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RESUME
artıcle traıte des exıgences exclusıves R ’egard DAr leur ıntegration ans NOUvEeEaiu contexte

de Yahwve dans le cContexte d’un miılıeu culturel canonique? autail UNe ‘affırmatıion'
quelconque dans les fragments mythologıquesOU Pon partage bıen des facons de penser qul,

Jusqu ä certaın pont, ont UNe dımensıon quı sont aLınsLı integres? En general, la
religieuse. L/’auteur demande JUSQU quel dimensıon CanonNıque est consıderee
poınN raıson de consıderer termes decısıve contre Barr et nuancant
puremen contradıctorres Ia relatıon entre le Westermann). L’auteur essale de le ontrer
Yahvısme et d’autres relıgıons. aborde ce DOUT chacun des th  emes question.
question etudıant les themes de la creatıon, La conclusıon princıpale est qQUE FAT rejette
de la presence de Dieu Sıon, el des OMS de VecC force les elements qul sont de Ia
Diıeu. relıgıon cananeenne. Neanmoıns, "auteur

suggere de dıstiınguer entre l’affirmatıonLorsque AT utılıse le langage
‘mythologique‘ DOUT parler de Ia creatıon, cela theologıque la suggestıion religieuse. Le
sıgnifie-t-ıl qu’ıl accepte, une certaın langage de C’anaan, tel qu'ıl est employe dans
manıere, les ıdees mythologiques? La question ’AT, UNe partıe de son DOUVOLT de

plusıeurs aspects el peul etre abordee du poın suggestion dans le domaıne relıgıieux Uecı
de UU de ”’histoire des religıi0ns, du angage, des ımplıicatıons DOUT la facon dont les
du et de la theologıe. Dans quelle chretiens s’adressent Ce quı onl d’autres
les textes sont-ils ‘detaches’ du monde du mythe CFrOYANCES QUeE les leurs.

ZUSAMMENFASSUN
Das Zıel des Artıkels ıst esS, dıe exklusıven befreıt worden, als sıe Lın den

kanonıschen Kontext eingefügt wurden?Ansprüche, dıe für Jahwe erhoben werden, auf
dem Hıintergrund der gemeınsamen kulturellen Allgemeın wırd dıe kanonische Dımensıon als
un zu. eıl der gemeınsamen religiösen dıe entscheidende angesehen (dıes
Voraussetzungen betrachten. Es stellt sıch einschränkend Barr un Westermann).

Auf diese Weıse wırd annn ın allendıe rage, ın wıiewelt das Verhältnis zwischen
Jahwismus un anderen Relıgionen zurecht angesprochenen Bereichen argumentıert.
alleın ın gegensätzlichen Ausdrücken Folgende Hauptschlußfolgerung wırd
beschreiben ıst Dıeser rage wırd gez0ogen. Das Ite estiamen. verwirft streng
nachgegangen durch Studien ın folgenden dıe Elemente, dıe für ıe kanaanıtische
Bereichen: Schöpfung, dıe Gegenwart (Giottes ın Relıgıon zentral sınd. ‚Jedoch wırd eiıne
Z10N, dıe Namen (jottes. Unterscheidung zwischen eıner theologisch

Wenn das Ite Testament ‘mythologische‘ bindenden Aussage un eıner unverbind-
Sprache für dıe Schöpfung gebraucht, schlıeßt lichen Gedanken Idee vorgeschlagen. Dıie
das eıne bestiımmte Annahme UoON hkhanaandısche Sprache, W1Le sSıe ım Alten
mythologischen Ideen ein? Diese rage hat Testament gebraucht wird, behält eınıges UoOoN

verschiedene Dımensıonen, einschließlich UoOnNn der Kraft iıhrer relıgıiösen Gedanken. Dıes hat
Fragen der Religionsgeschichte, der Sprache, Folgen für dıe un Weise, WLe Christen
des Kanons un der T’heologıe. Wıe weıt sınd Angehörıge anderer Relıgionen ansprechen.
dıe exte UOnN ıhrem mythologischen Bereich
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he a1m of the present article 1s to OUur study, believe, ATre those of creation,
consıder how the Old Testament relates the of an the nature of God

to the CONCEPTS OUN! 1ın other relıgı1ons of ıts hımself. In each Case the question must be
tıme when ıt speaks about God an his asked, whether an how far ‘foreign’ ideas
relatiıonshiıp LO Israel an the WOoOr. hat ave een introduced ınto Old Testament
ere Was relationship between the CONCepts religıon. The question has several dimen-
of Israel, Canaan, an Babylon 15 not 1n S10NS, including the history of religion,
doubt Nor, indeed, Ca  — that relationship be language, an theology.
deseribed 1n wholly adversarıilal terms.
Certainly, the Deuteronomic an prophetic Creation
crıtique of the religıon ofaal must be gıven
ıts due place, yet ere are Iso elements 1ın As 1S ell known, the Old estament’s

creation an flood-narratives ave closethe relationship between Israel’s thought
anı that of her neighbours which ımply counterparts 1n the ancıent world The
certaın shariıng of beliefs. Atrahasıs epic an the Sumerian flood-story

