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spıte of this, erhaps MOTC attention could have been the book of Habakkuk could be applied Andersen’s
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collection 1$ provıde thıs needed attention. Havıng FENXE in all ItSs lıveliness and SOIMINC of ıts untıdıiness. It COM
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therefore heartıly recommended. tudyıng Habakkuk wıith cholar but the ack

of r finıshing touch sometimes leaves ON  M COMN-Guy Rıchard
Edinburgh, COELAN sed an enlightened AT the SaImnc time

dersen has StrONg interest 1ın the of the
TEXT and offers elp discussıion of It. But OUr under-
tandıng of ancıent Hebrew DOCITY 15 far from GET-

Habakkuk. New Translatı:on wıth taın an dersen does NOL SCC the eed explain hıs
Introduction and Commentary presupposıtions. Hıs principles for establishing the 1ıne-

divisıon arc unclear, the line-divisıon iın the translıter-(TIhe Anchor Bıble 25) ated Hebrew KEXT tfered equently diverges ftrom that
dersen adopted in hıs translatıon. While WC ArCc oıven interest-

New York Doubleday, 2001, VX11 287 US ng ideas, there 15 tully coherent SYStem appIy
hb, ISBN 0-385-08396-3 closely argue asc contend wiıith

Andersen seeks ddress “[h€ general reader we
UMMARY the professional scholar” but yhıle SOINC OCCASIONS
This commentar the book of DY seasoned he takes explainiıng L1ICW n  9 AL others
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theologians and preachers IS imited. MONS ot violence and other tOPI1CS addressed ın the book
ZUSAMMENFASSUNG ATrC CIV be disappointed.

As regards specıfic interpretative dec1s1ONsS, the
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straightforwar: and traditional readıng, of chapters L:
hebräischen Poesie geliefert nhat, Hietet reichhaltige FrOr- the rCDOrT of ogue between the rophet an
tlerung der iterarischen Eigenheiten des Habakukbuches Yahweh While he lows tor the possibility that 15L}
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Ce commentaıre SUr e ıvre d’Habaquq Dar specialiste be explained A DIOUS correction AaN: DULS forward the

iıdea that the consonantal FEXT ould be read A nıphaaguerrI est riche informations, ef opresente
Darticulier DOUT qU! 1es procedes Iıtterailres particıple (rendered ..  one who 15 1OL dead ); ın which
e{ ’arriere-plan historique general. (n i[rouve AUSS!I Un dSC “You won’t dlC” COTFEIS misunderstandıng of the

consonantal LGXT. In Y dersen that andHreve introduction Aa 1a Doesie hebraique. est TI“
dant DYdS tres hbien agence ef les questions theologiques explaın It upOonNn the tablets” INAaYy be reference dıcta-

t10N Sre 15 10 interaction wıth Isumura’s discussionsont Das abordees profondeur. est d’un gran
nteret VOUT 1es specialistes de ’Ancien Testament e{ 1Es otf Akkadıan evidence and argument 1n favour ot under-

tandıng the second imperatıve “make plaın  9etudiants, mals d’une utilite Imitee DOUT 1es theologiens In Andersen tollows An dea that has recently|es predicateurs. gained popularıty ON COMMECNTALOFS, namely lınk
“faith / fuliness” NOLT wıth the righteous CISON but wıth

interaction between Habakkuk and Yahweh d  OCU- the VISION, possibly Yahweh As derson I5

mented 1ın Hab W} retaıns 1n Itfs lıterarv Ka- between the LWO, readers will tind SUppOrt both tor (.ßhe
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In VETSC . witching “  1ts  DA and for the V1ISION share understanding of “monotheism” hat IS only CONMN-

