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SUMMARY held ın Nantwich, The theme of the conference Was
’covenant' and his seeks ddress the question

Ihe following IS Aase ecture gıven the of whether nOoTL the Old Testament’'s Wisdom [’H-
Old Testament UdY roup of the Tyndale Fellowship erature rejects the theme of AS SOMME scholars
al the Fellowship’s recent 2003) Triennial Conference suggest.
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ZUSAMMENFASS
[Jas Thema der Konferenz WAar ”BUnd”‚ und dieser

! Der folgende Artikel hasiert auf eınem Vortrag, der Artikel stellt sich die Trage, ob die alttestamentliche
Weisheitsliteratur das Thema Bund wWIıEVOr der Studiengruppe Altes Testament der Tyndale blehnt,

Fellowship Nantwich, G / gehalten wurde. manche Forscher meılnen.

RESUME S  est t(enu Nantwich CGirande retagne. Ce colloque
etaıt consacre sujet de l’alliance el cel articlie traıte

Le present article eprend e CONTeEeNU d’une contribution Ia question de SavOIr SI Ia Iıtterature sapientiale de
apportee STOUDE d’etude de /Ancien Testament de /’Ancien Testament rejette Ia notion d’alliance, NN
|I’Association Tyndale lOrs d’un recent colloque QU! e pensent certaıns specialistes.

Should VOU Choon-Leong Seow’s staff from the Wısdom Liıterature.
profile ON the Princeton Semınary websıte yVOU It 15 NOT ditfhcult VO1ICES which echo
wiıll brief precCIs of hıs 16 W ON the 1d10SYN- SeCcOow’s notion of the Uun1quenNeESs of Wısdom
CrFatiCc of isdom Literature WL) when Roland Murphy COMMENTS “The SEL  <
compared the FEST of the he websıte tells characteristic 15 the absence of elements generally
us AAf “Ihe Old LlLestament’s wısdom lıterature consıdered be typıcally Israelıte: the promıises
holds A partiıcular interest for | SeOw |]; ın Dart the patrıarchs, the Exodus EXpEHMENCE: the
because he regards ıt dıistinctıve fOr the complete S1inal CO  5 et  C | E |xceptions the
absence of the Maın themes found elsewhere In the rule: salvatıon StOrV 15 absent from the realm
(Old Testament.)‘ SeCcOow’s perspective 15 certamly of wıisdom.?* In another work Murphy C  AmMeNnNTS
NOT UL  NM ON scholars working ın the OIl °*the observable fact that 15 strangely sılent
held of the Wısdom ] ıterature. he COM about interventlions iın Israel’s history
suggestion 15 that 1ısdom rejJects the motifs (Exodus, COV!  9 cult Gee.)L Perhaps typ1-
which S 5 M central the Torah. rophets and, cally, Crenshaw 15 IMNOTC direct in suggesting
indeed, other OO wıthın the nungs. In Dal- Chat; “The SAQCS. proclaımed world-view that
ticular 1It 1$ often mooted that the central themes offered viable alternatıve the Yahwistic one.’*
of salvatıon hıstory, cult and enNnant AIC absent He SUSSCSLIS that the humanıstic scepticısm e
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stands ın marked CORFTaSE the ( hıs terms) that Wısdom reJects COVENAanNnT EIc.)
“Yahwıstic’ emphases On direct revelatıon and Brief 4ASSPSCHNCHL of the reception and applıi-
divine transcendence ftound in the of the cCatıon of Zimmerli’s argument ıIn Englısh-lan-

he problem of the idiosyncratic ör SUAZC studıies.
Wısdom has been turther compounded by Old Io NIr WAY. namely, COVeEnNnAanT AS

Testament Theology’s search for unıfying background Wısdom.
theme. In the “Introduction’ Day, Gordon
and Wıllıamson’s ımportant collection of CSSaVS Zimmerli Revisitedısdom ın NCLENE Israel, read: °For LOO long
Wısdom has been casualty otf the long-running “Place and Limit". lıke CVCIV academıc work,

tor A theological in the which n1ad should NOT be read AS5 ıf 1t wıithout
TOXT No academıc work stands alone A4S A pıeced varlıety of potential unifyıng themes PTO-

pose and wısdom almost invarıably margınalıze of free-thinking, ON the CONLrary WC ATC always
In the aCCOompanyıng discussion. Since the wısdom consciously OTr subconsciously interactıng wıth

the theories and ıdeas which CC Onepaıd lıttle attention cult and less
COVENAaNT It W ds$s virtually inevıtable that, AS long AS of the dominant VO1ICES of Zimmerli’s day 1in the
the persisted ın thıs form, wısdom would be field of C} 1 (and later Was that of ETRAaFı
ON the sidelines.”° OS pomts u that c  the PCI- VOIN It 1$ ımportant Car iın mınd that. Aat
ennıal question for Old Jlestament Theologies | the me when Zimmerl.i penned “Place and Limit ,
15 dealıng wıth the totalıty of wrıtings wıthın the Volume of [0)]8! Rad’s OF had been published
4aln ON of the Virtually theologıes wıth 1fs somewhat inadequate treatmentTt of the

Wısdom Books!! but hıs Wısdom ın Israel hadhave 1ad difhculties in dealıng wıth the wısdom
wrıtings. ”® He SOCS ON describe wısdom theol- yer ADDCAL in print. hıs 15 signıficant, because

AS “the stepchıld of Old Testament Theology”” Zimmerl*i’s conclusıions ATIC actually much
and iın sımılar veın Clements CO  IS RA lIımıted that has been the 1L of application
scholars interested iın (L often “tind 1sdom of hıs argumcent Dy scholars and C  MMACHTAFOTrS
be rather child.?® He 1$ arge degree responding specifically

Whilst AWAaTC11CS$S5 of the particular challenges VO|  — Rad’s suggestion that “salvatıon hıstory” 15
posited by the 1$ DV 110 modern phe- keyv AL1LYV PFODCF understandıng of (IL1 I 1$ in
NOMCHNONN, scholars attrıbute the ONSINS of ICSDONSC 11Ss OV!  1eNT! of the iımportance
the ıdea that Wısdom somehow rejects the central of Hezilsgeschichte nat Zimmerli MUSLT be read and

understood.focı of the 11C key article.? 1r has been
SINCE the publicatıon of Walther Zimmerli’s So, whıiılst IT 15 questionable whether Zimmerl*i’s

foundatıonal “The Place and Lımıt of the Wısdom artıcle actually presented quıte such Tanche
Ad$S has been derived ftrom ıt, there ATC cClearly ele-In the Framework of Old Testament Theology

D, (1964) 146-58 .10 Central /Zimmer- MeNtTS of hıs argument which aVE helped
1ı’s argumcent ın thıs artıicle 15 the ıdea that the 1VE rse the notion that 1ısdom Theology
1sdom Liıterature 15 fırmly grounded in the somehow stands VCr agalnst Covenant eol-
VT of creation eOlogy, and AS such 1S dıifferent (and other maJor themes of the OTL) Iwo of
from the rest of the showıng 110 CONMNCETIMN for Zimmerli’s conclusions, 1in thıs otherwiıse helpful,
the motiıfs which ATC normally promminent in ther perceptive and persuasıve artıcle. fteed DIK®
OO of the Cal focusıng instead ON dıf- thıs argument:
:erent That 1ısdom veIeCtS the Hıstory of Israel.