At certaın eve ıt 18 entirely unconten- offer parallels for Man Yy of the elements of
t1o0us to Sa y that Israel shared ideas ıth her the storıl1es of creatıon an flood In Genesis,
neighbours. Culturally they ocupled the and the Gilgamesh epic has particular echoes
Same WOoOr. Hebrew 1 a Semiuitic language of the Genesis flood account Echoes of the
closely kin to that of the Canaanıites wh literature of the ancıent world Iso 1n
lived alongside Israel. Israel Was heir, along the Psalms and certaın prophetic exX
wıth those natıons, to wısdom tradıtion 1n These observations bring lıterary- and
both ıts theoretical an practical aspects source-eritical ramıiıfications wiıth them In
There wWerTITe shared assumptıions about the particular, hat ATre the or1g1ns an date of
religio0us nature of the world, an 1n funda- Genesıis 1—11, ıts parts? It has long een
mental WaYys about ıts creatıion. In relation recognized that Israelites could ave een
LO political organızation also, partıicularly of the Babylonian traditions from
In the configuration of king, temple an early time.1 The current tendency 1S LO
structure of cultic lıfe, there W as basıc recognize that the Bible inherited the
similarity ıth the forms of the ancıent creation/flood tradıtion whole al
WOr his sımilarıty xtends LO ro0o0t early prelod, SINCe ıts motifs, an even ıts
religious ldeas such holiness, S1N an AasıcC structure, pre-date the Old Testament..?
salvation. Israel’s rootedness In ıts WOTr. 1sS The interesting question, however, 1s not
inescapable, eVen it proclaims the religion about chronological priority, but about hat
of Yahweh which, 1n ımportant WAaYS, sets it the Old Testament has one wıth the ideas

which ıt takes OVerapart from ıts neighbours.
Our partıcular question g0oes beyond Broadly speaking, the Old Testament Ca  -

observations of this SOrT, though shall be saıd to ave reinterpreted the motifs of
SCC, ıt 18 inseparable from them It 18 CON- the hterature hıich it echoes, the beliefs
cerned ıth the fact that 1n certaın key of the foreign peoples that underlay iıt
LOPICS of faıth Israel ses eXpress1ons and Scholars such VO  — Rad, Westermann
ideas that aAare very close LO those of ıts and Childs, for example, sed the idea
neighbours The question 18 ralısed, SsSe- of demythologization 1ın arguıng for biblical
quently, whether there 1S an Yy 1n which reinterpretation of the creatıon storjes.® Our
the Old Testament wrıters demonstrate question, however, 18 how r1gorous such

positive to the tenets of other reinterpretation 15 Does the Old Testament
religions, indeed MAaYy be sa1ıld LO ave consclously turn ıts face agaınst 'mythologi-‘learned’ from them If there 1sS evidence for cal’ elements 1n the storles of or1g1ns, o0es
such phenomenon, the nature of the Old it leave residue of such elements?
Testament’s 'eXclusiveness’, Deuteronomic Westermann apparently believes that ıt
and prophetic terms, 111 eed tO be defined oes He stresses that 1n ıts belief 1n creatiıon
carefully 1n relation LO iıt such, Israel 1s dıfferent from ıts neigh-The topıcs which are most interesting for bours, indeed Man y other and
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religions.* Indeed, Israel o0€es not eed to Conecrete differences between them ATe

CEXPTESS ıts faıth 1n (G0d creator, much elusıve. Kraus Ca  — SaYy of Ps 90:2, by WaYy of
1S this presupposition of ıts thought.?* concess10on: there ATre echoes of rudi-
There 1S, of COUTSEC, erucial difference ments of the mythological 1e W of the
between Israel’s understanding of creatıon procreatıve of “mother earth” (ef. Job
an that of other natıons, namely 1n that 38:4ff.) The difference between Kraus and
ere 1s 1n Israel ecreatiıon of ‘gods’.® Westermann, therefore, LO CONCETN

whether these “echoes’ actually ffiirm SOINE-Nevertheless, the ‘myths of orıgın’ (Le where
the memorles of ‘beginning’ ATEe not yet thing, whether they really ATr INeTre relics,
related to personal creator) still ‘leave evacuated of eır orıgınal meanıng by the
eır stamp (en 14 And Ps Ne ontext which they ave received 1n the

Old Testament’s thoughtpreserves MEMOTY of the orıgın of human
beings from the womb of mother-earth.® It 1S already clear that decision between

Westermann’s belief that the Old esta- these poınts of V1ECW involves going urther
ment rests certaın presupposıtions which than observatıons of religious-historical
ıt. has ın COMMNIMON ıth other relig1ons 185 Ssort, to 1sSsues of language, and

theology, noted above. Yor Kraus, thedeveloped into hermeneutical eory OOn
the ONe hand, he 18 1n ou that the lınguistic 1sSsue 1S clear: where the Old
biblical narratıve, wıth ıts prefixing of the Testament ses language known from the
primeval history to the StOrYy of Abraham, myths, it 15 because it has borrowed foreign

elements ın connection ıth the theme ofrepresents transformed understanding of
the relationshıp between the primeval per10d creation; this borrowıing, however, 1S 1n the
an the present that 1S, 1n the Bible the interests of the worship of Yahweh creator
medium 15 history, not ‘cultic actualizatıion.. Linguistic affınıties, therefore, MaYy not be
On the other, however, he insısts: ‘In the read the simple assımiılatiıon of concepts.*!

The 1sSsue of anguage requires SOMEinterpretation of the primeval STOTrY, OM

must be ell that ese LwoO points of speclal notice 1n thıs connection. 'T’he dıffer-
VIECW cannot be fully harmonized’. And agaln: EeENCE between Westermann an Kraus goes
‘It would not be 1ın the mind of the (Israelıite) to the heart of the central question ralised Dy

modern discussions of anguage, namelynarrators to gıve volce merely the specifi-
cally Israelite adaptatıon an meanıng of how o0es Janguage relate to meanıing? er
the primeval storıes; they anted MOre, they notions of referential’ relationshıp tween
wanted their audience LO ear something words an meanıng ave gıven WaYy to the
that belonged to the prehistory of Israel’.? belief that meanıng emerges essentially

