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COUNSELLOR

objection that Paul would not have agreed to
communicate these conditions to his Gentile
converts (as he is said to have done in Acts xvi. 4).
Where basic principles were not compromised,
Paul was the most conciliatory of men, and he
repeatedly urges on his converts this very duty of
respecting the scruples of others in such matters
(¢f. Rom. xiv. 1 ff.; 1 Cor. viii. 1 ff.).

After a generation or two, the situation which
called forth the Jerusalem Council and the
apostolic letter of Acts xv. 23-29 disappeared,
and the Western Text of Acts adapts the letter
to a new situation by altering its requirements in
a more purely ethical direction—requiring absten-
tion from idolatry, bloodshed, and fornication.
But the requirements in their original form were
observed by Christians in Gaul and North Africa
late in the 2nd century, and were incorporated
by Alfred the Great in his English law-code
towards the end of the 9th century.

BIBLIOGRAPHY. W. L. Knox, The Acts of the
Apostles, 1948, pp. 40 fT.; C. S. C. Williams, The
Acts of the Apostles, 1957, pp. 177ff.  F.F.B.

COUNSELLOR (Heb. yé‘és, ‘one who gives
advice or counsel’). The basic idea appears in
Pr. xxiv. 6b. The word is used as a designation
of the Messiah in Is. ix. 6, where in respect to the
giving of counsel He is said to be a wonder
(pele’). This attribute is applied to Him in order
to emphasize His ability wisely to administer the
government which is placed upon His shoulders
so as by means of justice and righteousness to
achieve and to maintain everlasting peace.
EJY.

COURAGE. The Heb. word hdzaq means
literally ‘to show oneself strong’. Other words,
e.g. riah, ‘spirit’ (Jos. ii. 11), /ébab, ‘the heart’
(Dn. xi. 25), and 'amas, ‘to be quick’ or ‘alert’,
exhibit the basic attitude from which courage
flows. Courage is, therefore, a quality of the
mind, and, as such, finds a place among the
cardinal virtues (Wisdom viii. 7). Its opposite,
cowardice, is found among the mortal sins
(Ecclus. ii. 12, 13). The quality can be seen only
in its manifestations and especially, in the Old
Testament, on the battlefield (Judges, Samuel,
Chronicles). The moral idea is not entirely
absent. Those who are objects of God’s special
care are to ‘fear not’ (Is. xli. 13, 14; Je. i. 8;
Ezk. ii. 6).

The absence of the word from the New Testa-
ment is striking. The noun tharsos occurs only
once (Acts xxviii. 15). The ideal for the Christian
is not the Stoic areté (virtue), but a quality of life
based on faith in the present Christ. Here is no
‘grin and bear it’ attitude, but a more than
natural one which sees an occasion for victory in
every opposition (¢f. 1 Cor. xvi. 9).

H.D.McD.

COURT. A word uscd in the Av to translate five
different words. 1. kasér (hasir, Is. xxxiv. 13), ‘an
enclosure or court’, as found in a private house

-
&

Google

(2 Sa. xvii. 18) or a palace (1 Ki. vii. 8), or in a
garden (Est. i. 5). It is very commonly used of the
court of the tabernacle (q.v.; e.g. Ex. xxvii, Xxxxv,
xxxviii): of the main courts, the Inner (hehdsér
happenimit, e.g. 1 Ki. vi. 36) and the Outer
(hehasér hahisond, e.g. Ezk. x. 5) of the Temple of
Solomon: and the courts of the Temple in the
vision of Ezekiel (Ezk. xl-xlvi). See 4 below, and
TEMPLE.

2. ‘ezard, a word of rare occurrence, and there-
fore uncertain meaning, but evidently used in
the sense of ‘court’ and so translated in 2 Ch.
iv. 9, vi. 13. 3. bayit, ‘house’, rendered ‘(king’s)
court’ in Av of Am. vii. 13 (béf mamlakd), but rRv
and Rsv give variant translations. 4. ‘ir, ‘city’ in
2 Ki. xx. 4, and so translated in Rv, but Av and
rsv follow some mss, the Q¢ré, and the Ancient
Versions in reading (ha)ser, ‘court’ (see (1) above).
S. aulé, an open enclosure, once (Rev. xi. 2)
translated ‘court’ (see PALACE).

