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FOREWORD

ONe may give a book the title “Old Testament Theology” if it
manages to bring together and to relate those ideas and thoughts
and concepts of the Old Testament which are or can be import-
ant. Before such a compilation is possible, however, a great deal
of preliminary work has to be done. Exposition of the entire Old
Testament must have reached a certain degree of adequacy and
reliability. The literary and historical critics must have done
their work. The students of comparative religion must have
made their contribution-without it the Old Testament can
be appreciated neither in its uniqueness nor in its dependence.
All these various studies are a necessary presupposition of an
Old Testament theology. It makes use of them as required, but
it does not dabble in them itself; and one would do this present
book less than justice were one to overlook the fact that it
confines itself strictly within its proper limits.

The Old Testament itself does not offer any scheme for that
compilation we call its theology, One must therefore borrow it
from elsewhere and take good care that it does not distort the
facts. No scheme could be borrowed either from the New
Testament or from systematic theology if it were going to
obtrude itself. A very simple scheme has therefore been chosen
-theology, anthropology, soteriology, and it has proved
possible, following this scheme, to put everything in its proper
place and assign to it its proper importance. Only one chapter,
that on the cult, was difficult to place. It does not belong to the
realm of soteriology, for it is not part of the divine plan of
salvation; nor yet does it belong to the realm of anthropology,
being concerned with man's works, not with his nature. It is,
however, the essential dialectic of the Old Testament cult that
man tries to save himself by his works. We have therefore
placed the cult at the end of the part on anthropology. For the
rest, the book with its plan, its notes and indices must speak for
itself. A foreword should not be a defence.

Perhaps it should be stated, however, that on account of
space no attempt has been made to deal with the history of Old
Testament theology and that intentionally not much space has
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been given to references to relevant literature. Those who know
this literature will be able to read a great deal between the
lines; they will also know that in the last decades the real
theological merit of this literature was small. We welcome the
new movement and wish it God speed! Those who know not
merely the literature but also the young theologians of the day
know that they all too often tend-and the fault is partly their
teachers’-to settle questions of theology by invoking famous
and not so famous names; but as teachers of Holy Scripture we
must produce a theology which does not settle but decides;
which does not enquire about names but about grounds, and
judges accordingly. This book tries to serve that end, and how
could it be otherwise in view of the famous date below? Re-
formed theology is always and can only be a theology based on
clear grounds, not on names.

Ziirich, on the anniversary of the publication of Luther’s
Theses, 1935.
LUDWIG KOHLER

FOREWORD TO THE THIRD
REVISED EDITION

THE book remains on the whole unaltered. The opportunity was
taken to adjust the text in a number of places and anything of

importance from the recent literature on the subject has been
added.

L.K.
Advent, 1952.

TRANSLATOR'S NOTE

BisLicAL quotations follow the text of the Revised Version
as far as is practicable, that is, except where the Hebrew text
is emendated, or where a more exact rendering of the Hebrew
is necessary to bring out the point in discussion.
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I. THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

I. GOD'S EXISTENCE

THE assumption that God exists is the Old Testament's
greatest gift to mankind. In the Old Testament God's existence
is entirely a foregone conclusion, always presupposed; reference
is continually being made to it; it is never denied or questioned.
The fool says in his heart “there is no God”, Ps. 14; 1, Ps. 53: 1,
and the foolish women may speak like that (Job 2: 10); or man
may deny Him and say “this is not He”, s xb Jer. 5. 12. But

these are the words of people who are lacking in understanding,
so lacking that they can be described in the same breath as
corrupt! and having done abominable works. They speak like
that not in order to deny God but in order to evade His judg-
ment and His claims upon them. They call in question His
action as it affects their lives, but they do not call in question
His existence. It is practical atheism, as the sinner practises it;
not theoretical atheism. The latter is unknown to the Old
Testament.

More than that: according to the Old Testament the whole
world knows God. The man of faith seeks Him to have his
requests answered by Him; Ps. 34: 5. All peoples praise Him;
Ps. 117: 1. Fire and hail, snow and vapour and stormy wind,
mountains and hills, fruitful trees and cedars, beasts and cattle,
creeping things and flying fowl declare His honour-Ps. 148:
8-10. The trees of the field clap their hands at the coming of His
people; Isa. 55: 12. The morning stars sang together when He
laid the foundations of the earth; Job 38: 7. Heaven and earth,
the seas and everything that moveth therein are commanded
to laud Him-Ps. 69: 34—and from the rising of the sun to the
going down of the same His name is great among the Gentiles,
Mal. 1; 1. As the literature of the Old Testament expanded
with the centuries, so the voice of praise to God became ever
louder from its pages; but even on the most ancient that voice
is never lacking and every outburst is a confession of the ever-
present belief that God is.

Even sin? and apostasy and godlessness must in their way
bear witness to the fact that God is, since they exist only if
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God does. The sinner is the man who fails to turn to God,
Isa. g: 13, and does not seek Him. The sinner forgets Him,
Isa. 17: 10; forsakes Him, Isa. 1: 4; rejects Him, Num. 1: 20;
despises Him, Deut. 31: 20; revolts against Him,3?1 Kings 8: 50,
Isa. 1: 2; deals treacherously with Him, Jer. 3: 20; hearkens
not to Him nor inclines his ear, Jer. 7: 24, and goes after other
gods. But for all the abundance of these expressions, though
they are all of them Noes to God, none of them amounts to a
not; even apostasy argues for the existence of God. The exist-
ence of God is no problem for the Old Testament. And even if
in Esther His name does not appear and is only timidly hinted
at in the paraphrase “from another place”, 4. 14—a restraint
which the book paid for by almost being excluded from the
Canon-nevertheless this writing is clearly grounded in faith
in the existence of God. For the Old Testament the existence of
God is unquestionable. The questions are how God is and who
He is.

Il. THE NATURE OF GOD

2. DEFINITIONS

THeE New Testament has three statements which look like
definitions of God's nature: “God is a Spirit”, John 4:; 24, “God
is light”, 1John 1: 5; and “God is love”, 1 John 4: 8. The Old
Testament has no statement to compare With these. Isaiah is
the only one who even comes near to giving a definition, and
that only once--"The Egyptians are men, and not God, and
their horses flesh, and not spirit”, 31: 3; but the emphasis here
is on the distinction between the spiritual reliable world and the
fleshly and therefore perishable world; it is not an attempt to
define the nature of God. Two other sentences: “God is nhot a
man that he should lie; neither the son of man,* that he should
repent”, Num. 23: 19, and “For | the Lord change not”, Mal.
3: 6, have the same meaning and are again concerned with
God's constancy and trustworthiness.

If however there is no pronouncement in the Old Testament
on God's nature as such, the silence is nevertheless eloquent
of at least one negative definition which must be set forth
before the positive statements about God can be properly
appreciated. The God of the Old Testament has no sexual
characteristic; and that distinguishes Him immediately from
all the other gods of the ancient world.® For all of them practic-
ally without exception have that characteristic, have their
goddess at their side, and between god and goddess there is
played the human game of love even to the extent of adultery
in Homer. The God of the Old Testament is One, is Person, is
Man, is taken for a man (Gen. IS) and acts like a man, but the
man has no wife at his side. God has no goddess.

Nor can it “be objected that God is portrayed as the husband
of the people of Israel. “And it shall be at that day, saith the
Lord, that thou (the people of Israel) shalt call me Ishi (my
husband) and shalt call me no more Baali (my master)"; Hos.
2: 16. This idea of the marriage of God with His people runs
through prophetic thought from Hosea’s time onwards: Jer.
2: 2, Isa. 50: 1, 54: 1-6, 62: 5. In Ezekiel the situation becomes
grotesque-God is the husband of two unchaste sisters, the
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people of Israel and the people of Judah-chapter 23. But this is
only imagery and metaphor and never really belongs to the
number of those anthropomorphic descriptions of God which
we must shortly study. The entire language of wedlock as
applied to God remains metaphor and only metaphor. The
wife Israel and the wife Judah are no goddesses. God has no
goddess. Sex is not relevant to Him. He is spoken of as man so
that we should understand Him not as thing, power, or im-
personal Being, but as one set over against us in a personal
relationship. Again, however, this manner of speaking is only a
concession to our human insufficiency of understanding and is
not a true and adequate representation of an actual state of
affairs. God is no man. God is simply God.

The question can therefore be posed whether it is right to
translate n'r,l*7§ ® a2 Gen. 6:2, Job 1 6, “sons of God” as is

always done. Certainly the dictionary and the grammar books
do not support it. The word for “men, mankind” is o7% and

for “cattle” (as whole) is 9pa and when one wants to say
“a man” or “an ox” one says oI8~}2 and 2pa-13. Similarly
by o8 %2 one means “god-like beings, divine beings”.®
The idea that God had begotten sons,” an idea which would
involve a mother goddess, is quite foreign to the Old Testament.

3. ANTHROPOMORPHISMS AND THEIR MEANING

1. The language which ascribes to God the attributes of man
is neither restrained nor incidental; indeed, anthropomorphism
is to be found on every page of the Old Testament in a wealth of
detail, unashamed and even drastic. God speaks, Gen. 1. 3;
converses, Lev. 4: 1; calls, Lev. 1: 1; He hears, Ex. 16: 12; sees,
Gen. 1. 4; smells, 1 Sam. 26: lg; laughs, Ps. 2: 4; and hisses, Isa.
7: 18. He has eyes, Amos g: 4, which He sets on sinners; hands,
with which He grasps them, Amos g: 2; a hand, that is against
the prophets that see vanity, Ezek. 13: g; fingers, with
which He writes the tables of the Law, Deut. g: 10; an arm,
which He stretches out with might, Jer. 27: 5, and which He
lays bare before all nations to separate them, Isa. 52: 10; ears,
Num. 1: 18, 14: 28, Ezek. 8: 18, 2 Kings 19: 28; feet, under
which He whirls the clouds like dust, Nah. 1: 3, and for which
there is even a footstool, Isa. 66: 1; a mouth, with which He
instructs the peoples, Jer. g: 12; lips that are full of indignation
and a tongue that is as a devouring fire, Isa. 30: 27; a head,
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that has a defence, Ps. 60; 7; a face which He maketh to shine
upon His saints, Num. 6: 25, and which He hides to the terror
of the creature, Ps. 104: 29; and a back which Moses was
permitted to see, Ex. 33: 23. His heart turns within Him and
His emotions are kindled, Hos. 1: 8.8

Not only is God represented as possessing parts of the human
body; He also has feelings and passions like those of a man.
Alongside anthropomorphisms in the strict sense there are
anthropopathisms. He feels delight, Jer. g: 24; shows favour,
Isa. 60: 10; He rejoices with joy and exultation, Zeph. 3: 17.
But he also rebukes, Isa. 17: 13; He hates, Deut. 12: 31; He
rejects, Jer. 14: 19; He abhors, Ps. 106: 40; He feels disgust,
Lev. 20: 23. He is provoked to anger, Jer. 7: 18, and can be
jealous; indeed this is an outstanding trait of His character.
While the gods of a Pantheon need to be tolerant and permit
their worshippers to invoke other gods, the God of the Old
Testament never ceases to insist upon His exclusiveness. “I am
a jealous God”, Ex. 20: 5, Deut. 5: g. The position of this text
is noteworthy-it is in the Decalogue-a significant place and
one that was always immediately relevant to everyone under
the Old Covenant. While His outward jealousy is unchanged
(see pp. 52, 66) His inward reactions are variable. He can repent
of what He has undertaken; Gen. 6: 6, Jonah 3: 10. He can be
moved to intense anger: it is kindled against Israel's insubordin-
ation, 2 Sam. 24: 1, and His anger and His jealousy smoke
against the impenitent, Deut. 29: 20. Things can be a trouble to
Him, so that He is weary to bear them; Isa. 1. 14.

Likewise God's works and ways are describedin bold anthropo-
morphisms. He treads down the peoples as in a winepress, so
that His garments are sprinkled with their lifeblood, Isa. 63: 1-6.
He rideth upon the heaven; Deut. 33: 26. He goes forth out of
Seir and marches out of the field of Edom; Judg. 5: 4. He bursts
forth from His temple and treads upon the high places of the
earth, Mic. 11 3. He comes down to see the Tower of Babel,
Gen. n: 5. He walks in His garden in the cool of the day, Gen.
3: 8. Like a Homeric hero He scoffs at His enemies, Ps. 2: 4,
59: 8. He bends Judah as a bow and places Ephraim thereon
as the arrow, Zech. g: 13. For He is a man of war, Ex. 15: 3,
and mighty in battle, Ps. 24: 8. When Hosea compares Him to
a moth and rottenness, 5: 12, to a lion and a young lion, 5: 14,
toa lion that roars, 11: 10, to a panther that watches by the
way, to the dew that brings growth, 14: 6, he is probably
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making his own spontaneous similes; but that is not true of the
great majority of anthropomorphisms, to which we have made
only scant reference. They are not creations of the moment,
but of long usage and therefore of real significance.

2. A history of the anthropomorphism of the Old Testament
has not yet been written. It would be of no great value even
theologically. For we find very little variation in the anthropo-
morphisms from one part of the Old Testament to another or
from one period of time to another. Probably the most import-
ant variation is that while the Jahwist speaks of actual visible
appearances of God (Gen. 2: 7, 8, 21, 22; 3: 8; 11: 5, 7; 18:1f)
the Elohist speaks of appearances in the night and in a dream.
This concerns passages where the attitude of the Elohist is
more refined and theologically more profound; it does not hold
for anthropomorphisms pertaining to anger and passion. There
are certainly a great number of anthropomorphisms in the
Psalter, which as a whole and in its final form is late, and in the
later Prophets: this may be due in part to the fact that the later
writers simply make full use of the forms of expression they
have taken over from their predecessors; it shows also however
that they had no objection to these forms. Anthropomorphisms
remain relevant in the Old Testament; they suffer no “spiritual-
ization”.

It is also to be noted that they show no evidence of classi-
fication. The Old Testament does not know a wise God
in one place and a warlike or inventive or ill-humoured or
friendly or formidable God in another place. The character of
God varies according to what is appropriate at any one moment.
God is not presented as belonging to a strict or carefully
distinguished type; He is presented as changeable and therefore
very much alive, but always the same God. The result is a great
richness in the conception of God.?

3. One realizes at this point the function of the anthropo-
morphisms. Their intention is not in the least to reduce God to
a rank similar to that of man. To describe God in terms of
human characteristics is not to humanize Him. That has never
happened except in unreasonable polemic, Rather the purpose
of anthropomorphisms is to make God accessible to man. They
hold open the door for encounter and controversy between
God's will and man’s will. They represent God as person. They
avoid the error of presenting God as a careless and soulless
abstract Idea or a fixed Principle standing over against man
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like a strong silent battlement. God is personal. He has a will,
He exists in controversy ready to communicate Himself,
offended at men’s sins yet with a ready ear for their supplication
and compassion for their confessions of guilt: in a word, God is
a living God. Through the anthropomorphisms of the Old
Testament God stands before man as the personal and living
God, who meets him with will and with works, who directs His
will and His words towards men and draws near to men. God
is the living God (Jer. 10: 10).

4. TYPES OF GOD

1. Though the anthropomorphisms do not lend themselves
to classification in clearly defined groups, there are nevertheless
other features from which attempts have justifiably been made
to establish a type. The theology of the ancient world knows an
abundance of such types among the gods: the god of war, the
god of the weather, the god of fertility, the god of invention
and of art, the god of the different spheres of nature. As soon as
the God of the Old Testament is viewed from the angle of the
theology of the ancient world He is subjected to the process of
classification in types, and the Persians call Him “the God of
heaven” (2 Chron. 36: 23, Ezra 1: 2). This represents the adap-
tation by the monotheistic Jews of the polytheistic expression
of their overlords,1® an expression moreover which is wide and
ambiguous enough to preserve for the Jews their monotheism.
A limitation to heaven is not intended by them; therefore the
title does not really present us with a type.

2. We have to consider other types, however. But first one
must try to form a picture from the given material. Then one is
in a position to decide whether it is really a matter of particular
and individual types, and whether the Old Testament conception
of God has been produced through the conjunction of several
types or through the emergence of one type preferred above its
rivals, or whether an originally unified divine form has been
subsequently split up into several types through the stressing
of certain characteristics and activities; or whether yet another
explanation of the phenomena is to be sought.

