s c r i p t i o n e x a c t l y according to Rust s i n c e a p e r f e c t l y 
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normal event i s revealed to f a i t h as the i n t e r v e n t i o n of 

God to save h i s people. The m i r a c l e c o n s i s t s i n the f a c t 

t h a t what appears to be a coincidence i s revealed to 

Moses as a d e l i b e r a t e act of God. 

However, i f a l l n a t u r a l events are d e l i b e r a t e a c t s 

of God then there can be no such thing as a coincidence. 

Sc h o l a r s l i k e Rust and Robinson i n s i s t t h a t the ancient 

I s r a e l i t e s looked at nature very d i f f e r e n t l y from the way 

we do, and i n s t e a d of a system of secondary causes saw 

God ever at work. I f we take t h i s view s e r i o u s l y , perhaps 

more s e r i o u s l y than Rust or Robinson do themselves, the 

concept of coincidence cannot p o s s i b l y have entered an 

I s r a e l i t e head; and t h e r e f o r e the notion of a d e l i b e r a t e , 

and consequently r e v e l a t o r y a c t of God could not have 
627 

been thought of i n c o n t r a s t to i t . Nature, as a 

c o l l e c t i o n of the d e l i b e r a t e a c t s of God, would be the 

order of the day i n the consciousness of every I s r a e l i t e , 

and i t would be impossible f o r the occasion under d i s c u s s i o n 

or any other event i n nature to become the s u b j e c t of 

s e l f conscious r e f l e c t i o n of the kind revealed i n the 

t e x t . 

I t might be r e p l i e d t h a t although n a t u r a l events 

were looked upon as a c t s of God they n e v e r t h e l e s s formed 

p a t t e r n s i n the experience of the I s r a e l i t e s j u s t as they 

do i n ours. The event we are t h i n k i n g about was abnormal 

6 27 
The 'consequently' i s important. Cf. D. Nineham. 
The Use and Abuse of the B i b l e , pp. 20-21. Nineham, 
of course, b e l i e v e s t h a t t h i s was a c t u a l l y t r u e of 

.. i-.̂ the outlook of ancient I s r a e l i t e s . 
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and t h e r e f o r e drew a t t e n t i o n to i t s e l f as a s p e c i a l a c t 
of God. I f the I s r a e l i t e s had not been i n t h e i r p r e d i c a 
ment the wind would not have blown and the waters would have 
stood i n u n r u f f l e d calm. 

T h i s may be so, but i t i s not Rust's argument, 

and c o n t r a d i c t s i t . I f the blowing of the wind and the 

p a r t i n g of the waters were abnormal then they could 

not be regarded as a mere coincidence. God acted i n an 

unusual way because of the unusual s i t u a t i o n , and t h i s i s 

p r e c i s e l y what should have been expected i n the l i g h t of 

previous events. The I s r a e l i t e s ought not to have looked 

f o r the normal p a t t e r n of God's a c t i v i t y because the 

s i t u a t i o n i n which they found themselves was f a r from 

normal. 

The attempt to r e l a t e the i n c i d e n t to Rust's emphasis 

on the s i g n i f i c a n c e of chance i n s c i e n t i f i c r e s e a r c h has 

no happier r e s u l t s . I f the suggestion be accepted t h a t 

God d i r e c t l y i n f l u e n c e s the elements, why did he use a 

wind at a l l i n s t e a d of simply d i s p l a c i n g the waters 

according to h i s w i l l ? I f we have a l r e a d y decided t h a t 

the b i b l i c a l account c o n t a i n s elements of a q u i t e c r e d i b l e 

d e s c r i p t i o n of n a t u r a l occurrences, we s h a l l have to 

accept that God worked i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r way without being 

able to give a reason f o r i t . We s h a l l a l s o have to 

accept the o b j e c t i o n that we have no reason to regard 

such n a t u r a l occurrences as i n any sense miraculous, and 

that our attempted i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the b i b l i c a l account 

has r e s u l t e d i n e x p l a i n i n g i t away. I n the present case, 

f o r example, n a t u r a l coincidence r e p l a c e s the e x t r a o r d i n a r y 
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events recorded i n Exodus and t h e r e f o r e the need f o r the 
d i v i n e i n t e r v e n t i o n disappears. Hume i s now comfortably-
r e - e s t a b l i s h e d i n the house from which he had been expelled 
and,, l i k e the demon i n the parable, he has brought h i s 
f r i e n d s with him. 

When we examine the other Old Testament m i r a c l e s 

r e f e r r e d to by Rust the abnormal i s retained, but the 

d i v i n e v a n i s h e s . I n Exodus 7:8-8:19 we read how Egyptian 

magicians turned rods i n t o serpents, turned water i n t o 

blood, produced frogs from nowhere, but f a i l e d to change 

dust i n t o l i c e . Rust comments, 'Egyptian magicians and 

f a l s e prophets were a l i k e able to produce e x t r a o r d i n a r y 
628 

happenings'. But, of course, God was not at work i n 

what Rust c a l l s ' f a l s e m i r a c l e s ' . We are a l s o l e f t w i t h 

the e x t r a o r d i n a r y view that the m i r a c l e s performed by the 

Egyptian magicians a c t u a l l y happened, whereas the c r o s s i n g 

of the sea was not a miraculous event. 

Whatever may be the t r u e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the 

b i b l i c a l t e x t we s h a l l c e r t a i n l y never reach i t by 

combining the i n a c c u r a t e d e f i n i t i o n of a c r u c i a l term w i t h 

a h i g h l y s e l e c t i v e approach to both s c i e n t i f i c r e s e a r c h 

and the B i b l e , and then engaging i n a r a t i o n a l i s i n g 

argument which at the same time confuses p o s s i b i l i t y w i t h 

p r o b a b i l i t y . T h i s i s no answer to doubt, e i t h e r i n the 

mind of the b e l i e v e r or the h o s t i l e c r i t i c ; and i t 

produces a f a l s e impression of the b i b l i c a l t e x t . 

628 SF p. 289. 
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When we r e t u r n to the Exodus account of the c r o s s i n g 

of the sea, there cannot be any doubt that we are reading 

about a m i r a c l e i n the normally accepted sense of the 

term, and t h i s i s what the w r i t e r of the s t o r y wants us 

to understand. L i k e the m i r a c l e s i n Egypt which preceded 

i t , i t demonstrates and i s meant to demonstrate the 

su p e r i o r power of Yahweh over the Egyptian gods and pharaoh 

and that no being can f r u s t r a t e h i s w i l l . The opening 

sentences of Exodus 14 s t r o n g l y suggest t h a t the people 

were led by God i n t o a s i t u a t i o n from which they and 

pharaoh knew i t was impossible t h a t they should escape. 

A man cannot make a passage-way through the sea by s t r e t c h i n g 

out h i s hand over i t , and then make the waters r e t u r n by 

the same meansi nor did Moses himself attempt such a 

t h i n g u n t i l commanded to do so by God. The wind which 

p a r t s the sea i s a miraculous wind, blowing a path through 

the waters, but otherwise having no e f f e c t . The miraculous 

cloud stops the Egyptians a t t a c k i n g the I s r a e l i t e s before 

they can escape, but no ancient I s r a e l i t e , any more than 

any modern Englishman would, expected a cloud to behave 

as t h i s one did or to achieve such an e f f e c t . 

Nor i s i t s u f f i c i e n t to say t h a t we are here 

confronted by the unusual or abnormal. I t i s by the 

accomplishment of the impossible that Yahweh i s proved to 

be the t r u e God. I f Yahweh had not performed the impossible 

there would have been no r e v e l a t i o n of h i s presence, and no 
629 

I s r a e l t o respond to i t : such i s the b i b l i c a l message. 

629 
This seems to be t a c i t l y admitted by Rust i n NM p. 38: 
'Because He i s the Lord of h i s t o r y and .because h i s t o r y 
i s wrought out i n the sphere of nature, Yahweh's c o n t r o l 
must extend over nature as w e l l ... Only because He i s 
able to c o n t r o l the waters of the Red Sea can He 
d e l i v e r His people'. 
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PART I I 

I n P a r t I I we are concerned with an aspect of the 

Hebrew view of nature which has long puzzled commentators: 

the d i s t i n c t i o n between the c l e a n and the unclean. I t i s 

at t h i s p oint that we f i n d d i r e c t contact between Old 

Testament s c h o l a r s h i p and anthropology, with a p o s s i b l e 

new approach suggested by the l a t t e r d i s c i p l i n e , which, 

i f c o r r e c t , would c o r r e c t a f a i l u r e on the p a r t of Old 

Testament s c h o l a r s to recognise the s i g n i f i c a n c e of the 

symbolic i n I s r a e l ' s , or any other nation's a t t i t u d e to 

the world of nature. 

A f t e r a survey of what Old Testament s c h o l a r s have 

s a i d about the d i s t i n c t i o n between c l e a n and unclean and 

the problems r a i s e d by the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of the 

b i b l i c a l t e x t , we s h a l l t u r n to a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the 

of the anthropological approach to the s u b j e c t , e s p e c i a l l y 

the work of Mary Douglas, and attempt a c r i t i c a l e v a l u a t i o n 

of t h i s approach i n order to d i s t i n g u i s h between those 

p o i n t s which are r e l e v a n t to Old Testament i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , 

and other which are more c o n t r o v e r s i a l and i n v o l v e f a r -

reaching i n f e r e n c e s which go beyond what the evidence can 

support. 
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20. THE CLEAN AND THE UNCLEAN: SOME SCHOLARLY INTERPRETATIONS 

I n L e v i t i c u s 11 and Deuteronomy 14:3-21, c e r t a i n 

c r e a t u r e s are c l a s s i f i e d as unclean. The word g e n e r a l l y 

used i s ^ l O l O , although sometimes i n L e v i t i c u s we f i n d 
- • T 

the word , given i n RV as 'abomination', along with 

a p i e l denominative verb 'make abominable', and given i n 

BDB as 'detestation, d e t e s t a b l e thing; d e t e s t , make 

d e t e s t a b l e ' . I n Deuteronomy 14:3 the noun 71 ) ^ i s 
- r - • 

used, given i n RV as 'abominable thing', and i n BDB as 

'abomination' along w i t h a denominative verb meaning 

'regard as an abomination, abhor, cause to be an abomination'. 

There i s no e s s e n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e i n meaning between these 

words, but K O O seems to r e f e r p r i m a r i l y to some 

q u a l i t y i n the object, while ^ |D (O and H Zl V ) seem 

to r e f e r p r i m a r i l y to the a t t i t u d e which ought to be adopted 

towards i t . 

The d i s t i n c t i o n between c l e a n and unclean animals 

i s a l s o found i n Genesis 7:2,8; 8:20, the word \ H f*} being 

used to i n d i c a t e the cl e a n , with no separate word f o r the 

unclean. 

Other t h i n g s are a l s o designated 'unclean', such as 

a woman a f t e r the b i r t h of a c h i l d , an i n d i v i d u a l with a 

c e r t a i n kind of s k i n d i s e a s e and anything contaminated by 
6*30 

i t , and a b u i l d i n g i n which a type of fungus appears. 

T h i s c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of animals i s strange and j u s t i 

f i e d n e i t h e r by common sense observation, nor more c a r e f u l 

L e v i t i c u s 12; 13; 14:33-53. 
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s c i e n t i f i c i n v e s t i g a t i o n . I t i s by no means apparent 

why the pig, because of i t s cloven hooves and f a i l u r e to 

chew the cud should be c l a s s i f i e d as 'unclean' along w i t h 

a woman who has j u s t given b i r t h to a c h i l d ; nor i s i t 

c l e a r why v a r i o u s k i n d s of l i z a r d should be c l a s s i f i e d 

as 'unclean* along with a 'leper'; ^ lOO being used 

i n a l l these c a s e s . 

Sometimes we f e e l a n a t u r a l sympathy with the r u l e s 

of avoidance and can r a t i o n a l i s e our r e v u l s i o n i n terms 

of h y g i e n i c c o n s i d e r a t i o n s : we do not wish to c a t c h 

l e p r o s y and we do not f e e l any a p p e t i t e f o r a meal of 

l i z a r d s or mice. But these reasons are t o t a l l y inadequate 

to e x p l a i n the b i b l i c a l r u l e s . 

F i r s t , they by no means cover a l l the c a s e s . We are 

p e r f e c t l y happy to eat the forbidden pork and hare, and 

would be r e l u c t a n t on the other hand to consume permitted 

l o c u s t s . T h i s i s simply a matter of t a s t e . Second, there 

i s ho p a r t i c u l a r danger of d i s e a s e being c a r r i e d by the 

c r e a t u r e s designated unclean any more than by a young mother. 

Third, hygiene and t a s t e do not account f o r the r i t u a l s , 

at times elaborate, which have to be undergone before a 

person who has contracted uncleanness can r e t u r n to the 
631 

normal l i f e and worship of the community. T h i s r i t u a l 

emphasises the f a c t made c l e a r i n the B i b l e t h a t the r u l e s 

of avoidance, i n c l u d i n g the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of c r e a t u r e s 

i n t o c l e a n and unclean, are r e l i g i o u s . Things are c l e a n 

or unclean because they have been so designated by God, 

See, e.g. L e v i t i c u s 12:6-8; 14:1-32. 
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and to meddle w i t h the unclean i s an offence a g a i n s t 

the h o l i n e s s of Yahweh, I s r a e l ' s God. By a t t r i b u t i n g 

t h i s judgement to Yahweh the b i b l i c a l t e x t i m p l i e s t h a t 

t h ere i s something mysterious about i t . Moses, Aaron 

and the people have to be informed that such and such 

c r e a t u r e s are unclean. The command i s based upon d i s 

t i n c t i o n s a l r e a d y made by normal observation, but t h i s 

o b s e rvation i n i t s e l f , so i t i s implied, would not 

lead to the d i s t i n c t i o n between c l e a n and unclean; yet 

once Yahweh has so commanded, the d i s t i n c t i o n i s observed 

by the f a i t h f u l w ith a s t r i c t n e s s at times amounting t o 

fa n a t i c i s m , not only i n t o New Testament times, but r i g h t 

down to the present. 

Many other nations have r u l e s of avoidance s i m i l a r 

i n p r i n c i p l e to those found i n the Old Testament, and a 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of animals which owes nothing to o r d i n a r y 

observation or s c i e n t i f i c a n a l y s i s . Such r u l e s and 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n are bound up wi t h b e l i e f s i n sup e r n a t u r a l 

power, and the s o c i e t i e s which hold them are f r e q u e n t l y 

designated ' p r i m i t i v e ' or- 'savage*. The laws of L e v i t i c u s 

and Deuteronomy have t h e r e f o r e o f t e n been seen as simply 

the I s r a e l i t e v e r s i o n of ide a s held a l l over the world 

by many d i f f e r e n t peoples and the s u r v i v a l of a p r i m i t i v e 

outlook which the authors of L e v i t i c u s and Deuteronomy 

may themselves have f a i l e d to understand, and r a t i o n a l i s e d 

as best they could. I t i s perhaps worHi remarking t h a t 

these r u l e s are not u s u a l l y explained by s c h o l a r s as an 

See, e.g. L e v i t i c u s 11:1, 44-45; 12:1; 13:1; 14:1. 
Cf. Deuteronomy 14:1-2, 21. 
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a c t u a l r e v e l a t i o n by God. 

W. F. Lofthouse opens h i s remarks on L e v i t i c u s 

11-15 by a s s e r t i n g t hat f o r modern readers the s e c t i o n i s 

probably the l e a s t i n t e l l i g i b l e i n the book. According to 

Lofthouse, the r u l e s of avoidance are taboos, a word of 

Polynesian o r i g i n , and r e f l e c t i n g the p r i m i t i v e nature 

of the f e a r s expressed. The o r i g i n of such taboos i s 

obscure, but there might have been s e v e r a l reasons: r i t u a l 

h y g ienic, or moral, or because of 'the nature of t h i n g s ' . 

The code has i t s o r i g i n i n a time ' f a r a n t e r i o r to Moses', 

and l a t e r l e g i s l a t o r s ' would n a t u r a l l y be puzzled by 
c o o 

the apparent c a p r i c e ' to be found i n i t . 

T. Witton Davies i n commenting on Deuteronomy 14:3-20 

merely remarks t h a t many t h e o r i e s have been proposed to 

e x p l a i n i t s o r i g i n s , and a d v i s e s us to c o n s u l t the B i b l e 
634 

D i c t i o n a r i e s . 

N. H. S n a i t h says of a l l the matters d e a l t w i t h i n 

L e v i t i c u s 11-15 t h a t they are not e t h i c a l but have to do 

w i t h r i t u a l cleanness and uncleanness. According to Snaith, 

t h e i r b a s i s i n L e v i t i c u s i s t h a t God rescued the people 

from Egypt and he i s holy, and t h e r e f o r e they must be holy, 

and that i n v o l v e s being r i t u a l l y c l e a n . T h i s has nothing 

to do with e t h i c s , but i s r e l i g i o u s . The laws were 

c o o 
A.S. Peake (e d . ) , A COMMENTARY ON THE BIBLE. (New ed. 
with supplement), London and Edinburgh 1937, pp. 202-203. 

6 3 4 Peake, p. 237. 
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o r i g i n a l l y p r i m i t i v e and based on what S n a i t h c a l l s 

•natural r e l i g i o n ' and they may have come about f o r a 

v a r i e t y of reasons: hygiene, n a t u r a l r e v u l s i o n , a s s o c i a t i o n 

w ith heathen d e i t i e s . They were p a r t l y concerned w i t h the 
635 

p r e s e r v a t i o n of s o c i e t y . 

I n h i s commentary on L e v i t i c u s , S n a i t h says, 

• I t i s d i f f i c u l t to see why some c r e a t u r e s are c l e a n and 

e d i b l e and others n e i t h e r . P o s s i b l y the reason i s to 

be found i n a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h heathen c u l t s . Sometimes 

i t seems to be because of unpleasant h a b i t s . I n the case 

of b i r d s , they are apparently a l l b i r d s of prey and 

p o s s i b l y the reason i s that they shed blood. I t has been 

suggested that the o r i g i n s are t o t e m i s t i c , but there are 

totemic systems where the totem i s eaten. No one 

explanation f i t s a l l cases, and we can no more f i t them 

a l l i n t o one scheme than we can f i t a l l the v a r i o u s 

s a c r i f i c e s . These th i n g s " j u s t grow", and r i t u a l i s t i c 

a s s i m i l a t i o n does t h e r e s t * . 

•To the Jew a l l down the c e n t u r i e s the swine has 

been the most o f f e n s i v e abomination of a l l . The o r i g i n 

i s i n i t s a s s o c i a t i o n with heathen c u l t s ... J u s t as 

throwing incense on the f i r e before the statue of the 

emperor was the prime t e s t f o r the C h r i s t i a n , so e a t i n g 

s e i n e ' s f l e s h was the t e s t f o r the Jews'. 

£L "3 C 

M. Black, H. H. Rowley (ed), PEAKE'S COMMENTARY ON 
THE BIBLE. London and Edinburgh 1962, 207a-207e. 

e« — — — — — . . 
N. H. Snaith, LEVITICUS AND NUMBERS. London, 1967, 
pp. 81-82. Cf. THE DISTINCTIVE IDEAS OF THE OLD 
TESTAMENT, London 1944, chapter 3, e s p e c i a l l y 
pp. 59-61. 
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G. Henton Davies, i n commenting on Deuteronomy 

14:3-21 s t a t e s : 'The grounds for the choice are l o s t to 

us, but d i f f e r e n c e s from the previous or neighbouring 

i n h a b i t a n t s of the land, remnants of totemism n a t u r a l 
f.'3'J 

repugnance and so on have played t h e i r p a r t ' . 

A.W.F. Blunt regarded the p r i m i t i v e s i g n i f i c a n c e 

of the o r i g i n a l d i s t i n c t i o n between c l e a n and unclean and 

the notion of p u r i f i c a t i o n as wholly ceremonial. They 

arose i n an age when s p e l l and magic predominated and 

when the savage reacted i n f e a r to the l a r g e number of 

phenomena which e x h i b i t e d a power he could not understand. 

The d i s t i n c t i o n 'may even be t r a c e a b l e u l t i m a t e l y to 

i n s t i n c t s which mankind shares w i t h the higher animals'. 

E v e n t u a l l y the dangerous holy and the dangerous unclean 

came to be d i s t i n g u i s e d , the l a t t e r being marked by an 

i n t r i n s i c r e p u l s i v e n e s s , and r i t u a l s became c a r e f u l l y 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d ; but even then 'ideas and r u l e s survived 

which can be explained only as r e l i c s of p r i m i t i v e and 

even primeval taboo customs'. In d e a l i n g s p e c i f i c a l l y 

w i t h unclean food Blunt remarks t h a t 'the savage had no 

c o n s i s t e n t theory of taboo' and b e l i e v e s i t impossible to 

give any c e r t a i n explanation of the separate items. For 

Blunt, the r e c o g n i t i o n of c l e a n and unclean seems to have 

had no r e l i g i o u s value, and w i t h the teaching of Jesus 

and Paul ceremonialism, i f not e x t i r p a t e d , was reduced 

considerably, 'and i t i s the custom to e x p l a i n such r i t u a l 

r e g u l a t i o n s as s u r v i v e on grounds t h a t accord b e t t e r w i t h 

PCB, 238a. 
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the s p i r i t of C h r i s t i a n i t y and the ideas of c i v i l i s e d 
. . , 638 s o c i e t y ' . 

. . 639 A s i m i l a r c onclusion was reached by A. S. Peake. 

Peake makes i t c l e a r i n a footnote that he i s d e a l i n g w i t h 

ceremonial uncleanness, not e t h i c a l or r e l i g i o u s . The 

laws of defilement came to be g r e a t l y elaborated by the 

Jews, but 'the laws of uncleanness are f a r o l d e r than the 

Hebrew people ... they are not the c r e a t i o n of the higher 

r e l i g i o n of I s r a e l ' , t h i s t r u t h being s e l f e vident. 

'Anthropology, however, has proved, what might n a t u r a l l y 

have been suspected, t h a t they belong e s s e n t i a l l y to the 

p r e h i s t o r i c p a s t . T h e i r congenial atmosphere i s not t h a t 

which breathes i n the Hebrew prophets, but t h a t which 

animates the crudest forms of savage r e l i g i o n . 

'Some of the laws might, indeed, be expalined on 

r a t i o n a l grounds, as due t o s a n i t a r y precaution, to love 

of c l e a n l i n e s s , to n a t u r a l a v e r s i o n from d i s g u s t i n g 

o b j e c t s . But i t i s c e r t a i n t h a t these do not e x p l a i n 

many of the p r o h i b i t i o n s , and cannot account f o r the p r e c i s e 

s e l e c t i o n or omission which c h a r a c t e r i z e s the l i s t of 

thi n g s unclean. We may grant t h a t these c o n s i d e r a t i o n s 

may have played some p a r t i n l a t e development, but t h i s 

should probably be reduced to a minimum. I t i s more l i k e l y , 

i n f a c t , t h a t the laws of uncleanness created s a n i t a r y 

6 3 8 J . Hastings (ed.), DICTIONARY OF THE BIBLE. Edinburgh 
1909, pp. 144-146. 

63Q -
J . Hastings ( e d . ) , A DICTIONARY OF THE BIBLE, Vol IV 

• ' • J ' - Edinburgh 1902. A r t i c l e , UNCLEAN, UNCLEANNESS, 
pp. 825-834. 

6 4 0 HDB p. 826. 
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laws and a v e r s i o n f o r c e r t a i n t h i n g s than t h a t they were 

created by them'. 

Peake goes on to say t h a t laws of uncleanness could 

help a t r i b e to s u r v i v e i f i n f a c t they coincided with 

good s a n i t a t i o n , by a process of n a t u r a l s e l e c t i o n , and 

thus good s a n i t a r y laws would be e s t a b l i s h e d , but not 

i n t e n t i o n a l l y . '... even i n higher r e l i g i o u s r i t u a l 

c l eanness may be obtained by bathing i n very d i r t y water'. 

He e q u a l l y f i r m l y r e j e c t s the explanation i n terms of 

n a t u r a l d i s g u s t , as t h i s i s simply f e e l i n g which has 

become second nature through custom. For Peake, the 

laws of cleanness and uncleanness are e s s e n t i a l l y i r r a t i o n a l 
641 

i n c h a r a c t e r . 

Peake appeals to anthropology as the means to 

understanding such laws and makes frequent r e f e r e n c e to 

W. R. Smith and J . G. F r a z e r , as w e l l as l e s s frequent 

r e f e r e n c e s to other a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s . The Hebrew laws 

should be regarded as p a r t of a widespread system of 

taboo according to which both h o l i n e s s and uncleanness 

were f i r s t of a l l regarded as almost the same, and only 

l a t e r d i s t i n g u i s h e d . ^ 4 ^ 

Once the d i s i n c t i o n had been made, h o l i n e s s was 

a s s o c i a t e d w i t h God and could t h e r e f o r e become the v e h i c l e 

of more developed r e l i g i o u s f e e l i n g and thought. Uncleanness, 

however, 'remained to the l a s t a v i r t u a l l y savage idea, 

one of the heathen s u r v i v a l s i n Judaism which C h r i s t i a n i t y 

had simply to e l i m i n a t e ? . * * 4 3 

6 4 1 HDB p. 826. 6 4 2 HDB p. 826. 6 4 3 HDB p. 827. 
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Peake goes,on to d i s c u s s the notion that laws of 

uncleanness o r i g i n a t e d as a p r o t e s t a g a i n s t heathenism, 

and he c l e a r l y recognises t h a t t h i s explanation excludes 

the explanation i n terms of p r i m i t i v e o r i g i n s . ' ... the 

laws of uncleanness, while l a r g e l y a s u r v i v a l from pre

h i s t o r i c savagery, or the s e m i - c i v i l i z a t i o n of p r i m i t i v e 

Semites, p a r t l y o r i g i n a t e d i n a p r o t e s t of the higher 

r e l i g i o n of I s r a e l against heathenism. C e r t a i n t h i n g s 

which were connected with heathen c u l t s , and c o n s t i t u t e d 

a danger to s p i r i t u a l r e l i g i o n , were placed under taboo'. 

Peake, however, c l e a r l y regarded t h i s explanation 

as covering only a small p a r t of the laws of avoidance. 

• I t i s probable t h a t the extent to which the laws are due 

to p r o t e s t a g a i n s t heathenism has been overrated i n recent 

d i s c u s s i o n s . S i m i l a r l y , i n the face of savage p a r a l l e l s , 

i t i s probable that some laws i n the P r i e s t l y Code, which 

are o f t e n regarded as very l a t e developments and i m p r a c t i 

cable refinements, are i n substance of the highest a n t i q u i t y . 

That, as at' present c o d i f i e d , they are l a t e i s c l e a r , 

and such a passage as L e v i t i c u s 11:24-38 i s not u n f a i r l y 

regarded as e x h i b i t i n g the rudiments of the c a s u i s t r y of 

the s c r i b e s . But the c e n t r a l p r o h i b i t i o n of the passage 

i s probably q u i t e e a r l y . I t i s remarkable t h a t some taboos 

which s u r v i v e d i n t o the L e v i t i c a l l e g i s l a t i o n , disappeared 

among the more co n s e r v a t i v e Arabs'. 

Peake r e t u r n s to t h i s point a f t e r recording the 

HDB p. 827. 
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a t t i t u d e s of v a r i o u s ancient peoples to the animals l i s t e d 

as unclean i n L e v i t i c u s and Deuteronomy. He be l i e v e d 

t h a t the uncleanness of c e r t a i n animals r e s u l t e d from the 

f a c t t h a t they had been totems of p r i m i t i v e Semites, 

although there i s no evidence of totemism among the Hebrews 

i n the h i s t o r i c a l period. This explanation a l s o , however, 

depends on seeing a s i m i l a r i t y between the customs of 
645 

the Hebrews and the taboos of •savage r a c e s ' . 

Peake goes on to mention two other explanations: 

'The l i s t s i n Deuteronomy and L e v i t i c u s may i n c l u d e food 

t r a d i t i o n a l l y taboo. I n t h i s case the Law simply endorses, 

as i n so many i n s t a n c e s , a n c i e n t p r a c t i c e s . But they may 

a l s o f o r b i d food, not on the ground of immemorial custom, 

but because i t s use i n heathen r i t e s c o n s t i t u t e d r e l i g i o u s 

danger to I s r a e l ' . 

Needless to say, he regards the c r i t e r i o n of p a r t i n g 

the hoof and chewing the cud as probably a l a t e attempt 

to define a c l a s s by a s i n g l e formula although the members 

had a l r e a d y been s e l e c t e d on other grounds. 

The laws of uncleanness were v a s t l y developed i n 

New Testament times. Jesus, however, repealed at one 

stroke a l l the L e v i t i c a l r u l e s concerning unclean meats. 

•There can be no such thing as ceremonial, there i s only 

moral defilement'. 

O e s t e r l e y and Robinson b e l i e v e d t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n 

between c l e a n and unclean animals was one of grea t a n t i q u i t y , 

645 HDB pp. 829-831 646 HDB p. 834. 
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and that i t i s extremely u n l i k e l y that the p r i e s t l y 

compilers of the codes we have i n L e v i t i c u s knew the 

o r i g i n a l reason f o r the d i s t i n c t i o n . T h i s d id not matter, 

however, because the d i s t i n c t i o n was simply used to make 
647 

c l e a r the d i f f e r e n c e between Jews and G e n t i l e s . They 

r e f e r to the word Q Id as equivalent to 'taboo', 

and say that i t means 'unclean', but not i n the sense of 

d i s g u s t i n g or impure; ' i t i s simply a r i t u a l term f o r 

something t h a t must not be touched or, i n the case of 

animals, eaten'. 