In Herod’s Temple, which is not systematically
described in the Bible, there were four courts,
those of the Gentiles, the Women, the Men
(Israel), and the Priests, in ascending order of
exclusiveness (see TEMPLE and fig. 15). See also
ARCHITECTURE. T.C.M.

COUSIN. The Av rendering in Lk. i. 36 and i. 58
(plural) of Gk. syngenés, ‘one of the same race’.
Because of the modern restricted use of the
Eng. word ‘cousin’, a more accurate transla-
tion would be ‘kinswoman’ (so Rv, Rsv). See KIN.
In Col. iv. 10 anepsios (‘sister’s son’ in Av) means
‘cousin’ (so RV, RSV).

COVENANT. In Heb. ‘covenant’ is designated by
the term berit and the making of a covenant by
kdrat berit. In GKk. the term is diathéké and the
corresponding verb is diatithémi (cf. Acts iii. 25;
Heb. viii. 10, ix. 16, x. 16).

I. THE PRE-DILUVIAN NOAHIC COVENANT

The first occurrence of the term in Scripture is
Gn. vi. 18, where the reference is to the pre-
diluvian Noahic covenant. In this brief reference
we have already an intimation of what a covenant
is. The thought is as far removed as can be from
that of compact, contract, or agreement between
God and Noah. God announces to Noah that He
will establish His covenant with him. It is a
sovereign dispensing of grace on God’s part, and
the security arises from the action of God. It is
God’s covenant, and He establishes it. Flowing
from this dispensation to Noah there are corre-
sponding obligations. Noah and his family were
to come into the ark and he was to bring with
him the specified number of animals and birds
and creeping things (Gn. vi. 18b-21). Thus there
is no conflict between sovereign administration of
grace and ensuing obligation.

1. THE POST-DILUVIAN NOAHIC COVENANT

This is recorded in Gn. ix. 9-17, and shows us
more clearly than any other instance what the
essential nature of a covenant is, and it adviscs us

64



again how alien to the covenant-concept is any
notion of compact or contract between two
parties. The thought of bilateral agreement is
wholly excluded. The keynote here is: ‘And I, be-
hold I, am establishing my covenant with you' (see
Gn. ix. 9). The salient features should be noted.

a. It is conceived and established by God Him-
self.

b. It iz universal in its scope; it embraces not
only Noah but his seed after him and every living
creature. The scope demonstrates that the grace
bestowed is not dependent upon intelligent under-
standing or favourable response on the part of
the beneficiaries.

¢. This covenant is unconditional; no com-
mandment or requirement is appended which
could be construed as the condition upon which
the grace bestowed is contingent. In fact, there
is no ensuing obligation for Noah and his seed
which could be regarded as the means through
which the grace promised is to be realized. Hence
the thought of breaking the covenant is irrelevant.

d. The divine monergism is intensely exhibited
in this covenant; there is no human contribution
to the agency by which the promises are fulfilled.
The sign does not even take the form of an
ordinance to be performed by man at the divine
behest. The bow in the cloud is for the purpose
of attesting the faithfulness of God and, in
anthropomorphic terms, is to bring to God’s
remembrance His covenant promise. It is not a
sign over which men exercise any control.

e. The covenant is everlasting. The perpetuity
is correlative with the unilateral character and
with the divine monergism. No uncertainty or
mutability can belong to God’s unconditional
promise.

The covenant is, therefore, a sovereign
administration of grace and forbearance, divine
in its origin, disclosure, confirmation, and fulfil-
ment.

