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"I am the Eternal. I [alone] change not" (Malachi 3.6).

"Everything which is subject to time, is subject to change"
(Albo,Ikkarim 1428).

"Like a language, a religion is dead when it ceases to change"
(Israel Zangwill, Dreamers of the Ghetto, p. 521).

"The One remains, the many fade and pass.
Life, like a dome of many-coloured glass,
Stains the white radiance of Eternity."

-=Percy Bysshe Shelley
Adonais, 52

"What is freedom if not the possibility of change"
(Twerski, Hegyonot Ha-Poel Ha-Tzair, 1951).







TABLE OF CONTENTS

Acknowledgments
Glossary
Chapter

1. THE METABOLIC PROCESS IN JUDAISM

The General Concept

2. COVENANT

An Introduction to the Concept

3. IN THE GARDEN

The Covenant with Adam

4. AFTER THE FLOOD

The Covenant with Noah

5. HEBREW ORIGINS

The Covenant with Abraham and the Patriarchs

6. AT SINAI

The Covenant with Moses and Israel

7. AT SHECHEM

The Covenants with Joshua and the Tribes

8. THE MONARCHY: KINGS, PRIESTS, PROPHETS

The Covenants with David and Josiah

9. BEFORE AND AFTER YAVNEH

The Covenant as Taught by the Authors and
Guardians of the Oral Law

10. THE ERA OF THE LATEST RABBINITES

The Covenant as Understood by the Modern Reformers
CONCLUSION
ADDENDUM

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Page

ifidi

21

26

34

48

68

81

113

138

163






ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I am deeply grateful to:

Adelle Robinson, for her expertise and tireless patience in
transforming this document, from the nearly illegible scrawled pages
she uncomplainingly accepted, into the esthetic form which the reader
has before her/him.

Professor Alvin J. Reines, for graciously submitting for my
inspection and use so many of his published monographs and unpublished
manuscripts.

Professor Ellis Rivkin, for the generous gifts of his time,
scholarly materials, and most helpful suggestions for this project,
as well as for his intense and sustained interest in this thesis and
in the success of my career.

Rabbi Stephen Leon, for giving me the opportunity to become
a rabbi; for his continued encouragement and moral, intellectual, and
spiritual support during all my years at the Academy for Jewish Religion,
of which he is the President; and for his flattering respect for my
opinions and ability.

My mentor, Dr. Albert S. Goldstein, Rabbi Emeritus of Temple
Ohabei Shalom, the congregation of which I and my family have been
members since my childhood, for suggesting the theme of thié thesis,
editing the manuscript at every stage of its development, and for being,
throughout all my Jewish studies, a T3aman  1°yn--a never-failing
source of inspiration as well as a bottomless well of information in a

broad spectrum of academic disciplines.

iii






(TR

My husband Michael, my daughter Cheryl, my son Ronald and
daughter-in-law Deborah, my sons Mark, Richard, and Philip--but for
all of whose self-sacrificial forfeiture of their right to my time
and attention, this work would never have been initiated, let alomne

completed. L P

iy






GLOSSARY

Life: The quality or character which is especially manifested by
metabolism, growth, reproduction, and internal powers of
adaptation to environment.

The property by which an organism maintains the performance
of its functiomns.

The most general attributes of life are the capacity of
adaptation and the exhibition of growth and differentiation.
Tests for the living state of an organism are given by
changes in the metabolic activity it displays.

Exercise of vital activities; animate existence.

Syn.: wvitality, energy, vivacity
Ant.: death, decay, dissolution

Metabolism: (in biology and physiology) The sum of the processes
involved in the building up and destruction of cells
incidental to life. The changes by which energy is
provided for the vital activities and new material is
assimilated to repair the waste. There are two
aspects: the constructive (anabolism, assimilation):
the destructive (catabolism, disintegration).

Anabolism: constructive metabolism

Synthesis: A putting together of components to form a whole;
the composition of combination of ideas, factors,
forces, or materials into one complex entity-—to
form a whole.

It is possible to synthesize formerly separate
elements wholly from one's own tradition or to

combine ingredients from that tradition with

elements from outside it. The latter type of
synthesis is usually called acculturation.

Ex.: gift-giving on Chanukah imitated from Christmas.

Syncretism: (in the development of religion) The process of
growth through coalescence of different forms of
faith and worship or through accretions of tenets,
customs, rites, etc. from religions which are
being superseded.

Assimilation: appropriating, transforming, and incorporating into
the substance of the assimilating body.
Syn.: adaptation, digestion, acculturation

In its strictest sense, assimilation is synonymous
with anabolism; i.e., constructive metabolism.

Catabolism: Opposed to anabolism.
Excretion, dissolution, decomposition, deletion,
elimination of waste.






CHAPTER 1

THE METABOLIC PROCESS IN JUDAISM

The General Comncept

Every living organism is sustained by an intermal process
of metabolism. This twofold process of constructive anabolism and
destructive catabolism seems to be the conditione sine qua non for
all survival.

~A body anabolizes: accretes matter it needs for its continuing
life, health, development, and growth:; absorbs, assimilates, integrates,
synthesizes, constructs, and accommodates.

It catabolizes: disintegrates, sloughs off, excretes material
which is detrimental to its survival in the particular environment in
which it finds itself.

This process is intrinsic to biological existence-~-from the
amoeba to man. It is quite as essential to the life of societal insti-
tutions: cultures, polities, civilizations, and religious systemsg~-
if they are to maintain themselves in an ever-changing world. In nature,
metabolism is apparently automatic and unconscious. In the development
of social systems and institutions, the process has the advantage and
shows the effects of human effort: intellectual, esthetic, spiritual,
and ethical input.

It is a truism that '"times change and we change with them."

In a society, any significant change, no matter what the reason—--






be it the appearance of a new invention or leader, the results of economic
growth or failure, or the fallout from political upheaval--can initiate
changes throughout the entire structure, which catalyze major altera-
tions in the current religious system (Cronmbach, 1963, p. 15).

Historical events have produced major transformations in all
areas of Israelite existence: the Exodus from Egypt; the theophany at
Sinai; the entrance into Canaan; the victory of the Philistines over
the Israelite tribal league; the formation of the Monarchy; the destruc-
tion of the Temple; the diaspora; the Crusades; the French Revolutionj;
the World Wars. In each case, a complete reconstruction of religious
thought and practice is precipitated and new added components, as well
as departures from old ones, are among the consequences.

As historical circumstances raised novel and unantici-

pated problems of survival, the original concept became
more sophisticated and complex to underwrite the development
of new forms of Jewish life, each connected with the others,
together forming the entire sweep of Jewish history.
(Rivkin, 1971, p. xv).

If we did not know, from archaeology, literature, and history,
that there had been many changes in our people's 4,000 years, we would
have to assume their existence, for regardless of how we denote our
way of life--Judaism, Religion of Israel, Yiddishkeit--as long as it
lives, it metabolizes.

Jewish history reveals that no law, idea, custom, or

dictum has been preserved intact from the beginning. . . .
Jewish history is the interconnected sequence of changing
forms. (Ibid., p. xix)

That changes have occurred throughout Judaism's lifetime is

hardly disputed. However, the nature of the change and how it was re-

corded -and transmitted to us does give rise to differing opiniomns. Rivkin
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considers each to be a "revolution'; a definitive break from the values
and practices of the previous system; the consequence of novel and new
problem-solving devices often adopted from the surrounding secular en-
vironment and specifically invented to serve the needs of contemporary
society (Rivkin, ''Lessons from the Past,” p. 2). For him, the only
constant in Jewish history and thought is the principal of unity. (See

below, pp. 62-63.)

The Pentateuch itself, according to Rivkin, is a revolutionary
work designed by a specific class of people with specific motivation.

It was fashioned,

« o o not by editors or by redactors of traditions or stories
and narrative, but by a class of priests who sought to solve
the problems confronting the community after its return from
exile in Babylon by having Yahweh and Moses assign absolute
power to Aaron and his sons. They did not compile the Penta-
teuch, but created it; i.e., they so designed the work that

a class that had never exercised power previously was now to
enjoy it as a God=-given monopoly. The promulgation of the
Pentateuch was thus a revolutionary act launching a form of
Judaism that had never previously existed. (Rivkin, 1971,

p. xxiii)

Kaufman (1972), on the other hand, views Judaism as a self-contained
continuum--assimilating nothing of lasting significance from its ancient
neighbors. He asserts that its revolution was realized at its beginning
with its sudden and complete departure from paganism. From then on,
all Judaism~-~theory, practice, and literature-—is of one piece:

Israelite religion was an original creation of the people
of Israel. It was absolutely different from anything the
pagan world ever knew; its monotheistic world view had no
antecedents in paganism. Nor was it a theological doctrine
conceived and nurtured in limited circles or schools; nor a
concept that finds occasional expression in this or that
passage or stratum of the Bible. It was the fundamental idea
of a national culture, and informed every aspect of that
culture from its very beginning. (Kaufman, 1972, p. 2)






Within the Bible itself are to be found data that stem
from different periods, various sources and genres of litera-
ture (e.g., narrative, laws, prophecy); and these varied
materials agree with and complement each other so as to
bear certain and compelling witness. (Ibid., p. 3)

One has only to glance at a portion of Cassuto's Commentary
on Exodus to see that it agrees with Kaufman. He asserts that all of
Torah (and specifically Shemot) is)line by line the work of one hand=-
the production of one people with one set of beliefs delivered to them
at one time.

The burden of this thesis is that Judaism--its theology, practice,
and history=--is neither the result of a series of revolutions from which
nothing, or very little, remains of its past, nor is it an unaltered
continuum in which all is brought forward, unchanged by time, custom,
or need. Rather, it is a living organism, the product of the natural
metabolic process which has perpetuated its survival by anabolizing from
its past those nutrients necessary for its present existence and growth,
and catabolizing that which, for one reason or another, can no longer
serve as nourishment or sustenance.

The proof of the existence and results of this process in every
age and for every aspect of Judaism would be material for an entire
encyclopedia. This writer has presented two treatments of the subject:
The first is the compilation of a comprehensive chart showing our people's
most significant ideas and practices (festival and life-cycle rites)
and their metabolism through history.

The second is a thorough investigation of what this writer considers
(along with the idea of One God) to be Judaism's most basic and sustaining

theological principle: the Covenant idea. To understand the Jewish

concept of covenant is to have a summary of Israel's religion: basic






phenomena such as the personal and national attitudes toward God; the
image of God, including His Kingship; the cult; mitzvot; the importance
of the individual, of circumcision, and of the Land of Israel; the idea
of the Chosen; the §§g§, the promises of God to humankind, and the
latter's responsibility in response to acceptance of the covenant rela-
tionship; the belief in a surviving remnant, in eschatology and in
resurrection; all laws, all rituals, and more—--can best be understood
when filtered through the covenant idea and its metabolism throughout
history.

This essay indicates the workings of metabolism in Judaism by
investigating this most basic concept as it appears in different forms,
in successive historic periods from the biblical, through the Tannaitic,
to the modern era of Reform.

The metabolic process is demonstrated by indicating a) what in
the tradition remained constant, b) what was augmented through ingestion
and modified by digestion and synthesis, and c) what was decomposed or
deleted. Often, where possible, reasons are suggested for the metabolism.

The essence of Judaism is Jewry's religious relationship to God.
The core of that relationship is the idea of covenant which gives us,not
only an image of God,but also our sense of security, unity with God
and with our people, our understanding of our religious selves: our
ethical and religious obligations.

One aspect of the covenant idea has remained constant. That is,
that the very relationship is always dominated and usually initiated by
God. Although humankind, or a segment of it, is always the partner and

all else is subject to the metabolic process, God retains His position






as the prime Mover, without Whom there would be no covenantal

relationship and therefore no Judaism.

Our little systems have their day;
They have their day and cease to be.
They are but broken lights of Thee,
And Thou, O Lord, art more than they.

--Alfred Lord Tennyson






CHAPTER 2

COVENANT

An Introduction to the Concept

In a sense--a very real sense--every religious community has a
covenant with its god. That is to say, there is presupposition of a
mutually agreed-upon (even if never actually verbalized) relationship of
every people to its god.

Without such an understanding, there would be no sense whatever -
to any religious practice--no purpose or meaning to prayer, sacrifice,
or any ritual observance. Why would one pray unless it was believed by
the supplicant that there would be a response from the deity to the
supplication? Why would one bring offerings unless there was an understand-
ing that the donor could thus make contact with and favorably influence
the mysterious, supernatural power outside himself?

Perhaps the essential distinction of Israel's covenant with God
is the stress placed on the contract. From the beginning, it was the
covenant which epitomized the very essence of the religious ideology of
our people and which, from then until now, has been its leitmotif. As
far as we know, Israel was the only society that based its relationship
to its God on a formal, written treaty (Sassom, 1976, p. 181). Even the
oral agreement, handed down as a tradition presumably from Abraham's
time, was crystalized into a document so that the writing itself--whether
on stone, parchment, papyrus, or computer discs—-became reverenced as

something holy: The Covenant.






Also distinct within Israel's covenant concept is its God Idea.
We will find several variations in this God-concept as we study
the metabolic process in successive contracts made between God, as the
party of the first part, and Israel, of the second. However, it 1is
possible to speak of a "normative Jewish concept of God" as:
. . . the creator and sustainer of the universe, whose will and
purposes are supreme. He is the only being whose existence is
necessary, uncaused, and eternal, and all other beings are
dependent on Him. God as conceived by Judaism transcends the
world, yet He is also present in the world, and "the whole
earth is full of His glory" (Isa. 6:3). He is a personal God,
whom man can love with the highest and most complete love,
while confronting Him as father, king, and master. He loves
man and commands him, and his commandments are the criteriomn
of the good. He is absolutely one, admitting no plurality in
his nature, and absolutely unique, so that no other existing
thing can in any way be compared to Him. This is essentially
the picture of the biblical God as it was developed and under-
stood in classical Jewish thought. (Bright, 1981, p. 157)
Augmenting this definition, Rivkin opines that Israel's God is one of
"process, history, and problem solving. . . . He is the Power enabling
the enduring to persist through change" (1971, p. 17).
The etymology of n™3  (blrit), which is the biblical Hebrew

" j5 uncertain. It is found in no

most frequently used for '"covenant,
other Semitic language (Goldman, 1958, p. 253). Most probably, it was
used in the sense of "binding" since the terms for "covenant" in both
Akkadian and Hittite also indicate "binding" and the Akkadian word for
"fetter" is biritu.

It is the idea of covenant that is, for many reasons, far more

troublesome to the Bible scholar than the uncertainty of its etymology.

The first problem which scholars face is that Tanmach is replete with

analogies depiéting YHVH's relationship to Israel. Yet, most often one

analogy being drawn from one kind of human experience has nothing in






common with another which stems from a different experience. Compare:
p P Neshs By ohak o2 e vapw oy D7p SwiEK
PTIRR CRTR DN Y imepEn
"I [God] will fall on them like a she-bear bereft of her cubs, and I
will rip up their vitals" (Hos. 13.8).
2y nsh pAmSs naon P ton 1o
N S P e e =% A 4 o am
I NO PN (3T
s 4V weer T 1e=
"I [God] remember your devotion when you were young, your love as a bride,
how you followed me in the wilderness, in the land that is not sown'
(Jer. 2.2).
In Deuteronomy 5.2 we read, "Yahweh, our God, made a covenant with
us in Horeb." Which of the above images is present here? Is this a
reference to the human kind of marriage contract which can be "proposed,
concluded, witnessed, committed to writing, broken, renewed and so on. !
(Hillers, 1969, p. 4), or does it depict a simpler, more instinctive
bonding, like that of the she-bear defending her cubs? Or perhaps this
Deuteronomic phrase is a simple statement‘dealiﬁg with a specific ancient
law, for the sphere of law has always been apparent within the Israelite
covenant. A second problem confronting scholars occurs when they try to
"make do with information about modern contracts or Roman foedera or
bedouin alliances" (Ibid., p. 6) in their attempts to interpret and under-
stand the idea. But this has proven to be a risky procedure at best, since
"the form and intentionm of an alliance are things determined by a partic-
ular society or age at a particular time. In a different society or age,
these things are bound to be different. '"Interpreters of the past, like

courteous travelers, must respect the customs of the country in which they
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find themselves. But where they have not been told what those customs
are, it is not surprising if they commit some blunders" (Ibid.).

Another difficulty: "Covenant" is not, and possibly never was,
one idea. We cannot assume that at any one time there was only one kind
of arrangement labeled "covenant" between people or between them and
their deity. Most likely, there were many forms and procedures for making
and binding an agreement. -And, most likely, new eras brought new forms
and new procedures. This accounts for many of the curious contradictions
among scholars who, in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century,
produced a proliferation of opinions on "covenant."”

Starting with the assumption that wherever they found the

Hebrew word for covenant they were dealing with the same idea,
different interpreters achieved remarkably varied views; mutual
obligation, we read, is the essence of the relation; the cove-
nant is a completely one-sided arrangement; God initiates any
covenant; men take the initiative in concluding it; there are
four covenants in the Priestly writer--no, three: no, two.
And, of course, in each different work we find the writer
struggling with a recalcitrant body of evidence which will not
easily fit his scheme. This state of affairs suggests rather
strongly that there are tensions and conflicts in the material
itself. It is not a case of six blind men and the elephant,
but of a group of learned paleontologists creating different
monsters from the fossils of six separate species. (Hillers,
1969, p. 7)

It is not the intention of this writer to arbitrate these tensions
and conflicts. On the contrary, their very existence provides a basis for
the thesis that, not helter-skelter, did various ideas of covenant exist.
Nor has one singular idea or one unadulterated form of alliance persisted,
untouched, from the beginning until now. Rather, the idea has been
processed by time, environment, and the immediate needs of a particular

community. We will see that when a crisis occurs in a community, the

covenant concept metabolizes to accommodate itself to the new milieu and
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thus continues to be the basis for Israelite survival.