Westermann’s posıtıon has een eritieized wıthıin discourse, an beyond that, within
Dy H- Kraus. Kraus stresses the recastıng socılal an cultural matrıx.1% 'hıs insight
of Israelite thought ou creation 1n the has direct applicatıon LO OUr subject. We
lıght of ıts understandıng of (God Savlour. ave SeEeeN that both Kraus an Westermann

think of the adaptatıon of certaın topıcsThe sovereıgnty of Yahweh, demonstrated
ın the history of Israel’s salvatıon, 15 reflected wıthiıin the broadest religious-cultural hor1zon
1n the Old estament presentatıon of to specifically Israelite understanding of
creatıion, where Yahweh Iso hıs (0d an the world Here then 1s precisely

claım that the language of the Old Testamentfoes. There 1s consıstent pıcture, further-
should be understood 1ın the erms of itsMOTeE, freed from mythological theogonic

conceptions, of A world created entirely cultural matrıx. hıs would aDDeCar to INnean

withıin history Kraus expressily rejects that the use of certaın words, phraseology
Westermann’s 1e W that creatıon 185 merely an even extended stretches of discourse

cannot be assumed LO imply the borrowingpresupposed 1n the Old Testament, rather
than subsumed under comprehensıve of ideas from different cultural milheu.
understanding of relationship ıth his There 18 indeed methodological difficulty
people. *° 1n the attempt LO discover whether such

The difference between Kraus and borrowing could ave Ooccurred. hat dıffi-
estermann 185 largely matter of emphasıs. culty consısts 1n the eed LO understand the
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‘world’ of Israel 1n order rightly to interpret hıs nsight partıcularly apposıteiıts discourse, while are almost completely 1ın the Case of the Old Testament 1n 1e W of
dependent ıts discourse for OUur under- the fact that Israel o0es indeed stand wiıthin
standıng of ıts WOor. The sort of information tradition along ıth ıts neiıghbours Its
which WOU. eed In order to break into wriıters May be seen redirecting N-
this cırcle 1S not avaılable bcause ıt would structing tradition of thinking ou God
involve qu1zzıng the authors about their an the world his 1s slightly dıfferent from
meanıng. The difficulty 15 scarcely diminished the category of polemic, which better char-
by the closeness of the culture of the biblical acterizes the prophets’ outriıght attacks
wrıters LO that from which, 1ın certaın eruclal Canaanite relig10us beliefs an practices.respects, they differ It MaYy be supposed that The SOrt of language of creation which
they understand that culture. 18 Indeed, their ave consiıidered 1S better described
self-conscious engagemen ıth it MaYy be creatıve redemptive. The beliefs of Israel
presumed LO gıve rıse to the specıific WaY 1n ATe being articulated an re-articulated
which they Tea it, This, indeed, 1sS postu- wıthin cultural an relig10us tradıtion.
ate of much of the Old Testament ıtself, 1n The use of moti{fs from the myths 1s neither

/
ıts presen  10N of Israel people which, borrowing of ideas NOr sımple rejectionıIn profound n  9 has °come out’ of ıts of them; ıt 1s rather theology 1n the makiıng.envıronment, whether ın the form of the These considerations make ıt hard thi
Mesopotamian cultural-religious world 1n terms of residue of Canaanite ideas,Joshua 24::2) of Kgypt, an! which CON- such Westermann had In mM1n when he
tinues LO be called out of the Canaanıite sald: ‘It would not be 1n the mind of the
relig10us culture Dy the prophets, wh SsSCeE (Israelite) narrators to g1ve Volce merely LO
Israel thoroughly conformed to it the specifically Israelite adaptation andConsiderations of this sSort should put meanıng of the prıimeval stories’ (see above

OUr guard agaınst over-sımple interpreta-
tıons of where the Old Testament

9), such even Kraus acknowledged
1n Ps 90:2; Job 38:4ff. Kqually ıt 1s hard LO

to cho mo from the myths of ıts nelgh- allow that such MaYy be regardedbours. The poın May be illustrated from 'merely’ poetic.*© And certaınly metaphorPs 1C. to suggest rather IMay nNot appealed WaYy of suggestingself-conscious and Ngorous adaptation of such
motifs 1n favour of the Old Testament’s

SsSOmMmmMe dilution of meanıng, unk has
warned.1” Language, perhaps especlallyunderstanding of an the WOor. Here poetic language, wıth ıts habitual

there 1s5 distincet evocatıon of the myt of to metaphor, 18 innocent).
the slayıng of the chaos monster (v 13), yet The 1e W ave thus taken of the Oldit 1s carefully interwoven wıth the motif of Testament’s Janguage about ecreatıon impliesthe dividing of the ed Sea 1n the deliver- that it produces rather adıcal reinter-
NCcCe of Israel from Kgypt Creation effectively pretatıion. However, ave suggested that
becomes act of salvation, demonstrating this language 1s not best described
the sovereignty of the of Israel. similar polemical. It restructures rather than rejectspattern 18 visıble In Isaıah 43:15f1i., outright Our interpretation, then, permitsIn ofE Sort ave examples, the question whether the moıfs which

think, of the creatiıve of Janguage, recognıze Canaanite ave an Yy posıtıveanother ımportant nsight of the modern ıfe left 1n them when they appear 1n the Olddiscussion.14 The implicatiıon of the pomınt Testament. At the level of religi0us O18 that the 1D11cCa. wrıters do not simply hension, think that they do When, for
alıgn well-known motifs into D  ‚e pre-existing, example, the Old Testament SsSes birth-
free-standing frame, but rather that their lmagery, 1n Ps 90:2; ıt should not be
uUse of the moti{fs actually 1s part of the Ssupposed that ıts readers ould ave thought:structurıng of that frame. In Funk’’s words Ah, but ıt doesn’t really Mean that The(speaking generally of metaphorical langu- language 15 evocatiıve of beginning, °cCOom-
age) “The metaphor 1s of modifying ıng to be a massıve scale, and May bethe tradition’’.1 heard for hat ıt 15
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Similarly 1n Ps the lordship of Yahweh ell be differently defined either smaller
Over the created order 1sS expressed ıth larger than the Old Testament canon). Wıth
thrice-repeate allusıon to the swelling the 9 however, ave introduced
n°haröt (literally 'rıvers’), an the of strictly theological crıter1on, which invıtes

