
1

PRINTED FOR PRIVATE CIRCULATION

The Society for Old Testament Study
(Founded 1917)

BULLETIN FOR 2001
President: Professor Michael Goulder

WINTER MEETING

The seventy-sixth Winter Meeting of the Society was held from Wed-
nesday 3rd to Friday 5th January 2001 at Devonshire Hall, University
of Leeds.

The retiring President, Professor Joseph Blenkinsopp (Notre
Dame), installed as President for 2001 Professor Michael Goulder
(Birmingham), who delivered his Presidential Address on the subject
‘Behold my Servant Jehoiachin’: King Jehoiachin’s life resembles that
implied of Isaiah’s Servant, so often a term for the king. He grew up
as a crown prince in Jerusalem, ‘before Yahweh as a tender plant’. It
was not he who broke the vassal-treaty: ‘he had done no violence,
neither was any deceit in his mouth’. In 597 BCE he was arrested,
sentenced and deported: ‘from oppression and judgment he was taken
away’. He was almost certainly flogged: ‘he was wounded ... by his
stripes’. Jeremiah despised him: ‘he was despised and we esteemed
him not’. He spent 37 years in a Babylonian prison: ‘cut off from the
land of the living ... [Nebuchadnezzar] appointed his grave with the
wicked’. He was released in 561 by Amel-Marduk, and promoted over
other kings: ‘my servant shall be exalted; kings shall shut their mouths
because of him’. This news caused amazement in Jerusalem: ‘who has
believed that which we have heard?’

The following papers were delivered:
Professor John Sawyer (Lancaster), ‘The Prophet of Con-

solation: Isaiah in the History of Judaism’: Isaiah has always been a
favourite text for Jews as well as Christians. Already in Kings and
Chronicles Isaiah is more prominent than any of the other Writing
Prophets. The same applies to Ben Sira, the Dead Sea Scrolls and the
New Testament, while in the rabbinic literature Isaiah is frequently
compared to Moses and is uniquely the subject of a rich series of
legends about his martyrdom. His reputation as the prophet who, more
than any other, castigated his people for their stubbornness and
disobedience, was familiar in Jewish tradition as well as in Christian
polemic (where it had tragic consequences). But in Jewish literature,
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from Ben Sira on, Isaiah acts predominantly as the prophet of con-
solation. In the lectionary almost one third of the 54 weekly sabbath
readings from the prophets are from Isaiah, including the seven ‘con-
solation readings’ from chapters 40–66 read on the sabbaths following
the Fast on the Ninth of Ab. Prayers to be said in a house of mourning
conclude with three comforting passages from Isaiah too (66:13;
60:19; 25:8). His role in modern Zionism is another illustration where
some of Isaiah’s prophecies of peace, security and a return to Zion
were understood by people who had lived for centuries under per-
secution and in exile, to be on the point of fulfilment. The political
implications of some Jewish religious radical interpretations (e.g.
41:15, 27; 52:1) need careful analysis, not only by historians, but also
by biblical scholars aware of the Wirkungsgeschichte of the texts they
handle.

Dr Mary Mills (London), ‘Moral Perspectives in Old Testament
Narrative’: The purpose of this paper was to draw on Old Testament
stories in order to examine the breadth of moral vision within this
collection of texts. The foundational level of this enterprise is the
recognition that ‘morality’ is a term with a wide range of meaning. It
is not synonymous with an approach to ethical behaviour, which
would list ‘Dos’ and ‘Don’ts’, and which would seek substantiation
for such rules in a surface-level reading of Old Testament material. In
this definition, morality is concerned with the order of relationships
between cosmos, community and person. The paper fell into four
stages. Stage 1 set the scene in terms of moral perspectives and of
narrative structures. Stage 2 moved into the first case study, that of the
topic of Insiders and Outsiders. This topic is one of the major themes
to emerge from Old Testament narratives and can be divided into
relations between minority group and host culture on the one hand and
relations within family groups on the other. In this paper it was the
first of these parts which was explored, with reference to the stories of
Daniel, Esther and Joseph. Stage 3 took up the second case study, that
of the use of place and space to impart a vision of moral order. This
topic was explored in relation to the texts of Genesis 3–11 and to the
book of Job. Stage 4 rounded off the paper by drawing attention to one
issue which arises from the case studies undertaken above. This is the
centrality of the theme of boundary marking and boundary crossing to
the construction of moral meaning within the texts.

Dr Eric Christianson (Chester), ‘A Fistful of Shekels: The Prob-
lem of Violence in Judges’: In the book of Judges, violence is a typ-
ical means by which Yahweh orchestrates justice. It becomes the end
for the good (such as Jephthah’s daughter), the bad (such as enemy
Sisera) and the ugly (such as the thoroughly unpleasant Abimelech).
Just as Judges asks the question, ‘Who is going to lead Israel?’, it also
implicitly questions the value of the means by which Israel shall be
led. Likewise, the American Western film genre creates a dialogue
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about violence: who may use it and when. It is also about access to the
land and its governance. These mutual concerns were explored in a
developed comparison between the Ehud narrative (Judges 3:12-30)
and Western films, particularly those of Clint Eastwood. The paper
argued that Judges presents a stylised violence that functions to
romanticize and entertain. Ehud becomes an idealistic focus through
the allocation of rhetoric to his violent act as well as his establishment
as a hero in the form of a witty, tough-talking monolith. The conclu-
sion explored some of the hero-making processes of the Western film
genre as well as the way that process has been recently questioned
through film, and light was thereby shed on the ideological present-
ation of violence in the Ehud story.