T h i s i s d i f f i c u l t to accept i n view of the other 

terms used i n L e v i t i c u s and Deuteronomy; nor i s the r e s t 

of t h e i r b r i e f l y expressed opinion c l e a r . They a s s e r t 

t h a t the p r o h i b i t i o n of a l a r g e proportion of the unclean 

animals seems p o i n t l e s s s i n c e no one would think of ea t i n g 

them anyway, but t h a t reason comes to the rescue i n a 

comparison w i t h the customs of heathen Semites f o r whom 

the unclean c r e a t u r e s were d i v i n e , and t h e r e f o r e not 
• . 649 o r d i n a r i l y eaten or s a c r i f i c e d . 

T his opinion i s taken from W. R. S m i t h , b u t i t 

i s not c l e a r from O e s t e r l e y and Robinson's statement whether 

they thought the Hebrews r e f r a i n e d from e a t i n g and 

s a c r i f i c i n g the unclean animals i n i m i t a t i o n of t h e i r 

heathen neighbours, or because they were r e p e l l e d by 

t h e i r i n t imate a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h heathen worship. I t i s 

n a t u r a l to assume t h a t the l a t t e r reason i s the c o r r e c t 

one, and t h i s i s confirmed by the authors' statement t h a t 
6 4 7 : WS-iÔ E. Oesterly,. T.H.. Robinson, HEBREW RELIGION: ITS 

ORIGIN1-: AND- DEVELOPMENT. London 1937, pp. 70, 287. 
648 T T O 649 _ A HR p. 70. HR p. 70. 
6 5 0 KINSHIP AND MARRIAGE IN EARLY ARABIA, Cambridge, 1903, 

p. 311. 
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the term 'abomination' i n L e v i t i c u s 11 i s applied to 

unclean beasts and heathen gods, but nothing e l s e . The 

d i f f i c u l t y w i t h t h i s argument, however, i s t h a t the j o i n t 

condemnation of beasts and gods i s f o r O e s t e r l e y and 

Robinson v e r y probably p a r t of the l a t e r p r i e s t l y attempt 

to d i s t i n g u i s h Jews c l e a r l y from t h e i r G e n t i l e neighbours 

and i n that case cannot be used as evidence concerning 

the o r i g i n of the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of c e r t a i n c r e a t u r e s as 

unclean. 

Roland de Vaux, i n w r i t i n g about the minds of the 

a n c i e n t s , s t a t e s , 'There was a mysterious and f r i g h t e n i n g 

fo r c e inherent i n t h i n g s which were impure and i n t h i n g s 

which were sacred, and these two f o r c e s acted on every

t h i n g with which they came i n t o contact, p l a c i n g the 

o b j e c t s or persons which touched them under a kind of 

i n t e r d i c t ... These p r i m i t i v e notions are found i n the 

Old T e s t a m e n t ' . 6 5 2 

De Vaux goes on to say t h a t very a r c h a i c customs 

have been preserved i n I s r a e l ' s r e l i g i o n , and he comments 

on the strangeness of the f a c t t h a t they have been r e t a i n e d 

i n p r i e s t l y l e g i s l a t i o n which was the very l a t e s t p a r t 

of the P e n t a t e i c h . De Vaux e x p l a i n s the f a c t by c l a i m i n g 

t h a t these customs were given a new meaning, which was to 

i n c u l c a t e the idea of the h o l i n e s s of Yahweh and h i s people 

and separate I s r a e l from the surrounding pagan world. 

6 5 1 HR p. 287. 
6 5 2 Roland de Vaux, ANCIENT ISRAEL, London 1961, p. 460. 

See pp. 460-464. 



- 429 -

With refe r e n c e to the red h e i f e r de Vaux s t a t e s : 

'This r i t e c e r t a i n l y o r i g i n a t e d i n pagan p r a c t i c e s , and 

i t must have been o r i g i n a l l y a magic r i t e : many peoples 

regard red as a p r o t e c t i v e colour to avert e v i l and to 

put demons to f l i g h t ... The r i t e , then, must be of 
i 

a n c i e n t o r i g i n ; i t was accepted by Yahwism, and the r o l e 
653 

of the p r i e s t made i t a l e g i t i m a t e ceremony'. De Vaux 

r e f e r s to p r e s c r i p t i o n s found i n L e v i t i c u s 13^14 as 

'evidence of very p r i m i t i v e i d e a s ; they are the remains of 
. . . 654 old s u p e r s t i t i o u s r i t e s ' . 

De Vaux b e l i e v e s t h a t the need f o r p u r i t y and the 

f e a r of impurity became an obsession w i t h the Jews a f t e r 

the E x i l e and so r i t u a l became 'a narrow system of formal 

observance', condemned by J e s u s and denied by S t . Paul's 

p r i n c i p l e t h a t nothing i n i t s e l f i s unclean or impure. 

Martin Noth b e l i e v e s t h a t L e v i t i c u s 11 c o n t a i n s 

r e g u l a t i o n s which must be old, or .even p r i m i t i v e . The 

e x t e r n a l b o d i l y f e a t u r e s and p e c u l i a r i t i e s i n behaviour 

were a u s e f u l means of e s t a b l i s h i n g a simple i f s u p e r f i c i a l 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , but cannot be the r e a l reason f o r i t . The 

r e a l reason i s to be found i n the connection of these 

c r e a t u r e s w i t h f o r e i g n c u l t s , i d o l a t r o u s p r a c t i c e s and 

powers working against God. 

657 
L. E. Toombs s t a t e s that t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n has an 

653 654 655 
AI pp. 461-462. AI p. 463. AI p. 464. Cf. 
Romans 14:14. 656 

657 
M. Noth, LEVITICUS. London 1965, pp. 91-92. 
L.E. Toombs, a r t i c l e , CLEAN AND UNCLEAN, THE INTER
PRETER'S DICTIONARY OF THE BIBLE. New York 1962, 
Vol. I , pp. 641-648. 
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important place i n the r e l i g i o n s of t r i b a l s o c i e t i e s , and 

that i t s o r i g i n s are complex and obscure and i n v o l v e 

c o n f l i c t i n g and c o n t r a d i c t o r y elements. He continues, 

• P r i m i t i v e man makes no r e a l d i s t i n c t i o n between animate 

and inanimate nature, but regards the whole u n i v e r s e as 

infused with a p e r s o n a l i t y o r p e r s o n a l i t i e s a kin to h i s own. 

The v i t a l f o r c e i n the world may be conceived as a d i f f u s e 

and mysterious presence (e.g. the "mana" of the Melanesians), 

or i t may be made concrete and i n d i v i d u a l i n a h i e r a r c h y 

of gods and demons'. 

Nonhuman powers may be dangerous and i f they are. 

bel i e v e d to be i n any o b j e c t such as a rock or t r e e or 

animal, t h i s o b j e c t becomes taboo*; t h a t i s , unclean, and 

any contact with such an o b j e c t renders a person unclean. 

S e l f p r e s e r v a t i o n i s thus the fundamental reason f o r laws 

of c l e a n n e s s . 'The pig was unclean f o r the Hebrews 

probably because of i t s e x t e n s i v e use by the Canaanites 

as a s a c r i f i c i a l animal'.^"^ 

I t must be remarked i n passing t h a t Toombs does not 

e x p l a i n why danger leads to uncleanness, and h i s statement 

about the p i g suggests t h a t i t was dangerous because i t 

was unclean, not unclean because i t was dangerous. 

Toombs a l s o b e l i e v e s t h a t t r i b a l conservatism was 

l a r g e l y r e s p o n s i b l e f o r the establishment of r u l e s of 

cleanness and uncleanness. Innovations were sources of 

contamination and hence the camel was forbidden because i t 

IDB p. 643. IDB p. 643. 
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was not p a r t of the t r a d i t i o n a l d i e t . ^ ^ ^ B i r d s considered 

unclean were so regarded probably because they are f l e s h 
661 

e a t e r s and scavengers. 

• I t appears, then, t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n between 

holy and unclean i s not simply a r e l i g i o u s but a cosmic 

d i v i s i o n running through the whole u n i v e r s e and d i v i d i n g 

animals, o b j e c t s , and p l a c e s i n t o two c a t e g o r i e s which 
662 

could be mingled only at the gravest p e r i l ' . 

E ichrodt speaks of the v a r i o u s p r e s c r i p t i o n s as 

e x p l i c a b l e p a r t l y i n terms of the r e j e c t i o n of heathen 

r i t e s , other causes being the f e a r of d i s e a s e as evidence 

of God's wrath and n a t u r a l r e v u l s i o n a g ainst abnormality 

or blemish. He a l s o b e l i e v e s t h a t d i s g u s t at the 

appearance and h a b i t s of c e r t a i n animals l e d to t h e i r 

being declared unclean, although he does not s p e c i f y any. 

According to Eichrodt a l l of the r u l e s came to serve a 

higher purpose by being seen as the expression of Yahweh's 
663 

demand f o r a way of l i f e p l e a s i n g to h i m s e l f . 

The Jewish Encyclopedia s t a t e s i n the a r t i c l e on 

cl e a n and unclean animals t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n i n Genesis 

was intended f o r s a c r i f i c e s only. Genesis 8:20 i n d i c a t e s 

t h a t c l e a n beasts are s a c r i f i c e d ; i n 9:3 we l e a r n t h a t 

a l l animals are food f o r man. I n L e v i t i c u s and Deuteronomy 

however, i t i s unquestionably a food law. 

The p r o h i b i t i o n a g a i n s t e a t i n g meat of animals which 

6 6 0 IDB p. 643. 6 6 1 IDB p. 645. 6 6 2 IDB p. 647. 
6 6 3 E l pp. 134-137. 
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have died n a t u r a l l y , of d i s e a s e or through molestation by 

a carnivorous beast, belongs s t r i c t l y speaking to the 

law concerning blood. 

Various reasons have been suggested over the c e n t u r i e s 

for the d i s t i n c t i o n , and i t i s c l e a r from the b r i e f survey 

i n t h i s a r t i c l e t h a t there has been no small d i f f e r e n c e 

of opinion on the s u b j e c t : hygiene, s e p a r a t i o n of I s r a e l 

from the nations, animals as symbols of v i c e s and v i r t u e s , 

animals as totems, a c t u a l e f f e c t of meat on the eater, 

simply a d i v i n e command incapable of explanation; and 

v a r i o u s combinations of these views. 

Some Jews have held that i n the Messianic Age a l l 

animals w i l l be declared c l e a n by God. 

In the a r t i c l e on d i e t a r y laws other reasons are 

added f o r the d i s t i n c t i o n : the loathsome appearance of 

c e r t a i n animals, and th a t the unclean were regarded as 

created by an e v i l power. The author a l s o s t a t e s , 

•Really, the animals forbidden i n the Mosaic law are 

almost the same a s : a r e p r o h i b i t e d to the p r i e s t s or s a i n t s 
666 

i n the ancient Hindu, Babylonian and Egyptian laws'. 

O r i g i n a l l y , unclean animals were avoided by people claiming 

s p e c i a l h o l i n e s s , i n c l u d i n g p r i e s t s . The idea t h a t I s r a e l 

was t o be a kingdom of p r i e s t s was emphasised by the extension 

of the r u l e s of avoidance to the whole people. The warning 

given to Samson's mother shows t h a t people i n general did 

6 6 4 THE JEWISH ENCYCLOPAEDIA, Vol. IV New York and London 
1903, pp. 110-113. 

6 6 5 J E pp. 596-600. 6 6 6 JE'p. 599. 
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not heed the d i e t a r y laws. 

On the r u l e about not seething a k i d i n i t s 

mother's milk: ' I t seems to r e s t on Temple p r a c t i c e , 

which avoided the mixing of d i s h e s t h a t required a 
667 

d i f f e r e n t treatment from the L e v i t i c a l point of view'. 

'... the great m a j o r i t y of West European Jews have broken 

away from the d i e t a r y laws'; and some Rabbis have proposed 

the m o d i f i c a t i o n or abrogation of these laws which only 

hinder Jews from making proper contact with other people 
CCD 

and p r e s e n t i n g them w i t h r e l i g i o u s t r u t h . 
The Encyclopaedia Judaica, i n the a r t i c l e on d i e t a r y 

laws repeats the reasons f o r the d i s t i n c t i o n between c l e a n 

and unclean given i n the 1903 Encyclopaedia. I t i s added 

t h a t Reform Judaism makes the observance of the laws 
, 6 6 9 o p t i o n a l . 

Two Themes: P r i m i t i v e O r i g i n s and Heathen P r a c t i c e s 

I n a l l of these d i s c u s s i o n s t h e r e are two themes 

which keep on appearing: p r i m i t i v e , savage o r i g i n s ; and 

r e j e c t i o n of heathen p r a c t i c e s . Both of these are commonly 

held to e x p l a i n the r u l e s of avoidance i n L e v i t i c u s and 

Deuteronomy and i t i s perhaps the most i n t e r e s t i n g f e a t u r e 

of Peake's a r t i c l e over against those of the other commen

t a t o r s t h at he regards these two explanations as a l t e r n a t i v e 

r a t h e r than complementary to each other. T h i s may be 

because he had strong personal c o n v i c t i o n s about the 

i r r a t i o n a l i t y and danger of ceremonialism i n r e l i g i o n , as 

seems to have been the case a l s o w i t h Blunt who adopts 

a view s i m i l a r to Peake's but without being so e x p l i c i t 

about i t ; but whatever the motive, Peake's judgement i n 

6 6 7 J E p. 599. 6 6 8 J E p. 600. 
6 6 9 ENCYCLOPAEDIA JUDAICA Vol. 6, Jerusalem 1972, pp. 26-43. 
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t h i s r e s p e c t i s worth s e r i o u s c o n s i d e r a t i o n . I f we 

account for the seeming i r r a t i o n a l i t y of the laws about 

unclean animals by a t t r i b u t i n g them to an age i n which 

our p r i m i t i v e arid savage f o r e f a t h e r s reacted i n q u i t e 

i r r a t i o n a l ways to n a t u r a l phenomena, then we cannot, a t 

the same time, give a p e r f e c t l y r a t i o n a l explanation of 

them i n terms of the r e j e c t i o n of heathen r i t e s . Peake 

does not say t h i s and he may not have been conscious of 

the f a c t t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n between these two l i n e s of 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s so c l e a r cut, but i t i s n e v e r t h e l e s s 

implied i n h i s r e f u s a l to use the two explanations 

together, and h i s c l e a r preference f o r the former. 

Let us apply t h i s l i n e of argument to the ban on 

pork, f o r example. For many people t h i s i s t o t a l l y 

u n i n t e l l i g i b l e , and solemn d e c l a r a t i o n s about p i g ' s 

t r o t t e r s and the animal's e a t i n g h a b i t s only make the r u l e 

even more n o n s e n s i c a l . I f , however, we are t o l d that the 

presence of t h i s r u l e i n the t e x t i s merely the s u r v i v a l 

of a very ancient custom which arose at a time when men 

could not think properly, and perhaps even at a time when 

men were not too r e a d i l y d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e from the humbler 

c r e a t i o n , we f e e l s a t i s f i e d . Our b e l i e f t h at the r u l e i s 

nonsense i s confirmed, w h i l e at the same time we can 

account f o r i t s s u r v i v a l i n t o h i s t o r i c a l times by the w e l l 

known force of immemorial custom. I f , on the other 

hand, we are t o l d that the consumption of pork had a 

prominent p l a c e i n Canaanite r i t e s , and that i t was wholly 

undesirable that I s r a e l i t e s should p a r t i c i p a t e i n or copy 

these r i t e s , we are once again s a t i s f i e d , but f o r a q u i t e 

d i f f e r e n t reason. This time the r u l e makes p e r f e c t sense 
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and we recognise t h a t our f a i l u r e to see t h i s was merely 

the consequence of ignorance about the h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n 

i n which the I s r a e l i t e s l i v e d . 

I t i s , of course, p o s s i b l e to argue t h a t the pig was 

o r i g i n a l l y avoided because of p r i m i t i v e i r r a t i o n a l f e a r s 

and t h a t the l a t e r p r i e s t s used the custom f o r t h e i r own 

q u i t e d i f f e r e n t purposes. They saw the pig as a metonymic 

symbol of Canaanitism and the r e j e c t i o n i of the one v i v i d l y 

represented the r e j e c t i o n of the other; but i n t h a t case 

we must recognise that f o r the purposes of b i b l i c a l 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n the explanation i n terms of p r i m i t i v e 

s u p e r s t i t i o n i s superfluous. The r u l e we have received i n 

L e v i t i c u s and Deuteronomy would have to be regarded as a 

r a t i o n a l one, whatever i t s previous h i s t o r y . 

T h i s i s v i r t u a l l y the standpoint of E i c h r o d t w i t h 

resp e c t to c e r t a i n of the forbidden animals. I n speaking 

of p r e s c r i p t i o n s concerning cleanness and uncleanness he 

says, 'The comparative study of r e l i g i o n has supplied us 

w i t h an overwhelming q u a n t i t y of m a t e r i a l , which has been 

s u c c e s s f u l l y used to throw l i g h t on the u l t i m a t e o r i g i n s 

of such customs i n p r i m i t i v e t a b u - b e l i e f s . But i n t h i s 

context more than i n any other i t i s necessary to keep i n 

mind the proverb, "The same thing done by two d i f f e r e n t 

people i s not the same t h i n g " . The u l t i m a t e t a s k of the 

comparative study of r e l i g i o n must be to e s t a b l i s h what 

the r e l i g i o n of Yahweh made of the m a t e r i a l which i t 

i n h e r i t e d ' . 6 7 0 

670 E l p. 134. 
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Another way of looking a t the two explanations i n 

terms of savage o r i g i n s or i n terms of the r e j e c t i o n of 

heathenism, i s to see one as the r e s u l t of emphasis upon 

the c l o s e s i m i l a r i t y between I s r a e l and her neighbours 

i n the a n c i e n t Near East, and the other as the consequence 

of emphasis upon t h e i r d i s s i m i l a r i t y ; and when the two 

are combined the r e s u l t i s not u n n a t u r a l l y p a r a d o x i c a l . 

F r . de Vaux, for example, as we have seen, d e p i c t s the 

Jews adopting at a l a t e date i n t h e i r h i s t o r y p r i m i t i v e 

and pagan magical r i t e s and d i s t i n c t i o n s i n order to 

preserve t h e i r unique and holy c h a r a c t e r i n the midst of 
671 

a pagan world. De Vaux, of course, w h i l e acknowledging 

the s i m i l a r i t y of r i t u a l p r a c t i c e between I s r a e l and other 

o r i e n t a l s c l e a r l y a s s e r t s t h a t the meaning of I s r a e l i t e 

p r a c t i c e cannot be explained by a mere comparison with 
672 

t h a t of other peoples; but n e v e r t h e l e s s , i t remains t r u e 

t h a t the I s r a e l i t e l e g i s l a t o r s cannot at one and the same 

time have r e t a i n e d a custom concerning, say, the pig, 

as the s u r v i v a l of an immemorial p r a c t i c e s i m i l a r to t h a t 

of other peoples, and a l s o adopted or r e t a i n e d i t as a 

r e a c t i o n against the t h r e a t of heathen r i t e s . 

I t seems to be g e n e r a l l y agreed t h a t r e j e c t i o n of 

heathenism i s not s u f f i c i e n t to e x p l a i n a l l the r u l e s of 

avoidance;, and even i f t h i s explanation i s c o r r e c t f o r 

c e r t a i n animals, such as the pig, t h i s l e a v e s us with no 

answer to the question why the p i g should be s i n g l e d out 
i n t h i s way, and not such b e a s t s as b u l l s , cows, lambs, 
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and goats. Other explanations f o r the uncleanness of 

6 7 1 AI p. 464. 6 7 2 AI pp. 433, 447. 
6 7 3 Cf. e.g. I Kings 18:22ff; ANET p. 134, where Baal (Contd. P.T.O.) 
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v a r i o u s c r e a t u r e s often appear to be guesswork and t o 

have va r y i n g degrees of p l a u s i b i l i t y . I t i s impossible, 

f o r example, to see why the camel should have been regarded 

as unclean simply because i t was not part of the t r a d i t i o n a l 

d i e t , as Toombs maintains. D i s t a s t e f o r an u n f a m i l i a r 

food i s not s u f f i c i e n t to brand i t an abomination i n the 

s i g h t of God; and by the time the laws of L e v i t i c u s and 

Deuteronomy were w r i t t e n the camel must have been f o r 

c e n t u r i e s a f a m i l i a r o b j e c t . The lumping together of v a r i o u s 

h y p o t h e t i c a l causes as combining i n some u n s p e c i f i e d way 

to produce the r e l i g i o u s d i s t i n c t i o n s of L e v i t i c u s and 

Deuteronomy i s tantamount to o f f e r i n g no explanation at a l l . 

Snaith's statement t h a t such t h i n g s j u s t grow and t h a t 

r i t u a l i s t i c a s s i m i l a t i o n does the r e s t i s an e x p l a n a t i o n of 

the same v a r i e t y as t h a t contained i n the statement 'We are 

here because we are here *. 

I f we think the v u l t u r e was unclean because i t e a t s 

c a r r i o n , t h i s i s admittedly p l a u s i b l e and f i t s i n w e l l . 

wit h other r u l e s of avoidance, although we are s t i l l no 

w i s e r as to why c e r t a i n c a r c a s e s should be unclean. I f 

we see the p i g as the symbol of heathen r i t e s , we cannot 

account for the f a c t t h a t i t i s s i n g l e d out f o r t h i s 

treatment as against other animals used i n pagan r i t u a l . 

This kind of approach to the o r i g i n s of the l e g i s l a t i o n 

(Contd.) s l a u g h t e r s b u l l s , lambs, rams, c a l v e s , k i d s , 
and there i s r e f e r e n c e to he-lamb^goda,. ewe-^lamb goddesses, 
bull-gods and cow-goddesses; p. 139, where Anath s l a u g h t e r s 
v a r i o u s animals as a t r i g u t e to Baal; p. 143, where Keret 
o f f e r s a lamb, a k i d and a t u r t l e d o v e to E l and B a a l . 
AI pp. 433-434 f o r Mesopotamia; p. 438 f o r the 
Canaanites. 
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i n L e v i t i c u s and Deuteronomy i s not impossible but i t 

s t i l l l e a v e s us very u n c e r t a i n as to why the I s r a e l i t e 

l e g i s l a t o r s should have t r e a t e d so many c r e a t u r e s i n the 

way they did and why such great importance should have 

been attached to these observances. 

Perhaps the most s e r i o u s weakness i n these explanatic 

of the I s r a e l i t e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n i n t o c l e a n and unclean 

animals, i n c l u d i n g the idea of the r e j e c t i o n of heathen 

c u l t s , i s that they are not given i n the t e x t . T h i s may 

appear to be.untrue i n the case of heathenism s i n c e both 

L e v i t i c u s and Deuteronomy gi v e c l e a r and emphatic warnings 

against contamination by f o r e i g n p r a c t i c e s and make i t 

c l e a r t h a t t h e i r laws are being promulgated to preserve 

the p u r i t y and h o l i n e s s of Yahweh's people. Nevertheless, 

i t remains t r u e t h a t the t e x t does not s t a t e t h a t such and 

such animals are unclean because they form part of the 

heathen r i t e s to be avoided by I s r a e l i t e s . 
i 

There i s no mention at a l l of heathen r i t e s i n ! 
I 

L e v i t i c u s 1-10; nor i s t h e r e any r e f e r e n c e to heathenism ! 
i 

i n 11-16. I n 17-26 there are s e v e r a l s p e c i f i c warnings 

against i m i t a t i n g heathen p r a c t i c e s : not to s a c r i f i c e to , 

he-goats / s a t y r s ; a g e n e r a l warning a g a i n s t the p r a c t i c e s 

of Egypt and Canaan; ag a i n s t i d o l s ; a g a i n s t e a t i n g blood, 

enchantments, augury, and marks on the body, and a g a i n s t 

p r o s t i t u t i o n , which could be a r e f e r e n c e to c u l t i c p r a c t i c e 

and against mediums and wizards; a g a i n s t o f f e r i n g c h i l d r e n 

to Molech, and against mediums and wizards; a general 

warning a g a i n s t f o l l o w i n g Canaanite customs, i n c l u d i n g 

r e f e r e n c e to observing the d i s t i n c t i o n between c l e a n and 

unclean c r e a t u r e s ; and a t h i r d warning against mediums and 
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wizards; another warning a g a i n s t c e r t a i n marks on the 

body; and other p o s s i b l e r e f e r e n c e s to c u l t p r o s t i t u t i o n ; 
• . ' -a i 4_ 674 

and warnings a g a i n s t i d o l a t r y . 

There i s no refe r e n c e to heathenism i n chapter 27. 

Therefore we are never t o l d i n L e v i t i c u s t h a t 

c r e a t u r e s are unclean because of t h e i r a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h 

heathen p r a c t i c e s . C e r t a i n heathen customs are s i n g l e d 

out f o r s p e c i f i c mention; and c e r t a i n c r i t e r i a are o f f e r e d 

whereby some c l e a n and unclean c r e a t u r e s can be d i s t i n g u i s h e d , 

others being named as unclean w i t h no f u r t h e r comment; but 

the unclean c r e a t u r e s are never e x p l i c i t l y .linked w ith 

heathenism, and i f t h i s i s the reason f o r t h e i r c l a s s i f i c -
. . 675 

a t i o n as unclean the.omission i s s u r p r i s i n g . I f 

connection with heathenism i s the reason f o r the r e j e c t i o n 

of j u s t some of the c r e a t u r e s , i t i s even more s u r p r i s i n g 

that they are not s i n g l e d out f o r s p e c i a l mention. Creeping 

things are an abomination, V^^(p.t and t h e i r avoidance 

i s l i n k e d w i t h r e c o g n i t i o n of Yahweh's h o l i n e s s and the 
676 

d i s t i n c t i v e c h a r a c t e r of the I s r a e l i t e people. There 

i s t h e r e f o r e an implied f o r c e f u l r e j e c t i o n of heathenism 

i n t h i s r u l i n g ; but we cannot conclude from t h i s t h at 

creeping things were unclean because they had a s p e c i a l 

a s s o c i a t i o n with Canaanite and other heathen p r a c t i c e s , nor 

have we any reason to suppose that t h i s i s the case. I t 

could be r a t h e r because the ..abstinence on -grounds of 
6 7 4 See L e v i t i c u s 17:7; 18:3-4,24-30; 19:4,26-29,31; 

20:1-5,6,22-26,27; 21:5,7,9; 26:1,30. 
675 . . 

L e v i t i c u s 11:3-12,20-23,26-27,39,41-42. 
6 7 6 11:41-45. 
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uncleanness was p e c u l i a r to I s r a e l and not because i t was 
a conscious r e a c t i o n a g ainst f o r e i g n h a b i t s . The avoidance 
of creeping t h i n g s would be a badge of I s r a e l ' s unique 
nature and a s s o c i a t i o n with Yahweh, and t h i s would be true 
f o r the r e s t of the unclean c r e a t u r e s ; and no other reason 
i s given than that such c r e a t u r e s have been forbidden 
by God. 

L a t e r , we have the e x p l i c i t l i n k i n g of the d i s t i n c t i o n 

between c l e a n and unclean c r e a t u r e s w i t h the avoidance 

of f o r e i g n p r a c t i c e s and the emphatic se p a r a t i o n of I s r a e l 

from the r e s t of the nations, the same verb, 3"T3. » being 

used to a s s e r t t h a t I s r a e l ' s s e paration between the c l e a n 

and the unclean i s e s s e n t i a l to h i s separation from the 
677 

peoples. I t might be concluded from t h i s t h a t the 

unclean are to be avoided because they are l i v i n g symbols 

of the unclean nations which employ them i n t h e i r own 

heathen p r a c t i c e s ; but the c o n c l u s i o n i s not a necessary 

one; and i f we adopt i t as more l i k e l y than not we must 

a l s o conclude that a l l of the unclean c r e a t u r e s were 

a s s o c i a t e d with heathen c u l t s , whereas i t appears t h a t 

many of them were not. The Book of L e v i t i c u s nowhere 

s t a t e s or c l e a r l y i m p l i e s t h a t unclean c r e a t u r e s were 

l i n k e d with heathen r i t e s , and t h e i r avoidance i s simply 

a t t r i b u t e d to the command of Yahweh which i n i t s e l f i s 

s u f f i c i e n t to d i s t i n g u i s h holy I s r a e l from the r e s t of 

the peoples. 
Warning a g a i n s t contamination by f o r e i g n p r a c t i c e s 

677 20:22-26. 
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i s the f a m i l i a r theme of Deuteronomy and time and again 
678 

e x p l i c i t l y a s s e r t e d throughout the book. The l i s t of 

c l e a n and unclean c r e a t u r e s i n Deuteronomy 14:3-21 i s 

preceded by reference to the making of marks on the body, 

which may w e l l be tokens of heathenism, and r e f e r e n c e to 

the h o l i n e s s of I s r a e l and h i s s p e c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p to 

Yahweh and consequent d i s t i n c t i o n from a l l other n a t i o n s . 