. THE ABRAHAMIC COVENANT

The Noahic covenants provide us with the con-
cept of sovereign dispensation on God's part.
When we study the Abrahamic covenant we find
no deviation from this governing definition. But
we do discover new features. Hence it is necessary
to take account of the generic characteristics and
the specific.

a. Generic features

(1) Promises were given. The three expressly men-
tioned in connection with the covenant are the
possession of the land of Canaan, the multiplying
of Abraham’s seed, and the promise that God
would be a God to him and his seed after him
(Gn. xv. 8, 18, xvii. 6-8). But we cannot exclude
the promise that in him and his seed all the
nations of the earth wo'ld be blessed (Gn. xii. 3;
¢of. Acts iii. 25). (ii) Divine monergism is distinctly
in the forefront (Gn. xv. 18, xvii. 1-8). (iii) Per-
petuity is emphasized as much as in the post-
diluvian Noahic (Gn. xvii. 7, 8, 19). (iv) Con-
firmation is given by a sanction which is irrevoc-
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able in its import (Gn. xv. 9-17). These features
indicate that the covenant is divinely devised,
administered, confirmed, and executed.

b. Specific features

(i) The promises have specific character; they are
soteric in their intent and effect, having their
centre in the promise that God will be the God of
Abraham and his seed (Gn. xvii. 7, 8). (ii) In
scope the covenant is particularistic to the extent
of excluding Ishmael (Gn. xvii. 18-21). All
nations are to be blessed in Abraham's seed. But
it is not a covenant with all flesh as in Gn. ix. 9-
17. It is not a covenant that is to yield its benefits
to all indiscriminately. (iii) The sanction by
which it is confirmed is one of peculiar solemnity
(Gn. xv. 9-17). This is of the nature of a self-
maledictory oath on the part of God (cf. Je.
xxxiv. 18-20; ANET, pp. 353 f.). Nothing could
more effectively certify the security and im-
mutability of the promise of the inheritance of
the land of Canaan. And the other promises of
the covenant, since they are so closely bound up
with this particular promise, must be regarded as_
guarantecd by the same sanction. (iv) In this case
the necessity of keeping the covenant devolves
upon Abraham and his seed (Gn. xvii. 10-14).
The person failing to comply with the require-
ment breaks the covenant and is cut off from the
people. This feature is co-ordinate with the added
richness of the covenant promises and blessings in
distinction from those of the Noahic. The intense
spirituality of the relation constituted demands
consecration on the part of those embraced in
the covenant. And the particularism likewise is
correlative with the keeping. A covenant that
yields its blessings to all indiscriminately cannot
be kept or broken. (v) The sign of the covenant is
circumcision, and therefore an ordinance to be
observed by men (Gn. xvii. 11). Circumcision is
the sign or seal of the covenant in the highest
reaches of its spirituality; it is even called the
covenant (Gn. xvii. 10). Circumcision signifies the
purification (¢f. Ex. vi. 12, 30; Lv. xix. 23, xxvi.
41; Dt. x. 16, xxx. 6; Je. iv. 4, vi. 10, ix. 25)
indispensable to that communion with God
which is the central blessing of the covenant
(Gn. xvii. 7).

The emphasis which falls upon the unilateral
character of the covenant as a dispensation of
grace on God's part and the obligation devolving
upon men to keep the covenant might appear to
be incompatible. Careful consideration, however,
shows that these are complementary. In the
Abrahamic covenant we have grace on the
highest level because it contemplates the apex of
spiritual relationship. The greater the grace, the
more accentuated becomes the sovereignty of the
bestowal. But, likewise, the greater the grace and
the more intimate the relation constituted, the
more intensified become the demands of that
relationship. The necessity of keeping the
covenant is the expression of the spirituality in-
volved. Keeping is the condition of continuance
in this grace and of its consummating fruition;
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it is the reciprocal response apart from which
communion with God is impossible.