As often SE ın the Held of Biblical Stud 22 hat Israelıte 1iısdom 15 NOL substantıally dıf-
IES. the frequency of repetition of an ıdea 1$ NOT ferent from other A  O7MS of Wısdom.
necessarıly f3ır reflection of the soundness of the
orıginal argument. J1 herefore. IT SCCI115S5 approprIi- 1 Wisdom rejects Israelite 1SstOry
ATte the argumenNts presented ın “Place avıng pomted 1L1T the simılarıtıes that eXIST

between certaın sect1ons of the Wısdomand Liımıt’ and consıder agalın the question: Does
1ısdom actually reject neglect the ıdea of OO0 an ther Wısdom wrıitings, Zimmerli

covenant” Consıderation of thıs question l be COMNICS the somewhat aurried conclusion: “Chıis
divided INtOo three Parts leads immediately rSst pomnt that have

Re-examıinatıon of Zimmerli’s Aargumcent establish about the STITUCLU of Wısdom ısdom
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has NO velatıon the history between God an Israel.
3 -

Al interpretative framework by which the reader 15
11S 15 Al astonishing f  /  acCt he reasonıng CeG11n> MmMeant understand thıs gathere material. he
straıght-forward: sımılar almost iıdentical) e - reader 15 being told that the Book ofProverbs wıth
ral 15 tound in countrıes and cultures which have all 1Its diversity of materı1al, for example, 15 be
NO relatiıonship wıth Yahweh, Yahwısm C Israel’s understood ıIn of classıcal Hebrew i1sdom
salvatıon StOry J hereiöre. Wısdom 15 something of which Solomon 15 the prime example. Whilst
that ZOCS beyond the confines of Israel and her bracketing questions of cComparatıve atıng AT
covenant-based history. Undoubtedlv, thıs would thıs pomt, the OO0 of Kıngs and Chronicles
indeed be an astonıshıng fact WEIC LT quıite AS present Solomon, AT certaın of hıs reign, 4S

sımple AS Zimmerl:i SUSSCSLIS. However, the QUCS- the archetypal practitioner of Israelıte Wısdom and
t10Nn MUST be asked “Does the internatıonal MATLIPE It 15 thıs 4SSOC1aAt1ıon that 15 MeEeAaNT made in the
of Wısdom automatically result ın the conclusion mınds of the readers. he pomnt 15 NOLT necessarıly
NAaft there 15 110 internal relatıon the Story of 11C of actual authorship, ut rather lıterary 4550 -
Yahweh’s relatiıonshıp wıth Israel?’ cClat1ıon and the connectlion that 15 being made V1a

CAuitz that there 15 lınk between the superscr1ptions 15 that these 00 of Wisdom
iısdom and the StOrYy of Israel V1a the superscr1p- ATC Iınked wıth the prıime example of Israelıite
t10NS and authorial designations ftound ın Proverbs Wisdom. .°
and Ecclesiastes: \l Often has been laımed naft However, the lıterary 4SsSOCI1at1OonNn wıth Solomon
wısdom lıterature 15 ahıstorical. However, wıthın Oes NOT end there. Itf that the Utr
the Old Testament CAaNONMN, wısdom lıterature has historical 1INfs of the Solomonic reign
een historicısed. By ırtue of the superscr1ptions broadly known DY the time of the final editiıng of
which 4SSOCI1Ate Proverbs anı Ecclesiastes. the Books otf Proverbs and Ecclesiastes, then IT 15
wıth Solomon. D Given the dubiety which also reasonable Maf Solomon would be
eXIStS concerning the hıstorical of these known NOT only AS the prime example of 1sdom  5
superscr1ptions, Manı y would call nto question but that the CONSCYUCHNCCS of hıs COVENAanTt faılure
the P98 which they do actually provıde ALLY WOU also readıly spring mınd A$S thevy ALC
SOIT of ınk between Wısdom and srael’s COVeENantTt clearly emphasısed by the author/editor of
history. However, these superscr1ptions cshould be Kings.® It 15 always ditfhcult (if NOL impossıble)
read NOT for theır actual historical value but for establish exactly the actual lıterary 4ASSOCI1aAt1ONS
their ıterary, intertextual PUrpOSC. Wırth regard that AIC intended by aln author/editor’s USCc of A
the hıstorıical superscr1pt1ons in the ms, both partıcular gure TEXT, but the connection wıth
Chılds and Sheppard that the intent of Solomon would lıkely be polgnant 11C for anıy
these superscr1iptions 1s provıde the reader wıth Israelite reader. In Kıngs iı SCC PrESCH-

broad Can Vas tor the assımılatıon and personal Aat10N of Solomon 7E the kıng
application of thıs literature .!* Neıther Chıiılds 11OT Davıd, recıplent of wısdom from above, buulder
Sheppard would that the superscr1ptions of the Temple, SA C of internatıonal recputec an
ALC necessarıly historically CcCH  5 yveLr regard- LYANSGVESSOV of the Covenant) In fact, 1T SCCHIS that
less of this question there 1$ A SCE1AISC ıIn whıch they the author/editor of Kıngs PE specıfically
historicize ahıstorical hlıterature. Did Davıd PCI) Ds highlights the fact naf Solomon breaks of all of the

yhılst feeing from Saul? Possiblv, ut Iımıtatıons imposed the kıng DYy the Kıngship
vould SaV probably NOT Yet Chiılds Aaf Law of Deut 137 :14-:260 (namely WIVeSs, wealth
the hıstorical CONTENT ftound in Ps 18’s superscr1p- weapons).*” he sad end Solomon’s reign 1$
on provıdes backdrop a1d the reader’s under- salıent esSSoON wıth regard the effects of EQVENANT

unfaithfulness (1 Kgs FE419):® Could thıs alsostandıng and applıcatıon of the psalm theır WI1