discussion ıts OW. terms.Yarıı (hiterally sea’) Behind the allusions LO
the natural phenomena of rvers an SCa, Nevertheless, canonical assumptıons aAare

however, will ave een heard the of present 1n Westermann’s thought when he
the Canaanıte gods ar an Yam (in- argues that the primeval history 1S freed
timately associated, of’with Just OSe from the realm of myt. by iıts Juxtaposıtion
phenomena 1ın the myths). hıs poin 1sS with the Abraham narratıve. n  at argument
reinforced by the suggestion of personifica- proceeds from the final form redaction of
tiıon ın the INanner of the allusions. Now the text Westermann continues to refer LO
1ın OoONe the Psalm na be saıd to the documents and ın his treatment of
‘demythologise’—these forces are not 1n fact. Genesı1ıs 1—11, but the differences between
personal, but the inanımate creatures of the them aAre al best incidental to his argument
ONE Lord, Yahweh In another SCHNSC, however, He tends to think rather of the ‘biblical
the traditional moti{fs ave een adopted authors’ together, albeit representing
precisely for theır evocatıve W In their developing tradıtion which features 1N-
fear of the natural elements Israelites had ternal dialogue. Here matter of basıic
poın of ontact wiıth their neighbours. The principle 1S raised. In comparıng the thought
DOEeLFY 1s sed for ıts ec the mind, even of the Bible wiıith that of er ancıent litera-
though at the SsSamne time ıt, 18 made SETVE ture and religions, where do identify the
the worshiıp of Yahweh former? The question touches contentious

The 1eW thus taken affords, believe, issue 1n contemporary Old Testament 1N -
satisfactory rationale for the adoption of terpretatıon. The debate about so-called
Canaanıte motifs 1n the language of the Old ‘“canonical criticı1ısm)’, conducted chiefly
Testament. Westermann T1e'! LO account for between ıts leading advocat Childs and
hat he Sa  < es1idual elements 1ın the Old his arch-erıitic ‚JJames Barr, 1s ell NOWN At
Testament wiıth the tentatıve suggestion that ıts ear 1S question of 1D11cCa. authority.
the biblical wrıters wanted eır readers LO Does the authority, the meanıng of the Bible
ear echoes of the old ecreation ideas. This 1s ‘for us’, lie 1n final forms (whole books, and
scarcely satisfyıng explanation of the ultimately the whole Bıble) because ese
wriıters’ PUrDOSEC. Our notion of develop- aAare the forms that ave een received by
ment of tradition held 1ın COININON by Israel SuUuCcCCess1ons of believing communities? Or

conversely, 0es ıt he ın the Bible’s relig10usand her neighbours turns this rather NCSa-
tıvely conceived intention into something ideas, conceived InNOTe disparate
rather INOTe posıtiıve. collection, which must make OUr

Our discussion must INOVE next, however, OW. theologıcally informed value-judgments?
LO and theology. Thiıs stage of the In the former Casc, the ques for ‘bhiblical
argument 1s already antıcıpated by OUT thoug. 1s relatively straightforward (though
observations far This 1s because the idea Childs has a place for the eritical on-
of Canon has pomınt of contac wıth hnguistic struction of the pre-history of texts*!®); ın the
theory applied the Old Testament. We latter it 18 complicated, because the question
ave mentioned the fact that meanıng has 18 raised acutely of the status of putatıve
LO be considered ın the ontext of stretches prıor stages of the LeXt, whiıich mMa Yy be
of discourse. The of the Old Testament thought LO contaın ideas quıte ılieren from
might well be taken the Natur. limits of the Ose of the text ın ıts final form It will be

seen immediately how considerations of thisdiscourse question. Indeed ave already
implied this by talkıng ou the ideas, SOrt ATe interwoven ıth the preceding d1s-
meanıng eitic of the ‘Old Testament’ Of cussıon ou the ‘biıblical’ reinterpretatıon
COUFrSe, LWwoO rather different principles Are 1n of Canaanıte ideas.
V1IEeEW ere Yor the PUrDOSCS of the study of The poın May be SeEEeN clearly 1ın relatıon
language, the limits of the discourse mıg (jenesıs 17 Barr Can SaYy, for example, that
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the relationship between the INa  } and the ıIn relation to that of the of God,
In Genesis ‘P corrects J that 1S, specifically 1n the ontext of so-called 10N-

Gensis the later eX {firms the equality of theology. There are clear an ell known
the LWO, where Genesis had seen the similariıties between the Old Testament’s

afterthought the creation of the man.!? ıdea of Yahweh dwelling Mt 103 an
On ımmortality he goes further, discerning that of Canaanıiıte aal dwelling Mt
Canaanite motifs behind the text of Genesis D Zaphon. The Canaanite idea 1s that the

and, partly that basıs, denying that those mountaın of aal represents the divine
chapters eaC ‘Wall]’? 1n the of the mountaın, the dwelling of the gods the
traditional Christian understanding. In Canaanite counterpart of Greek Olympus),
Tevlew of the work In question 1n the present ocated at primeval confluence of the great
1SSUEe, ave argue that such approach r1vers 1n the mythological ‘north’ Echoes of
cannot properly claim to ave ascertaıned the idea May be found 1n the biblical Garden
‘biblical’ thought the ma)  E for it has gıven of Eden, which 18 apparently equated wıth