IV. THE MOSAIC COVENANT

This was made with Israel as a people who had
been sovereignly chosen in love unto redemption
and adoption. The elements of this proposition
and the evidence in support of each should be
noted. Israel was sovereignly chosen (Ex. ii. 25;
Dt. iv. 37, vii. 6-8, viii. 17, 18, ix. 4-6, xiv. 2;
Ho. xiii. 5; Am. iii. 2). The covenant was made
with a redeemed people (Ex. vi. 6-8, xv. 13, xx. 2;
Dt. vii. 8, ix. 26, xiii. 5, xxi. 8). Israel had been
adopted into a filial relation to God (Ex. iv. 22,
23; Dt. viii. §, xiv. 1, xxxii. 6; 1 Ch. xxix. 10;
Is. Ixiii. 16, Ixiv. 8; Je. iii. 19, xxxi. 9; Ho. xi. 1;
Mal. i. 6, ii. 10).

Of equal significance for the interpretation of
the Mosaic covenant is the fact that it was made
with Israel in pursuance and fulfilment of the
Abrahamic covenant (Ex. ii. 24, iii. 16, vi. 4-8;
Pss. cv. 8-12, 42-45, cvi. 45).

These facts conspire to show that the Mosaic
covenant is not to be construed in a way that
would place it in sharp contrast with the Abra-
hamic and indicate that the same concept of
sovereign administration of grace rules in this
case as in the earlier covenants. This construction
is confirmed by other considerations. The
spiritual relationship which is at the centre of the
Abrahamic covenant is also at the centre of the
Mosaic. ‘And I will take you to me for a people,
and I will be to you a God: and ye shall know
that I am the Lord your God’ (Ex. vi. 7; ¢f. Dt.
xxix. 13). Like the other covenants, sovereign
dispensation occupies the forefront (Ex. xix. 5-8,
xxiv. 3, 4; Dt. iv. 13, 14).

The feature which has influenced interpreters
to construe the Mosaic covenant in legalistic
terms is the fact that the necessity of keeping the
covenant is given such prominence in connection
with the dispensing of the covenant and that the
people entered into solemn engagement to be
obedient (Ex. xix. 5, 6, xxiv. 7, 8). That the
demand for obedience and the keeping of the
covenant does not place the Mosaic in a different
category and does not make it a conditional
covenant of works is demonstrated by several
considerations.

a. As found already, the necessity of keeping
the covenant is as patent in the Abrahamic as in
the Mosaic (¢f. Gn. xvii. 9-14, xviii. 18, 19). If
this condition interferes with the gracious
character of the Mosaic, it must have the same
effect in the Abrahamic.

b. Since the covenant contemplated no less
intimate a relationship than that of being the
adopted people of God, then it is inconceivable
that the demands of God’s holiness should not
come to expression as governing and regulating
that fellowship and as conditioning the con-
tinued enjoyment of its privileges. This principle
is frequently asserted (Dt. vi. 4-15; Lv. xi. 44,
45, xx. 7, 26, xxi. 8). It is summed up in Lv. xix.
2, ‘Ye shall be holy: for I the Lord your God am

holy’ (¢f. 1 Pet. i. 15; Heb. xii. 14). And the
holiness demanded by the covenant fellowship is
expressed concretely in obedience to God’s
commandments.

c. Holiness was an integral aspect of the
covenant blessing. Israel had been redeemed to
be a holy people, that is, separated unto the Lord.

d. Holiness, concretely illustrated in obedience,
was the means through which the covenant
relationship continued to bestow its blessings and
proceeded to its fruition. Both negatively and
positively this is the burden of Lv. xxvi.

e. It is a mistake to read Ex. xix. 5, 6, xxiv. 7, 8
as if the making of the covenant had to wait for
the promise of obedience on the part of the
people. In the keeping of the covenant and in
obeying God's voice the covenant is conceived
of as dispensed, as in operation, and as con-
stituting a certain relation. What is conditioned
upon obedience is the enjoyment of the blessing
which the covenant contemplates. And the pro-
mise of obedience (Ex. xxiv. 7) was the only
proper response on the part of the people to the
grace which the covenant disclosed. The demand
for obedience in the Mosaic covenant is identical
in principle with the same demand in the new
covenant. Believers do not continue in the grace
which the covenant dispenses irrespective of
perseverance and obedience. These are indeed
blessings of the new covenant, but they are also
the means through which the covenant favour
and fellowship go on to consummating fruition
(¢f. Rom. xi. 22; Col. i. 23; Heb. iii. 6, 14; 1 Pet.
i. 5). The failure to construe the demand for
obedience in the Mosaic covenant as in principle
identical with the same demand under the
gospel arises from misconception as to the
relations of law and grace in the new covenant.