Circumstances.}> he superscrıption torms AUB! 4550O- be implıed DV Prov/Eccl’s hıistorical 4SSOCI1AtTI1ON
Clat1ıon wıth certaın SECT of CciIrcumstances found ın wıth Solomon?” ubtle endorsement practice
the trH he reader 15 “imagıne’ hım 0)8 Wısdom wıthın the bounds of covenant>}
herself In 11Ss LYPC of cıircumstance and thıs forms Thiıs GCETNNS be AT least possıble. Ihe COTMMNMIEN-

framework for applyıng what otherwise would be LAatOrSs all TAW UL the signıfcanCceE of Solomon 4S
an ahıistorical POCM exemplar of wıIsdom : Van Leeuwen COMMECNIS,

he superscr1ptions which 4SsOCI1ate Proverbs “Whatever the OrNgINs of the book’s Sayıngs and
and Ecclesiastes, in partıcular, wıth Solomon SCIVC sect10Ns, the whole 1N1OW claıms the heritage

siımılar PULFDOSC They ATC esigne provide of Solomon, Davıd’s SONN, whom God ZAaVC
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wısdom and the COVENANT PFOIMISCS 2 Samuel Vas which 15 essential A PTFrODCLI understandıng
Kıngs Psalm 152} he title( and Interpretalon of the INOTC peculıar emphases

es that 21S book 15 endued wıth the ‚c of the
WSPArıL of wısdom that anımated Solomon

Fox doubts naft Solomon WTOoOTfe Nar  ’ ıf aAaNnV, of 11, IsraelıitenofWısdom
the 170 ; but SUSSCSLS wıth regard the Another AICA of Zimmerlıi’s work that perhaps
SuperscrnpthonNn nat: °“Most IMpOrtant for ur PUL- needs be revisıted 15 hıs understandıng of Isra-

Solomon remembered AS the of el’s recCccPuUON of316 Near Eastern Wısdom As
and the author PDar excellence of wısdom WC have JUST Zimmerl*i YTAW -

Solomon Wa famed 4S author of wısdom he clusions from the internatıonal Natfure of Wısdom
tradıtıon of hiıs wısdom WAaSs NOT Al INVENTI: of the that AT C arguabily, ITKHHE far reachıng than 15 NECCES-
redactors of Proverbs there would be 110 sarıly jJustified In A siımılar VC he CCMNS overly
ASSIENUNS Wısdom LTGX T d I11allı NOLT known tor ILILMNIS! the signıfıcance of uniıquely Israelite
wısdom.)9 Sımiularly, wıth regard Ecclesiastes, CADICSSIONS of these 1111 OMN 1sdom tradıtıons
COW °OMMeNnNtT that the of the Hictional Clearly much of i1ısdom eiıther borrows
rovyal biographical ftorm and of the SUDCISCI1D- from ÖOr iNnfer: wıth the Wısdom tradıtions of
on indırect ASSOC1AaL1lON wıth Solomon leads hım Egypt Babylon and possibly C'anaan 25 Yet

the conclusıon hat ‘I 15 probably the iINTENT Wısdom 15 NOT ıdentical other forms
of the author evoke INCIMOLYV of Solomon the of Wısdom there O€s APDPCar have been Al
WISC kıng Par excellence and the est example of attempt mould COMMNMNMON Wısdom ıdeas LO
11C who has IT all 2253 he 15 that the CI- dıstinctively “Israelite Yahwistic
SCMPUONS regardless of theır STAgZC of inclusıon of the it COB be argued that Zimmerli
1LO the TCEXT regardless of how they aVEC been brushes Past these PutL distinctively
interpreted rough the dAC regardless of their Israelıte ON Wısdom CONCCDPLIS LOO easıly
orıginal DULDOSC 1L1LO W SS VE ıterary PULDOSC We RC 111 the preamble of tahhotep inIhat ıterary DULDOSC 15 4ASSOC1AaTLe the wısdom of
these Wısdom OO0 wıth Israel’s StOrV V1a the nat of Heti1 and Amenemope that Wısdom

though 1T knows the relıg10us world of orderngure of Solomon As the COMMENTLATLOT UNIVer- which IT lıves has vC practical Ssally acknowledge Solomon 15 the paradıgm of teaching of iıfe the LESTUUMONY for PrOSDCTFILV, all1ısdom PracLice 1n Israel OWever if the OUTrCcCc«ec
FECCD ftor INTIEGFCOURTSEC wıth elders the rulesof thıs apprecl1alon ofSolomon 15 the Ditr ACCOUNT for ILGr know how AMNSW!found 111 Kıngs 13 1T would be dithcult hım who saı1d IT and direct d ITSC how the reader could poss1ibly remember the
NC who has hım 111 order direct hımhgure of Solomon 4S the x  d racthıuOoNer of the WdYS 5r lıfe make hım PFrOSDCI upbONWısdom wıthout also remembering the ZONSC- earth

YQJUCI1ICCS of hıs COVENANLT disobedience Solomon The Israelıte translator of thıs VEAMOLE of
AÄAmenemope Adds LO hıs model the vemarhk “Ihatcould well be 45 both POSIUVC and

example wısdom exemplar and the A whose thrv MMAN be Yalnvyeh But addıng thıs
he DES NOF change the »hole teachıngre]JeCHON of COVENAaNT responsıbilıties ead the

of Wısdom ZNT0 INSIYUCLLON of trust God A0divisıon of the gdom It cn lıkely that JuUSst
4S tor CONLCEMPOFALCY readers of INngs i for example the PDaraCNeL1C Dart of Deuteronomv

Ooes hıs addıtion OS NOT alter the DIIIMAaLYthe orıginal readers of the would remember
Solomon AS Aallı example by al] ut also AdS character otf Wısdom 4S attıtude of prudence

1sdom 15 Der definıtionem tahbiüloth the ATrT ofsalutary of the effects of reEJECLUNg the
COVENANT Therefore thıs lıterary Solomonic 4550 - StECTINGS knowledge of how do iıfe and

thus 1T NAS A fundamental alıgznment Ial andI8(0)81 for the reader
Wısdom wıthın the bounds of COVECHNANT hıs PIFCDaAMNS human ıfe

It be pointed ut naf thıs 4ASSOCI1LATLIOT of Furthermore Zimmerl*i COMMEN hnaf
wısdom has ICS STETUCLU which 15 NOT altered1ısdom wıth Covenant V1a Solomon 15 NOT vC

direct would be inclined and thıs 15 IV EDEN when wısdom ıntegrated Israelıte thınk-
the 15 different from the reSst of the LINLG b  ®