Dr Walter Moberly (Durham), ‘Divinity, Deception and Death:
The Story of Micaiah ben Imlah’: Conventional readings of 1 Kings
22:1-38 usually find Micaiah’s second vision, in which Yahweh
commissions a lying spirit to deceive Ahab so that he falls at Ramoth-
gilead, to be morally and religiously problematic. This fresh reading
of the text suggests that the conventional reading may be a misread-
ing. Five main elements emerge. First, Ahab is self-willed in wanting
to capture Ramoth-gilead, and the 400 court prophets, aware of the
king’s wishes, self-servingly tell him what he wants to hear. Secondly,
although Micaiah’s initial mocking of Ahab provokes a possible
greater responsiveness to Micaiah’s warning against going to Ramoth-
gilead, Ahab still refuses to listen to Micaiah. Thirdly, Micaiah’s
second vision is a renewed warning to Ahab; it functions in a way
analogous to Nathan’s parable, an ironic recasting of the situation —
the heavenly court is the counterpart to the earthly court — so that its
reality may better be realized. Fourthly, Zedekiah’s abusive treatment
of Micaiah and Ahab’s cowardly ruse in battle show how close
Micaiah came to persuading Ahab. Finally, a heuristic key to the story
is an understanding of prophecy as seeking repentance and validated
by integrity as set out in the book of Jeremiah.

Professor Lester Grabbe (Hull), ‘The Hebrew Bible and the
Social Sciences: Who is Kidding Whom?’, on the one hand welcomed
the use of the social sciences to leaven biblical study and open up new
possibilities of exploration and understanding. On the other hand, he
pointed out the dangers of uncritical use of social-scientific views and
of calling sociological what were really theological judgments. He
illustrated these observations by four extended examples, from Amos,
Nehemiah, the supposed urban/rural opposition, and a review of one
of his own books. He concluded with two summary points: (1) social-
scientific models are simply theories to be tested against the biblical
and other data, not conclusions to be imposed on the sources; and (2)
biblical scholars are in the habit of making statements about the text
based on theological or ideological bias and calling it sociological
analysis.
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Professor W.G. Lambert (Birmingham), ‘Babylonian Monothe-
ism?’: Monotheism BC is a sensitive subject to many Old Testament
scholars, and they can be satisfied that the claim of H.J. Breasted (and
S. Freud) that the religion of the ‘heretical’ Pharaoh Akhenaton was
monotheistic is not accepted at face value by most Egyptologists. But
a similar claim has been made within Assyriology for Marduk, city
god of Babylon. In 1902 Friedrich Delitzsch (son of Franz Delitzsch,
the Old Testament commentator), in an important lecture, slipped in
the assertion that enlightened Babylonians believed that all the major
Babylonian gods were merely aspects of Marduk, and so anticipated
biblical monotheism. A furious controversy resulted from this and
other assertions, with no agreed conclusions. The basis for the asser-
tion was a Late Babylonian tablet published by T.G. Pinches in the
Journal of the Transactions of the Victoria Institute for 1896, which
indeed asserts that thirteen gods are to be identified as aspects of Mar-
duk. The tablet has to be considered in the light of the development of
Sumero-Babylonian religion generally. The gods were deified aspects
of nature as seen and understood, but with human attributes. In Sumer
each city was religiously independent, but a system embracing the
whole country had been worked out: a hierarchy of gods generally
accepted. Towards the end of the third millennium a top committee of
gods appeared: An, Enlil and Enki, joined at times by the Mother
Goddess. The other gods were worked into a clan system based on
three generations, as in a normal human family, with divine servants
of lower rank. This system was passed down to the second millen-
nium, but, when Hammurabi made Babylon the political capital of the
whole land, the city god of Babylon, Marduk, was promoted from
obscurity to be a ‘great god’ (among other great gods). The political
supremacy of Babylon continued long after Hammurabi and pressure
no doubt built up to promote Marduk further in the pantheon, but only
in the time of Nebuchadnezzar I (1126-1104 BC) were circumstances
propitious and Marduk was officially declared ‘king of the gods’. This
state continued into the first millennium, with the only change that
Marduk’s son Nabu (Nebo) then rose to virtual equality with his
father. Enlil, who wielded most power from the old committee, had in
effect been demoted. The theologians had been equating similar gods
for a long time in the Babylonian tradition, since the original city-state
system started with a huge total of seemingly different gods. Mar-
duk’s son Nabu, for example, had been equated at one time with Tutu,
patron god of the small city Borsippa, close to Babylon, but later Mar-
duk was equated with Tutu. Thus equating gods was an established
custom for theologians, and the list published by Pinches is such a
thing, but, by equating the major gods of the pantheon with Marduk, it
was indeed asserting what can legitimately be called ‘monotheism’.
The list is not now complete, but not much is missing, and one must
conclude that demons were presumably not included in such listings,
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nor goddesses, since Marduk was the prime demon chaser, and had a
wife Zarpanitum. However, medieval Christianity acknowledged a
triune god, angels and the devil, but ‘monotheistic’ is applied to it, so
it cannot be withheld from the Late Babylonian list. Confirmation
comes from a long hymn of praise to Marduk of which two small
fragments were previously known, but recently a large piece has been
discovered, and the major male members of the pantheon are called
‘names’ of Marduk, and their attributes have become his. This is
clearly an inner-Babylonian development, neither influencing nor in-
fluenced by the religion of Israel.