3. The war God. When the Hebrew goes to war, he sanctifies
it; ¥3p, Jer. 6: 4, Micah 3: 5. He abstains from sexual inter-

course; 1Sam. 21: 5, 2 Sam. 1i: 11. The men of war are the
consecrated of the Lord; Isa. 13: 3. God is their banner in the
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field; Ex. 17: 15. God is in the camp when His people are
defeated; Num. 14: 42-45. He is the shield and sword of Israel,
Deut. 33: 29. The spoils of war are devoted to God; Josh. 6: 17.
What is not burned is put into the treasury of the house of the
Lord; Josh. 6: 24. In war and through war Israel executes the
fierce wrath of God; 1 Sam. 28:18. Thanks to God, Israel
overcomes her enemies; Ps. 44; 6. When the king of Israel lets
go out of his hand the king whom he has defeated, then he is
taking from God a man devoted to God and must compensate
for it with his own life; 1 Kings 20: 42. Therefore David too
sanctifies and dedicates the booty taken from defeated peoples
to God; 2 Sam. 8; 1. There can be no doubt that war in Israel
and for Israel is a holy affair,!* though it has to be said that this
manner of speaking becomes less common in later times and the
last wars before the Exile are described in almost entirely
worldly terms.

If from the foregoing one could still say these represent
merely the way lIsrael thought about war, the Old Testament
goes further and rules such an explanation out of court. God is
a warrior, Ex. 15: 3, and mighty in battle, Ps. 24: 8. Wars are
the wars of Jahweh; Num. 21: 14, 1 Sam. 18: 17, 25: 28. God
has war with Amalek from generation to generation, Ex. 17: 16.
He musters the hosts for battle,*? Isa. 13: 4. He is the enemy
of the enemies of Israel and the adversary of her adversaries,
Ex. 23: 22. He sends His terror before Israel and discomfits13
the foe, Ex. 23: 27 f., Deut. 7: 20, Josh. 24: 12. He walks in the
midst of the camp of Israel to deliver up her enemies before
her, Deut. 23: 14. He discomfits the five kings of the Amorites,
inflicts a crushing defeat on them and causes stones from heaven
to fall on them, Josh. 10: 10f. He fights for Israel, Josh. i0: 14.
Israel's enemies are Jahweh's enemies, Judg. 5: 31. He is the
god of the armies of Israel, 1 Sam. 17: 45. The spoil is the spoil
of the enemies of Jahweh, 1 Sam. 30: 26. He breaks the enemies
of David, 2 Sam. 5: 20, and when the sound of marching is
heard in the tops of the mulberry trees, then He is going out
before David, to smite the host of the Philistines, 2 Sam. 5: 24,
He takes the field with our hosts, Ps. 44: g. Without doubt the
God of the Old Testament is a war God (§5, 3 f.).

4. The weather God. The theophanies show clearly that God is
also a weather God. When the rain clouds seem to threaten
another flood, then His bow will be seen in the sky; Gen. g: 13.
The Lord goes before redeemed Israel in a pillar of cloud by
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day, in a pillar of fire by night; Ex. 13: 21. He comes in a thick
cloud to speak to Moses; Ex. 19:9. There are thunders and
lightnings and Mount Sinai is altogether on smoke because God
descends on it in fire. Smoke ascends before Him and the whole
mountain quakes greatly; EX. 19:16-18. In the flame of fire,
which does not consume the bush, God appears to Moses, EX.
3: 2 and in thunder He gives him instruction, 19: 19. When He
comes to Israel's aid from afar the earth trembles and the
heavens drop water, Judg. 5: 4. His tread shakes the mountains
and causes the valleys to be reft asunder, Mic. 1: 3f. He has
His way in the whirlwind and in the storm, and is enveloped
in clouds: the sea is dried up, and the rivers likewise, the trees
of the forests on the mountain slopes shrivel up, the earth
resounds and the rocks are set on fire by Him; Nah. 1: 3-6. His
revelation of Himself occurs amidst storm wind and clouds
and brightness and fire and lightning; Ezek, 1. All these-and
we could add to their number-are forms in which the weather
God makes His appearance. The question is, however, whether
these characteristics alone are sufficient to supply a complete
picture of the God of the Old Testament or whether, since
patently they are not, the Old Testament conception of God
has taken shape and developed from an original form which
can be associated with the characteristics of the weather god.

5. The God of fertility. The fertility with which man is
concerned and which, as the general history of religion shows,
has given rise to such a variety of images of god-this fertility
is threefold. There is the fertility of the human family, the
increase of the herd and the growth of the plants. But when one
examines the Old Testament material on this subject, and
particularly the material which is most closely related to God,
one does not find a connected line of thought but only isolated
traces. Are these perhaps the broken remains of a world that
has disappeared from view?

In the foreground there stand two stories whose purpose
cannot be mistaken-the story of the sacrifice of Isaac and the
story of the golden calf; Gen. 22: 1-14, Ex. 32: 1-35. God
commands Abraham to sacrifice his beloved and only son.
When Abraham proceeds to do it in utter obedience, God
commands him to stop, and instead of his son Abraham
sacrifices a ram. To this context belongs the commandment
“The first born of thy sons shalt thou give unto me”, Ex. 22: 29.
The remainder of the commandment, which states that this
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shall be done “likewise” with oxen and with sheep, and with
goats, i.e. that they shall be kept for seven days and be offered
to God on the eighth day, permits no other interpretation than
that here is a law of human sacrifices, sacrifice of the first born.
The story of the forbidden sacrifice of Isaac represents the fight
against this practice. When subsequently the original purpose
of the sacrifice was irrelevant, since the first born of the family
was no longer sacrificed, a new and loftier interpretation was
put on the story (God's testing of Abraham’s faith) but that in
no way disproves the earlier meaning; rather it confirms it, as
does also the fact that even in the latest periods the practice
continued of redeeming*# the first born of the family with the
sacrifice of an animal; Ex. 13: 12-15, 13: 2, 34: 19-2z0. God is
the one who shuts up a mother’s womb so that she has no
children, 1 Sam. 1. 5; He is the one also who opens it that she
may have them, Gen. 29: 31, when He remembers her, 1 Sam.
I: 19; the fruit of the womb is His reward, Ps. 127: 3. God is a
God of human fertility.

He is also a God of animal fertility. When Moses departs to the
top of the mountain Aaron makes a golden bull for the people.
“That is thy god”. They build an altar before it and celebrate
the next day a feast to the Lord and make merry. But Moses
judges them severely and grinds the image of the bull to
powder. This is no way to worship God. Yet in Dan and in
Bethel there stand golden bulls, 1 Kings 12: 26-32, and even
Hos. lo: 5 knows of the worship of the bull. The bull is the
father, the begetter of the herd. The story of the bull-idol that
Aaron makes and of the punishment that is exacted shows the
violent rejection of this whole idea; it also shows however that
such rejection was necessary. It was all the more necessary
since it is God who is the originator of all animal fruitfulness.
God blesses the fruit of cattle, the increase of kine and the young
of flocks, Deut. 28: 4. But it is curious that this thought emerges
only very seldom and insignificantly. It is often said that God
gives sheep and Kine, cattle and herds but very seldom that He
causes their increase.

Finally God is a God of plant fertility. And in this connexion
the important thing is not that He created them. God the
creator is different from God the begetter. “He causeth the
grass to grow for the cattle and herb for the service of man:
that he may bring forth food out of the earth and wine that
maketh glad the heart of man, and oil to make his face to
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shine. ... The trees of the Lord are satisfied”, Ps. 104: 14-16.
But these thoughts are new to Israel. When God first declared
Himself to the people of Israel they were entering a wilderness
with little or no vegetation. Even Hosea still has to tell them
that it is God, not a Baal, that gives the corn and the wine, the
oil and the flax; 2: 5-g. When Israel seeks God under every green
tree she exchanges God for a Baal and practises idolatry. Plant
fertility is to be traced back to God, therefore, but it is hardly
the sphere where He manifests Himself most clearly: it is not
particularly typical of God.

6. The God of discovery. Other peoples tell of a god teaching
men agriculture and cattle breeding, building and forging, the
use of fire and of knowledge. In the Old Testament Abel is a
shepherd, Cain a tiller of the ground and Noah a husbandman,
Gen. 4: 2, g: 20; though we are never told how they became
such. Enoch is a builder of a city, Jubal discovers music,
Tubalcain is the father of metal-workers (Gen. 4: 17, 21, 22)
but there is not a word about what led to all this. Isaiah is the
only one who understands that God has instructed, 771,

the farmer (28: 26) how he should sow his field. Otherwise
God's instruction, #%3ip, always concerns religion and morals

and worship.

7. Conclusion. The above paragraphs represent more or less
all that the Old Testament has to offer concerning particular
réles in which God appears. Now the question must be posed
whether from any one of them the whole Old Testament
teaching on God could arise; and the answer is in the negative.
The subsequent question, how the four illustrated types are
related to the high level of the Old Testament conception of
God-and it will be our next task (§5) to examine this-cannot
be answered uniformly but must be treated case by case. The
Old Testament has obviously only a very skght and incidental
interest in God as the inventor and teacher of practical matters.
The thought of God as the God of fertility is, as will be further
illustrated (§ 23) a result of the conflict between Jahweh and the
Baals. The idea of God as the God of the weather is part
of the Old Testament’s own original wisdom, and has its
ground in God’s own particular revelation of Himself in
history (§ 29). The same holds for the concept of God as God
of war (§ 5, 31.).

None of the four types, however, presents God to us in that
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character which constitutes the Old Testament’s special
contribution. What is this special contribution?

5.GOD THE LORD

I. The divine name Jahweh occurs more than 6,700 times
in the OId Testament. In speech Judaism uses instead the word
%R, the pluralis excellentiae, and this expression has become
such a fixed usage that it is best and most correctly translated
“the Lord”. This is the «Jpiwos of the Septuagint. God is called
in the Old Testament “Lord".

The etymology of fims is obscure but the usage shows
without any shadow of doubt that fi1® with its forms means
the Lord as the ruler,!s as ®ya means the Lord as the possessor

and owner. God is the ruling Lord: that is the one fundamental
statement in the theology of the Old Testament. 2¥T787 2z 7178

would be the Hebrew of that sentence. Everything else derives
from it. Everything else leans upon it. Everything else can be
understood with reference to it and only to it. Everything else
subordinates itself to it.

The way in which God rules as Lord, the extent of His rule in
terms of space and time, the effects of His rule, both the direct
and the not so obvious but indirect-these matters may be the
subject of controversy; but the basic fact is always one and
the same and inviolable, “God is the Lord”".

Whatever and whoever comes face to face with God is
servant, subordinate, follower or executor. To God belongs as
His part the will, the decision, the arrangement, the setting of
the aim. To the others who are not God there falls the part of
obedience, submission, receiving and carrying out. Religion in
the Old Testament is the relation between command and obedience.
It is a relationship of wills: the subjection of the ruled to the
will of the ruler. Therefore to be a man of religion, to believe,
is in Old Testament language 72y, to serve God. That explains
why the book of Proverbs can say that the fear of the Lord is
the beginning of knowledge, 1: 7-it is the fear of the servant
before his ruling Lord. Only when one sees that clearly can one
understand the Old Testament. This is the cardinal point for
all its assertions; all its conceptions and opinions are to be
understood with reference to it. This is the axis about which
the whole Old Testament revolves: at one end the ruling Lord,
at the other end the obedient servant.
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2. Alongside the concept of Lord there stand others less
common and less fundamental, which amount to the same thing
and so are to be regarded as supporting cast. Buber® wanted
to understand the whole of the book of Judges, and more, in that
way on the basis of 8: 23. He has rightly recognized however
that the sentence: “ Jahweh (alone) shall rule over you”, 8: 23
is axiomatic. God is the ruler, but He is ruler because He is
Lord and not vice versa. The rule of God in the Old Testament
is merely a corollary of His lordship.

The kingship of God!? is a further corollary from His lordship,
and a very significant one. God is king, and the rejection of
earthly kingship (1 Sam. 8: 6-7, Hos. 7: 3; 10: 3; 13: 10-11;
8: 4), together with the fact that Ezekiel, that greatest of all
champions of God's honour, has no thought of a king in Israel
at the day of salvation, but sets ®—"“an almighty one”18

in his place, gives the clue to the right understanding of the
kingship of God. “Jahweh, your God, is your king”, 1 Sam.
12: 12; “Jahweh is our king”, Isa. 33: 22; “I, Jahweh, am your
king”, Isa. 43: 15; “the king Jahweh”, Ps. ¢8: 6; “I will be
king over you”, Ezek. 20: 33; there are fifty such utterances.

3. What is meant when we say God is Lord and when we
say God is king? The duties of the king are clearly set out
and defined in 1Sam. 8: 20: he gives judgment to his people
in all disputes, he goes out before them and he fights their
battles. One can see here clearly the limitations and the
divergences from the normal idea of kingship as we know it.
The king in the Old Testament is, according to the clear
interpretation of the passage, not a constant phenomenon
who, by his actions and commands, commissions and claims,
directs the course of his subjects’ lives. Rather the position of
king is an extraordinary one, foreign to the normal ordered life,
to which one turns for help and salvation in time of need, in
disputes and in war. The king is always there but he is not al-
ways exercising his kingship. His power is constant, but it is
only called for in crises. It is unconditional, but it is exercised
only as help when one cries for it, not as the source of initiative
necessary for the ordinary course of life. Only when these
limitations have been noted can we begin to understand what
is meant by saying that God is both Lord and King.

a) Since God is Lord and King, He imposes His will on His
people (on the extent of His authority see § 22, 3). He controls
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their behaviour through instructions and commands, apn
and nign, which He gives.

b) To inform His people of His will, He sends messengers to
them. “Whom shall | send? “--“Send me!” Isa. 6: 8. Those we
call prophets are God's messengers, om¥, Mal. 3: 1. It is
for this reason that so many of their utterances begin in the
message form of the ancient world-“Thus saith the Lord”:
they are messages.!®

¢) Since God is Lord and King, He is “judge”, veW, in His
people’s disputes: first of all in disputes amongst themselves.
There the word does not have the present-day meaning of one
who guards a body of enacted law, who tests the defendant’s
guilt or innocence by law, in order to give his verdict; rather the
judge is primarily the one who, by his pronouncement, vegn,
settles the quarrel for the disputants. He is arbiter, not judex.
He does not so much say what is right, rather he helps to make
things right; God is the great champion of justice,?® arbitrator
and peacemaker. And peace, here and elsewhere in the Old
Testament, means above all the situation where everything can
follow its own proper undisturbed course to success.?* Because
he is God, this arbitrator however makes pronouncements
whose reference extends beyond the particular dispute and
claims man'’s attention and directs his thinking for future
occasions. vewn from being arbitrary pronouncements become
directives in justice.

d) Since God is a champion of justice He takes the part of
the just against the unjust as witness:?2 “God is witness
between you and me-if you do this and this injury to me”.
Gen. 31: 50 does not mean merely that God can witness to this
injury having been done, it means rather that God helps me
to obtain justice against this injustice. Therefore ny1y means

not simply evidence but it means protective and authoritative
“orders” (i.e. of an arbitrator witnessing to the rights of a
party).

e) All that accounts for the great variety in the groupings of
God's pronouncements as Lord and Judge: God's “testimonies,
statutes and judgments”, Deut. 4: 45; His “commandments,
statutes and judgments”, Deut. 5: 31; 6: 1; His “statutes, his
commandments, his judgments and his testimonies”, 1 Kings
2. 3, etc. In whatever arrangement the words appear, they all
say that God is the Lord.
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f) Since God is king, He fights Israel’s battles, 1Sam. 8: 20;
battles are the settlements of the disputes which Israel has
with other peoples and in which the right is involved. The
whole book of Judges is built round the idea that to judge
Israel is to fight her battles. “Othniel judged Israel, and (=that
means) he went out to war” and crushed the oppressor; Judg.
3: 10. The definition of this word “judged” occurs in the previous
verse-he saved Israel. To judge and to go to war and to help
to obtain what is right are all the same, when God does it or
when He grants His spirit to the action or to the persons
commissioned by Him; Judg. 3: 10. The battles of Jahweh are
the instruments of His help in securing rights. We observe here
that what we called the war god character (§ 4) is not an in-
dependent character but a particular and certainly necessary
aspect of the fact that God is the Lord. The actions of God for
His people in war are called myy nipT$, Judg. 5: 1, 1Sam.
12: 7, Isa. 45: 24, Mic. 6: 5, Ps. 103; 6, Dan. g: 16. Should that
be translated acts of salvation or blessings or Victories or acts
of righteousness? It makes no difference. The best translation
is still “help to secure rights”. God is the helper against in-
justice, for He is the Lord. He is Lord who on His own initiative
provides for prosperity of life for those in His care by testimony,
assistance, arbitration and, when necessary, by intervention
with power.

g) When a person is Lord, those who belong to him and are
subject to him are called by his name. So in that day seven
women who have lost their hushands shall take hold of one man
and shall say “let us be called by thy name”, Isa. 4; 1. For man
must belong or he cannot exist; the Old Testament knows
nothing of an “autonomous” man who stands alone. Thus those
who belong to God as Lord are called by God's nhame: “We are
as they that were not called by thy name”, Isa. 63: 19. Israel is
the people that is called by the name of the Lord (Deut. 28: 10;
Jer. 14: g; Dan. g: 19; 2 Chron. 7: 14). There are many nations
that are called by His name, Amos g: 12, and many individuals,
Isa. 43: 7, They are His called, Isa. 48: 12.