Scriptures ut ı8 Ges NOT reJECL the ()[1I’s typıcal galn f WC ATIC aCCCDL Zimmerli S USSCS-
fOCI entirely rather these provıde A aC  rop OTr AT A  CcE alue thıs would indeed be SULDI1SE1
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and would differentiate Wısdom from the FESE of MNAamc O€s NOL ADPCar At all In Ecclesiastes and 15
the Adoption of practices 15 discernible replace by D7 N O€Ss thıs indıcate €C-
in the hıstorical ACCOUNTS of the ıfe of Israel, VeL mMent from Yahwısm, (D)I: rejection of covenant
11Ss PF  S 15 normally AS 11C of adaptatıon ıdeas in later Israelıte wısdom? Ooss1ibly, but such
rather Man sımple adoption.“® It there 1S, In  C conclusıon probably ZOCH LOO far Quuite sımply
NO differentiation between Israelıte Wısdom and do NOT know why the author/editors of Ecclesi
other brands of Wisdom then thıs would, used -  Tohim instead of Yahweh, Just AS WE do

certaın degree AL least. SCeTt 1t from the rest NOT know why d secti1on ofthe Psalter 15 dominated
of the lıterature. DYy Tohim rather than the Tetragrammaton.*“

However, Zimmerli’s suggestion that he signıfıcant factor 15 that readers would
Wısdom remaılns unaltered when integrated 4ASSOCI1aAte the *tear of C300° Ecclesiastes wıth the
into Israelite thinkıng O€s NOT fair LOO ell under “tear of Yahweh? from Proverbs 4S referring the
closer SCrUutINY. Thıs 15 MOST obviously the S4adIMc thıng COW COMMECNTS, “Ecclesiastes shows
wıth regard the Book of Proverbs. In deal- continulty wıth the sapıential maılınstream. IThus
Ing, wıth TOV ZZELO the IC Ziımmerli Qohelet emphasızes the fear of God, CO  L
PaASSCS VCTr 4S insıgnıfıcant despite Its istinctly that 15 prominent in Proverbs, although there It 15
Yahwiıstic 5 Leeuwen COMMENTIS, “Verse the “teagr of rather than “tear of Go
19a remıinds readers that wısdom N ASE: IVUSE Thıs fear of God motiftf emphasızes the ACE of
of Yalnveh (see F and MAF the book’s PULrDOSC humanıty ın velatıon God. In 11Ss emphasıs ON
15 toster such Crust, EVCRn 1ın mundane aSp of the fear of God, Qohelet stands wıth others ıIn the
lıfe.?*” What 15 INOIC, Clhiıtftord pomits OUuUTt that thıs wısdom tradition. ° Equally, the much criticised
exhortation 1n the Lord 15 central the postscr1ipt Ecclesiastes, places Qoheleth’s MSO-
prologue of thıs secti1on of Proverbs which us speculatıions wıthın the framework Of covenant

1TAW upON The Instructizon of Amenemope.““ So belief.* Regardless of the orıginalıty of thıs e -
OT only 15 thıs reminder ETUSE iın the Covenant MENL, Fox COMMENTS?:
God of Israel known wısdom tra- Man  D  S duty fear AN: obey God an
dıtion, 1T 15 added at the cenftre of the introduction ultımate iudgment MÜ  S AVEC, for Oohelet LOO,thıs materı1al, providing hermeneutical gulde bedrock truths that EXDEVLENCE CN ollıde wıth but

A Israelıte understandıng of Ir NOL dıslodge. We INAaY wander around bruised
Obvıously, r 15 NOT ditfhcult C covenantal and bewildered We INAaY SA the meanıng of lıfe

OVertTones in the Book of Proverbs wıth ItSs cont1in- rumble ıf WC AT It LOO carefully. uf
ued refraın that, “The tear * Yahweh 15 the begin- C d  — still do what WC dAdIC sSuppose do And WC
nıng of wısdom) (Prov E Van Leeuwen agaln know what this 1S, if WC AIC ignorant of ıts

Wırth vVC few eXceptlions, Proverbs refers CONSCYUCNCCS. hat 15 110 small thing.>°
God AS “t'_h€ (Yahweh), the God who erWhybray “Ihıs God, whom
made COVENAanNnTt wıth Israel and led the people | Qohelerh | calls (ha-)Elohım ut who 25 ıN factthroughout history (cf Gen Eccel ıdentical w1th the Yalnvech of the Old Lestament, 15
Proverbs NEVCT N c  g and the sole atfor of the world an holds the fate of
(1ı S  S, ( Elohim, the COINMNMOIMN word for CVCIV human being 1n hıs hands.?+° FE lıkelyc  g Or 6tgods”) only three mes Z  > parallel that the anclent reader of the phrase “tear of God’

“tear of the13 25  N he editors would ASsOC1ate that specifically wıth the “tear of
of Proverbs ATC vC consıstent 1in avoldıng the Yahweh’, Israel’s COVENANT God
suggestion naf the God of the 1S ALLY So, in 10 E SCI1ISC Zimmerlıi 15 COTITCCE: Wısdom
ther than Israel’s COVENANLT God, Yahweh (see 15 about the °art of steering’ one’s WdY throughExod 5: 15 33:18-20; 34:6-7; John 1:14-18) ıtfe 1t 15 4Sse. around the observatıon of ıte
Proverbs has profound simılarıties ancıent well-Lived, It O€s NOT OCUS ON law 0)8 cult (1 13
Near FKastern wısdom. Perhaps the consıstent ENANT and 4S such 1t chares A COINMMMNON interest
USC of “Yahweh” Was MeEeANT torestall the wıth sapıential thought throughout the
ıdea that the God of Proverbs W ds NOT Israel’s However, It ZOCS LOO far that Israel’s
COVenant God.®} reception of these 1ısdom motifs 15 unaftected
Perhaps N1S distinctively Israelıte 1S ESsSs by her theology and world-view. he addıtions

AdDParChNt ın the words of Qoheleth. he dıyıne and adaptatıons of known Near Eastern sapıential

EuroJTh N FO/



AMIE (GRANT

MaAax1ıms when adopted 1tfo Israelite Wısdom SCCI11 themes 15 the question of method. Fundamentally,
SUSSCSL d mındset and attıtude which 15 still vC the separatıon conclusions AdIC based ON arguments

much grounded iın the tear MO Lord that 1S; in from sılence: “Wısdom 0es NOT speak about
COvenanc<t relatiıonshıp wıth Yahweh. therefore ıF NOTL be interested iın Or-

ımes the 15 made LNOTC boldly:
“Wısdom rejects because It O€s NOT spea.Reception Application of 1L However, such argument SCCIS UNDNECESSAI-