The l i s t i s concluded by the p r o h i b i t i o n a g a i n s t seething 

a k i d i n i t s mother's milk, and t h i s might be because 
679 

i t was.a Canaanite p r a c t i c e . Nowhere i n the book, 

however, i s i t s t a t e d t h a t c e r t a i n c r e a t u r e s are unclean 

because they are a s s o c i a t e d with heathenism; nor does the 

context i n which they appear, or the use of the word 

i~13.^^.T\ e n t i t l e us to draw such a conclusion.^® 

In chapter 12, f o r example, the p r o h i b i t i o n a g a i n s t 

the consumption of blood occurs i n the context of emphatic 

commands to destroy heathen s h r i n e s , and worship only i n 

the p lace i n d i c a t e d by God, w i t h a concluding warning not 
681 

to be ensnared by abominations h a t e f u l to Yahweh. But 

blood was not p r o h i b i t e d because of i t s a s s o c i a t i o n with 

heathen s h r i n e s , and i f i t had been i t could never have 

been poured out on the a l t a r of Yahweh. I n I Samuel 

14:32-35 Saul i s t o l d t h a t the people are s i n n i n g against 

Yahweh by eat i n g the blood of the animals they have s l a i n , Deuteronomy 4:15-20; 6:13-15; 7:1-5,22-26; 8:19-20; 
11:16-17,26-28; 12:2-3,29-31; 13; 14:1-2,2ld; 16:21-22; 
17:2-7;18:9-14,20; 20:16-18; 23:17-18; 27:15; 29:16-18, 
25-26; 30:17-18; 31:16-21; 32:16-17,21. 

6 7 9 Cf. G.R. Driver, CANAANITE MYTHS AND LEGENDS, Edinburgh 
1956, p. 121. 
Cf. Deuteronomy 25:16, where swindling i s 

6 8 1 -\(iiX "~ ri3ylR""b3. Cf. L e v i t i c u s 19:26ff". 
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and h i s answer i s to use a great stone as an a l t a r and 

c a l l the people to sl a u g h t e r t h e i r animals there, the 

blood obviously being poured over the stone a l t a r as an 

o f f e r i n g to God. No reason i s given i n t h i s n a r r a t i v e 

to e x p l a i n why such a c t i o n was needful, and i t was no 

doubt assumed t h a t the reader would know. We l e a r n from 

Genesis 9:4 th a t blood contains the l i f e of the cr e a t u r e , 

and i s t h e r e f o r e forbidden f o r food, and t h i s reason i s 

^repeated i n Deuteronomy 12:23, and a l s o , even more s i g n i f 
68 2 

i c a n t l y i n L e v i t i c u s 17:11. 

Consi d e r a t i o n s of t h i s kind do not prevent Eichrodt 

s t a t i n g of the outspoken repugnance to the consumption of 

blood t h a t i t i s 'connected with the r e j e c t i o n of heathen 

customs which made the d r i n k i n g of blood a part of the 

c u l t of c e r t a i n animals or a means of inducing e c s t a t i c 
68 3 

prophecy or of o r g i a s t i c communion wi t h the d e i t y ' . 

That there i s some r e l a t i o n to the r e j e c t i o n of heathenism 

i s c l e a r from the b i b l i c a l t e x t ; but i f connection w i t h 

heathen p r a c t i c e s was the reason f o r the law i t i s hard 

to see why the b i b l i c a l l e g i s l a t o r s did not say so, and 

why they s u b s t i t u t e d a q u i t e d i f f e r e n t reason, which i n 

turn j u s t i f i e s the important use of blood i n I s r a e l i t e 

68 2 
Cf. AI p. 419. De Vaux's remarks are a l s o i n t e r e s t i n g 
•We may note, too, th a t the Ras Shamra t e x t s , l i k e 
the Phoenician and Punic i n s c r i p t i o n s , do not seem 
to a t t a c h any r i t u a l importance to the blood of the 
v i c t i m ' , (p. 440) 
In speaking of the I s r a e l i t e s ' employment of ancie n t 
r i t e s about the use of blood he says, ' r i t e s , then, 
which r e t a i n e d t h e i r e f f i c a c y and which were not 
found among the Canaanites*. (p. 441) 

6 8 3 E l p. 135. 
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r i t u a l . Therefore the reason f o r the p r o h i b i t i o n of 

the consumption of blood i n Deuteronomy 12 cannot be 

s e t t l e d by a mere appeal to the context i n which i t 

appears. 

S i m i l a r l y , i n 17:1 i t i s forbidden to s a c r i f i c e an 

animal with a blemish, and such a s a c r i f i c e would 

n 3- ̂  ) 5*]; but i t i s u n l i k e l y t hat t h i s r u l e came 

about because i t was the Canaanite or other heathen custom 

to o f f e r blemished animals, d e s p i t e the f a c t that i t i s 

sandwiched between 16:21-22 and 17:2-7 which c l e a r l y r e f e r 

to the r e j e c t i o n of heathenism. 

We cannot, t h e r e f o r e , e x p l a i n the o r i g i n of the law 

of c l e a n and unclean animals i n Deuteronomy 14 by an 

appeal to the context i n which i t appears; an appeal 

which would a l s o i n v o lve the unacceptable conclusion that 

a l l of the unclean c r e a t u r e s must be a s s o c i a t e d w i t h 

heathenism. 

21. THE PRIMITIVE AND THE SYMBOLIC 

The a l t e r n a t i v e to seeing the d i s t i n c t i o n i n terms 

of the repudiation of heathenism, n a t u r a l repugnance, 

t r i b a l conservatism and so on, i s to see i t as the s u r 

v i v a l of a p r e h i s t o r i c a t t i t u d e . T h i s seems to be t a n t a 

mount to the admission that we can never know the reason 

f o r such a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , but i f a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s assure 

us t h a t many peoples a l l over the world have adopted or 

do adopt a s i m i l a r a t t i t u d e towards animals, b i r d s , 

f i s h e s , i n s e c t s , and even vegetation, we f e e l t h a t we 

can s a f e l y a t t r i b u t e the judgement to p r i m i t i v e m e n t a l i t y 

and thereby r e l i e v e o u r s e l v e s of the o b l i g a t i o n to search 

f o r a reason. There i s no point i n looking f o r reasons 
among the i r r a t i o n a l . 
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However, having swept our problem under the p r e h i s t o r i c 

carpet we are confronted by the question why the p r i e s t s 

and l e g i s l a t o r s of I s r a e l should have el e v a t e d mumbo-jumbo 

i n t o a v i t a l s i g n of Yahweh's, and t h e r e f o r e I s r a e l ' s 

h o l i n e s s . I t i s easy to assume that the answer to t h i s 

question i s t h a t an a n c i e n t people l i k e the I s r a e l i t e s 

s t i l l shared to some extent i n the p r i m i t i v e outlook: 

the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n i n t o c l e a n and unclean su r v i v e d because 

the a t t i t u d e which produced i t had s u r v i v e d . We have 

al r e a d y seen that some s c h o l a r s deny to the I s r a e l i t e s 

any proper conception of secondary causation, i n s i s t t h a t 

they received only impressions of the whole and were 

incapable of a n a l y s i s i n t o r e l a t e d p a r t s , t h a t they spoke 

and wrote a simple language which i n t u r n r e f l e c t e d a mode 

of thought unmarked by what we should recognise as l o g i c . 

The s c h o l a r l y a r t i c l e s and comments concerning the r u l e s 

of avoidance alr e a d y r e f e r r e d to f r e q u e n t l y use the term 

• p r i m i t i v e ' and sometimes the word 'savage', and terms 

l i k e t h i s i n e v i t a b l y suggest human beings s c a r c e l y worthy 

of the t i t l e , c r e a t u r e s whose r e a c t i o n to the n a t u r a l 

world i s f a r more i n s t i n c t i v e than r a t i o n a l , whose minds 

are darkened by almost t o t a l ignorance of the proper 

r e l a t i o n s between n a t u r a l phenomena, and whose s u b s t i t u t e 

f o r c o r r e c t observation i s the s u p e r s t i t i o u s a s s o c i a t i o n 

revealed i n magic. No one, of course, would a t t r i b u t e 

q u i t e such an outlook to the I s r a e l i t e s of h i s t o r i c a l 

times whose r e l i g i o u s l i t e r a t u r e has come down to us: 

but i f an important s e c t i o n of t h e i r law, and t h e r e f o r e 

a s i g n i f i c a n t p o r t i o n of t h e i r l i v e s , d i s p l a y s the s u r v i v a l 

of such a mentality, and i f t h e r e are other s i g n s i n t h e i r 
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l i t e r a t u r e of a marked f a i l u r e to observe proper connections 

i n nature, and so on, we must conclude t h a t t h e i r way of 

thinking was very d i f f e r e n t from our own, and the meaning 

of t h e i r w r i t i n g s to a l a r g e extent beyond us, or 

demonstrably f o o l i s h i n the l i g h t of l a t e r knowledge. 

The c u l t u r a l gap between an anci e n t I s r a e l i t e and a 

modern Englishman would be unbridgeable, and, indeed, not 

worth b r i d g i n g . 

We have al r e a d y seen reason to doubt the a s s e r t i o n s 

of those s c h o l a r s who have a t t r i b u t e d to the I s r a e l i t e s 

a view of the n a t u r a l world f a r removed from our own; 

but we are now confronted by a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of c r e a t u r e s 

which seems to d i s p l a y an even g r e a t e r i r r a t i o n a l i t y and 

p r i m i t i v e n e s s than the view which has been r e j e c t e d . 

I n the attempt to reach a proper judgement i n t h i s 

matter i t w i l l be as w e l l to drop the word 'savage' 

a l t o g e t h e r . I f we are content to use t h i s term i n the 

d e s c r i p t i o n of the l i f e and t h i n k i n g of ancient or 

contemporary peoples we have a l r e a d y thereby made our 

judgment and begged the question we are t r y i n g to answer. 

The same i s almost t r u e of the word ' p r i m i t i v e ' , but 

i t i s a term which has been f r e q u e n t l y employed by authors 

and i t i s u s e f u l to have some s i n g l e word by means of which 

we can denote those c u l t u r e s which we see as markedly 

d i f f e r e n t from our own. Robin Horton d e f i n e s ' p r i m i t i v e ' 

as used by L u c i e n Levy-Bruhl and Emile Durkheim as 'pre-

l i t e r a t e , p r e - i n d u s t r i a l , p r e - s c i e n t i f i c ' , over a g a i n s t 

'modern',. .which means ' l i t e r a t e , i n d u s t r i a l , s c i e n c e -

oriented '; and no doubt t h i s would be t r u e f o r many 

other w r i t e r s as w e l l . L a t e r , Horton expands t h i s d e f i n i t i o n 
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to i n c l u d e another c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of p r i m i t i v e s o c i e t i e s , 

'a r e l a t i v e l y low degree of r o l e and i n s t i t u t i o n a l s p e c i a l 

i z a t i o n ' ; although at the same time he expresses a p r e f 

erence f o r the word ' t r a d i t i o n a l ' which he f e e l s avoids 

the 'strong overtones of contempt and opprobrium' conveyed 

by ' p r i m i t i v e * . Since the term ' p r i m i t i v e ' has been so 

commonly used i t seems best to go on u s i n g i t , but to 

bear i n mind i t s sense as defined by Horton and the 

warnings he has given about i t s suggestiveness. 

We must next take note of the f a c t t h a t p r i m i t i v e 

s o c i e t i e s or c u l t u r e s are not marked by the ignorance 

and l a c k of i n t e l l i g e n c e which some have a t t r i b u t e d to 

them. 

68 5 
Sonia Cole, w r i t i n g of N e o l i t h i c man, r e f e r s to 

the c u l t i v a t i o n of c e r e a l s , f r u i t and other p l a n t s , 

domestication and breeding of animals, making of axes and 

other implements, development of spinning, weaving, pottery, 

and basket making, c o n s t r u c t i o n of boats and sledges, 

and p o s s i b l y some wheeled v e h i c l e s , a c e r t a i n amount of 

a r t , and v a r i e d b u i l d i n g s , a l l of which i n d i c a t e c a r e f u l 

observation and i n t e l l i g e n t use of m a t e r i a l s , p l a n t s and 

animals according to t h e i r n a t u r a l p r o p e r t i e s . T h i s was 

i n a period which would be very ancient even f o r the eighth 

and seventh century prophets. 
There was a l s o t r a d i n g , i n axe-heads f o r example, 

6 8 4 MT f t . p. 249; f t . p. 272. Cf. TPR p. 18; and Mary 
Douglas, PURITY AND DANGER, London 1966, pp. 92-93. 

6 8 5 S. Cole, THE NEOLITHIC REVOLUTION, 4th ed., BRITISH 
MUSEUM 1967. 
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and a c a r e f u l d i s c r i m i n a t i o n of the l e s s and more valuable.-

• N e o l i t h i c men apparently took great t r o u b l e to obtain the 

most s u i t a b l e m a t e r i a l f o r t h e i r axe-heads and i t was 

traded over considerable d i s t a n c e s ... the l a r g e demand for 

axe-heads f o r f o r e s t c l e a r a n c e led to the e x p l o i t a t i o n of 

underground seams of f l i n t and gave a new impetus to an 

age-old c r a f t , which now became part of a w e l l organised 

i i d u s t r y . . . F l a t p o l i s h e d f l i n t axe-heads showing an 

e x c e p t i o n a l l y high standard of workmanship are a s s o c i a t e d 
68 6 

w i t h e a r l y N e o l i t h i c b u r i a l s i n Scandinavia*. 

Cole a l s o r e f e r s to the experimentation which must 

have taken place to f i n d out which animals were s u i t a b l e 

for domestication, i n the course of which 

there must have been a good deal of t r i a l and e r r o r . 

'The Egyptians t r i e d t o tame antelopes, g a z e l l e s , monkeys 
687 

and hyaenas without much s u c c e s s ' . She a l s o r e f e r s 

to weaving and p o t t e r y . 'Although spinning i s a simple 

process, weaving r e q u i r e s a loom; t h i s was one of the 

great i n v e n t i o n s made i n the N e o l i t h i c stage. The production 

of durable pottery, too, i s q u i t e a complicated process 

and was a most important N e o l i t h i c d i s c o v e r y . J u s t as 

great pains were taken w i t h the shapes and decorations 

of pots, so there i s evidence of colour and p a t t e r n i n 

l i n e n c l o t h ... N e o l i t h i c c r a f t s were not only u t i l i t a r i a n 
688 

but a l s o a r t i s t i c ' . 

6 8 6 NR p. 31. 6 8 7 NR p. 20. 6 8 8 NR p. 37. 
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Nor i s i t merely t h a t people who engage i n what 

seem i r r a t i o n a l a c t i v i t i e s o ften i n other r e s p e c t s 

behave very r a t i o n a l l y and d i s p l a y s k i l l i n observation, 

techniques and so on; but what appear to be s u p e r s t i t i o u s 

a c t s may themselves have a p e r f e c t l y r a t i o n a l purpose, 

or more than one purpose, which can only be understood 

i n terms of symbolism. Raymond F i r t h , f o r example, has 

w r i t t e n of the d i f f e r e n t meanings which can be given to 
689 

the r i t u a l a c t of a Tikopia c h i e f . The "concept of l e v e l 

of meaning i n symbolic behaviour can operate i n anthropo

l o g i c a l i n q u i r y i n both an i m p l i c i t and an e x p l i c i t way. 

Take again the example of the Tikopia c h i e f rubbing 

the temple post. E x p l i c i t l y he explained the meaning 

of t h i s (symbolic) act as c l e a n s i n g and decorating the 

body of h i s god, represented by the timber, on analogy 

w i t h other d e c o r a t i v e a c t s applied to the human body, and 

subm i s s i v e l y making an appeal to the god by g i v i n g him 

pl e a s u r e . But i m p l i c i t l y the c h i e f was a l s o making a 

demonstration of power. He chose the time to perform 

the r i t e ; he stood up to h i s f u l l height i n front of h i s 

seated f o l l o w e r s i n a temple so sacred that normally one 

should go on hands and knees. He scrubbed the timber i n 

an aggressive way, emphasising by h i s f o r c e f u l a c t i o n s 

t h a t i t was h i s p r i v i l e g e to do t h i s . I m p l i c i t l y the 

c h i e f was showing i n i t i a t i v e , and claiming c o n t r o l of a 

p o l i t i c a l order by a s e r i e s of e n e r g e t i c p h y s i c a l behaviour 

p a t t e r n s of a coded kind designed to secure b e n e f i t i n 

the non-human sphere of crop f e r t i l i t y and the human sphere 

R. F i r t h , SYMBOLS PUBLIC AND PRIVATE. 
1973, p. 82. 
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of h e a l t h . T h i s i s my way of p u t t i n g i t as an 

anthropologist. But t h i s i m p l i c i t meaning of the symbolic 

a c t i o n could have been got from the c h i e f himself by more 

roundabout explanation - as indeed I got i t piecemeal. 

On the other hand, there were d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of e x p l i c i t 

meaning which v a r i e d according to the s t a t u s and knowledge 

of the member of the group concerned. Some people could 

give much more coherent, more ̂ s o p h i s t i c a t e d , more s y n c r e t i s t 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of the symbols than could others - a kind 

of " i n n e r " meaning, though o v e r t l y expressed. I t i s 

tempting to i d e n t i f y such more e s o t e r i c meaning as the 

" t r u e " meaning of the symbols. But each l e v e l i s v a l i d , 

and must be aligned with the others; f o r a developed a n a l y s i s 

of the p l a c e of symbolism i n s o c i a l process - as Audrey 

Richards and V i c t o r Turner, f o r i n s t a n c e , have shown'. 

The Coronation might seem a strange r i t u a l f o r a 

modern people to use i n e s t a b l i s h i n g t h e i r r u l e r , but i t 

c l e a r l y has meaning for most people i n the nation whatever 

may be t h e i r opinions of the Anglican l i t u r g y and even i f 

they have never heard of the d i v i n e r i g h t of k i n g s . The 

whole of the t e l e v i s i o n f i l m of the occasion was shown 

again to mark i t s 25th a n n i v e r s a r y . F i r t h d i s c u s s e s i t 

at some length and i n the course of the d i s c u s s i o n makes 

the f o l l o w i n g commentJ 'Moreover, i t may be argued t h a t 

the people were not r e a l l y fooled. They t o l e r a t e d the 

symbolism of the ceremony because they enjoyed i t and had 

a l r e a d y accepted the Queen. Much of the symbolism found 

response i n a s e t of i d e a s and sentiments of-a d i f f u s e 

moral kind about B r i t i s h s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s , f a m i l y l i f e 

and i n s t i t u t i o n a l p a t t e r n s focused upon and epitomised i n 
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the person of the young Queen - such appears to be f a i r 
. ^ _ . , , . 690 in f e r e n c e from t h e i r behaviour'. 

Returning to p r i m i t i v e peoples, Mary Douglas, to 

whom much f u l l e r r e f e r e n c e w i l l be made l a t e r , a s s e r t s 

t h a t the b e l i e f t h a t magic or r i t u a l are crudely m e c h a n i s t i c 

has been demolished. She b e l i e v e s that we must beware 

of being-influenced by that brand of Protes t a n t i s m which 

sees a l l r i t u a l as merely formal and opposed to the t r u e 

r e l i g i o n of f e e l i n g and w i l l , and she r i g h t l y d i s m i s s e s 

P f e i f f e r ' s a n t i - r i t u a l i s t approach to the Old Testament. 

Douglas p o i n t s out th a t r i t u a l expresses and r e - c r e a t e s 

experience; and modern European l i f e i s f u l l of r i t u a l , 

which i s d i s t i n g u i s h e d from the p r i m i t i v e not by i t s 

s c i e n t i f i c b a s i s , but i t s fragmentary nature* I n p r i m i t i v e 

s o c i e t i e s r i t u a l i s used to achieve d e s i r a b l e ends: 

r a i n at the r i g h t moment, peace and harmony between men, 

sa f e d e l i v e r y of a baby; but the r i t u a l i s designed to 

achieve these ends by working i n harmony with the powers 

c o n t r o l l i n g the uni v e r s e , and not by t r y i n g to compel 

them i n some cr u d e l y mechanical way - an idea which would 

be regarded as a b s u r d . ^ 1 

I f , then, we are not e n t i t l e d to i n f e r from the use 

of symbolism c r u d i t y of i n t e l l i g e n c e among those who use 

i t , we must next f a c e the question what p o s i t i v e meaning and 

value symbolism has; i n c l u d i n g , of course, that of the 

ancient I s r a e l i t e s . 

SPP pp. 87-90. PD pp. 58-72. 
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Dan Sperber and the 'Meaning' of Symbolism 

Dan Sperber has drawn a t t e n t i o n to the considerable 

problems f a c i n g anyone who attempts to give a t h e o r e t i c a l 

explanation of symbolism, and thereby i n s i g h t i n t o the ways 

of t h i n k i n g of those who use the symbols. Sperber 

acknowledges from the beginning t h a t the symbolism of 

p r i m i t i v e peoples can n e i t h e r be explained nor dismissed 

as simply i r r a t i o n a l , and yet at the same time symbolism 
693 

often appears to be meaningless, n o n s e n s i c a l . For 

example, the Dorze of E t h i o p i a , among whom Sperber worked, 

b e l i e v e t h a t the leopard i s a C h r i s t i a n animal which 

observes the f a s t s of the Et h i o p i a n Orthodox Church. The 

Dorze themselves do not seem to acknowledge t h i s t r u t h 

i n p r a c t i c e and they guard t h e i r animals j u s t as c a r e f u l l y 

from the predatory leopard on f a s t days as on any other 

day of the week* but they n e v e r t h e l e s s hold the b e l i e f 
694 

and take i t s e r i o u s l y . We must a l s o note the c o n t r a s t 
695 

between C h r i s t i a n leopards and were-hyaenas. 
Sperber d i s t i n g u i s h e s between semantic knowledge 

and encyclopaedic knowledge, the former being about 

c a t e g o r i e s and expressed i n a n a l y t i c statements, and the 

l a t t e r about the world and expressed i n s y n t h e t i c statements. 

Symbolic knowledge resembles encyclopaedic and i s often 

based on encyclopaedic knowledge; but i t i s not the same 

as, and may even c o n t r a d i c t encyclopaedic knowledge, as 

692 D. Sperber, RETHINKING SYMBOLISM. Cambridge 1975. 
RS pp. 1-4. Cf. p. 98. 
RS pp. 93-95. 
RS pp. 129-130. 
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694 
695 
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we have seen. 

Sperber has a l r e a d y spent much time d e s t r o y i n g the 

idea t h a t symbolic knowledge can be explained i n semantic 

terms, and i t may be r e a d i l y agreed t h a t when a Jew 

denounces the pig as unclean he i s not engaging i n a 

process of d e f i n i t i o n , or e s t a b l i s h i n g a code i n which 

•pig' equals 'unclean' r a t h e r as so many dots and dashes 

may i n d i c a t e a l e t t e r or word. The statement that the 

pi g i s unclean, l i k e the statement t h a t the leopard i s 

an orthodox C h r i s t i a n animal, appears to be about an 

e x i s t i n g " s t a t e of a f f a i r s , i t i s the a t t r i b u t i o n of a 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c to the pig; and yet not a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c 

a v a i l a b l e to normal sense perception, common sense observ

a t i o n or s c i e n t i f i c a n a l y s i s . 

Sperber's answer to t h i s dilemma i s to argue t h a t 

symbolic knowledge i s a way of knowing. 'By a s s e r t i n g 

t h at symbolism i s a c o g n i t i v e mechanism, I mean that i t 

i s an autonomous mechanism that, alongside the perceptual 

and conceptual mechanisms, p a r t i c i p a t e s i n the c o n s t r u c t i o n 

of knowledge and i n the fu n c t i o n i n g of the memory'. 

Sperber suggests t h a t the p r i n c i p l e s according to which 

t h i s symbolic mechanism works are not derived from ex

perience, 'but are ... p a r t of the innate mental equipment 

t h a t makes experience p o s s i b l e ' . ^ 9 7 

Thus, f o r example, the s l a u g h t e r i n g of a sheep 

becomes a s a c r i f i c e , an a c t i n some way e f f e c t i v e , because 

RS pp. 91-94. RS pp. x i - x i i . 
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of the b e l i e f s which are brought to the act by the 

p a r t i c i p a n t s . The symbolical nature of the k i l l i n g i s 

not found i n deeds or words, but i n the unconscious 

assumptions and conscious b e l i e f s brought to i t by 
698 

human minds. I t i s a l s o important to note t h a t these 

assumptions and b e l i e f s are shared. C u l t u r a l symbolism 

works because of shared knowledge much i n the same way 
699 

that i r o n y does. At the same time, Sperber i n s i s t s t h a t 

there i s room f o r i n d i v d u a l v a r i a t i o n ' i n the understanding 

of symbols, although t h i s c a p a c i t y i s l i m i t e d by the f a c t 

that c u l t u r a l symbolism c r e a t e s a common i n t e r e s t and out

look. 7 ^ C h r i s t i a n leopards, which defy normal c l a s s i f i c 

ation*, are not t h e r e f o r e s y m b o l i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t d e s p i t e 

t h i s anomalous c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , but because of i t , and t h e i r 

e x i s t e n c e comes about through the d e s i r e of the Dorze to 

encourage c e r t a i n b e l i e f s about themselves i n r e l a t i o n 

to other c u l t u r a l groups surrounding them. * ... without 

being able to deny t h e i r recent i n t e g r a t i o n i n t o the 

Orthodox church, they are tempted to b e l i e v e t h a t i n another 

sense they have always been C h r i s t i a n s - t h a t to be Dorze 

means to be C h r i s t i a n , and always has. Now, i f the 

leopard i s C h r i s t i a n of i t s nature, the Dorze, who are no 

l e s s s t r i c t than i t i s i n t h e i r alimentary morality, 

can use i t as the b a s i s of an argument to evoke a more 

comforting image of themselves' 
Sperber p o i n t s out t h a t the leopard, l i k e the hyaena, 

6 9 8 RS pp. 111-112. 6 9 9 RS pp. 123-129. 
7 0 0 RS pp. 136-137. 7 0 1 RS p. 133. 
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d i s p l a y s c e r t a i n e x c e p t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s which mean 

that i t i s not simply c l a s s i f i a b l e as an animal without 

f u r t h e r q u a l i f i c a t i o n . I t i n h a b i t s mountainous areas 

near human beings and sometimes k i l l s t h e i r domestic 

animals; i t k i l l s more animals than i t e a t s and often 

w a i t s f o r some time before e a t i n g i t s v i c t i m . The human-

i s a t i o n of the leopard goes back much f u r t h e r than i t s 

C h r i s t i a n i s a t i o n . The symbolism i s t h e r e f o r e p a r t l y 

based on encyclopaedic knowledge, and development i n the 

symbolic knowledge i s p a r a l l e l to c u l t u r a l change among 

the Dorze. 

A proper e v a l u a t i o n of Sperber's argument would be 

lengthy and involve p s y c h o l o g i c a l and p h i l o s o p h i c a l 

questions as w e l l as the c o n s i d e r a t i o n of much anthro-
703 

p o l o g i c a l m a t e r i a l . Nevertheless, h i s argument must 

702 
703 

RS pp. 129-139. 
Sperber adopts a narrow d e f i n i t i o n of 'meaning' which 
he r e l a t e s to the e x i s t e n c e of systematic r e l a t i o n s 
between sentences and phrases (RS pp. 9-10). He clai m s 
t h a t symbols do not have meaning: they are not l i k e 
a n a l y t i c p r o p o s i t i o n s which give knowledge of c a t e g o r i e s , 
nor are they s y n t h e t i c p r o p o s i t i o n s which give knowledge 
of the world - there are no C h r i s t i a n leopards. They 
are t h e r e f o r e not some kind of pro p o s i t i o n , to be 
understood by comparison w i t h the r e s t of language, 
but p a r t of the c o g n i t i v e process. 

Sperber's argument, which i s s u b t l e and at times 
hard to follow, seems to be open to c r i t i c i s m , p a r t l y 
because h i s d e f i n i t i o n of 'menaing' i s too narrow and 
s p e c i a l i s e d ( C f R y l e , below); and p a r t l y because 
he separates the meaning of p r o p o s i t i o n s too s h a r p l y 
from the f a c t s of the e x t e r n a l world to which they 
r e f e r . The pr o p o s i t i o n , The l i o n i s an animal, may 
be an a n a l y t i c p r o p o s i t i o n , \ an example of what sperber 
c a l l s semantic knowledge; but that depends on how we 
look a t i t (Cf. Ayer, below). For a c h i l d i t might 
w e l l be a .piece of information i n h i s developing know
ledge of the e x t e r n a l world. But i n any case, the 
words only have meaning i f ' l i o n ' and 'animal' r e f e r 
to something, and u n t i l we know what they r e f e r to they 
are meaningless sounds or marks. I f Sperber had not 
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be taken s e r i o u s l y as o f f e r i n g a p o s s i b l e approach to 

the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of anc i e n t Jewish b e l i e f s about animals, 

b i r d s and f i s h e s , and i t i s i n t e r e s t i n g i n th a t i t would 

mean accepting the a c t u a l anomalous c h a r a c t e r of the 

l e v i t i c a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n as a point i n i t s favour as an 

e f f e c t i v e piece of symbolism. I t would a l s o l i n k the 

r u l e s of avoidance f i r m l y w i t h c u l t u r a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 

of the I s r a e l i t e s and with changes i n the c h a r a c t e r of 

l i f e of the Jewish people as a whole, while at the same 

time l e a v i n g some room f o r v a r i a t i o n s i n i n d i v i d u a l i n t e r 

p r e t a t i o n and r e a c t i o n to them. 