A reception was given on the first evening of the Meeting by the
Department of Theology & Religious Studies, University of Leeds.

SUMMER MEETING

The seventy-seventh Summer Meeting of the Society was held from
Monday 16th to Thursday 19th July 2001 at Chamberlain Hall,
University of Birmingham, Professor Michael Goulder presiding. The
theme of the meeting was ‘The Pentateuch’.

The following papers were delivered:
Professor John Emerton (Cambridge), ‘Hagar in the Wilder-

ness’: A century after the publication of the first edition of Hermann
Gunkel’s commentary on Genesis, this paper considered his under-
standing of the stories of Hagar in the wilderness in Genesis 16 and
21. Gunkel, like many other scholars, regarded them as variant forms
of the same tradition as combined by a redactor from the J and E
documents. Gunkel’s interpretation was compared with the more
recent discussions of John Van Seters, Ernst Knauf and Irmtraud
Fischer, all of whom believe that the author of Genesis 21 was
dependent on Genesis 16. The problem of choosing between the two
interpretations was discussed, and some weaknesses in the second
type of interpretation were noted.

Dr Adrian Curtis (Manchester), ‘Encounters with El’: Studies in
the relationship between El, the God(s) of the Fathers, and Yahweh
(e.g. those of A. Alt, O. Eissfeldt, F.M. Cross, R. de Vaux) have
tended to assume that the Patriarchs revered tribal gods, characterized
by their association with a group of people rather than with a locality.
These deities were identified with El when contact was made with his
cult in ‘Canaan’, and merged into a God of the Fathers who was, in
fact, El. Subsequently the God of the Fathers/El was identified with
Yahweh. More recently M. Smith has argued that El was the original
God of Israel, and that Yahweh and El were identified at an early
stage. Smith follows M.H. Pope in noting similarities between the
attributes of Yahweh and those of El as revealed in the Ugaritic texts
which must have facilitated the identification. J. Day has considered a
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number of features of El’s influence on the depiction of Yahweh. An
almost common feature of such studies has been to locate the process
of identification or assimilation in a patriarchal or (so Day) pre-mon-
archic period of which the patriarchal narratives are a reflection. The
fact that there does not seem to have been tension between Yahweh
and El such as existed between Yahweh and Baal raises the question
whether there is evidence of a conflict between El and Baal which
might have been mirrored by, or been part of the same phenomenon
as, a conflict between Yahweh and Baal. Even the Ugaritic texts of the
so-called Baal Cycle suggest a situation wherein Baal has not usurped
El’s authority entirely but may reflect the claims of the worshippers of
Baal that their deity was achieving a special status. The Hebrew Bible
may reflect a situation wherein later and further south the claims of
Yahweh/El were maintained against the protagonists of Baal. Recent
approaches to the origins of Israel have placed serious question marks
over whether there was a patriarchal period in which to locate the
beginnings of a process of assimilation of El to the ancestral deities
and eventually to Yahweh, and whether stories such that of Jacob at
Bethel are genuine reflections of encounters between incoming ances-
tors and Canaanite shrines. It may therefore be necessary to consider
other possible reasons for the inclusion in the Pentateuch of cult leg-
ends associated with ancient sanctuaries. Perhaps they reflect a tension
between a wish to show that the whole land was God’s land, per-
meated with holy places where he had made himself known in times
past, and a wish to present Jerusalem as the place where God dwelt.
This may have involved conscious archaizing or even the creation of a
religious past by those wishing to reclaim the land after the disasters
of the exile in Babylon. Their God, worshipped on Mount Zion, was
the God who had held sway in the land from time immemorial and
who continued to reign supreme despite the threats of Baal (or Bel?),
the one who was and always had been king above all gods.

Dr Sarah Pearce (Southampton), ‘Law in the Greek Pentateuch’:
In their representations of the high court of Deuteronomy 17:8-13,
Greek-writing Jews like Philo or Josephus stress the court’s special
character as representing divine authority. This emphasis in the under-
standing of the law does not appear in non-Greek Jewish sources of
the Second Temple Period; however, Greek translation of the Penta-
teuch, and of Deuteronomy in particular, may represent the beginning
of that tradition. Close analysis of the language of Greek Deuteron-
omy 17:8-13 and its interpretative significance offers extensive evi-
dence that the translator(s) intended to suggest the special relationship
between the high court and the divine. Thus, the high court can re-
solve what is impossible for others: the choice of ajdunatei'n for niphal
alp (17:8) may reflect the influence of Greek Genesis 18:14 and other
passages in the LXX corpus where ajdunatei'n is associated, negative-
ly, with the power of God. The court transmits what has been set
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down as law in divine revelation (nomoqethqh'/, 17:11; cf. Greek Exodus
24:12). It is the place where the Lord’s name may be called upon
(17:8, 10) and a court whose representatives serve in the Lord’s name
(17:12). Disobedience to this court is characterised as sacrilege (cf. the
use of ajsebei'n, 17:13). The reader is to understand that the high court
is to be obeyed as is the voice of God.