Zimmerli)’s Argument ıly reductioniıst and also ack of the
Obviouslv, comprehensive SUFVCV of how “Place subtleties of lıterary and sOoc1al influence. he fact
and Limıiıt has affected CVEn the Englısh-lan- that particular FECXT Oes NOT speak A tOp1C O€es
ZUASC secondary lıterature 15 beyond the NOT INCAaN Aaf IT 15 NOT interested ıIn that tOPIC, far
of such 4S thıs, ut 11C observe less that IT rejects that tOpI1C, PCI Goldsworthy
tendencıes towards the expansıon of Zimmerli’s responds thıs trend by commenting:
ıdeas which have drıven A larger wedge between It 1S, believe, MOIC satısfactory refuse
Wisdom an the con of COvenan«£ In particular SCRregaALC the WISE D' and SCC pluralıtythe CONTEXT of Zimmerli’s work NUST be borne In of perspectıves dıctated Dy varıety of ONCEVNS.,
mınd he 15 respondıng, Hirst and foremost, What began wıth early tolk wısdom in the home
EXCESSIVE emphasıs UDON salvatıon-hıstory
AT the time of the artıcle’s publıcatıon. Primanıly, and market place WOU have developed wıthın

the overall perspective of the revealed aı ofalther Zimmerl:i 15 suggesting that Heilsgeschichte Israel. he interactiıon between the Varıo0us
15 An inadequate NTLEXT for the understandıng and perspectives 15 found rather Dy lookıng for the
interpretation of the Wısdom 00 of the emphases of the Varıous OOks, both wısdomThey ATC NOLT Dart of developing STOFV of salyvatıon and non-wisdom, and by tryıng understandand, indeed, theır primary pomint of reference 15 the velationships between these dıfferent literarybe :ound NOT ın the redemptive-history of Israel
ut ıIn the creation theology. Goldingay DEIO- EXDVESSLONS.“

FOox also pomts OUuUTL wıth regar the muchvides helpful IX for PFOPDCI understandıng of
Zimmerli’s artıicle: “Che ditfhculties inherent ıIn the debated scepticısm of Qoheleth“* WC L[OO far ıf

that the deliberately distances iıtselfsalvatıon-history approac became In the
Its ımportance 1ad been overstated; It could trom the central themes of the O ir 15 sımply the

NOLT proviıde the comprehensıve framework for tHhat, generally speakıng, these themes
AI C NOT the central /  ICI of Wiısdom. he Books ofunderstandıng the nat had been attrıbuted

It  257 Zimmerli corrective thıs approach. Job, Proverbs and Ecclesiastes deal PIIMArLLYy wiıth
different 1SSUES, ut anıV attempt understandhe WdY ıIn which Zimmerl*’s WAS picked

and advanced 1$ interesting, hıs focus UDO the Wısdom entirely apart from these themes Cal
A skewed image of the ultımate oflınk between 1sdom and Creation and hıs rejeT-

tiıon of the role of salvatıon-hıstory iın the Wısdom Wiıisdom. 'Thıs 15 of the theme of,
J iterature. led nd of academi1c tabula Lasa whiıch leads A thır: and nal pOlt.
wıth regard the settung of 1ısdom Not
only Was salvatıon-hıstory be rejected, ut also Ovenant Backgroundcult and Temple; law and COVCNANLT, the Paträrchs; Wisdomdivine revelatıon and OIl. he eXpansıon of
Zimmerl’s ıdea Was marked and rapıd hıs has Depending ON the scholar involved (generally
led MUC Me being SPCNL regaıInıng ground. speakıng) AUB| emphasıs 15 often placed either upON
LeoOo Perdue’s dissertation demonstrated that the overall “unıty' i the overall “dıversity” of the

1011 Some seek STTCSS the commonal-15 iındeed interested In the Cult.” Hubbard and
Schultz oth ddress 1n different WaVS the question Ity of materı1al cshared between wıde varıecty of

canonıcal [070) of the Ö  D others underlıne theof 1sdom and covenant, *” whereas Goldingay
seeks moderate AlLY total rejection of salvatıon- indıviıdualıty of each partıcular VOol1lcCe wıthın the
1StOrY by suggesting degree of complementarıty However, Car help ut feel nAat A degree
between Heilsgeschichte and Wisdom.*° of subtlety in Ur understandıng of intertextual

Perhaps the alarmıng aSPCCL of thıs STIrONS relatiıonshıps 15 often lost ın the debate between
differentiation between Wiıisdom and other unıty and diversıitv. Our thoughts ATC shaped In
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WaVS of which WC ATC often UNAWALIC, resulting in standıng of covenant relatiıonship wıth hıs Creator
the discernıble influence of motiıfs which asked) would he have made hıs complaint? Or AL the VC

would deny NECETC present.” least, would he have made It 1ın the WaYy” It
Ere Car be NO doubt that the 15 NOT he elleve In fickle OLr Capric10us gxod (as SOIINC

about CNa Just A4AS It 15 NOT about the cult OLr other cultures dıd) would the quest10ons of
Temple Or Exodus 0)8 the Patriarchs. However, It Job be tormulated 1ın the SA4|dMıCc way?*® prob-
would be WTITONS sımply 5 therefore; that lem 15 rooted ın the fact that he has AUB! expectation
Wısdom should be understood entirely apart from ofa partıcular LypPC of ınteraction wıth hıs Creator
the Torah an Prophets. It would be WIONS sımply interacti1on, It APDPCAIS, bound by eNAaNT and

posıt degree of diversity which SCPaAraLCS 1t 15 1ın the fact nat those expectations ATC NOT MeTt
Wısdom off from the themes of the FESt of the O that hıs CYI1SIS arlıses.
AS competing world-view. Such conclusıion 15 ımılarly wıth Ececclessastes: WOULU Qoheleth
c STCD LOO far and the tendency aVE experienced quıite such profound existential
ally (075 disservice the INtFICACY of ıntertextual CY1SIS ıf he dıd NOT have (11] expectation of Justice
relatiıonships that eXIStS wıithın the Caln hıs and meanıng the ordering of dauy realıity? Why

be iıllustrated usıng Jar theme ofCNa O€Ss Qoheleth CXPECCT find meanıng and order
By COVeENnNanTt 15 NOT the central Y  f  YICHS of “under the sun’’? Because he has eSen led thıs

attention wıthın the he word DE ADPCAIS expectation DYy the history of Israel’s dealıngs wıth
three times in Job, ın Proverbs and NOT AL all Yahweh As FOX pomts OuL, Qoheleth believes in
in Ecclesiastes. Compare thıs wıth C TIGE DA and E and It 15 the lack of these that
in Deuteronomy OL in the trH and those e4 11Ss CY1SIS of PErSpechVveS. . TIThese Al
wh: would advocate SLIrONS degree of separatıon strongly Iınked wıth the ()I’s presentation
AaDPCAar aV xo0od grounds Justify theır Argu- of COVeENanLT ON the Dart of each DartV the
MICHETE However, ıterary interaction 15 often much COVENAaNT aM ıt 1S agaln, thıs ack of eExpected
INOTC subtle nıan the sımple repetition ofa word OTr relatiıonshıp between Creator and hıs creation nat

Zwords.** Covenant INAaYy NOLT be the fOcus of ALten- @A Qoheleth’s 16 W that everything 15
t10on ın the but the pLof COVENAaANT subtly Does thıs ICa nat Job Al Qoheleth ATIC
influences the dıdactıic thrust of the Wısdom books effectively °“the same’ 4S the resit of the ()I> No,
and f WC ATC UNAaWAITIC of thıs interaction then WC of COUTSC NOT Both AIC unıque 00 and
skew the MCSSAZC of these O00 such inevıtably have their WI1 INCSSaSC, style and