22. MARY DOUGLAS: SOCIETY AND THE NATURAL WORLD 

Another anthropologist who has c l o s e l y l i n k e d a t t i t u d e s 

to the n a t u r a l world and the o v e r a l l s t r u c t u r e and c u l t u r e 

of s o c i e t y , and who has i n ad d i t i o n t r i e d to i n t e r p r e t 

the l e v i t i c a l c l a s s i f i c a t i o n as an i l l u s t r a t i o n of her 

general conclusions, i s Mary Douglas. Douglas f i r m l y 

r e j e c t s the idea t h a t such c l a s s i f i c a t i o n can be explained 

away as the s u r v i v a l of a merely i r r a t i o n a l p r i m i t i v e 

m e n t a l i t y and she c a s t i g a t e s F r a z e r i n p a r t i c u l a r f o r 

(Contd.) adopted such a narrow d e f i n i t i o n of meaning, 
and i f he had recognised the c l o s e r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between meaning and f a c t , he might have been more 
w i l l i n g to acknowledge the general r e a d i n e s s to a s c r i b e 
meaning to symbols and the extreme awkwardness of 
d e s c r i b i n g symbolism without using t h a t concept. I f 
a l l p r o p o s i t i o n s are to be divided i n t o a n a l y t i c 
and s y n t h e t i c (RS p. 92. Cf. Ayer, below), the resem
blance of symbolic expressions to the l a t t e r must be 
taken s e r i o u s l y . 
Cf. d i s c u s s i o n s by G. Ryle, SYSTEMATICALLY MISLEADING 
EXPRESSIONS, chapter I I ,0.f LOGIC AND LANGUAGE (FIRST 
SERIES). ed. A.G.N. Flew, Oxford 1952., pp.. 11-36j 
o r i g i n a l l y published i n PROCEEDINGS OF THE ARISTOTELIAN 
SOCIETY,. 1931 32. G. Ryle,. TECHNICAL AND UNTECHNICAL 
CONCEPTS, chapter VI i n DILEMMAS, Cambridge 1960. 
A.J. Ayer, LANGUAGE, TRUTH AND LOGIC. 2nd ed.,London 1946, pp. 31, 95-97.' 
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encouraging t h i s view. Douglas g i v e s an o u t l i n e of the 

development of anthropological t h i n k i n g i n the l a t e 

nineteenth and e a r l y t w e n t i e t h c e n t u r i e s , with p a r t i c u l a r 

r e f e r e n c e to Robertson Smith and h i s i n f l u e n c e f o r good 

on Durkheim, to whom Mary Douglas h e r s e l f c l e a r l y owes 

much, and f o r i l l on F r a z e r . What f o l l o w s i s a summary of 
704 

her d e s c r i p t i o n of t h i s development. 

Robertson Smith, F r a z e r and Durkheim 

P r i m i t i v e r e l i g i o n has been supposed to be 

c h a r a c t e r i s e d by a f a i l u r e to d i s t i n g u i s h p r o p e r l y the 

unclean and the holy. T h i s view was propounded by F r a z e r 

and Robertson Smith. 'In t h i s way a c r i t e r i o n was produced 

for c l a s s i n g r e l i g i o n s as advanced or as p r i m i t i v e . I f 

p r i m i t i v e , then r u l e s of h o l i n e s s and r u l e s of uncleanness 

were i n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e ; i f advanced then r u l e s of unclean

ness disappeared from r e l i g i o n ... The l e s s uncleanness 

was concerned with p h y s i c a l c o n d i t i o n s and the more i t 

s i g n i f i e d a s p i r i t u a l s t a t e of unworthiness, so much more 

d e c i s i v e l y could the r e l i g i o n i n question be recognised 
705 . . as advanced'. This idea was c o n s i s t e n t with, and 

encouraged the view that p r i m i t i v e s o c i e t i e s were c h a r a c t e r 

i s e d by i n s e n s i t i v e c r u e l t y and fe a r , and made up of 

"savages" who could s c a r c e l y claim to belong to the same 

s p e c i e s as nineteenth and tw e n t i e t h century Europeans. 

T y l o r showed that modern c i v i l i s a t i o n i s the l a t e s t 

product of a long process of c u l t u r a l development from a 

PURITY AND DANGER, pp. 10-28. ' J PD p. 11. 
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s t a t e of savagery. He pointed to s u r v i v a l s of t h i s e a r l i e r 

c o n d ition i n l a t e r s o c i e t y , and held them to be evidence 

of an e v o l u t i o n a r y process, much as Darwin drew a t t e n t i o n 

to the s u r v i v a l of rudimentary organs as c l u e s to an 

e v o l u t i o n a r y scheme. 

Robertson Smith accepted the idea of a c u l t u r a l 

e v o l u t i o n a r y process, but u n l i k e T y l o r was mainly i n t e r e s t e d 

i n the common elements which l i n k modern and p r i m i t i v e 

experience. He t h e r e f o r e emphasised the idea t h a t p r i m i t i v e 

r e l i g i o n i s not e s s e n t i a l l y an attempt to p l a c a t e h o s t i l e 

supernatural f o r c e s , but the establishment of a r i g h t 

r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h a s u p e r n a t u r a l power favourable to the 

whole community. C l o s e l y a l l i e d to t h i s i s a concern with 

genuinely e t h i c a l v a l u e s ; I s r a e l was s u p e r i o r to her 

neighbours p r e c i s e l y because of the strong emphasis i n 

I s r a e l i t e r e l i g i o n on the moral nature of the community's 

r e l a t i o n s h i p with God. 

For Roberston Smith, the myth, the cosmological 

theory, b e l i e f i n demons and the mechanical e f f i c a c y of 

r i t u a l - magic - were something apart from t r u e r e l i g i o n , 

and would only be used by the aberrant i n d i v i d u a l , or 

come to the fore at a time of s o c i a l d i s s o l u t i o n . 

Therefore, the more developed a r e l i g i o n , the g r e a t e r 

the e t h i c a l content; and the more p r i m i t i v e , the g r e a t e r 

the i n t r u s i o n of magic and so on. 

Durkheim followed Robertson Smith i n h i s emphasis on 

the communal aspect of r e l i g i o n , t h i s being the r e a l l y 

important l i n k between them; and he relegated r i t e s which 

were not p a r t of the community c u l t to the realm of 'magic'. 
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Magic, i n c l u d i n g r u l e s of uncleanness, was a form of 

p r i m i t i v e hygiene. Magic belongs to the realm of the 

profane, to be d i s t i n g u i s h e d c l e a r l y from the realm of 

the sacred. This kind of d i s t i n c t i o n ignored the complex

i t i e s of a c t u a l s o c i a l l i f e , and i n t h i s r e s p e c t Robertson 

Smith was nearer t o the t r u t h than Durkheim. 

F r a z e r took the idea of magic from Robertson Smith 

and made i t the f i r s t stage i n an Hegelian d i a l e c t i c a l 

development of c u l t u r e . . For Frazer, magic had no connec

t i o n w i t h morals, and was an attempt to manipulate mechani

c a l f o r c e s i n the world by means of i m i t a t i o n or r e l e a s i n g 

powers of contagion. Magic could only be p l a u s i b l e f o r 

beings of c o l o s s a l ignorance and a very narrowly circum

s c r i b e d conception of the world's extent. The a n t i t h e s i s 

of magic was r e l i g i o n , a fraudulent p r i e s t l y and p o l i t i c a l 

attempt to deal w i t h the inadequacies of magic. Modern 

s c i e n c e i s the culminating s y n t h e s i s which renders both 

magic and r e l i g i o n p o i n t l e s s and u s e l e s s ; but t h i s scheme 

suggests t h a t magic was the r e a l ancestor of modern s c i e n c e , 

no matter how f o o l i s h the a c t u a l p r a c t i c e of magic may 

have been. 

F r a z e r ' s views have inf l u e n c e d both Old Testament 

and C l a s s i c a l s c h o l a r s h i p , and there has been a strong 

tendency to see the use of r i t u a l as magical, mechanical, 

and to s e t t h i s over a g a i n s t the more developed teaching 

of the prophets who emphasised personal communion w i t h 

God and the m o r a l i t y t h a t goes with i t . R i t u a l thus 

becomes a s i g n of contamination by more p r i m i t i v e surround

ing c i v i l i s a t i o n s . T h i s neat scheme, however, was rendered 

suspect i n two ways: the r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t r i t u a l i n the 
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B i b l e was of very great importance i n the l a t e r l i t e r a r y 

sources of the t e x t ; and the c l e a r i n d i c a t i o n of c e r t a i n 

t e x t s , both w i t h i n and without the Old Testament, t h a t 

given r i t u a l s were meant to be a l l i e d w i t h s p e c i f i c 

f e e l i n g s and a t t i t u d e s . ' A l l i n a l l , F r a z e r ' s i n f l u e n c e 

has been a baneful one. He took from Robertson Smith t h a t 

s c h o l a r ' s most p e r i p h e r a l teaching, and perpetuated an i l l -

considered d i v i s i o n between r e l i g i o n and magic. He 

disseminated a f a l s e assumption, about the p r i m i t i v e view 

of the u n i v e r s e worked by mechanical symbols, and another 

f a l s e assumption that e t h i c s are strange to p r i m i t i v e 

r e l i g i o n . Before we can approach the s u b j e c t of r i t u a l 

defilement these assumptions need to be c o r r e c t e d . The 

more i n t r a c t a b l e p u z z l e s i n comparative r e l i g i o n a r i s e 
706 

because human experience has been thus wrongly d i v i d e d ' . 

Durkheim's main t h e s i s i s so i n f l u e n t i a l i n Douglas's 

t h i n k i n g that some account, however b r i e f , must be given 

of i t . Douglas h e r s e l f admits to having been accused of 

'"pure, unreconstructed Durkheimianism"', although i t 

would be q u i t e i n c o r r e c t to suppose that her use of Durkheim 
... , 707 i s u n c r i t i c a l . 

Durkheim and The True Nature of R e l i g i o n 7 0 8 

Durkheim b e l i e v e d t h a t he could d i s c o v e r the tr u e 

7 0 5 PDp. 28. 
707 

M. Douglas, IMPLICIT MEANINGS, London and Boston, 1975, 
p. 287. 
E.. Durkheim, THE ELEMENTARY FORMS OF THE RELIGIOUS 
L I F E , London 1915. 
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nature of r e l i g i o n by examining i t i n i t s most p r i m i t i v e 

form, t h a t i s to say, what i t was l i k e i n the most 

p r i m i t i v e form of s o c i e t y ; and he believed he had found 

t h i s p r i m i t i v e s o c i e t y and r e l i g i o n among the a b o r i g i n e s 

of A u s t r a l i a , supplemented by information about the Indians 

of North America. At the very opening of h i s book he 

makes the following important statement: 'In f a c t , i t 

i s an e s s e c t i a l p o s t u l a t e of sociology t h a t a human 

i n s t i t u t i o n cannot r e s t upon an e r r o r and a l i e , without 

which i t could not e x i s t . I f i t were not founded i n the 

nature of things, i t would have encountered i n the f a c t s 

a r e s i s t a n c e over which i t could never have triumphed. 

So when we commence the study of p r i m i t i v e r e l i g i o n s , i t 

i s w i th the assurance that they hold to r e a l i t y and 
... 709 express i t ' . 

A l i t t l e l a t e r he a l s o makes the important a s s e r t i o n 

that not only were s c i e n c e and philosophy born of r e l i g i o n , 

but t h a t the very c a t e g o r i e s i n which we must think, i f 

we are to think at a l l , are the product of r e l i g i o u s 
. . 710 thought. 

Next Durkheim l a y s before us the general conclusion 

of h i s whole book, t h a t ' r e l i g i o n i s something eminently 

s o c i a l . . R e l i g i o u s r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s are c o l l e c t i v e repre

s e n t a t i o n s which express c o l l e c t i v e r e a l i t i e s ... So i f 

the c a t e g o r i e s are of r e l i g i o u s o r i g i n s , they ought to 

p a r t i c i p a t e i n t h i s nature common to a l l r e l i g i o u s f a c t s ; 

709 EF p. 2. 710 EF p. 9. Cf. pp. 13-20. 
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they too should be s o c i a l a f f a i r s and the product of 
711 

c o l l e c t i v e thought'. 

The t r u t h s of r e l i g i o n t h e r e f o r e are true because 

they are derived from what i s r e a l , what a c t u a l l y e x i s t s : 

s o c i e t y . And the same must a l s o be the case f o r a l l 

s c i e n t i f i c and p h i l o s o p h i c a l t r u t h . Robin Horton has 

accused Durkheim of being i n c o n s i s t e n t by making a sharp 

d i s t i n c t i o n between the sacred and the profane, while at 

the same time d e r i v i n g the s o - c a l l e d profane from the 

sacred; and Mary Douglas has accused Durkheim of incon

s i s t e n c y by making modern n a t u r a l s c i e n c e an exception 

to the r u l e that knowledge of the u n i v e r s e i s s o c i a l l y 
712 

constructed. Nevertheless, whatever i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s 

Durkheim may have been g u i l t y of, he f i r m l y emphasised 

the s o c i a l o r i g i n s of human thought, and Douglas's e x p l i c i t 

aim i s to remove at l e a s t one i n c o n s i s t e n c y i n h i s thought 

by d r i v i n g h i s premises to t h e i r l o g i c a l c o n c l u s i o n . 

Having d i s c u s s e d the d e f i n i t i o n of r e l i g i o n , and 

dismissed v a r i o u s conceptions of what c o n s t i t u t e s elementary 

r e l i g i o n , Durkheim next puts forward h i s own view that the 

totemism of p r i m i t i v e A u s t r a l i a n s o c i e t i e s i s the most 

elementary form, the examination of which w i l l show us the 

t r u e nature of r e l i g i o n . 

Totemism, l i k e a l l other known r e l i g i o n , o f f e r s 

*a complete r e p r e s e n t a t i o n of the world', 'a conception of 

711 712 
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the u n i v e r s e ' . According to Durkheim an examination 

of totemism shows that men c l a s s i f y t h i n g s i n the world 

around them because they are themselves arranged i n 

c l a s s e s . The things which are c l a s s i f i e d are so arranged 

as to form a unity, and t h i s i s so because s o c i e t y i s a 

u n i t y . Indeed, the very notion of a c l a s s or category 

i s i t s e l f the product of s o c i a l f a c t o r s , s i n c e , w hile 

i n d i v i d u a l s can p e r c e i v e s i m i l a r i t i e s , c o n t r a s t s and so on, 

a c l a s s i s not j u s t a c o l l e c t i o n or heap of t h i n g s , but 

a group of which the members are regarded as r e l a t e d 

together. T h i s idea would very probably have never a r i s e n 

i f men had not had the experience of t h e i r own o r g a n i s a t i o n 

i n s o c i e t y . Furthermore, the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of t h i n g s 

often r e v e a l s the notion of h i e r a r c h y at work, one t h i n g 

being subordinated to or co-ordinated with another; but 

nature i t s e l f does not provide men with such knowledge. 

Hierarchy i s a s o c i a l matter, and i t i s from experience 
714 

of s o c i e t y that the idea i s p r o j e c t e d on to the world. 

The o b j e c t of reverence i n totemism i s a vague power, 

an impersonal fo r c e found i n many d i f f e r e n t o b j e c t s , but 

not to be confused with them, and which e x i s t s before 

such o b j e c t s come to be and continues to e x i s t a f t e r they 

have passed away. This power i s both p h y s i c a l and moral 

i n c h a r a c t e r , and i t pervades the whole world; yet i t i s 

to be found more i n some i n d i v i d u a l s and o b j e c t s than i n 

713 
EF p. 141. 714 EF pp. 144-148. Cf. E. Durkheim and M. Mauss, 
PRIMITIVE CLASSIFICATION, London 1969, pp. 7-9. 
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others, and out of the apprehension of a vague power 

e v e n t u a l l y a r i s e s the notion of d e i t i e s , and a l s o the 
715 

concept of power found i n the n a t u r a l s c i e n c e s . - 'What 

we f i n d at the o r i g i n and b a s i s of r e l i g i o u s thought are 

not determined and d i s t i n c t o b j e c t s and beings.possessing 

a sacred c h a r a c t e r of themselves; they are i n d e f i n i t e 

powers ... whose i m p e r s o n a l i t y i s s t r i c t l y comparable 

to t h a t of the p h y s i c a l f o r c e s whose m a n i f e s t a t i o n s the 

s c i e n c e s of nature study'. 'So the idea of f o r c e i s of 

r e l i g i o u s o r i g i n . I t i s from r e l i g i o n t h a t i t has been 
716 

borrowed, f i r s t by philosophy, then by the s c i e n c e s ' . 
When Durkheim asks the question where the idea of 

t h i s power can have come from, he recognises that the 

answer cannot be the totem i t s e l f , which would be only 

something l i k e a l i z a r d or frog or plum-tree. The totem 

i s a symbol: but of two thi n g s , the d i v i n e power or god, 

and the c l a n . And t h i s i s because the god and s o c i e t y are 

one, s i n c e otherwise t h e r e i s no reason why they should 

both have the same emblem. 'The god of the c l a n ... can 

t h e r e f o r e be nothing e l s e than the c l a n i t s e l f , p e r s o n i f i e d 

and represented to the imagination under the v i s i b l e form 
717 

of the animal or vegetable which s e r v e s as totem'. 

The f e e l i n g and concept of power are generated by s o c i e t y 

i t s e l f , s i n c e i t s a c t u a l considerable power over the 

i n d i v i d u a l , both p h y s i c a l and moral, i s undeniable. 

Furthermore, t h i s f o r c e and a u t h o r i t y of s o c i e t y make 

t h e i r impact upon men as something e x t e r n a l , and s i n c e 

715 
716 
717 

EF pp. 188-204. Cf. p. 366. 
EF pp. 200,204. 
EF p. 206. 



- 464 -

men do not r e a d i l y a p p r e c i a t e t h e i r a c t u a l o r i g i n they 

p e r c e i v e t h i s power as represented by o b j e c t s surrounding 

them. The sacred c h a r a c t e r of the o b j e c t s of r e l i g i o u s 

devotion, t h e r e f o r e , i s not i n t r i n s i c to them but super

imposed by the imagination of men, and the inescapable 

fundamental t r u t h of r e l i g i o n i s derived from i t s source, 

s o c i e t y . R e l i g i o u s symbols express and make e f f e c t i v e 

t h i s r e a l i t y , determining men's conduct l i k e p h y s i c a l 
718 

f o r c e s . 

'Thus r e l i g i o n a c q u i r e s a me. dng and a reasonable

ness t h a t the most i n t r a n s i g e n t r a t i o n a l i s t cannot misunder

stand. I t s primary o b j e c t i s not to give men a r e p r e s e n t 

a t i o n of the p h y s i c a l world; f o r i f that were i t s e s s e n t i a l 

task, we could not understand how i t has been able to 

s u r v i v e , for, on t h i s s i d e , i t i s s c a r c e l y more than a 

f a b r i c of e r r o r s . Before a l l , i t i s a system of i d e a s 

with which the i n d i v i d u a l s represent to themselves the 

s o c i e t y of which they are members, and the obscure but 

intimate r e l a t i o n s which they have with i t . T h i s i s i t s 

primary function; and though metaphorical and symbolic, 

t h i s r e p r e s e n t a t i o n i s not u n f a i t h f u l . Quite on the 

contrary, i t t r a n s l a t e s everything e s s e n t i a l i n the 

r e l a t i o n s which are to be explained; f o r i t i s an e t e r n a l 

t r u t h t h a t outside of us t h e r e e x i s t s something g r e a t e r 
719 

than us, with which we enter i n t o communion'. 

I t i s n a t u r a l f o r c o l l e c t i v e sentiments to be expressed 

7 1 8 EF pp. 206-229. 7 1 9 EF pp. 225-226. 
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i n symbols, but the symbols are not mere l a b e l s attached 
to the sentiments. They help to c r e a t e these sentiments 

by being o b j e c t s upon which otherwise d i s t i n c t i n d i v i d u a l s 

can focus t h e i r a t t e n t i o n and thereby be brought i n t o a 

unity; and they a l s o v i v i d l y express the e x t e r n a l nature 
720 

of the f o r c e s men f e e l a c t i n g upon them. The f a c t 

t h a t these symbols are drawn, i n the most p r i m i t i v e 

s o c i e t i e s , from the animals and sometimes p l a n t s immediately 

surrounding men r e v e a l s the s i g n i f i c a n t f a c t t h a t p r i m i t i v e 

men often confused and united t h i n g s which we should keep 

separate; and they made these i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s not on the 

b a s i s of perception, s i n c e the world as i t i s presented to 

us does not r e v e a l such confusions, but as the r e s u l t of 

s o c i a l causes. Durkheim i n s i s t s , however, t h a t we cannot 

follow LeVy-Bruhl i n simply regarding t h i s as the mark of 

a p r i m i t i v e m e n t a l i t y i n d i f f e r e n t to the law of c o n t r a 

d i c t i o n . T his i s p a r t l y because members of p r i m i t i v e 

s o c i e t i e s are j u s t as capable as moderns of making d i s t i n c t i o n s , 

which they f r e q u e n t l y do; and p a r t l y because the idea of 

making i n t e r n a l connections between things, p l a n t s , 

animals, i n s e c t s and human beings was f a r more important 

than the a c t u a l connections made, and prepared the way f o r 
721 

the more accurate observations of n a t u r a l s c i e n c e . 
B e l i e f i n the intimate r e l a t i o n s h i p between men 

and c e r t a i n s p e c i e s of p l a n t or animal i s a l s o at the 

b a s i s of r i t e s which are performed to ensure the p l e n t i f u l 

reproduction of the totemic s p e c i e s . The important point 

720 EF pp. 230-233. 721 EF pp. 233-239. 
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which Durkheim wishes to make here, however, i s not t h a t 

such r i t e s are merely i r r a t i o n a l and from a modern point 

of view f o o l i s h , but t h a t they accomplish t h e i r main 

purpose i n strengthening the u n i t y of the group performing 

the r i t e s , and thereby b r i n g a profound sense of s a t i s 

f a c t i o n and comfort to each i n d i v i d u a l ; while at the same 

time the p a r t i c i p a n t does not a p p r e c i a t e the r e a l reason 

for the h e l p f u l n e s s of the c u l t and a t t r i b u t e s i t to the 

f u l f i l m e n t of i t s o s t e n s i b l e f u n c t i o n of c r e a t i n g p l a n t s 

or animals. The f a i l u r e of the c u l t to accomplish i t s 

o s t e n s i b l e purpose does not destroy the b e l i e f of the 

worshipper, p a r t l y because such f a i l u r e s are e x c e p t i o n a l 

and can t h e r e f o r e be r a t i o n a l i s e d by an appeal to 

exceptional circumstances, and p a r t l y because the repro

duction of a given s p e c i e s i s not the r e a l reason for 
722 

the e x i s t e n c e of the c u l t . 

This l a t t e r reason a l s o e x p l a i n s why modern c i v i l i s e d 

peoples continue to p a r t i c i p a t e i n c u l t i c p r a c t i c e s , 

d e s p i t e the c l e a r evidence a g a i n s t the supposed e f f i c a c y 

of such p r a c t i c e s . 'They are not sure t h a t the d e t a i l s 

of the p r e s c r i b e d observances are r a t i o n a l l y j u s t i f i a b l e ; 

but they f e e l t h a t i t would be impossible to f r e e o n e s e l f 

of them without f a l l i n g i n t o a moral confusion before 

which they r e c o i l . The v e r y f a c t t h a t i n them the f a i t h 

has l o s t i t s i n t e l l e c t u a l foundation throws i n t o eminence 

the profound reasons upon which they r e s t . This i s why 

the easy c r i t i c i s m s to which an unduly simple r a t i o n a l i s m 

EF pp. 357-361. 
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has sometimes submitted r i t u a l p r e s c r i p t i o n s g e n e r a l l y 

l e a v e the b e l i e v e r i n d i f f e r e n t : i t i s because the t r u e 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n of r e l i g i o u s p r a c t i c e s does not l i e i n the 

apparent ends which they pursue, but r a t h e r i n the 

i n v i s i b l e a c t i o n which they e x e r c i s e over the mind and 
723 

i n the way i n which they a f f e c t our mental s t a t e s * . 

F i n a l l y , i n h i s concluding remarks, Durkheim 

emphasises that the importance of r e l i g i o n l i e s i n the 

p r a c t i c e of the c u l t and not i n s p e c u l a t i o n or knowledge 

about the world. I t i s the work of s c i e n c e to d i s c o v e r 

f a c t s , and, indeed, r e l i g i o n i s i t s e l f a f a c t which can 

only be understood through s c i e n t i f i c i n v e s t i g a t i o n . I t 

i s s c i e n c e which alone can o f f e r the- t h e o r e t i c a l j u s t i 

f i c a t i o n f o r r e l i g i o n which i s necessary i f r e l i g i o n i s 

to continue; 'Men cannot c e l e b r a t e ceremonies f o r which 

they see no reason, nor can they accept a f a i t h which they 
724 

i n no way understand'. 

The Abominations of L e v i t i c u s : T h e i r S o c i a l S i g n i f i c a n c e 

Returning to Mary Douglas: I n commenting on what 

she c a l l s the abominations of L e v i t i c u s , i n c l u d i n g the 

d i e t a r y laws, she r e j e c t s v a r i o u s explanations which have 

been put forward: medical and hygienic, e t h i c a l and 

a l l e g o r i c a l , n a t i o n a l i s t i c and a e s t h e t i c . She does t h i s 

p a r t l y by d e a l i n g with each type of explanation i n turn 

and e x h i b i t i n g i t s u n s a t i s f a c t o r y nature, but c h i e f l y 

because such explanations are piecemeal, whereas what i s 

r e a l l y wanted i s an explanation which w i l l make o v e r a l l 

sense of a l l the p a r t i c u l a r p r o h i b i t i o n s . For Douglas t h i s 

723 EF p. 360. 7 2 4 EF p. 430. 
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i s found i n the c o n t r a s t between h o l i n e s s and uncleanness. 

Douglas goes on to e x p l a i n what h o l i n e s s meant i n 

ancient I s r a e l . One aspect of i t s meaning i s 'set a p a r t ' . 

Another p a r t of i t s meaning i s 'wholeness and completeness', 

and t h i s r e q u i r e s t h a t i n d i v i d u a l s s h a l l conform to the 

c l a s s to which they belong, and that there s h a l l be no 

mixture or confusion between c l a s s e s . To be holy b r i n g s 

b l e s s i n g , f u l l n e s s of l i f e , whereas being unholy, unclean, 

abominable brings the curse, barrenness, p e s t i l e n c e , 

The r u l e s of avoidance can now be understood i n terms 

of t h i s conception of h o l i n e s s . Cows, b u l l s , sheep and 

goats were the normally domesticated animals of p a s t o r a l i s t s , 

o f f e r i n g milk, meat, hides and wool. Douglas fo l l o w s 

S.R. D r i v e r i n regarding the r u l e making them c l e a n as 

an a. p o s t e r i o r i g e n e r a l i s a t i o n of t h e i r h a b i t s , and t h i s 

means t h a t other animals, even i f w i l d , are c l e a n i f they 

conform to the model. Douglas draws a t t e n t i o n to the 

f a c t t h a t t h i s i s the only reason given i n the t e x t f o r 

regarding the p i g as unclean, along with the camel, hare 

and rock-badger, and s i n c e the s o l e reason f o r keeping 

pigs i s f o r consumption the I s r a e l i t e s would have no 

reason to keep them and would be u n f a m i l i a r w i t h t h e i r 

A l l remaining c r e a t u r e s are judged according to the 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n found i n the account of c r e a t i o n i n Genesis. 

death. 726 

h a b i t s . 727 
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•In the firmament two-legged fowls f l y with wings. I n 

the water s c a l y f i s h swim with f i n s . On the e a r t h four-

legged animals hop, jump or walk. Any c l a s s of c r e a t u r e s 

which i s not equipped f o r the r i g h t kind of locomotion 

c r e a t u r e s are unclean because they have hands instead 

of fron t f e e t , the t r a n s l a t i o n 'paws' being r e j e c t e d by 

Douglas as i n a c c u r a t e . C e r t a i n 'swarming' c r e a t u r e s 

d i s p l a y an indeterminate form of movement and t h e r e f o r e 

cut a c r o s s the b a s i c c l a s s i f i c a t i o n and are unclean. 

C o n s i s t e n t l y w i t h t h i s scheme, hopping l o c u s t s are 

permitted. Forbidden b i r d s pose a problem, s i n c e they are 

not described, and the t r a n s l a t i o n of the names i s u n c e r t a i n ; 

but Douglas suggests t h a t they are probably anomalous 

because they are not f u l l y b i r d - l i k e , as would be the 
72 

case, f o r example, i f they swam or dived as w e l l as f l y i n g . 

Holiness i s t h e r e f o r e something more than being 

merely separate. ' I f the proposed i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the 

forbidden animals i s c o r r e c t , the d i e t a r y laws would have 

been l i k e s i g n s which at every turn i n s p i r e d meditation 

on the oneness, p u r i t y and completeness of God. By r u l e s 

of avoidance h o l i n e s s was given a p h y s i c a l expression i n 

every encounter with the animal kingdom and at every meal. 

Observance of the d i e t a r y r u l e s would thus have been a 

meaningful part of the great l i t u r g i c a l a c t of r e c o g n i t i o n 

and worship which culminated i n the s a c r i f i c e i n the 

T e m ple'. 7 3 0 

i n i t s element i s c o n t r a r y to h o l i n e s s ' . 728 Some land 

728 PD p. 55. 729 PD pp. 55-57. 730 PD p. 57. 
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Douglas's explanation of the l e v i t i c a l r u l e s must 

now be seen as p a r t of her l a r g e r argument about what 

c o n s t i t u t e s d i r t , uncleanness; and i n f a c t she introduces 

her chapter on the abominations of L e v i t i c u s by r e f e r r i n g 

to them as an i l l u s t r a t i o n of the more general t r u t h t h a t 

defilement can only occur i n r e l a t i o n to a s y s t e m a t i c 

ordering of i d e a s . P o l l u t i o n ideas only make sense ' i n 

r e f e r e n c e to a t o t a l s t r u c t u r e of thought whose key-stone, 

boundaries, margins and i n t e r n a l l i n e s are held i n r e l a t i o n 
731 

by r i t u a l s of s e p a r a t i o n ' . For Douglas, the explanation 

of p r i m i t i v e r i t u a l s of avoidance as attempts at medical 

hygiene, while not without some t r u t h , i s q u i t e inadequate. 