Dr Jennifer Dines (London), ‘Making Creation Work: LXX
Genesis 1 and Beyond’: In MT Genesis 1, God puts the heavenly
bodies (vv. 14-18) and human beings (vv. 26-28) in charge of the
cosmos, with the help of words denoting ‘rule’: tlçmm (v. 16) and lçm
(v. 18) for the heavenly bodies; hdr (vv. 26, 28) and çbk (v. 28) for
humans, the two latter verbs suggesting the activity of kings as war-
riors. In the LXX, a[rcein renders both lçm and hdr, while katakuri-
euvein renders çbk. The choice of a[rcein in both v. 18 and vv. 26, 28
collapses the distance kept in MT between the heavenly and earthly
realms, and is part of a ‘chain of command’ established by the use of
a[rcein (‘to begin/rule’) throughout 1:1 (ejn ajrch'/) to 2:3 (h[rxato). The
ambiguity of eij" ajrcav"  in v. 16 (‘rule’?, rulers’?, ‘beginning’?),
especially when the LXX is read apart from its Hebrew parent text,
leads to various interpretations in Jewish and Christian writers. The
understanding of ajrcav" as personal, supernatural beings is increased,
in Christian writings, by New Testament passages such as Romans
8:38; Colossians 1:16; and Ephesians 6:12 — which may themselves
have been influenced by LXX Genesis 1:16.

Dr John Sandys-Wunsch (Mill Bay, British Columbia), ‘What
Did They Know about the Pentateuch in the Renaissance and Baroque
Periods?’: Scholars in the period 1500-1650 made considerable pro-
gress in their knowledge of biblical and cognate languages as well as
of the textual tradition of biblical manuscripts by expanding the inher-
itance they had from the church fathers and medieval rabbis. They
were thorough in their application of critical method to the scriptures
and they were honest enough to admit they did not always have the
answers they sought. Some were willing to explore radical alternatives
such as Masius’ calling into question Moses’ authorship of the present
form of the Pentateuch, thereby opening the way for later pentateuchal
criticism. The merits of the great scholars of this era were their careful
examination of passages, their immense learning, and a willingness to
learn from each other. Their limitations were a lack of depth in their
evaluation of historical differences within the Pentateuch itself and a
misguided acceptance of the antiquity of extra-biblical documents
now known to be much later. Nonetheless these men were fully sci-
entific in their approach and deserve to be seen as the forebears of
modern biblical studies.

Dr Philip Jenson (Bristol), ‘Holiness and Ethics in Leviticus’:
How is holiness related (or not) to ethics in Leviticus? Leviticus 1–16
normally refers to a restricted holiness that       [continued on page 10]
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INCOME AND EXPENDITURE ACCOUNT for the year ended 31st October 2000

Book Confer- General
Bursaries List ences Fund Total 1999

Income £ £ £ £ £ £
Subscriptions and donations – – – 7399 7399 7789
Income tax recovered in respect
   of deeds of covenant – – – 462 462 356
Sales of literature – – – – – –
Conference income – – 21438 – 21438 16660
Bursaries 46 – – – 46 255
Dividends and interest
   received and receivable – – – 1116 1116 1149                                                                                                             
Total income 46 – 21438 8977 30461 26209                                                                                                             
Expenditure
Printing and stationery – – 2835 193 3028 3595
Postage and secretarial expenses – 2581 19 1530 4130 2655
Conference expenses – – 20914 – 20914 16221
Accountancy – – – 298 298 323
Bursaries – – – – – 462
Bank charges – – – 9 9 11                                                                                                             
Total expenditure – 2581 23768 2030 28379 23267                                                                                                             
Net surplus/(deficit) 46 (2581) (2330) 6947 2082 2942                                                                                                             

NOTES TO THE ACCOUNTS for the year ended 31st October 2000

1. Fixed assets Computer Equipment
Costs at 1st November 1999 and at 31st October 2000 864           
Depreciation at 1st November 1999 and at 31st October 2000 863           
Net book amount at 1st November 1999 and at 31st October 2000 1           

2. Bank accounts 2000 1999
Barclays Bank plc: Current Account 679 3363

Higher Interest Business Account 18893 14150
National Savings Bank Investment Account 9003 8655                                  

28575 26168                                  
3. Investment at cost
546.44 units, Friends Provident Stewardship Unit Trust 1000 1000
(Market Value £2633)                                    

4. Accumulated surpluses and reserves General Bursary
Fund Fund Total

At 1st November 1999 27269 190 27459
Surplus for the year 2036 46 2082
Transfers (400) 400 –                                                    
At 31st October 2000 28905 636 29541                                                    
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BALANCE SHEET at 31st October 2000

2000 1999
Assets £ £
Fixed assets (note 1) 1 1
Debtors 290 640
Bank accounts (note 2) 28575 26168
Investments at cost (note 3) 1000 1000                         

29866 27809
Liabilities
Sundry creditors and reserves 325 350                            

29541 27459                            
Represented by
Accumulated surpluses and reserves (note 4)
General fund 28905 27269
Bursary fund 636 190                                                    

29541 27459                                                    

PRINCIPAL ACCOUNTING POLICIES for the year ended 31st October 2000

The accounts have been prepared under the historical cost convention.
The principal accounting policies of the Society are substantially unchanged from the pre-
vious year and are set out below.
Subscriptions and donations received
These represent amounts received during the year and no account is taken of any sub-
scriptions due but unpaid at the date of the balance sheet.
Income tax recoverable
No account is taken of any income tax recoverable but not yet received in respect of
covenanted subscriptions or investment income received during the year.
Stocks
No account is taken of unused stocks of book lists or general stationery.
Depreciation
Depreciation is calculated on a straight line basis and aims to write down the cost of fixed
assets over their expected normal lives. The rate applicable is 20% per annum.
Investments
Investments are included in the accounts at historic cost and no account is taken of unrealised
investment gains and losses.
Accumulated surpluses and reserves
The recognition of separately designated funds is primarily for the purpose of administration
and control, and any accumulated surpluses shown are part of the general reserves of the
Society and, as such, are unrestricted in application.

