Reviews

THE PROPHETIC ACHIEVEMENT, by C. F. Whitley; A. R. Mowbray, 42%

This study of the prophetic movement has all the merits which the reader qc
Professor Whitley’s The Exilic Age would expect: an orderly, almost SCh.OlaSﬂ;l
presentation of his case, with the different schools of thought carefully listeds
thorough grasp of the relevant Literature and a fresh and clear approach- -
In his preface, the author explains that, after the spate of writing on v ots
aspects of the question—psychology and para-psychology of the pfoPh,C '
structure, transmission, Sitz im Leben—it is time to attempt the task of placmg
the prophetic ‘message” in the context of Hebrew religious history. Thus heo
faced at once with the question whether the prophetic teaching was origl® 5
the organ of tradition. The problematic is broken down into specific questi®
is ‘classical’ prophecy continuous with the ecstatic phenomena of the settlern d
and carly monarchy: (ch. 1); was their teaching based on the Sinai coVCnfmF .
the sacred amphictyonic traditions? (ch. 2); were they against the cult 1 e .
or merely against the current perversion of true worship: (ch. 4); were they ol
absolute originators of monotheism (s) and the doctrine of individual n.l:ine
responsibility (6)2 There are other chapters on Basic Principles, the Dr of
Justice, Repentance and Grace, a discussion of the Servant question in IS‘, 4 B
and an appendix arguing a post-exilic date for all eschatological thinking i
Old Testament, but the problem of tradition and originality is uppermos® . .
Whitley answers this question of originality with a decided afﬁrmat:ing
Thus, in his treatment of prophetic psychology, after criticising the opp® 0
positions of Jepson and Hélscher on the relation of the canonical prop o o
the professional nebiini, he concludes to essential discontinuity. His accegt s of
(in this chapter) of the wide variety of inspirational agencies and m° eti o
communication is not far from St Thomas’ basic distinction between %4
and iudicium de re accepta (in de Prophetia) and all that flows from it. py
Moreover, the author’s emphasis on the theological advance mad‘ }:lsof
prophets in respect to their predecessors has the advantage of reminding 100
the existence of a development of doctrine within revelation which we et b
easily to forget. What, however, remains highly questionable is the 4er v it
of this conclusion from the premise of the total bankruptcy of traditio i)
and a view of the Sinaitic covenant as purely a product of later t.heO A1 be
claboration. The arguments adduced in favour of this latter thestS ™7 e
familiar to readers of Noth-von Rad and cannot be rehearsed hcrc..They bef
been subjected to a thorough criticism by Artur Weiser and a growing™ _
of Old Testament scholars—Mendenhall, Zimmerli, Beyerlin and therS o
there is some evidence that the tide is beginning to turn against this Vlefw' . e
is made here of the fact that the word berit (covenant) occurs only twice
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;§E$ century prophets (Hos. 6. 7; 8. 1) both of which texts are, for th.e aL.lthOI‘,
on, entic. Though the present reviewer would agree.wnh this verdict in the
i gere: case—though _for a dlffrercr%t reason from that given—there seems to be
Vision eral ra-ther too ht-tlfz caution in the use of ext surgery; thus the inaugural
of Isaiah (ch. 6) is inauthentic, Ezek. 1. 3 ‘intrusive’, etc.
% Si;;glight, in any case, qu;stion whethc'r th_e relative absepce of the word is
cant, Walter Beyerlin has shown in his study of Micah, for example,
Worg ZSi('? Covepal}t—@terprc?tation is in this bogk desPite the absence of the
cond, ertt,.and it is interesting thfzt a passage hk'e Micah 6. 1-8, whc.:re the
Cedyy emnat%on of cult seems total, is cast in the Rib-pattern of a for(':nsm pro-
e, which takes us back at once to a covenant agreement. There is also the
¢ ake;.n;?l use of covenant terms—mishpa.t,.sedaqah, hes'ed in Particular.——wh%ch
e back at once into the old, traditional, amphictyonic worship which
tiong \e’P“fpose, .idcally at least, of Prcserving and actualising the sa-cred tradi-
t. . on Rad himself refutes the view t.hat the new, prof.anc.: oFder mt'roduccd
o }Tlllonarchy S\fv;%mpefi the old d}spensatlon, and.lt is mtergtmg as a
the Sinaio'w the’ Davidic berit (2 Sam. 7) is sgbtly bu.t I.Jnmlstakcably hnke(_i with
Pr°f0undt11c bentT thus‘ afﬁr_mmg the continued divine guarantee, de.spltc' the
at aty }Izlodlﬁcd situation. For these fmd' other reasons Fhe altcmatlve. view,
Whig, the the prophets did was to r?dlca.hsc and actualise the ,Yahw1sm in
Simily ad been brought up, remains unaffected by the au'thor s arguments.
Culp 7. 3T problem is raised in the chapter on “The Prophetic Attitude to the
maglccldﬁntally an eloquent'witncss, thi§ word, t(? the debt we owe our
Biveg veo (}agues., but what is wrong w1th. Worship ?). Professor Whml.ey
Wroe W'rlz, air view of the dxscussxor.l,. quoting Profcssor Rowle}'r who dis-
by . 1th his view that the pre-exilic prophets rejected worship as such,
Which 0¢s not dl-Spose convincingly of the formidable objections to this thesis
€ 1 all fairness states. Not enough is said of the relation of cult to the
a?;fg t}};e trib.es and f)f the. historicisatio?l of the Canaanite agrarien
tetens the tensions Wthh' t~hlS caused. Again, tl}oug}.l the awkward fact
R restl?n In thfi Priestly cdlt.lon of t.he openly ant.l-.Cl.llth passages of Amos
Sacyg i 1s mentioned, there is nothing on the criticism of the post-exilic
Particual_ S’i"?:jem made in the canonical writings of that time, Malachi in
F“teron.o $ Shoqld surely provide a useful clue. Thcre is z}lso the fact that
Smingee my, certaily the heir of the great prophetic tradition, seeks not to
rveI'Sion t}PEan and radlcghse t.hc cult-idea in the face of thf: very general
B of 1) the same, especially in the North, into a determinist, a'o. ut des
ould g x 81on. The papyri of Elephantine show us how far local variations
5 copg; Viate from the great tradition. This radicalisation and centralisation
g trte ,and completed in the New Testament, in the worship ‘in spirit
sh“w, th and the old order is, in fact, superseded, as Hebrews is at pains to
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a]Ways S of this kind should not obscure the fact that the author’s survey,
Atng and well-informed, will serve as an excellent stimulus to a
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. ) . e
more careful consideration of one’s own views on the prophets and a mof