V. THE DAVIDIC COVENANT

This is enunciated in such passages as Pss. Ixxxix.
3, 4, 26-37, cxxxii. 11-18. Although the term
covenant is not used in 2 Sa. vii. 12-17, it is
apparent from the other relevant passages that
this is the basic annunciation to David of the
covenant concerned. These references show that
no covenant administration expresses more
plainly the concept of sovereign dispensation of
grace. The most patent features are the security,
determinateness, and immutability of the pro-
mises given (¢f. Ps. Ixxxix. 3; 2 Sa. xxiii. 5).

The Davidic covenant is messianic in its
ultimate reference (¢f. Is. xlii. 1, 6, xlix. 8, Iv. 3, 4;
Mal. iii. 1; Lk. i. 32, 33: Acts ii. 30-36). The
striking feature of the Isaianic passages is that
the Servant of the Lord is given to be a covenant
of the people. The Messiah is Himself the
covenant because the blessings and provisions of
God’s covenant with the people of God are to

'such an extent bound up with the Messiah that

He is Himself the embodiment of these blessings
and of the presence of the Lord with His people
which the covenant ensures. No consideration
certifies the grandeur of the covenant concep-
tion, the richness of its grace, the security of its
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provisions, and the assurance of its promises
more than the fact that Christ Himself is the
angel of the covenant and is given as the covenant
of the people. What could disclose more effec-
tively the sovereign grace of which covenant is the
epitome than that He in whom the promises of
God are yea and amen should be given as a
covenant ?

VI. THE NEW COVENANT

This is the covenant of the fulness of the time,
of the consummation of the ages (¢f. Gal. iv. 4;
Heb. ix. 26), and is, for this reason, the everlast-
ing covenant (¢f. Heb. xiii. 20, xii. 28). It is
everlasting not for the purpose of negating the
perpetuity which belongs essentially to the
covenant grace exemplified in the older covenants
but because it brings that grace to its fullest
exhibition and bestowal; it is God's covenant
relationship on the highest level of achievement.
And it is everlasting because it is not to be dis-
placed by any other more complete realization
of what covenant grace embodies. Covenant
grace has now attained the finale of its revelation.
Consummated bliss for the people of God will be
in pursuance of the new covenant. It could not be
otherwise. For the new covenant is correlative
with the grace which Christ is and brings.

The New Testament data bear out these con-
clusions. Certain references clearly establish the
recognition of continuity in the history of
covenant administration. Gal. iii. 17-22 is
explicitly concerned with the relation of the
Mosaic to the Abrahamic. Several facts are
apparent. The Mosaic did not make void the
Abrahamic; the promise of the latter is not
brought to nought. The Mosaic was an addition,
not a suspension, an addition subserving the
interests of the promise which found its focal
point in the seed that was to come. The Mosaic
was not against the promissory character of the
Abrahamic; it was not governed by or directed
to an antithetical principle. The Mosaic did not
propound a law-method of justification—the
Mosaic revelation is included in that Scripture
which provides for the method of faith. The
Mosaic is, therefore, for these reasons, to be
construed as supplementing the Abrahamic and
organized upon the same principles of promise
and faith.

Lk. i. 72 shows that Zacharias saw in the re-
demptive events which form the subject of his
thanksgiving the fulfilment of the Abrahamic
covenant, and Paul finds in Christ as the pro-
mised seed the fulfilment of the promises made to
Abraham and to his seed, promises which are to
be identified with the covenant (Gal. iii. 15, 16).

When our Lord said that His blood was the
blood of the covenant shed for the remission of
sins and that the cup of the Last Supper was the
new covenant in His blood (Mt. xxvi. 28; Mk.
xiv. 24; Lk. xxii. 20; 1 Cor. xi. 25), the new
covenant will have to be regarded as referring
to the grace secured and the relationship estab-
lished by the blood which He shed. The covenant
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is the sum-total of the grace, blessing, truth, and
relationship comprised in that redemption which
was secured by Jesus’ blood.