ACCOUNTANTS’ REPORT TO THE MEMBERS OF
THE SOCIETY FOR OLD TESTAMENT STUDY

We have prepared the accounts and notes for the year ended 31st October 2000 without audit.
We confirm that the accounts are in agreement with the books and information supplied to us.

TUNSTALL & BLACKBURN, Accountants
Kiln Hill, Market Place, Hawes, North Yorkshire
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[continued from page 7]    characterizes the priests alone and is a ritual
rather than an ethical category. On the other hand, in Leviticus 17–27
holiness usually has ethical connotations and applies to the whole
people. Source critics assign these sections mainly to the Holiness
Code (H) and the Priestly writing (P). Knohl and others have recently
explained general holiness as a response by H (a later editor than P) to
the prophetic critique of the cult. However, others continue to find a
relatively unified meaning of holiness in Leviticus. The paper sug-
gested that closer attention to the different contexts in which holiness
occurs can clarify how restricted holiness has less direct implications
for ethical behaviour than general holiness. Priestly holiness relates to
the vertical relationship between God and his people, whereas the
distinctive character of Israel is more to be found in their general
religious and ethical behaviour.

Professor Gordon Wenham (Cheltenham), ‘Violence in the
Pentateuch’: Though the term smj, ‘violence’ occurs only six times in
the Pentateuch, the concept of violence is pervasive: from the murder
of Abel to the conquest of Canaan, violence is often focussed on in the
text. Twice smj is said to be the cause of the flood. It is important
though to distinguish between the implied author’s attitudes to vio-
lence and the actors’ attitudes to violence. Clearly Genesis does not
approve of Lamech’s lust for seventy-sevenfold vengeance, but what
does the author actually think about the violent tales he relates? This
paper eschewed both source-critical analysis and reading the Penta-
teuch as a unity. Instead it looked at the issue in Genesis, then in
Exodus–Numbers, and finally in Deuteronomy. Genesis 1–2 give a
glimpse of the writer’s ideals: a world at harmony with itself, without
conflict between humans and animals, vegetarian, and restful. With
the fall humans fall out with one another, and constant warfare charac-
terises relations between humans and the animal kingdom (3:15). The
spiral of violence continues through chapter 4, culminating in the
world being filled with violence (6:11, 13) and the earth being des-
troyed in a flood. To prevent violence again engulfing the world, God
modifies the creation mandates (1:26-31) after the flood (9:1-7). In
particular, limited meat eating is allowed and the death penalty is in-
troduced for homicide. This move is characteristic of the Pentateuch:
it allows compromises with its ideals to prevent the worst happening.
Subsequently the patriarchs are pictured as pursuing peace wherever
practical (e.g. Genesis 13, 14, 21, 26). Internal family conflicts are re-
solved by acts of reconciliation and forgiveness (Genesis 33, 45, 50).
In Exodus–Numbers the goals of long-term peace are again affirmed
(e.g. Exodus 23:26; Leviticus 26:5-9; Numbers 23–24). Conflicts arise
as a result of others attacking Israel, and God  defending Israel (e.g. in
the plagues), or Israel defending itself (e.g. against Amalek, Arad,
Sihon and Og). Deuteronomy’s setting on the eve of an invasion of
Canaan makes it sound more militant, but it too looks forward to
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Israel enjoying rest in the land (12:10), peace and prosperity (28:1-14;
33:7-29). Its legislation on war exempts many men from fighting
(20:1-8), and insists that negotiations should precede attack on any
city. The inhabitants may be slaughtered only if they refuse to surren-
der (20:10-18). Even Canaanite cities may be allowed to surrender (so
Lohfink). But apostate Israelite cities must be put to the sword. This
shows that the ban (µrj) is religiously motivated rather than a racial
matter: the great danger is of Israel worshipping other gods. Since
Deuteronomy 7:1-4 envisages Israelites intermarrying with Canaanites
after the ban has been applied to them, the threat of their extermin-
ation should probably be understood as rhetorical.

Dr Graham Davies (Cambridge), ‘The Final Redaction of the
Pentateuch’: The paper summarised some recent developments in
pentateuchal criticism in Germany and Switzerland, and offered an
evaluation of them. There was now considerable interest in the
contribution, intentions and context of the final redactor (‘Pentateuch
redactor’), who had combined the Priestly Work (which was once
again increasingly being viewed as a source-document, not a supple-
ment) with the other major components of the Pentateuch. Three
different aspects of this redactional work were considered. M. Witte’s
study of the combination of parallel versions in the Primeval History
(1998) had identified numerous passages deriving from the final
redactor, but his attribution of Genesis 6:1-4 and related passages to
this layer was found to be unconvincing, as was his view that the ‘J’
Primeval History ended at Genesis 8:22. The arguments of K.
Schmid’s study Erzväter und Exodus (1999) for the separate existence
of the patriarchal and Exodus traditions until the composition of P
(and in effect until the work of the final redactor) were also found to
lack substance, and J.C. Gertz’s more detailed study of the Exodus
narrative (2000) was no more convincing on this issue. By contrast the
suggestion of E. Otto, building on the work of other scholars, that the
Holiness Code in Leviticus 17–26 was a carefully worked out har-
monisation by the Pentateuch redactor of the regulations of D, P and
other legal collections was welcomed as a very promising develop-
ment, to which the discovery of related passages elsewhere (e.g. in
Exodus 12–13 and in the concluding verses of Deuteronomy) added
further significance.