unwarranted authority tOo reconstructed the ‘mountain of (0d’ 1n Ezekiel 28:13-—16,
pre-history of the text the fact that this 1S an out of which, 1n enesis 2:10, flow the
hypothetical hardly affects the principle al four prıimeval rivers.22 The INOTe specificstake), and passed OVer the assımiılation of the connectijons ıth biblical thought relate
materı1al, which 1s surely the poın at which to the temple Mt Zion, however. In
distinctively ‘biblical’ thought INay be found Canaaniıte thinking Baal’s dwelling 1n his
The point apphes Genesis 12713 ıts entirety, temple Zaphon (usually ocated south of
where, ave noted, motifs and elements the Orontes?*3) procured liıfe an ecurıty for
from the ancıent myths ave een recast In the ole people who worshipped him
narratıve which has ıts OW logic.?9 In number of so-called 1on-Psalms echo this
VleW, Westermann and Childs are rıg LO idea, NO of Yahweh an Israel Yahweh,
emphasise the precedence of this dimension of dwelling ın his temple, Jlaughs at his foes
interpretation OVer Previlous stages of the (Ps 2:4171.) an establishes his authority OVer
history, ell OVer allegedly imported all natıons (Ps 46:5—10); from there he
ideas. It 1s thıs level of interpretation LOO makes himself manıfest to his worshippingwhich ultimately provides the rıght ontext for people (Ps 50:2) Most remarkably, oun
the ınterpretation of hnguistic usages held 1ın 107 1s saıd LO be 1ın the far north’ (Ps 48:3),

wiıith mythological EXTS 1n clear echo of the northern location of the
The poın about nables ıimportant mythologic mountaın (sınce the descriptiondistinction to be made between relig10us cannot be geographically realıstic)

perience and theological affırmation. If The Old Testament affords SOINE insiıghtave een able find pOo1N! of contact between into the relıg10us-historical backgroun: to
Israelites an anaanıtes 1n their under- these affınities. It 1s clear that hat MaYy
standing of the world this Ca  w be expressed In call the Zion-tradıition WAas not always,
terms of religious experlence. The idea of the unıversally, accepte: 1ın Israel Sam
9 however, 1s presupposıtion of the IJ art of the StOrYy of ıts orıgın there 1s told,
attempt LO artıculate the beliefs of Israel doubt, by Kıng Davıd’s bringing of the
they Are enshrined ın the Old Testament, and ancıent ark of the Covenan LO Jerusalem
therefore 1n the use and understanding of the an by the bullding of Solomon’s temple. Yet
Old Testament the Word of The poin there MaYy be lines of continulty L00 from the
thus bears, obviously, the relationship Jebusite cult, echoes of which MaYy be found
between linguistic theory and biblical authority, 1n the SLOTYy of Melchizedek an Abraham

theological ru for discussion of which (Genesis hıs might provide the
refer the reader elsewhere.*1) religious-historical explanation for the ready

acceptance of mythological language 1n the
The Presence of God worship of 107

OSe linguistic affınıties call for
The argument set Out above In relation tO planation, the language of creatiıon did, 1ın
the opI1C of creation INaYy be briefly retraced terms of the relationship between expression
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an thought In Canaan, the cult of aal of remote north myster10us r1ıver
involved the uUse of images of the god, ug- apparently expressed something of the
ant 1ın Israel, and 1n character W as majesty an mystery of Once agaın,

however, distinction must be maiıintainedfertilty-cult ın which sacrifice an ritual
were thought LO exert quasi-magical between relig10us experlence, where there 18
ınfluence the disposıtion of the god The COMMMON ground between Israel an her
rituals, involving cult-prostitution, invited neighbours, an theological affırmatıon,
the strong opprobrium of the prophets (e.g where the prophetic erıtic1ısm of Canaan’s

idolatry 15 decisiıve.Hosea The prophets Iso evidently CONMN-

sidered the Canaanıte cult to be non-ethical
ın character, an therefore 1n sharp contrast Names of God
LO the covenantal basıs of the cult of Yahweh

One of the most complicated topıcs which(e.g Hosea 4:1—3).25 In the ook of Isalah,
the Old Testament faces ıth ın the9where the Jlanguage of the 10N-

theology 15 heavıly used, the Canaanıte ideas present connectij.on 1S that of the of
ATre evidently overwhelmed by the strong It 1s well NOWN that the Old estamen
covenantal, salvation-historical eology. ses number of divine which ATe

Whether prophet 185 (superficlally al least) Iso sed 1n Canaan, principally ‘El’, which
‘pro-Zion’, lıke Isalıah, overtly critical, OCCUTS especlally 1ın (jenesıs 1n Varlıous COIN-

lıke Jeremiah Jer mi they agree that binations (e.g ID Shaddaı, Kl ‘Elyön). The
Israel must be dissuaded from the opınıon religious-historical TEASON for this has een

hotly debated. The 1e W of Cross NOthat cultic worship has inherent efficacy
his larger theological 1e W 15 1n the nature largely prevails OVeTr that of Alt, namely
of the Case harder LO apply to the Psalms, that El 1n the Old Testament 1S, predomı-
because they consıst of smaller, discrete unıts nantly qat least, ame Hıs conclusıon
Yet the ook of Psalms LOO shows S1gNSs of 1s reached partıy linguıstic grounds and
the eed to COINE to terms iıth failed’ partıy by analogy ıth hat 1sS known about
cult.26 Observations lıke thiıs echo Oou the Canaanıte high god El El 1n the Old
argument above that words take theıir Testament, he concludes, should be under-
meanıng wıthıin arge contexts, both linguis- stood ın erms of that god. 28
tıc and cultural. Cross has shown that ere ATe impressive

As wiıith the creatiıon OPpIC, ıt 18 ımportant similarıties between the biblical eXpressi1ons
LO avold Lwo extremes of interpretatıion, an certaın Canaanıte ones.29 However, the
namely the idea that the language 1sS merely ext Sta of the argument 15 the eruclal