When did the processimg begin? When did the religious conception
that the relationship between God and man is established by a covenant
first appear? Once again, scholarly opinions vary and often conflict.
Wellhausen (1885) views the idea of covenant as one of the latest
concepts to arise in Israel's history. He insists that it was not
presupposed by the prophets, but rather, it grew out of their ideas.
For Wellhausen, Israel's real history begins with Moses, and the contents
of the Mosaic religion are summarized in the formula: '"Yahweh the God
of Israel, and Israel the people of Yahweh" (Ex. 6:7; II Sam. 7.24).
This, he says, is not monotheism; it meant much the same as '"Chemash
the god of Moab." Further, he says, YHVH's relationship to His people
was not defined by any kind of legal or covenantal bond:

Nor did the theocracy exist from the time of Moses in the
form of the covenant, though that was aferwards a favorite
mode of regarding it. The relation of Jehovah to Israel
was in its nature and origin a natural one; there was no
interval between Him and His people to call for thought or
question. Only when the existence of Israel had come to be
threatened by the Syrians and Assyrians, did such prophets
as Elijah and Amos raise the Deity high above the people,
sever the natural bond between them, and put in its place

a relation depending on conditions, conditions of a moral
character. (Wellhausen, 1885, p. 417)

Others (Kaufman, 1972; Mendenhall, 1955) assign an early date to
the Israelite covenant with YHVH, suggesting that since it is extremely
difficult to conclude with any authority that the blood-ties of the
descendants of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were close enough to bind the
clans together, the covenant relationship alone accounts for the bond--
a religious rather than an economic or military alliance (Mendenhall,

1955, p. 24f).
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Early dating of the covenant concept explains how the twelve
tribes of Israel lived together before there was a king. "Even if these
tribes were blood descendants of one man (the implausible view suggested
by a casﬁal reading of the Bible), it is still hard to believe that they
existed side-by-side for over a century, without a formal agreement
binding them" (Hillers, 1969, p. 68). Usually, in the ancient world,
when separate groups confronted one another, the choice was either a treaty
or war. (See Joshua 9: The Story of the Gibeonites.)

Early existence of a covenant is even more plausible when omne
reads in the Bible that not all those who entered Canaan with Joshua were
blood-kin. Passages in Exodus and Numbers mention the presence of "27 270,"
a mixed multitude (Ex. 12.38) or rpapx‘: "a great mixture” (Nu. 11.4) in
the number of those who fled from Egypt. If so many diverse groups were
combined into a cohesive league, what held them fogether? The bond does
not seem to bé "natural,”" as Wellhausen suggests (p. 416).

There seems to be no evidence.of a pact with a human leader; no
covenant between Israel and Moses or Israel and Joshua; no recorded formal
agreement between tribes and qlans: "What we do find presupposed in all
our sources is Judah and Benjamin and the rest, first of all in league
with Yahweh, and through this bound to one another" (Hillers, 1969, p. 69).

I1f, then, we conclude that the basis of Israelite solidarity,
beginning with the Patriarchs, has always been their covenant relationship
with YHVH, we must look for the origin of the sense of law and justice
and ethical morality inherent in that covenant and for the prototype,
if indeed there is any, of the specific relationship itself. Did all this

suddenly appear, full blown, in Abraham's mind? Mendenhall, as we will
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see; 1is convinced that the Patriarch and his clan assimilat;ed2 and
syncretised the covenant concept and form from contemporary, second
millennium B.C.E. neighboring cultures and modes.

One of the popular modes of the ancient world, particularly in
the realm of international relations, was the covenant-upheld-by-an-oath
as a nonmilitary means of enforcing promises. '"References to internatiomal
(i.e., intercity-state) covenants occur already in old Sumerian texts of
the third millennium B.C. and it would seem likely that covenants—upheld-
by-oath must go back many centuries, if not millennia before" (Mendenhall,
1955, p. 27).

We are most fortunate to have, through the success of archaeological
excavations, adequate source material for studying the international
covenants of the Hittite Empire (1450-1200 B.C.)-=-a society contemporary
with the beginnings of the Israelite people. Mendenhall has carefully
detailed the form of the Hittite suzerainty covenant3 and concluded that
it is the most likely basis for all those in the Bible.4

A summary look at his findings will familiarize the reader with
recognized, recurring elements of this model treaty (see Addendum AA),
which can then be a point of departure or comparison in our discussions
of various biblical covenants.

There are six essential elements in the texts of the Hittite
treaty, but the form is not an extremely rigid one: there are variations
in the order of the elements and in the wording; occasionally, for unknown
reasons, one element or another is not present. The elements are:

1) The Preamble: This begins with the formula "thus says NN,

the great king, king of the Hatti land, son of NN . . . the valiant."






14

This identifies the author of the covenant, "giving his titles and attri-
butes, as well as his genealogy. The emphasis is upon the majesty and
power of the king . . . who confers a relationship by covenant upon his
vassal" (Ibid., p. 32).

2) The Historical Prologue: A description, in detail, of the

previous relationship between the two parties. Much time is spent re-
counting the king's benevolent deeds, thus obligating the vassal to
perpetual gratitude toward him for all past favors. Immediately following
this, the vassal expresses his great devotion to the king, "exchanging
future obedience to specific commands for past benefits which he received
without any real right" (Ibid.).

3) The Stipulations: Here are the details of the obligations

imposed upon and accepted by the vassal. Often they include, among other
elements, the prohibition of any other foreign relationships (Ibid., p. 33).

4) Provisions for Deposit in the Temple and Periodic Public

Readings: Since it was not only the vassal but also his entire community
that was bound by the treaty, it was necessary to educate the public as
to the stipulated obligations and the greatness of the king. '"Since the
treaty itself was under the protection of the (human) deity, it was
deposited as a sacred thing in the sanctuary of the vassal state--perhaps
also, to indicate that the local deity or deities would not and could not
aid in breach of covenant" (Bright, 1981, p. 152).

5) The List of Gods as Witnesses: Just as legal contracts were

witnessed by several people in the community, so the gods acted as wit-

nesses to the international covenants (Hillers, 1969, p. 36).
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6) The Curses and Blessings Formula: It is most interesting that

there is no hint of military retaliation by the king if the vassal breaks
his oath. Rather, "the curses and blessings in the texts are treated as
the actions of the gods" (Mendenhall, 1955, p. 34).

There are three other elements which, although often not iﬁ the
written text, were known to be present in these ancient treaties: a) the
formal oath through which the vassal pledged his loyalty to the king;

b) some kind of solemn ceremony which accompanied the oath; c¢) a form
for initiating some action against a rebellious vassal (Ibid., p. 35).

To summarize: An ancient suzerainty treaty is essentially an
elaborate oath--thoroughly introduced, stipulations carefully listed,
provisions made for perpetual renewal, and promises of both acceptance
and retribution clearly expressed. At some early date, Israel entered
into a covenant with YHVH modeled on this kind of agreement.

Why did Israel choose this particular treaty? What was there
about this alliance that appealed to them as a way of expressing important
convictions about God, about Israel's relationship to Him? Doubtless,
the decision grew out of experience rather than out of abstract thought.
"We must not imagine the elders in Israel sitting in convention, like so
many founding fathers, debating on a constitution for the new state, or
like prelates in a church council, arguing over the formulation of
articles of faith" (Hillers, 1969, p. 64).

This writer chooses to speculate that the appeal of the suzerainty
treaty was found in the positions assigned there to both the king and the
vassal. The ancient Israelites anabolized and synthesized the gist of

those positions for their God and for themselves.
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In the treaty, the king collaborates with others without being
reduced to the status of an equal. So, too, Israel's God is free and
sovereign, swearing to nothing but promising faithfulness to the faithful
and protection to His people.

The Israelites also find their proper place. They sensed a basic
respect for human freedom in the king's choice Qf the vassal and in the
stipulation that the vassal must accept his royal appointment. They
assimilated the idea that entry into the covenant is initially a matter
of choice. Though YHVH takes the initiative in the selection of His people,
He does not force Himself on an unwilling partner. The people must choose
to be in league with Him.

Human freedom is also present in the sense that, except for certain
required and other prohibited activities, Israel, as a people and as indi-
viduals, are left by the covenant Deity to function and develop as it

'deems best.

The idea of the security of a benevolent God offering directionm,
limitations, and protection to His people, and the people's freedom to
accept this God as its own and walk in His stipulated yet not unreasonably
restrictive ways, must have been a most appealing arrangement in an
ancient and chaotic world--an arrangement that the Israelites obviously
could not resist.

From this point, with the understanding that the religion began
by borrowing ideas, customs, and forms from its environment, we can now
proceed to investigate what happened to those foreign, covenant-related
components after they were assimilated by the Israelite people. Were

they so synthesized that they are no longer discernible? With what else
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were they infused to eventually make them and keep them distinctively
and especially "Jewish"? What did the Israelites/Jews of subsequent

generations do to their originélly assimilated and syncretized ideas of

the covenant?
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Notes to Chapter 2

1. Etymology of B'rit. Birit has also been traced to:

a) "To cut" (Josh. 17/15; Ez. 23.47): 1In Gesenius, "cutting in
pieces of the victims which were sacrificed on concluding a solemn cove-
nant and between parts of which the contracting parties were accustomed
to pass." ( Gnas, Ser. BWdé)

b) "To see visions™: Akkadian baru (Goldman, 1958, p. 253).

c¢) "An eating together," "banquet" (Lee, Hebrew Lexicon, mentiomed

in Gesenius).
| d) "A bite," "A bit of food'--probably connected to the meal that
accompanied the making of a covenant in ancient times (Goldman, p. 253.
Also see p. 15.
e) "To decide™: Sumerian bar (Ibid.)

Hebrew has two additional terms for "covenant':

. . . 'edut (cf. the parallel terms luhot ha-'edut and luhot ha-berit)
and "alah. These also have their counterparts in the cognate languages:
'dy['] in old Aramaic (Sefire) and ade in Akkadian on the one hand,

and 'lt in Phoenician, mamitu in Akkadian, and lingai in Hittite

on the other. 'Alah and the corresponding terms in Akkadian and
Hittite connote an oath which actually underlies the covenantal

deed. The terms berit and 'alah often occur together (Gen. 26:28;

Deut. 29:11, 13, 20; Ezek. 16:59; 17:18), rendering the idea of a
binding oath, as does the Akkadian hendiadys ade mamit or ade-u

mamite. (Encyc. 5:1012)

For concluding a covenant, Tanach often uses the term

(karat berit)--to "cut a covenant." The same expression is used "in

Aramaic treaties in connection with dy and in Phoenician documents in

connection with 'It (Ibid.). Possibly the term originated in the ancient

ceremony of cutting an animal which concluded the making of the covenant

(Black & Rowley, 1982, p. 204).
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2. Particularly, in nonscholarly Jewish circles, the word
"asgimilate" has recently received a negative connotation, suggesting
dissolution, dilution, disintegration, absorption--even paganization.
However, the word is used throughout this paper in its original and positive

sense (see Glossary). (For further discourse on the word, read The Blessing

of Assimilation in-Jewish History, by Gerson D. Cohen. My thanks to

Rabbi Hershel Matt for indicating the article to mea

3. Both Mendenhall and V. Korosex analyzed the covenants and
discovered two distinct classiﬁicaiions: the suzerainty treaty and parity
treaty (Albright, \Qu1l, p. 181). There is a bésic difference between the
two. In the latter, "both parties are bound to obey identical stipula-
tions, making it, in effect, two treaties in opposite directions, i.e.,
each king binds the other to identical obligations" (Mendenhall, 1955,

p. 29).

In‘the former, the vassal is obligated to obey the commands of
the Hittite king. Its primary purpose is to establish a solid relation-
ship of mutual support between the two parties. '"The stipulations of
the suzerainty treaty are binding, only upon the vassal and only the
vassal took an oath of obedience. . . . It is the vassal's obligation to
trust in the benevolence of the sovereign" (Ibid.). It is this treaty

which is the model for those in the Bible.

4. Aware that the Hittite Empire had vanished long before Israel
existed, and therefore the Israelite covenant could hardly have been
adapted directly from the Hittite form, scholars have justified the com-—

parison thus:
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a) The Hittites, it is certain, did not originate the form.
They borrowed it from Mesopotamian sources (Albright, \Q%l, pp. 182-83).
"Therefore it must be the common property of many people and states in
the second millennium B.C." (Mendenhall, 1955, p. 28).

b) The form of many of the alliances made with both Syria and
Egypt at this time was similar and was referred to or preserved in the
Hittite archives. Therefore, "abundant opportunity to become familiar
with the treaty form must be admitted for ancient Israel(Ibid.).

c) There are many other accepted independent parallels between
the Hittite and biblical materials. (See W. F. Albright, Jourmal of

Biblical Literature, LIX, 1940).







CHAPTER 3

IN THE GARDEN

The Covenant with Adam

To begin an odyssey of the Israelite people with Adam must seem;,
at reader's first glance, puzzling. Adam was no Israelite. It is only
through the priestly contrivances of ancient geneglogy, written back into
Torah, centuries after alleged events (Speiser, 1982, pp. xxiv-xxv) that
Adam is in any way connected to Abraham. However, all of Tanach was
written by Israelites/Jews; from a Jewish perspective; through Jewish
experience; with Jewish ideas and motives. All Tamach reflects this
Jewish authorship. Therefore, to investigate the metabolism of the Judaic
covenant and not consider the very beginning of this very Jewish Genesis
would be to miss a most important link.

Every action or event narrated in Genesis 1l and 2 is a result of.
God's work. Nothing has happened which He did not cause. In contrast,
the events of Chapter 3 are the results of man's first independent action.
That action was sipful and the devastating results included the loss of
the perfection of Eden and of man's innocence and immortality.

That this story is undoubtedly a blending of elements from
several even more ancient myths, and that it was probably written by J
(Ibid.), is not pertinent to our study.l The significance of biblical
myths is not so much in the tracing of their origins, but rather in an
understanding of what Jewish idea this Jewish version of the myth is

trying to convey to the reader.
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From our “covenantal" vantage point, it can be said that the
Adam myth intimates that there is a natural and necessary covenant within
any and every relationship between God and man. Although informal, many
of the treaty elements previously discussed are present here.

The first two chapters of Genesis, depicting divine creation,
surely suffice as preamble and historical prologue. No past benevolent
deeds of king or deity could equal those described here. To complete
the prologue and direct it specifically to Adam, we read:

The Lord God planted a garden in Eden, in the east, and

placed there the man whom He had formed. And from the ground

the Lord God caused to grow every tree that was pleasing to

the sight and good for food. . . . And the Lord God fashioned

the rib that He had taken from the man into a woman; and He

brought her to the man. (Gen. 2.8-9, 22)
What more could any human ask of Deity! The stipulations of the covenant
are clearly stated:

And the Lord God commanded the man, saying, ''Of every

tree of the garden you are free to eat; but as for the tree
of knowledge of good and bad, you must not eat of it; for
as soon as you eat of it, you shall die." (Gen. 2.16-17)

Adam's acceptance of the terms of the relationship are unwritten.
His acquiescence to live within the garden, "to till it and tend it,"
and his initial adherence to the prohibition of eating the specific fruit,
all suggest his personal though informal agreement.

The witness--although a destructive one--is woman.

Now the serpent said: ''Did God really say: You shall not

eat of any tree of the garden?" The woman replied to the
serpent, "We may eat of the fruit of the other trees of the
garden. It is only about fruit of the tree in the middle of
the garden that God said: You shall not eat of it or touch
it, lest you die." (Gen. 3.1-3)

Other than the threat of death--the ultimate curse-—-nomne is men-

tioned before Adam violates the pact. Then they are clearly stated:
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To Adam He said, "Because you did as your wife said and

ate of the tree about which I commanded you, 'You shall not
eat of it,'

By the sweat of your brow

Shall you get bread to eat,

Until you return to the ground-- . . . (Gen. 3.17, 19)

There is no oath, no formal ceremony, yet the covenantal relation-
ship is implicit in the story, as is the image and the positions of both
man and Deity.

God provides man with a garden in which to live but gives man
the responsibility and freedom to cultivate and perpetuate the gift; God
creates all kinds of beasts and birds, and man is allowed to name them.
Here is a picture of a "working relationship" based on an agreement
between the contracting parties. Adam's silence is assumed consent!

When the pact is broken, man loses most of what he has been given.
The contrast of the world of man's experience in Genesis, Chapter 3,
to God's intended world of beauty, concord, and fulfillment in the previous
two chapers is striking. The myth cries out a warning, "Ugliness, discord
and deprivation will surely result from a broken covenant" (Gardner, 1966,
p. 114).

Many centuries later, the same theme reverberates in the prophetic
voice:

Hear, O heavens, and give ear, O earth,

For the Lord has spoken:

"I reared children and brought them up--

And they have rebelled against Me!". . .

They have forsaken the Lord,

Spurned the Holy One of Israel,

Turned their backs [on Him].

Assuredly,

Thus said the Holy One of Israel:

Because you have rejected this word . .

0f a surety,
This iniquity shall work on you
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Like a spreading breach that occurs in a lofty wall,
Whose crash comes sudden and swift.

It is smashed as one smashes an earthen jug,
Ruthlessly shattered
So that no shard is left in its breakage
To scoop coals from a brazier,
Or ladle water from a puddle. (Is. 1.2, 4, 12f)
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Note to Chapter 3

1. In any investigation of Tanach, there is a constant tension
between what is actually written and the era or time frame in which
various scholars propose it was written. A EEEEE understanding of a
particular event or phrase, which considers only its immediate context
and the simple meaning of the words, may have no coincidence with an
interpretation filtered through biblical criticism or any other con-
temporary analytical method of scriptural investigation.

This thesis is concerned, in general, with Judaism's perpetual
process or tradition, if you will, of adaptation and change, as mani-
fested in theories and practices throughout its history. Specifically,
here it is examining that process and those manifestations concerning
the covenant idea.

Therefore, the emphasis of the writer is om Israelite thought
and practices in each historical period under investigation: how and
why and the consequences of our people's use, misuse, disuse, or reuse
of a motif. Often, this was the result of contemporary interpretations
of Tanach. It is on this that the writer has chosen to focus.

The course and dating of biblical events have, in this investiga-
tion, an academic importance which will be noted and evaluated when
apropos. (See above discussion of Hittite treaty, and priestly writers

[p. 23] and Adam [p. 24].