The idea that p r i m i t i v e r i t u a l has nothing to do w i t h 

modern ideas of cleanness i s a l s o f a l s e . We k i l l germs 

w h i l e they ward o f f s p i r i t s : but t h i s c o n t r a s t i s over 

simple, and ignores the f a c t that both p r i m i t i v e and modern 

id e a s of d i r t 'express symbolic systems and t h a t the 

d i f f e r e n c e between p o l l u t i o n behaviour i n one p a r t of the 
732 

world and another i s only a matter of d e t a i l ' . Douglas 
i l l u s t r a t e s the s i m i l a r i t y between our hygiene and symbolic 

. . . . . 733 r i t e s by d e s c r i b i n g Havik Brahmin p o l l u t i o n r u l e s . 

She points out t h a t there are two d i f f e r e n c e s between 

p r i m i t i v e ideas of d i r t and our own today: our idea i s 

not a s s o c i a t e d w i t h r e l i g i o n , but we think of i t as a 

matter of hygiene or a e s t h e t i c s ; and i t i s dominated by 

731 732 
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our knowledge of germs. I f , however, we wish properly 

t o understand our idea of d i r t we must ignore modern 

bacter i o l o g y , s i n c e the idea i t s e l f e x i s t e d long before 

such s c i e n t i f i c discovery. I f we do so, we are l e f t w i t h 

the d e f i n i t i o n of d i r t as t h a t which i s out of place, 

and what i s d i r t y 'includes a l l the r e j e c t e d element of 
734 

ordered systems*. 

Douglas proceeds to emphasise how fundamental to 

our ways of p e r c e i v i n g the world i s the imposition of 

order upon the multitude of s e n s a t i o n s r e c e i v e d by us. 

Nor i s the imposition of order a merely i n d i v i d u a l matter: 

i n many r e s p e c t s the order we observe i n the world i s a 

matter of communal agreement. Nevertheless, the 

ambiguous and anomalous e x i s t and must be d e a l t with: 

by f i t t i n g them i n t o the accepted system of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , 

or by dest r o y i n g them, or by e s t a b l i s h i n g r u l e s of 

avoidance, or by d e c l a r i n g them dangerous and t h e r e f o r e 

unacceptable, or by i n c o r p o r a t i n g them i n t o r i t u a l and 
735 

thereby attempting to deepen understanding of e x i s t e n c e * . 

(. I t i s at t h i s point t h a t we begin to see the profound 

i n f l u e n c e of Durkheim on Douglas, and the reason f o r her 

i n s i s t e n c e t h a t i f Durkheim's main t h e s i s i s true, i t 

must be true f o r a l l s o c i e t i e s , modern as w e l l as 

p r i m i t i v e . 'The idea of s o c i e t y i s a powerful image. 

I t i s potent i n i t s own r i g h t to c o n t r o l or to s t i r men 

to a c t i o n . T h i s image has form; i t has e x t e r n a l boundaries, 

margins, i n t e r n a l s t r u c t u r e . I t s o u t l i n e s contain power 

PD p. 35. PD pp. 35-40. 
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to reward conformity and repulse a t t a c k . There i s 

energy i n i t s margins and unstructured a r e a s . For symbols 

of s o c i e t y any human experience of s t r u c t u r e s , margins 
736 

or boundaries i s ready to hand'. 

Douglas p o i n t s out how t h i n g s l i k e cross-roads, 

doors and c l o t h e s can be used to symbolise s o c i a l changes, 

and how much b e t t e r the l i v i n g organism i s able to do 

t h i s , i n c l u d i n g the human body. The v a r i o u s r i s k s and 

problems which face a c u l t u r e are t h e r e f o r e r e f l e c t e d 

i n the way the body i s t r e a t e d , and the ancient I s r a e l i t e 

concern w i t h the p o l l u t i n g e f f e c t s of b o d i l y i s s u e s 

r e f l e c t s t h e i r a n x i e t y to p r o t e c t t h e i r boundaries, 

t h e i r p o l i t i c a l and c u l t u r a l u n i t y against p e r s i s t e n t 

outside t h r e a t s . 'The threatened boundaries of t h e i r body 

p o l i t i c would be w e l l mirrored i n t h e i r c a r e f o r the 
737 

i n t e g r i t y , u n i t y and p u r i t y of the p h y s i c a l body'. We 

may add what Douglas does not s t a t e e x p l i c i t l y , that the 

736 
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PD p. 114. Cf. remarks on LeVy-Bruhl and Durkheim, 
pp. 75-76; and R.P. C a r r o l l , REBELLION AND DISSENT IN 
ANCIENT ISRAELITE SOCIETY, ZEITSCHRIFT FDR DIE ALTTESTA-
MENTLICHE WISSENSCHAFT 1977, pp. 176-204. ' A l l 
s o c i e t i e s attempt to c o n s t r u c t t h e i r view of r e a l i t y 
i n such a way t h a t t h e i r world may be viewed as 
o r d e r l y . Part of t h i s o r d e r l y s t r u c t u r e i s the c l a s s 
i f i c a t i o n of elements int o good or bad, c l e a n and 
unclean, l e g i t i m a t e and i l l e g i t i m a t e , i n c l u s i o n and 
e x c l u s i o n . Conformity to these s o c i a l norms then 
c r e a t e s a s o c i a l i d e n t i t y . This i d e n t i t y may be 
threatened by groups or i n d i v i d u a l s who break the 
taboos or become unclean i n any way. A c e r t a i n t e n s i o n 
e x i s t s i n a l l s o c i e t i e s between those who s t r i v e to 
maintain the cosmic order of t h e i r s o c i e t y and those 
who would endanger that order by d e l i b e r a t e or 
a c c i d e n t a l a c t i o n s * , (p. 176.) 
PD p. 124. 
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anci e n t I s r a e l i t e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n i n t o c l e a n and unclean 

r e f l e c t s p r e c i s e l y the same concern: boundaries are to 

be s t r i c t l y observed, with no r i s k of ambiguity, so that 

the h o l i n e s s , the separateness of I s r a e l from other peoples, 

may be f i r m l y preserved. T h i s explanation, however, i s 

q u i t e d i f f e r e n t from that which l a b e l s p a r t i c u l a r c r e a t u r e s 

as of heathen s i g n i f i c a n c e and t h e r e f o r e to be r e j e c t e d , 

s i n c e i t i s based on a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of a l l c r e a t u r e s 

which i n c l u d e s some and excludes others whether they are 

a s s o c i a t e d with the r e l i g i o u s p r a c t i c e s of foreign nations 

or not. The reason f o r the judgement a l s o becomes, on 

Douglas's t h e s i s as on Durkheim's, an unconscious or 

l a r g e l y unconscious one: the s o c i a l i n f l u e n c e s which', are 

at work i n a case l i k e t h i s go too deep, are of too 

fundamental a s i g n i f i c a n c e to be the s u b j e c t of normal 

conscious r e f l e c t i o n . A given c r e a t u r e , such as the pig, 

might a l s o have been known to be prominent i n , say, 

Canaanite r i t u a l , and there might have been a conscious 

r e j e c t i o n of i t on that account; but t h i s would s t i l l not 

a l t e r the f a c t that the r e a l reason f o r the e x c l u s i o n of 

pork from the d i e t was a deep-seated r e j e c t i o n of a l l t h a t 

was anomalous or ambiguous as a s i n i s t e r t h r e a t to the 

i n t e g r i t y of Jacob, and a conscious r e j e c t i o n of Canaanitism 

would only be the strengthening r a t i o n a l i s a t i o n of an 

unconscious or h a l f - c o n s c i o u s i n t o l e r a n c e . 

Douglas r e f e r s to a c r i t i c i s m of Levy-Bruhl made by 

Evans-Pritchard, i n which the l a t t e r s t a t e s t h a t Levy-Bruhl 

should have examined v a r i a t i o n s i n s o c i a l s t r u c t u r e and 

r e l a t e d them to concomitant v a r i a t i o n s i n p a t t e r n s of 
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thought. Douglas h e r s e l f s e t s about t h i s t a s k and 

i n so doing r e v e a l s j u s t how c l o s e she b e l i e v e s the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between r e l i g i o u s b e l i e f and p r a c t i c e i s w ith 
739 

the s t r u c t u r e of s o c i e t y . Her main argument i s t h a t 

an i n d i v i d u a l ' s a t t i t u d e to symbols i s d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d 

to, i s the outcome and r e f l e c t i o n of h i s p l a c e i n a 

given s o c i e t y . The degree to which symbols are used or 

not used, and what symbols are used or not used, vary i n 

a p r e d i c t a b l e way according to whether c e r t a i n s o c i a l 

v a r i a b l e s are present or not. Therefore, i f we are 

presented with an accurate d e s c r i p t i o n of a given c u l t u r e 

without being t o l d what symbols are important i n i t , we 

can s a f e l y deduce the information about the symbols; and 

i f we know the symbols, then we can s a f e l y i n f e r general 

c o n c l u s i o n s about the s t r u c t u r e of a given s o c i e t y . 

The c h a r a c t e r of s o c i a l l i f e and i n s t i t u t i o n s i s 

a l s o c l o s e l y r e l a t e d to the a t t i t u d e of the i n d i v i d u a l 

to h i s body. The way the body i s t r e a t e d i n r e l i g i o u s 

r i t u a l , i n magic and w i t c h c r a f t , i n sexual r e l a t i o n s , 

i n everyday meeting w i t h other people, w i l l r e f l e c t the 

kind of s o c i e t y of which the i n d i v i d u a l i s a p a r t and h i s 

own a t t i t u d e towards i t . 

Douglas d i v i d e s the types of s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p 

i n t o what she c a l l s ' grid' and 'group'. The l a t t e r term 

has an obvious enough meaning: the sense of being w i t h i n 

or without a c e r t a i n s o c i a l boundary, a f e e l i n g which 

v a r i e s from being very weak to being very strong. The 

738 739 
PD p. 75. M. Douglas, NATURAL SYMBOLS, London 1970. 
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The g r i d r e f e r s to p e r s o n a l l y f e l t r e l a t i o n s h i p s , ' r u l e s 

which r e l a t e one person to others on an ego-centred 
. 740 

b a s i s ' . These r u l e s w i l l r e f e r to such matters as 

age and sex which w i l l supply c r i t e r i a f o r determining the 

'proper' r e l a t i o n s h i p s between i n d i v i d u a l s i n a given 

group. 

This formula w i l l enable us to c l a s s i f y s o c i a l 

r e l a t i o n s i n a l l s o c i e t i e s r e g a r d l e s s of p o l i t i c a l 

s t r u c t u r e , i n d u s t r i a l complexity or e c o l o g i c a l v a r i e t y . 

' A l l I>am concerned with i s a formula f o r c l a s s i f y i n g 

r e l a t i o n s which can be applied e q u a l l y to the s m a l l e s t 

band of hunters and g a t h e r e r s as to the most i n d u s t r i a l i s e d 

n a t i o n s . A l l we need to know i s the way i n which these 

r e l a t i o n s are s t r u c t u r e d according to two independently 
741 

va r y i n g c r i t e r i a which I have c a l l e d g r i d and group'. 
Douglas has been much influ e n c e d by the work of 

Pr o f e s s o r B a s i l B e r n s t e i n i n h i s i n v e s t i g a t i o n of l i n g u i s t i c 

usage. His conclusion i s t h a t language can be di v i d e d 

i n t o two types of code: a r e s t r i c t e d code, the c h i e f 

purpose of which i s to r e - i n f o r c e the s o c i a l s t r u c t u r e , 

even though i t may at the same time convey information; and 

an elaborated code, which i s f a r more complex and f l e x i b l e , 

and i s used p r i m a r i l y to convey the unique experience of 

the i n d i v i d u a l . Both codes are the products of a given 

s o c i a l s i t u a t i o n . They are mediated to a l l of us i n our 

childhood i n the home, and along w i t h the code comes an 

emphasis on e i t h e r p o s i t i o n a l c o n t r o l or personal c o n t r o l . 

• • • / HI * • « 

NS p. v i n . NS p. v n i . 
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The former i n v o l v e s an appeal to s t a t u s i n c o n t r o l l i n g 

behaviour, and only t h i n l y v e i l s an implied t h r e a t of 

f o r c e i f the appeal i s ignored or d e f i e d . L i k e the 

r e s t r i c t e d code i t aims to strengthen s o c i a l s t r u c t u r e : 

concepts are used l i k e 'the grammar school boy', 'the 

teacher', 'father', ' s o c i a l worker', ' c h i l d of t h a t 

age', and so on. Personal c o n t r o l works according to 

reason and persuasion and s t i m u l a t e s r e f l e c t i o n and the 

formation of one's own opinion; and i s obviously r e l a t e d 

to the prime funct i o n of the elaborated code. Language 

i s t h e r e f o r e not j u s t a simple datum, a k i n d of n e u t r a l 

t o o l , but r a t h e r the product of s o c i a l environment 

determining to a very l a r g e degree the c h a r a c t e r of 

i n d i v i d u a l experience. 

'This present book', s t a t e s Douglas, ' i s an essay 

i n applying B e r n s t e i n ' s approach to the a n a l y s i s of 

r i t u a l . I t w i l l help us to understand r e l i g i o u s behaviour 

i f we can t r e a t r i t u a l forms, l i k e speech forms, as 

t r a n s m i t t e r s of c u l t u r e , which are generated i n s o c i a l 

r e l a t i o n s and which, by t h e i r s e l e c t i o n s and emphases, 
. . . . 742 e x e r c i s e a c o n s t r a i n i n g e f f e c t on s o c i a l behaviour*. 

The group and g r i d formula i s an adaptation of 

•Bernstein's method to make i t s u i t a b l e as a t o o l for the 

a n a l y s i s of a l l kinds of s o c i e t y . Douglas's method i s , 

i n f a c t , a h i g h l y g e n e r a l i s e d form of B e r n s t e i n ' s method. 

The r e s u l t of u s i n g t h i s a n a l y s i s i s the d i v i s i o n of peoples 

i n t o four main types, a simple diagrammatic r e p r e s e n t a t i o n 

NS p. 21. 
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g i v i n g the g r i d as a v e r t i c a l l i n e and the group as a 

h o r i z o n t a l l i n e , movement along each l i n e from l e f t to 

r i g h t or bottom to top i n d i c a t i n g an i n c r e a s e from 

minimal experience of d e f i n i t i o n to maximum. Where ego-

centred r e l a t i o n s h i p s are i l l defined or non-existent and 

boundaries of the s o c i a l u n i t a l s o i l l defined and almost 

non-existent, t h e r e i s no i n t e r e s t i n r i t u a l and t here 

are no taboos or other r e l i g i o u s or s u p e r s t i t i o u s b e l i e f s 

concerning the body. Where group and g r i d are s l a c k , 

b o d i l y c o n t r o l i s s l a c k . There are no s o c i a l boundaries 

of any s i g n i f i c a n c e , and t h e r e f o r e b o d i l y boundaries are 

of no s i g n i f i c a n c e . 

As we move to the other extreme where r o l e s , s t a t u s 

and boundaries are c l e a r l y defined, we f i n d strong i n t e r e s t 

i n r i t u a l , and i n s i s t e n t c o n t r o l of the body, w i t h punish

ment f o r d e v i a t i o n from orthodox observance. S o c i a l 

boundaries are s i g n i f i c a n t and t h e r e f o r e so are b o d i l y 

boundaries. The whole of r i t u a l i s a c o l l e c t i o n of symbols, 

any one of which can mean a great deal to a member of 

the community because r e l a t i o n s h i p s are so c l o s e k n i t 

that t here i s r a p i d and spontaneous mutual understanding: 

the elaborated code i s not needed and could e a s i l y be 

d i s r u p t i v e . 

Where the group i s strong but the g r i d weak, 

communities w i t h i n the group, such as f. m i l i e s and c l a n s , 

are thrown together but confused through la c k of the 

d e f i n i t i o n of r o l e s . 'To l i v e i n t h i s kind of s o c i e t y 

i s to l i v e crowded together with one's f e l l o w humans i n 

d i s o r d e r l y competition ... hazards and f r u s t r a t i o n s are 
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produced by f e l l o w humans'. Here, w i t c h c r a f t b e l i e f s 

f l o u r i s h , the n a t u r a l f r u i t of envy, fav o u r i t i s m , s u s p i c i o n . 

The i n t e r n a l confusion of the body p o l i t i c i s r e f l e c t e d 

i n the i n t e r n a l c o r r u p t i o n of the witch, and the t h r e a t 

he poses to the i n t e r n a l h e a l t h of other members of the 

community. The w i t c h sometimes uses samples of i n t e r n a l 

b o d i l y substances; and the r i t u a l s of such a group are 

focussed on witches - c l e a n s i n g , k i l l i n g , hunting; c u r i n g 

from the e f f e c t s of w i t c h c r a f t . 

Where the g r i d i s strong and the o v e r a l l group weak, 

there i s f r e e competition and the l e a d e r i s the one who 

can i n f a c t succeed. There i s l i t t l e or no emphasis 

on morals, and r e l i g i o n i s a means to an end. R i t u a l i s 

a magical means of a c h i e v i n g given ends. 'To sum up, 

there i s a range of s o c i e t i e s w ith a s e c u l a r b i a s . For 

them the u n i v e r s e poses t e c h n i c a l problems devoid of 

e t h i c s and metaphysics. Other i n t e l l i g e n t beings must 

be p r o p i t i a t e d , not worshipped. The Ifugao man recognises 

no one d e i t y but a host of p e t t y bureaucrats who can be 

expected to e x t o r t and e x p l o i t . "He sees the d e i t i e s 

as having s u p e r i o r power and conceives no other way to 

get along w i t h them than to b r i b e them i n one way or another. 

He regards prayer unaccompanied by an o f f e r i n g as so much 

breath". Their r e l i g i o n i s thoroughly mercenary. Others, 

l i k e the B a s s e r i nomads, are simply i r r e l i g i o u s . We conclude 

t h a t the s e c u l a r world view i s no modern development, but 

appears when group boundaries are weak and ego-focussed 

NS p. 109. 
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744 g r i d i s strong'. 

Douglas i s not merely concerned to r e l a t e r i t u a l 

p r a c t i c e and the a t t i t u d e s immediately revealed i n 

behaviour to s o c i a l s t r u c t u r e . She a l s o argues f o r a 

c l o s e l i n k between s o c i a l v a r i a b l e s and more f a r - r e a c h i n g 

cosmological b e l i e f s , t h e o l o g i c a l or metaphysical. As 

we have j u s t seen where g r i d i s strong and group weak, 

mastery of techniques to b r i n g success i s of prime 

s i g n i f i c a n c e . 'No techniques of r e - i n t e g r a t i o n and reconc

i l i a t i o n are provided, s i n c e there i s no conception of 

offence against the community, only of feilure. There are 

no over-arching d o c t r i n e s of s i n and atonement. I n 

these s o c i e t i e s , the idea of the s e l f i s f r e e from s o c i a l 

c o n s t r a i n t . The s e l f i s valued uniquely f o r i t s own 

sake, not f o r any c o n t r i b u t i o n i t can make to the whole'. 

Where the group i s strong, the powers t h a t c o n t r o l 

the universe are anthropomorphically conceived and 'The 

idea of the s e l f i s surrounded with p r i c k l y moral contexts 
745 

i n which i t has to operate'. 

Where the g r i d i s weak and the group strong ' a s c e t i c 

a t t i t u d e s express the r e j e c t i o n of what i s e x t e r n a l , the 

husk, the empty s h e l l , the contamination of the senses. 

S t r i c t c o n t r o l s are s e t on b o d i l y enjoyment and on the 
746 

gateways of sensual experience'. 

744 
NS p. 139. The quotation i s from R.F. Barton, THE 
RELIGION OF THE IFUGAOS. MEMOIRS OF AMERICAN 
ANTHROPOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION, No. 65, 1946, p. 17. 

745 746 
NS p. 142. NS p. 143. 
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For Douglas, c e r t a i n c o n c l u s i o n s are obvious: F i r s t , 

Harvey Cox i s wrong i n t h i n k i n g of s e c u l a r i s m as " e s s e n t i a l l y 
747 

a product of the c i t y ' . Second, those who condemn the 

•Bog I r i s h ' f o r t h e i r attachment to r i t u a l observance, 

such as abstinence from meat on F r i d a y s , have f a i l e d to 

see that the I r i s h labourer i n London f i n d s sat f a c t i o n 

i n such r i t u a l because of h i s s o c i a l o r i g i n s and h i s s o c i a l 

needs. Those who wish to r e p l a c e such r i t u a l w i t h moral 

e x h o r t a t i o n and humanitarianism are l i k e w i s e e x p r e s s i n g 

t h e i r own s o c i a l background and needs: and i t i s t h e r e f o r e 

not s u r p r i s i n g t hat misunderstanding a r i s e s between p r i e s t 
i 748 and people. 

Third, notions of compensation are completely 

inadequate as explanations of r e l i g i o u s p r a c t i c e and 
749 

b e l i e f . Fourth, r i t u a l observances and b e l i e f s i n 

the Old Testament must be understood•in terms of the 

s o c i a l s t r u c t u r e of I s r a e l . Abstinence from pork, l i k e 

a bstinence from meat on F r i d a y s , i s a badge of membership, 

but the symbol i s not a mere attachment l i k e a l a b e l : 

i t a c t i v e l y expresses something deeply f e l t . The pig 

i s s i n g l e d out as e s p e c i a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t because of the 

a c t i o n of Antiochus Epiphanes and the fervour and heroism 

of I s r a e l i t e n a t i o n a l i s t s , t h i s example b i t i n g deep i n t o 

what we might c a l l the n a t i o n a l consciousness. I t has 

nothing to do with the p i g qua pig; and the l e s s such 

observance has meaning f o r the r e s t of the world, the 

747 748 
NS p. X. ° NS chapter 3, pp. 37-53. Cf. pp. 3-4. 749 NS. See e.g. pp. x i n - x v i . 
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g r e a t e r i t s meaning f o r I s r a e l . Furthermore, concern 

with bodily p u r i t y r e f l e c t s the need f o r I s r a e l to p r o t e c t 

i t s e l f from the t h r e a t s to i t s n a t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r and 
751 

e x i s t e n c e posed by powerful neighbours. 

I n her l a t e s t book, a c o l l e c t i o n of a r t i c l e s and 

essays, Mary Douglas s t a t e s , 'My wish has always been 

to take s e r i o u s l y Durkheim's idea t h a t the p r o p e r t i e s of 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n systems d e r i v e from and are indeed 

p r o p e r t i e s of the s o c i a l systems i n which they are used ... 

But the questions about c l a s s i f i c a t i o n systems have to 

be we11-matched by questions about the s o c i a l systems 
752 

t h a t generate them'. T h i s statement occurs m the 

f i n a l chapter of the book, an essay e n t i t l e d 'Self-Evidence', 

and Douglas's main point i s that what appears to an 

i n d i v i d u a l to be n e c e s s a r i l y , s e l f - e v i d e n t l y t r u e about 

the world around him i s determined by the s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s 

which make up the community of which he i s a p a r t , and 

she sees t h i s as a n a t u r a l development from her e a r l i e r 

work. The d i f f e r e n c e between the e a r l i e r work and the 

l a t e r i s t h a t the anomalies which do not f i t accepted 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n were regarded i n the former as i n e v i t a b l y 

r e j e c t e d , but i t i s recognised i n the l a t t e r t h a t they 

are o ften a u s p i c i o u s or ignored. Reaction to anomaly 
753 

v a r i e s from one s o c i e t y to another. However, t h i s 

only s e r v e s to emphasise the need to r e l a t e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

a l l the more c l o s e l y to the s t r u c t u r e of the p a r t i c u l a r 

750 751 
NS pp. 38-41. NS p. 41. Cf. PD p. 124. 

7 5 2 IM p. 296. 7 5 3 IM pp. 280-287. 
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s o c i e t y where i t i s found, and when we r e t u r n to ancient 

I s r a e l i t e judgements concerning the n a t u r a l world i t 

should help us to understand why these judgements should 

have been so d i f f e r e n t from those of Egypt and Mesopotamia 

where d i v i n e animals were worshipped. The reasons f o r 

I s r a e l ' s view of nature, as a l r e a d y suggested l i e s i n 

i t s p o s i t i o n as a small nation surrounded by powerful 

and aggressive enemies, and with boundaries which are 

never strong enough. What i s u t t e r l y i n t o l e r a b l e i n such 

a s o c i e t y i s any ambiguity about membership: there must 

be no doubt as to who i s an I s r a e l i t e and who i s not, and 

t h e r e f o r e l i n e s between c l a s s e s must be c l e a r l y drawn 

and ambiguity f i r m l y r e j e c t e d . The pig, camel, hare 

and rock-badger are almost e l i g i b l e f o r i n c l u s i o n i n 

an acceptable c l a s s , and the p i g even has cloven hooves; 

but none of them a c t u a l l y s a t i s f i e s the c r i t e r i a f o r 

i n c l u s i o n and they must t h e r e f o r e be named as e x p l i c i t l y 
754 

r e j e c t e d anomalies. And i n t h i s way the I s r a e l i t e s 

s y m b o l i c a l l y r e j e c t e d a l l those human beings whose 

ambiguous s t a t u s b l u r r e d t h e i r boundaries and thereby 

threatened the p u r i t y and s t r e n g t h of the nation. 'My 

general argument supposes that i n each constructed world 

of nature, the c o n t r a s t between man and not-man provides 

an analogy f o r the c o n t r a s t between the member of the human 

community and the o u t s i d e r . In the l a s t most i n c l u s i v e 

s e t of c a t e g o r i e s , nature r e p r e s e n t s the o u t s i d e r ' . 

*A people whose experience of f o r e i g n e r s i s d i s a s t r o u s 

IM pp. 303-305. 
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w i l l c h e r i s h p e r f e c t c a t e g o r i e s , r e j e c t exchange and 

r e f u s e d o c t r i n e s of mediation'. 'Animals represent God 

i n general, humans i n general, f o r e i g n e r s i n g e n e r a l . 

As the High P r i e s t and h i s kindred to the common people of 

the nation, as the c l e a n to the unclean, as l i f e to 

death, as humans are t o animals, so were the I s r a e l i t e s 
755 

as a whole to the r e s t of human kin d ' . 

23. A CRITICAL EVALUATION OF DOUGLAS'S THESIS 

The P s y c h o l o g i c a l Aspect 

A very important aspect of Mary Douglas's argument 

i s i t s p s y c h o l o g i c a l nature, and we must t u r n to some 

kind of s o c i a l psychology, i f her argument i s accepted, 

for the c o r r e c t explanations of r i t u a l . T h is i s implied 

i n Leach's comparison of s t r u c t u r a l i s t anthropology with 
756 

Freudian p s y c h o - a n a l y s i s . I t i s implied i n Douglas's 

view t h a t what i s c l a s s i f i e d as d i r t y i s the r e s u l t of 

a s u b j e c t i v e r e a c t i o n on the part of the p e r c i p i e n t ; 

although t h i s i s a p e r c i p i e n t r e a c t i n g as the member of a 

community. I t i s a l s o implied i n the remark t h a t 'Freud 

i s the model f o r a p p r e c i a t i n g the p r i m i t i v e r i t u a l i s t ' , 

and even more c l e a r l y when she says, 'Psychoanalysts 

claim to work cures by manipulating symbols. Has the 

c o n f r o n t a t i o n w i t h the subconscious anything to do w i t h 

p r i m i t i v e s p e l l - b i n d i n g and l o o s i n g ? ' Two s t o r i e s are 

IM p. 289, p. 307, p. 312. Cf. the chapter, DECIPHERING 
A MEAL, pp. 249-275, e s p e c i a l l y pp. 261ff. 
E. Leach, CULTURE AND COMMUNICATION, Cambridge 1976, 
pp. 96-97. 
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then t o l d , one i l l u s t r a t i n g 'group-therapy', and the 
757 other a cure f o r a d i f f i c u l t d e l i v e r y i n c h i l d b i r t h . 

F i n a l l y , hidden mental o r i g i n s are hinted at when she 

t e l l s us t h a t b e l i e f s about the dangers consequent upon 

a breach of the r u l e s of r i t u a l are not to be taken at 
758 

t h e i r face value. 

Durkheim was e x p l i c i t about t h i s point; and i t i s 

a l s o implied i n Douglas's claim t h a t Durkheim i r o n i c a l l y 

i l l u s t r a t e s h i s own t h e s i s , and i n her p e r s i s t e n t r e f e r e n c e 

to what she c a l l s 'guts knowledge' or 'guts response' 
759 

i n the essay on s e l f - e v i d e n c e . 

In t h a t case we must be ready to d i s t i n g u i s h between 

the reasons given by the w r i t e r s of L e v i t i c u s and 

Deuteronomy f o r the r i t u a l s and r u l e s described by them 

and the r e a l reasons which w i l l l i e i n that hidden 

c o n t r o l which s o c i e t y e x e r c i s e s over i t s members. 