h) The lordship of God finds expression in numerous desig-
nations that are given to Him. Thus He is called father of the
nation, Jer. 3: 4, 19, as the obedient wife calls her husband
father, Jer. 3: 4; He is a father to Israel, Jer. 31: g, to whom
one should pay regard and respect as to the master, Mal. 1. 6.
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He is called the Lord of all the earth (Josh. 3: n, 13; Mic. 4: 13;
Zech. 4: 14; 6: 5, Ps. g7: 5) and the Lord of lords (Deut. 10: 17;
Ps. 136: 3). The most significant of all these titles however are
those which demonstrate that God is not a violent and powerful
but a gracious and long-suffering lord. He is a God of forgive-
ness, Neh. g. 17. To Him belong mercies and forgivenesses,
Dan. g: g, and His forgiveness is not a mark of weakness, so
that one should treat Him lightly; on the contrary, its effect
like its purpose is that one fears before Him because He for-
gives, Ps. 130: 4.2 “He does not afflict willingly or grieve the
children of men”, Lam. 3: 33. He is slow to anger, 23R 7%
therefore long-suffering. He is full of love, am, and full of
favour, pn, 24 and He lives on terms of fellowship with His
own, Ton.2% But none of these characteristics is quite so
distinctive as this-that He is just, p1%,

4. What does it mean when the Old Testament says God is
P18 just? Stade once with a certain sourness headed a

paragraph: “Jahweh protector of justice and morality but not
just”.28 The original sense of the assertion that God is just
persists in later contexts: Jahweh is “a just God and a saviour”,
and there is none else, Isa. 45: 21. It can be seen that this is an
expression of ancient usage from the fact that later it is trans-
ferred to the messianic king; he too is “just and having salva-
tion”, Zech. g: g. % God's justness lies in the fact that He saves
His own. It is a concept that is related to fellowship; not as
Stade, in order to discredit it, wrongly presupposes-one that
hangs in mid-air.2® God saves because He is just and He is just
because He saves. If this connexion is correct-and it must be
because it is explicit in the very text of the Old Testament—
then what is the sense of the word we translate “just”? Obvi-
ously that person is just, who offers fellowship with himself and
intervenes for fellowship. Man is p>18 when he offers fellow-
ship; he is then righteous and “blameless, upright”, two mean-
ings which the word always possesses (“righteous” Ezek. 18:
5-9, Gen. 6: g, 18: 24; “blameless” Gen. 20: 4; “upright” Ps.
5: 12, 34:15, 55: 22 and frequently). God is p*1$ when He ack-
nowledges His fellowship with His worshipper in saving him,
and in afflicting His enemies, Ex. g: 27, when every morning He
brings forth His judgment to light, Zeph. 3: 5 when He cuts
asunder the cords of the wicked, Ps. 129: 4, when He permits
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Israel's sinful countrymen to perish but leaves a remnant that
is escaped, Ezra g: 15. Therefore one can say appropriately
“Jahweh is kind and just”. The same God who defends and
maintains His fellowship with men exercises judgment on those
who are disloyal to the relationship and those who oppose it.
His justness is bound up With fellowship.

It was long incomprehensible to us how the “juristic”
conception of God'’s justness, which is widely accepted and very
important, could have any tolerable relationship with the idea
of Lord, which is the Old Testament's fundamental insight into
and greatest description of the nature of God. It is clear to us
now, however, that justness in the Old Testament is not a
juristic concept but one having reference to relationships. There
lies the solution to the problem; it explains also why the two
ideas, the Lordship of God and His justice, are so closely
intertwined. The Lord cannot exist without fellowship with
those He rules. He can rule over them in this context of fellow-
ship only in such a way as to help them and to protect them
against whatever would destroy them either without or within.
Therefore He is called just.

We have come to the end of our section on the nature of
God as we find it in the Old Testament, and it is clear that we
have really said very little. The task remains of establishing
who belong to the fellowship over which God is Lord, how He
acts towards them, and what His plan and purpose for them is.
Before we can speak of these, however, there are two prelimin-
ary matters which must be cleared up. The first concerns the
divine name, and why God has a name; and the second concerns
God’s history, that is to say, how from being recognized by a
small flock He has become ruler of the whole earth that should
fear Him (Ps. 33: 8). But everything that remains to be said
about the revelation of God in the Old Testament, however
rich in content and significance it may be, is ‘but a corollary of
the statement, “God is the Lord,". This statement is the backbone
of Old Testament theology.
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6. 0%1%8: GoD, THE GOD, (THE) CODS. GOD’S RELATEDNESS

I. Gop is called in Hebrew nibg but o*p%g means not only
God, it means also a God, the God, Gods and the Gods.?®
Whoever sets about showing how and why this is possible
uncovers one of the many theological difficulties which are
encountered in the Old Testament.

2. %y is plural in form and can also be plural in meaning.
“Thou shalt have none other gods o™y o8 before me”,

Ex. 20: 3. These “other gods” are mentioned 63 times (Deut.
18, Jer. 18. 1and 2 Kings ). “But where are thy gods that
thou hast made thee? Let them arise, if they can save thee in
the time of thy trouble; for according to the number of thy
cities are thy gods, 0 Judah,’ (Jer. 2: 28, 1; 13). “Other gods
of the gods of the people which are round about you”, Deut.
6: 14, Judg. 2: 12. “The Lord your God, he is God of gods”,
Deut. 10: 17, Ps. 136: 2. There can be no doubt that n"zl*7§
means gods and that (originally) both in form and in context it
is plural.

3. We find also that the word can retain its plural form and
impose the plural on those parts of the sentence that are
grammatically related to it, and can yet be singular in meaning.
“God caused me to wander” is what Abraham is saying, but if
it were not that this is so certainly his meaning, it could also
be translated “Gods caused me to wander”. In Deut. 5: 26,
1 Sam. 17: 26, Jer. 10: 10, 23: 36 the reading is “living gods”,
the sense is “the living God,". “The Lord, for he is (singular)
an holy God,” Josh. 24: 19; but the text says o7y ovby.
The same grammatical phenomenon appears in 1Sam. 2: 25,
2 Sam. 7: 23, Ps. 58: 11, Gen. 35: 7, 1Sam. 4: 8. These plurals
with singular meaning, and for some reason there are only
eleven of them out of a possible 2,000 or so, constitute a real
philological enigma. They cannot be a later introduction, since
the singular usage is in firm and obvious agreement with later
theological thinking. Are they then the last remains of a lost
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mode of expression? This is certainly a more reasonable ex-
planation than that which says it is a linguistic whim.

4. As a rule and in the overwhelming majority of cases &y

means a God, the God or God. Which of the three it happens
to be depends on the context, but always the singular is meant,
as the grammar confirms in the sentence where it occurs: “In
the beginning God created the heaven and the earth”, Gen.
1 1. Here the meaning is simply God, the one and only, a
proper name like “God” in English. Sometimes the article is
there3? n*n‘?m “the Lord, he is God, there is none else
beside him”, Deut. 4: 35, “Am | (a) God?” 2 Kings 5: 7, “the
everlasting God, the Lord,’, Isa. 40: 28, “This holy God,’,
1 Sam. 6: 20, “Call upon thy God, if so be that (the) God will
think upon us that we perish not”, Jonah 1. 6. Here “thy
God, is equivalent to the God whom thou dost worship and
“(the) God” is equivalent to the God concerned.

5. When one arranges these various meanings of %% in
logical order one makes the following (logical) series: 1. oY
means (the) divine beings, deities, gods. 2. When worshippers
(whether an individual or a group) know only one deity or
direct their attention to only one of the several they know or
worship, it means the deity, the God or a God. 3. Where only
one deity is recognized it means simply God. All three meanings
occur in the Old Testament and they contribute to the problem
of revelation (§§ 34-40). But before we turn to deal with that
another task confronts us. God figures in the Old Testament
mostly in connexion with his worshippers. God is somebody's
God. We must first make a survey of this relatedness.

6. God's Relatedness.

a) The God of a people. Jahweh is the God of Israel, Ex. 5: 1;
that is to say, of the people of Israel.31 This expression occurs
frequently, but the expression “the God of the Israelites” or
the other “the God of the house of Israel” never does. One
finds of course the term “the God of Jacob”, 2 Sam. 23: i,
Isa. 2: 3, Ps. 20: 1, 75: g, 81: 1, 146: 5, etc. The God of Israel
is the common domestic term, so to speak, the God of Jacob
the more solemn term used only on certain occasions: both
stand for the God of the people of Israel just as one speaks of
the gods of Egypt, Ex. 12: 12, of the Amorites, Josh. 24. 15,
of Aram, of Moab, of the Ammonities, of the Philistines, Judg.
10: 6, of the children of Seir, 2 Chron. 25: 14, of Edom, 2 Chron.
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25: 20. For all nations have their gods, Deut. 12: 2, 13: 8; every
nation made gods of their own, 2 Kings 17: 29. They are most
easily distinguished by the addition of the name of the wor-
shippers. The Philistines in Ashdod speak of “our god Dagon”,
I1Sam. 5: 7; there shall be no one left in Moab that burneth
incense to “his god”, Jer. 48: 35; the lIsraelites in Egypt tell
Pharaoh of their God, “the God of the Hebrews”, Ex. 3: 18,
and “the Lord, the God of the Hebrews”, Ex. g: 1. God is called
after His people, for no people is without its God.

b) The God of a land. Other gods in the Old Testament are
called “strange gods”, “gods of a foreign land”, Gen. 35: 2, 4,
Deut. 31: 16, Jer. 5: 19, Dan. 11: 39. “Like as ye have forsaken
me and served strange gods (gods of a foreign land) in your
land”, Jer. 5: 19. Thus the Assyrians call Jahweh the God of
the land, 2 Kings 17: 26, 27 in the same way as they speak of the
god of the land of Samaria and of all the gods of the countries,
2 Kings 18: 34, 35. The God of the Old Testament however is not
called the God of a land. Once He is called “God in Israel”,
1Kings 18: 36, but clearly the idea is “among the people”, not
“in the land of Israel”, since at the beginning of the same sen-
tence He is referred to as the God of the patriarchs. On the other
hand the land of Israel bears the name “the inheritance of the
Lord,” from which to be expelled means for David the hated
worship of other gods; and this expression is very important,
But though the land may be called after Jahweh, Jahweh is
not called after the land.

¢) The God of a place. Where a city has power over the region
round about it, the god is called after the city: the god of
Ekron, 2 Kings 1. 2; the god of Hamath, of Arpad and Sepha,
2 Kings 18: 34; of Sidon, Judg. 10: 6, and of Damascus, 2
Chron. 28: 23. Similarly Jahweh is the God of Jerusalem, 2
Chron. 32: 19, but this is the expression used by the Assyrians
and it is not an acceptable expression. The text says “They
spake of the God of Jerusalem, as of the gods of the peoples of
the earth, which are the work of men’s hands”.

The God of the Old Testament is recognized even by the sort
of name one does not use for Him.

d) The God of individuals. When a god is the god of a nation,
each person belonging to that nation is conscious of his or her
relationship to this god, and can speak of him in purely personal
terms as “my” god; or, if the person should choose to link
himself with the other members of the nation, as “our God,’,
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“thy god”, “your god,’, etc. That is the standard usage above
all of the Psalms and it requires no comment. But are there
individuals mentioned by name as having God as their god?
Can one say for example: the God of Noah, of Gad, of Simeon,
of Baruch? The fact is that this mode of expression does occur,
but within certain particular limits. God is the God of Abraham,
Gen. 26: 24; of Abraham and lIsaac, Gen. 28: 13, 32: 10; of
Israel, Gen. 33: 20; of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, Ex. 3: 6; of
Abraham, Isaac and Israel! 1 Kings 18: 36; of Elijah, 2 Kings
2: 14; of David, 2 Kings 20: 5; of Hezekiah, 2 Chron. 32: 17.
Elisha the prophet speaks of the God of Elijah his master.
Isaiah calls him the God of David before David's successor, and
in a legend the King of Assyria calls Him the God of Hezekiah.
One should also mention that Moses speaks of the “God of my
father”, Ex. 18: 4 (it is not clear who is meant; is it his an-
cestor Jacob=lIsrael?)

Nisroch is called the god of Sennacherib, 2 Kings 19: 37, and
we hear of the god of Nahor3? alongside the God of Abraham,
Gen. 31: 53. Similarly we read of the gods of the Kings of
Aram, 2 Chron. 28: 23, but these are all foreign gods to whose
names are appended the name of their respective worshippers
in order to identify them more clearly. To-day one would quite
naturally speak of the God of Moses, Moses being the “founder”
of Old Testament religion. It s very significant that the Old
Testament does not do this. On the contrary, with the few
exceptions we have noted no name is attached to God other
than that of the patriarchs. He is not even the God of a prophet,
even of Isaiah or Amos or the like. He is the God of the patri-
archs to whom He appeared before the nation was in being,
to whom He revealed Himself, and it is the patriarchs who are
meant when He is called, as He often is, the God of your
fathers.33

e) The God of the whole world. Jahweh is the God of the
heaven and the earth, Gen. 24: 3; heaven and earth is an
expression for the whole world. That is also the meaning of the
phrases the God of all flesh, Jer. 32: 27; the God of the spirits
of all flesh, Num. 27: 16, and the God of all the kingdoms of the
earth, Isa. 37: 16. Only the extent of the concept’s reference
varies: not the concept itself.

f) God Absolute. The implication of the phrase “God of the
whole world” is again expressed quite simply in the innumer-
able instances of the word God by itself; God who has no
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additional name, no limiting relatedness to persons, no attribute
whatsoever by which one would have to distinguish Him from
others of His class, since there is none like Him. In the beginning
God created the heaven and the earth, Gen. 1: 1. “I am God
and there is none else; I am God and there is none like me”,
Isa. 46: g.

7. 3R
The form ai%8 is comparatively rare; it occurs forty times

in Job (3: 4—40:2)%* and fifteen times elsewhere.35 In Ps. 18: 31
the reading gi®x occurs instead of %%, the reading in the same

text in 2 Sam. 22: 32, and Prov. 30: 5 has it instead of Jahweh
in the same text in Ps. 18: 30. Apart from its linguistic difficulty
this name has no other noteworthy feature.

8. JAHWEH

1. The true Old Testament divine name, to which all the others
are secondary, is Jahweh. The word brings with it, however,
a host of problems. What does it mean? What is the extent of its
usage? What is its origin? What is its particular theological signifi-
cance?-and there are as many difficulties as there are questions.

When one asks the philological question about the meaning
of the name Jahweh it is important to recognize first of all—
and this holds for all divine names in the Old Testament-that
this philological question is not directly a theological question;
indeed it is very indirectly that. The meaning of the majority
of divine names was a dark mystery to their respective wor-
shippers and a matter of indifference. The important thing
theologically in the matter of a divine name is not what its
essential and original meaning is, but only what realm of ideas
and confession and revelation the worshippers associate with
their god’s name. In fact, the history of religion can supply a
whole series of instances where there is a great divergence
between the significance of the god for the worshipper and the
significance of the god’'s name for the linguist. The gods too
have their history and their divinity has its changes of form,
and even in those cases where originally the name of the god
accurately and clearly describes his nature, the name can fall
into utter insignificance. Yet the nature of the god can develop
and even grow into something quite different. Philological
theology is faulty theology. Such discrepancy between the
significance of the name and that of the nature of the god is,

JAHWEH 41

however, always a phenomenon with a historical reason. Only
gods whose nature and significance have undergone a change
forsake their name’s original context, and this naturally always
constitutes a theological problem, admittedly of a secondary
order but not unimportant. This is exactly what happened in
the case of Jahweh.