CHAPTER 4

AFTER THE FLOOD

The Covenant with Noah

The first explicit covenant in Tanach appears in the story of Noah
and the Flood (Gen. 6.9-9.29) where, for the first time, the term b'rit
is used to denote covenant:

SIS TSP TIORY To 7R m3m o BRI I0N TR TR
° "And I will make my covenant with you" (Ibid., 6.18)

The story of the floodl is simple but pointed. Discontented with
the wickedness of His creation,vYHVH decrees its destrqction, Only the
"righteous" (Ibid., 6.9), Noah and his family, were to be saved—--to become
an instrument for tﬁe perpetuation of life on earth.

Throughout the saga of annihilation, there is a mood of optimistic
promise: Along with His announcement of the_impending flood, YHVH reveals
His intention to make a covenant with Noah. The negative theme of judg-
ment stands alongside the positive hope emphasized by covenant: "For My
part, I am about to bring the Flood- . . . everything on earth shall
perish. But I will establish My covenant with you" (Gen. 6.17).

Through Noah, YHVH provides the world with a fresh start. Human
life was not extinguished but was given a new beginning. Creation was
restored and humankind was charged with the original command--and blessed.

Never again will I doom the earth because of man, since

the devisings of man's mind are evil from his youth; nor
will I ever again destroy every living being, as I have dome.

So long as the earth endures,
Seedtime and harvest,

~r
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Cold and heat,
Summer and winter,
Day and night
Shall not cease."

God blessed Noah and his sons, and said to them, ""Be fertile
and increase, and fill the earth. . . . all the beasts of the
earth and all the birds of the sky--all the fish of the sea;
they are given into your hand. Every creature that lives shall
be yours to eat; as with the green grasses, I give you all these.”
(Gen. 8.21-9.3)

Noah and his family are alive and with them and all humankind
God makes covenant, promising His protection and presence and requiring
of them only the "responsible allegiance originally demanded by the act
of creation" (Flanders, Crapps & Smith, 1973, p. 90).

And God said to Noah and to his sons, "I now establish
My covenant with you and your offspring to come, and with
every living thing--birds, cattle, and every wild beast as
well, every living thing on earth. I will maintain My
covenant with you: never again shall all flesh be cut off
by the waters of a flood, and never again shall there be
a flood to destroy the earth." _

God further said, "This is the sign that I set for the
covenant between Me and you, and every living creature with
you, for all ages to come. I have set My bow in the clouds,
and it shall serve as a sign of the covenant between Me and
the earth. When I bring clouds over the earth, and the bow
appears in the clouds, I will remember My covenant between
Me and you and every living creature among all flesh, so
that the waters shall never again become a flood to destroy
all flesh. When the bow is in the clouds, I will see it
and remember the everlasting covenant between God and all
living creatures, all flesh that is on earth. That," God
said to Noah, "shall be the sign of the covenant that I
have established between Me and all flesh that is on earth."
(Gen. 9.8-17)

Here is a covenant between YHVH and man which uses the word
involving a binding obligation ("for all ages") and which was initiated
by the Deity. No formal history is told as an introduction. It is the
storyteller, not the covenant text, that indicates the previous relation-

ship of the two parties and the past great deeds of YHVH.
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In the blessing which precedes the actual covenant, YHVH says,
"Be fertile and increase and fill the earth" (Gen. 9.l1), but nowhere
in the text of the covenant (9.8-17) is any obligation placed on Noah
and his descendants.2 This is simply a unilateral promise of God. What
Noah and humankind may do will not alter the promise.
In the promise contained in the "J" account, the author
repeats the very words that motivated the flood in the first
place: God will not destroy the world by flood again, "for
the thoughts of a man's mind are evil from little up." The
same idea is implied in "P." Even if man is hopelessly
corrupt, God will not again destroy him. (Hillers, 1969, p. 102)
There is no formal ceremony of acceptance of the covenant by
Noah since he has no responsibilities concerning the pact. However, it
is worth noting that when Noah debarked from the ark, his first activity
was to ceremoniously offer a sacrifice to YHVH:
Then Noah built an altar to the Lord and, taking of
every clean animal and of every clean bird, he offered
burnt offerings on the altar. The Lord smelled the
pleasing odor, and the Lord said to Himself:. . . (Gen. 8.20)
Probably this was written into the story by P in an effort to
build a foundation for the Priestly Saﬁrificial Cult. Nevertheless,
sacrifice as a means of expressing gratitude by one involved in covenant
was introduced into our tradition here.
The obligations in this covenant rest solely with YHVH. In the
future, it will be He who will have to "remember'" the promise.
The rainbow, the "sign" ( M ) of the covenant, is primarily
for YHVH to see so that He does not forget.
Speiser contends that the rainbow represents "a bright and com-

forting reminder that the race shall endure, however transient the indi-

vidual" (1982, p. 59).
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However, it is the writer of the medieval play, Noah's Flood,

whose quaint explanation captures the essential meaning of the bow:

My bow between you and me

In the firmament shall be . . .

The string is turned towards you
And towards me is bent the bow,
That such weather shall never show,
And this beheet I thee.

--A. C. Cowley, Everyman and Medieval Plays

Although Noah is the specific, human focus of the story, he is
relatively unimportant in this unilateral covenant. It is YHVH who decides
on the flood; when it will begin and end; who will survive and who will
not. Unlike Abraham, Noah makes no protest, offers no suggestions or
resistance to YHVH's plans. He is simply "an instrument of the omnipotent
Master of Nature" and "“incidental to his covenant with God" (Hartman,

1985, p. 29). The pact does not depend upon nor revélve around an indi-
vidual. It is a comprehensive rather than personal covenant, which embraces
all forms of life. (See Gen. 8.22; 9.8; 9.12. Also, compare Abraham's
covenant, pp. dl €.

It follows, then, that this covenantal sign would be a universal
one--a sign of YHVH's merciful promise for all to see, rather than a mark
of personal identification. The function of the next sign, circumcision,
differs from that of the rainbow in that it does identify those individuals
who share in the promise made by YHVH.

YHVH's premeditated choice to destroy all but ome family, so that
it alone could emerge from devastation and begin again, introduces the
principle of the "remmant." This principle underlies the events leading
up to most of the biblical and post-biblical covenants (consider the

circumstances of Abraham, the Sinaitic covenant, the Israelites entering
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Canaan with Joshua, the Talmudic Rabbis after 70 C.E., the Jews after
Napoleonic emancipation, and these. after. 1945).

It is anabolized by the prophet Isaiah in the 7th century and
clearly articulated:

And in that day,

The remnant of Israel

And the escaped of the House of Jacob
Shall lean no more upon him that beats it,
But shall lean sincerely

On the Lord, the Holy One of Israel.

Only a remnant shall return,

Only a remmant of Jacob,

To Mighty God.

Even if your people, O Israel,

Should be as the sands of the sea,

Only a remnant of it shall return.
Destruction is decreed;

Retribution comes like a flood!

For my Lord God of Hosts is carrying out
A decree of destruction upon all the land.
(Is. 10.20-23)

Isaiah went so far as to name one of his sons "Shear-jashub"
meaning "a remnant will return." For him, this was "God's living sign

for a supreme hope" (Heschel, 1955, p. 95).

So I will wait for the Lord, who is hiding His face from
the House of Jacob, and I will trust in Him. Here stand I and
the children the Lord has given me as signs and portents in
Israel from the Lord of Hosts, who dwells on Mount Ziom.

(Is. 8.17)

The idea of remnant is further refined until it represents the

hope of the coming of the Messiah:

But a shoot shall grow out of the stump of Jesse,
A twig shall sprout from his stock.

The spirit of the Lord shall alight upon him:

A spirit of wisdom and insight,

A spirit of counsel and valor,

A spirit of devotion and reverence for the Lord.
(Is. 11.1-2)
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The significance of this covenant can best be analyzed and com=
pared to others in terms of what it indicates about God. He is the
all-powerful initiator of creation and covenant. He asks for nothing
and promises all. He is merciful and forgiving and wants, so intensely,
for His creatures to endure that in this covenant He separates His re-
sponsibility for creation from His response to the moral condition of
humankind.

Prior to the Flood, all of nature was doomed to destruc-

tion because God "regretted that He had made man on earth";
human corruption was sufficient reason to justify the destruc-
tion of all living things. After the Flood, however, God
proclaims His awareness that although human beings are created
in His image, they do not automatically embody all that God
wishes them to be. God's reflections on them are, as it were,
similar to a parent's realization that his child is not his
mirror image but is a separate being with limitatiomns, weak-
nesses, and an independent will. The child may come from the
parent, but it is nevertheless separate and independent.
(Hartman, 1985, p. 28)

We can sense this newly established distance between God and humans
in the covenant made after the flood; in God's promise not to destroy
nature in consequence of and as punishment for what people might do.

This distancing of humans from God and God's realistic

assessment of their propensity to evil are necessary stages
of the process leading to the covenantal mutuality repre-
sented by the giving of the law at Sinai, which charges a
particular human community with responsibility for its own
spiritual growth. (Ibid., p. 29)

The redemptive concern of YHVH which is seen so clearly in the
theme of His first verbal covenant also provides a rationale for YHVH's
selection of a people with whom to make a future alliance (Flanders et al.,
1973, p. 87). Since the flood was unsuccessful in obliterating human

sin (as evidenced by Noah's sinful actions after the flood (see Gen. 9.21-

29), He eventually elected an entire people and made His alliance with
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them (see Ex. 19.4-6). But, our tradition recalls, before He enters
into that public covenant, He chooses one more individual-—-this time a
righteous, more deserving one--and his descendants, with whom to form

His next alliance.
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Notes to Chapter 4

1. There are other ancient versions of the flood story. The
Yahwist and Priestly versions (J and P) can be found in Genesis and are
the ones on which the discussion in this paper is based.

It is now generally accepted that the biblical flood stories (or
myths) are closely related to those of Sumer and Babylonia. The main
Babylonian version can be found in the Gilgimesh Epic. For a synopsis
of this myth and a comparison with three mentioned above, see Black and

Rowley, Peak's Commentary on the Bible, pp. 183-85.

2. It is the later addition of P incorporated into the story
text which speaks of obligation:

You must not, however, eat flesh with its life-blood
in it. But for your own life-blood I will require a
reckoning: I will require it of every beast; of man, too,
will I require a reckoning for human life, of every man
for that of his fellow man!

Whoever sheds the blood of man,

By man shall his blood be shed;

For in His image

Did God make man.

Be fertile, then, and increase; abound on the earth
and increase on it."

This passage is replete with grist for analytical, homiletical,
and halachic mills, but it is not within the scope of this thesis to go

beyond its mere mention.






CHAPTER 5

HEBREW ORIGINS

The Covenant with Abraham and the Patriarchs

Beginning with the twelfth chapter of Genesis, Torah is concerned
with the unique relationship--the particular b'rit between God and Israel.
The purpose of all of the traditions--all of the stories--which follow
this chapter is not to recount history or detail the events in individual
lives, but to tell of the promise made to the Faithful by YHVH, the God
of Israel.

The history of the people, Israel, is also the history of the
idea of covenant. The stories of the Patriarchs are a graphic way of
giving theological meaning to that history; to indicate that the coming
together of certain tribes into the covenant community of Israel was not
a haphazard series of historic(al) events, but rather the fulfillment of
the divine intent to establish a people whose religious faith was in-
extricably interwoven with their physical existence.

"The patriarchal traditions related the religious and legal
claims of the Israelite tribal confederacy of later times to a sacred
past when Yahweh made himself known to men whose descendants became the
community of Israel" (Flanders et al., 1973, p. 102). It is the memory
of the past covenant by subsequent generations that has, throughout the
ages, given continuity to the Israel community. It is the new interpre-

tations given to the covenant as remembered from the vantage point of

34






35

the new era that account for the metabolic changes in the covenant con-
cept itself.

Three basic affirmations pervade Israel's covenantal theology:

1) promise, 2) obligation, 3) response. The answer to the question, "Who
made the promise to the People Israel?" remains perpetually the same.

"What is Israel's obligation? What expectations are required by the
promise? How should a covenanted people respond? Indeed, how did they
respond?”" In each age and environment, these questions received answers
relevant to the contemporary scene. To recognize the flux of the economic,
social, and political history of our people is fo begin to understand

the reasons for the variations in its covenantal theme.

The narratives in Genesis do not furnish adequate information
for an exact description of the patriarchal religion.1 We can say that
although the narratives refer to the Patriarchal God as YHVH, the name
historically began with Moses (cf. Ex.6.3-4). It may have been YHVH who
appeared to the Patriarchs, but they had not really known Him by that
name "and they did not yet know the fullness which the Sinaitic revelation
would provide" (Flanders, p. 121).

However, the patriarchal cults did exist: '"The extent of their
devotion and the continuity between their worship and that of Mosaic days
is more than an anachronistic projection backwards of the faith of later
Israeln(Ibid.).

Each patriarch chose his own form of worship of God, Who, he
believed, was entrusted with the care of his clan. Although they used
many names for God: El Shaddai (God the Mountain Ome [Ex. 6.3; Gen.

17.1]); E1 Elyon (God Most High [Gen. 14.18-24]); E1l Olam (God of
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Eternity [Gen. 21.33]); E1 Roi (God the Seer [Gen. 16.13]); and El Bethel
(God of Bethel [Gen. 31.13; 37.7]), there was always a close personal tie
between the clan father and his God. (See pp. 58, 59.)

Most likely within the various clans, the patron God was

worshipped to the practical exclusion of other gods. This
does not mean that the patriarchal religion was monotheistic.
Out of this type of religion, however, monotheism would
ultimately grow, since later Israel could say with honesty
that the patriarchs had worshipped Yahweh and he had directed
their movement to Canaan. (Flanders, p. 122)

The worship of the patriarchal tribes was "filled with simple
dignity" (Ibid.). The patriarch himself presided over the ritual
sacrifice (Gen. 15.10-11; compare priestly sacrifices [Lev. 2.1-2;
3.1=3 ££f]). Each clan had shrines or places of worship, usually associ-
ated with pléces where the patriarchs had had a theophany and made or

-renewed the covenant with their god (Gen. 15.7018; 28.10-19; 32.25-32).

The theme, peculiar to the People Israel and YHVH, which begins
in Genesis 12 and is repeated early and often, is always depicted through
a theophany. (See Addendum B.)

Promisés, promises! "I will bless you . . . make your name great

. bless those who bless you . . . curse those who curse you . . .
give this land to your offspring . . . make you the father of a multitude
of nations . . . bless your wife and give you a son by her . . . make
you exceedingly fertile . . . make kings come forth from you . . . I will
be your God."

The promise--especially the one in the J version (Gen. 15.12-21,
Addendum B)--is primarily one of Divine protection, possession of land,

and numerous posterity. What more could an ancient pastoral shepherd

want? "If the patriarchs followed their God at all--if they believed
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that He had promised them anything (and surely they must have so believed
or they would not have followed him)--then land, protection, and progeny
may be assumed to have been the gist of that promise" (Bright, 1967,

p. 101).

The series of stories which follow the making of the covenant
substantiate the theme of the promise:

Abraham is promised a multitude of descendants (Gen. 13.16).
Childless, he considers making Eliezer of Damascus his heir (Gen. 15.2),
but it would be impossible to fulfill the promise through a household
slave. The subsequent stories of Abraham siring Ishmael through Hagar
(Gen. 163 21.9-20), the conflict between Sarah and Hagar, which leads
to the latter's expulsion from their home, the elderly Abraham and
Sarah's plea for a child, and the climactic birth of Isaac, are all
instrumental in serving the promise.

Abraham is pledged the land of Canaan (Gen. 13.14-17; 15.18).
The story of his purchase of a burial place at Machpeleth for Sarah
solidifies this pledge.

The Promised Land was a spiritual grant from God. But

the best practical safeguard in terms that everybody could
recognize and accept was a clear legal title to the land.
The living could get by as sojourners; but the dead required
a permanent resting ground. The Founding Fathers, at least,
must not be buried on alien soil. The spot had to be theirs
beyond any possibility of dispute. Small wonder, therefore,
that tradition had to insist on a title which no law-abiding
society would dare to contest and upset. (Speiser, 1982,
pp. 171-72)

It is in the story of the Akeda that this theme of promise is
most forcefully expressed. Here, Abraham is asked to sacrifice the only

concrete evidence of the pledge made to him and his descendants. God's

intervention and provision of a substitute for the child is clear






38

substantiation of the validity of His word.

From the covenant writings, we can easily sense ancient Israel's
confidence in Divine promises and its "exuberant expectation of good
things in the future' (Flanders, 1973, p. 156). There is no doubt in
this writer's mind that the patriarchal idea of "future" extended through~
out all the earthly lives of infinite generations of descendants. We
will see, later, how the prophets ingested this idea and, influenced by
the horrendous earthly events of the day, syncretized it into a much-needed
eschatological belief.

Nevertheless, in Genesis the Divine promises were clearly stated,
often reiterated, and easily understood. But what of the human obligation
in the pact? Here we have a difference of scholarly opinions. Mendenhall
opines:

Both in the narrative of Gen. 15 and 17, and in the later

references to this covenant, it is clearly stated or implied

that it is Yahweh Himself who swears to certain promises to

be carried out in the future. It is not often enough seen

that no obligations are imposed upon Abraham. (1955, p. 36)
Hillers (somewhat of a protege of Mendenhall) says that the Abrahamic
covenants are obviously one-sided. But then he adds,

. . even though a covenant like that with Abraham does
not spell out how Abraham is to behave, it is assumed in
the relation-~-that of having Yahweh as God--that Abraham

will continue to trust God and walk righteously before
him. (1969, p. 105)

Alvin J. Reines, of Hebrew Union College, does not see the relation-

ship as unilateral:

In essence, the covenant states that Yahveh will be the
god of Abraham and his descendants, the Israelites, if they
will be his people. As god of Abraham and the Israelites,
Yahveh will exercise special providence over them to enable
them to cope successfully with their finite condition; and
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as Yahveh's people, they have an absolute obligation to obey
his commands. (1976, pp. 58-59. See also Addendum B, 2)

Historian Jeremy Silver is certain that this is a reciprocal

agreement:

God offered and stipulated, but the covenant was not
activated until Abraham or the people assented, even though,
like Caesar's soldiers, they could only acclaim and not
bargain. Israel was offered the privilege of service and
there is no suggestion that they were impressed against their
will. But the covenant must not be confused with an agree-
ment between equals. In the covenant relationship God is
melech, king, at His most potent, and Israel is eved, servant.
(1974, p. 25)

Professor and author, Cyrus Gordon, agrees with Silver, using a

different analogy:

The relationship between the king and the protecting
deity is of a piece with the personal Covenant relationship
between the Patriarchs and Yahweh, in which human devotion
is matched by divine protection. Greek heroic literature
is replete with illustrations of such covenant relatiomships
between a particular man and a particular deity. Anchises
and Aphrodite are such a pair; Odysseus and Athena are
another. (1962, p. 96)

There is no doubt that YHVH is the One upon Whom rests most of
the responsibility for fulfilling this pact: He chooses Abraham and his
descendants. He initiates the deal, makes the promises, and setg the terms
for the permanence of the relationship. However, this writer must agree
with those scholars who glean human obligation from the phrasing as well
as the unworded intention of the b'rit--most especially in the P version

where we read:

I am El1 Shaddai. Walk in My ways and be blameless. . . .
(Gen. 17.1)

As for you, you and your offspring to come throughout the
ages shall keep My covenant. (Gen. 17.9)

I have singled him out, that he may instruct his children
and his posterity to keep the way of the LORD by doing
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what is just and right, in order that the LORD may bring
about for Abraham what He has promised him. (Gen. 18.19)

Granted, there are no specific instructions given to Abraham as to how
to walk blamelessly in God's path, but certainly it has been implied that
humankind has an active responsibility in the perpetuation of this pact.