The Book of Job 15 iın pomt. As Zimmerli emphases. For [11' the question 15 how should
observes there 15 A clear lınk wiıth creation theol- respond N1S diversity of VOlICEe. Does “dıfferent)

particularly 1ın the Yahweh speeches towards separate? Does °dıfferent) somehow
the end of the book Nowhere the Book “competing’ “incompatıble”? Perhaps, but NOLT
O€s COVeENanTt become partıcular focus ecDate. necessarıly. Job and Ecclesiastes A1C VC different
veLr the theme still bears STLrONS influence ON the from the ther books of the Ö  ® would Sa V
PFODCI understandıng of the eology of the book they AIC substantıally dıfferent GCVCH from Proverbs,
Whart 15 Job’s problem? Many student has asked ut thev stil] synthesise themes which AIC

thıs question wiıth eeling! Hıs problem throughout the These intertextual relation-
15 that he beliıeves 1in (Covenant God who has shıps ATC subtle, ut thev AIC PreSCNL. We INOT
bound himself relatiıonshıp ın A partıcular WdY sımply SaV that, N ea21is wıth COVENANT and Oo€s
From perspective he SCCS A lack of “Order . NOt because there 15 wıde varıety of levels
ack of ‘design’ CM plan Job believes nat Yahweh which interact wıth 11C another.*®

TIThe Book of Proverbs’ connection wıth thewıll relate hım ın particular WdY and, when
that relatiıonshıp breaks down, Job makes hıs COV  n themes apparcnt iın the remaınder of
ACccusatıon which 1$ (effectively) an Accusatıon of the anOoN 1S, arguably, obvıous than wıth
VENAanNnTt unfaıithfulness agalnst God.* DDoes thıs regar Job and Ecclesiastes. Proverbs’ enante
make COVENANLT Al CADICSS theme of the Book of motiıfs AVC been pointed WE V1a the Book of
Job? No, vet AT the Sanıc tım understandıng VC- Psalms, ” and also Dy WdY of the sapıential themes
Nant relationship 15 essentı1al iıt one 15 understand apparchnt ın the Prophets.°® However, Proverbs’
the theology of Job he theme 15 NOT blatant, but STrONSCSL enNant aASsOclatıon 15 ound 1ın 1ts the-

matıc lınk wıth the Book of Deuteronomy. heLIt 15 there nonetheless and Its subtlety O€Ss a(0)!
undermine 1tfs importance. If Job h1ad NO under- proverbial FOV k: /) endorsing readers
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“fear Yahweh’ echo strongly Deuter- Conclusion: Awareness of Literary
ONOMY’S presentation of the COVENAanNt ICSPONSC Complexity Assessing the Presence of
expected of Israel AS the people prepared ENtETrT Themes
the and Van Leeuwen COr  18 In CCl VCars discussions wıthin the Hheld of

he phrase “rhe tear of the LORD studies have been dominated by the canonıcal
grounds human knowledge and wısdom (er approach, method which has been Al ıncrved-
9:10) iın humble service of Yahweh Ihıs 1OLy posıtıve dynamıc ın Ur field However, It has,phrase frames the Airst secti1on of the book (1 perhaps inevıtably, resulted ın certaın questions7E 9:10), ell AS the wyhole book WE 31 being asked and others ignored. There has been
u he book of Proverbs 1S MmMeant teach somethıing of trend fOcus ON I1NACTO 1GT1UH
humans wısdom. ut the ftear of the Lord rela- wıthın the ONn for example, discussıon
t1VIZES human wısdom, because the mYyster10us often "OCuses OI the trH (Jos-Kings), the
treedom of God Can subvert ıuman plans and Book of the I welve OS Questions dAdIC

(161. 9;: IOZE 21:30- ST Zr ) asked about whether the canonıcal books whıich
Wıthout the God of Israel, the est human make Up these broader collections speak wıth
wısdom becomes tolly, because God alone holds the VOlCE Or whether they ddress the SATTIC.
the world and all OU  nes 1n God’s hands (Z themes dıfferentlyv. Our discussıon of unıty and
Sam 5-1 Cor _3’ wıth IfSs dıversity wıthin the 1$ often shaped ıIn the
quotations). thoug) thıs phrase has LES 0719ın WaYVY °Is Judges pro-monarchic? Is Samuel
ın the EXDEVLENCE of NUMINOUS mNAIE. (As antı-monarchic?” ‘Do the books of the Ditr  E speak
AL Sinat, Deut 9-1 LE eventually has COMLE

EXDVESS the total c(laım of God humans and
wıth the vol1ce?). In phrasıng the questlions

thıs WdY, feel that WC aVve lost degree of
the total lıfe-response of humans God In the A4WäaTiCc11C$Sss of the subtlety of lıterary interaction

CONTLENT of Deuteronomy we find: that OCCUTIS OIl Aall intertextual level Our focus OI
So NO Israel, whart O€s the 1{ VOUTFC Macro-SIrucLure has resulted ın lesser focus
God requıre of you? Only fear the 1(93RT) the 4S lıterature and the subtle interactiıon of
VYOUTLC God, walk ın all hıs WAaVS, love hım  „ themes.

SC VE the LORD VOUTL God wıth al] YOUTLC
heart and wıth al soul, and keep the Goldingay has described thıs AdS “complemen-

tarıty “ and others speak of ‘referentialıty” in the
commandments of the 1{) VOUTC God and inter-relationship of he fact 15 naf 1in the
hıs decrees that commandıng VOU today, Comparıson of anıy Or “‘books’ of the
for VOUTL WN well-being. Deut 10:12:13).” WC find differences and simılarıties when