In 2 Cor. iii. 6-18 Paul reflects on some of the
characteristic benefits ministered by the new
covenant; it ministers the Spirit as the Spirit of
life; it is the ministration of righteousness and of
liberty, and, above all, of the transfiguration by
which we are conformed to the image of the Lord
Himself. These are the highest of blessings, cul-
minating in what is the crown and goal of
redemptive accomplishment.

In Heb. ix. 16, 17 the writer uses the testa-
mentary notion of a last will. This is an excep-
tional use of the term for covenant. But it is
introduced at this point for the purpose of
emphasizing the definitive effectiveness of the
death of Christ in securing and ensuring the
benefits of the covenant. There is no more
possibility of voiding the effective application of
the blessings of the covenant than there is of
making void the provisions of a last will and
testament after the testator has died. Here we
have the most express witness to the fact that the
new covenant is to be interpreted as a unilateral
disposition and, therefore, totally foreign to the
idea of mutual contract.

The foregoing summary review of the evidence
shows that in Scripture God’s covenants with
men are always sovereign administrations of
grace and of promise. This central concept is
applied, however, to different circumstances and
conditions, and thus the precise character of the
grace and promise is determined by the historical
situation in view. From the time of Abraham the
covenants are specifically redemptive in content
and purpose. This does not mean that redemptive
grace began with Abraham, nor does it mean that
the Noahic covenants had no redemptive refer-
ence. Even the post-diluvian, though not redemp-
tive in itself, can be understood only in the
broader context of God's redemptive purposes
respecting mankind and in its relation to Noah as
a man of God. But it is with the Abrahamic that
specifically redemptive grace and promise are
administered in the form of covenant, and
covenant grace is redemptive at its core. Begin-
ning with Abraham, the successive covenants are
coeval with the successive epochs in the pro-
gressive unfolding of God'’s redemptive will and
purpose. Not only are they coeval, they are also
correlative. Covenant revelation and redemptive
accomplishment are virtually identical. There is,
therefore, progressive enrichment of the succes-
sive covenants. This enrichment, however, is not
a retraction of or deviation from the central and
governing features of covenant. The enrichment
is a fuller development of what is present from
the outset. So the apex of grace and relationship
achieved in redemption does not go beyond the
ambit of covenant. The climax of redemption is
the climax of covenant administration, and
sovereign grace reaches the zenith of its mani-
festation and realization. At the centre of all the
covenants of redemptive grace was the promise,
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*I will be your God, and ye shall be my people.’
In this respect also the new covenant brings this
relationship to the highest level of achievement,
and there will be no further expansion or enrich-
ment than that which the new covenant provides.
Christ’s blood secured its provisions; Christ is its
mediator and surety. And He is the covenant.
Nothing more ultimate is conceivable.
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COVENANT, BOOK OF THE. In Ex. xxiv. 7
‘the book of the covenant’ (séper habberit) is read
by Moses as the basis of Yahweh’s covenant
with Israel, at its ratification at the foot of Sinai.
Probably this ‘book’ was the Decalogue of Ex. xx.
2-17. It has, however, become customary to give
the designation ‘The Book of the Covenant’ to
Ex. xx. 22—xxiii. 33 (which may at one time have
occupied a later position in the record). In 2 Ki.
xxiii. 2, 21; 2 Ch. xxxiv. 30 ‘the book of the
covenant’ is the Deuteronomic law. (See
DEUTERONOMY.)

Here we are concerned with Ex. xx. 22-xxiii.
33, conventionally called ‘The Book of the
Covenant’ and in any case the oldest extant
codification of Israelite law. It comprises ‘judg-
ments’ (miSpafim, ‘precedents’) and ‘statutes’
(d*barim, lit. ‘words’). The ‘judgments’ take the
form of case-laws: ‘If a man do so-and-so, he
shall pay so much.’ The ‘statutes’ take the cate-
gorical or ‘apodictic’ form: ‘Thou shalt (not) do
so-and-so.’ Intermediate between those types are
the participial laws (so called because they are
expressed by means of the Hebrew participle),
of the type: ‘He that doeth so-and-so shall surely
be put to death.’ This type frequently replaces the
‘If a man ...’ type when the death penalty is
prescribed.