2. Currency, Form and Meaning of the Name Jahweh

a) More than 6,700 times God is called Jahweh in the Old
Testament. It is lacking only in Ecclesiastes and Esther. The
number is seen in its true proportions, however, when one
compares it with the number of instances of the name @'

which in its three meanings God, a god, Gods, appears only
2,500 times. In addition it has to be remembered that the
divine name Jahweh is disguised in a great number of proper
names like Nethaniah, Nethaniahu (= Jahwehgiver) , Johanan,
Jehohanan (= Jahweh is the gracious one), Joab, Joah (=
Jahweh is he who is a Father or a Brother). The number of
these proper names compounded with Jahweh, all of which are
intended as a conscious confession of Jahweh, reaches far into
the hundreds.

b) It is indisputable®® that Jahweh is the correct pronuncia-
tion and that the form Jehovah, though well established in all
modem languages, is a quite foolish monstrosity. The word
Jahweh is formed from the root ma with the consonantal
prefix *; it is therefore a normal substantive. This too is
indisputable. Jahweh again is not both designation and name
as Baal and Adon are. Baal can mean a possessor and Adon
can mean a lord or master as well as being divine nhames. But
Jahweh is only a name. All names, or certainly the vast majority,
are originally not sounds only; they are intelligible sounds. The
Semites had always known that Baal meant possessor, for they
used it in that way as well as for the name of a god. There is
not the slightest trace, however, of the word Jahweh being
a term for something. Jahweh occurs only as a name. “I am
Jahweh”, Ex. 6: 2. There God introduces Himself. He con-
tinues “By my name Jahweh | was not known to them {the
patriarchs)“, Ex. 6. 3. Jahweh is a name and nothing else. And
to confirm it there is the fact that one finds the most varied
selection of appendages to the name: “Jahweh the God of
Israel, Jahweh our God, Jahweh Sabaoth”, etc., but never
Jahweh with a genitive.®? Jahweh is nothing but a name.
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¢) What is the meaning of the name Jahweh? There are scores
of names in the Old Testament whose meaning was at once
evident to the person who spoke Hebrew and remained so.
“And it came to pass ... that she called his name Benoni (the
son of my sorrow)”, Gen. 35: 18, but his father called him
Benjamin (“the son of the right hand” or of fortune). “Call me
not Naomi (the pleasant one) call me Mara (the bitter one),
for the Almighty hath dealt very bitterly with me”, “»p

Ruth 1: 20. Jahweh occurs more than 6,700 times and on
only one solitary occasion is there any attempt made to give
the name an intelligible meaning. Moses wants to know by what
name he should call God when he comes to the children of
Israel and speaks to them of the God of their fathers and they
ask him “What is his name?” Then he is to answer % T
mwax, ‘I am that 1 am,” and 9%, “I am hath sent me
unto you” (Ex. 3: 13-14). Anyone who is familiar with the Old
Testament knows that there are in it countless other names
with popular and inexact interpretations where verification is
impossible and an approximation which makes good sense
must suffice. Perhaps the name Jahweh belongs to this category.

In the first place it is striking that the name Jahweh is
explained in two ways, not in one; for “I am that I am” and
“I am” are not the same thing. And then what do the explana-
tions mean? Is “I am” equivalent to the Ultimate Reality? Is
“I am that | am” equivalent to the Unchangeable One, the
Eternal One (the explanation Judaism has adopted) or to “who
I am my works will demonstrate”, or to the Unnameable One?
All these interpretations are possible: none proves itself more
probable than another: each wears an air of philosophy that is
foreign to the Old Testament and whichever is the right inter-
pretation it occurs only once, for the Old Testament never
repeats this “I am that I am” or “I am”. The interpretation of
Jahweh remains therefore solitary and singular, and no one
ventures to work on it further.38

d) What does Jahweh mean? The attempts that have been
made to answer this question without reference to Ex. 3: 13-14
are legion. One has only to work through the semitic roots that
have the three consonants hw h with their possible usages and
one may arrive at any of the following equally probable
solutions:-“the Falling One” (the holy meteorite), or “the
Felling One” (by lightning, therefore a storm god), or “the
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Blowing One” (the wind-and-weather God), or many another.
But however much these suggestions may deserve notice
linguistically, they are of little consequence theologically, for
none of them can be decisively accepted instead of the others
and none of them leads to the Jahweh of the Old Testament.
It is possible, however, with strict adherence to rules of philo-
logy and by comparison with other clear and well known Hebraic
formations to derive the name from the root hwh. Its meaning
is then Existence, Being, Life, or-since such abstracts were dis-
tasteful to the Hebrews-the Existing One, the Living One.* In
that case the explanation found in Ex. 3: 13 is on the right track.

3. Origin of Jahweh

a) The question of Jahweh's origin is partly a question for
theology, partly a question for the history of religion. Where does
the name Jahweh come from? Why is God called by the name
Jahweh and not by another name? If the name had a meaning,
if it meant “the Real One, the Only One, the Eternal One” or
something of that sort and this meaning fulfilled the purpose
of differentiating God unmistakably from all others, so that God
was revealed a God by the mere name, then the theological
situation would be different. But this is not so. The Old Testa-
ment knows Jahweh only as a name, which in itself says
absolutely nothing about God, and from which no conclusions
can ever be drawn about the nature of God, simply because the
name as a mere name affords no information whatsoever. The
question then arises: why this name? and where did it come
from? Everything that exists, even though its content cannot
be explained, at least has a history.

b) In Ex. 6: 2-3 we find a statement of historical character:
“I am Jahweh, and | appeared unto Abraham, unto Isaac and
unto Jacob as El Shaddai, but by my name Jahweh | was not
known to them”. Gen. 17: 1expresses the same idea: “ Jahweh
appeared to Abram, and said unto him, I am El Shaddai”. What
we have here is progressive revelation. At the first and prepara-
tory stage, God makes Himself known to Abraham, from whom
stems not only Israel but also Ishmael, as ElI Shaddai. At the
second and final stage where Moses plays the chief role, Moses,
who through the Exodus founded the people of the Old Coven-
ant, the same God makes Himself known as Jahweh; and this
name remains for all time.

* See Koehler, Die Welt des Orients, 1950, 404 f.
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If these were the only statements we possessed, there could
be but one conclusion; but there are other statements. One of
them, speaking of the time of Enosh, the grandson of the first
man, says “Then began men to call upon the name Jahweh”,
Gen. 4: 26. How this name came to be known or what meaning
was associated with it we are not told; we are only told that the
name Jahweh was known and reverenced in the very earliest
times. This of course does not agree with Ex. 6: 2-3. The third
statement, Ex. 3: 13-14, with which we have already dealt is
not clear in all its details. Two things are clear, however: that
God designates himself to Moses as the God who was wor-
shipped by the fathers of Israel, and that God brings to light
for Moses the name Jahweh as a name hitherto unknown.

¢) We have in fact two quite contradictory statements: the
one that the name Jahweh was always known, i.e. from the
time of Enosh, the other that the name Jahweh was first learned
in the days of Moses. We are bound to ask which of the two
statements is correct. This much is certain-that, if we assume
that the name Jahweh really was always known, then we are
faced with three very difficult questions: 1. How could the
assertion be made that the name first became current in the
days of Moses? 2. How did it happen that Jahweh became
the God only of Israel? 3. Why is it that no traces remain of the
knowledge of this name before Moses’ day? To these questions
there is just no answer. If on the other hand we treat the other
statement as historically accurate, that in Israel the name
Jahweh first became known in the time of Moses, then the three
guestions disappear automatically. It is in Moses’ time too that
the names compounded with Jahweh begin to appear; there are
none before that time.®?® If the time of Moses is really the time
when the name Jahweh became known, then we can under-
stand why Jahweh became the divine name for the people of
Israel.40 The assertion that the worship of Jahweh begins with
Moses is in accordance with the general view of the Old Testa-
ment. The divergence from this in Gen. 4: 26 is to be explained
as a naive application of a later usage to earliest times by an
author who is not concerned with questions of history and
theology. Since in his own day God is always called Jahweh,
when he is telling about early man's4l calling on God he says
inaccurately that Enosh began to use the name Jahweh.

d) The following points are therefore established: r. Jahweh
is a proper name. 2. The Old Testament does not know what
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this proper name means. 3. This not knowing is a no longer
knowing, since the name Jahweh cannot be meaningless. 4. It
follows that the name Jahweh as a name with a meaning that
is known belongs outside the Old Testament and before it in
time. 5. Since it was through Moses that Israel came to know-
ledge of the name Jahweh, it must be Moses who learned the
name outside Israel. Then in all probability Moses learned it
either from the Egyptians or from the Midianites, and the
Egyptians are immediately ruled out because the word Jahweh
is not Egyptian but Semitic. The most probable account of the
matter is therefore that the name was borrowed from the
Midianites.

One might object that Moses did not learn the name Jahweh
from men but by direct revelation, but the objection cannot be
sustained because the text runs “I am Jahweh” and not “You
should call me Jahweh, should use the word Jahweh as my
name”. The meaning of the name would not in that case be
included in the revelation; the name would be merely a sound
serving as a name. That clearly contradicts Ex. 6: 2, however,
and from the days of the Masorah and the Septuagint until the
present day the attempt has been made to understand the word
Jahweh not as a sound but as a meaningful name. The sentence
“I am Jahweh” is meaningful only when it can be interpreted
“I am the God whose name, Jahweh, you have already heard”.
The question is, then, where had Moses heard the name Jahweh?

We offer here then the Kenite hypothesis. It can be briefly
outlined historically, not theologically, as follows. When Moses
comes to the holy place where God reveals Himself, Ex. 3: 5, he
is on Midianite territory.4* Who regard the place as a holy place?
Obviously the Midianites are the people who so regard it, and it
is therefore the Midianites who knew and worshipped God as
Jahweh before Moses. This is confirmed by the fact that
Jethro, the priest of Midian (Ex. 3: 1) when he visits Moses
immediately offers a sacrifice for Jahweh, Ex. 18: 12. One
section of the Midianites is the Kenites. There was an occasion
when Saul treated them with consideration because they had
allied themselves with Israel at the Exodus from Egypt, 1 Sam.
15: 5-6. David also treats them as friends, 1 Sam. 30: 29. In
the battle under Deborah it is a Kenite woman, Jael, who Kills
Sisera and who is celebrated for it, Judg. 5: 24 ff. The Kenites
stand therefore in close relationship to Israel. Moreover the
Rechabites, of whom we are twice told that they worshipped
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God with especial zeal, 2 Kings 10: 15 ff., Jer. 35, are in fact
Kenites, 1 Chron. 2: 55. One tradition asserts that Moses’
father-in-law, usually named Jethro or Reuel, was called
Hobab (Judg. 4. n) and Hobab was a Kenite, 4. 11. This
Kenite at the Exodus journeys through the wilderness with
Israel, Num. 10: 29-32. Moses’ close connexion with the Kenites
stands out very clearly here. Finally the mark of Cain, which is
a mark of protection, is evidence that the sons of Cain, the
Kenites, though fugitives and wanderers are nevertheless under
Jahweh’s care, Gen. 4. g-15. There is therefore strong support
for the theory that Moses took over the divine name Jahweh
from the Kenites. The theory explains the origin of the name
Jahweh; it is not however to be imagined that the Israelites
under Moses simply took over the religion of the Kenites.4?

g. EL AND EL SHADDAI
The designations *7¢ and *3¢ %% have but limited currency.
The word %& on the other hand is a common and indeed

the earliest appellation for God.#® It occurs both alone and
in compounds (§10). But what does *1¢ mean and why is

it used when it is used? In Job God is called *7% thirty-one

times, and besides these there are six other certain instances.
»1¢ occurs eight times. The derivation of the word is not

cleart and its age is uncertain, since Gen. 43: 14 and 4g: 25
may indeed be old but are also rather odd. All the other
contexts are of late date. One could therefore pass it over
quickly if it were not for Gen. 17: 1and EX. 6: 3. These two
passages are related. Ex. 6: 3 runs: “I appeared unto Abraham,
unto Isaac, and unto Jacob as »1¢ ®8” and Gen. 17: I:
"The Lord appeared to Abram, and said unto him, I am »¢ bx.

walk before me and be thou perfect.” According to the
writer of the priestly material, to which both of these passages
belong, 1% & is therefore the solemn revealed name in

which God made Himself known to the Patriarchs, who had
not yet heard His name Jahweh. But is this historically
accurate? And what is the meaning of the revealed name 7 >x?

To the latter question certainly there is no answer, not
merely because we to-day can no longer explain its meaning,
but, and this is of considerably greater importance, because the
Old Testament does not reckon seriously with this form. It
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carries no weight in the Old Testament and has no effect. No
particular sense is applicable. Nowhere is it claimed that any
one special item of revelation is connected with *1¢ ©x. *1¢
and 7% %8 when they occur are distinct names but only
names. The theory is probably correct therefore which suggests
that the choice of name in Gen. 17: 1and Ex. 6: 3 is purely
arbitrary. The priestly writer, when he wants to keep apart the
three stages of revelation to mankind (Adam and Noah) to
Israel’'s ancestors (Abraham) and to the true Israel (Moses),
and when he wants to claim a knowledge of God for mankind in
general and at the same time to reserve the knowledge of the
divine name for the revelation to Moses-the priestly writer in
these circumstances uses for the revelation to Abraham a
particular divine name, and he chooses *1¢. He make this

choice, not because there is historical justification for it, but
merely because this name is available, i.e. not on purpose but
merely by chance. Whatever the truth of the matter is, the
names *1¢ and *3g % occur, but only occasionally, and with no

substantial bearing on Old Testament revelation.

10. EL IN COMPOUNDS
God is called in the Old Testament both ooy and .48

The first word occurs far more frequently, the second is obvi-
ously obsolescent but retained in all manner of compounds—
proper names like Samuel or Jezreel and combinations with
attributes like 1y %8, “God most high,-because it was

more convenient. The difference between the two words then
is not a difference in sense, for both mean a God, the God or
God; but only of usage. A multitude of expressions are formed
with Y&: “God Most High”, Gen. 14: 18; “God in the heavens”
Lam. 3: 41; “God that seeth” (?), Gen. 16: 13; “God Shaddai”,
(§9); “the Everlasting God,’, Gen. 21: 33; “The God who
appeared unto you”, Gen. 35: 1; “the God who answered me in
the day of my distress”, Gen. 35: 3; “the God of thy father”,
Gen. 49: 25; “the jealous God,’, Ex. 20: 5, Josh. 24: 19; “a God
full of compassion and gracious”, Ex. 34: 6; “the gracious God”,
Jonah 4: 2; “an other God,’, Ex. 34: 14, “the faithful God”,
Deut. 7: 9; “the great and terrible God,", Deut. 7: 21; “the God
of faithfulness”, Deut. 32: 4; “the living God,’, Josh. 3: 10;
“the God of the covenant”, Judg. g: 46; “the God of
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knowledge”, 1Sam. 2: 3; “a just God and a saviour”, Isa. 45: 21,
“the God of recompenses”, Jer. 51: 56; “the God of glory (of
brightness)”, Ps. 29: 3. These expressions are intentionally
set down here almost entirely in a random series. They could
be separated into two groups, one where the expression clearly
refers to Jahweh, another where it might refer to a particular
god; but that has nothing to do with the use of the word %x.
Such classification is for other reasons. by is merely another
word for a%g which is used in old expressions or for reasons
of choice of vocabulary, not of meaning.48

The question does of course remain what the individual
expressions cited above signify, and in so far as it is really a
matter of theology it will demand an answer. It will have to
come when God's work is described: it is independent of the
word by.

Il. THE GOD OF THE FATHERS

In Deuteronomy it is in keeping with the theological style
to describe Jahweh as the God of our, or your, fathers, just as
in the same book there is a marked predilection for thy (231
times) or your (44 times) or our God (22 times). The theological
import of it is clear: God is from generation to generation the
God of Israel. Therefore He is called the God of the Fathers and
the revelation to Isaac is “I am the God of Abraham thy
father”, Gen. 26: 24, to Jacob “I am the God of Abraham4?
thy father and (the God) of Isaac”, Gen. 28: 13, and to Moses
“I am the God of thy father, the God of Abraham, the God of
Isaac and the God of Jacob”, Ex. 3: 6. The point is that God
is the same with whatever generation of men He is dealing
and both before one knows His name and after.

Albrecht Alt#8 in his study on this subject follows a quite
different track. For him the God of Abraham means the God
who revealed Himself to Abraham, and to support this inter-
pretation Alt produces impressive parallels. According to Alt,
in the Old Testament the phrase “the God of Jacob” is found in
the form “the Strong One of Jacob,’, the phrase “the God of
Isaac” as “the Fear of Isaac” and (a clever conjecture on Alt’s
part)4? the “God of Abraham” as “the Shield of Abraham”.
This would mean that according to the tradition God had made
Himself known to Abraham as the Shield, to Isaac as the Mighty
One, and to Jacob as the Fearful One. Theologically this is of
little consequence, since these names have little or no after
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history but appear only here and there, and since they contain
no elements which would not come to notice in other ways also.
For if God is called a Shield it means that He protects and
shelters; if He is called the Mighty One it means that He is
active and able; if He is called the Fearful One it means that
one should fear His holiness (see § 13).