Dr Craig Ho (Hong Kong), ‘Joseph and Amnon: Links and
Implications’: The paper built on previously discovered structural and
linguistic links between Genesis 39 and 2 Samuel 13 (Blenkinsopp,
Alter, etc.) by adding many other such links not yet noted by scholars.
Some of the words/locutions in these links are quite unique to the so-
called J layer/source of the Pentateuch and the David story in the
books of Samuel, especially the so-called Succession History. After
discussing twenty stylistic/linguistic links between the two episodes, a
conclusion of common authorship was preferred to other possibilities
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such as coincidence, homogeneous development in literary type and
expression, or literary interdependence. The argument to support such
a preference is based on the following considerations:  (1) Genesis 39
and 2 Samuel 13 are not the only two seduction stories in the Hebrew
Bible, but they alone show such intimate literary resemblance.
Genesis 34 (J) is another such story and although it shares several
motifs with 2 Samuel 13 it does not have as many links with it as does
Genesis 39. Thus two stories of similar subject-matter (here seduction)
do not always have many links, even when written by the same author.
(2) Two versions of the same story by different authors, one being
based on the other (e.g. Genesis 17 [P] and 18 [J]), do not necessarily
show the kind of literary resemblance found in Genesis 39 and 2
Samuel 13.  (3) Other J stories of different subject-matter in Genesis
show similar close stylistic links; e.g. between 2:4–3:24 and 4:1-16,
and between chapters 18 and 19. The appearance of late locutions in
these links and the appearance of some of them in the Yahwistic
supplements to non-J stories seem to suggest that someone had added
Genesis 39 (together with other J stories) and 2 Samuel 13 (together
with the Succession History) to a primitive form of ‘the Law and the
Prophets’ as a (late) supplement.

Professor Martin Goodman (Oxford), ‘Attitudes to the Penta-
teuch in Roman Times’: Jews in late Second Temple and early rab-
binic times often asserted their devotion to the laws enshrined in the
Pentateuch and their reverence for Torah scrolls as sacred objects is
well attested. The paper tackled the question of how far this reverence
was translated from nominal obeisance into a careful reading of the
biblical text and acceptance of its injunctions. The paper argued that,
despite the great attention paid to the Pentateuch by Jews in this
period (far more than to other parts of the Bible), some pentateuchal
laws were either ignored or even directly and blatantly subverted.
Four cases were examined to illustrate the thesis: first, the injunction
in Deuteronomy 23:13-14 to carry at all times a spade for use for
hygienic purposes, a command taken seriously as still applicable by
the Essenes (Josephus, B.J. 2.147-149) but apparently by no-one else
in antiquity; second, the institution of the Jubilee in Leviticus 25,
described with enthusiasm by Jewish writers in this period but never
put into practice (for reasons not articulated in any extant source until
Sifra); third, the curious explanation in Mishnah Sotah  9:9 of a
decision to end the ritual laid out in Deuteronomy 21:1-9 of cleansing
the community from communal guilt for unresolved murders (‘when
murderers became many, the rite of breaking the heifer’s neck
ceased’); finally, the deliberate abrogation, through the institution by
Hillel of the Prosbul, of the requirement in Deuteronomy 15:1-2 that
loans be waived in the sabbatical year (Mishnah Shebiit 10:3-4). The
paper argued that most Jews in this period were well aware that they
added to the written laws the authority of custom (Philo, De Spec.
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Leg. 4.149-150). The rare exceptions were the Sadducees who, ac-
cording to Josephus (A.J. 13.297-298), claimed (however implausibly)
that ‘only those regulations should be considered valid which were
written down’. Only in a diluted sense was Judaism of this period a
‘religion of the book’.

Professor William Johnstone (Aberdeen), ‘Recounting the Tet-
rateuch’: Deuteronomy’s recounting in distinctive terms, in both its
reminiscences and its legislation, of materials treated in Exodus
provides the critical tool that enables the recovery of the pre-P ‘D-
version’ in Exodus. The application of this model to other parts of the
‘Tetrateuch’ (Numbers and, in somewhat different terms, Genesis)
uncovers similar editorial procedures. The close correspondence be-
tween the reminiscences in Deuteronomy and the pre-P version not
just of Exodus but also of Genesis and Numbers encourages the view
that the Tetrateuch should be recounted: Deuteronomy is part of an
earlier Tetrateuch that embraced the pre-P materials in Genesis, Exo-
dus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy. The Tetrateuch has been expanded
into the Pentateuch in the P-edition by the insertion not least of Exo-
dus 34:30–Numbers 10:28, and by a thoroughgoing re-editing of the
D-version.