The principle on which the laws in this code
are arranged does not lie on the surface, but it
has been persuasively argued that each section
falls within the scope of one of the Ten Com-
mandments: the code could thus be described as
‘a running midrash to the decalogue’ (E. Robert-
son, The Old Testament Problem, 1950, p. 95:
¢f. A. E. Guilding, ‘Notes on the Hebrew Law
Codes’, JTS, XLIX, 1948, pp. 43 f1.).

1. CULTIC REGULATIONS

The code begins with two cultic regulations: the
making of gods of silver or gold is forbidden
(Ex. xx. 22 f.) and an ‘altar of earth’ is prescribed
(xx. 24-26), neither manufactured of hewn stones
nor approached by steps, like the more elaborate
altars of Israel’s neighbours.
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II. JUDGMENTS

There follows a series of case-laws (xxi. 1-xxii.
17). These cover such civil and criminal cases as
the treatment of Hebrew slaves (xxi. 2-6), the
sale of one's daughter into slavery (xxi. 7-11).
murder and manslaughter (xxi. 12-14), injury to
parents (xxi. 15, 17), kidnapping (xxi. 16), assault
and battery (xxi. 18-27, incorporating the /ex
talionis, xxi. 23-25), a goring ox (xxi. 28-32),
accidents to animals (xxi. 33 f.), killing of one ox
by another (xxi. 35 f.), theft (xxii. 1-4), damage
to crops (xxii. § f.), deposits and loans (xxii. 7-
15), seduction (xxii. 16 f.).

It is this section of the code that presents
affinities with the other ancient law-codes of the
Near East—those of Ur-nammu of Ur, Lipit-
ishtar of Isin, Bilalama (?) of Eshnunna, and
Hammurabi of Babylon, for example. These are
constructed on the same general lines as the
Israelite case-law. The Hittite code, too, in
several points of detail and arrangement, shows
resemblances to these Israelite laws, although
the general outlook of the Hittite code differs
from that of other Near Eastern codes, reflecting
the Indo-European principle of compensation for
injury done rather than the Semitic insistence on
talio (retaliatory punishment).

While the Israelite case-laws are comparable to
these other codes, they reflect a simpler way of
life. A settled agricultural community is pre-
sumed, and people live in houses, but there is
nothing of the rather elaborate urban organiza-
tion or social stratification of Hammurabi's
code. Full-grown men in the Israelite com-
munity are either citizens or serfs, whereas in
Hammurabi's code the punishment for physical
injury, for example, is graduated according as the
injured person is a superior, an equal, a ‘vassal’
or a serf. If the case-laws of Ex. xxi. 1-xxii. 17
were derived from a Canaanite code, we should
expect the city-state culture of Canaan to be
more clearly reflected.

A life-setting in the early days of agricultural
settlement in Israel suggests itself, and we may
recall that such settlement began before the
crossing of the Jordan—if not at Kadesh-barnea,
then certainly in Transjordan, where the con-
quered kingdoms of Sihon and Og, with their
cities, were occupied by Israelites (Nu. xxi. 2§,
35).

In Ex. xviii we have a picture of Israelite case-
law in formation; Moses and his assistants
adjudicate on cases which are submitted to them.
With this we may associate the alternative name
of Kadesh given in Gn. xiv. 7, En-mishpat, i.e.
the spring where judgment is given.

I. STATUTES

The ‘apodictic’ laws which constitute the remain-
ing part of the code have the form of directions
(zora) given by God through one of His spokes-
men (c¢f. the function of the priest in Mal. ii. 7),
preferably at a sanctuary—in the first instance,
through Moses at Sinai or Kadesh. They have no
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