12. JAHWEH SABAOTH

The word Sabaoth occurs 279 times in all in the Old Testa-
ment, and on account of its frequency alone it deserves special
attention. Moreover the distribution of the expression through-
out the Old Testament documents is striking, for it is not found
from Genesis to Judges®® nor in’ Isaiah 56-66, Ezekiel, Ezra,
and Nehemiah; and that can hardly be accidental. The fact that
it is also not found in Joel, Obadiah, Jonah, Proverbs, Job,
Song of Solomon, Ruth, Lamentations, Ecclesiastes, Esther,
Daniel and 2 Chronicles may on the other hand have no
significance. Even more striking however is the frequency of
the expression in Jeremiah (77 times) Haggai (14 times)
Zechariah 1-8 (44 times, while in Zech. g-14 it occurs only 9
times) and Malachi (24 times). In these books there is a distinct
liking for the expression, and Jeremiah (with his distinctive
style), Zech. 1-8, Haggai and Malachi certainly belong together
in respect of time. The strange thing is that though Ezekiel also
belongs to this group he avoids what they obviously like. This
problem has never yet been solved; indeed it has scarcely been
attempted. The remaining instances (1 Samuel 5 times, 2
Samuel 6 times, 1 Kings 3 times, 2 Kings 5 times, Isaiah 1-39
54 times, 40-45 6 times, Amos 10 times, Hosea, Micah, Habakkuk
once each, Nahum and Zephaniah twice each, Psalms 15 times,
1 Chronicles 3 times) are not unduly remarkable. But why has
the author «f Isa. 40-55, the contemporary of Ezekiel, used it
only 6 times when Jahweh Sabaoth would have suited his
rhetorical style so eminently? On the whole it is clear that the
distribution of the expression is far from being accidental and
that therefore the phrase must have not merely a meaning
but also a particular point.

Sabaoth occurs in combinations of titles in the following
frequency: nixgs mm 206, Sy n98 /3~ 36, g ‘01T,
nikay g, nixag (1) opor 5, Saje abe /s av8 ~ 3 (only Jer),
nixagn abx ~ 3, e ‘s phy ~ 2 (only Amos), DippR 37 2,
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8 oy 2, and nixaga mpe 1 (Amos g: 5). The oldest instances
of the expression in any form are in Amos and Hosea.

It is difficult to decide, however, in what order the various
usages are to be put. There can be no doubt that either mu»

others have been built. If nix3y mi is the original then it must
mean (the God whose name is) ‘jahweh who is (also) called
nix2¥ and the question remains what is the meaning of nix3s.
Is it ‘a divine name? There remains also the question how the
expression nixax 3oy ~ arose, which can only mean: Jahweh
the God of nixgy. But how can the divine name nixag become
that of which there is a God? Conversely if 3 1%y ~ is the

original expression, then it has to be interpreted: ‘(the God
whose name is) Jahweh, who is the God of the nix3y, and we

still have to ask what the nixgy are. But before we concern

ourselves with that question, let it be said that the other ex-
pression ‘% /» easily permits of being understood as an abbrevia-
tion of the longer expression. Jahweh, the God of Sabaoth,
becomes Jahweh (the God of) Sabaoth, and this shorter form
is the commonest. All these things would seem to confirm that
78 %y is the original title.

Now concerning the meaning of nixay three suggestions
have been made: a) the earthly hosts of Israel, b) the heavenly
hosts, c) the stars as the heavenly hosts. All three are possible.
A decision about them can only be reached by considering
which is most probable in view of the distribution of the
expression. The suggestion then that the earthly hosts are
intended and that Jahweh is the war God of Israel immedi-
ately breaks down, for the expression is never found in the
period when Israel was fighting “the battles of the Lord”, and
it is much in evidence in those times when Israel was at peace
and was preaching that salvation was “not by might, nor by
power, but by my spirit”, Zech. 4. 6. So also the suggestion that
the hosts are the angels is groundless, for there is little syste-
matic angelology in the Old Testament and what there is is
late, and certainly it is completely lacking in the period when
the expression is most used.

We are left therefore with the third suggestion that the
nixay are the stars, and this interpretation is certainly very
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significant. It contains within it the repudiation of the heathen
belief that the stars are gods. We shall learn more of the
struggle against this belief later (p. 153) how it was in the
Babylonian period, to which the books of Jeremiah, Haggai,
Zechariah and Malachi belong (which together use the phrase
159 times out of a possible 279)—it was in this period that the
controversy was in prominence. The reason for Ezekiel's not
having the expression will be the same one which accounts for
his refraining from saying anything unfriendly about Babylon.
The name Jahweh Sabaoth implies that the stars in the heavens
are not beings with wills but things created by Jahweh to be
His instruments. It is a phrase that is the fruit of Israel’s
growing appreciation of the fact that their God is the God of
the whole world and therefore also the God of the Cosmos. The
same truth is implicit in the common and expressive statements,
that Jahweh set the sun in the heavens, that He hath made a
tabernacle for it, Ps. 19: 4, that sunset and sunrise are His
work, Ps. 104: 19-24, that He can cause it to go down when He
pleases, Amos 8: g. God is Lord even of the sun, and the sun
is no god.

An impressive and well-grounded explanation of the word
Sabaoth has recently been put forward by V. Maag,5! according
to which the Sabaoth are the whole body of the numinous
powers of Canaan which are integrated into the nature of God.
When Israel became involved with Babylonian star divinities
then presumably these would be integrated also.

13. THE HOLY ONE OF ISRAEL, THE HOLY GOD

I. The concept of holiness permits of several interpretations in
the Old Testament. Had holiness signified from the beginning
something quite independent, a thing in itself, having no
connexion with other things, then it would be difficult to under-
stand how the meaning “holy unto someone” or “something
holy in relation to something else” could have arisen. Con-
sequently the meaning must have developed in the reverse
order. At the first stage in the growth of the idea a thing would
be holy unto another thing, later it would become holy in
itself. Both stages are represented in examples, indeed the first
still occurs in later times, and the examples show very clearly
what “holy” means in the Old Testament.

Num. 6: 8, all the days that one binds oneself with a vow of
separation one is holy unto the Lord; Neh. 8: g, the day on
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which the law is read before the people that they should under-
stand it is holy unto Jahweh; Lev. 21: 6, the priests are holy
unto their God; Num. 15: 40, the Israelites are holy unto their
God; Deut. 7: 6, Israel is a people holy unto Jahweh, Israel’s
God. In all of these “holy” means kept in reserve and set aside
for somebody. It will be noticed that in all the passages men-
tioned holiness has as its consequence a limitation, a restriction
on habits and practices and celebrations which otherwise
would be quite permissible. The fact that Israel is holy unto
Jahweh means they must do nothing which will displease Jah-
weh, and in this holiness are the roots of the jealousy of the Lord
that only He should be worshipped and not other gods also.52

2. One can well understand from the nature of this original
meaning that it was only slowly and comparatively late that
the idea of holiness was transferred to God Himself. The first
in the Old Testament to make a point of calling God the Holy
One is lIsaiah: God the Holy One, 5: 16; the Holy One of Israel,
I 4, 5:19, 24, 10: 20, 30: 11, 12, 15, 31:1 (12: 6, 17: 7, 29: 19,
37: 23 are by a later writer) ; holy, holy, holy is the Lord of
hosts, 6: 3. The only texts earlier than these Isaiah ones are
1Sam. 6: 20, “Who is able to stand before the Lord, this Holy
God?*, and Hos. 11: g “I am God and not man; the Holy One
in the midst of thee”. Later too the expression is infrequent.

3. What does it mean when God is called the Holy One?
The content of the idea has changed. The people of Bethshe-
mesh acknowledge Jahweh as the Holy One because they fear
Him as the Terrible and Incalculable One. In Hosea God calls
Himself the Holy One because He is Lord of His own will, who
does not execute the fierceness of His anger and does not return
to destroy Ephraim. That God is holy means here that in His
decision He is independent and free. Holy means superior,
almighty. Therefore men must fear Him. For that reason also
He can accept the sacrifice of Abel and reject that of Cain,
Gen. 4: 4-5. For that reason ‘Jacob hath he loved but Esau
hath he hated,’, Mal. 1: 2-3. God is free of considerations and
conditions, absolutely free master of His own will, of His
feelings, even of His wrath; mighty, not having any respon-
sibility or requiring any justification, exalted over all, Lord
absolutely of His resolutions and decisions and therefore to be
feared absolutely. Holy is at once exalted, supreme and fearful.

4. This sort of divine holiness continues in prominence, but
in the revelation as a result of which Isaiah is made a messenger
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of God to His people, 6: 1-13, a new deeper sort of holiness is
made known to man. Isaiah sees the majesty of God and
perceives His holiness, and then what he is aware of is not his
own perishableness and the vanity and nothingness of his
being, but his sinfulness. “Woe is me! for I am undone; because
I am a man of unclean lips and | dwell in the midst of a people
of unclean lips”. Then the prophet's iniquity is taken away,
and because it is taken away he can stand before the throne of
God and undertake God's commission. Here holiness is the
opposite of sinfulness. God is holy because He does not tolerate
sin, He uncovers it, He rebukes it, refuses to connive at it,
punishes it or atoning for it forgives it. Sin separates a person
from the holy God. Where it is forgiven man has “access”
(Romans 5: 2) to God. Holiness is here goodness, the summum
bonum. For Isaiah God is the Holy One of Israel, because God
holds the fate of Israel firmly in His hands where nothing can
alter it, and demands of Israel the avoidance of all sin.

A later generation in the Old Testament carried this twofold
concept of the holiness of God further and tried in laws of
ritual (see $52) to achieve a division of life into a holy part and
a profane part in order to create within the people of Israel the
holy context necessary for the holiness of God. The priesthood
which did this, did not see that it was thereby depriving God
of a part of life, the profane part, and really seeking to impair
His complete lordship.

14. THE LIVING GOD

The assertion that God is a living God is found only occasion-
ally in the Old Testament; it is found late and intended to
combat the idea that God has no life and no power. Thus
Jeremiah receives the revelaticn which he must pass on to his
people, that God is not asleep and idle but watches over His
word, to perform it, 1: 12; and in the legends David says to the
Philistine and Hezekiah to the Assyrian that for their im-
pudence revenge will be taken on them, for these strangers
reproach with their words the living God; 1Sam. 17: 26, 36,
2 Kings 19: 4, 16, Isa. 37: 4, 17. Not a dead God but the living
God spoke out of the midst of the fire at Sinai, Deut. 5: 26, and
the living God is in the midst of Israel and will drive the
Canaanites before Him, Josh. 3: 10. The Israelites will be called
the sons of the living God, Hosea 1: 10; the Lord, the true God,
He is the living God, Jer. 10: 10, but the prophet must mention
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no more the burden of the Lord to the people, for they would
pervert the words of the living God; Jer. 23: 36.5% Concerning
the living Jahweh a descendant of David learned that God gave
him strength in war and victory over his enemies-no other
god is a living God as Jahweh is; 2 Sam. 22: 47, Ps. 18: 46.54
The soul of the Psalmist thirsteth after God, who is the living
God; Ps. 42: 2, 84: 2. Both passages show that the idea is a
current one, but it is wrong to credit it with any particular
contribution to theology.

15. THE TERRIBLE GOD
r. The word terrible here permits of not the slightest molli-
fication but means really terror-inspiring. God lops the boughs
from the trees with a strength that strikes terror, ng7yn,

into men, Isa. 10: 33. He is with the prophet as a mighty one
and a terrible y*9y 9iay, Jer. 20. n. He shows Himself to be a

terrible God, yam &, Ps. 89: 8, and is mighty and for-
midable, x93, above all them that are round about Him.

God is fearful, because He is capable of doing amazing deeds,
deeds that display might and great power and therefore inspire
fear. It is the ability to do such deeds that is hoped for in the
earthly king, that his enemies may fall under him, Ps. 45:; 5-6.
God has that ability. He does great and terrible things for His
people Israel, 2 Sam. 7: 23. He did terrible things by the Red
Sea, Ps, 106: 22. It is a terrible thing that He does before Israel,
Ex. 34: 10, Ps. 66: 3; He Himself is terrible in His doing toward
the children of men, 66: 5. That refers to His actions in history,
when He brought Israel out of Egypt and led them safe and dry
over Jordan. Would that there were some clarity in the text
of Ps. 139: 14 that we might know whether the wonderful
making of man is really also called fearful-the favpasrdv a
doBepdv! Jahweh Himself is terrible, Ps. 47: 2; He is the great
and dreadful God, Dan. g: 4, Neh. 1: 5, g: 32.

One thing more deserves to be noted about these quotations.
They are not very old, and they increase in later literature.
They are not associated with any great author; they come to us
in complete anonymity. They set side by side the Terrible One
and the Great One, the Terrible One and the Wonderful One,
and the context of the thoughts involved in such combinations
is the controversy over belief in other gods. Since Jahweh is the
Great and Terrible One, He is superior to all other gods. The
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most remarkable thing of all, however, is this, that the idea of
the fearfulness of God is not one single idea alongside others but
gathers others within itself.

2. God grants forgiveness: if God should mark a person’s
iniquities that person cannot stand. God has an incontestable
right to mark men’s iniquities, but it is not a right that He
chooses to exercise unconditionally; He administers forgiveness
instead, Ps. 130: 4. In this way He gains recognition, for the
man whose sin is pardoned must observe and follow the will of
God; such a man lives in fear before God. This fear of the Lord
is in a context of grace. Because God forgives man, man stands
before Him in the fear that is His due. This fear is the result,
it is the operation, the intended operation of grace. God forgives
man in order that man may fear God. Fear of God is fear of
forgiveness. It is not a freely determined human emotion; it is
determined by grace.

3. One might wonder whether the brief passage in the Psalms
could really support so much theology,% if it were not that
other passages come to the rescue to prove that the teaching
concerning the fearful God and fear of God is not a chance
notion but an essential part of Old Testament theology. Thus
in the sermon in Deuteronomy Jahweh is Israel's God: He has
done great and fearful things for His people before their eyes,
things capable of arousing fear in the hearts of those who see
Jahweh do them, Deut. 10; 21. Because God has done these
fearful things He is God of gods and Lord of lords, the great
God, the mighty, and the terrible, Deut. 10: 17. For a god's
nature is as his works. God is great and mighty and terrible,
therefore He is not a respecter of persons and He takes no
bribes. He does not need to do so; He is independent of these
things. He executes the judgment of the fatherless and the
widow, however, and loves the stranger in giving him food
and raiment, Deut. 10z 17-18. This fearful God, Jahweh, Israel
His people must fear, Deut. 10: 12, 20; and since the term
a7, “fearful”, which is used of God, can contain the idea
that one must always observe before Him a certain circum-
spection because one does not know the moment the terror may
break out, the meaning of “fearing God” deepens. For Israel to
fear God is to walk in all His ways, to love Him and serve Him
with heart and soul, Deut. 10: 12, to keep His commandments
and His statutes, 10: 13, to cleave unto Him and swear by His
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name, 10: 20. Fear of Jahweh, His glorious and fearful name
(sic!) involves Israel’s observing to do all the words of the law,
Deut. 28: 58. “Fear God, and keep his commandments” is really
the end of the matter and the whole duty of man; Eccles. 12: 13.

It will be observed then that the idea of the terrible God and
its kindred ideas undergo within the Old Testament a clear and
radical change. God is terrible because at times He does things
which terrify the whole world. These deeds He does for the sake
of His people; He is able and willing to do them for them at any
time. The attitude of man before this might is an attitude of
fear, for man is unequal to the revelation of it; the mere sight
of it is dreadful. But then God’s might is not merely a threat
directed against those who want to oppose the will of this
Mighty One or frustrate it; God's might becomes at once a
claim. The Superior One demands from His people a constant
attitude. Israel fears God in being obedient to Him. Fear of
God is obedience. It is no longer the constant expectation that
God of His great superiority could do fearful deeds; rather it is
the constant recognition of His greatness in complying with
His will. It is to be noted nevertheless that though the second
type of fear of God takes precedence over the first it does not
supplant it. The terrible God remains terrible.

16. THE MOST HIGH GOD

When one calls a god the Most High God one sees Him as one
god among others who are also high but who are excelled by
Him in highness. The expression “the Most High” is a polythe-
istic appellation. For monotheists it is meaningless, a light
without a shadow. The polytheistic thinking involved in the
superlative “Highest” is also present in the Old Testament.
Jahweh is most high above all the earth; He is exalted far above
all gods, Ps. g7: g. But there are nowhere more than traces of
these comparisons and one can never say that they really are
the last traces of a formerly important concept. Israel never
had a polytheistic Pantheon, in which such an expression would
be appropriate: rather the expression occurs incidentally in
flights of poetic fancy such as Ps. g7 represents, which has
merely fallen into the language of the polytheistic Pantheon——
Hebrew rustics wearing for a moment Babylonian court-dress.
It is from there they take the expression the “Most High God,',
without noting that in their religion it is irrelevant. They only
consider that it sounds well. It has absolutely no theological
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content. It occurs in no ancient texts of theological importance;
it is a favourite word in the Psalms (22 of the 33 instances; in
addition it occurs in these Psalm-like passages-r Sam. 2: Io,
Num. 24: 16, Deut. 32: 8, 2 Sam. 22: 14; Isa. 14: 14, Lam. 3: 35,
38. Verses 18, 19, 20, 22 of Gen. 14 have more theological
content but they are, like the whole chapter, in a realm of their
own; a realm that has never really been explained).