Specifically, Abraham is told to circumcise2 every male among
him (Gen. 17.9-14. See Addendum B2). Of this, Mendenhall says:

Circumcision is not originally an obligation, but a sign of
the covenant, like the rainbow in Gen. 9. It serves to
identify the recipient(s) of the covenant, as well as to
give a concrete indication that a covenant exists. It is
for the protection of the promise, perhaps, like the mark
on Cain of Gen. 4. (p. 38)

Hillers corroborates this view that circumcision is merely a sign
--an indication of those included in the covenant (p. 104). However,
this writer argues that in thetvery wording of Gen. 17.9 f (see
Addendum B2) there is a sense of obligation to keep the covenant—--not
merely to display it-=-through circumcision.

Furthermore, it was YHVH, not man, Who executed the sign of the
rainbow and promised to periodically repeat the act. Circumcision, which
is the command of YHVH, cannot be implemented without the deliberate action
of man.

This human "doing" of the sign makes a significant difference.

No longer does all the action rest with YHVH. For Abraham, there is no
unilateral promise that his descendants will perpetually and automatically
receive the gifts of divine promises. To the contrary, anyone who per-

sonally does not show his acceptance of the covenant, and his voluntary

will to participate physically in it, will be forever punished:
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Thus shall My covenant be marked in your flesh as an
everlasting pact. And if any male who is uncircumcised
fails to circumcise the flesh of his foreskin, that person
shall be cut off from his kin; he has broken My covenant.
(Gen. 17.13-14)

Biblical critics are quick to show that the subject of circum-
cision, like the Noahide laws, comes from the pen of P and was therefore
written back into Torah long after J's contribution had been recorded.
This writer does not deny the presénce of two literary strata, nor does
she ignore a comparison of them. (See Speiser, 1982, pp. 111-15, 122-27;
Flanders, 1973, pp. 105-107; Hillers, 1969, pp. 102-105; Black & Rowley,
1982, p. 185.) However, her primary concern is with the tradition as a
whole--not when or by whom it was written, but how did our people digest
and use it.

Once again, it is the spiritual meaning of the event, rather than
its historicity, which comprises tradition. Circumcision, originally
anabolized by Israel from her neighbors, was infused by the religious
beliefs of the family of Abraham (see note 2). The synthesis resulted
in circumcision becoming the obligatory ritual and sign of a people's
faithful acceptance of YHVH's covenant. Through further metabolism--
whether by design of P or through the mere repetition of the tradition--
circumcision as commanded in this covenant became the precedent for all
future ritual (Speiser, pp. 126-27).

The covenant idea has undergone some significant change from
Noah to Abraham. The former lacks '"'the singling-out quality of intense
relationships" that we find in the latter (Hartman, 1985, p. 27).

YHVH announced the covenant to Noah, but it is obvious that He is address-

ing all of nature . The relevance of Noah's presence
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appears to be by virtue of his being a member of "'the class of living
things on earth” (Ibid.). A universal commitment has been made by YHVH
and, soon after, Noah's virtue is impugned and he disappears from the
world scene.

On the other hand, Abraham's presence and relevance to the
covenant is significant. Often we read God's name as

(elohey avraham), God of Abraham (Gen. 28.13; 31.42, 53), indicating an

intense personal relationship. Later, the Patriarch's name is changed
"as an external sign of an important turn in the life or function of the
bearer" (Speiser, p. 127).

YHVH establishes a personal relationship with him, pledging His
faithfulness with the promise of a child~--specifically, Abraham's child.

The birth of an heir, however, goes beyond personal considera-
tions. It is essential in YHVH's scheme which employs Abraham as a means
through which to seleét Israel as His covenant counterpart. Now we
clearly sée metabolism at work: The covenant emphasis shifts from the
universal to the mational, involving a future nation and a Promised Land;
the focus of Torah's concern is no longer on the preservation of creation
but rather on the history of the world; the alliance, now, is between
the Creator of the Universe and a very specific ancestor of a very specific
nation.

Unlike Noah, Abraham's importance and stature grow after the
covenant has been made. "He emerges as a protagonist in the drama of
human history--a worthy partner of the Lord of History" (Hartman, p. 28).
He is informed by YHVH of the intended destruction of Sodom. Noah is

not consulted about the flood; his complete silence and acquiescence in
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God's plan to destroy all of life is in sharp contrast to Abraham's heroic’
confrontation with God concerning the fate of the people of Sodom.
"Through Abraham's actions, the Master of Nature becomes the 'God of the
Earth'" (Ibid.).

The selection of Abraham and the election of his people by YHVH
is introduced with this covenant. The two are basic to the traditiom
and fundamental to Israel's self-understanding. Israel exists only because
it was divinely chosen from among the nations. In itself, Israel was
nothing. It was not because of any merit in her that she was chosen.(ltﬁuﬁjj
It was by YHVH's elective grace that she became His people who would be
a blessing to all mankind°

Scholars are convinced and give proof that there is no period in
its history when Israel did not believe that it was YHVH's chosen people.
What various generations have done with the idea of election--why and how
the idea has metabolized--will be seen shortly, but the basic kermel of
God's choice of an undeserving people and their obligation of response to
His favor has never been lost:

But you, Israel, my servant,

Jacob, whom I have chosen,

the offspring of Abraham, my friend;

You whom I took from the ends of the earth,

and called from its farthest corners,

saying to you, "You are my servant,
I have chosen you and not cast you off." (Is. 41:8-9)

There is one more significant idea, born in the covenant between
YHVH and Abraham and destined to weave its way through all tradition and
all history. It is what Ellis Rivkin (Adolph S. Ochs Professor of Jewish
History, HUC-JIR) calls "The Unity Principal''--the affirmation that the

source of all Jewish identity is "rooted in the experience of [Israel's]
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ancestors with a single God"; the claim to the land of Israel is seeded
in God's promise to the Patriarchs; and ''the source of all diversity and
the power behind all change is a single One" (Rivkin, n.d., p. 13).

This unity principle was at work from the beginning of Israel'’s
heritage when the tribes sensed a solidarity through a common covenant
(Bright, 1981, p. 102) and the people sensed a unity with YHVH because of
a common covenant. The covenant is renewed with Isaac and Jacob (see
Addendum B3), who continue the unity concept begun in Gen. 12.

The Patriarchs stand, in the truest sense, at the beginning of
Israel’s history. Their covenant with YHVH forms the beginning of its
faith. The promise of numerous posterity, divine protection, and a land
of their own, along with the ideas of nationhood, election, obligation,
and unity, was the crux of their covenant, "helping to shape the faith
of Israel as it was later to be" (Ibid., p. 103).

No matter what the metabolic process—-or perhaps because of that
process—-~the covenant between YHVH and Abraham has survived and sustained

.our faith to this day. In our prayerbooks we read:

NTR92 WTPDY M9 18 3R N1 AN TRy INTYR
WwIDK MM 1% 91 DR MY mEn DR Ty C
TONT NXINMAT NKTTTRY DRI PUY DTN DRI NN
TIRYIT NI, IMIRT T2 WK OTAK7 DYAVIY 1Yy nx)

NTIN2 232,737 123 YY 12 POy N Tpyw

Our God and the God of our forefathers, remember us with
a favorable memory before You, and recall us with a recollec-
tion of salvation and mercy from the primeval loftiest heavens.
Remember on our behalf--0 HASHEM our God--the love of the
Patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac and Israel, Your servants; the
covenant, the kindness, and the oath that You swore to our
father Abraham at Mount Moriah, and the Akeidah, when he
bound his son Isaac atop the altar, as it is written in Your
Torah: (Artscroll Siddur--Prayer before recitation of Akeida)
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MY 7 DY URMLITY 1277 NX APTOR mm ub o
N X1 PIY TIM3 MK 91, 21PY7 NI NKORAN 0K 758
DTK PR 191K DK N

Fulfill for us, HASHEM, our God, the word You pledged
through Moses, Your servant, as it is said: "I shall
remember My covenant with Jacob; also My covenant with Isaac;
and also My covenant with Abraham shall I remember; and the
land shall I remember.'" (Ibid., conclusion of prayer follow-
ing Akeida)

D'278n NMK NPTy Sy XS -onbiva Y3 7ian
A3 TR MK TR DRV TR 2y 19 970w
a3 T AnyIwt o rnipTy o nTen o
APRIAK TTONY PIOK MM 97 1eKY NIl
DML KD DWT WY 7997 KD DTEaT 93 K97
N TR DTyn 21703 53w 730 oian yTe 0730
5 D PR MRTAT 0 BT DI 9797 53 oo
| 1731
IR OTIIK N2 A0 )R AEY UMK D3X
33 5¥ TRy YT proy? yL e 2 19 pYawiY

MK DTXG IAITNRY 17193 3 3pY: NTY AR
“TIWM SKIWT MW N DX 3 Dy [

Master of all worlds! Not in the merit of our righteous-
ness do we cast our supplications before You, but in the merit
of Your abundant mercy. What are we? What is our 1life? What
is our kindness? What is our righteousness? What is our
salvation? What is our strength? What is our might? What can
we say before You, HASHEM, our God, and the God of our fore-
fathers?

But we are Your people, members of Your covenant, children
of Abraham, Your beloved, to whom You toock an oath at Mount
Moriah; the offspring of Isaac, his only son, who was bound
atop the altar; the community of Jacob, Your firstborn son,
whom . . . You named Israel. (Ibid., prayer in Shachrit service
which is the first of the preliminary prayers leading to the
Shma) -
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I, the Etermnal, have called you to

righteousness, and taken you by PIHSE P-T;K: ‘:"IDR-?P f:: ,"3}:5
the hand, and kept you; I have ﬂ"'l:b 'ﬂjﬂ}ﬂz ;:‘I'}%N? '7“5[;;
made you a covenant people, a : ousu “W%L? Rulv;

light to the nations.

We are Israel: witness to the covenant between God and His children.

This is the covenant I make with

Israel; I will place My Torah in anN 1W3 n’-’:'j nxr ’3°
jour midst, and urite it won TR AN]SR 3TN
your hearts. I will be your God, DB&'&;J'] ,Dajpa 1njjn
and you will be My people. ‘ ,D’U&?NKZ Dﬂ‘? ,n,',:n '—QQDJ&

(Gates of Prayer [C.C.A.R.]
segment of weekday service) .DSZ‘? ’5'1’,‘[" mfohed
: . R T ey
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Notes to Chapter 5

1. For such information see Alhbrecht Alt, "The God of the

Fathers," in Essays on Old Testament History and Religion (Oxford,

1966), pp. 3-86.

2. Circumcision is an old and widely diffused practice,
generally linked with puberty and premarital rites. In the
ancient Near East it was observed by many of Israel's neighbors,
among them the Egyptians, the Edomites, the Ammonites, the
Moabites, and certain other nomadic elements (cf. Jer. ix 25).
But the Philistines did not follow it (cf. II Sam i 20), and
neither did the "Hivites" (i.e., Horites) of Central Palestine
(xxxiv 15). Nor was the custom in vogue in Mesopotamia. Thus
the patriarchs would not have been likely to adopt circumcision
prior to their arrival in Canaan. Eventually, the rite became
a distinctive group characteristic, and hence also a cultural
and spiritual symbol. To P, however, it was essential proof
of adherence to the covenant. (For a comprehensive recent
summary, see R. de Vaux, Les Institutions de 1l'Ancien Testa-
ment I, 1958, pp. 78 ff.) (Speiser, 1982, pp. 126-27)

3. .« . . given its clearest expression and characteristic
vocabulary in literature of the seventh and sixth centuries,
the notion of election was fixed in Israelite belief from the
beginning. It is central in the theology of the Yahwist
(tenth century) who, having told of the call of Abraham, finds
the promises to him fulfilled in the events of exodus and con-
quest. The Elohist likewise tells of the calling of the
patriarchs, and he speaks of Israel (Ex. 19.3-6) as God's
"own possession' among the peoples. Both Yahwist and Elohist,
as we have said, found these themes already present in the
traditions with which they worked. And, beyond this, what is
perhaps the oldest poem that we have in the Bible (Ex. 15:1-18)
does not refer to Israel by that name, but speaks simply of
it. as Yahweh's people, the people that He has "redeemed"

(v. 13) and "acquired" (or perhaps better, "created"; v. 16).
Similar themes recur in this and other ancient poems. Israel
was rescued from Egypt by God's gracious favor and guided to
his "holy encampment" (15:13); she is a people set apart,
claimed by Yahweh as His very own (Num. 23:9; Deut. 33:28f;
cf. 32:8ff.), secure in the continuing protection of His
mighty acts (Judg. 5:11; Ps. 68:19ff.). From all this it is
clear that from earliest times Israel saw " itself as a people
chosen by Yahweh and the object of His special favor.
(Bright, 1967, pp. 148-49)






CHAPTER 6

AT SINAI

The Covenant with Moses and Israel

"Growth from the infancy of initial surrender to the maturity of
a fully committed people of covenant came only with great agony for
Israel” (Flanders, 1973, p. 154). We have seen that in Israel's infancy
YHVH made a covenant with Abraham (Gen. 15, 17), renewed it with Isaac
(26.24), and again with Jacob (28.13-22; 35.11-12). The suffering in
Egypt and the eventual Exodus bound YHVH and His chosen people to each
other, but now, for their own security, the people needed a formal recog-
nition of that relationship. Sinai provided the opportunity.

At the mountain, the Israelites "held their constitutional assembly,
formulated the essential, ethical premises of the covenant, and clarified
the nature of their community" (Flanders, p. 154). Here they voluntarily
became YHVH's covenanted people through whom all humankind would be
blessed (Gen. 12.3). Here God's choice of Israel, as remembered in the
call'of Abraham, came to a climax and the promises made to the three
Patriarchs were fulfilled.

For a detailed acéount of the historical events which brought
Israel to Sinai, see Kaufman's explanation in Addendum Cl&2; however,
the traditional aura of holiness and mystery which is the people's memory
of how God transmitted the covenant to them can only be found in the

superb prose narrative of Exodus 19.16-19:

- 48
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On the third day, as morning dawned, there was thunder,
and lightning, and a dense cloud upon the mountain, and a
very loud blast of the hornm; and all the people who were in
the camp trembled. Moses led the people out of the camp
toward God, and they took their places at the foot of the
mountain.

Now Mount Sinai was all in smoke, for the Lord had come
down upon it in fire; the smoke rose like the smoke of a
kiln, and the whole mountain trembled violently. The blare
of the horn grew louder and louder. As Moses spoke, God
answered him in thunder.

The themes of the Exodus and covenant are inseparably inter=—
twined in Israel's religious thinking and understanding of its national
self; for the drama of the Exodus culminates in the covenant. The
reason for Israel's deliverance from Egypt was to arrive at Sinai in
order to enter into the covenant; the covenant traditions are always
the traditions of a delivered people.

Israel was taught to recognize that what gave its God the
right to impose upon it this covenantal relationship with all
that it involved was the decisive act of deliverance by which
he freed it from its servitude in Egypt and led it out to a
new life of national independence. . . . From the beginning,
the covenant relation must have implied for Israel a sense
of obligation towards a God who, though transcendent, had
intervened on the historical plane on behalf of a particular
people. (Black & Rowley, 1982, p. 153)

This fundamental unity of the two themes is clearly expressed in the
"religious confession" (Flanders, p. 132) with which the covenant
ceremony opens:

I am YHVH, your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt,
out of the house of bondage. (Ex. 20.2)

It continues:

You shall not have other gods besides Me.

You shall not make yourself a graven image, or a likeness
of anything in heaven above or in the earth beneath, or in the
water under the earth. You shall not bow down to them or
serve them.

For I, Yahweh your God, am a jealous God, one who brings
the iniquity of fathers upon their children even to the third
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and fourth generations for those who hate me, and one who
keeps faith unto thousands of generations with those who
love me and keep my commandments.

You shall not swear falsely by the name of Yahweh, your
God, for Yahweh will not acquit anyone who swears falsely by
his name.

Remember the Sabbath, so as to keep it holy. Six days
you shall labor, and do all your work, but the seventh day
is a day of rest belonging to Yahweh your God. You shall
not do any work, you or your son, or your daughter or your
slaves, male or female, or your cattle or the alien who
lives among you, because Yahweh made heaven and earth, the
sea, and everything in them in six days, and on the seventh
day he rested. Therefore Yahweh blessed the seventh day
and made it holy.

Honor your father and your mother, so that your days
may be long in the land Yahweh your God is going to give you.

You shall not commit murder.

You shall not commit adultery.

You shall not steal.

You shall not give false testimony against your neighbor.