I1 herefore, perhaps for theyv ATrC discussing the theme SO should
direct ınk between Proverbs and the COvenant NOTLT be surprised when [WO canonıcal books from
ecology of the FreST of the However, CVCINN the trH ffer ın theır discussıon of the theme of
here. AS VdAd  - Leeuwen pomlnts OUC, WC Cal observe kıngship they INAY be sımılar, but It would be
certaın transıtıon in the understandıng of the COM unusual they the SUIILE. Yet  „ AL the other end
CCDL of the “tear of the Lord:? He dAIgSUCS that Or1g1- of the SpeCLrUM, gıven the signıficance of divine
nally It Wds$ Ase in the people  s physıcal ICSPONSC revelatıon ın the ıfe of Ancient Israel, It would be
when confronted by the maJesty of unlıkely that canonıcal book ignore the maJor
Yahweh AL Mount Horeb (EX 20:18-21), but the themes oft that revelatıon entirely. Covenant 15 NOT
WdV It 15 used in Proverbs (and ın Deuteronomy) 4an obvious dominant theme 1in the ut 1T
reflects Al attıtude MOTC nan thıs iımmediıate phys- 15 Prescnt significant background the AILers
C ICSPONSC Al attıtude of whole-life-and-being which AT the focus of discussion in these TEXTS
devotion Yahweh. So, YCS, IT be argue that So polite reminder 15 nat should ear ın
there 1$ StIrONg COVENaNT connection apparcnt 1n mınd the INanıYy levels upON which lıterary interac-
the Book of Proverbs V1a Its reflection of the iıdeas t1on OCCUTS and that should NOTLT be LOO quick
of DeuteronomYy, ut Cr WC SCC that ıdeas that aln Y canoniıcal book FejeCcts maJor
AIC developing, being altered and shaped slıghtly bıiblical theme entirely. Graeme Goldsworthy’s
differently in different canonıcal OO0 thoughts regardıng Ur central question of how

wısdom and COVENANT relate dIC helpful:
he broad study of wısdom CCMMS cshow
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hings. Fırst, the wısdom wrıters WEEIC Israelites Theology, BTB 44: chultz,
through and through, and they acknowledged Unıty Dıversity ın Wısdom cology?
the prophetically revealed word of God They dıd Canonical and Covenantal PErFSPECHVE; ” Iyn u

48/2 275) Von Rad does NOT COMMENTNO veject the COPENANF but vather operated wıthın thıs matter, but It 15 certamlv A possibility. See Isothıs framework of the fear of the Lord econdly, Clements, “Wısdom ın 269despite thıs orthodox Israelite mind-set, the Ziammerl, “The Place nd Limıit of the Wısdom
wısdom wrıters ound that their subject Mafttfer 1ın the Framework ofthe Old Testament Theology,  Kaand method of approach NOT iınvolve them SPEE IR 1964) 147, ıtalıcs mıne.
in the specıfic 115 of the COVenant and the chultz,s Diversity, ”
Savıng ACTS of God Rather they looked Ar [11all Childs, “Psalm Tıtles nd Midrashic Exegesis, ”
the world AT Jarge:” JSS 16/2 (Autumn 1971 —4 „ Sheppard,

cology and the Book of mS, Int 46/2Lack of explicıt discussion of d gıven theme
CS NOT 11NCAaN MAf that theme 1S NOtT there)?. We (Aprı Z
should constantly remınd ourselves of the subtle- 15 S’ “Psalm ıtles, 1489

Obviously, the Book of Job bears 1O sucht1eSs of Literary interaction that take place wıthın the superscr1ıption. Zimmerli’s artıcle focuses primarılyBB OM Proverbs and Ecclesiastes, hence thıs
tollows SUNt. Also, there Arc 1LL1LOIC Obvıous COVENANT
conNNnNectiONs be tound in the theology of Job (SeeNotes elow)

http://www.ptsem:ecdu/meet/FacultyOl/ I hıs SCCINS be fairly reasonable assumption ıf
seow.htm (emphasıs added). 15 AT least ossıhle that Proverbs eached Its na tftorm

urphy, “Wısdom 1n the Anchor Bıble 1ın the Hellenistic peri10 Van Leeuwen, The
Dıictionary, Vol. IV.: New York Doubleday, 1992 Book 0 Proverbs: Introduction, Commentary and
DL Reflections New Interpreter’s Bıble Commentary,

urphy, “Wıisdom-— I heses nd Hypotheses, Volume 51° Nashwille: ingdon Press, 1997/,
ın Gammıie, Brueggemann, 217 and that ohelet interacts wıth the Greek
Hump  CysS nd Ward cds.); Israelıte "'sdom philosophy of the Epicureans Bartholomew,
Theologıcal AaN Literary ESSAYS In Honor ofamuel Readıng Ecclesiastes: Old Testament EXegesS1S an
Terrien,;; New York Union Theological eminary, Hermenenutical Theory Analecta Biblica 139]1;
1978,; Rome: Pontifical Bible Instıtute, 1998 216.) ucC

Crenshaw, Old Testament Wısdom An dating vould make 1T lıkely that the O0 of the
Introduction, Louisviılle: 19958, INZ DtrH WCECIC known the readers of the Wısdom
“Introduction’ 1n ısdom ın AÄAncıent Israel, Liıterature.
ambrıdge: GUP: 1995, 18 McConviılle, “Kıng and Messıah

Hasel. Old Testament Theology. Basıc Issues INn Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomıistic
the Current Debate, fourth ed:} Tran! p1ds Hıstory, ” Kına an Messiah ın Israel an the
Eerdmans, 1996, 45 Ancıent Near LEast: Proceedings 0 the xfOr.
Ibid, Old Testament SeCeMINar (  up 270 ed

Clements, “Wısdom and Old LTestament Day; Shefheld Shefheld Academıiıc Press:
Theology, ”’ın. Day, Gordon ın 2/1-2; Gerbrandt, Kıngship Accordıng FO

Wılliamson edsi) 'sdom ın AÄAncıent Israel; the Deuteronomastic Hıstory, ÖL Atlanta:
Cambridge: GUP 1995; DL Scholars Press: 1986, Z Jung Ju Kang, “Ihe
Varyıng degrees of segregation Ar apparcnt in Persuasıve Portrayal of Solomon 1n Kıngs 1  Z
the secondary lıterature. Some LLLOLC nd the Josianıc Redaction Theory,’ forthcoming
marked and CONSCIOUS separation of Wıisdom 'om from Peter Lang

etc others ATC ‚NO CIrCcUumMspecCt 1n For this FCASON, SOMNC COMMECNTLALO SCC the
the conclusions. drawn ftrom the > 7 of 0010 US Kıngshıip Law A later CONSIrUCT which responded
connection wıth the prominent themes of the the CCS of Solomon’s reign (see

10 Fırst publishe “(Ort und rEnNZeEe der Weısheıt 1m Knoppers, “The Deuteronomıist and the
Rahmen der alttestamentliıchen ecologie,” Gottes Deuteronomıic 1L aw of the Kıng Reexaminatıon
Offenbarung. Gesammelte Aufsätze Alten of Relationship, ” ZAW for
LTestament, RBü 1 München: Kaiser, 196 etaıls). Whoever, Wright correctly DOINtTS OUuUT

11 Some scholars that 1ısdom Iın Israel W as that, ‘Although ıt 15 dithcult read these C ESES

actually wriıitten ın eriticısm of VOIlNl wıthout thinking of Solomon and the later ngs,
Rad’s DOOTFC USC of the ın hıs Vol. (e.g and althoug! the lıterary ACCOUNT of Solomon