Leach cl a i m s that the d e s t r u c t i o n of Nada:b and 

Abihu 'expresses the idea of p u r i f i c a t i o n through s a c r i f i c e 
760 

r a t h e r than d i v i n e r e t r i b u t i o n * . T h i s i s c e r t a i n l y not 

s t a t e d i n the t e x t and must t h e r e f o r e be Leach's 

e x p o s i t i o n of the r e a l reason for, or true o r i g i n of the 

s t o r y and the r i t u a l t h a t goes with i t . Douglas, of 

course, does claim to take s e r i o u s l y the reasons given 

i n L e v i t i c u s and Deuteronomy for the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of 

c r e a t u r e s i n t o clean and unclean, but even these reasons 

themselves r e q u i r e explanation s i n c e i t i s by no means 
7 5 7 PD.pp. 70-72. 7 5 8 PD p. 32. 
7 5 9 EF pp. 359-360. c f . IM pp. x i v and xx; 276-314. 
7 6 0 CC p. 91. 
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r e a d i l y apparent what cloven hooves and chewing the 

cud have to do w i t h the h o l i n e s s of God; and there are 

other cases where we are given no reason at a l l f o r 

uncleanness, such as the v e r y important l i s t of b i r d s . 

I f Douglas's main t h e s i s , which i s a r e v i s e d v e r s i o n of 

Durkheim's, i s accepted, we s h a l l not expect to f i n d the 

r e a l reasons i n the t e x t , and we s h a l l a l s o not be 

s u r p r i s e d at the absence from L e v i t i c u s and Deuteronomy 

of any r e f e r e n c e to the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of Genesis 1, 

which might otherwise be urged as a s e r i o u s o b j e c t i o n t o 

Douglas's e x p o s i t i o n of the t e x t . T his c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

of the n a t u r a l world w i l l have e x e r c i s e d i t s symbolic 

i n f l u e n c e at an unconscious l e v e l i n the minds of the 

p r i e s t l y w r i t e r s and w i l l have been more i n the nature of 

a profound assumption than a conscious premise. 

H i s t o r i c a l explanations of the r u l e s of avoidance, 

such as the r e j e c t i o n of the pig, are i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h 

t h i s argument, and are a l s o , as a matter of f a c t , 

i n t e r n a l l y i n c o n s i s t e n t . Douglas's suggestion t h a t 

abstinence from pork i s the conseuqnce of heroism i n the 

face of p e r s e c u t i o n by Antiochus Epiphanes, apart from 

the f a c t that t h i s i s a very l a t e period i n ancient 

I s r a e l ' s h i s t o r y , i s i n c o n s i s t e n t with the c l a i m t h a t the 

h a t e f u l n e s s of pork r e s u l t e d from the s i t u a t i o n of I s r a e l 
761 

around the period of the E x i l e . We are a l s o l e f t w i t h 

no idea why the camel, hare, rock-badger and a host of 

other c r e a t u r e s should be unclean. 

NS pp. 38-41. Cf. IM pp. 307-309. 
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I t i s f a r more important, however, that t h i s type 

of explanation i s q u i t e d i f f e r e n t from that which sees 

deep-seated f o r c e s at work i n the minds of i n d i v i d u a l s who 

not only make up a given s o c i e t y , but whose outlook i s 

determined by t h a t s o c i e t y which i t s e l f i s c e r t a i n l y f a r 

more than the mere sum of i t s i n d i v i d u a l p a r t s . I t i s 

q u i t e t r u e t h a t the Babylonian conquest and the oppression 

of Antiochus Epiphanes c o n s t i t u t e p a i n f u l concrete 

i l l u s t r a t i o n s of that i n s e c u r i t y which has led to I s r a e l ' s 

symbolic s t r e s s on the need f o r c l e a r boundaries, and on 

such occasions the r u l e s of avoidance w i l l r e c e i v e s p e c i a l 

and perhaps vehement emphasis; but where the. l i n e of 

h i s t o r i c a l development i n t e r s e c t s the l i n e of s o c i a l 

development and mental c l a s s i f i c a t i o n the i n t e r s e c t i o n w i l l 

r e - i n f o r c e but not e s t a b l i s h the symbols of p o l l u t i o n . Thi 

or t h a t h i s t o r i c a l event w i l l not be the r e a l reason f o r 

the r e j e c t i o n of the p i g or anything e l s e , although Douglas 

argument i m p l i e s t h a t the r u l e s of avoidance must have 

o r i g i n a t e d i n h i s t o r i c a l r a t h e r than p r e h i s t o r i c times. 

Her demand for an o v e r a l l explanation of the r u l e s of 

avoidance i m p l i e s the r e j e c t i o n of piecemeal h i s t o r i c a l 

explanations as w e l l as any other type of piecemeal 

e x p o s i t i o n of the t e x t . Her statement t h a t the p i g 

c a r r i e d the odium of m u l t i p l e p o l l u t i o n r e v e a l s the same 

confusion: f a i l u r e to get i n t o the c l a s s of ungulates 

on the one hand, and the f a c t that i t was reared as food 

by n o n - I s r a e l i t e s on the other, are explanations at two 

d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s , and i t i s the f i r s t which c o n s t i t u t e s 
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Douglas's r e a l c o n t r i b u t i o n to the debate. 762 She has 

h e r s e l f recognised t h a t the second i s open to the o b j e c t i o n 

t h a t other* animals reared, s a c r i f i c e d and consumed by 

i s made easy by the f a c t t h a t both explanations are 

concerned w i t h the r e j e c t i o n of fo r e i g n elements, but the 

d i s t i n c t i o n between them i s n e v e r t h e l e s s very important 

and must be observed. 

The Evidence of Field-Work 

Before proceeding to f u r t h e r questions about Douglas's 

approach to the I s r a e l i t e s ' view of nature, we must 

recognise the strength of her main t h e s i s . Although, as 

she h e r s e l f says, only an anthropologist can evaluate i t , " ^ ^ 

the evidence i s such t h a t even a layman can a p p r e c i a t e 

t h a t i t cannot be e a s i l y d ismissed or ignored. Unless we 

are prepared to see the p o s i t i o n of I s r a e l i n the world i n 

a s t r i c t l y fundamentalist sense, the analogy with other 

c u l t u r e s suggests what could be a f r u i t f u l l i n e of 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . Douglas's approach recognises the strange

ness and apparent i r r a t i o n a l i t y of the r u l e s of avoidance 

without i n v o l v i n g the a s c r i p t i o n to the I s r a e l i t e s of a 

t o t a l outlook and m e n t a l i t y which i s q u i t e e x t r a o r d i n a r y 

and removed from our own by an unbridgeable chasm. 

Douglas's own work among the L e l e of the Congo makes 

a connection between s o c i a l l i f e and c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of the 

n a t u r a l world obvious. The opposition between mankind and 

f o r e i g n e r s were not r e j e c t e d as unclean. 763 Confusion 

762 IM p. 272. 763 PD pp. 48-49. 764 NS p. x v i . 
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the animals i s a d i s t i n c t i o n b a s i c to L e l e t h i n k i n g and 

behaviour. Men are, or ought to be, c h a r a c t e r i s e d by 

'buhonyi', which i s shame, shyness or modesty; while 

animals are c h a r a c t e r i s e d by l a c k of buhonyi. Some animals 

however, show some degree of buhonyi, by washing i n water 

or s h y l y hiding i n holes or c u r l i n g i n t o a b a l l on the 

approach of men, and they are t h e r e f o r e put i n t o a c l a s s 

of t h e i r own. An e s s e n t i a l p a r t of buhonyi i s r e v u l s i o n 

from 'hama', which i s t h a t which arouses or ought to 

arousedisgust, but i t i n c l u d e s not only what we should 

recognise as d i r t , but a l s o cows* milk and eggs, and the 

f l e s h of c a t s , dogs, goats and pigs, s i n c e i t would be 

d i s g u s t i n g to eat the f l e s h of tame or domesticated animals 

There are important d i s t i n c t i o n s between the meat 

men may eat and t h a t which women may eat, and the f o r e s t 

w i t h i t s s p i r i t u a l s t r e n g t h and f e r t i l i t y i s a s s o c i a t e d 

w i t h men while the barren g r a s s l a n d i s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h 

women, the d i s t i n c t i o n being made c l e a r and enforced by 

r e l i g i o u s p r a c t i c e . C e r t a i n c u l t groups can eat c e r t a i n 

animals or p a r t s of animals, others being forbidden to 

do so on pain of c o n t r a c t i n g dangerous d i s e a s e . Those 

who have begotten c h i l d r e n , f o r example, can eat the young 

of animals, which would presumably be otherwise dangerous 

to them. No one with an a f f l i c t e d part would eat the 

corresponding p a r t of an animal. Men who have begotten 

twins have an intimate connection with animals s i n c e 

animals, u n l i k e most human beings, reproduce by m u l t i p l e 

b i r t h s , t h i s being another important d i s t i n c t i o n between 

mankind and the animals. T h i s g i v e s the f a t h e r s of twins 

s p e c i a l hunting magic, but at the same time they must avoid 



- 488 -

eatin g or even seeing the unborn young of animals. 

These few b r i e f l y d escribed f a c t s and much e l s e 

t h a t Douglas records show how both c o n t r a s t and l i n k s w ith 

the animal world profoundly a f f e c t L e l e thought and 

p r a c t i c e ; not so much by way of conscious r e f l e c t i o n as 

through assumptions about animals and humans. 'These 

assumptions are so fundamental to L e l e thought t h a t one 

could almost d e s c r i b e them as unformulated c a t e g o r i e s 

through which they unconsciously organise t h e i r experience. 

They could never emerge i n r e p l y to d i r e c t questions because 

i t was impossible f o r L e l e to suppose t h a t the questioner 
765 

might take h i s standpoint on another s e t of assumptions'. 

For the L e l e , water i s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h the s p i r i t s 

which c o n t r o l f e r t i l i t y , and t h e r e f o r e a l l a q u a t i c c r e a t u r e s 

have t h i s a s s o c i a t i o n too. Land animals which are c l o s e l y 

a s s o c i a t e d w i t h water do not f i t i n t o the normal c l a s s i f i 

c a t i o n and become the s u b j e c t s of r u l e s of avoidance: . f o r 

example, the w i l d bush pig frequents streams, and a l s o 

breeds p r o l i f i c a l l y ; the water-chevrotain i s an antelope 

which hides i n the water w i t h only i t s n o s t r i l s showing; 

and these c r e a t u r e s are t h e r e f o r e c l o s e l y a s s o c i a t e d w i t h 

s p i r i t s , and t h e r e f o r e avoided by pregnant women. When 

Douglas in q u i r e d about such animals, however, she was not 

given explanations of t h i s s o r t but merely a d e s c r i p t i o n 

of the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the animals i n question as i f 

t h i s was a s u f f i c i e n t i n d i c a t i o n of t h e i r oddity, t h i s 

being the k i n d of r e a c t i o n to the n a t u r a l world which 

765 IM p. 28 
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.Douglas.' d e s c r i b e s as a 'gut response*. 

Perhaps the most i n t e r e s t i n g of the anomalous 

c r e a t u r e s i s the pangolin, or s c a l y a n t - e a t e r . For the 

L e l e the pangolin has the s c a l y body and t a i l of a f i s h , 

but i n s t e a d of dwelling the water climbs i n the t r e e s with 

four l i t t l e l e g s . I t does not f l e e the hunter but w a i t s 

to be k i l l e d ; and i t does not reproduce i t s e l f l i k e a 

f i s h or l i z a r d , but l i k e humans, g i v e s b i r t h to one o f f 

s p r i n g at a time, and s u c k l e s i t s young. For the L e l e i t 

i s pre-eminently s u i t e d to performing the r o l e of mediator 

between humans and animals, and i t i s the centre of an 

important c u l t i n which i t i s regarded as the voluntary 

and d i g n i f i e d v i c t i m , and the c e l e b r a t i o n of which w i l l 

a s s ure f e r t i l i t y i n women and success i n the chase. 

Douglas, however, f a c e s the question why the anomalous 

pig should be r e j e c t e d by the I s r a e l i t e s , but the anomalous 

pangolin should be revered as a source of power by the 

L e l e . The answer b r i n g s us back to her c e n t r a l , Durkheimian 

t h e s i s . Douglas d e s c r i b e s at some length the system 
766 

of marriage a l l i a n c e s between v i l l a g e s and c l a n s , and 

l i n k s t h i s with animal c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , and her c o n c l u s i o n 

may be summarised i n the f o l l o w i n g quotations: 'As I 

read i t , the L e l e are the most open to f o r e i g n a l l i a n c e , 

the I s r a e l i t e s the l e a s t 'At most I am supposing 

that these r u l e s of marriage w i t h t h e i r p o l i t i c a l p e n a l t i e s 

and rewards are to be found imprinted upon the c a t e g o r i e s 

IM pp. 297-302. 
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of nature ... So I-argue that t h e i r experience of mediation 

i n marriage and p o l i t i c a l a l l i a n c e allows them to imagine 

an e f f e c t i v e r e l i g i o u s mediator'. 'A people who have 

nothing to l o s e by exchange and everything to gain w i l l 

be predisposed towards the hybrid being, wearing the 

c o n f l i c t i n g s i g n s , man/god or man/beast. A people whose 

experience of f o r e i g n e r s i s d i s a s t r o u s w i l l c h e r i s h 

p e r f e c t c a t e g o r i e s , r e j e c t exchange and r e f u s e d o c t r i n e s 
*-• . 7 6 7 of mediation'. 

Douglas admits that her idea i s s p e c u l a t i v e , but 

she appeals to the work of two other a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s as 

confirming her own conclusions, and indeed as an a i d to 

the c l a r i f i c a t i o n of her i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of her own f i e l d -
768 

work among the L e l e . 

S. J . Tambiah has demonstrated a c l o s e connection 

between a t t i t u d e s to animals and r u l e s about sex and 

marriage i n N.E. Thailand. The notions of eating and 

sexual i n t e r c o u r s e are c l o s e l y r e l a t e d , and there i s a l s o 

a strong p r o h i b i t i o n a g a i n s t marriage between blood 

brothers and s i s t e r s and f i r s t cousins, and a g a i n s t 

marrying outside one's own generation. More d i s t a n t 

r e l a t i v e s and s t r a n g e r s may marry; but second cousins occupy 

an u n c e r t a i n p o s i t i o n , and i f they marry they have to 

undergo a ceremony i n which they eat r i c e from a t o r t o i s e 

s h e l l i n i m i t a t i o n of dogs, i n order to deceive the super-

7 6 7 IM pp. 297, 299, 307. 
76R 

M. Douglas (e d . ) , RULES AND MEANINGS, Harmondsworth 
1973, pp. 127-166. Cf. IM pp. 287, 306. 
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n a t u r a l beings who watch over these t h i n g s . T h i s i s 

because dogs commit i n c e s t and ignore r e l a t i v e age 

d i s t i n c t i o n s . The dog i s a symbol of i r r e g u l a r sexual 

r e l a t i o n s and uncleanness, and while i t i s given the 

freedom of the house i t i s never allowed i n the s l e e p i n g 

q u a r t e r s . I t f e a t u r e s i n the worst type of i n s u l t , i s 

a b s o l u t e l y forbidden as food, and i s t r e a t e d as a degraded 

human. 

The b u f f a l o on the other hand, i s a respected animal 

which dwells beneath the s l e e p i n g q u a r t e r s of the house; 

houses being r a i s e d on poles. To the b u f f a l o alone among 

animals i s a t t r i b u t e d s p i r i t u a l essence; r e l a t i v e age s t a t u s 

i s recognised f o r b u f f a l o e s ; i t i s s i n f u l to make the 

buff a l o work on the Buddhist sabbath; i t may be eaten on 

only ceremonial o c c a s i o n s and the animal i n question must 

be acquired from another household or v i l l a g e . I f a 

buf f a l o reared i n the household i s slaughtered the same e v i l 

consequences follow as i n the case of breaking marriage 

and sex r u l e s . 'The a t t i t u d e s toward the b u f f a l o and ox 

i n r e s p e c t to t h e i r k i l l i n g and eat i n g thus show a 

correspondence to the a t t i t u d e s r e l a t i n g to the proper 

marriage and sex r e l a t i o n s h i p s among human beings ... The 

bu f f a l o and the ox t h a t belong to the house must not be 

k i l l e d and eaten ( p a r a l l e l i n g p r o h i b i t e d marriage and s e x ) ; 

k i l l i n g and ea t i n g the b u f f a l o and ox i n an approved manner 

corresponds to the r u l e s of c o r r e c t exchange i n marriage 
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and sex r e l a t i o n s ' . 

RM pp. 142-143. 
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The o t t e r i s a water c r e a t u r e , but resembles the 

dog and i s a hated monster. The water monitor moves as 

w e l l on land as i n the water, and i s a l t o g e t h e r i n e d i b l e 

and f i e r c e l y hated, and there i s a s i m i l a r a t t i t u d e to 

the toad which i s c a r e f u l l y d i s t i n g u i s h e d from the e d i b l e 

frog, the l a t t e r being regarded as c l e a r l y a land animal. 

R. Bulmer worked among the Karam i n the highlands 

of New Guinea and discovered t h a t the cassowary was not 
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regarded as a b i r d . The Karam are h i g h l y competent 

observers, and yet t h e i r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of animals i s very 

d i f f e r e n t from t h a t of a modern European, and the unique 

p o s i t i o n of the cassowary i s a s t r i k i n g i l l u s t r a t i o n of 

the f a c t . Bulmer recognised that the s i n g l i n g out of the 

cassowary i s p a r t l y based on c l e a r l y observable d i f f e r e n c e s 

between that c r e a t u r e and other b i r d s , but he a l s o 

r e a l i s e d t h a t these are not an adequate explanation of 

the s t a t u s i t occupies i n the eyes of the Karam. Other 

New Guinea Highlanders regard i t as a b i r d and hunt i t i n 

the usual f a s h i o n . The Karam, on the other hand, use a 

s p e c i a l language when hunting the cassowary, k i l l i t i n 

such a way that i t s blood i s not shed, oblige the k i l l e r 

to eat the heart of the v i c t i m , and p l a c e him i n a r i t u a l l y 

dangerous s t a t e which prevents him p l a n t i n g t a r o or 

approaching the growing t a r o crops for one month. The 

cassowary must be cooked and eaten i n or near the f o r e s t ; 

and l i v e cassowaries must be kept away from homesteads 

and gardens, or otherwise p i g s , ta r o , bananas w i l l not 

RM pp. 167-193. Cf . IM pp. 289-295. 
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f l o u r i s h , t h i s being i n marked c o n t r a s t to the p r a c t i c e 
771 

of other New Guinea Highlanders. 

Bulmer's i n v e s t i g a t i o n s l e d him to the conclusion t h a t 

k i l l i n g the cassowary was equated with k i l l i n g a human 
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being; yet not simply any human being, but r a t h e r those 

of c l o s e k i n s h i p to o n e s e l f . He suggests t h a t t h i s i s 

because c l o s e kinsmen are both a help i n c u l t i v a t i o n of 

the e s s e n t i a l t a r o crop, and at the same time a p o s s i b l e 

t h r e a t to one's ownership of property; 'Cassowaries are 

s i s t e r s , c r o s s cousins ... and t h e i r descendants, t o men. 

T h i s i s r e a l l y v ery appropriate. Brother and s i s t e r are 

mutually dependent, but the s i s t e r i s under the brother's 

c o n t r o l , i s married out ... and i n a sense dispossessed 

of much th a t she would have enjoyed i f she had been a male. 

Your c r o s s - c o u s i n s are the people w i t h moral c l a i m s on 

you which you are n e v e r t h e l e s s sometimes q u i t e r e l u c t a n t 

to meet: and whose names you should not say. You cannot 

keep your r e a l c r o s s - c o u s i n s out of your i n h e r i t a n c e , or 

out of your .taro gardens, at l e a s t not unless and u n t i l you 

are beginning to suspect w i t c h c r a f t and consider homicide. 

How appropriate that you should t r e a t your metaphorical 

c r o s s - c o u s i n s , the cassowaries, with due r e s p e c t when you 

k i l l them, and make e n t i r e l y sure t h a t they never come 
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anywhere near your t a r o ' . 
Bulmer has important t h i n g s to say about the taro 

crop, pandanus nuts, dogs and pigs, and as i n the case 

of Tambiah the argument can only be r e a l l y impressive when 

771 RM pp. 174-178. 7 7 2 RM p. 185. 7 7 3-RM p. 187. 
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the whole of the m a t e r i a l i s considered. I t must a l s o 

be made c l e a r that there can be no d i r e c t analogy between 

the behaviour of the L e l e or the Thais or the Karam on 

the one hand, and the Hebrews of an c i e n t I s r a e l on the 

other; there i s a strong presumption a g a i n s t e x p l a i n i n g 

the behaviour and a t t i t u d e s revealed i n one c u l t u r e by 

d i r e c t comparison with the behaviour and a t t i t u d e s revealed 

i n a d i f f e r e n t c u l t u r e , e s p e c i a l l y one separated from the 

other very widely i n space and time; but i t can be 

l e g i t i m a t e l y claimed that t h e r e i s strong evidence of an 

i n d i r e c t analogy between a l l of them i n t h a t i n each case 

an i n d i v i d u a l ' s c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of animals and general 

view of nature owes something of s i g n i f i c a n c e to the 

c u l t u r e to which he belongs: h i s i n s t i t u t i o n a l and 

t r a d i t i o n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h other people w i t h i n h i s 

s o c i e t y and beyond i t determine to some extent h i s view 

of nature, and the n a t u r a l world i s so i n t e r p r e t e d as to 

become a symbol of personal and s o c i a l concern and a 

means of maintaining the s o c i a l order. This process i s 

unconscious, a matter of assumptions; or at times h a l f 

conscious, under the probing of an i n v e s t i g a t o r , and only 

very r a r e l y the s u b j e c t of f u l l y conscious r e f l e c t i o n . I t 

i s t h e r e f o r e a l l the more powerful and widespread i n i t s 
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i n f l u e n c e . 

Sperber's view that symbolic knowledge i s based on 

what he c a l l s encyclopaedic knowledge i s confirmed. The 

animal and vegetable symbols a c t u a l l y pre-suppose a c l o s e 

acquaintance with n a t u r a l surroundings, and the I s r a e l i t e s 

Cf. I " pp. 148-149. 
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of ancient times were no exception to t h i s r u l e . Sperber 

i s a l s o r i g h t i n h i s i n s i s t e n c e t hat symbolic knowledge 

resembles encyclopaedic, w h i l e a t the same time being 

p u z z l i n g l y d i f f e r e n t , and i f Douglas's main t h e s i s i s 

c o r r e c t we can see why: the symbolic statements about 

animals r e a l l y are statements about the world, but about 

the s o c i e t y of which the i n d i v i d u a l i s a part, and not 

the animals themselves. 

Why human beings should i n t e r p r e t the n a t u r a l 

world i n t h i s way i s another question, but the m a t e r i a l 

gathered together by Mary Douglas and other a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s 

makes i t p l a u s i b l e to suppose t h a t such an a t t i t u d e to 

the n a t u r a l world i s i n f a c t a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of a l l or 

many s o c i e t i e s , i n c l u d i n g ancient I s r a e l . 

The L i m i t a t i o n s of Anthropology 

C e r t a i n problems are r a i s e d by Douglas's argument, 

and these must now be faced. 

In her comparison of the L e l e with ancient I s r a e l , 

Douglas r e f e r s to r e l a t i o n s h i p s between L e l e v i l l a g e s , 

but to I s r a e l ' s r e l a t i o n s h i p as a nation to other n a t i o n s . 

This kind of comparison may be l e g i t i a m t e , but one cannot 

help but wonder i f a proper comparison should not be wi t h . 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s between I s r a e l i t e v i l l a g e s r a t h e r than 

I s r a e l ' s p l a c e among the n a t i o n s . 

There i s a l s o a general problem about the degree 

of c e r t a i n t y which can be claimed by a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s f o r 

t h e i r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of f o r e i g n people's symbolic a c t s 

and statements. A layman i s i n no p o s i t i o n to pass 

judgement i n such a matter, but Raymond F i r t h i l l u s t r a t e s 
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v a r y i n g opinions among modern an t h r o p o l o g i s t s concerning 

the extent to which an i n v e s t i g a t o r can be sure he has 

grasped the t r u t h . 

For example, according to Stanner, Durkheim was 

confused about the c l a n s t r u c t u r e s of the A u s t r a l i a n 

aborigines, made a too sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between the 

sacred and the profane and wrongly i n s i s t e d on g i v i n g 

r e l i g i o u s symbols an e m p i r i c a l , concrete r e f e r e n c e . He 

t h e r e f o r e f a i l e d properly to a p p r e c i a t e the r e a l nature 
. . . . 775 of a b o r i g i n a l t h i n k i n g . 

F i r t h goes on to r a i s e the questions whether the 

observer can r e a l l y c l a i m to know more about symbols used 

than the people who use them; and what e f f e c t there would 

be on the b e l i e v e r i f he were to accept the idea t h a t h i s 

b e l i e f s were i n f a c t f u n c t i o n i n g as s i g n s f o r something 
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q u i t e other than t h e i r apparent r e f e r e n c e . 

Nadel emphasised the c u l t u r a l gap which e x i s t s 

between observer and p a r t i c i p a n t , and the consequent 

d i f f e r e n c e i n thoughts, f e e l i n g s and motivation which must 

e x i s t between them; and a l s o the i n f e r e n t i a l nature of 

the observer's c o n c l u s i o n s . Nadel, of course, drew such 

co n c l u s i o n s , and F i r t h appeals to the view of V i c t o r Turner 

that the observer can take a more detached o v e r a l l view 

of a given s o c i e t y than i t s members can. Nevertheless, 

the need fo r caution i n i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s c l e a r , as F i r t h 

h imself admits w i t h r e f e r e n c e to h i s own work among the 

SPP p. 133. SPP pp. 163-164. 
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T i k o p i a : there i s no such thing as 'proof i n anthro

p o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , but only i n f e r e n c e s of varying 

degrees of p l a u s i b i l i t y . F i r t h a l s o r e f e r s to Monica 

Wison and Audrey Richards as c a r e f u l i n t e r p r e t e r s , u n w i l l i n g 

to go beyond what the evidence of t h e i r informants c l e a r l y 
. . 777 j u s t i f i e s . 

T h is b r i e f r e f e r e n c e to expert opinions.suggests t h a t 

a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s can l e a r n much about p r i m i t i v e peoples, 

but a l s o t h a t c a u t i o n i s needed and that bad mistakes can 

be made. T h i s i s p a r t i c u l a r l y worth bearing i n mind when 

we t r y to apply the f r u i t s of a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l r e s e a r c h to 

the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Old Testament, the l i t e r a t u r e of 

an a n c i e n t people whose l i f e we cannot share and d i r e c t l y 

i n v e s t i g a t e . As P l a t o remarked, i t i s not p o s s i b l e to hold 

a c o n v e r s a t i o n w i t h a book. 

F i r t h a l s o emphasises the importance of i n d i v i d u a l 

b e l i e f i n the use of symbols. According to F i r t h , the 

i n f l u e n c e of Durkheim has encouraged the n e g l e c t of 

i n d i v i d u a l v a r i a t i o n and f o r g e t f u l n e s s of the f a c t t h a t 

b e l i e f s are, a f t e r a l l , h eld by i n d i v i d u a l s . I t i s the 

anthropologist who makes g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s about p u b l i c 

b e l i e f s , or what i s t y p i c a l i n a given s o c i e t y , but such 

g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s can be misleading i f the evidence concern

ing i n d i v i d u a l v a r i a t i o n i s too narrow or i s ignored. 

F i r t h goes on to show how p r i v a t e symbolism, such as t h a t 

of dream or v i s i o n , can have f a r - r e a c h i n g s o c i a l consequences 

and lead to p u b l i c a c t i o n w i t h i t s own p u b l i c symbolism. 

SPP pp. 17 -171; 174-176; 186-187. 
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He i l l u s t r a t e s t h i s a t length from the v i s i o n of Marguerite 

Marie Alaquoque of the Sacred Heart of Jesus, and other 
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v a r i e d examples of the same process. 

This not only c o n s t i t u t e s a f u r t h e r warning about 

the need fo r c a u t i o n i n the a p p l i c a t i o n of a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l 

m a t e r i a l i n Old Testament i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , but suggests 

t h a t there i s a l s o need f o r c a u t i o n i n making i n f e r e n c e s 

about what I s r a e l i t e s i n general a c t u a l l y b e l i e v e d during 

the Old Testament period. 

Matter Out of Place, Holiness and Uncleanness 

We must t u r n next to Douglas's d e f i n i t i o n of d i r t 

as matter out of p l a c e . 

The statements t h a t d i r t i s e s s e n t i a l l y d i s o r d e r , and 

t h a t there i s no absolute d i r t , a r e d i s t i n c t statements, 

although c l o s e l y r e l a t e d f o r the purposes of Douglas's 

argument. Douglas seems to mean that men and women i n a 

given p l a c e develop some idea of what order means: a 

given s o c i e t y evolves,with a c u l t u r e of i t s own. To some 

extent t h i s i s a s u b j e c t i v e process, the order i s not 

j u s t an o b j e c t to be observed; and t h i s f a c t i s r e f l e c t e d 

i n the many d i f f e r e n t c u l t u r e s there are, the d i f f e r e n c e s 

not being e x p l i c a b l e simply as the r e s u l t of d i f f e r i n g 

circumstances. I f d i r t i s e s s e n t i a l l y d i s - o r d e r , the 

judgement as to what c o n s t i t u t e s d i r t then becomes merely 

a c o r o l l a r y of the judgement as to what c o n s t i t u t e s order. 