You shall not covet another man's house. You shall not
covet another man's wife, or his slave, male or female, or
his ox or his donkey or anything that belongs to someone
else. (Ex 20.1-14)1

The Decalogue was not written by a lawyer, but rather by a prophet,
a preacher, a spiritual thinker. It is not a law code, for it "neither
covers every possible contingency nor provides any sanctions--save the
impliciﬁ wrath of the Deity" (Bright, 1967, p. 172). Instead,A"It lays
down the constitutive stipulations of covenant to which all specific law
must conform and whose intent it must seek to express" (Ibid., p. 173).
It broadly defines areas of conduct which are required or forbidden, while
leaving other areas unmentioned. '"But precisely because ancient covenant
stipulations did not legislate for specific cases'" (Ibid., p. 172) (see
Alt, 1966, pp. 79-132), "we may assume that a case law began to develop
at once--even in the desert! (cf. Ex. 18.13-27) as instances requiring

it arose" (Bright, p. 172).2
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If we compare the Decalogue with the Hittite suzerainty treaty
(remembering that the Hebrew word b'rit is used here for "pact" as it
is used for treaties with kings), we clearly see an essential similarity
in the status of the partners——for the two parties are by no means equal
in strength or status. Neither party, to either pact, was passive, yet
their roles are different. The king--or God--simply offers his terms
while the vassal--or Israel--can only choose to accept or reject them
(Ex. 19.8; see Mendenhall, p. 37).

The form of the coVenant is also similar to that of the Hittite
treaty: "I am YHVH, your God" is the prologue‘,3 "Who brought you out
of the land of Egypt . . ." is the historical introduction. The positive
and negative commandments are obvious parallels to the suzerainty stip-
~ulations, with loyalty to one lord/Lord being the principal command.

In ancient secular treaties, except for military assistance and
yearly tribute, not much is said about the conduct of affairs in the
vassals' own state. '"'This corresponds to the casting of the commandments
in negative form. Certain acts are intolerable if there is to be a
covenant with God, or any life together as a people-—murder, theft,
adultery, perjury, and so on--but once these forbidden areas have been
fenced off, the rest of their affairs are for them to manage (Ibid., p. 10).

A solemn ceremony, which puts the covenant into effect, follows
both the Decalogue and Hittite statements of alliance. The Exodus
traditions are not clear on this point. One ceremony is the sprinkling
of blood on the altar and people (Ex. 24.6, 8); another is a banquet

in the presence of YHVH (Ex. 24.11).
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Just as, in the Hittite treaty, the King did not swear to fulfill
any obligations for the vassal, so too, the Decalogue speaks of no formal
obligation on YHVH's part:

Yahweh's good will is implicit; he is the one who has

graciously brought them out of the house of bondage. He
will continue to be loyal and kind, since he is "One who
keeps faith unto thousands of generations with those who
love me and keep my commandments." But he swears to nothing.
(Hillers, p. 52).
Both covenants are mutual in the sense that both parties have a certain

freedom and initiative in its conclusion, but it is not mutual in the

sense that it is not a quid pro quo agreement.

There are, however, several elements of the suzerainty treaty
which are not present in the actual text of the Hebrew covenant: There
is no list of divine witnesses. How could there be? "In the very nature
of the case, it would be impossible to appeal to any other third party
as a guarantor of this covenant between YHVH and Israel" (Mendenhall,

p. 40). Later, we will see that the psalmists speak of "witnesses to
the covenant' (see Ps. 69.35), but this is definitely a metaphor which
leaves no doubt about Israel's monotheism. (See also Dt. 4.26.)

Similarly, there is no curse and blessing formula in the text
of Exodus 20. However, as the tradition in Deuteronomy indicates, they
were regarded as action which accompanied the ratification of the
covenant (Mendenhall, p. 40).

And where is the oath in the Decalogue--so important in the Hittite
treaty? There is none in Exodus 20, but in a sequel to the theophany in
Chapter 24, we read: '"Then Moses came and told the people all the words

of YHVH and all the ordinances. And the people answered with one voice,
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saying, :n‘g;g; b “'1" 'lp'f'ﬂ?;?x D":ﬂ;'b:'l's; "All that God has
said, we will do" (Ex. 24.2).

Although the Decalogue makes no explicit reference to the
preservation of the covenant text, the tra&ition speaks of "The Ark of
the Covenant,"” the bex in which the two tablets were laid and which was
carefully guarded and kept in the holiest place(s) (Ex. 30.6, 31,7;

Num. 10.33, 14.44; Dt. 31.9; Josh. 3.63 Jg. 20.27; Sam. 4.3,4; et alii).
Although there is no specific provision for perpetual periodic public
readings, there is a later Deuteromic mention of it:

Then Moses wroté down this law and gave it to the priests,

and commanded them: After seven years, at the appointed

time, when all Israel comes to see the face of Yahweh your

God, in the place which He shall choose, you are to read

this law aloud so that all Israel can hear. (Dt. 31.9-13)

Some scholars opine that this has been synthesized from the
ancient custom of the three pilgrimage festivals: "Three times in every
year every male of your number shall see the faée of the Lord, Yahweh,
the God of Israel" (Ex. 34.24) (Seltzer, 1980, p. 74).

All this, then, has the Sinaitic covenant anabolized from the
extrabiblical source of the ancient Hittites. But how do the previous
biblical covenants of which we have spoken fit into this process?

Reines (1976, p. 62) considers this question by focusing on the
conflict between autarchy and heterarchy4~—a tension he perceives in the
Pentateuch as it views the history of humankind from Adam to Sinai. In
the beginning, says Reines, YHVH provided finite man, whom He created,
with all the sustenance and security required to satisfy human needs

(Gen. 2.8410a; 15, 18, 21f). However, He did not do this without demand-

ing a price: "Adam and Eve were to surrender the freedom to do as
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is the strong intimation that YHVH will unconditionally protect Abraham
and his descendants=-just as He would protect all humankind from annihi-
lation by flood. Thus, according to Reines, Scripture is depicting a

quasi-autarchic human condition.

At Sinai, immediately prior to the revelation of the covenant,
YHVH again promises special care to His people, but this time He empha-
sizes the people's obligation to obey His commands:

. and Moses went up to God. The Lord called to him from
the mountain, saying, "Thus shall you say to the house of
Jacob and declare to the children of Israel: 'You have seen
what I did to the Egyptians, how I bore you on eagles' wings
“and brought you to Me. Now then, if you will obey Me faith-
fully and keep My covenant, you shall be My treasured posses-
sion among all the peoples. Indeed, all the earth is Mine,
but you shall be to Me a kingdom of priests and a holy nation.
(Ex. 19.3-5)

T

Reines says that YHVH's commands are not ''vague, general sugges-
tions that a person do good as the heart prompt" (p. 59).

On the contrary, Yahveh's commands are particular, precise
and pervasive rules that control human life in all its
spheres of activity. They dictate the beliefs that must be
held, the rituals that must be observed, and the morals that
must be practiced. Thus the covenant into which the Israel- .
ites enter with Yahveh is essentially similar to the agree-
ment implicit in the relation that existed between Yahveh and
Adam. Special providence is granted the human person, but
only if the person surrenders his freedom. (Ibid.)

In this context, '"Sinai is Eden regained. The journey of human-
kind had gone full cycle, from Eden to exile and back again' (Ibid.).
YHVH made a "deal"--if not an unofficial covenant--with Adam: "All that
the God of Goodness, Justice, Protection and Plenty has to give is yours
--if you can follow just one of YHVH's rules." Adam failed the test—-

he "lost the deal"--and with it, he lost Eden, eternal life, and uncon-

ditional divine protection.
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These heavenly offered boons are absent from the stories of Noah
and the Patriarchs. Instead, with Noah, humankind is uﬁconditionally
promised that the flood will never annihilate earthly existence. YHVH
Himself had adjusted His expectations, His promises, and His threats of
punishments. He had eliminated His method of testing His human creation
because man was not capable of meeting divine standards. Ultimately;
human survival was the supreme divine objective.

Abraham, too, was offered much, with little expected in return.
With him, the plan for survival rests not on universal man, but on one
nation. It is at Sinai, when this nation is formally inducted into
divine service, that "the special providence . . . withdrawn with the
exile of Adam and Eve from the garden, is now attainable by those who
keep the covenant made here" (Ibid.). Like Eden, those at Sinai must,
according to Reines, "surrender their freedom'" (Ibid.) through obedience
to YHVH's commands. Those faithful who do obey will find the conditions
of their world equivalent to those in the Garden.

And if you do obey these rules and observe them faith-

fully, the LORD your God will maintain for you the gracious
covenant that He made on oath with your fathers. He will
love you and bless you and multiply you; He will bless the
issue of your womb and the produce of your soil, your new
grain and wine and oil, the calving of your herd and the
lambing of your flock, in the land that He swore to your
fathers to give you. You shall be blessed above all other
peoples; there shall be no sterile male or female among
you or among your livestock. The LORD will ward off from
you all sickness. (Dt. 7.12-15a)

For the LORD your God is bringing you into a good land,

a land where you may eat food without stint, where you will
lack nothing. (Dt. 8.7, 9a)

Eliminated from the Sinai pledge is the Eden promise of life with-

out death. The concept has yet to be subjected to further metabolism by

prophetic and rabbinic thought before it too can come full cycle (see p. 84)
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The covenant at Sinai firmly fixes the concept that a heter-
archial foundation must be the basis for national existence. The period
of the Judges is a clear example of the alternative ". . . when each man
did what was right in his own eyes . . ." (Jg. 17.6; 21.25) "they did
what was evil in the sight of the Lord" (Ibid., 3.7,12). The depth and
breadth of human obligation and divine promise within the heterarchy
continued to metabolize throughout Israel's history, expefiencing its
greatest changes at the hands of the Priests, the Pharisees, and the modern
Reformers (see below, p. 85).

At Sinai, we begin to see the progressive importance of the in-
dividual: Adam was all-important in the divine scheme. He failed. Noah,
after he built his ark and weathered the storm, was unimportant in the
same scheme. Only YHVH's promise was significant. Abraham was key to
the‘physical perpetuation of a people who would eventually, at Sinai,
be covenanted to do the Divine Will. He was the "father of our folk"
while Moses was the "foundervof our -faith" (from notes, Boston College
course, "Fundamentals of Judaism,” R. A.S.G., 1981).

Abraham had a personal relationship with YHVH, as does Moses.
But Abraham's role in the covenant is a passive one and his obligations
following the pact are not clearly delineated. It is assumed that he
will continue to trust God and walk righteously before Him. Subsquent
events prove this to be true (Gen. 13.5-10; 14.14, 22-24, et alii),
culminating in the Akeda where YHVH, because of and through Abraham,
symbolically intervened to perpetuate the entire nation (Gen. 22).

It is through Moses at Sinai, however, that the whole nation is

convenanted with YHVH. Moses' individual importance is gleaned from the
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lengths to which Torah goes to detail his biography. The emphasis on
his ability to persuade and lead, according to YHVH's instructions,
might suggest that if he, like Adam, had failed YHVH, the Sinai covenant
might not have been concluded.

Moses continues to play a key role following the events at Sinai.
When the covenant is made, however, it is made between YHVH and a natiom.
The people do not bind themselves by oath to obey Moses as their leader.
Instead they covenant themselves with YHVH. Moses' role in the whole
procedure is that of a mediator and witness to the pact. (See Schwartz,
1956, p. 24.)

Therefore, when the individual does not meet a divine challenge
(Num. 20.24), it is he--not the nation and certainly not all of humanity
--&ho will be punished. The covenantal promise is kept; the nation enters
Canaan. Only its leader, and those who would or could not believe in
or adhere to the covenant, were excluded. Although the magnitude of their
sins was not equal, Adam was expelled from the Garden just as Moses was
not allowed to enter the Promised Land, but no segment of humankind was
punished for Moses' individual failures.

"Although Moses gave a new feeling of unity to the tribes" (Menden-
hall, 1955, p. 36), it was the covenant which made religion the basis
of that unity. The group which left Egypt under Moses' leadership were
of diverse backgrounds. Perhaps there was a nucleus which traced its
origins back to Jacob. This has yet to be proven (Ibid., p. 37).

In the desert, as it was in Egypt, the entire group had no status
great enough to ensure their survival among the other communities (Ibid.).

One of the aims of the covenant was to mold this diverse people into a






59

new and cohesive unity. Consequently, the covenant was made in public
with each individual and family hearing and accepting its terms. This
is a procedural change from pfevious covenant making where both Noah and
Abraham alone heard the divine Voice and were privy to the covenantal
stipulations.

At Sinai, it was essential that all were present for the experi-
ence so that their collective memory and future objectives would unify
them into a cohesive people. This assembly for covenant=making was often
used by the Hittites in making their suzerainty alliances (Hillers, 1969,
pp. 109-16). The Ekraelites ingested the practice and synthesized it for
their own needs--namely, the formation of a people covenanted with God.

No longer does the responsibility for maintaining the covenant
rest with YHVH,as it did previously, but with the people of the new nation.
This change in emphasis sets the metabolic process into perpetual motion.
It raises questions which are re—asked in each historic era and re-—answered
through the filter of the modes and needs of the time: basic questions
such as: "How do we keep the covenant?" "How do we accomplish the task
for which we were chosen?" The answers lie not in the direct interpreta-
tion of the covenant, but in Israel's cultic and common law, the setting
for which was furnished by this covenant; for,from its inception, the Sinai
covenant was inseparably intertwined with law.

Although the Decalogue did not constitute a law code, it never-
theless had binding authority since it defined how the community members
must regulate their actions both toward their God and toward one another.
"As the attempt was made to apply the covenant stipulations to daily

situations, a legal tradition inevitably developed" (Bright, 1981, p. 172).
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"Keeping of the law was man's covenant obligation. Every member of the
community was a covenant person and no part of their activity was exempt
from covenant obligation" (Flanders, 1973, p. 158).

The nature of their responsibility was clarified by the Covenant
Code found in Exodus 20.22-23.33. This is not an official state law
but "a description of normative Israelite judicial procedure” during the
early days of the nation (Bright, 1981, p. 173.

The covenant code is an application of the fundamental
principles of the Ten Commandments to specific matters of
daily conduct. Each commandment is the comprehensive
foundation for the building of a fitting superstructure of
specific legislation. For example, the commandment, "You
shall not kill," embraces the principle of basic respect
for human life. The covenant code seeks to make the prin-
ciple practical by distinguishing situations in which a
life is taken. (Flanders, 1973, p. 159)

The laws of the Covenant Code reflect the customs, morality, and
religious and legal policies of the early Israelite community before the
Monarchy--a community of individual families or tribes whose leaders were
the elders and tribal officials in each region or social unit.

The covenant between Yahweh and people was a covenant
with each family, if not with each individual. Since pro-
tection was an important concern of all covenants, this
meant that each Israelite family was thus placed under
the direct protection of God, and could be attacked only
at the risk of incurring the enmity of God. This placed
on the law great responsibilities for the protection of
each member of the community regardless of his social or
economic status, including the protection of the thief
(Ex. 22.3). This I would regard as the source of the
perpetual concern for justice which is so characteristic
above all in Israelite law. (Mendenhall, 1955, p. 16)

Nearly all the stipulations of the Decalogue are protected in
the Covenant Code (see Addendum D). Most of them are provided with sanc-
tions--in most cases, death (e.g., Ex. 21.15, 17; 22.20). Theft requires

only restitution (Ex. 22.1-4) and manslaughter is distinguished from
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murder (Ex. 21.12-14). Only the false use of the name of YHVH and the
prohibition of coveting are found in the Decalogue and not in the Code.
Much more signifiéant than its components is the spirit of the
Covenant Code: The concern for justice which has been mentioned above
is presented not so much as a right, but as a responsibility which gives
rights even to the foreigner and noncitizen (see Addendum D5). Righteous-
ness and humaneness also permeate the code (see Addendum D2 & 3).
This spirit as well as many of the code's laws was anabolized
by the Deuteronomic writers (D) who expanded, reformulated, and amended
not only the secular, but also the cultic and priestly laws. New cases
were used and new applications made as the ancient code was synthesized
to meet the needs of the more settled and sophisticated Deuteronomic
community. (See Lewy, 1955, pp, 96-98, for detailed biblical references.)
The difference between the two codes is based on different social
and cultural conditions:
The rebellious son who was a drumnkard and glutton, and
the daughter who whored in her father's house, reflect a
society economically more advanced than one in which chil-
dren beat or curse their parents. In a more advanced
society, adultery is more frequent than witchcraft or
copulation with animals. Worship of foreign gods, as a
result of the incitement of idolatrous prophets or another
urban group, was a greater threat to the religion of Yahweh
during the reign of the Baal-worshiping Queen Jezebel than
it was in the tribal period of semi-nomadic wanderings.
(Lewy, pp. 97-98)
Obviously D transformed the material of the Covenant Code for
its own purposes. Later, as we shall see, the Priests follow suit.
However, they ingest the spirit but not the specific laws because the

cult of the Covenant Code was still substantially the cult of the family,

with the head of the clan officiating as Priest (Unger, 1966, p. 881).
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"A religion may be understood on the basis of its teachings, the
behavior of its adherents and the symbols used in its worship" (Flanders,
1973, p. 160). The Decalogue expresses the fundamental ethics of Israel's
faith. The Covenant Code applies those ethics to daily behavior, and the
Levitical Law (so called because the Levites were the designated priests)
defines the ritual practice of the community at worship.

Levitical law, like the Covenant Code, emerged over a period of
several centuries. However, tradition has looked to Moses as' the founder
of the cult as well as of the worship ritual which "inevitably draws upon
a cultic heritage and utilizes meaningful elements from the past” (Ibid.).

Space limitations preclude a thorough investigation of ancient
ritual and cultic activity. Suffice to say that the response to the
covenant can be seen in the ordering of sacred days and seasons-—including
Shabbat, three annual feasts, and the New Year (Lev. 23). Prayers,
psalms? but most especially sacrifice, were the mést obvious ways of
worshipping YHVH.

All this was metabolized by generations of descendants of those
who were present at Sinai. The metabolism of specific rituals, holidays,
and modes of worship will be discussed below.when appropriate.

Only Shabbat need be mentioned here, for it is the single ritual
observance mentioned in the Decalogue. The Creation story in Genesis
closes with the statement that God '"blessed the seventh day and declared
it holy, because on it God ceased from all the work of creation which He
had done" (Gen. 2.1-3). There is no mention here of a fixed, weekly
observance. Nevertheless, the Decalogue clearly connects the weekly

Sabbath day with creation:
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Remember the sabbath day and keep it holy: you shall not do

any work. For in six days the Lord made heaven and earth

and sea, and all that is in them, and He rested on the

seventh day; therefore the Lord blessed the sabbath day and

hallowed it. (Ex. 20.8-=11)
"Imitateo Dei" may very well have been the catalyst for the metabolism
of an idea in Genesis, which turned it into a weekly observance in
Exodus.