17. OTHER NAMES FOR GOD

The Old Testament revelation is alive, its context is human
history, and it is in keeping with this that it does not confine its
selection of divine names to a limited few of fixedcontent but goes
on producing new ones. Of these we can distinguish three groups.

1. The names which form the first group are inventions of
the moment. According to the particular situation in which an
individual or a group of people find themselves they give God a
descriptive form of address, which can be extraordinarily rich in
content and association, but never succeeds in gaining entrance
to the relatively limited group of recognized divine names.
Since these inventions of the moment come and go it is difficult
to estimate their theological importance in spite of their richness
of content. In general one should not rate them too highly.

The following are examples of these names of the moment:
He that is strong in power, Isaiah 40: 26; my strength, Ps.
18: 2; the stone(?) of Israel, Gen. 49: 24; my Maker, Job 36: 3;
God that performeth all things for me, Ps. 57: 2; He that loveth
the stranger, Deut. 10: 18; the true God, 2 Chron. 15: 3; thou
God of truth, Ps. 31: 6; who prepareth rain for the earth, Ps.
147: 8; thy teacher, Isa. 30: 20; the Holy One of Jacob (like
the Holy One of Israel), Isa. 29: 23; the high God, Mic. 6: 6;
God of my life, Ps. 42: 8; a strong tower, Ps. 61: 3. We have
intentionally chosen isolated examples in order to distinguish
this group from the second group, which often it very closely
resembles.

2. The second group contains those forms which may likewise
have arisen from certain particular circumstances of the
moment but which because of the frequency of their occurrence
appear as recognized divine names and whose meaning is still
immediately apparent. This last point, so important in dis-
tinguishing the second group from the third, does not mean that
the names in question have necessarily preserved the full signific-
ance of their content. Indeed, because of their currency they
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have not. In a great variety of appellations it is the protection
which God gives His own that is expressed: He is their Pro-
tector, their Help, their Refuge, their Fortress, their Rock,
their Strength. The form of expression varies. Isa. 45: 24 is
guite objective: “Only in the Lord is righteousness and
strength”. In Ps. 18: 2, on the other hand, there is a much more
personal and possessive usage. “The Lord is my rock, and my
fortress and my deliverer: my God, my strong rock, in him will
| trust, my shield and the horn of my salvation, my high
tower”. And since one can say-instead of my-thy, his, our,
your, their, it is but a small step to the expression the Rock,
the Tower, the Shield, etc., which then become divine names.
Forms like the rock of my refuge, Ps. g4: 22, or the rock of our
salvation, Ps. g5:1, help the transition, and =% certainly
became in this way a name: the Rock, his work is perfect,
Deut. 32: 4; there is no rock like our God, 1Sam. 2: 2; is there
a God beside me? yea there is no Rock; | know not any, Isa.
44: 8, Hab. 1: 12. In a name formed in such a way there is no
particular theological significance.

3. The third group, finally, is made up of names which are
interesting from the point of view of the history of religion but
theologically are of no consequence. In this group are names
like God, who rides (upon) the heaven, Deut. 33:26; the Lord
who rideth upon a swift cloud, Isa. 1g9:1; that rideth through
the deserts, Ps. 68: 4; that rideth upon the heavens of heavens,
which are of old, Ps. 68: 33; He sitteth upon the Cherubim,
Ps. gg: 1. The student of comparative religion is in his element
here (there is no doubt that such a usage is the last hem into
which anyone who is knowledgeable by comparisons and
transpositions can put enough material for a whole garment).
These usages are not simply free poetic inventions; they are too
incomprehensible for that. Rather they are the last echoes of
lost myths, which earlier or elsewhere were once current and
meaningful. The theologian however can and must take up a
different attitude to these usages. He must treat them as gay-
coloured tinsel, just as the clergyman makes nothing of the fact
that a chorale is sung like a folk song. It is not a folk song just
because he makes no fuss. In the same way these scraps of myth
are no longer myths but only marks of origin, evidence that the
Old Testament revelation also once existed in the midst of the
religions, but existed as a guest whom the national costume
could not rob of the identity of its particular mission.

IV. THE SCOPE (THE HISTORY) OF GOD'S ACTIVITY

18. INTRODUCTION

Divine_revelation in the Old Testament is not a single revelation
of a harmonious system of lines of thought, but a long gradual
movement gathering momentum in the context of history.
Therefore it is appropriately presented not as systematic
theology but as history. The God of the Old Testament
has a history. It is the history of a slow development from
a narrow sphere and limited influence to far-reaching and
indeed all-inclusive government. If one overlooks this aspect
of Old Testament revelation and thinks only in terms of the
latest ways in which God had made Himself known, then such
disregard of history renders most of the Old Testament mean-
ingless. Conversely every individual part of the Old Testament
revelation is reduced to an unconnected fragment when one
forgets that it is part of a great connected whole. One avoids
both dangers only when one writes ke history of the God of the
Old Testament, in order to see His government stretching ever
further and more comprehensively, and at the same time treats
the individual aspects of this government in their historical
contexts in order to see them from that perspective and to see
the meaning which they then had or did not have, and the
meaning which finally, in conjunction with others, they
acquired.

19. THE FACT OF REVELATION

The fact that God reveals Himself is fundamental. He appears
to Abraham, Gen. 12: 7; He makes known His name and
therefore His nature, Ex. 6: 3; He does not belong to the number
of the dumb gods, Hab. 2: 18. The initiative is not with men,
with their seeking or imagining; the initiative is solelv with

God. The fact that God has fellowship with man is due to His
free and groundless will and is His first and fundamental deed.
One must be careful to distinguish between His functions: God
answers, when He wills it, the cry of every man that calls upon
His name, Ps. 3: 5; that is the function of the God that is known
in dealing with individual members of the people to which His
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worship is entrusted. But the unknown God does not make
Himself known indiscriminately to any individuals He likes;
He is no private God. Rather He makes himself known only to
the chosen leaders of His people, and not for their own personal
sakes but for the sake of the whole people. God is concerned
only with the people as a whole. The leaders (historically only
Moses, and Abraham merely as a precursor, a proleptic figure
in the view of the priestly writer) are simply mediators of the
revelation, but mediators without special position. God can
reveal Himself, He wills to reveal Himself; He has revealed
Himself, and to Israel. Why and for what purpose He has done
so is not disclosed. All that is said is that the revelation is an
act of God's free will, and therefore sheer grace; and that is in
no way due to any excellence which Israel possessed and other
nations did not possess-Amos g: 7, Mal. 1: 1-3. The idea of a
special “religiousness” in Israel has no place in the Old Testa-
ment. God willed to make Himself known to Israel at the time of

Moses and through Aim—that is the first sentence of the history
of God.

20. THE COVENANT OR THE AGREEMENT AS THE
FORM OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN jAEWEH AND ISRAEL

Introductory

1. God's saying to Israel through Moses “I am Jahweh” and
Israel's consequent knowledge “Our God is called Jahweh”
and “we are the people of Jahweh”, Ex. 6: 2-7, constitutes the
foundation of revelation. The practical import of this will be
discussed in § 22. Here let it be noted that this revelation stands
theoretically in a context of polytheism. Jahweh is a proper
name and proper names serve to distinguish beings of the same
kind from one another according to their individuality.

2. When we find that God’s imparting His name to Israel
produces a lasting relationship between Tahweh and lIsrael, so
that Israel from now on is Jahweh’s people and Jahweh Israel’s
God, the question immediately arises concerning the form of this
relationship. For a relationship cannot exist without assuming
a clear form. The form is the covenant or agreement, the n™3.
What does that mean?

3. Following a well-tested rule, one always proceeds in the
elucidation of a theological concept from the sense which the
concept has in untheological and not yet theological usage; and
the more important the concept is, the more strictly this rule
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applies. This is based on the fact that when God reveals Himself,
He uses the speech and the ideas and concepts of men, since
only so can His revelation be received by men. When the
concept is taken untheologically the theological meaning is
disclosed, even when the theological and the untheological
meaning are not absolutely identical. If the two differ it will
then become evident in one of two ways; either the expression
is gradually dislocated or it is emptied of all theological content.

4. In accordance with this proved rule we will now discuss
in detail, because of its great importance, the concept n*3;
covenant or agreement. The word occurs 285 times and in the
Septuagint is rendered 257 times for certain Swaijxy. It
has a rich phraseology which offers few real difficulties. Its
meaning is sufficiently clear from its usage, so that the difficult
question of its derivation does not need to be introduced to help
in its explanation, but without prejudice can be left aside.

5. The untheological usage of the word Covenant. Abraham
and Abimelech have a difference, they therefore make a

covenant, come to an agreement or arrangement with one4~
another 3073, Gen. 21: 27. Laban and his son-in-law

Jacob come to an agreement about Laban’s daughters who
have become Jacob’s wives, Gen. 31: 44. Jonathan and David
come to an agreement about what their mutual attitude will
be after the death of Saul, 1Sam. 23: 18. Solomon and Hiram
make a league together-this is the appropriate rendering of
n"3 here concerning their mutual relations, 1 Kings 5: 12.
The word n+93, nearly always translated covenant by older

theologians, in the passages quoted, is equivalent to agreement
or arrangement or league. Neither the context of the agreement
nor its form is essential to the concept but only the fact that
two parties, voluntarily and of their own free will, make an
agreement which binds the one to the other in respect of the
content of the agreement, while in other respects they remain
perfectly free. n3 is an agreement of two independent parties
about something fixed and defined.

6. It should be stated here that n"33 does not ever occur
in the above-mentioned sense when used for the arrangement
‘into which Jahweh enters with Israel. The only possible
exception®® is Ps. 50: 5, but *n*33 reads properly not “a
covenant with me” but “my (established by me) covenant”.
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The idea that the n*3 between Jahweh and Israel rests
on the free resolution of both partners is entirely foreign to
the Old Testament. The one responsible for this agreement
is always God alone. It is always said that God makes a
covenant with somebodv. never that God and somehodv make

a_covenant.

J. Begrich* has worked it out ingeniously that Berith
originally meant "an arrangement between two unequal
partners”, in which the more powerful partner binds himself
to a certain attitude towards the less powerful if certain con-
ditions are fulfilled by the less powerful. This meaning agrees
well with the derivation of the word which I have given in my
Lexicon, p. 152a (table-fellowship, which a healthy person
offers to a sick person, one therefore who because of his sickness
is socially and religiously suspect). The concept become&hen
“thought of more and more as being an agreement” (p. 4).

7. Even in untheological contexts the phenomenon of the

two partners making an i Usually someone
comes to terms with someone else, that is to say the impulse

and resolve come from one of the two partners, not from both.
But it is essential to the nature of the affair, that this one-sided
initiative does not prejudice the free decision of the other
person. In so far as the two sides are parties to the agreement,
however different their position and power may be, they regard
one another as being free and with equal rights. nais

always (on both sides) a voluntary bond. It is never a one-sided
decision. Israel, small and oppressed, makes a covenant with
Assyria in order to receive help, Hos. 12: 1. Only because the
Gibeonites succeed in their pretence that they are from a far
country, not from the surrounding country, and therefore free
to act, does Joshua concede to their request and make a
covenant with them; Josh. g: 1-16. One can also come to an
agreement involving mutual rights and obligations with
peoples whom one has in one’'s power and could annihilate,
Deut. 7: 2, Ex. 34: 12-15. The besieged men of Jabesh propose
a covenant to Nahash: they will be subservient to him, but the
agreement will also protect them from his caprice, 1 Sam. 11 1.
When Benhadad of Aram is a prisoner of war he proposes a
covenant to his captor Ahab: he makes many concessions but

* In his valuable study, Berit. Ein Beitrag zur Evfassung einer alttesta-
mentlichen Denkform (Z.A.W. 60, 1944, 1-19.
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through the covenant he obtains his freedom, 1 Kings 20: 34.

8. nma_‘is_therefore in_its untheological meaning an_
arrangement, entente, agreement, bargain or covenant. The
translation chosen depends on the importance, the duration
and public or private character of the understanding reached.
It is always a question of rights and a relationship based on
rights between two partners concerning a definite matter. The
partners are free to enter into the arrangement or to reject it
(and to suffer the consequences of such rejection). They are
bound by fixed arrangement to abide by the agreement for the
a eed time or until it 1s otherwise terminated. They stand in a
relationship determined by rights and obligations as far as the
content of the agreement is concerned. The agreement always

has a fixed and carefully defined content. There is no such
thing as an agreement without definite content.

21. THE THEOLOGICAL USE OF THE WORD COVENANT
I. We have alreadv said that the summons to make a coven-

onio concludes it. Israel can choose whether she will accept
it or not. She is not compelled to enter into a covenant; it is a
matter of free decision. God makes the covenant with Israel
-n¢ n™M3 m2 (mostly) or ay nmand3 (often). Later this
phraseology was found no longer appropriate, since it did not
express the constraint of God's will. Thus we find n™aapn
-ng God “establishes, institutes” a covenant with (Gen. 6: 18
and seven other passages) or Payiranm3opn.. . God
“establishes, _ipstitutes” a covenant between Himself and
Israel, Gen. g: 17, I7: 7. Tn these the authoritative, con-
straining, initiating will of God receives still clearer expression.
Indeed one finds P332 in"2 03, God “gives, grants” His
covenant between Himself and Israel, Gen. 17: 2. In all these
instances the other partner is still mentioned, although his part
in the conclusion of the covenant is considerably reduced. In
Num. 25: 12, *n*13-n§ %10 *un, “Behold | give unto him my
covenant, put my covenant at his disposal,’, the second partner
has become the mere recipient and usufructuary.

2. One should not overlook this change in usage, the sequence
of which we have noted and which corresponds to the course of
history, for this change indicates that the covenant or agreement
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form was more and more found unsuited to represent the
relationship between Jahweh and Israel. When Israel is brought
into a covenant with Jahweh, the one aspect of the connexion
is clearly expressed, namely that of the mutual obligations; but
the other aspect-the fact that it is an entente between two
partners, who enter into it of their own free will and decision,
detracts from the exclusive action and dominion of God and is
therefore questionable. This questioning produces the change
in usage. The idea of n*12 is preserved, but the change in

usage is really such as to destroy the essential character of the
3 altogether. It is not unparalleled for theological usage

to retain old and traditional ideas and forms of a word even
where it has long since destroyed their meaning. Theology is
always conservative in its vocabulary.

3. The change in usage did not however achieve its purpose
of giving expression to the exclusive action and lordship of God.
The simple sentence that Israel is Jahweh's peculiar treasure,
“if ye will obey my voice and keep my covenant” (it is signific-
ant that it does not read “the covenant with me”) “then ye
shall be a peculiar treasure unto me from among all peoples:
for all the earth is mine”, Ex. 19: 5—that sentence achieves at
one stroke what could never be said using the n*j3-idea, no
matter how flexible it might be.

22. THE ESSENTIAL CONTENT orF THE COVENANTOR AGREEMENT
CONCEPT

1. What does it mean when we say that Jahweh-entered-into
an agreement with the people of Israel? For the answer to this
question three points are important and in this order: 1. the
correct defining of the limits of the concept, so that it is under-
stood what the covenant does not mean; 2. the ways in which
the covenant clearly demonstrates its operation; 3. the context
within which it has its being. It should also be remembered that
Old Testament revelation, although it is true revelation, that
is to say of universal validity, nevertheless represents a his-
torical quantity; that is to say, it is adapted to the understand-
ing of its day and to the confessional standards and confessional
forms then prevailing. For the child, two times two equals four
is the beginning and end of arithmetic. The mathematician sees
far beyond that, but two times two is four for him also with the
same unconditional validity as for the child.
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2. The definitions of the covenant. The covenant is a relation-
ship with the people and not with individuals. Jahwe is con-
cerned with the people and deals with the people, not with the
individual. The individual stands within the covenant, which
Jahweh has made, but he stands within this covenant not
because he is an individual personality in his own right, for that
means nothing for the Old Testament, but because he is a
member of the people. The people is not the sum of its members,
it is not a mathematical quantity. On the contrary, it is repre-
sented in any group of members you like, even in individuals;
but the individual is_never alone where the covenant is con-
cerned. Always, whether by himself or in a number, he is pars
prototo. It is an axiom of the Old Testament revelation that
God deals with society, with the people, or-to put it more
accurately-with the community. The individual can live before
God onlv as a member of the community.