Edmund Leach supports Mary Douglas's views. 'Earth 

SPP pp. 210-215; 231-237. 
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i n the garden i s j u s t e a r t h ; i t i s normal matter i n i t s 

normal p l a c e . E a r t h i n the k i t c h e n i s d i r t ; i t i s matter 

out of p l a c e . The more s h a r p l y we define our boundaries, 

the more conscious we become of the d i r t t h a t has ambiguous

l y got on to the wrong s i d e of the f r o n t i e r . Boundaries 

become d i r t y by d e f i n i t i o n and we devote a g r e a t deal 

of e f f o r t to keeping them clean, j u s t so t h a t we can 
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preserve confidence i n our category system'. 

T h i s methodological scheme f o r understanding the 

p l a c e of p o l l u t i o n i n any given c u l t u r e i s v e r y simple, 

however complicated i t s a p p l i c a t i o n might be i n p r a c t i c e . 

I t might a l s o be true, but t h i s i s f a r from c e r t a i n , and 

Douglas's c l a i m t h a t what i s d i r t y i s a p u r e l y s u b j e c t i v e 

judgement - l i e s i n the eye of the beholder - i s a 

s u r r e p t i t i o u s way of g a i n i n g support f o r her main t h e s i s 

t h a t d i r t i s e s s e n t i a l l y d i s - o r d e r ; order being a p a r t l y 

conscious and p a r t l y unconscious attempt to g i v e a r a t i o n a l 

account of phenomena. 

I t i s p o s s i b l e , however, t h a t the unclean i s regarded 

as out of harmony w i t h the r e s t of the cosmos simply 

because i t i s unclean. Decisions about the t r u t h or 

f a l s i t y of a e s t h e t i c or moral judgements such as, ' i s 

unclean', are n o t o r i o u s l y d i f f i c u l t ; but the d i f f i c u l t y 

or i m p o s s i b i l i t y of e s t a b l i s h i n g o b j e c t i v e or undeniable 

c r i t e r i a f o r determining t r u t h or f a l s i t y i n such c a s e s 

does not mean that such judgements are never t r u e or 

f a l s e . 

CC p. 61. 



- 500 -

There are many d i f f e r e n t kinds of p o l l u t i o n and 

uncleanness, but i t does seem to be the case t h a t very 

o f t e n the judgement that something i s unclean i s intended 

as a statement about the a c t u a l nature of the o b j e c t i n 

question. I t i s q u i t e true, as Douglas p o i n t s out, t h a t 

something which i s judged d i r t y i n one context, i s accepted 

as normal i n another, but even apparently s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d 

i l l u s t r a t i o n s of t h i s f a c t present p u z z l i n g f e a t u r e s . 

Gardening t o o l s i n the bathroom, f o r example, would not 

be regarded as d i r t y u n l e s s they had been used i n the 

garden and not cleaned. The c l i n g i n g s o i l which makes 

them d i r t y i s , of course, a normal f e a t u r e of the garden, 

and can be knocked o f f or wiped o f f there because i t i s i n 

p l a c e . I t would be hazardous, however, to draw the c o n c l u s i o n 

from t h i s t h at the r e c e n t l y used garden t o o l s are regarded 

as unclean simply because they are i n the bathroom, and 

t h e r e f o r e out of p l a c e . A cake of soap from the bathroom 

would be e q u a l l y out of p l a c e i n the middle of the vegetable 

patch, but i t would not be regarded as t h e r e f o r e d i r t y , 

any more than c l e a n t o o l s would become d i r t y simply by 

being placed i n the bathroom or even i n the bath i t s e l f . 

The cake of soap would become d i r t y by contact w i t h i t s 

surroundings, but i t i s these that i n f l i c t the uncleanness 

on the soap which i s looked upon as p e r f e c t l y c l e a n i n 

i t s e l f . The b r e a k f a s t egg i s not regarded as d i r t y , but 

i f i t i s applied to the newly laundered s h i r t , i t makes 

the s h i r t d i r t y . On the other hand, a button from the 

s h i r t a c c i d e n t a l l y deposited i n the newly b o i l e d egg does 

not make the egg d i r t y , although i t i s j u s t as unwelcome 

i n i t s new s i t u a t i o n as the egg i s on the s h i r t . 
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I n w r i t i n g about detached h a i r and d i f f e r e n t r e a c t i o n s 

to i t i n v a r i o u s circumstances, F i r t h w r i t e s , 'To f i n d a 

s c a l p h a i r i n one's food or a pubic h a i r i n one's bath 

may cause acute r e v u l s i o n . She may, as the poets say,be 

able to draw you to her w i t h a s i n g l e h a i r , but not i f 

the h a i r i s i n the soup. Such r e a c t i o n does not seem to 

be merely a matter of incongruity, the " d i r t as matter i n 

the wrong p l a c e " argument which Mary Douglas has used 
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e f f e c t i v e l y i n her study of p o l l u t i o n ' . 

These t r i v i a l i l l u s t r a t i o n s should make us pause 

before accepting the equation of being out of p l a c e and 

being unclean. Something may be out of place without being 

t h e r e f o r e regarded as unclean; and something may even 

be regarded as d i r t y without being out of p l a c e : a miner 

a t the c o a l face might w e l l be very d i r t y , and f e e l so, but 

the d i r t i n e s s could hardly be s a i d to be out of p l a c e . 

I f t r i v i a l judgements about egg s p a t t e r e d s h i r t s , or 

rakes s u r p r i s i n g l y encountered i n the bathroom can present 

puz z l e s f o r the student of language and thought, how much 

more i s t h i s l i k e l y to be the case when we are c o n s i d e r i n g 

such things as d i r t y minds or d i r t y looks. We may a l s o 

wonder how such c a t e g o r i e s of uncleanness as these are 

r e l a t e d to that uncleanness which makes the camel and the 

hare u n f i t o f f e r i n g s to the God of Jacob. There can be 

no doubt i n these cases t h a t a s e r i o u s judgement i s being 

made about the nature or q u a l i t y of something; and i t i s 

t h i s nature or q u a l i t y which makes i t out of p l a c e i n a 

given s i t u a t i o n or context, and not the i n c o n g r u i t y which 

7 8 0 SPP p. 287. 
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produces the c h a r a c t e r or q u a l i t y of uncleanness. Weeds 

are out of pl a c e i n a garden, and perhaps the being out 

of p l a c e i s p a r t of the d e f i n i t i o n of a weed; but they a r e 

not thereby unclean. 

Douglas could argue t h a t such examples used i n 

c r i t i c i s m of her d e f i n i t i o n of the unclean are indeed too 

t r i v i a l ; they depend, as i t were, upon a too fragmentary 

view of experience. The cake of soap, f o r example, belongs 

to a whole range of things which are clean, over a g a i n s t 

such things as gardening t o o l s which a r e not. The miner 

i s admittedly d i r t y a t the c o a l face, but then, the whole 

co a l mine i s d i r t y , and such work i s d i r t y work over 

a g a i n s t t h a t of the white c o l l a r occupations. The immaculate 

C i t y gent, r e p o r t i n g a t the p i t head would be out of p l a c e 

because of h i s cleanness, l i k e the cake of soap among the 

cabbages, but i t might be held that gentleman and soap must 

be seen as r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s of l a r g e r wholes, and the ' d i r t 

as matter out of p l a c e ' d e f i n i t i o n must be judged at t h a t 

l e v e l . 

I f so, i t i s a case which must be argued and i t 

would appear to be v a s t l y more complicated than the t h e s i s 

argued by Douglas. Bulmer's comment a t the end of h i s 

a r t i c l e on the cassowary i s a f a i r one: ' I am impressed 

by Dr. Douglas's general theory of p o l l u t i o n , t h a t t h i s 

i s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h things t h a t are out of pl a c e i n terms 

of the order which a s o c i e t y seeks to impose upon i t s e l f 

and on the un i v e r s e i t occupies. But the t r o u b l e i s t h a t 

things can be out of p l a c e i n so many d i f f e r e n t ways, 

i n terms of so many d i f f e r e n t , even i f l i n k e d , dimensions. 

The f i r s t problem, o p e r a t i o n a l l y , seems to me to be to 
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ensure t h a t the ethnographic record i s comprehensively 

enough recorded and presented. I hope t h a t t h i s p resent

a t i o n of the Karam ethnography w i l l a t l e a s t i n d i c a t e the 
781 

complexity of the ethnographic t a s k ' . 

Mary Douglas concedes* as we have seen, t h a t anomalous 

animals might be good as w e l l as bad, and perhaps t h i s 

i m p l i e s the surrender of her d e f i n i t i o n of uncleanness. 

D i r t i s o f t e n matter which i s out of place, but matter which 

i s out of p l a c e i s often not d i r t . 

I f t h i s i s so, i t has an important bearing on some 

of her comments on the meaning of b i b l i c a l t e x t s . 

Turning to Douglas's comments on Deuteronomy and 

L e v i t i c u s , t h ere i s much to be s a i d i n favour of her approach 

to the question, which i s to s t a r t w i t h what the t e x t s 

a c t u a l l y say, to note t h a t each of the i n j u n c t i o n s i s based 

on the idea of s e p a r a t i o n . Douglas i s p e r f e c t l y w e l l 

aware, however, t h a t t h i s meaning i s q u i t e inadequate as a 

rendering of (j) as a c t u a l l y used i n the Old Testament. 

She r e f e r s to the r a t h e r t h i n rendering of L e v i t i c u s 11:46 

i n Knox's v e r s i o n , ' I am s e t apart and you must be s e t 

apart l i k e me'j and an even b e t t e r example would be the 

attempt to t r a n s l a t e 'holy' as 'set a p a r t ' i n I s a i a h 6:3, 

which, i n f a c t , Knox t r a n s l a t e s 'Holy, holy, holy i s the 
782 

Lord God of Hosts'. And there are many other such 

examples. Whatever the l i t e r a l e q u i v a l e n t i n modern 

E n g l i s h might be of G>~T̂  , i t i s q u i t e evident t h a t the 

I s r a e l i t e regarded God, and what c l o s e l y appertained to 

God as s e t apart because of some i n e f f a b l e q u a l i t y we 

designate by the word ' h o l i n e s s ' . 
7 8 1 RM p. 192. 7 8 2 PD p. 8. Cf. pp. 4 9 f f . 
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Douglas f i l l s out the idea of h o l i n e s s by making i t 

mean wholeness, completeness. The examples she g i v e s 

show t h a t t h i s notion i s important; but i t i s j u s t as 

inadequate as 'set a p a r t ' . T r a n s l a t i o n s depending on t h i s 

idea even i f combined somehow with t h a t of s e p a r a t i o n would 

produce renderings j u s t as embarrassingly t h i n as those 

a l r e a d y r e f e r r e d t o . The inadequacy of the notion i s 

a l s o o b v i o u s l y revealed by the f a c t t h a t what i s whole 

i s not n e c e s s a r i l y holy. Many lambs i n the f l o c k would 

be s u i t a b l e as o f f e r i n g s because they were p e r f e c t specimens 

of t h e i r kind, but they were not t h e r e f o r e regarded as 

sac r e d . I t was the a l t a r which conveyed h o l i n e s s and an 

i n d i v i d u a l c r e a t u r e became holy through proximity to i t 

and being drawn i n t o a r i t u a l a c t . 

This over-emphasis on the notion of wholeness i s 

w e l l i l l u s t r a t e d i n the comments on Deuteronomy 20 and 
783 

a quotation from Pedersen. According to Deuteronomy a 

man who has not dedicated h i s new house, or not eaten the 

f r u i t of h i s new vineyard, or not consummated h i s marriage, 

should r e f r a i n from b a t t l e , and Douglas takes t h i s to mean 

that there i s a danger t h a t the e n t e r p r i s e w i l l be l e f t 

incomplete i f the man r i s k s death i n b a t t l e , and she f o l l o w s 

Pedersen i n supposing that the d i v i n e b l e s s i n g w i l l be 

l o s t i f t h e re i s a premature breach i n the 'new t o t a l i t y ' . 

However, the f a t a l admission i s made th a t the r i t u a l 

completion of a house, the consumption of f r u i t from a new 

vineyard and the consummation of a new marriage are not i n 

3 P2 pp. 9-10. PD p. 52. 
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f a c t necessary i n order to avoid defilement. Pedersen 

says that a s e r i o u s r i s k of s i n i s involved, but t h i s i s 

Pedersen, not Deuteronomy; and the idea i s t o t a l l y 

i n a p p r o p r i a t e when appli e d to the d i s m i s s a l of the f a i n t 

hearted. We seem to have i n these cases an acknowledgement 

of the unseen power which alone can guarantee success i n 

b a t t l e , marriage, a g r i c u l t u r e and b u i l d i n g , coupled w i t h 

humanitarian motives and a common sense acknowledgement 

of f a m i l i a r f a c t s . The d e i t y i s humane and c a r e s f o r the 

l i f e of the community; but only a f o o l would expect the 

Lord to b u i l d h i s house or grow h i s crops f o r him. The 

emphasis i n Deuteronomy 20 seems to be on co-operation w i t h 

the d e i t y , using common sense and a humane sympathy with 

one's f e l l o w men. 

Douglas f i n d s an echo of the Deuteronomic r u l i n g 

i n the parable of the Great F e a s t i n Luke 14, but t h i s 

comparison i s q u i t e misleading. The form of the parable 

might owe something to Deuteronomy, but i t s meaning i s 

q u i t e d i f f e r e n t . Furthermore, the man who gave the f e a s t 

would not be offended i f important r u l e s were being 

observed, which makes the parable completely i n c o n s i s t e n t 
784 

w i t h Douglas's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Deuteronomic t e x t . 

I n support of her main contention, Douglas a l s o 

r e f e r s to the word 'tebhel', 'which has as i t s meaning 

mixing or confusion'. This, l i k e the concept of wholeness 

i s unquestionably important; and i t i s indeed c u r i o u s t h a t 

Cf. PCB 730d. 
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a mixture of m a t e r i a l s i n c l o t h should be forbidden: but 

once again, the idea i s by i t s e l f inadequate, and i n 

d e c l a r i n g the t r a n s l a t i o n 'perversion' to be i n c o r r e c t 

Douglas seems to be committing Barr's root f a l l a c y . The 

word i s so used i n the t e x t as to i n d i c a t e something which 
78 

i n i t s e l f i s abominable, h o r r i b l e , an a f f r o n t to the d e i t y . 

Douglas's attempt to apply her l i n e of argument to 
786 

L e v i t i c u s 19 f a i l s completely. The moral f a i l u r e s here 

designated are described by Douglas as ' c l e a r l y c o n t r a 

d i c t i o n s between what seems and what i s ' , which, indeed, 

they are; but a c o n f l i c t between what seems and what i s , 

i s not n e c e s s a r i l y immoral and t h e r e f o r e unholy. Douglas 

di s m i s s e s the f a c t t h a t the t e x t says much about g e n e r o s i t y 

and love as not her concern: 'these a r e p o s i t i v e commands, 

whi l e I am concerned w i t h negative r u l e s ' . Yet we s t a r t e d 

from the b a s i c p r i n c i p l e t h a t the negative i s to be 

understood i n terms of the p o s i t i v e , the unclean i s to 

be i n t e r p r e t e d by c o n t r a s t w i t h the holy. J u s t i c e and 

moral goodness a r e mentioned as probably involved i n 

h o l i n e s s , but they then disappear from the argument and 

are presumably regarded as i r r e l e v a n t . I f so, Douglas i s 

g u i l t y of making or assuming a d i s t i n c t i o n between the 

r i t u a l and the moral which she r i g h t l y c a s t i g a t e s 
, 787 elsewhere. 

Again, Douglas r i g h t l y a s s o c i a t e s h o l i n e s s w i t h the 

power of b l e s s i n g or curse, which i n the case of the 

d e i t y means the power to c r e a t e or k i l l . That such fo r c e 

i s r e l a t e d to the maintenance of order i n s o c i e t y or the 

7 8 5 PD p. 53. 7 8 6 PD pp. 53-54. 7 8 7 PD p. 51. 
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cosmos i s without question, and human beings w i l l so a c t , 

i f they a r e wise, as not to offend t h a t power and thereby 

bring down d e s t r u c t i o n on the order and s e c u r i t y which 

make l i f e p o s s i b l e . Yet the avoidance of offence by 

the avoidance of the unclean i s not the mere determination 

not to confuse or i n t e r m i n g l e the members of d i f f e r e n t 

c l a s s e s simply because God e s t a b l i s h e d these c a t e g o r i e s 

and w i l l be w r a t h f u l i f we mess them up. 

There i s no escaping the f a c t t h a t f o r the b i b l i c a l 

w r i t e r s the h o l i n e s s of God i s a q u a l i t y and f o r c e which 

can i n no way be adequately rendered by notions of 

separateness or wholeness. The only way i n which Douglas 

can t r y to preserve her d e f i n i t i o n of the unclean i s by 

being r i g i d l y c o n s i s t e n t i n the maintenance of her main 

Durkheimian t h e s i s . I n t h a t case, God and s o c i e t y would 

be the same, and the h o l i n e s s of God t h a t force, moral 

and p h y s i c a l , whereby s o c i e t y c o n t r o l s i t s members. The 

unclean would then indeed be what was c o n t r a r y to order, 

the anomalous, the mostrous, and so on. The d i s p a r i t y 

between her i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Old Testament and what 

the Old Testament w r i t e r s c l e a r l y intended would then be 

overcome by the r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t there i s a d i f f e r e n c e 

between conscious r a t i o n a l i s a t i o n , which i s what we have 

i n the B i b l e , and the true and powerful but unconscious 

motivation which has l e d to t h e i r statements. There i s , 

however, a heavy p r i c e to be paid f o r t h i s approach, and 

to t h i s we must now turn. 

S o c i a l Determinism, O b j e c t i v i t y and R e l a t i v i s m 

I n h i s review of Paul Johnson's book, Enemies of 
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Society, David Martin makes the following remarks about 

Mary Douglas, who has been assigned a p l a c e among the 

b l e s s e d : 'Mary Douglas r e a l l y s l i d e s i n sideways, p a r t l y 

I think because Paul Johnson has not focused h i s s i g h t s 

on her q u i t e s t r o n g l y enough. Of course she i s a good 

C a t h o l i c , and a very good anthropologist, but she cannot 

be absolved from the v i c e of r e l a t i v i s m . I t i s not 

merely t h a t r a d i c a l s use her f o r r e l a t i v i s t i c purposes. 

She I S h e r s e l f a r e l a t i v i s t . Paul Johnson may appeal to 

her f o r a defence of o r i e n t a t i o n and boundary markers but 
788 

she i s a very dodgy c h a r a c t e r when i t comes to t r u t h 1 . 

Douglas's group and g r i d argument, a l r e a d y o u t l i n e d , 

i m p l i e s a s o c i a l determinism which f u l l y j u s t i f i e s t h i s 

c r i t i c i s m , a t l e a s t as f a r as theology and metaphysics 

are concerned; and i t i s a l s o implied i n her d e f i n i t i o n 

of the unclean. She h e r s e l f repudiates t h i s suggestion 

t h a t she' i s a d e t e r m i n i s t and i t i s q u i t e evident t h a t 

she does b e l i e v e i n the e v a l u a t i o n of p r a c t i c e s and b e l i e f s 

Her chapter, The Bog I r i s h , i s a s t r o n g l y argued case f o r 

the r e t e n t i o n of r i t u a l and a proper understanding of 

i t s meaning. 'No wonder t h a t Pope Paul i s worried by 

contemporary theologians who w h i t t l e down the E u c h a r i s t ' s 

meaning and who by ambiguous terms ... t h r e a t e n to reduce 

i t from an e f f i c a c i o u s source of power to a mere symbol*. 

Douglas goes on to give i n o u t l i n e orthodox teaching on 

the d i f f e r e n t modes of C h r i s t ' s presence, and then 

comments, 'This i s the message t h a t i s sent out. By the 

TIMES HIGHER EDUCATIONAL SUPPLEMENT, 20 May 1977, p. 16 
NS pp. 149, 157. 
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time i t reaches the f a i t h f u l i t i s emasculated more than 

r e a l b e l i e f i n e v a l u a t i o n ; and o c c a s i o n a l l y her championing 

of a cause borders on the impassioned. 

Elsewhere, however, we read such statements a s : ' I t 

f o l l o w s t h a t the s o l u t i o n to grave problems of s o c i a l 

o r g a n i s a t i o n can r a r e l y come from those who experience 

them. For they i n e v i t a b l y can only t h i n k according to the 

cosmological type i n which t h e i r s o c i a l l i f e i s c a s t ' . 

She d e s c r i b e s conversion as the adjustment of a s e t of 

c a t e g o r i e s , a cosmology, to s u i t a new s o c i a l c o n d i t i o n : 
791 

the cosmology used i n the old h a b i t a t does not work. 

At the opening of her chapter, Control of Symbols, 

Douglas speaks of 'the strong r e s i s t a n c e made by many 

s c h o l a r s to the v e r y notion of s o c i a l determinants of 

b e l i e f . They would r a t h e r t h i n k of b e l i e f s f l o a t i n g f r e e 

i n an autonomous vacuum, developing according to t h e i r own 

i n t e r n a l l o g i c , bumping i n t o other ideas by the chance of 

h o s t o r i c a l contact and being modified by new i n s i g h t s ' . 

On the other hand she i n s i s t s , 'To ensure autonomy of mind 

we should f i r s t recognise the r e s t r i c t i o n s imposed by 
792 

m a t e r i a l e x i s t e n c e ' . 

L a t e r she w r i t e s , 'Reforming bishops and r a d i c a l 

theologians, to say nothing of Utopian Marxists, must 

e v e n t u a l l y recognise t h a t the generous warmth of t h e i r 

d o c t r i n a l l a t i t u d e , t h e i r c r i t i c a l d i s s o l v i n g of c a t e g o r i e s 

and a t t a c k on i n t e l l e c t u a l and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e d i s t i n c t i o n s 

somewhat'. 790 T h i s i s one b r i e f example of Douglas's 

790 NS p. 49. 791 NS pp. 154, 144. 792 NS p. 140. 
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793 are generated by analogous s o c i a l experience'. 

I f t h i s l i n e of argument i s accepted, we a r e 

confronted by the s p e c t a c l e of Jews h e r o i c a l l y a b s t a i n i n g 

from pork because they must, and Antiochus Epiphanes 

murdering them, because he must. The I r i s h labourer i s 

happy i n h i s F r i d a y abstinence and attendance a t Mass, and 

h i s c l e r i c a l exhorters and c r i t i c s are e q u a l l y happy i n 

t h e i r exhortations and c r i t i c i s m ; and both p a r t i e s are 

happy f o r a reason not a l t o g e t h e r u n l i k e t h a t which g i v e s 

the l i o n s a t i s f a c t i o n i n meat and the cow i n g r a s s . I t 

i s not u n j u s t to say t h a t Douglas has f a i l e d to r e c o n c i l e 

or put i n t o proper r e l a t i o n s h i p the d e s i r e to get a t the 

t r u t h and defend, preserve or r e t r i e v e the autonomy of 

the mind on the one hand, wh i l e r e c o g n i s i n g the generative 

power of s o c i a l experience on the other. 

Elsewhere, Douglas makes a v i r t u e of n e c e s s i t y , 

although i t i s not q u i t e c l e a r whether t h i s i s by e x o r c i z i n g 

the bogy of r e l a t i v i s m , o r e x t o l l i n g i t as the key to r e a l 

knowledge. Yet i t i s hard to see how she can avoid 

putting h e r s e l f i n t o the p o s i t i o n of Durkheim who had to 

assume t h a t h i s own i n v e s t i g a t i o n , as a p i e c e of s c i e n t i f i c 

work, had produced a d e s c r i p t i o n of what i s the case, what 

i s t r u e i n the correspondence sense. As we have seen, 

Durkheim e x p l i c i t l y assigned to s c i e n c e the r u l e of 

d i s c o v e r i n g o b j e c t i v e t r u t h , and i f any p a r t i c u l a r p i e c e 

of s c i e n t i f i c work f a i l e d to do so, t h i s would merely 

793 NS p. 166. See the whole of chapters 10 and 11. 
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r e f l e c t i t s f a i l u r e as a p i e c e of s c i e n c e . Properly 
794 

c a r r i e d out, s c i e n c e must r e v e a l what i s the case. 

Durkheim was obviously a l i t t l e uneasy himself w i t h 

t h i s view: Science must conform w i t h p u b l i c opinion or i t 
795 

w i l l be without i n f l u e n c e . The explanations of modern 

s c i e n c e are more methodical than those of p r i m i t i v e 

s o c i e t i e s , and t h e r e f o r e more sure of being o b j e c t i v e , 'but 

they do not d i f f e r i n nature from those which s a t i s f y 
796 

p r i m i t i v e thought'. Durkheim r e j e c t s Levy-Bruhl's view 

t h a t p r i m i t i v e mythologies ignore the p r i n c i p l e of c o n t r a 

d i c t i o n but t h a t s c i e n t i f i c explanations observe i t . ' I s 

not the statement t h a t a man i s a kangaroo or the sun a 

b i r d , equal to i d e n t i f y i n g the two w i t h each other? But 

our manner of thought i s not d i f f e r e n t when we say of heat 

that i t i s a movement, or of l i g h t t h a t i t i s a v i b r a t i o n 

of the ether ... Every time t h a t we u n i t e heterogeneous 

terms by an i n t e r n a l bond, we f o r c i b l y i d e n t i f y c o n t r a r i e s . 

Of course the terms we u n i t e are not those which the 

A u s t r a l i a n brings together; we choose them according to , 

d i f f e r e n t c r i t e r i a and f o r d i f f e r e n t reasons; but the 

processes by which the mind puts them i n connection do not 
797 

d i f f e r e s s e n t i a l l y ' . 
The n a t u r a l s c i e n c e s , u n l i k e r e l i g i o n , r e v e a l to us 

the t r u e nature of things; and yet 'between the l o g i c of 

r e l i g i o u s thought and that of s c i e n t i f i c thought there i s 
798 

no abyss'. 'So i f the b e l i e v e r shows himself i n d o c i l e 

794 795 796 Cf. EF p. 431. *D EF p. 208. 
7Q7 7Qfl 

EF p. 238. EF p. 239. Cf. pp. 429-430. 
EF p. 238. 
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to c e r t a i n l e s s o n s of experience, he does so because 

of other experiences which seem more demonstrative. The 

s c h o l a r does not do otherwise; only he introduces more 
799 

method'. 

Sometimes, t h e r e f o r e , Durkheim sees the r o l e of 

r e l i g i o n and t h a t of s c i e n c e in*human l i f e as q u i t e 

d i f f e r e n t . The former g i v e s expression to those s o c i a l 

f o r c e s which make f o r s e c u r i t y ; the l a t t e r r e v e a l s , by 

whatever stages of p a i n f u l progress, o b j e c t i v e t r u t h . 

At other times, however, he sees the two d i s p l a y i n g the 

same kind of t h i n k i n g , but the former i s somewhat confused 

whereas the l a t t e r d i s p l a y s 'more method'. 

Th i s i n c o n s i s t e n c y suggests t h a t Durkheim was dimly 

aware t h a t i f powerful s o c i a l f o r c e s determine men's 

r e l i g i o u s t h i n k i n g , and i f p h i l o s o p h i c a l and s c i e n t i f i c 

thought a r i s e s l a t e r i n h i s t o r y out of r e l i g i o u s , then 

there can be no such thing as s e l f c o n s c i o u s l y grasped 

o b j e c t i v e t r u t h ; but i f o b j e c t i v e t r u t h i s beyond our grasp, 

then Durkheim's own work, l i k e t h a t of other s c i e n t i s t s , 

would no more be an e x p r e s s i o n of genuine e m p i r i c a l 

knowledge than r e l i g i o u s b e l i e f . T h i s second c o n c l u s i o n was 

obviously unwelcome to Durkheim, and perhaps l i t e r a l l y 

unthinkable s i n c e the assumption on which a l l h i s work i s 

based i s t h a t i t i s f a l s e ; and yet he could not escape 

the uneasy awareness t h a t the powerful s o c i a l f o r c e s he 

had invoked were not so e a s i l y banished. I f they were 

EF p. 361. 
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so strong and comprehensive i n t h e i r e f f e c t on men, a 

sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between one type of t h i n k i n g and another 

was not j u s t i f i e d . 

Mary Douglas can see t h i s q u i t e c l e a r l y , and wishes 

to render Durkheim thoroughly c o n s i s t e n t and t h e r e f o r e 

v a l u a b l e as an u n f a i l i n g c l u e as to why men i n any g iven 

p l a c e and time think as they do. She i s , however, j u s t 

as i n c o n s i s t e n t as Durkheim i n the assumption upon which 

a l l her work i s based, t h a t her own d e s c r i p t i o n , l i k e t h a t 

of other s c i e n t i f i c workers, i s a t r u e p i c t u r e of things as 

they a r e . Sometimes the assumption erupts i n t o an e x p l i c i t 

statement, as, f o r example, 'We .... must attempt to phrase 

an o b j e c t i v e , v e r i f i a b l e d i s t i n c t i o n between two types 

of c u l t u r e , p r i m i t i v e and modern'. 8^ 

Thi s occurs i n a chapter devoted to e x p l a i n i n g the 

d i f f e r e n c e between p r i m i t i v e c u l t u r e s and our own, and 

Douglas argues t h a t w h i l e the p r i m i t i v e world-view must 

be c h a r a c t e r i s e d as 'personal, anthropocentric, u n d i f f 

e r e n t i a t e d ' , our own i s c h a r a c t e r i s e d by an advancement of 

thought which observes the Kantian p r i n c i p l e t h a t such 

progress i s only p o s s i b l e i n so f a r as the mind becomes 

f r e e of the s u b j e c t i v e c o n d i t i o n s which hamper i t . 'In 

our own c u l t u r e mathematics f i r s t and l a t e r l o g i c , 

now h i s t o r y , now language and now thought processes 

themselves and even knowledge of the s e l f and of s o c i e t y , 

are f i e l d s of knowledge p r o g r e s s i v e l y freed from the 

s u b j e c t i v e l i m i t s of the mind. To the extent to which 

8 0 0 PD p. 74. 
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sociology, anthropology and psychology are p o s s i b l e i n i t , 

our own type of c u l t u r e needs to be distinguished, from 

others which l a c k t h i s self-awareness and conscious reaching 
801 

f o r o b j e c t i v i t y ' . Durkheim would presumably have 

applauded t h i s statement and simply regarded himself as 

one more example of such i n t e l l e c t u a l progress. 