The process continues: Shabbat, like the rainbow and circumcision,

becomes a sign of the covenant:
< o » you must keep My sabbaths, for this is a sign between
Me and you throughout the ages, that you may know that I the
Lord have consecrated you. He who profanes it shall be put
to death: whoever does work on it, that person shall be cut
off from among his kin. (Ex. 31.13-14)

These biblical passages understand the seventh day to be "an in-
tegral part of the divinely ordained cosmic order:

It is infused with blessing and sanctity, not by any action
on the part of man but by God Himself. Its cosmic reality
is entirely independent of human effort, and it is beyond
the power of human beings to abrogate or change it. (Sarna,
1986, p. 146)

Yet, unlike the rainbow,but similar to circumcision, the Shabbat
is the responsibility of the people. It is they who must continuously
renew the covenant by making its sign to YHVH. (For the history of the
seventh day, see Sarma, pp. 145-48.)

The presence of Shabbat is found in each era that follows. By
anabolism and synthesis, the stipulations for its observance are altered
by time and need. With the Talmudic Rabbis, it reaches a complexity‘that
would probably astound Moses himself! (See below, p. 99.)

The promises made to Abraham are reiterated and expanded at Sinai,

but before they are made, YHVH reminds the multitudej;hat He has done for
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them and, quid pro quo, conveys in broad terms what he expects from

them:

You have seen what I did to the Egyptians, how I bore you
on eagles' wings and brought you to Me. Now then, if you
will obey Me faithfully and keep My covenant, you shall

be My treasured possession among all the peoples. Indeed,
all the earth is Mine, but you shall be to Me a kingdom of
priests and a holy nation. These are the words that you
shall speak to the children of Israel. (Ex. 19.1-6)

Once again, election is a major covenantal theme, but now it
is more specific. The people Israel have been chosen, not just to
"be a blessing" (Gem. 12.2) but "to be to Me a kingdom of priests and
a holy nation."

The promise of land, protection, and posterity are not specifi-
cally mentioned in the covenant writings but is implied by subsequent
laws:

I am sending an angel before you to guard you on the

way and to bring you to the place which I have made ready.
. +» 1f you obey him and do all that I say, I will be an

enemy to your enemies and a foe to your foes. (Ex. 23.20-22)

When My angel goes before you and brings you to the

Amorites, the Hittites, the Perizzites, the Canaanites,

the Hivites, and the Jebusites, and I annihilate them,

you shall not bow down to their gods in worship or follow

their practices. You shall serve the Lord your God, and

He will bless your bread and your water. And I will remove

sickness from your midst. No woman in your land shall mis-

carry or be barren. I will let you enjoy the full count

of your days. (Ibid., 23-26)

From the broad generalizations of the Abrahamic covenant, we
now find specific promises followed by detailed laws. Why the
metabolism? Possibly because in order for a "mixed multitude" to

function as a cohesive group and develop into a unified, productive,

and religious nation, it must have a common set of rules by which its
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"I am the Eternal. I [alone] change not" (Malachi 3.6).

"Everything which is subject to time, is subject to change"
(Albo, Ikkarim 1428).

"Like a language, a religion is dead when it ceases to change"
(Israel Zangwill, Dreamers of the Ghetto, p. 521).

"The One remains, the many fade and pass.
Life, like a dome of many-coloured glass,
Stains the white radiance of Eternity."

-=Percy Bysshe Shelley
Adonais, 52

"What is freedom if not the possibility of change"

(Twerski, Hegyonot Ha-Poel Ha-Tzair, 1951).
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GLOSSARY

Life: The quality or character which is especially manifested by
metabolism, growth, reproduction, and internal powers of
adaptation to environment.

The property by which an organism maintains the performance
of its functions.

The most general attributes of life are the capacity of
adaptation and the exhibition of growth and differentiation.
Tests for the living state of an organism are given by
changes in the metabolic activity it displays.

Exercise of vital activities; animate existence.

Syn.: vitality, energy, vivacity
Ant.: death, decay, dissolution

Metabolism: (in biology and physiology) The sum of the processes
involved in the building up and destruction of cells
incidental to life. The changes by which energy is
provided for the vital activities and new material is
assimilated to repair the waste. There are two
aspects: the constructive (anabolism, assimilation);
the destructive (catabolism, disintegration).

Anabolism: constructive metabolism

Synthesis: A putting together of components to form a whole;
the composition of combination of ideas, factors,
forces, or materials into one complex entity--to
form a whole.

It is possible to synthesize formerly separate
elements wholly from one's own traditiom or to

combine ingredients from that tradition with

elements from outside it. The latter type of
synthesis is usually called acculturation.

Ex.: gift-giving on Chanukah imitated from Christmas.

Syncretism: (in the development of religion) The process of
growth through coalescence of different forms of
faith and worship or through accretions of tenets,
customs, rites, etc. from religioms which are
being superseded.

Assimilation: appropriating, transforming, and incorporating into
the substance of the assimilating body.

Syn.: adaptation, digestion, acculturation

In its strictest sense, assimilation is synonymous
with anabolism; i.e., constructive metabolism.

Catabolism: Opposed to anabolism. .
Excretion, dissolution, decomposition, deletion,
elimination of waste.



CHAPTER 1

THE METABOLIC PROCESS IN JUDAISM

The General Concept

Every living organism is sustained by an internal process
of metabolism. This twofold process of constructive anabolism and
destructive catabolism seems to be the conditione sine qua non for
all survival.

A body anabolizes: accretes matter it needs for its continuing
life, health, development, and growth; absorbs, assimilates, integrates,
synthesizes, constructs, and accommodates.

It catabolizes: disintegrates, sloughs off, excretes material
which is detrimental to its survival in the particular environment in
which it finds itself.

This process is intrinsic to biological existence--from the
amoeba to man. It is quite as essential to the life of societal insti-
tutions: cultures, polities, civilizations, and religious systems——
if they are to maintain themselves in an ever-changing world. In nature,
metabolism is apparently automatic and unconscious. In the development
of social systems and institutions, the process has the advantage and
shows the effects of human effort: intellectual, esthetic, spiritual,
and ethical input.

It is a truism that "times change and we change with them."

In a society, any significant change, no matter what the reason--
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be it the appearance of a new invention or leader, the results of economic
growth or failure, or the fallout from political upheaval--can initiate
changes throughout the entire structure, which catalyze major altera-
tions in the current religious system (Crombach, 1963, p. 15).

Historical events have produced major transformations in all
areas of Israelite existence: the Exodus from Egypt; the theophany at
Sinai; the entrance into Canaan; the victory of the Philistines over
the Israelite tribal league; the formation of the Monarchy; the destruc-
tion of the Temple; the diaspora; the Crusades; the French Revolution;
the World Wars. In each case, a complete reconstruction of religious
thought and practice is precipitated and new added components, as well
as departures from old ones, are among the consequences.

As historical circumstances raised novel and unantici-

pated problems of survival, the original concept became
more sophisticated and complex to underwrite the development
of new forms of Jewish life, each connected with the others,
together forming the entire sweep of Jewish history.
(Rivkin, 1971, p. xv).

If we did not know, from archaeology, literature, and history,
that there had been many changes in our people's 4,000 years, we would
have to assume their existence, for regardless of how we denote our
way of life--Judaism, Religion of Israel, Yiddishkeit--as long as it
lives, it metabolizes.

Jewish history reveals that no law, idea, custom, or

dictum has been preserved intact from the beginning. . . .
Jewish history is the interconnected sequence of changing
forms. (Ibid., p. xix)

That changes have occurred throughout Judaism's lifetime is

hardly disputed. However, the nature of the change and how it was re-

corded and transmitted to us does give rise to differing opinions. Rivkin
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considers each to be a "revolution"; a definitive break from the values
and practices of the previous system; the consequence of novel and new
problem-solving devices often adopted from the surrounding secular en-
vironment and specifically invented to serve the needs of contemporary
society (Rivkin, "Lessons from the Past,”" p. 2). For him, the only

constant in Jewish history and thought is the principal of unity. (See

below, pp. 62-63.)

The Pentateuch itself, according to Rivkin, is a revolutionary
work designed by a specific class of people with specific motivationm.

It was fashioned,

- - . not by editors or by redactors of traditions or stories
and narrative, but by a class of priests who sought to solve
the problems confronting the community after its return from
exile in Babylon by having Yahweh and Moses assign absolute
power to Aaron and his sons. They did not compile the Penta-
teuch, but created it; i.e., they so designed the work that

a class that had never exercised power previously was now to
enjoy it as a God-given monopoly. The promulgation of the
Pentateuch was thus a revolutionary act launching a form of
Judaism that had never previously existed. (Rivkin, 1971,

p. xxiii)

Kaufman (1972), on the other hand, views Judaism as a self-contained
continuum--assimilating nothing of lasting significance from its ancient
neighbors. He asserts that its revolution was realized at its beginning
with its sudden and complete departure from paganism. From then on,
all Judaism—-theory, practice, and literature--is of one piece:

Israelite religion was an original creation of the people
of Israel. It was absolutely different from anything the
pagan world ever knew; its monotheistic world view had no
antecedents in paganism. Nor was it a theological doctrine
conceived and nurtured in limited circles or schools; nor a
concept that finds occasional expression in this or that
passage or stratum of the Bible. It was the fundamental idea
of a national culture, and informed every aspect of that
culture from its very beginning. (Kaufman, 1972, p. 2)



Within the Bible itself are to be found data that stem
from different periods, various sources and genres of litera-
ture (e.g., narrative, laws, prophecy); and these varied
materials agree with and complement each other so as to
bear certain and compelling witness. (Ibid., p. 3)

One has only to glance at a portion of Cassuto's Commentary
on Exodus to see that it agrees with Kaufman. He asserts that all of
Torah (and specifically Shemot) is;line by line,the work of ome hand=-
the production of one people with one set of beliefs delivered to them
at one time.

The burden of this thesis is that Judaism~-its theology, practice,
and history--is neither the result of a series of revolutions from which
nothing, or very little, remains of its past, nor is it an unaltered
continuum in which all is brought forward, unchanged by time, custom,
or need. Rather, it is a living organism, the product of the natural
metabolic process which has perpetuated its survival by anabolizing from
its past those nutrients necessary for its present existence and growth,
and catabolizing that which, for one reason or another, can no longer
serve as nourishment or sustenance.

The proof of the existence and results of this process in every
age and for every aspect of Judaism would be material for an entire
encyclopedia. This writer has presented two treatments of the subject:
The first is the compilation of a comprehensive chart showing our people's
most significant ideas and practices (festival and life-cycle rites)
and their metabolism through history.

The second is a thorough investigation of what this writer considers
(along with the idea of One God) to be Judaism's most basic and sustaining

theological principle: the Covenant idea. To understand the Jewish

concept of covenant is to have a summary of Israel's religion: basic
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phenomena such as the personal and national attitudes toward God; the
image of God, including His Kingship: the cult; mitzvot: the importance
of the individual, of circumcision, and of the Land of Israel; the idea
of the Chosen; the §§2§, the promises of God to humankind, and the
latter's responsibility in response to acceptance of the covenant rela-
tionship; the belief in a surviving remnant, in eschatology and in
resurrection; all laws, all rituals, and more--can best be understood
when filtered through the covenant idea and its metabolism throughout
history.

This essay indicates the workings of metabolism in Judaism by
investigating this most basic concept as it appears in different forms,
in successive historic periods from the biblical, through the Tannaitic,
to the modern era of Reform.

The metabolic process is demonstrated by indicating a) what in
the tradition remained constant, b) what was augmented through ingestion
and modified by digestion and synthesis, and c¢) what was decomposed or
deleted. Often, where possible, reasons are suggested for the metabolism.

The essence of Judaism is Jewry's religious relationship to God.
The core of that relationship is the idea of covenant which gives us,not
only an image of God,but also our sense of security, unity with God
and with our people, our understanding of our religious selves: our
ethical and religious obligations.

One aspect of the covenant idea has remained constant. That is,
that the very relationship is always dominated and usually initiated by
God. Although humankind, or a segment of it, is always the partner and

all else is subject to the metabolic process, God retains His position



as the prime Mover, without Whom there would be no covenantal

relationship and therefore no Judaism.

Our little systems have their day;
They have their day and cease to be.
They are but broken lights of Thee,
And Thou, O Lord, art more than they.

-=Alfred Lord Tennyson
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CHAPTER 2

COVENANT

An Introduction to the Concept

In a sense--a very real sense--every religious community has a
covenant with its god. That is to say, there is presupposition of a
mutually agreed-upon (even if never actually verbalized) relationship of
every people to its god.

Without such an understanding, there would be no sense whatever
to any religious practice--no purpose or meaning to prayer, sacrifice,

Oor any ritual observance. Why would one pray unless it was believed by

the supplicant that there would be a response from the deity to the
supplication? Why would ome bring offerings unless there was an understand-
ing that the donor could thus make contact with and favorably influence

the mysterious, supernatural power outside himself?

Perhaps the essential distinction of Israel's covenant with God
is the stress placed on the contract. From the beginning, it was the
covenant which epitomized the very essence of the religious ideology of
our people and which, from then until now, has been its leitmotif. As
far as we know, Israel was the only society that based its relationship
to its God on a formal, written treaty (Sasson, 1976, p. 181). Even the
oral agreement, handed down as a tradition presumably from Abraham's
time, was crystalized into a document’so that the writing itself--whether
on stone, parchment, papyrus, or computer discs—-became reverenced as

something holy: The Covenant.



Also distinct within Israel's covenant concept is its God Idea.

We will find several variations in this God-concept as we study
the metabolic process in successive contracts made between God, as the
party of the first part, and Israel, of the second. However, it is
possible to speak of a "normative Jewish concept of God" as:

. . o the creator and sustainer of the universe, whose will and

purposes are supreme. He is the only being whose existence is

necessary, uncaused, and eternal, and all other beings are

dependent on Him. God as conceived by Judaism transcends the

world, yet He is also present in the world, and "the whole

earth is full of His glory" (Isa. 6:3). He is a personal God,

whom man can love with the highest and most complete love,

while confronting Him as father, king, and master. He loves

man and commands him, and his commandments are the criterion

of the good. He is absolutely one, admitting no plurality in

his nature, and absolutely unique, so that no other existing

thing can in any way be compared to Him. This is essentially

the picture of the biblical God as it was developed and under=-

stood in classical Jewish thought. (Bright, 1981, p. 157)
Augmenting this definition, Rivkin opines that Israel's God is ome of
"process, history, and problem solving. . . . He is the Power enabling
the enduring to persist through change" (1971, p. 17).

The etymology of ™13 (btrit), which is the biblical Hebrew
most frequently used for "covenant," is uncertain. It is found in no
other Semitic language (Goldman, 1958, p. 253). Most probably, it was
used in the sense of "binding" since the terms for "covenant'" in both
Akkadian and Hittite also indicate "binding" and the Akkadian word for
"fetter" is biritu.1

It is the idea of covenant that is, for many reasons, far more

troublesome to the Bible scholar than the uncertainty of its etymology.

The first problem which scholars face is that Tamach is replete with

analogies depiéting YHVH's relationship to Israel. Yet, most often one

analogy being drawn from one kind of human experience has nothing in



common with another which stems from a different experience. Compare:
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"I [God] will fall on them like a she-bear bereft of her cubs, and I

will rip up their vitals" (Hos. 13.8).
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"I [God] remember your devotion when you were young, your love as a bride,
how you followed me in the wilderness, in the land that is not sown'"
(Jer. 2.2).
In Deuteronomy 5.2 we read, ""Yahweh, our God, made a covenant with
us in Horeb." Which of the above images is present here? Is this a
reference to the human kind of marriage contract which can be "proposed,
concluded, witnessed, committed to writing, broken, renewed and so om. . M
(Hillers, 1969, p. 4), or does it depict a simpler, more instinctive
bonding, like that of the she-bear defending her cubs? Or perhaps this
Deuteronomic phrase is a simple statement dealing with a specific ancient
law, for the sphere of law has always been apparent within the Israelite
covenant. A second problem confronting scholars occurs when they try to
"make do with information about modern contracts or Roman foedera or
bedouin alliances" (Ibid., p. 6) in their attempts to interpret and under-—
stand the idea. But this has proven to be a risky procedure at best, since
"the form and intention of an alliance are things determined by a partic-
ular society or age at a particular time. In a different society or age,

these things are bound to be different. 'Interpreters of the past, like

courteous travelers, must respect the customs of the country in which they
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find themselves. But where they have not been told what those customs
are, it is not surprising if they commit some blunders" (Ibid.).

Another difficulty: 'Covenant' is not, and possibly never was,
one idea. We cannot assume that at any one time there was only one kind
of arrangement labeled "covenant" between people or between them and
their deity. Most likely, there were many forms and procedures for making
and binding an agreement. -And, most likely, new eras brought new forms
and new procedures. This accounts for many of the curious contradictions
among scholars who, in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century,
produced a proliferation of opinions on "covenant."

Starting with the assumption that wherever they found the

Hebrew word for covenant they were dealing with the same idea,
different interpreters achieved remarkably varied views; mutual
obligation, we read, is the essence of the relation; the cove-
nant is a completely one-sided arrangement; God initiates any
covenant; men take the initiative in concluding it; there are
four covenants in the Priestly writer--no, three; no, two.
And, of course, in each different work we find the writer
struggling with a recalcitrant body of evidence which will not
easily fit his scheme. This state of affairs suggests rather
strongly that there are tensions and conflicts in the material
itself. It is not a case of six blind men and the elephant,
but of a group of learned paleontologists creating different
monsters from the fossils of six separate species. (Hillers,
1969, p. 7)

It is not the intention of this writer to arbitrate these tensions
and conflicts. On the contrary, their very existence provides a basis for
the thesis that, not helter-skelter, did various ideas of covenant exist.
Nor has one singular idea or one unadulterated form of alliance persisted,
untouched, from the beginning until now. Rather, the idea has been
processed by time, environment, and the immediate needs of a particular

community. We will see that when a crisis occurs in a community, the

covenant concept metabolizes to accommodate itself to the new milieu and
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thus continues to be the basis for Israelite survival.