A paper by the late Ms Carol Smith (Oxford), ‘Bertie Wooster’s
Scripture Knowledge’, was read in memoriam by Dr Paul Joyce
(Oxford): British author P.G. Wodehouse constantly quotes the Bible,
particularly the Old Testament, in his stories, and does so most fre-
quently in the books about Jeeves and Wooster. But the Bible is much
more for him than simply a source of useful quotations. There are
startling similarities between the way he uses the Bible and some of
the approaches currently fashionable in biblical scholarship. It can
even be argued that Wodehouse was a postmodernist before the term
was even thought of!

A reception was given on the first evening of the Meeting by the
Department of Theology, University of Birmingham. On 18th July
there was an outing to Baddesley Clinton, with tea by invitation of the
President.

MEMBERSHIP NEWS

Among honours received by members of the Society: Dr Christoph
Bultman has been appointed Professor of Biblical Studies at the
University of Erfurt. Professor David Clines has been awarded an
honorary degree by the University of Amsterdam. Dr Anthony Frendo
has been appointed Associate Professor and Head of the Department
of Arabic and Near Eastern Studies at the University of Malta.
Professor Menahem Haran (Honorary Member) was awarded the
Israel Prize for Biblical Study of 2000. Dr Robert Hayward has been
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awarded a personal chair at the University of Durham. Dr Isaac
Kalimi has been appointed Professor of Biblical and Jewish Studies at
Beit Berl College in Israel. Dr Heather McKay has been awarded a
personal chair at Edge Hill College of Higher Education. Professor
Rudolf Smend (Honorary Member) has been awarded the British
Academy’s Burkitt Medal for Biblical Studies of 2001.

The Society has learned with regret of the deaths of Professor
Oliver Gurney, Revd Dr John McKay, Ms Carol Smith (a former
Hospitality Secretary of the Society), Professor Adam van der Woude
(Honorary Member), and Revd Professor Frederick Vokes.

The following have been elected to membership of the Society.
At the Winter Meeting: Dr Diana Edelman, Dr Tomas Frydrych, Revd
John Hardy, Dr Seth Kunin, Dr Brook Pearson, Mrs Maureen Russell,
Professor Thomas Thompson, and Mr Stuart Watson. At the Summer
Meeting: Mr Andrew Angel, Dr Barry Conway, Dr Christopher
Grundke, Ms Sharon Moughtin, Dr Sarah Nicholson, and Dr Willem
Smelik.

MISCELLANEOUS NOTICES

The Treasurer presented to the Winter Meeting the Society’s accounts
for the year ended 31st October 2000, as printed in the centre pages of
this Bulletin, and they were approved by the Meeting. Members are
respectfully reminded that the membership subscription of £24 is
payable on 1st January each year, and that the Treasurer is happy to
advise about methods of payment or related questions.

The seventy-seventh Winter Meeting of the Society will be held
from Wednesday 2nd to Friday 4th January 2002 at Halifax Hall, Uni-
versity of Sheffield, under the Presidency of Professor John Bartlett.
The seventy-eighth Summer Meeting will be held from Monday 22nd
to Thursday 25th July 2002 at Trinity College, Dublin. Members are
reminded that the Programme Sub-Committee welcomes proposals of
papers for future meetings, and senior members are reminded of the
usefulness of them encouraging and mentoring younger members in
the offering of papers.

A conference to mark the bicentenary of the death of pioneering
biblical critic Alexander Geddes will be held from Monday 1st to
Thursday 4th April 2002 at the University of Aberdeen. The brochure
included in the mailout to SOTS members has further information.

The Society is considering making a nomination to the Arts and
Humanities Research Board’s peer review panel for Philosophy, Law
and Religious Studies. Any potential nominees (who must have indi-
vidual standing as eminent researchers in their subject area) should be
brought to the Home Secretary’s attention in time for the Committee’s
consideration at the Winter Meeting in Sheffield.
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OFFICERS AND COMMITTEES FOR 2002

President: Professor John Bartlett, 102 Sorrento Road, Dalkey, Co. Dublin,
Ireland (tel. +353 1 492 3506, e-mail jrbartlett@eircom.net).

Retiring President: Professor Michael Goulder, School of Continuing
Studies, University of Birmingham, PO Box 363, Birmingham B15 2TT
(tel. 0121 444 4772, e-mail m.d.goulder@bham.ac.uk).

President-elect: Professor Robert Gordon, 85 Barrons Way, Comberton,
Cambridge CB3 7DR (tel. 01223 335118, e-mail rpg1000@hermes.cam.
ac.uk).

Treasurer: Dr Peter Addinall, Myrtle Grove, Carperby, Leyburn, North
Yorkshire DL8 4DA (tel. 01969 663311).

Foreign Secretary: Professor Graeme Auld, Nether Swanshiel, Hobkirk,
Bonchester Bridge, by Hawick TD9 8JW (tel. 01450 860636, e-mail
a.g.auld@ed.ac.uk).

Home Secretary: Dr John Jarick, St Stephen’s House, 16 Marston Street,
Oxford OX4 1JX (tel. 01865 432301).

Membership Secretary: Professor Heather McKay, Edge Hill, St Helens
Road, Ormskirk L39 4QP (tel. 0169 584293, e-mail mckayh@edgehill.
ac.uk).

Hospitality Secretary: Dr Janet Tollington, Westminster College, Cambridge
CB3 OAA (tel. 01223 741091, e-mail jet40@cam.ac.uk).

Book List Editor: Professor George Brooke, Department of Religions &
Theology, University of Manchester, Oxford Road, Manchester M13
9PL (tel. 0161 275 3609, e-mail george.brooke@man.ac.uk).