ONeE Does the use of Canaanıte Janguage forpoetic relic, evacuated of content, the
other hand that ıt 1S actually vehicle for God imply anything ou how Israelites
Canaanıte ideas. The former 1S impossible thought about himself”? There ave een
because the language of 107 had ıts those who ave advocated such 1e W
ontext the apparatus of worship ın the Eissfeldt, leanıng heavıly the 1XX of
Jerusalem temple—nothing ‘merely’ poetic Deuteronomy 32:8—9, concluded that Yahweh
here.?“ The opposıte belief, that Canaanıte W Aas al on time understood on of
ideas really Were implied 1n the 10ON-1magery, pantheon of gods subordinate LO El Elyön.3
has INOTeEe weight, ıf only because of those related question 1S how should

understand references LO the 1ın placeshesitations, mentioned moment agO, which
the Old Testament has preserved. It 1S clear, such Ps In ıts portrayal of ‘dıvıne
however, that the anguage of 107 has Council’, where Yahweh presides OVerlr other
entered the maınstream of Israel’s worshıp heavenly beings (ef. Job 1} ings Z ıt

has echoes of high god 1n pantheon.of Yahweh. Once agaın, ıt 15 best to conclude
that the hymnısts of Israel TEW readıly According to certaın modern treatments
the language about God found 1n the wıider of this sort afford evidence of
religious-cultural envıronment. T'O the SUrVv1ving polytheism 1n Israe1.51
reilg10us imagınatıon, shared 1n SOIMNE In all ese C  9 however, wiıith the
by Israelıtes and Canaanıtes, the idea topıcs already discussed, the relationshıp
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between language anı theological ontent the idea of pantheon (as, arguably, ın Ps
requires careful handlıng. The VvleW, ell The strange narratıve iın (Jenesis 6:1—
exemplified by Barker, that pre-exilıic 4, furthermore, 1sS subordinate the concept
Israelite religion W as predominantly poly- of the ordering of the parts of creation by the
theistic and that this 18 reflected 1ın biblical ONne God (Genesı1ıs 1) 33 and has eVvVven een
EeXTSsS of the Sort, Just mentioned, 1n! ıt hard understood © polemic agaınst fertility
LO avold circularıty. The postulate 1s ase: cults.** These points LOO ave canoniıcal

readings of certaın eXLTS which Are then dimension LO them, alongside exegetical
read 1ın the lıght of the postulate. In fact, OI!  D

key text lıke Deuteronomy 302:8_9 1s capable Wıth the interpretation of the ainle El
of quıte different readıng from that of COIMMe LO INOTeEe strictly linguistic question.
Eissfeldt an! Barker, namely that Yahweh Cross bel1ieved that the close analogies of
1s cast 1ın the role of the ‘Most High’, who which he identified mplied that
disposes Ver the natı]ıons of the earth The the Old estament identified the God of
text 1n strongly suggests *mono- the athers the Canaanıte (z0d El.°>
Yahwistic meanıng, wıth ıts °Sons of Israel’ Thıs, however, o0es not follow, NOr o0es ıts
instead of ‘sons of Go0od’ Whether corollary, that the Old Testament narratıve
has deliberately altered the XX text In Genesis an Exodus, culminating 1ın
because it. read the latter pO.  eistic 1S Exodus 6:1—3, sımılarly identifies Yahweh
debatable The interpretation of Dt 32:8—9 wiıith El The 1SsSsue ere CONCEeTNS the nature
LXX belongs to the wıder question of 1N- of language about God ıtself. The term Kl 18
terpretatıiıon under discussion. sed 1ın the Old Testament both aInle

As ıth the other topıcs ave CON- In the STNC 9 and general word for
siıdered, the idea of operates 1n the c  god’ (a generiIi1c, appellatıve erm ın
discussion. It 1s significant that the ontext like Exodus 152 1L There
of the passage question 1S Deuteronomy, would SCCHIN, then, LO be O  Janı sımılar potentıal
the SuUuPremMe ‘mono- Yahwistiec’ treatıse 1n of meanıng In the bıblical word I
the Old Testament. The SAINE poın applies 1n the English god’ (or German Gott,

Deuteronomy ja where Yahweh 18 French ]Jleu It 1s word denoting deity
sa1id to ave ‘allotte the Su INOON an This poın should not be misunderstood,
stars to all the peoples under heaven)\). It 1s however. If Israel ses the Same word for
unjustified think that thıs phrase god’ the Canaanıites it o0es not InNnecan that
deliberate permiss1ıon dispensation, and they NOW worship the ‘same‘’ god Kven
highly implausible 1n the ontext of the the idea of G0d takes shape within frame-
strong repudiation of idolatrous worship 1n works of thought.*” This that ıt MaYy
Deuteronomy be sed ıth all kınds of different under-

These considerations show, think, that standings of who hat “G0d’ 15 And this
there sımple correlation between god’ po1n holds, think, whether the word 1s
language and beliefs about God It INaYy be being sed 6  proper ame  7 appella-
granted that Canaanite language provlides tıve. In principle, therefore, the fact that
the best analogies for that of the Old Testa- Israel shares habıt of speech about “Go0d’