attentive reading of the most fascinating and difficult part of the Old Testamen®
JOSEPH BLENKINSOPP, 5P

MEMORY AND TRADITION IN ISRAEL, by Brevard S. Childs (St:uclicS in
Biblical Theology No. 37), S.C.M., 8s. 6d.

The latest of the excellent series Studies in Biblical Theology to appear takes the
form of a study of the Hebrew root zkr, remember. This is one of many sue
studies to appear of recent years; the author tells us that he was unable t© cot”
sult those of Kessler (1956), Schottroff (1961) and de Boer (1962)—a pity in .
last case, since de Boer’s study sets itself roughly the same purpose. Rﬂ'fhil
surprisingly, there is also no reference to O. Michel’s article in the Kitt
Worterbuch.

The first chapter consists of a lexicographical analysis of the occurrenct 0‘
the word in the Old Testament. Childs distinguishes in the use of hifd (c'aﬂﬁz
tive) a cultic and forensic semantic arca, in both of which the basic idea v
just memory in the ordinary psychological sense but to utter, to mentiot
name in a liturgical context, for example. One instance would be 2 Sam. Ift.hﬁ )
where Absalom is speaking of his mortuary pillar. de Boer goes even fu o
than this and takes the idea of naming, mentioning as the basic sense of the ’;;e .
as a whole, like Akkadian zakdru, zikru. Later on, this is confirmed in thf 12 fot
thin-looking comparative survey (p. 23-28), though not all the conclusion®
exegesis which one would have expected are drawn from this. The short ¢ 2 ;
ter which deals with the Hebrew psychology of memory takes up Barr’s 1¢¢
criticism of the attempt to work back from word study to mental paftcms’ ,
the kind allegedly made by Pedersen, but could have brought out more e 1
one feels, the much wider basis from which Pedersen began. In spcakmg tohaf
pre-logical mentality in primitive man Childs has also overlooked the fact
the great anthropologist Levy-Bruhl abandoned this view later in Life. T

With the discussion of this verb used in the Old Testament with 6%,
subject, Professor Childs comes to a point of great theological interest- By o
form-criticism he is able to show how this usage predominates in the Ps
Individual Lamentation, usually in the imperative, and in the Hymm us o
in finite forms. This is of great interest as pointing to a leading motif in B¢ o
prayer, the call to God to remember. One might go a little beyond the 3%~
position and hazard the view that, side by side with such usage as in Gen. 47 ¢
23 where the meaning is obviously: ‘put in a word for me’, there 3¢ " of
cases in which Remember me! is connected basically with the VOCQbularYzo'
ancient royal protocol, reflected in texts such as 1 Sam. 1, 2. 19; 2 Sam Iw off
This leads on to the Remember me! of the criminal crucified with Je?uS, o8
eye had caught the inscription over the cross (Lk. 23. 42), with the i cop”
comparative material available; but this, of course, lay outside the authof $8
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