3. The people is not a limited communitty; tts siz€ 1s ariable_
and it grows. The number of the Hebrews who. eg:chereq:iround
Moses and the number of the tribes to which they belonged
may have been ever so small, it was nevertheless an unrestricted
open number. That means they might annex as many more
later, in the wilderness, at the occupation of the Promised Land
or in the Palestinian period, and they could do it without
prejudice. Among the people of Israel there is no distinction
between first and later, between originals and newcomers.
A city which became Hebrew in the time of David-one thinks
of Jerusalem and the position of equality the inhabitants of
Jerusalem enjoy in Isaiah with the men of Judah-belongs as
much to the people of Israel as the descendants of the original
company under Moses. The covenant with Jahweh is valid for
them in exactly the same way, and indeed it is valid not
merely from the time of their entry into it, but from the
beginning it was meant also for them. The idea of the people of
Israel, as far as the covenant concept is concerned, is taken out
of the category of time altogether; it is supra-temporal, or
a-temporal. The people of Israel with whom Jahweh makes the
covenant is no empirical quantity but a spmtual quantlty, for
which numerical increase and historical waxing or waning (with
the fall of Samaria Judah became the people of Israel) is of no
consequence. That wonderful word in Galatians 4: 26, 28, “the
Jerusalem above ... is our mother. Now ye brethren” (Gala-
tians!) “are children of promise”-belongs to a context of

Exr
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revelation. The historian must enquire how many Hebrews
were present when the covenant was given at Sinai and who
they were, but for the theologian the question does not arise.
The peonle of Israel is an unrestricted quantitv. Any of its
members can at any time and of any incident of earlier times
say: “‘we”’. The earlier 7s always the living present to all who come
after.

4. It is understandable that God's revelation of Himself to
Israel contains nothing that was entirely unintelligible to Moses’
contemporaries. Revelation always presupposes a certain
measure of mental capacity in men and to that measure it is
adapted. At the same time it transcends all human capacity of
comprehension. It is like the tree, of which the earth knows
only the roots underneath, but which without roots would
swing absurdly in the air.

5. Features of the covenant. From the time of the giving of, the
covenant onwards Israel belongs to Jahweh. He is Israel’s only
God. The other gods are not denied, they are ignored. As
far as Israel is concerned they do not exist; even if they do
exist, Israel (and this includes the individual Israelite) may
on no account bow down to them and serve them, a73yn &%

Ex. 20: 5.57 And corresponding to this negative there is a
positive. When the children of Israel call on a god, they must
call on Jahweh. When in giving a hame to a child they make
confession of a god, they must by means of a nhame containing
Jahweh confess Jahweh. When they swear or curse they must
swear or curse by Jahweh. When they pray to a god, they must
pray to Jahweh and by naming Jahweh declare that Jahweh
is their God. When a sacrifice, a consecration, a vow, an
atonement or any other holy ordinance that was customary or
necessary took place, it did not take place without the name
Jahweh being invoked. Everything was done “in the name of
Jahweh”, that is to say, with an invocation of the name
Jahweh. We cannot deal here with the actual matters involved;
only the theology of it is our concern and this theology is
summarized and fully expressed in the formula “in the name of
Jahweh”. When one names a god, one names always Jahweh.
One can name no other, for it is fully intended, and no explana-
tions should be allowed to cloud the truth of it, when it is said
that Jahweh “is a jealous God,'. Israel’s obligation under the
coyenant is to have onlv Tahweh as its God. And Jahweh guards
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jealously against any neglect or violation of this obligation.
It remains only to say that all important matters of a single day
or an entire life stand within this theology, for they take place
within the invocation of Jahweh.3® Nothing is secularized any
more, little is rationalized. One does always and undergoes only
what can take place “in the name of Jahweh”. The relationship
to Jahweh as the only_true God is everlasting, ever_relevant,
constantly taking shape afresh, presenting itself to the mind,
alive,

6. Historically speaking, Israel, whatever the extent of its
experience at the time of Moses may have been, even before
the revelation of Jahweh, was not without God and did not live/
without religion. But the Old Testament revelation does not
begin by sweeping aside all former customs, regulations,
practices and celebrations and replacing them with a completely
new system; rather—as far as we can judge-they are left
undisturbed. They are given a new relationship, a new direction.
They are related to Jahweh. Only for Jahweh can one sacrifice,
dedicate, make a vow, swear, celebrate a festival and so on.
The ethnic form becomes Jahwistic. From this point of view it
is determined, for all practical purposes, what can be left as it
was and what can be disposed of. That is a matter for the future
and of course belongs to the sphere of the history of religion;
it is not of importance theologically. What is of importance
theologically-and it is profoundly so-is that now everything
is tied up with Tahweh.

7. This exclusive relationship with Jahweh is obedience to
Jahweh. Lsrael is Jahweh's people because Israel is_obedient to
Jahweh, and auly to Jahweh. Israelites obey Jahweh in that
they sacrifice to Him, name their children after Him, keep
oaths and vows for Him, offer their prayers to Him and call
upon His name. To these we have to add another important
department of life-the life of the community with its rules,
arrangements, obligations, commands and restrictions, the
whole province that we call ethics. Even in the time of Moses
all matters pertaining to community life were worked out
according to rules of some kind. But these regulations, probably
connected formerly with local gods, are now connected with
Jahweh. Right is what is right before Jahweh: wrong is what is
wrong before Jahweh. If a man honours his father he is obedient
to Jahweh. If a man commits adultery he is disobedient to
Jahweh. Propriety and morality come under the care of Jahweh.
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Jahweh watches over them, orders them, demands them,
punishes their violation, makes decisions when there is a lack
of clarity or lack of unity. The entire life of the communitygoes
on_under His attentive supervisionz,it has its source in His will
and finds its reward or its punishment in His pleasure or wrath.
Again it is not a question of new statutes and ordinances. The
Old Testament knows nothing of these, and, if there had been
any, some clear trace of their introduction would certainly have
come down to us. The old customs and the traditional morality
remain, but brought into a new context-they have been re-
lated to the will of Jahweh. Their observation is therefore, from
now on, obedience to the will of Jahweh.

8. The covenant revealed through Moses, the so called Sinai
Covenant between Jahweh and lIsrael, is therefore characterized
by the fact that Jahweh pro tgcts_lsmL_asM—that is
Jahwek and obeys Him; that is Israel's obligation and Jahweh’
right. None of these constituent parts can be neglected without
detriment to the covenant. For it is a covenant made by both
partners of their own free will. Jahweh's free will, which is the
source of the initiative, is taken so much for granted that it is
not mentioned. The fact that Israel enters the covenant of its
own free will is however repeatedly and emphatically declared,
perhaps most clearly of all in Joshua 24: 15, 21-22: “And if it
seem evil unto you to serve (to worship) the Lord, choose you
this day whom ye will serve (worship)“. And Joshua said unto
the people, “Ye are witnesses against yourselves that ye have
chosen you the Lord, to serve (worship) him”. Election in the
Old Testament is a reciprocal relationship: Jahweh “chooses
Israel; Israel chiooses Tahweh; both do it in complete independ-
ence
TThe obligations which arise for Israel from this covenant
and the rights and privileges which accrue to Jahweh from it
are defined above. What really are Jahweh'’s obligations, how-
ever, and Israel’s rights? The simplest formula is found in
Jahweh's promise: “I will be your God”, Ex. 6: 7. What does
that mean? Obviously it means that Jahweh espouses His
people’s cause when they are in need. Jahweh is Israel's helper.
“The Lord hath helped us”, 1Sam. 7: 12. At the beginning of
His revelation there stands the statement: “I am Jahweh, thy
God, who brought thee out of the land of Egypt, out of the
house of bondage”. To help Israel is Jahweh's business and
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duty. He helps the people whenever their position is en-
dangered; that is why the writer of Deuteronomy can always
say that the decision for or against Jahweh is a decision for life
or death; 4: 1, g, 15; 5: 33; 6: 2; etc. Israel is kept alive by
adhering faithfully to the covenant with Jahweh.

10. Scope of the covenant. For the understanding of the Old
Testament revelation it is of supreme importance that the scope
within which Jahweh’s covenant with Israel operates and is
defined should be correctly established. This can best be
achieved by removing all false ideas.

a) The covenant does not apply to individuals, but to the
people_as a whole. The fate and also the attitude of the in-
dividual is of importance for the covenant only in so far as the
individual is part of the whole people. The personal fate of
the individual is not affected by the covenant: his position is the
same as that of men who do not stand within the covenant
because they do not belong to the people of Israel. Therefore’
there is a complete absence of all individual piety, and until the
time of David, or even Jeremiah, religion has nothing to do w1th
individual character.

Also the whole important sphere of sickness, healing, death
and life after death is not a sphere where Jahweh operates,
simply because the people in its entirety and inviolability
continues, no matter how many individuals die. This limitation
accounts for the fact that the Israelites were so inclined to
borrow meaning and assistance from the worship of other gods
and from heathen magic when faced with sickness or death.

venant with o s e

Jahweh’s covenant with Israel is a covena

com)petenj; to enter into such-a-thing;-that is to say, with the
men: they represent the people. The children, the women,

the slaves and the non-Israelites are not the people, but the
possessions of the people. Woman has no place in this revelation,
therefore she is a constant danger to the worship of Jahweh.
The Decalogue addresses the man only; Hannah and Peninnah
do not take part in the sacrifice with Elkanah, 1 Sam. 1. 4-5;
the wife of a man’s bosom entices him to serve other gods,
Deut. 13: 7 ff. The male is man, Gen. 2: 7, and the people of
Israel consists of men. It was only with the greatest difficulty
that the Old Testament overcame this limitation.

c) Jahweh is not bound up with anv land, neither with Egypt,

nor_with the wilderness, nor with Canaan, least of all with the
whaole earth For that reason He has nothing to do with nature,
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with weather or light or water, with plants and their growth,
with animals and their increase, or with the birth of men.
Nature is not Tahweh'’s sphere. When the time comes, however,
that the fruitfulness of their lands and their herds and their
marriages is a problem, Israel has great difficulty in knowing
how to relate the problem to Jahweh. The revelation to Moses
leaves this an open question and it is left for the prophets to
give the necessary answer. Until that day comes, however, the
oracle is empty and silent.

d) Jahweh is nat a god of the-peoples and much less a world-
god. What the attitude of other peoples is to Him who protects
them and guides their history, in whose hands the shaping of
their history rests-all these questions lie outside the Old
Testament revelation of Moses’ time, for they lie outside the
scope of Israel's vision and concern. What history is, Israel has
still to experience, and who guides the course of history is a
guestion she has still to learn to ask; but only centuries after
Moses is the time ripe for revelation of these points.

e) Finally, it is obvious that there is no connexion between
Jahweh and Creation included in the Sinai covenant. Jahweh
exists, Israel exists, the world as the locus of both exists. But
how all this has come about, how it began and who created it,
these are all thoughts which as yet have no real meaning. The
revelation which Moses mediates operates therefore in a very
limited area, it covers only a small range of thought and it is
quite elementary in its confession: a God here, a community
there, both come together of free choice and offer one another
assistance and obedience respectively; what more is needed?
Even to say that this occurs in the context of history is for
Israel in Moses’ time too much. The relationship grows, how-
ever, and fills all things: history, Nature, the ethos of nations,
the Cosmos, until there is nothing that this revelation does not
give into the hands of God.

Jahweh’s covenant with Israel, bound to which Moses’
Israelites march out into the wilderness and into the future, is
a relationship founded on the narrow scope of that which is
necessary for the time being. It is a centre, from the point of
view of theology, from which there do not yet radiate any lines
of thought answering the question of the systematic theologian.
The later history of the covenant must first create the oppor-
tunity for such thought. Similarly the covenant.hip
ina human context. Of their own free will, as the Bible expressly
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says,Jahweh and Israel have come together as equal partners,

though the one iartner 1s God who gnarantees protection, and

the other is man Wh 0gi VeS,Q_bedwnr‘P Tahweh and Israel come

reliance. Will it last?

23. ALTERATIONS TO THE COVENANT IDEA
AS A RESULT OF THE OCCUPATION

I. The whole course of events which stretches from Joshua
to David, and in which other tribes join Moses’ Hebrews in
order to bring themselves within the covenant between Jahweh
and Israel and therefore also within the name Israel, in which
they then immigrate into Canaan and gradually take possession
of the whole land-this course_of events we call the Landnahme®®
-the occupation. It bnngs with it great transformations; one
does Aot always Know when one should call them setbacks and
when one should call them developments.

2. The roving Bedouin whose only home is the group to
which he belongs becomes a peasant whose home is the land
which, almost as a native of that soil,®® he occupies. The idea.
of a homeland arises and with it the cuestign. what homeland
means from God’s pomt of view. This homeland is not without
history and not without * rellglon At its springs, under its
towering trees and on its high places live gods, and these gods
are worshipped. What connexion have these gods with Jahweh?
Are they to be placed alongside Him, under Him or above Him?
Are they like Him? Is their history Jahweh'’s history?

3. The new homeland. cannot be without these gods, for they
offer what Jahweh does not offer, at least up till then has not
offered, Tahweh offers protectlon has done so since the exodus
from Egypt and still did so at the entrance into Canaan. He
has now a history which later shall be gratefully related in
story and in many a Psalm. But for the peasant the necessity of
protection is not nearly so obvious. He leads a settled existence,
and being settled is a safeguard in itself, safeguard both against
hunger and against an enemy. The fixed possession which the
Bedouin finds a burden and cannot use secures a man against
hunger; and peace, undisturbed prosperity, secures him against
foes. Does Jahweh give also a fixed possession and prosperity?
There is one thing more and it is important. Protection js not
a service that is being rendered constantly. Jahweh does not
protect Israel with unbroken attention like someone set to
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guard a child, but rather as occasion arises, in hours of need, as
one summoned by his friend to assist. Protection is an occasional
service. But property and above all growth and prosperity
require a constant influence, they need uninterrupted bless-
sing.%* In place of protection, which is always available but not
always being invoked because it i§ Tiot always 1ecessar- comes
blessing that 1s ‘operative all the time..

“That is “an exceptlonally 1mportant change; and another
equally important change accompanies” it. Corresponding to_
Jahweh's protection was Israel's obedience. Was it-in service?
Tt Certainly was when circumstances demanded it. But more
and more it was also something else. It was primarily an
attitude and disposition towards Jahweh, a silent recognition
of His lordship within the covenant. Israelites were always ready
to render their obedience to Jahweh, in order to be worthy
of His protection. When Israel becomes a nation of peasants,
that changes. Because they need the blessing of Jahweh
continually, daily, with an urgency which was never present in
anything like the same degree when only Jahweh’s protection
was involved, they must now also observe their obedience
continually and daily, not just as an attitude; they must also
make it a Service tobet rendered in actual and visible pra(,tlce
Out of obédience grows worship: the real cult comes mto ‘being.
It is henceforth not merely regular; it is constant. For the cult
preserves the blessing.

This cult is however no new thing and not of Israel’s crea-
tion; less still is it a revelation from Jahweh. Itis an annexation
of the traditional cult of the conquered land. At its holy places,
on its altars and as far as possibife with its forms it is practised.
But now every cult carries its own defined theology within
itself. Will the theology of the traditional Canaanite cult simply
combine with the revelation of God, which Israel possessed, to
underline, to operate as a relevant form of expression perhaps
even complementary, or will it dim, distort, corrupt and
obstruct? And if blessing is the new catchword now governing
the whole relationship between Jahweh and Israel, what does
that mean?

‘ Blessxg&means for Israel now settled in Palestine what it had
meant for the indigenous folk of Canaan- abundance of wheat
and olives@nd the.fruit of the.ving, increase of herds, Targe

familes of chirdren, in'a word, fertlhtv, The God of blessing is
a god of Tertility. He forsakes the almost human sphere of
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history and makes His dwelling in the almost animal sphere
of nature. God rules nature. He is not yet in nature as its
creator. This line of thought does not necessarily lead to that
and certainly does not yet do so. The world as a whole does not
yet come within the scope of Israel’s vision. She lives still in
the limited area of her own small comer, and only when Israel
knows what the world really is will God reveal to her what He
Himself means for the world. B&God rules nature at the mo-
ment as it is, as the producer and begetter. From Him comes
growth and fertﬂ;'gy Can that be viewed in terms of ‘the
covenant, or will God Himself now become a part, the motive
part of nature and almost a power?

These briefly are the changes which the settlement in Canaan
brings with it. They are considerable and extensive._Everything
has become different, and, when Israel’s whole way. of ‘thinking
has changed, can she still have in proper perspective the revela-
tion of her God2 That is the question.