ıth Canaan o0es not entaiıl that ıt. sharesment, but that 1s merely the beginning of
the question how the biblical writers, by Canaanite WaYyS of thinking ou him, at
comparıson wıth Canaanites, thought of least not In all respects. The broad relig10us
The divine Council ldea, indeed, bears an cCultura affıniıties between Israel an
the hallmarks of demythologization, where her neighbours, which ave referred to
Yahweh reıgs Supreme, and other beings are frequently the present C  9 sufhcient
of different order. This 1s clear ın Kings LO explain the similarities of 1n the
22 where the ‘host of heaven)’ are ‘spirits’, Janguage about (G0d sımiılar po1ın about
avaiılable LO do Yahweh’s bidding (vv 19, God-language, incidentally, has een ell
21) In other the idea of ‘sons of Go0d’ made Dy rıght, concerning the use of
MaYy be little INOTe than lıterary device (as the term theos 1n the New Testament.®®
1n Job 1), even outrıight polemic agaınst It 1s pertinen at this poin to consider ONe
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of the best-known difficulties of inter- of Canaanıte relig10us experlence, their
pretatiıon ın thiıs areäa, namely the question apprehension of god’; even the harshest
why the term Kl WAas accepted 1ın the Old critique of idolatry 1n world ın

hich the realıty of the divıine 15 taken forTestament, but not the term Baal.9?9 The
foregoing has shown that, this alleged problem granted Israel shared with Canaan certaın
rests misapprehensıon, namely the idea kinds of language which could provoke
that the Old estamen not merely ‘accepted’ rel1g10us
the ame El, but with it, the high god of the Finally, MaYy draw inferences for the

relationshıp between Christianıty an otherCanaanıtes. T'he idea 1n itself that Israel
‘accepted’ the term 1s uspect Rather, the relıg10ns today TYıstı1an theology 18 bound
term El, both 1ın Israel an 1ın Canaan, 15 much by ıts allegıance LO T1S the
simply the primary word for ‘god’—both Old Testament wriıters EeVer WerTrTe Dy eır

convıctjıon of the un1queness of Yahweh.generi1c and Iso WaYy of speakıing of
the SUPTeEMEC (or In srael’s Casc, only) (30d0— Dialogue between Christlanıty an other
the precise meanıng, 1n each Case, being faiths 1S therefore laid under this constraınt,
determined by wıde ontext of rel1g10us an an y ques for ‘common ground’ 1sS ere-
ideas. T'he word Ba/’al not. ave thıs broad fore azardous. Nevertheless ıt 1S 1ın this

Tea that OUr observatiıons far ave realr  9 and WAas therefore INOTeEe resistant LO
assımilation. contempora signıficance. Kenneth Cragg,

writing from long missiological experlıence
Conclusions the WaYys 1n hich the different faiths

mMa y ‘hear each other, draws the
Canaanıte echoes 1ın the Zion-Psalms LOnumber of conclusions follow from OUrTr

discussı]ıon. The 1Irs 18 the Old Testament’s suggest WaYys 1n which adherents of ONe faıth
r1gorous repudlatıon of the elements that IMaYy ear ‘truth’ another:
AT central to Canaanıte religion. hıs Such readıngs (1.e the finding of such choes)
repudiation 1S most evıident 1n Deuteronomy by modern scholars mMa y dismay Hebrew
and the prophets. Its characteristics aAre rthodox f Ca  - low them, they maYy gıve
insıstence the covenantal-ethical nature the severely Semiutic ıimagery of Jerusalem
of Yahwısm, an the prohibıtion of SOIMMNeEe distant translation iınto Asıan faiths
image-worship. At ıts most vociferous, thıs which prefer to cıtiıes the ımagery of r1vers
Can imply that the gods of the natıons are risıng ın the far vaster maJjesty of the
gods at all (Jeremiah Z Isalah 44:9-—20) Himalayas.“**
At ıts mMOStT rational, it seeks LO articulate
the essential nature of Yahwısm 1n contrast Cragg carrıes E: poın further by sayıng

that the of metaphors avaijlable
the religiıon of Canaan. Thus Deuteronom: for use 1n language about (50d 1s bounded Dy
offers sustained treatise the WaYy 1n the eart. that 1S shared by all T’he Same

hıch Yahweh MaYy be thought LO dwell aft,
ONCEe 1n heaven an earth T’he thought of metaphorical Jlanguage 15 sed by al faıths

to interpret the Same world “"They 11l
thıs text rejects the Canaanıte solution, not LO debate an differ, but only
involving images, iıth their implied CONMN- wıthın devices of anguage an meanıng
aınment of the god 1n the material world COMMIMON to them a]1.’41 hıs 1s not far from
Rather, 0d’s eing 1n heaven an earth 1s OUT contention that there Ar poınts of
OUN! ıth his self-gıving to Israel In contact, mutatıs mutandıx, between sraelite
history, 1n D  ‚e WaYyY which guards his OW an Canaanıte worshiıppers al the level of
reedom. relig10us suggestion.

The question whether Israel has ‘borrowed’
from Canaan 18 not entirely answered thus, recognıtıon of thıs eature of relıg10us

language involves, VIeW, derogatıon
however. We s A W that the uüse of certaın from the first conclusion of OUT study, namely
relig10us language implied SOINE egree of that the Old Testament insısts TO-
commonalıty ıth Canaan at the level of misingly the unıque rights of Yahweh to
religious experlience. The polemic agaınst rule an! receive worshı1ıp 1n the world It
the Canaanıte gods hardly denles the reality MaYy, however, OW the on hand
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temperıing of zeal ıth SENSIL1LVILY 1ın hermeneutics an language), 149168 (on
Christian relations ıth members of other Heidegger), 357—385 (on Wittgestein).
faıths, and the other ‘bridge’ 1ın 13 On the poss1bilıty ın principle of understand-