Scobie, “T’he Place of Wisdom 1in Biblical nAaSs clearly been written wıth these GErESCSs A
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background, 1t 15 NCCCSSALV ASSUNIC that thıs instances of Yahweh, and why StOP AT Ds 535) an
law of kingship NUST be post factum reflection of SUSgCSLT that the USC of ohim 1$ original these
Solomon,’ riıght, Deuteronomy psalms nd that they have been groupe ogether
Peabody, MA/ Carlısle: Hendrickson Publıshers/ because of thıs siımılarıty of ME Basıcally,
Paternoster Press, Z21) ( have NO ACCCsSS the whv “Clohim 15
Therefore the LORD sa1ıd Solomon, “Sınce thıs used rather han Yahweh-—the could be
has been mınd nd VOUu have NOT kept theological, lıterary, sOclal, festal and ON
COVeNan nd that have commanded SCOW, ARC; Ecclesiastes, (emphasıs added)
VOU, WL surelv CEear the kıngdom trom and “The end of the 5 all has been eagr Fear
SIVE It VOUTL servant.” God, and keep hıs commandments; for that 15 the

#1 Van Leeuwen, NIB Proverbs, whole duty of CVECIVONC., For God WL bring AFOX, Proverbs I- New Translatıon w1ıth deed into Judgment, including 4A SGCETEI thing,Introduct:on and Commentary, ©  or Bible whether 700d evil.? GE 12:13-14;, RSV)Commentary); New York Doubleday, 2000, FOoX Time Tear Down and Time
55  & Build Rereadıng of Ecclesiastes, Grand
7 SCOW, Ecclesiastes: New Translatıon i p1ds Eerdmans, 1999,; 144-—5 (emphasıs mıne).Introductzon and Commentary (Anchor Whybray, Ecclesiastes NCEBC; Tn pıdsCommentary); New York Doubleday, 1997 Eerdmans, (emphasıs mıine).Some (e.g. R_ B Scott that elements of oldıngay, “The “Salvatıon Hıstory’” Perspectivethe Solomonic in Kıngs ALC ate post- and the “Wısdom)’ Perspective wıthın the Context
Deuteronomi1Cc), but Fox pOolnts 02018 the VEr if thıs of 1D11Ca| Theology, EO 31 (197/9) 195
15 the CdSC, the lıkelihood 15 that the Kıngs ACCOUNT ısdom an u Crıitical nalysıs of the Vıews
predates °the title ofProverbs and INAaYV have inspired ofU ın the 'sdom Literature of Israel an the
Ir (Fox, A BE; Proverbs L 56) Whatever TWA Äncıent Near East, Miıssoula, Scholars
M have predate the Kıngs ACCOUNT, the fact of ıts Press; 1977
CaNONICILY indıcates that LT be SCCH A} the Hubbard, Wısdom Movement and
priımary hıstorıical FGxXT e  ng wıth Solomon.

25
Israel’s Covenant Paıth ® I'ndale Bulletin

Day, “Foreign Semit1ic Influence ON the Wısdom (1966) CM  CM chultz, “ Unity Dıiıversity. ”of Israel, (ın Day, Gordon, Wıiılliamson edS.. oldıngay, “Salvatıon Hıstory and Wısdom.”
1ısdom In AÄAncıent Israel, ambridge: CI 1995) 41 Goldsworthy, Gospel an Wısdom Israel
55-70 See Iso the first three chapters ot thıs 1sdom Literature In the Chrıstian Life, arlısle
volume for turther discussıion of the settung of Paternoster Press, 1995, 119 (emphasıs mıne).Wısdom. FOx, Time Tear Down,

26 Ziummerli, “Place and Limit, - 148—9 1talıcs mıne). 4'3 On author Ian Rankın’s wehbsiıte he COMMECNTS
“Place and Limıits, 14/ ıtalıcs ed)

28
wıth regar; A recently published academıc work

priıme example of thıs PDIOÖOCCSS of adaptatiıon 15 which examınes hıs novels: “Giıiull Plain, ecturer
kıngship Thıs 15 ate feature ın Israelıte history, Aat St drews UnıiversıIity, has publishe her
ONC 1C the former prophets PFrEesSCNHL eIng critical work investigatıng the background,

characters and themes of AC an Blue TITheCONCCDL of foreign ONgın, veLr the Israelite vVarıcty-—
AL least ıIn theory—I1s radıcally different from book only fiver, and MUST admıiıt tftound IT
nodels of kingship (limite>kıng NOT dıvine, engrossıng. l certainly ‚potted stuft CVCNMN didn’t
OUnNn:! by SAL1L1IC an rules A} Frest of the people know W dS$S 1n there: (http://www.lanrankın.net/ete.) pages/books /forthcoming_titles.htm).
Van Leeuwen, NIB Proverbs, 204 See Lohfink, “Was there Deuteronomıistic
TOV DA  R 15 SCCI} section which Movement?” ın chering nd
miırrors the Egyptian wısdom ECXT The Instructzon McKenzıie(eds.), Those Elusive DeuteronomaAsts: The
of Ämenemobe. TOV S wn 15 the rologue Phenomenon of Pan -Deuteronomism, upthıs section, and Cliıtftord polnts OUuUTt that the 268:; Shefheld Academıic Press, 1999,
dıyvıne NaAaMc, Yahweh, 15 the 18Sth of words 36—66, who ALSUCS that repetition of indıyvidua)
ın thıs rologue (See Clıfford, ProverOs: words 15 NOL sutfhcient OV! theological

31
Commentary, (VLL: Louisviılle: 1999, 206.) aSssOC1latiON, but that the confluence of multipleVan Leeuwen, NIB Proverbs, CM  CCn words and iıdeas together INAaV indıcate partıcularIhe Elohistic Psalter SDans DPss 42-83, and theological backdrop FEeXTt.
agaln scholars find It dıthcult explain thıs 45 For example, do VOU al u face, nd
phenomenon. Some (C.@ evybold) SE thıs COUNT ou enemYy?’ (35 Job Iso speaksevidence of per10d of redaction where the dıvıne about time “when the friendship uUuDON
1Nainc W dsSs systematıcally replaced. Others (e:2 MVYV FCeRS when the Almighty st11] wıth HMG
McCann) hınk that thıs 15 unlikely (why retaın nd hıs Accusatıon 15 that thıs COVENANT
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relationshıip IEN been lost SeE, artlev, Literature, Leıicester: 1985, 61:; Goldsworthy,
0  >FE Gospel and 1sdom, 125° McCann, “Wısdom’s
An interesting factor 1n thıs discussion 15 that Job Dılemma: The Book of Job, the Final Form of the
and 11S friends A1C presented NOLT Israelites, but Book of Psalms, nd the Entire Bible,” In 1CHAE

foreigners, yeLr expectation in terms of 11S Barre (ed. ); 1sdom, You AVE Sister. Studies
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