When did the processimng begin? When did the religious conception
that the relationship between God and man is established by a covenant
first appear? Once again, scholarly opinions vary and often conflict.
Wellhausen (1885) views the idea of covenant as one of the latest
concepts to arise in Israel's history. He insists that it was not
presupposed by the prophets, but rather, it grew out of their ideas.
For Wellhausen, Israel's real history begins with Moses, and the contents
of the Mosaic religion are summarized in the formula: ''Yahweh the God
of Israel, and Israel the people of Yahweh" (Ex. 6:7; II Sam. 7.24).
This, he says, is not monotheism; it meant much the same as ''Chemash
the god of Moab." Further, he says, YHVH's relationship to His people
was not defined by any kind of legal or covenantal bond:

Nor did the theocracy exist from the time of Moses in the
form of the covenant, though that was aferwards a favorite
mode of regarding it. The relation of Jehovah to Israel
was in its nature and origim a natural one; there was no
interval between Him and His people to call for thought or
question. Only when the existence of Israel had come to be
threatened by the Syrians and Assyrians, did such prophets
as Elijah and Amos raise the Deity high above the people,
sever the natural bond between them, and put in its place

a relation depending on conditions, conditions of a moral
character. (Wellhausen, 1885, p. 417)

Others (Kaufman, 1972; Mendenhall, 1955) assign an early date to
the Israelite covenant with YHVH, suggesting that since it is extremely
difficult to conclude with any authority that the blood-ties of the
descendants of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were close enough to bind the
clans together, the covenant relationship alone accounts for the bond--
a religious rather than an economic or military alliance (Mendenhall,

1955, p. 24f).
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Early dating of the covenant concept explains how the twelve
tribes of Israel lived together before there was a king. "Even if these
tribes were blood descendants of onme man (the implausible view suggested
by a casﬁal reading of the Bible), it is still hard to believe that they
existed side-by-side for over a century, without a formal agreement
binding them" (Hillers, 1969, p. 68). Usually, in the ancien; world,
when separate groups confronted one another, the choice was either a treaty
or war. (See Joshua 9: The Story of the Gibeonites.)

Early existence of a covenant is even more plausible when one
reads in the Bible that not all those who entered Canaan with Joshua were
blood-kin. Passages in Exodus and Numbers mention the presence of '"27 270,"
a mixed multitude (Ex. 12.38) or r‘ggg,:y "a great mixture" (Nu. 11.4) in
the number of those who fled from Egypt. 1f so many diverse groups were
combined into a cohesive league, what held them fogether? The bond does
not seem to bé "natural," as Wellhausen suggests (p. 416).

There seems to be no evidence.of a pact with a human leader; no
covenant between Israel and Moses or Israel and Joshua; no recorded formal
agreement between tribes and clans: "What we do find presupposed in all
our sources is Judah and Benjamin and the rest, first of all in league
with Yahweh, and through this bound to one another" (Hillers, 1969, p. 69).

If, then, we conclude that the basis of Israelite solidarity,
beginning with the Patriarchs, has always been their covenant relationship
with YHVH, we must look for the origin of the sense of law and justice
and ethical morality inherent in that covenant and for the prototype,
if indeed there is any, of the specific relationship itself. Did all this

suddenly appear, full blown, in Abraham's mind? Mendenhall, as we will
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see, is convinced that the Patriarch and his clan assimilated2 and
syncretised the covenant concept and form from contemporary, second
millennium B.C.E. neighboring cultures and modes.

One of the popular modes of the ancient world, particularly in
the realm of international relations, was the covenant-upheld-by-an-oath
as a nonmilitary means of enforcing promises. '"References to international
(i.e., intercity-state) covenants occur already in old Sumerian texts of
the third millennium B.C. and it would seem likely that covenants-upheld-
by~oath must go back many centuries, if not millennia before" (Mendenhall,
1955, p. 27).

We are most fortunate to have, through the success of archaeological
excavations, adequate source material for studying the international
covenants of the Hittite Empire (1450-1200 B.C.)-—-a society contemporary
with the beginnings of the Israelite people. Mendenhall has carefully
detailed the form of the Hittite suzerainty covenant3 and concluded that
it is the most likely basis for all those in the Bible.4

A summary look at his findings will familiarize the reader with
recognized, recurring elements of this model treaty (see Addendum AA),
which can then be a point of departure or comparison in our discussions
of various biblical covenants.

There are six essential elements in the texts of the Hittite
treaty, but the form is not an extremely rigid ome: there are variations
in the order of the elements and in the wording; occasionally, for unknown
reasons, one element or another is not present. The elements are:

1) The Preamble: This begins with the formula "thus says NN,

the great king, king of the Hatti land, son of NN . . . the valiant."
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This identifies the author of the covenant, "giving his titles and attri-
butes, as well as his genealogy. The emphasis is upon the majesty and
power of the king . . . who confers a relationship by covenant upon his
vassal"™ (Ibid., p. 32).

2) The Historical Prologue: A description, in detail, of the

previous relationship between the two parties. Much time is spent re-
counting the king's benevolent deeds, thus obligating the vassal to
perpetual gratitude toward him for all past favors. Immediately following
this, the vassal expresses his great devotion to the king, "exchanging
future obedience to specific commands for past benefits which he received
without any real right" (Ibid.).

3) The Stipulations: Here are the details of the obligations

imposed upon and accepted by the vassal. Often they include, among other
elements, the prohibition of any other foreign relationships (Ibid., p. 33).

4) Provisions for Deposit in the Temple and Periodic Public

Readings: Since it was not only the vassal but also his entire community
that was bound by the treaty, it was necessary to educate the public as
to the stipulated obligations and the greatness of the king. '"Since the
treaty itself was under the protection of the (human) deity, it was
deposited as a sacred thing in the sanctuary of the vassal state--perhaps
also, to indicate that the local deity or deities would not and could not
aid in breach of covenant" (Bright, 1981, p. 152).

5) The List of Gods as Witnesses: Just as legal contracts were

witnessed by several people in the community, so the gods acted as wit-

nesses to the international covenants (Hillers, 1969, p. 36).
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6) The Curses and Blessings Formula: It is most interesting that

there is no hint of military retaliation by the king if the vassal breaks
his oath. Rather, "the curses and blessings in the texts are treated as
the actions of the gods" (Mendemhall, 1955, p. 34).

There are three other elements which, although often not in the
written text, were known to be present in these ancient treaties: a) the
formal oath through which the vassal pledged his loyalty to the king;

b) some kind of solemn ceremony which accompanied the oath; c) a form
for initiating some action against a rebellious vassal (Ibid., p. 35).

To summarize: An ancient suzerainty treaty is essentially an
elaborate oath--thoroughly introduced, stipulations carefully listed,
provisions made for perpetual renewal, and promises of both acceptance
and retribution clearly expressed. At some early date, Israel entered
into a covenant with YHVH modeled on this kind of agreement.

Why did Israel choose this particular treaty? What was there
about this alliance that appealed to them as a way of expressing important
convictions about God, about Israel's relétionship to Him? Doubtless,
the decision grew out of experience rather than out of abstract thought.
"We must not imagine the elders in Israel sitting in convention, like so
many founding fathers, debating on a constitution for the new state, or
like prelates in a church council, arguing over the formulation of
articles of faith" (Hillers, 1969, p. 64).

This writer chooses to speculate that the appeal of the suzerainty
treaty was found in the positions assigned there to both the king and the
vassal. The ancient Israelites anabolized and synthesized the gist of

those positions for their God and for themselves.
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In the treaty, the king collaborates with others without being
reduced to the status of an equal. So, too, Israel's God is free and
sovereign, swearing to nothing but promising faithfulness to the faithful
and protection to His people.

The Israelites also find their proper place. They sensed a basic
respect for human freedom in the king's choice of the vassal and in the
stipulation that the vassal must accept his royal appointment. They
assimilated the idea that entry into the covenant is initially a matter
of choice. Though YHVH takes the initiative in the selection of His people,
He does not force Himself on an unwilling partner. The people must choose
to be in league with Him.

Human freedom is also present in the sense that, except for certain
required and other prohibited activities, Israel, as a people and as indi-
viduals, are left by the covenant Deity to function and develop as it

.deems best.

The idea of the security of a benevolent God offering direction,
limitations, and protection to His people, and the pebple's freedom to
accept this God as its own and walk in His stipulated yet not unreasonably
restrictive ways, must have been a most appealing arrangement in an
ancient and chaotic world--an arrangement that the Israelites obviously
could not resist.

From this point, with the understanding that the religion began
by borrowing ideas, customs, and forms from its environment, we can now
proceed to investigate what happened to those foreign, covenant-related
components after they were assimilated by the Israelite people. Were

they so synthesized that they are no longer discernible? With what else
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were they infused to eventually make them and keep them distinctively
and especially "Jewish"? What did the Israelites/Jews of subsequent

generations do to their originally assimilated and syncretized ideas of

the covenant?
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Notes to Chapter 2

1. Etymology of B'rit. B-drit has also been traced to:

a) "To cut" (Josh. 17/15; Ez. 23.47): 1In Gesenius, '‘cutting in
pieces of the victims which were sacrificed on concluding a solemn cove-
nant and between parts of which the contracting parties were accustomed
to pass.' (Gn.\sgjzm 3‘%\‘5}

b) "To see visions": Akkadian baru (Goldman, 1958, p. 253)9

c) "An eating together,'" "banquet" (Lee, Hebrew Lexicon, mentioned

in Gesenius).

d) "A bite," "A bit of food"-—-probably connected to the meal that

accompanied the making of a covenant in ancient times (Goldman, p. 253.

Also see p. 15.

e) "To decide": Sumerian bar (Ibid.)

Hebrew has two additional terms for "covenant':

. . . 'edut (cf. the parallel terms luhot ha-'edut and luhot ha-berit)
and 'alah. These also have their counterparts in the cognate languages:
'dz[ 7] in old Aramaic (Sefire) and ade in Akkadian on the one hand,

and 'lt in Phoenician, mamitu in Akkadian, and lingai in Hittite

on the other. 'Alah and the corresponding terms in Akkadian and
Hittite connote an oath which actually underlies the covenantal

deed. The terms berit and 'alah often occur together (Gen. 26:28;
Deut. 29:11, 13, 20; Ezek. 16:59; 17:18), rendering the idea of a
binding oath, as does the Akkadian hendiadys ade mamit or ade-u

mamite. (Encyc. 5:1012)

For concluding a covenant, Tanach often uses the term

(karat berit)--to "cut a covenant." The same expression is used "in

Aramaic treaties in connection with dy and in Phoenician documents in

connection with 'It (Ibid.). Possibly the term originated in the ancient

ceremony of cutting an animal which concluded the making of the covenant

(Black & Rowley, 1982, p. 204).
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2. Particularly, in nonscholarly Jewish circles, the word
"assimilate" has recently received a negative connotation, suggesting
dissolution, dilution, disintegration, absorption--even paganization.

However, the word is used throughout this paper in its original and positive

sense (see Glossary). (For further discourse on the word, read The Blessing

of Assimilation in-Jewish History, by Gerson D. Cohen. My thanks to

Rabbi Hershel Matt for indicating the article to meJ

3. Both Mendenhall and V. Korosex analyzed the covenants and
discovered two distinct classificafions: the suzerainty treaty and parity
treaty (Albright, \QL1, p. 181). There is a bésic difference between the
two. In the latter, "both parties are bound to obey identical stipula-
tions, making it, in effect, two treaties in opposite directions, i.e.,
each king binds the other to identical obligations" (Mendenhall, 1955,

p. 29).

In\the former, the vassal is obligated to obey the commands of
the Hittite king. Its primary purpose is to establish a solid relation-
ship of mutual support between the two parties. '"'The stipulations of
the suzerainty treaty are binding, only upon the vassal and only the
vassal took an oath of obedience. . . . It is the vassal's obligation to
trust in the benevolence of the sovereign" (Ibid.). It is this treaty

which is the model for those in the Bible.

4., Aware that the Hittite Empire had vanished long before Israel
existed, and therefore the Israelite covenant could hardly have been
adapted directly from the Hittite form, scholars have justified the com-

parison thus:



20

a) The Hittites, it is certain, did not originate the form.
They borrowed it from Mesopotamian sources (Albright, \@®l, pp. 182-83).
"Therefore it must be the common property of many people and states in
the second millennium B.C." (Mendenhall, 1955, p. 28).

b) The form of many of the alliances made with both Syria and
Egypt at this time was similar and was referred to or preserved in the
Hittite archives. Therefore, "abundant opportunity to become familiar
with the treaty form must be admitted for ancient Israel" (Ibid.).

c¢) There are many other accepted independent parallels between
the Hittite and biblical materials. (See W. F. Albright, Journal of

Biblical Literature, LIX, 1940).




CHAPTER 3

IN THE GARDEN

The Covenant with Adam

To begin an odyssey of the Israelite people with Adam must seem,
at reader's first glance, puzzling. Adam was no Israelite. It is only
through the priestly contrivances of ancient geneglogy, written back into
Torah, centuries after alleged events (Speiser, 1982, pp. xxiv-xxv) that
Adam is in any way connected to Abraham. However, all of Tanach was
written by Israelites/Jews; from a Jewish perspective; through Jewish
experience; with Jewish ideas and motives. All Tanach reflects this
Jewish authorship. Therefore, to investigate the metabolism of the Judaic
covenant and not consider the very beginning of this very Jewish Genesis
would be to miss a most important link.

Every action or event narrated in Genesis 1l and 2 is a result of.
God's work. Nothing has happened which He did not cause. In contrast,
the events of Chapter 3 are the results of man's first independent action.
That action was sipful and the devastating results included the loss of
the perfection of Eden and of man's innocence and immortality.

That this story is undoubtedly a blending of elements from
several even more ancient myths, and that it was probably written by J
(Ibid.), is not pertinent to our study.1 The significance of biblical
myths is not so much in the tracing of their origins, but rather in an
understanding of what Jewish idea this Jewish version of the myth is

trying to convey to the reader.
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From our “covenantal" vantage point, it can be said that the
Adam myth intimates that there is a natural and necessary covenant within
any and every relationship between God and man. Although informal, many
of the treaty elements previously discussed are present here.

The first two chapters of Genesis, depicting divine creation,
surely suffice as preamble and historical prologue. No past benevolent
deeds of king or deity could equal those described here. To complete
the prologue and direct it specifically to Adam, we read:

The Lord God planted a garden in Eden, in the east, and

placed there the man whom He had formed. And from the ground
the Lord God caused to grow every tree that was pleasing to
the sight and good for food. . . . And the Lord God fashioned

the rib that He had taken from the man into a woman; and He
brought her to the man. (Gen. 2.8-9, 22)

What more could any human ask of Deity! The stipulations of the covenant
are clearly stated:
And the Lord God commanded the man, saying, ""Of every
tree of the garden you are free to eat; but as for the tree
of knowledge of good and bad, you must not eat of it; for
as soon as you eat of it, you shall die." (Gen. 2.16~17)
Adam's acceptance of the terms of the relationship are unwritten.
His acquiescence to live within the garden, "to till it and tend it,"
and his initial adherence to the prohibition of eating the specific fruit,
all suggest his personal though informal agreement.
The witness~-although a destructive one--is woman.
Now the serpent said: ''Did God really say: You shall not
eat of any tree of the garden?" The woman replied to the
serpent, '"We may eat of the fruit of the other trees of the
garden. It is only about fruit of the tree in the middle of

the garden that God said: You shall not eat of it or touch
it, lest you die." (Gen. 3.1-3)

Other than the threat of death--the ultimate curse--none is men-

tioned before Adam violates the pact. Then they are clearly stated:
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To Adam He said, "Because you did as your wife said and

ate of the tree about which I commanded you, 'You shall not
eat of it,'

By the sweat of your brow

Shall you get bread to eat,

Until you return to the ground-- . . . (Gen. 3.17, 19)

There is no oath, no formal ceremony, yet the covenantal relation-
ship is implicit in the story, as is the image and the positions of both
man and Deity.

God provides man with a garden in which to 1live but gives man
the responsibility and freedom to cultivate and perpetuate the gift; God
creates all kinds of beasts and birds, and man is allowed to name them.
Hére is a picture of a "working relationship" based on an agreement
between the contracting parties. Adam's silence is assumed consent!

When the pact is broken, man loses most of what he has been given.
The contrast of the world of man's experience in Genesis, Chapter 3,
to God's intended world of beauty, concord, and fulfillment in the previous

two chapers is striking. The myth cries out a warning, "Ugliness, discord

and deprivation will surely result from a broken covenant' (Gardner, 1966,

p. 114).

Many centuries later, the same theme reverberates in the prophetic

voice:

Hear, O heavens, and give ear, O earth,
For the Lord has spoken:

"I reared children and brought them up--
And they have rebelled against Me!". . .
They have forsaken the Lord,

Spurned the Holy One of Israel,

Turned their backs [on Him].

Assuredly,

Thus said the Holy One of Israel:

Because you have rejected this word . . .
Of a surety,

This iniquity shall work on you
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Like a spreading breach that occurs in a lofty wall,
Whose crash comes sudden and swift.

It is smashed as one smashes an earthen jug,
Ruthlessly shattered
So that no shard is left in its breakage
To scoop coals from a brazier,
Or ladle water from a puddle. (Is. 1.2, 4, 12f)
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Note to Chapter 3

1. In any investigation of Tanach, there is a constant tension
between what is actually written and the era or time frame in which
various scholars propose it was written. A EEEEE understanding of a
particular event or phrase, which considers only its immediate context
and the simple meaning of the words, may have no coincidence with an
interpretation filtered through biblical criticism or any other con-
temporary analytical method of scriptural investigation.

This thesis is concerned, in general, with Judaism's perpetual
process or tradition; if you will, of adaptation and change, as mani-
fested in theories and practices throughout its history. Specifically,
here it is examining that process and those manifestations concerning
the covenant idea.

Therefore, the emphasis of the writer is on Israelite thought
and practices in each historical period under investigation: how and
why and the consequences of our people's use, misuse, disuse, or reuse
of a motif. Often, this was the result of contemporary interpretations
of Tanach. It is on this that the writer has chosen to focus.