ıng foreign cultures, see Van den Toren, Adialogue which nevertheless remaıns COIMNN- New Direction In Christian Apologetics’, EJTmitted LO the Tu of the Gospel. (1993), 4964
14 Funk puts ıt, thus ‘Metaphor shatters the

conventijions of predication In the interests of
See Driver, T’he 0OR of Genesis, London, Ne Vvlisıon TEeS experıence of reality”,
Methuen, 1904, 21(—31, especlally 31 anguage, Hermeneultic and Word O;  Ol the
See enham, Genesis 1—15, Waco, Problem of anguage ın the New Testament
Texas, Word ooks, 1987, for account of and Contemporary eology, New York,
the relationshiıp between Genesis ; 7 {  n anı arper and Row, 1966, 138f. Thıselton also
ancıent Near Eastern creation an! flood notes Heidegger’s contribution to this insight;
tradıtions. The claim that the basıc structure T'wo Horizons,
of creation-flood epiCc exıisted prior (Genesis Funk, bıd

16 UT Gibson most of 18rests argely the evidence of TrTanasıs and
the Sumerlan flood-narrative. See urther poetry, 1C. 1s not doctrine (there 1S, for

Lambert and illard, Atrahasıs, instance, considerable use of magery)
Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1969; Jacobsen, Job, KEdinburgh, St Andrew’s Press,
“The T1 Genesis’, JBL 100 (1981), 513 1985,
529 57 oVve, See also aır T’he

VO  — Rad, Old Testament eology I} Language and magerYy of the l  €e, ndon,
Edinburgh/London, Oliver and Boyd, 1962, uckworth, 1980, 153f.
139 S, Myth and Realıty ın the 18 See his commentary Exodus, London SCM,
Old Testament, London, SCM, 1960; 1974, 10 classically demonstrates the
Westermann, (Grenesis apıte 1—-11), Neu- “canonıcal erıtical’ method
kirchener Verlag, (cıted ere 19 Barr T’he arden of Eden and the Hope of
ndon, SPCK, 1984 Von Sa the eruclal Immortalıty, London, SCM, 1992,
difference between the 1D11ıca. understanding In 1t10N to Westermann’s treatment, ote
of creation and the mythologic VIEW ıIn the also Clines,, T’he eme of the
setting of the former wit; tiıme Westermann, Pentateuch, effield, JSOT, 1978, 61—79
64f., thought the prefixing of the primeval 21 See Thiselton, T'wo Horizons, 432438

UT also Ezekiel 1—12, Joel 4:18, echarıa.history the Abraham narratıve rTee the
former from the realm of myt. Both these 14:8, sal: 33:20—292
VIEWS NO ook ike overstatements Caution So Cross, Canaanıte Myth and ebrew
18 needed see1ıng the category of tıme Epic, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University
erucijal distinguishing the Old Testament Press, 38; and sSee his treatment of the theme
from the myths (see Albrektson, Hıstory generally, 36—39
anı the Gods, Lund, Gleerup, 196/7/; See Von Rad, Old Testament eology L,
McConville, Grace ın the End. UdY ın E9i1}l3urgh/L0nd0n3 Oliver anı Boyd, 1962,
Deuteronomic eology, TaAan Rapıds, 46—48
Zondervan, 1993, For comparıson of Canaanıiıte and sraelhte
Westermann, Cit., ideas of worship sSEE ements, G(G0d an
Ibid Temple, Oxford, Blackwell, 1965; cf. H.-J
Ibiıd 2Bf. Kraus, (jottesdienst ın srael, Munich, Kailser,
Ibid 20f., cf. 20f£. 210—220
Ibid For example ıIn the questions raised about the
Ibid n failure of the Davıdıc Covenan ın+ O S - O SK O© H.- Kraus, eology of the Psalms, Ps See further the author’s ‘Jerusalem ın
Mıinneapolis, ugsburg Publishing House, the Old Testament;’, ın alker ed.,
1986, (ET of T’heologıe der Psalmen, Neu- Jerusalem Past and Present ın the Purposes of
kirchener Verlag, GG0od, Cambridge, ale House, 1992, p 4

11 Ibıd 91, especlally 30—33
See Thiselton, T’he T’wo Horizons, D For 107 eır to the WOFTF. of ideas of the
Kxeter, Paternoster, 1980 The work ın ıts pre-Israelite cult, see Kraus, Psalms I
entirety relates modern theories of anguage 59, Minneapolis, Augsburg Publishing House,
and meanıng, but ote especlally 115—-139 (on 1988, 462{.; Davidson, T’he Courage LO
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[9177 Exploring Old Testament eme, So Drewermann, Strukturen des Bösen I;London, SCM, 1983, 140—144 dıe Jahwistische Urgeschichte ın exegetischer28 Cross, O Cit., 4A6{ff., ote Contrast 1C aderborn, öningh, 1982, 181—-183
Alt, Der (jott der Väter, 1I11/12), Cross, O cıt.,u  ga Kohlhammer, 1929 “The of

the Fathers’, ın Essays Old Testament Cross  46 recogn1ızes E: for Eixodus 15:11; ibid.,
ıstory an elıgıon, e  1e.  9 JSOT, 1989, 377 Cf£. Va  - Buren: “To examıne the word (‘God’)
1a ın isolation from ıts context ın the ıfe of

29 See ibid., 19, 50ff. relig10us people 18 LO PUrsue abstraction)’;
30) Eissfeldt, ‘E and Yahweh)’, JSS (1956), The ‚ges of Language, ndon, SCM, 1972,

25—37; cf. Barker, T’he Great nge 71
Study of Israel Second God, London, SPCK,
1992, 5f.

See rıg. T’he New Testament an
People of (z0d London, SPCK, 1992, ıv({.

31 Barker, 1bid., 6f. See Cross, cIt., 190f.
39 So Weinfeld Ps Deuteronomy R Kenneth Yragg, "T'o Meet and Greet, ndon,New York, Doubleday, 1991, 206 Epworth Press, 1992,
33 ( S, Myth ın the Old Testament, 41 Ibidndon, SCM, 1960, 34—57; enham,

(jenesis 1—15, Waco, Texas, Word Books, 1987,
141
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