eing the tOpIC in an God eing the referent ceivable result of the Enlightenment’ (pPP 1I 2) He
tor SOTMNC of the 1ın VeEISE wıth the “swollen EeVIEWS the historica|l cde olopment of the term ’monothe-
15 hıs throate Book Reviews ®  in verse 3 switching to “its” in verse 4 and for the vision  share an understanding of “monotheism” that is only con-  being the topic in verse 3 and God being the referent  ceivable as a result of the Enlightenment’ (pp. 1, 2). He  for some of the pronouns in verse 4 (with the “swollen  reviews the historical development of the term ‘monothe-  is his throat ... in him” of the translation becoming “...  ism’ and tests it against !he exegesis of Deuteronomy’s  against him (God)” in the comment). I agree that “the  monotheistic texts. He has convincingly shown that Deu-  teronomy’s concept of ‘/monotheism’ is better understood  dependability of God is inseparable from the certainty of  his word” (215) but found the discussion of the precise  as a ‘oneness’ or ’uniqueness’ that is inseparably tied to  the theology of confession, love, remembrance, election  reference of the pronouns less than clear.  The message in the vision is identified as the series of‘  and idolatry. He has been less successful in his claim  that Deuteronomy (and the OT) allow for the existence  five woe oracles (225, cf. 214) which are all specifically  targeted at the Chaldean nation, although “they need  of other gods.  not have been freshly composed for this application”  ZUSAMMENFASSUNG  (233). Andersen finds a key phrase in the middle of each  oracle. For the difficult verses 9-10, Andersen suggests  In dieser Studie, der eine Dissertation zugrunde liegt,  widmet sich MacDonald „der Bedeutung und Signifikanz  to read the second half of verse 10, after the pivotal sen-  tence, as continuing the last and the first half sentence of‘  der Einzigkeit Gottes im Deuteronomium”. Er versucht  zu zeigen, dass „die meisten Gelehrten ein Verständnis  verse 9 — in that order. The translation “and thy soul is  von Monotheismus teilen, das nur als Resultat der Aufklä-  sinful” in 2:10 is glossed later as “sinning (against) thine  rung vorstellbar ist.” (S. 1, 2). Er lässt die geschichtliche  own life” but otherwise left unexplained; no reference  is made to Prov. 20:2 which suggests that the reference  Entwicklung des Begriffs Monotheismus Revue passieren  und vergleicht dazu die Exegese monotheistischer Texte  is to forfeiting one’s life. Andersen proposes that the  des Deuteronomium. Er zeigt überzeugend, dass das deu-  blood in 2:12 “could be 'that ofa foundation sacrifice ”  teronomistische Konzept von Monotheismus besser als  (243) but this suggestion does little to illuminate the  eine „Einzigkeit” oder „Einzigartigkeit” zu verstehen ist,  text. More helpful is his observation that “a teacher of  die untrennbar mit der Theologie des Bekenntnisses, der  lies” in 2:18 is likely a reference to false prophecy as with  Liebe, der Erinnerung, der Erwählung und des Götzen-  “lies” in Isa. 9:14 and often in Jeremiah. Chapter 3 is an  dienstes verbunden ist. Weniger überzeugend ist seine  archaic poem with verses 3-15 referring to events in the  Behauptung, das Deuteronomium (und das Alte Testa-  past, appropriated by Habakkuk. Andersen is content to  ment) bezeigt die Existenz anderer Götter.  study the mt, showing no great confidence in our abil-  ity to recover a more original version, and attempts to  RESUME  discern poetic units larger than bicola and tricola.  L’auteur met ici ä jour sa the&se de doctorat sur la question  In sum, most of the linguistic and historical informa-  de la signification de l’unicit& de Yahve dans le Deute&ro-  tion you might hope to find in a commentary is there but  nome. Il cherche ä montrer que la plupart des specialistes  the organisation is poor and the writing diffuse, making  partent d’une conception du monotheisme qui ne pouvait  it hard to find the discussion of any specific point. This  Nnaitre que comme la cons&quence de la pensee du siecle  is particularly true of textual criticism, where a concise  des Lumieres. Il retrace le d&veloppement historique du  display of the evidence similar to that in the Word Bible  mot ‘monotheisme’ et examine les r&sultats ainsi obte-  Commentary series would have been more helpful. In  nus ä la lumiere de l’exegese des textes monotheistes du  spite of a few surprising omissions, the commentary has  Deuteronome. Il montre de facon convaincante que le  a lot to offer to scholars and students of Habakkuk on  concept deuteronomique de monotheisme doit se com-  the linguistic and literary side.  prendre comme celui d’une unicite qui est li& de maniere  Thomas Renz  indissociable ä la th&ologie de la confession, de l’amour,  du souvenir, de l’&lection et de l’idolätrie. II est bien  London, England  moins convaincant lorsqu’il pretend que le Deut&eronome  (et le reste de l’Ancien Testament) n’exclut pas l’existence  d’autres divinites.  *  *  *  *  Deuteronomy and the Meaning of f‘Monotheism’  (Forschungen zum Alten Testament 2. Reihe 1)  This is an revised version of MacDonald’s doctoral thesis  at the University of Durham. In it, he tackles the ‘mean-  Nathan MacDonald  ing and significance of YHWH’s oneness in Deuter-  Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003, ix + 271 pp.,  onomy, the contemporary category of “monotheism”  £47.99, pb, ISBN 3-16-148054-6  and the relation between the two’ seeking to show that  ‘most... scholars share an understanding of “monothe-  SUMMARY  ism” that is only conceivable as a result of the Enlight-  In this update to his PhD thesis, MacDonald addresses  enment’' (pp. 1-2). The first chapter summarizesthe  the ‘meaning and significance of YHWH’s oneness in  origin and development of ‘monotheism’ in philosophy,  Deuteronomy’, seeking to show that ‘most... scholars  Old Testament theology and Deuteronomy scholarship  66 ® EuroJTh 13:1in hım  7 of the translatıon becoming e ISM and t agalnst e exegesis of Deuteronomy's
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