The course and dating of biblical events have, in this investiga-
tion, an academic importance which will be noted and evaluated when
apropos. (See above discussion of Hittite treaty, and priestly writers

[p. 23] and Adam [p. 24].
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CHAPTER 4

AFTER THE FLOOD

The Covenant with Noah

The first explicit covenant in Tanach appears in the story of Noah
and the Flood (Gen. 6.9-9.29) where, for the first time, the term b'rit
is used to denote covenant:

STON TIRTWR TAURY T2 NER T3mn by DN IS TR DR
e "And I will make my covenant with you" (Ibid., 6.18)

The story of the floodl is simple but pointed. Discontented with
the wickedness of His creation,vYHVH decrees its destrqctione Only the
"righteous" (Ibid., 6.9), Noah and his family, were to be saved-—to become
an instrument for the perpetuation of life on earth.

Throughout the saga of annihilation, there is a mood of optimistic
promise: Along with His announcement of the_impending flood, YHVH reveals
His intention to make a covenant with Noah. The negative theme of judg-
ment stands alongside the positive hope emphasized by covenant: "For My
part, I am about to bring the Flood . . . . everything on earth shall
perish. But I will establish My covenant with you" (Gen. 6.17).

Through Noah, YHVH provides the world with a fresh start. Human
life was not extinguished but was given a new beginning. Creation was
restored and humankind was charged with the original command--and blessed.

Never again will I doom the earth because of man, since

the devisings of man's mind are evil from his youth; nor
will I ever again destroy every living being, as I have done.

So long as the earth endures,
Seedtime and harvest,
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Cold and heat,
Summer and winter,
Day and night
Shall not cease.'

God blessed Noah and his sons, and said to them, "Be fertile
and increase, and fill the earth. . . . all the beasts of the
earth and all the birds of the sky-=-all the fish of the sea;
they are given into your hand. Every creature that lives shall
be yours to eat; as with the green grasses, I give you all these."
(Gen. 8.21-9.3)

Noah and his family are alive and with them and all humankind
God makes covenant, promising His protection and presence and requiring
of them only the "responsible allegiance originally demanded by the act
of creation" (Flanders, Crépps & Smith, 1973, p. 90).

And God said to Noah and to his sons, "I now establish
My covenant with you and your offspring to come, and with
every living thing--birds, cattle, and every wild beast as
well, every living thing on earth. I will maintain My
covenant with you: never again shall all flesh be cut off
by the waters of a flood, and never again shall there be
a flood to destroy the earth." A

God further said, "This is the sign that I set for the
covenant between Me and you, and every living creature with
you, for all ages to come. I have set My bow in the clouds,
and it shall serve as a sign of the covenant between Me and
the earth. When I bring clouds over the earth, and the bow
appears in the clouds, I will remember My covenant between
Me and you and every living creature among all flesh, so
that the waters shall never again become a flood to destroy
all flesh. When the bow is in the clouds, I will see it
and remember the everlasting covenant between God and all
living creatures, all flesh that is on earth. That," God
said to Noah, "shall be the sign of the covenant that I
have established between Me and all flesh that is on earth.”
(Gen. 9.8-17)

Here is a covenant between YHVH and man which uses the word
involving a binding obligation ("for all ages'") and which was initiated
by the Deity. No formal history is told as an introduction. It is the
storyteller, not the covenant text, that indicates the previous relation-

ship of the two parties and the past great deeds of YHVH.
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In the blessing which precedes the actual covenant, YHVH says;,
"Be fertile and increase and fill the earth" (Gen. 9.1), but nowhere
in the text of the covenant (9.8-17) is any obligation placed on Noah
and his descendantsc2 This is simply a unilateral promise of God. What
Noah and humankind may do will not alter the promise.
In the promise contained in the "J" account, the author
repeats the very words that motivated the flood in the first
place: God will not destroy the world by flood again, 'for
the thoughts of a man's mind are evil from little up." The
same idea is implied in "P." Even if man is hopelessly
corrupt, God will not again destroy him. (Hillers, 1969, p. 102)
There is no formal ceremony of acceptance of the covenant by
Noah since he has no responsibilities concerning the pact. However, it
is worth noting that when Noah debarked from the ark, his first activity
was to ceremoniously offer a sacrifice to YHVH:
Then Noah built an altar to the Lord and, taking of
every clean animal and of every clean bird, he offered
burnt offerings on the altar. The Lord smelled the
pleasing odor, and the Lord said to Himself:. . . (Gen. 8.20)
Probably this was written into the story by P in an effort to
build a foundation for the Priestly Sacrificial Cult. Nevertheless,
sacrifice as a means of expressing gratitude by one involved in covenant
was introduced into our tradition here.
The obligations in this covenant rest solely with YHVH. In the
future, it will be He who will have to "remember' the promise.
The rainbow, the "sign" ( [MIX ) of the covenant, is primarily
for YHVH to see so that He does not forget.
Speiser contends that the rainbow represents "a bright and com-

forting reminder that the race shall endure, however transient the indi-

vidual' (1982, p. 59).
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However, it is the writer of the medieval play, Noah's Flood,

whose quaint explanation captures the essential meaning of the bow:

My bow between you and me

In the firmament shall be .

The string is turned towards you
And towards me is bent the bow,
That such weather shall never show,
And this beheet I thee.

-=A. C. Cowley, Everyman and Medieval Plays

Although Noah is the specific, human focus of the story, he is
relatively unimportant in this unilateral covenant. It is YHVH who decides
on the flood; when it will begin and end; who will survive and who will
not. Unlike Abraham, Noah makes no protest, offers no suggestions or
resistance to YHVH's plans. He is simply "an instrument of the omnipotent
Master of Nature" and "incidental to his covenant with God" (Hartman,

1985, p. 29). The pact does not depend upon nor revélve around an indi-
vidual. It is a comprehensive rather than personal covenant, which embraces
- all forms of life. (See Gen. 8.22; 9.8; 9.12. Also, compare Abraham's
covenant, pp. 3 ¥

It follows, then, that this covenantal sign would be a universal
one-~a sign of YHVH's merciful promise for all to see, rather than a mark
of personal identification. The function of the next sign, circumcision,
differs from that of the rainbow in that it does identify those individuals
who share in the promise made by YHVH.

YHVH's premeditated choice to destroy all but one family, so that
it alone could emerge from devastation and begin again, introduces the
principle of the "remmant." This principle underlies the events leading
up to most of the biblical and post-biblical covenants (consider the

circumstances of Abraham, the Sinaitic covenant, the Israelites entering
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Canaan with Joshua, the Talmudic Rabbis after 70 C.E., the Jews after
Napoleonic emancipation, and these.after. 1945).

It is anabolized by the prophet Isaiah in the 7th century and
clearly articulated:

And in that day,

The remnant of Israel

And the escaped of the House of Jacob
Shall lean no more upon him that beats it,
But shall lean sincerely

On the Lord, the Holy One of Israel.

Only a remnant shall return,

Only a remmnant of Jacob,

To Mighty God.

Even if your people, O Israel,

Should be as the sands of the sea,

Only a remnant of it shall return.
Destruction is decreed;

Retribution comes like a flood!

For my Lord God of Hosts is carrying out
A decree of destruction upon all the land.
(Is. 10.20-23)

Isaiah went so far as to name one of his sons "Shear-jashub"

meaning "a remnant will return." For him, this was "God's living sign

for a supreme hope" (Heschel, 1955, p. 95).

So I will wait for the Lord, who is hiding His face from
the House of Jacob, and I will trust in Him. Here stand I and
the children the Lord has given me as signs and portents in
Israel from the Lord of Hosts, who dwells on Mount Zion.

(Is. 8.17)

The idea of remnant is further refined until it represents the

hope of the coming of the Messiah:

But a shoot shall grow out of the stump of Jesse,
A twig shall sprout from his stock.

The spirit of the Lord shall alight upon him:

A spirit of wisdom and insight,

A spirit of counsel and valor,

A spirit of devotion and reverence for the Lord.
(Is. 11.1-2)
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The significance of this covenant can best be analyzed and com~
pared to others in terms of what it indicates about God. He is the
all-powerful initiator of creation and covenant. He asks for nothing
and promises all. He is merciful and forgiving and wants, so intensely,
for His creatures to endure that in this covenant He separates His re-
sponsibility for creation from His response to the moral condition of

humankind.

Prior to the Flood, all of nature was doomed to destruc-
tion because God "regretted that He had made man on earth";
human corruption was sufficient reason to justify the destruc-
tion of all living things. After the Flood, however, God
proclaims His awareness that although human beings are created
in His image, they do not automatically embody all that God
wishes them to be. God's reflections on them are, as it were,
similar to a parent's realization that his child is not his
mirror image but is a separate being with limitations, weak-
nesses, and an independent will. The child may come from the
parent, but it is nevertheless separate and independent.
(Hartman, 1985, p. 28)

We can sense this newly established distance between God and humans
in the covenant made after the flood; in God's promise not to destroy
nature in consequence of and as punishment for what people might do.

This distancing of humans from God and God's realistic

assessment of their propensity to evil are necessary stages
of the process leading to the covenantal mutuality repre-
sented by the giving of the law at Sinai, which charges a
particular human community with responsibility for its own
spiritual growth. (Ibid., p. 29)

The redemptive concern of YHVH which is seen so clearly in the
theme of His first verbal covenant also provides a rationale for YHVH's
selection of a people with whom to make a future alliance (Flanders et al.,
1973, p. 87). Since the flood was unsuccessful in obliterating human

sin (as evidenced by Noah's sinful actions after the flood (see Gen. 9.21-

29), He eventually elected an entire people and made His alliance with
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them (see Ex. 19.4-6). But, our tradition recalls, before He enters
into that public covenant, He chooses one more individual--this time a

righteous, more deserving one-—and his descendants, with whom to form

His next alliance.

Eisiinnd
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Notes to Chapter 4

1. There are other ancient versions of the flood story. The
Yahwist and Priestly versions (J and P) can be found in Genesis and are
the ones on which the discussion in this paper is based.

It is now generally accepted that the biblical flood stories (or
myths) are closely related to those of Sumer and Babylonia. The main
Babylonian version can be found in the Gilgdmesh Epic. For a synopsis
of this myth and a comparison with three mentioned above, see Black and

Rowley, Peak's Commentary on the Bible, pp. 183-85.

2. It is the later addition of P incorporated into the story

text which speaks of obligation:

You must not, however, eat flesh with its life-blood
in it. But for your own life-blood I will require a
reckoning: I will require it of every beast; of man, too,
will I require a reckoning for human life, of every man
for that of his fellow man!

Whoever sheds the blood of man,

By man shall his blood be shed;

For in His image

Did God make man.

Be fertile, then, and increase; abound on the earth
and increase on it."

This passage is replete with grist for amalytical, homiletical,

and halachic mills, but it is not within the scope of this thesis to go

beyond its mere mention.



CHAPTER 5

HEBREW ORIGINS

The Covenant with Abraham and the Patriarchs

Beginning with the twelfth chapter of Genesis, Torah is concerned
with the unique relationship--the particular b'rit between God and Israel.
The purpose of all of the traditions——all of the stories~-which follow
this chapter is not to recount history or detail the events in individual
lives, but to tell of the promise made to the Faithful by YHVH, the God
of Israel.

The history of the people, Israel, is also the history of the
idea of covenant. The stories of the Patriarchs are a graphic way of
giving theological meaning to that history; to indicate that the coming
together of certain tribes into the covenant community of Israel was not
a haphazard series of historic(al) events, but rather the fulfillment of
the divine intent to establish a people whose religious faith was in-
extricably interwoven with their physical existence.

"The patriarchal traditions related the religious and legal
claims of the Israelite tribal confederacy of later times to a sacred
past when Yahweh made himself known to men whose descendants became the
community of Israel" (F}anders et al., 1973, p. 102). It is the memory
of the past covenant by subsequent generations that has, throughout the
ages, given continuity to the Israel community. It is the new interpre-

tations given to the covenant as remembered from the vantage point of

34
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the new era that account for the metabolic changes in the covenant con-
cept itself.

Three basic affirmations pervade Israel's covenantal theology:

1) promise, 2) obligation, 3) response. The answer to the question, "Who
made the promise to the People Israel?” remains perpetually the same.

"What is Israel's obligation? What expectations are required by the
promise? How should a covéﬁanted people respond? Indeed, how did they
respond?" In each age and environment, these questions received answers
relevant to the contemporary scene. To recognize the flux of the economic,
social, and political history of our people is fo begin to understand

the reasons for the variations in its covenantal theme.

The narratives in Genesis do not furnish adequate information
for an exact description of the patriarchal religion. We can say that
although the narratives refer to the Patriarchal God as YHVH, the name
historically began with Moses (cf. Ex.6.3-4). It may have been YHVH who
appeared to the Patriarchs, but they had not really known Him by that
name "and they did not yet know the fullness which the Sinaitic revelation
would provide'" (Flanders, p. 121).

However, the patriarchal cults did exist: "The extent of their
devotion and the continuity between their worship and that of Mosaic days
is more than an anachronistic projection backwards of the faith of later
Israel'(Ibid.).

Each patriarch chose his own form of worship of God, Who, he
believed, was entrusted with the care of his clan. Although they used
many names for God: El Shaddai (God the Mountain One [Ex. 6.3; Gen.

17.1]); E1 Elyon (God Most High [Gen. 14.18-24]); El Olam (God of
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Eternity [Gem. 21.33]); ELl Roi (God the Seer [Gen. 16.13]1); and E1 Bethel
(God of Bethel [Genm. 31.13; 37.7]), there was always a close personal tie
between the clan father and his God. (See pp. 58, 59.)

Most likely within the various clans, the patron God was

worshipped to the practical exclusion of other gods. This
does not mean that the patriarchal religion was monotheistic.
Out of this type of religion, however, monotheism would
ultimately grow, since later Israel could say with honesty
that the patriarchs had worshipped Yahweh and he had directed
their movement to Canaan. (Flanders, p. 122)

The worship of the patriarchal tribes was '"filled with simple
dignity" (Ibid.). The patriarch himself presided over the ritual
sacrifice (Gen. 15.10-11; compare priestly sacrifices [Lev. 2.1-2;

3.1-3 ££f]). Each clan had shrines or places of worship, usually associ-
ated with pléces where the patriarchs had had a theophany and made or
-renewed the covenant with their god (Gen. 15.7018; 28.10-19; 32.25-32).

The theme, peculiar to the People Israel and YHVH, which begins
in Genesis 12 and is repeated early and often, is always depicted through
a theophany. (See Addendum B.)

Promisés, promises! "I will bless you . . . make your name great
« « o bless those who bless you . . . curse those who curse you .
give this land to your offspring . . . make you the father of a multitude
of nations . . . bless your wife and give you a son by her . . . make
you exceedingly fertile . . . méke kings come forth from you . . . I will
be your God."

The promise--especially the one in the J version (Gen. 15.12-21,
Addendum B)--is primarily one of Divine protection, possession of land,

and numerous posterity. What more could an ancient pastoral shepherd

want? "If the patriarchs followed their God at all--if they believed
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that He had promised them anything (and surely they must have so believed
or they would not have followed him)--then land, protection, and progeny
may be assumed to have been the gist of that promise" (Bright, 1967,

p. 101).

The series of stories which follow the making of the covenant
substantiate the theme of the promise:

Abraham is promised a multitude of descendants (Gen. 13.16).
Childless, he considers making Eliezer of Damascus his heir (Gen. 15.2),
but it would be impossible to fulfill the promise through a household
slave. The subsequent stories of Abraham siring Ishmael through Hagar
(Gen. 163 21.9-20), the conflict between Sarah and Hagar, which leads
to the latter's expulsion from their home, the elderly Abraham and

Sarah's plea for a child, and the climactic birth of Isaac, are all

instrumental in serving the promise.

Abraham is pledged the land of Canaan (Gen. 13.14-17; 15.18).
The story of his purchase of a burial place at Machpeleth for Sarah

solidifies this pledge.

The Promised Land was a spiritual grant from God. But
the best practical safeguard in terms that everybody could
recognize and accept was a clear legal title to the land.
The living could get by as sojourners; but the dead required
a permanent resting ground. The Founding Fathers, at least,
must not be buried on alien soil. The spot had to be theirs
beyond any possibility of dispute. Small wonder, therefore,
that tradition had to insist on a title which no law-abiding
society would dare to contest and upset. (Speiser, 1982,
pp. 171-72)

It is in the story of the Akeda that this theme of promise is
most forcefully expressed. Here, Abraham is asked to sacrifice the only
God's

concrete evidence of the pledge made to him and his descendants.

intervention and provision of a substitute for the child is clear
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substantiation of the validity of His word.
From the covenant writings, we can easily sense ancient Israel's
confidence in Divine promises and its "exuberant expectation of good
things in the future" (Flanders, 1973, p. 156). There is no doubt in
this writer's mind that the patriarchal idea of "future" extended through-
out all the earthly lives of infinite generations of descendants. We
will see, later, how the prophets ingested this idea and, influenced by
the horrendous earthly events of the day, syncretized it into a much-needed

eschatological belief.
Nevertheless, in Genesis the Divine promises were clearly stated,
often reiterated, and easily understood. But what of the human obligation

in the pact? Here we have a difference of scholarly opinions. Mendenhall
opines:

Both in the narrative of Gen. 15 and 17, and in the later
references to this covenant, it is clearly stated or implied
that it is Yahweh Himself who swears to certain promises to
be carried out in the future. It is not often enough seen
that no obligations are imposed upon Abraham. (1955, p. 36)

Hillers (somewhat of a protege of Mendenhall) says that the Abrahamic
covenants are obviously one-sided. But then he adds,

. . even though a covenant like that with Abraham does
not spell out how Abraham is to behave, it is assumed in
the relation~-that of having Yahweh as God--that Abraham
will continue to trust God and walk righteously before
him. (1969, p. 105)

Alvin J. Reines, of Hebrew Union College, does not see the relation-

ship as unilateral:

In essence, the covenant states that Yahveh will be the
god of Abraham and his descendants, the Israelites, if they
will be his people. As god of Abraham and the Israelites,
Yahveh will exercise special providence over them to enable
them to cope successfully with their finite condition; and











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