Information Officer: Dr Philip Jenson, 15 Henleaze Road, Henleaze, Bristol
BS9 4EX (tel. 0117 968 2803, e-mail philip.jenson@trinity-bris.ac.uk).

Committee: The above Officers of the Society plus Mr Edward Ball, Dr
Adrian Curtis, Dr Eryl Davies, Professor Robert Hayward, Dr Walter
Houston, Dr Paul Joyce, Dr Hugh Pyper, Dr Deborah Rooke, and Dr Simcha
Shalom-Brooks.
Programme Sub-Committee: The President, President-elect, Foreign Secre-
tary, and Home Secretary; plus Dr Christine Pilkington, Dr Hugh Pyper, and
Dr Janet Tollington.
Publications Sub-Committee: The Book List Editor (Convener) and the
Editor of the monograph series; plus Professor David Clines, Dr David
Reimer, Professor John Sawyer, and Professor Hugh Williamson.
Editorial Board of the SOTS monograph series: Mrs Margaret Barker
(Editor), Mr Edward Ball, Dr Eryl Davies, Dr Katharine Dell, and Dr Paul
Joyce. (Proposed manuscripts for the series should be sent to Mrs Barker at
The White House, 24 Gordon Road, Borrowash DE72 3JX.)

Honorary Members of the Society: Professors Bertil Albrektson (1983),
Walter Brueggemann (1997), Henri Cazelles (1972), Brevard Childs (1979),
Frank Moore Cross (1988), Georg Fohrer (1970), Menahem Haran (1981),
Sara Japhet (1999), Otto Kaiser (1992), Bernhard Lang (1997), Avraham
Malamat (1976), Eduard Nielsen (1988), Kirsten Nielsen (2000), Helmer
Ringgren (1973), Rudolf Smend (1979), and Jan Alberto Soggin (1992).
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PAST PRESIDENTS OF THE SOCIETY

1917-19 Revd Principal W.H.
Bennett

1920 Revd Prof. A.R.S. Kennedy
1921 Revd Canon R.H. Kennett
1922 Dr G.B. Gray
1923 Revd Canon G.H. Box
1924 Prof. A.S. Peake
1925 Dr S.A. Cook
1926 Revd Prof. W.B. Stevenson
1927 Revd Canon D.C. Simpson
1928 Revd Prof. T.H. Robinson
1929 Revd Principal H. Wheeler

Robinson
1930 Dr C.G. Montefiore
1931 Revd Prof. W.O.E. Oesterley
1932 Revd Principal W.F.

Lofthouse
1933 Revd Principal W.L. Wardle
1934 Revd Prof. A.C. Welch
1935 Revd Prof. W. Emery Barnes
1936 Revd Canon J. Battersby

Harford
1937-38 Mr G.R. Driver
1939-40 Mr H. Loewe
1941-45 Revd Principal H. Wheeler

Robinson (Acting)
1946 Revd Prof. T.H. Robinson
1947 Revd Father C. Lattey, S.J.
1948 Prof. E. Robertson
1949 Revd Prof. C.R. North
1950 Revd Prof. H.H. Rowley
1951 Prof. S.H. Hooke
1952 Revd Mgr Consultor J.M.T.

Barton
1953 Prof. D. Winton Thomas
1954 Revd Prof. N.W. Porteous
1955 Revd Prof. A. Guillaume
1956 Revd Prof. A.R. Johnson
1957 Revd Principal N.H. Snaith
1958 Revd Canon L.E. Elliott-

Binns; Revd Prof. C.R.
North (Acting)

1959 Revd Prof. J. Mauchline
1960 Very Revd C.A. Simpson
1961 Prof. J. Weingreen

1962 Revd Prof. H.F.D. Sparks
1963 Revd Prof. G.W. Anderson
1964 Revd Prof. B.J. Roberts
1965 Prof. F.F. Bruce
1966 Revd Principal G. Henton

Davies
1967 Most Revd Archbishop F.D.

Coggan
1968 Very Revd M. Black
1969 Revd J.N. Schofield
1970 Revd Prof. A.S. Herbert
1971 Prof. E. Ullendorff
1972 Revd Prof. P.R. Ackroyd
1973 Revd Prof. J. Barr
1974 Mr D.R. Ap-Thomas
1975 Baroness E.F. de Ward
1976 Revd Canon Prof. D.R. Jones
1977 Prof. R.J. Williams
1978 Revd Prof. W. McKane
1979 Revd Prof. J.A. Emerton
1980 Prof. D.J. Wiseman
1981 Mr R. Loewe
1982 Revd Prof. R.N. Whybray
1983 Prof. the Revd Canon J.R.

Porter
1984 Prof. W.G. Lambert
1985 Revd Prof. R.E. Clements
1986 Revd Prof. B. Lindars, S.S.F.
1987 Revd Dr R. Murray, S.J.
1988 Revd Prof. E.W. Nicholson
1989 Prof. the Revd Canon J.W.

Rogerson
1990 Revd Prof. W. Johnstone
1991 Revd Dr A. Gelston
1992 Dr A.D.H. Mayes
1993 Revd R.J. Coggins
1994 Prof. J.C.L. Gibson
1995 Prof. G.H. Jones
1996 Prof. D.J.A. Clines
1997 Dr R.A. Mason
1998 Mrs M. Barker
1999 Prof. R.P. Carroll
2000 Prof. J. Blenkinsopp
2001 Prof. M.D. Goulder