Elsewhere, however, we read that the notion of 

s c i e n t i f i c truth- i s j u s t another sacred cow and t h a t 

Durkheim was prevented from properly developing h i s own 

i n s i g h t s by worshipping i t . R e l a t i v i s m i s to be c o n s c i o u s l y 

and c h e e r f u l l y embraced, and we must f u l l y recognise the 

f a c t t h a t the mind a c t i v e l y c r e a t e s i t s u n i v e r s e , while 

PD, chapter on ' P r i m i t i v e Worlds', p. 78. 
With r e s p e c t to Kant, i t must be pointed out t h a t he 

did not regard the s u b j e c t i v e c o n d i t i o n s of thought, 
to use Mary Douglas's phraseology, as s h a c k l e s to be 
escaped from, but as i n e v i t a b l y determining the whole 
of experience as w e l l as p o i n t i n g beyond i t . Douglas 
sees the analogy w i t h Copernicus as meaning t h a t progress 
was made i n astronomy when observers recognised the 
misleading impression created by an observer's own 
c o n s t i t u t i o n and s i t u a t i o n i n space, and then proceeded 
to ignore i t as a harmful d i s t r a c t i o n . Kant uses the 
analogy to emphasise that the world of phenomena 
which make up experience are not merely produced by 
the multitude of t h i n g s which e x i s t , but by the way i n 
which the mind apprehends them, and t h a t these s u b j e c t 
i v e mental c o n d i t i o n s , f a r from being ignored, must 
be f u l l y recognised i f there i s to be any chance of 
reaching metaphysical t r u t h . 

One cannot help but wonder i f the analogy w i t h the 
Copernican hypothesis i s not more misleading than 
h e l p f u l . Douglas uses the analogy to r e f e r to judgements 
which the understanding makes concerning phenomena; 
Kant uses i t to r e f e r to the c o n t r i b u t i o n the mind 
i n e v i t a b l y makes to the production of phenomena. 

See CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON, Trans. Kemp Smith, London 
1929 (1964 r e p r i n t ) , PREFACE to 2nd ed. pp. 21-23. 
Cf. I . Kant, PROLEGOMENA TO ANY FUTURE METAPHYSICS THAT 
WILL BE ABLE TO PRESENT ITSELF AS A SCIENCE, Trans. P.G. 
Lucas, Manchester 1953, Main Transcendental Question, 
F i r s t P a r t , Note I I I , pp. 47-48. 
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a t the same time i t i s s o c i a l l y conditioned. Douglas 

imagines how f r u i t f u l would have been a meeting between 

Durkheim and Wittgenstein, l i k e t h a t between Rousseau 

and Hume: 'With a few t u t , t u t s Wittgenstein could soon 

have s h a t t e r e d Durkheim's f a i t h i n o b j e c t i v e s c i e n t i f i c 

t r u t h . H e would have put i t to him th a t even the t r u t h s 

of mathematics are e s t a b l i s h e d by s o c i a l process and 

protected by c o n v e n t i o n ' . 8 ^ 

Douglas can r e s o l v e t h i s c o n t r a d i c t i o n by l e a v i n g 

behind the e a r l i e r argument and accepting a thoroughgoing 

philosophy of r e l a t i v i s m , or e l s e by c o n f i n i n g the r e l a t i v i s m 

to r e l i g i o n and metaphysics and r e t a i n i n g s c i e n t i f i c 

o b j e c t i v i t y . She appears to have chosen the former 

a l t e r n a t i v e . 'When I f i r s t wrote " P u r i t y and Danger" about 

t h i s moral power i n the t r i b a l environment, I thought our 

own knowledge of the p h y s i c a l environment was d i f f e r e n t . 

I now b e l i e v e t h i s to have been mistaken. I f only 

because they disagree, we a r e f r e e to s e l e c t which of 

our s c i e n t i s t s we w i l l hearken to and our s e l e c t i o n i s 

s u b j e c t to the same s o c i o l o g i c a l a n a l y s i s as t h a t of any 

t r i b e ' . 'This "pure, unreconstructed Durkheimianism", 

as a f r i e n d has c a l l e d i t , develops n a t u r a l l y from my 
803 

e a r l i e r work on the idea of p o l l u t i o n ' . These two 

statements suggest that Douglas f e l t she only g r a d u a l l y 

r e a l i s e d the f u l l i m p l i c a t i o n s of her argument i n the 

e a r l i e s t of her books, and that she i s now launched on a 

802 
. IM p. x i x . See whole of Preface and chapter ' S e l f 
Evidence'. 

8 0 3 IM pp. 239,281. 
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r e l a t i v i s t i c sea not only without any hope, but w i t h any 

wish f o r s o l i d anchorage. One cannot help but wonder, 

however, i f the i n v e s t i g a t i o n s of s o c i o l o g i s t s are not 

going to provide her w i t h t h a t secure haven of t r u t h which 

anyone attempting to c h a r t a c o n s t r u c t i v e philosophy 

must f i n d somewhere. Even the F l y i n g Dutchman found h i s 

S e n t a . 8 0 4 

Be t h a t as i t may, r e l i g i o n and metaphysics f a l l 

under the axe, but whereas Durkheim was e x p l i c i t about 

t h i s , Douglas i s more coy. She appears to have decided 

r e l i g i o u s views of her own, and i t may be t h a t personal 

c o n v i c t i o n prevents her drawing the proper c o n c l u s i o n 

from her a n a l y s i s of the way r e l i g i o u s views or p h i l o s o p h i e s 

of l i f e v a ry according to concomitant v a r i a t i o n s i n s o c i a l 

p a t t e r n . She shares w i t h Durkheim a d e s i r e to p r e s e r v e 

r e l i g i o n , w h i l e at the same time we are l e f t w i t h the 

uneasy f e e l i n g t h a t i t s foundations have been destroyed. 

For Douglas the metaphysical views found i n p r i m i t i v e 

c u l t u r e s are a by-product of urgent p r a c t i c a l concerns. 

'To serve these p r a c t i c a l s o c i a l ends a l l kinds of b e l i e f 

i n the omniscience and omnipotence of the environment are 

c u l l e d i n t o play ... So the p r i m i t i v e world view which I 

have defined above i s r a r e l y i t s e l f an o b j e c t of contem

p l a t i o n , and s p e c u l a t i o n i n the p r i m i t i v e c u l t u r e . I t 
80 

has evolved as the appanage of other s o c i a l i n s t i t u t i o n s ' . 

Durkheim recognised t h a t i f t h i s was t r u e f o r 

8 0 4 Cf. the concluding paragraph of PC, p. 88. 
8 0 5 PD p. 91. 
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P r i m i t i v e r e l i g i o n i t i s t r u e f o r modern as w e l l ; but 

Douglas wishes to avoid t h i s c o n c l u s i o n and t h e r e f o r e 

produced a statement which i s thoroughly i n c o n s i s t e n t with 

her r e l a t i v i s t i c arguments elsewhere. I n speaking of 

C h r i s t i a n s , Jews, Muslims, Hindus, Buddhists, and 

Mormons, she says, 'Perhaps i n e n t e r t a i n i n g metaphysical 

questions a t a l l these r e l i g i o n s may be counted anomalous 

i n s t i t u t i o n s i n the modern world. For u n b e l i e v e r s may 

leave such problems a s i d e . But t h i s i n i t s e l f does not 

make of b e l i e v e r s promontaries of p r i m i t i v e c u l t u r e 

s t i c k i n g out s t r a n g e l y i n a modern world. For t h e i r 

b e l i e f s have been phrased and rephrased w i t h each century 

and t h e i r intermeshing with s o c i a l l i f e cut loose. The 

European h i s t o r y of e c c l e s i a s t i c a l withdrawal from 

s e c u l a r p o l i t i c s and from s e c u l a r i n t e l l e c t u a l problems 

to s p e c i a l i s e d r e l i g i o u s spheres i s the h i s t o r y of t h i s 
806 

whole movement from p r i m i t i v e to modern'. The 

acknowledgement of r e l i g i o u s b e l i e f which has cut loose 

from s o c i a l l i f e i s astounding i n the context of Douglas's 

thought; and the retirement of the Pope from I t a l i a n 

p o l i t i c s , or the surrendering of claims to d i v i n e r i g h t 

by the House of Windsor are beside the point, because the 

l i n k between r e l i g i o u s views and s o c i a l s t r u c t u r e does 

not operate p r i m a r i l y a t t h i s conscious l e v e l . 

T h is does, however, draw our a t t e n t i o n to one f i n a l 

and extremely important point. Durkheim argued t h a t 

s c i e n c e could give a t h e o r e t i c a l j u s t i f i c a t i o n of r e l i g i o n 

8 0 6 PD p. 92. 
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which would enable men i n modern times to continue c e l e 

b r a t i n g m y s t e r i e s f o r which otherwise they would see no 

men are unconscious as the causes of r e l i g i o u s b e l i e f 

and p r a c t i c e , and t h e r e f o r e t h e i r t h e o r e t i c a l j u s t i f i c a t i o n 

should not be needed. Such j u s t i f i c a t i o n as i s required 

w i l l be provided according to Durkheim by t h a t r a t i o n a l i s 

a t i o n of experience which the b e l i e v e r cannot avoid. We 

must recognise, however, t h a t what w i l l r e a l l y happen i f 

s c i e n t i f i c i n v e s t i g a t i o n r e v e a l s the s o c i a l o r i g i n s of 

r e l i g i o n i s that i t w i l l destroy i t . Durkheim was r e a l l y 

on the brink of re c o g n i s i n g that i f s c i e n c e and r e l i g i o n 

are what he t a k e s them to be, s c i e n c e i s the s o l v e n t of 

r e l i g i o n . And the same i s true f o r Mary Douglas. I f 

r e l i g i o n i s a ' f a b r i c of e r r o r s ' , or merely a ' c o l l e c t i v e 

e f f e rvescence', no honest man w i l l hold to i t . I f we 

maintain t h a t s c i e n c e can give a f u l l account of r e l i g i o n , 
808 

then r e l i g i o n ceases to e x i s t . 

In so f a r as Mary Douglas attempts to apply a 

thoroughgoing Durkheimian a n a l y s i s to the r e l i g i o u s b e l i e f s 

and p r a c t i c e s she has i n v e s t i g a t e d she r a i s e s very i n t e r 

e s t i n g and f a r - r e a c h i n g questions not only about these 

r e l i g i o u s phenomena, but a l s o other f i e l d s of human thought 

such as philosophy, mathematics and s c i e n c e . Indeed, 

according to t h i s aspect of her argument there i s no realm 

of human thought whose o r i g i n s cannot, a t l e a s t i n 

p r i n c i p l e , be explained i n s o c i a l terms. On the other hand, 

807 but Durkheim p o s i t e d s o c i a l f o r c e s of which reason; 

807 808 EF pp. 430-431. EF pp. 225,362. 
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Douglas h e r s e l f seems to be a t l e a s t h a l f conscious of 

the s e r i o u s d i f f i c u l t i e s involved i n the attempt to 

s u s t a i n t h i s kind of thoroughgoing a n a l y s i s . 

T h i s does not mean, however, t h a t t h ere i s no value 

i n her a n a l y s i s or t h a t i t can be ignored. The personal 

i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p s which c o n s t i t u t e a given s o c i e t y are 

not s u f f i c i e n t to explain, say, t h a t s o c i e t y ' s view of 

nature, i t s r e a c t i o n to or i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of n a t u r a l 

phenomena; but such s o c i a l f a c t o r s w i l l always be a 

necessary element i n any complete explanation of such 

a view. S o c i a l f a c t o r s may even be of c r u c i a l s i g n i f i c a n c e 

f o r the proper understanding of a given outlook or judge

ment, such as that made by the ancient I s r a e l i t e s concern

ing c e r t a i n animals, b i r d s and i n s e c t s . The evidence 

produced by Douglas and other a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s s t r o n g l y 

suggests a c l o s e connection between s o c i a l p a t t e r n s and 

judgements about the n a t u r a l world, t h i s connection being 

a l l the more important because i t i s unconscious or simply 

assumed. Douglas h e r s e l f has not o f f e r e d a c o n s i s t e n t 

explanation f o r the d e s i g n a t i o n of c e r t a i n c r e a t u r e s as 

unclean by the I s r a e l i t e s , but her idea t h a t such c r e a t u r e s 

symbolise t h r e a t s to I s r a e l ' s boundaries and r e f l e c t a 

deep-seated d e s i r e f o r c l e a r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n i s p l a u s i b l e , 

which i s more than can be s a i d f o r the ideas t h a t r u l e s 

of avoidance represent a conscious r e j e c t i o n of elements 

i n surrounding paganism, or are merely the s u r v i v a l of 

savage i r r a t i o n a l i t y . Douglas's approach to the abominations 

of L e v i t i c u s shows t h a t what appears to us to be t h e i r 

gross i r r a t i o n a l i t y i s r a t h e r the r e s u l t of reading an 

unconscious symbolic judgement as i f i t were simply a 
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conscious l i t e r a l one. Douglas has not proved her approach 

to be the c o r r e c t one, and perhaps i n the nature of the 

case proof i s impossible, but the broad s i m i l a r i t y between 

the I s r a e l i t e judgements and those found i n c e r t a i n p r i m i t i v e 

s o c i e t i e s i s too s t r i k i n g to be ignored. I t may be objected 

t h a t a n c i e n t I s r a e l was not a p r i m i t i v e s o c i e t y , but 

such a sharp d i v i s i o n between I s r a e l and p r i m i t i v e s o c i e t i e s 

cannot be allowed, and i f we r e c o l l e c t Horton's d e f i n i t i o n 

we must admit that i n two r e s p e c t s out of three I s r a e l 

was nearer to p r i m i t i v e s o c i e t i e s than modern: compared 

with, say, modern B r i t a i n , I s r a e l was both p r e - i n d u s t r i a l 

and p r e - s c i e n t i f i c . 

Concluding Remarks 

Let us r e t u r n to Raymond F i r t h ' s survey of the 

ant h r o p o l o g i s t ' s work of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 'With poet o r 

p a i n t e r the question may be argued as to the v a l i d i t y of 

the symbols they c r e a t e - whether or not the symbols do 

the job claimed or hoped f o r them, of evoking ideas, 

emotions, or s t i m u l a t i n g experiences. I t i s not o r d i n a r i l y 

denied t h a t the ideas, experiences, emotions can e x i s t 

i n somewhat the form envisaged. But wi t h r e l i g i o u s 

symbols the question can take on a d i f f e r e n t aspect. The 

very e x i s t e n c e of the r e f e r e n t i s not common ground among 

the commentators. Some b e l i e v e t h a t there, i s an extra-human, 

d i v i n e e n t i t y or power, i n v i s i b l e , immaterial, even 

perhaps i n a c c e s s i b l e , to be approached or a t l e a s t to be 

r e f e r r e d to by symbolic means. Others b e l i e v e t h a t t h i s 

i s not so, and th a t the symbols purporting to make t h i s 

r e f e r e n c e a r e a c t u a l l y r e f e r r i n g to some other o b j e c t - say, 

the operations of human s o c i e t y or the c h a r a c t e r of human 

minds. 
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'Anthropologists are i n an ambiguous p o s i t i o n here. 

L i k e a theologian or other r e l i g i o u s person an anthropologist 

has l e a r n t to t r e a t r e l i g i o u s symbols - anyone's r e l i g i o u s 

symbols - w i t h r e s p e c t . He i s not expected to give them 

a u t h e n t i c i t y i n t h e i r own terms - except temporarily, 

perhaps by the people among whom he i s studying them. But 

some anthr o p o l o g i s t s b e l i e v e f i r m l y i n the a u t h e n t i c i t y 

of the symbols of one r e l i g i o u s f a i t h - f o r example, Judaism, 

C h r i s t i a n i t y , Islam - w h i l e others are i n c l i n e d to a kind 

of e c l e c t i c acknowledgement t h a t a l l r e l i g i o u s symbols 

have some f a c t o r i n t h e i r • r e f e r e n t which goes beyond the 

human sphere of comprehension. S t i l l others a r e avowedly 

humanist i n t h e i r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s . There i s a kind of 

assumption of p r o f e s s i o n a l n e u t r a l i t y by an t h r o p o l o g i s t s 

towards the s u b j e c t of i n v e s t i g a t i o n ' . 8 * " ^ 

F i r t h goes on to point out t h a t whatever the stand

point of the anthropologist, some other views are bound 

to be f o r e i g n to him, as i t were; but he w i l l always approach 

them w i t h proper r e s p e c t . He argues, a g a i n s t Walter 

Marshall Urban, an i d e a l i s t philosopher of Yale, t h a t the 

humanist anthropologist i s not denying t h a t r e l i g i o u s 

symbols have a r e f e r e n t , but t h a t i t may not be the same 

as t h a t which r e l i g i o u s people themselves a t t r i b u t e to the 

symbols: i t l i e s r a t h e r ' i n the f i e l d of human d e s i r e s , 

emotions, s t r i v i n g s , c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n s , i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
810 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s ' . 

SPP pp. 52-53. 8 1 0 SPP p. 53. 
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Nevertheless, Urban*s view, as o u t l i n e d by F i r t h i s 

cogent enough: only i f r e l i g i o u s symbols have a re f e r e n c e 

to the d i v i n e do they have any s i g n i f i c a n c e as v a l u e s . 

I f they are so explained i n human and s o c i a l terms, then 

they are simply not r e l i g i o u s symbols any more: we could 

say they have been explained away. I t i s t r u e t h a t the 

observer could, f o r example, hold both t h a t there was 

i n f a c t no god to whom a symbol pointed, yet accept that 

f o r the p a r t i c i p a n t the symbol was r e l i g i o u s ; but i f the 

p a r t i c i p a n t comes to accept the observer's view, he w i l l 

cease to be a p a r t i c i p a n t . 

The Books of L e v i t i c u s and Deuteronomy are not the 

products of a purely p r i m i t i v e s o c i e t y , but they do contain 

important elements, such as the r u l e s concerning c l e a n 

and unclean animals, which resemble judgements about the 

n a t u r a l world made i n p r i m i t i v e s o c i e t i e s . S a c r i f i c e 

i t s e l f , s t i l l p r a c t i s e d by many m i l l i o n s of people, i s 

fo r e i g n to the outlook of modern Europeans, and might w e l l 

be regarded as the s u r v i v a l of a p r i m i t i v e a t t i t u d e . 

At the same time, the B i b l e i s regarded by many 

people as conveying the t r u t h about most important i s s u e s , 

and t h i s i s not a t a l l the same as looking upon c e r t a i n 

i n s t i t u t i o n s described . i n the B i b l e as merely s u r v i v a l s 

of a p r i m i t i v e outlook which we have happ i l y outgrown. 

The i s s u e i s made more confused by the f a c t t h a t C h r i s t i a n s 

r e j e c t c e r t a i n Old Testament r i t e s and a t t i t u d e s as wrong 

or superceded anyway; but i t i s important to remember t h a t 

the a c t u a l reasons f o r such r e j e c t i o n of Old Testament 

r i t u a l and b e l i e f are themselves p a r t of a r e l i g i o u s outlook 

and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of h i s t o r i c a l events concerning J e s u s and 
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the E a r l y Church. The modern i n v e s t i g a t i o n s which 

c a s t s e r i o u s doubt on the t r u t h of b e l i e f s implied by 

anc i e n t r u l e s and r i t e s , have nothing i n common wi t h the 

reasons put forward by the E a r l y Church f o r no longer 

observing them; and the r e l i g i o u s b e l i e f s of C h r i s t i a n s 

might w e l l be regarded by the same modern i n v e s t i g a t o r s 

as having metaphysical i m p l i c a t i o n s j u s t as much a t v a r i a n c e 

with the f a c t s as any p r i m i t i v e b e l i e f . 

Once ant h r o p o l o g i c a l m a t e r i a l has been forced on 

to our a t t e n t i o n , i t i s impossible to continue ignoring 

i t , u nless we are prepared to adopt a p u r e l y fundamentalist 

approach to the B i b l e and the plac e of an c i e n t I s r a e l i n 

the world; and yet, l i k e a r c h a e o l o g i c a l evidence, i t has 

to be very c a r e f u l l y handled i f i t i s to shed l i g h t on 

b i b l i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , and i n a d d i t i o n r a i s e s f a r - r e a c h i n g 

p h i l o s o p h i c a l i s s u e s . I f Douglas i s r i g h t i n her suggested 

explanation of the r u l e s of avoidance i n Deuteronomy and 

L e v i t i c u s we can see a l l the more c l e a r l y why the 

ch a r a c t e r of an expanding E a r l y Church should have l e d 

to a s e r i o u s c o n f l i c t centred on the food laws, and why 

St. Peter should have surrendered h i s a n t i - G e n t i l e p r e j u d i c e s 

i n a v i s i o n of meat. We s h a l l s t i l l be l e f t , however, 

with u l t i m a t e questions concerning the nature of God and 

h i s requirements of h i s c r e a t u r e s , and i t i s perhaps 

at t h i s p o int t h a t we must remember another Kantian p r i n 

c i p l e , t h a t meta-physical questions are not answered by 

examining phenomena. 8 1 1 

811 
T h i s p r i n c i p l e i s of fundamental importance i n the 
whole of Kant's philosophy, but see e.g. PROLEGOMENA 
s e c t i o n s 32-35; CPR, Transcendental Doctrine of 
Judgement, chapter I I I , pp. 257-275; and The Amphiboly 
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CONCLUDING THESES 

The f o l l o w i n g theses a r e a summary statement of the 

most important points maintained i n the preceding argument. 

1) G e n e r a l i s a t i o n s about I s r a e l i t e m e n t a l i t y which form 

the b a s i s of t h e o r i s i n g about the Old Testament view 

of nature are i n v a l i d , s i n c e i ) the Old Testament 

i t s e l f i s our source of information about the way 

ancient I s r a e l i t e s thought; i i ) i t i s a by no means 

complete source of information about the way I s r a e l i t e s 

thought; i i i ) i t i n d i c a t e s wide d i f f e r e n c e s of opinion 

among I s r a e l i t e s on the r e l a t i o n of God to nature. 

2) A proper understanding of the Old Testament view of 

nature can only be a t t a i n e d i f the d i s t i n c t i o n s 

between the p r o s a i c and the po e t i c , the l i t e r a l and 

the f i g u r a t i v e , h i s t o r y and st o r y , are observed. 

3) Most of the a s s e r t i o n s of the Old Testament are 

r e a d i l y i n t e l l i g i b l e to a modern reader through t r a n s 

l a t i o n s , which have achieved a high degree of accuracy. 

4) There i s no evidence i n the Old Testament to demonstrat 

or suggest t h a t a n c i e n t I s r a e l i t e s brought to t h e i r 

o b s e rvation of the n a t u r a l world ideas, assumptions 

or c a t e g o r i e s of thought which rendered t h e i r 

o bservation of nature r a d i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t from common 

sense observation today. 

811 
(Contd.) of Concepts of R e f l e c t i o n , pp. 286-288, f o r 
the d i s t i n c t i o n between phenomena and noumena. Cf. 
PROLEGOMENA, s e c t i o n 57; and CPR, Transcendental 
D i a l e c t i c , chapter I I I s e c t i o n 6, pp. 518-524; s e c t i o n 
7, pp. 528-531; and Preface to 2nd ed. of CPR, 
e s p e c i a l l y pp. 21-30. 
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Some Old Testament t e x t s imply t h a t many I s r a e l i t e s 

did not share the b e l i e f expressed i n the t e x t s that 

God was d i r e c t l y a t work i n nature. 

The notion of d i r e c t d i v i n e i n t e r v e n t i o n i n nature was 

not t h e r e f o r e an i n t e g r a l p a r t of an I s r a e l i t e ' s view 

of nature; the ancien t I s r a e l i t e s did not bring to 

t h e i r outlook on nature an assumption of God's a c t i v e 

presence i n n a t u r a l events. 

The Old Testament r e v e a l s a c l e a r a b i l i t y to th i n k i n 

terms of a b s t r a c t i o n s , to g e n e r a l i s e and to follow 

through l o g i c a l argument, j u s t as people do today. 

The Old Testament i m p l i e s that I s r a e l i t e s made temporal 

and s p a t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n s j u s t as we do, and th a t they 

appreciated the d i s t i n c t i o n s between' h i s t o r i c a l 

periods and geographical regions j u s t as we do. 

The' Old Testament t e x t s do not imply or suggest t h a t 

I s r a e l i t e s could only g a i n general impressions of the 

main c h a r a c t e r of o b j e c t s of perception and were unable 

to analyse o b j e c t s i n t o t h e i r c o n s t i t u e n t p a r t s . 

Old Testament t e x t s do not imply or suggest t h a t 

I s r a e l i t e s could only see the i n d i v i d u a l c r e a t u r e as 

a l i v i n g embodiment of the whole s p e c i e s . 

Old Testament t e x t s do not imply or suggest t h a t 

I s r a e l i t e s f a i l e d to d i s t i n g u i s h between a perception 

and i t s o b j e c t . 

The Old Testament r e v e a l s a c l e a r d i s t i n c t i o n between 

thoughts and i n t e n t i o n s on the one hand, and consequ

e n t i a l a c t s and events on the other. 

The Old Testament does not imply or suggest t h a t 

I s r a e l i t e s b e l i e v e d t h a t the u n i t y of fa m i l y or na t i o n 
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involved the l i t e r a l i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of d i f f e r e n t 

members as i f they were merely v a r i o u s p a r t s of a 

s i n g l e whole. 

The Old Testament i m p l i e s t h a t I s r a e l i t e s c l e a r l y 

d i s t i n g u i s h e d between soul and body, however i n t i m a t e l y 

united they b e l i e v e d the two to be i n t h i s world. 

The Old Testament documents r e v e a l a c l e a r b e l i e f i n 

the c r e a t i o n of the world by God, as d i s t i n c t from 

i t s p r e s e r v a t i o n . 

The verb bara i n the q a l and nip h a l i s never used to 

r e f e r to the p r e s e r v a t i o n of n a t u r a l processes, but 

always means the bringing i n t o e x i s t e n c e of that which 

did not e x i s t before. 

The d o c t r i n e of c r e a t i o continua i s not taught i n 

the Old Testament. 

Cr e a t i o n i s depicted as the bringing i n t o e x i s t e n c e 

by God of the world through h i s own d i r e c t a c t i o n . 

C r e a t i o n i s depicted as i n v o l v i n g the establishment 

of n a t u r a l processes which w i l l continue of t h e i r own 

accord by v i r t u e of the l i f e and energy put i n t o them 

i n the beginning. 

The Old Testament documents r e v e a l an awareness of 

n a t u r a l c a u s a t i o n s i m i l a r to t h a t revealed i n common 

sense observation today. 

The Old Testament documents do not r e v e a l any i n t e r e s t 

i n the a n a l y s i s of causes such as c h a r a c t e r i s e s n a t u r a l 

s c i e n c e today. 

The Old Testament documents f r e q u e n t l y a s s e r t t h a t 

God i s i n some kind of a c t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p with the 

world and t h a t he has intervened i n the workings of 

nature from time to time to brin g about e f f e c t s w*hich 
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would otherwise not have occurred. The a p p l i c a t i o n 

of the modern term 'miracle' to these events i s 

j u s t i f i e d . 

The Old Testament does not imply or suggest that the 

e a r t h has some kind of personal l i f e whereby i t can 

enter i n t o a personal r e l a t i o n s h i p with mankind or 

God, or t h a t any I s r a e l i t e ever b e l i e v e d t h i s to be 

the case. 

Some Old Testament t e x t s express a l i n k between human 

mo r a l i t y and the s t a t e of nature, t h i s l i n k being 

provided by the w i l l and power of God. 

B i b l i c a l a s s e r t i o n s about the a c t i v i t y of God i n 

nature cannot be j u s t i f i e d by appeals to the unpredict

a b i l i t y which forms an e s s e n t i a l f e a t u r e of some c u r r e n t 

s c i e n t i f i c t h e o r i e s concerning c e r t a i n p h y s i c a l p r o c e s s e s . 

B i b l i c a l b e l i e f i n the a c t i v i t y of God i n nature cannot 

be j u s t i f i e d by an appeal to p h i l o s o p h i c a l s c e p t i c i s m 

regarding n a t u r a l c a u s a t i o n . 

The I s r a e l i t e d i s t i n c t i o n between the c l e a n and the 

unclean i n nature cannot be explained e i t h e r i n terms 

of the r e j e c t i o n of heathenism, or as merely the 

s u r v i v a l , i n I s r a e l as w e l l as her neighbours, of 

a t o t a l l y i r r a t i o n a l response to t h e i r environment by 

t h e i r p r i m i t i v e a n c e s t o r s . 

The Old Testament d i s t i n c t i o n between c l e a n and unclean 

should perhaps be seen as the powerful unconscious 

symbolic expression of a deeply f e l t need to defend 

and preserve the p u r i t y of the people a g a i n s t pagan 

i n f l u e n c e . 