4. We come now to the theological results of the alteration of
the covenant idea caused by the settlement. The whole covenant
was contained in the saying: “I will take you to me for a people
and | will be to you a God,’, Ex. 6: 7. That saying has no
historical perspective, and that means also no territorial
perspective. For there is no such thing as history without a
locus. Now Canaan has become the land of, Israel, however, and
since Israel is the people of Jahweh, Canaan is consequently the
land of Jahweh. He always wanted to give it to the people of
Israel; He promised Abraham in that regard that a people
should grow from his seed and that this seed should inherit the
land. The last part of the promise is still lacking in Gen. 12: 2
but it is there in 15: 18. The promise, however, requires to be
supplemented. Since Canaan belongs to. the Canaanites the
promise is not fulfilled unless Canaan is taken from them. Com-
mentators on Gen. g: 18-27 are agreed that in this passage
originally not Ham but Canaan is the offender, for Canaan is the
accursed one. Ham has come in as a gloss. We are dealing here
with the nemesis of history, if you like with the philosophy of
history, but not with theology and revelation. So it is in all
passages which speak of Jahweh giving Canaan to Israel;

If the-land belongs to. Jahweh, who gives. it to Israel—then
all that the lJand possesses belongs to Jahweh also: its powers
and especially its holy places at which, in spring and tree and
vegetation, powers of divinity are apparent. The lord and
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possessor of the land is the Baal of the land, and still to-day in
Arabic they speak of cultivated land as distinct from wilderness
as “possessed" by men. For the Hebrew nomad turned peasant

expressmn “cannot be found in these words in the Old Testa-
ment. Often it is just that which is taken for granted that is not
declared. But if Jahweh has become a Baal, then the God who
up till now has ruled the free and (so to speak) spiritual sphere
of historical relationship is henceforth taken over into tae quite
different sphere of nature. From now on He is responsible for
growth and barrenness: he shuts up a woman’s womb, 1Sam.
11 5, and He opens it that she may bear children, Gen. 29: 31.
Fertility is brought into connexion with Him; all fertility, of the
field and of the herd and of marriage. It is not a far cry from
that point to the picture of Jahweh as the husband (that is
also Ypa in the Hebrew, Deut. 22: 22) and Israel his wife

forming a not merely figurative but, in the collective thinking
of the ancient world, a unit actually imagined real, the people
of Israel; Hos. 2: 18.

A whole series of ways of speaking of the connexion between
Jahweh and lIsrael presents itself here; and they are not only
metaphor, they are thought of as in some way or other realities.62
Israel commits adultery, Jer. 3: 8; they go a whoring from under
their God, Hos. 4: 12; after other gods, Judg. 8: 33; she is a
whorish woman, Ezek. 16: 30; it is her nature, Jer. 3: 2. All this,
and much that could be added, is more than metaphor; it is
really meant and indicates that, far more than we can Drove,
the worship of Jahweh too and the celebration of His festivals
stand in the context of the ideas and usages connected with
fertility. If Jahweh ecomes lord and owner of the land, then
the holy places also fall to Him. It is Jahweh who is worshipped
there, but this worship does not grow up in place of another
that is put aside; the Olo Testament knows nothing of that;
rather the‘old worshxp is applied to Jahweh. It is Jahweh who
once revealed Himself at tnese noly places and founded them.
All Old Testament theophany stories which tell of the establish-
ment of holy places and their cult, and there are many (e.g.
Gen. 28: 10-22, 32: 22-32,% 35: 1-7, Josh. 5: 13-15, Judg. 13:
9-21), are taken over from other gods and referred to Jahweh.
He is decked out in motley and multifarious garments utterly
unsuited to His character, and it is important to recognize
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this in order to distinguish clearly between what is revelation
and what is tradition and disguise. With the cult places and
their claims there are transferred also their practices, their
rites and sacrifices. If Jahweh gives the peasant of Israel His
blessing, he for his part offers his ‘sacrifices as thanks and
supplication and atonement. We shall say more about this later
(§ 52). Here it is important to notice that the bleeding sacrifice,
nay, with its emphasis on fellowship, is supplanted by the

offering or burnt offering which brings down a blessing, n%¥:

it is not fellowship with Jahweh but Jahweh’s hlessing that. now
is the primary concern.

5. This sketch, which can easily be made a picture with a
wealth of detail, must suffice in this present situation where the
interest is in theology. The point is clear. The occupation and
the assumption by Israel of a peasant _ culture " influences,
obscures, confuses,, blunts and gravely preludlces the original
Old Testament_ revelation. One cannot yet say that Israel
deserts Jahweh. But certainly one must say that Israel is

pushed away from Him. When and how does the reaction come?

24. STATE RELIGION

I. Moses, executing Jahweh’'s commission, had founded the
people. David by his gifts as a man of action and even more by
his gifts of personality had given them a consciousness of unity.
Solomon makes the people into a state, which is a state based
not merely on the fact that they have a common land and
destiny but also on a thorough organization. Solomon rules as
king over a kingdom. However small and insignificant the
subsequently divided Israel and Judah are, from the time of
Solomon they retain the consciousness that they are not merely
peoples but states and kingdoms. A people knows. itself a unity;
a state is by its rulers, here its king, constituted 3 unifv_In this
case that has two important consequences.

2. One. is the placing of the. Temple in Jerusalem, and its
theology In itself the Temple which Solomon builds in Jerusa-

for centuries by the anC|ent sanctuarles with their long and
venerable histories.64 Because it is the King's Temple, however,
and the Temple of the Kmq,dom it _assumes a certam pre-
eminence and miore and more_takes the lead.$5 Tna Way it
embodies the State and becomes its ‘symbol. In terms of the
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covenant between Jahweh and Israel as Moses mediated it, that
should not have been possible, for there was no place in it for
a building. But Jahweh has now long since ceased to be merely
Israel's covenant partner; He is also the God of the land of
Palestine. To this thought the Temple in Jerusalem gives
expression in stone. Every building has its spiritual foundations,
and reveals a certain outlook. The building in Jerusalem repre-
sents not merely the thought that here the kingdom and state
of Israel comes before its God-a thought which the other
sanctuaries vehemently contested and the emergence of which
must have been greatly slowed down until 721 B.C. by the fact
of two kingdoms®é—but in its particular architecture it repre-
sents a particular theology The Temple is jahweh’s house.

hghtless cublcle encloses Jahweh and holds Him fast In
addition, ‘this dwelling is separated from His people by halls
and courts. Jahweh's dwelling is secure and.remote. These are
the thoughts to which the Temple buildings gives visible and
tangible form: and besides all this we have to remember that
these edifice ideas did not emanate from the people and from
their realms of thought; they are borrowed from abroad, they
are foreign’” and new. The Temple represents the transference
to Jahweh of a foreign ethnic-theology.

3."The question where, according to the ancient utterances
of the Old Testament, Jahweh dwells, is hard to answer. When
He hastens to Israel's succour in Palestine, it is from the far
south He comes, Judg. 5: 4, Mic. 1: 3, in a mighty theophany.
The mountain of the Lord is called the place of His abode
sometimes under the name Sinai, sometimes Horeb. As the
people wander in the desert He is present as a sort of shade. If
and when He wills it He reveals Himself at holy places, But he
is not in heaven as a fixed place above the earth, nor does He
remain at one place in any fixed area. He lives in a sort of naive
undescribed hmlted omnipresence within call of His people
where exactly is never specn‘led Now, however, He occupies
His fixed ‘abode “im the thick darkness” (1 Kings 8: 12) of the
rear chamber®8 of the Temple.

4. Even more significant than this specification of Jahweh's
habitat is His being separated from the people by hall and
court. At the old sanctuaries this is quite unknown. Their
central point is the altar to which any Israelite duly sanctified,
1Sam. 16: 5, and with bare feet, Ex. 3: 5, may come. Here
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amongst His fellow-countrymen Jahweh is present. In the
Temple at Jerusalem this does not happen. He, sits in .that
forbidden rear chamber separated from his cult-companions by
a wide dusky hall,®® He has become superior.and . unapproach-
able like'the gods of Egypt and Babylon. His Temple owes its
pattern to theirs. If the Temple succeeds in its claim to be the
only valid sanctuary, the theology of this edifice-thinking must
succeed also. Will it do so?

5. The other consequence of the fact that Israel-thanks to,
Solomon-becomes a power, a state organized as a unity under
the King, is still more 1mportant Israel as a state ranges itself
alongside other states; it appears, so to speak, on the stage of
world history. Peoples do not live an isolated life in a vacuum;
they too have mutual relationships, they think in terms of
neighbourhood and distance, war and peace, goodwill and
contempt. But these things find only occasional expression as
the situation arises. They recede before the real matter of
living; they are insignificant and dull. A state is a people that
has become conscious of itself, It sees other peoples as states
and lives over against them, taking it for granted that they too
are states, conscious unities, and acts in this assumption for
and against them. When Israel becomes a state, Jahweh be-
comes a state divinity.. Thereupon He comes into relationship
with the'other gods; and relationship here means necessarily
competition. Israel had long realized that the people of Israel
had Jahweh for their god just as the people of Moab had
Kamos and the people of Amman had Melek, but that was a
realization without much consequence. For the people live
alongside one another. The sentence “Jahweh is our God," had
only an internal relevance, a relevance for Israel itself. When
Israel became a state and thought of itself as a state the relev-
ance altered. It has now also an outward direction. The states
stand alongside one another in order and amongst themselves
they compare their position, their power, their prosperity and
-this is the point-their gods. Jahweh comes alongside the
other gods. Is He one of them? Is He nothing in comparison to
them? Is He greater than they?

When Jezebel becomes the wife of the king of Israel her
husband builds a temple of Baal in Samaria and sets up an
altar in it for Baal, not for Jahweh; 1 Kings 16: 32. This is no
longer Baal, the god of the land of Palestine with whom Jahweh
is identified; this is Baal, the Tyrian state-god to whom Jahweh
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is and remains opposed. The fact that this Baal cult quickly
dlsappeared does not matter: the fact remains that Jahweh
henceforth is subject to comparison with the other gods, and
s6on to the company of the small gods of neighbouring states
are added the world gods of the great powers, especially of
Babylon. The problem of polytheism is arising. There are only
three possible solutions: either a polytheistic Pantheon with
clearly defined hierarchy, in which Jahweh would be allocated
one of the lowest places, or atheism in which all gods would
simply disappear, or monotheism, and then how will Jahweh
fare? And what will lead to the right solution? The answer is
hastory.

25. JAHWEH THE GOD OF HISTORY

I. In Amos we find a series of seven similar prophecies of
doom of which the last, the severest, the most detailed and the
most urgent is addressed to Israel; 1: 3-2: 3, 6-16. They refer
to six neighbouring peoples and, as we have said, conclude with
Israel. What is the point of intimating doom to neighbouring
peoples before Israel at Bethel? No prophet speaks into the air.
The only reasonable explanation is that there were representa-
tives of these neighbouring peoples there present at the festival
of Jahweh in Bethel. From the standpoint of polytheism that is
quite understandable and legitimate. At home the Moabite
worships Kamos, the Ammonite Melek and the Aramaean
Rimmon, but why should he not go to Bethel to worship
Jahweh in the land of Jahweh? Now suddenly, Jahweh through
His messenger Amos addresses the people of Moab and Ammon
and of Aram and tells them that their fates also are decreed by
His WI|| Jahweh makes Himself master of the sphere of history.
He is not only the God of Israel. “Are ye better than these
kingdoms? Is your border greater than their border?” 6: 2.
“Have not | brought up Israel out of the land of Egypt and the
Philistines from Kaphtor and the Aramaeans from Kir?” g: 7.
Jahweh is Lord of the peoples and of their fates.

2. Here one must pause a little longer, for this confession
that Jahweh is master of the destinies of the peoples and
occupies the field of history as His own, when one thinks of it
carefully, dismisses all earlier, lesser and inadequate confessions
as sun melts snow and makes way for a whole crop of new
applications and consequences. That is what happens in the
free unrestrained world of logical thinking. In the light of this
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confession all gods disappear and even the name Jahweh pales.
Only God exists: and God is God to whom all kingdoms and
all men owe their existence, their prosperity and their future,
who stands over against all men indiscriminately, in power,
goodness and intimacy: one God and one body of mankind.
History, shackled as it is to tradition, knows nothing of such
pure imperturbable logic in the consequences of the confession.
History is held back by what has been handed down, restricted
to easy stages, fulfilled out of the struggles of the new with the
old, characterized by the dull confused conflict of imperfect
insights.

3. It is worth finding out, by a study of the message of
Amos as the earliest literary prophet, just how laboriously and
timidly the revelation that Jahweh is the God of history—
which Iogically wotld lead 1mmed1ate1y{ to belief in the one God
and to a doctrine of this one God as the Creator of the universe,
lord of nature and ruler of the world-+how laboriously that

revelation see

a) Throughout Amos the situation is still that Israel stands
in a particular relationship to Jahweh. “You only have I known
of all the families of the earth, therefore | will visit upon you
all your iniquities”, 3: 2. On the one side stands Jahweh, on
the other the earth (soil, arable land, npI8). The earth has

different peoples on it, related to one another and therefore
called families (anewn), v. 1. Here two things are striking:

the designation arable land for the earth and the designation
(related) families for the peoples. Are the roaming tribes of the
wilderness excepted and is the reckoning confined to a small
number of peoples which, like Moab, Ammon, Aram, and
Edom, are, because of the tradition of the patriarchs (Gen.
19: 30-38, 25: 25 would be examples while others have not been
preserved) considered to be related? And what of the Philistines
and Phoenicians mentioned in the series of prophecies of doom?
Have they been added not because of relatedness but because of
neighbourhood? However that may be, the point is that here
the earth and its complemeént of peoples 3s still not considered
in its ‘entirety” not even accordlng to the dimensions that were
known ‘in Amos’ time. Jahweh is _concerned with a group of
peoples only, Fot with all. Among these peoples, however, He
wills to know only Israel and to have to do only with Israel.

It is significant that it does not say, as modem scholars have
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assumed, “only Israel has He chosen”. It is further significant
that the dealings which Jahweh wills to have with Israel take
shape in judgment, in punishment for Israel's iniquities. The
context of the historical connexion is an ethical context: in it
the concern is with right and wrong behaviour.

b) The situation therefore is this; Jahweh is concerned with
several peoples. His sphere of influence stretches beyond Israel.
But this sphere is neither boundless and absolute, nor is it
defined by any actual marks other than the contingencies of
history. The sphere of Jahweh is not fixed but growing, and this
growth depends entirely on historical circumstances. Jahweh
the tribal God is on the way to becoming the God of mankind;
but in the interim He remains the God of a group of peoples
(those that matter to Israel). Prophets are not systematic
theologians with thoughts coming in clear logical sequence,
they are men with imperfect confessions limited and conditioned
by history.

¢) One thing above all is important. Jahweh, who is the God
of the peoples, emerges from imprisonment in the context of
nature and its gifts into the sphere of history and its judgment.
Not blessing but justice is here the watchword. As once the men
of Israel were a community before Jahweh bound by obligation
to friendly-that is to say, just and brotherly?®—behaviour
among themselves, so also the peoples round about lIsrael, be
they small or great, are all bound by obligation to reciprocate
friendly-that is to say, just and brotherly-conduct before the
judgment seat of Jahweh. The Tyrians have “remembered not
the brotherly covenant”, i: g, but have acted with savage
cruelty; therefore they deserve punishment. The Edomites
“have pursued their brother with the sword”, 1: i, and did
cast off all pity, 1: n; therefore they deserve punishment. The
Israelites “sell the righteous for gold,’ and “turn aside the
rights of the poor”, 2: 6, 7; that is to Jahweh no less a fault;
therefore they deserve punishment.

4. All of this is a return in a new context and with greater
depth to the old covenant-revelation of Moses. The idea of a
nature godis abolished. Jahweh is the God of the peoples. He
is the God of hlStOI'X He is the God of justice, social justice
among individuals’ and political justice. amongst the peoples.

J gﬁwfh God of Mg{u and of justice, is the God of punishment.
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26. GOD AND ELECTION

1. If Jahweh is the God of Israel and at the same time the
God of other peoples, in what relation does Israel stand to the
peoples? “What advantage then hath the Jew?” Rom. 3: 1.
In Amos we read “You only have | known of all the families
of the earth”. One feels the matter is not covered by this
expression. It is too incidental and arbitrary. In its place
comes the other more fitting statement: Jahweh has chosen
Israel.

2. ‘Election occurs in the Old Testament in a double sense.
There is election by Israel, for which Joshua 24: 14-24 is the
classic passage: “therefore we also will serve (worship) the Lord;
for-he is our God”, v. 18. One should not minimize the value
of this Joshua passage because it happens to be the only one.
For it is as important as it is unique. It is a synopsis of the
Elohist's theology and of his conception of history. Israel’s
fathers served other gods, 24: 2. Then Jahweh fetched Abraham,
caused Israel to spring from him, freed them from bondage in
Egypt and led them to Canaan: and now Israel decides for
Jahweh and chooses (24: 15, 22) Him for their God. T

3. Occasionally election is made by Jahweh and Israel
together or by Jahweh: Jahweh and Israel together choose
Israel's king, 2 Sam. 16: 18; Jahweh chooses Abraham”Neh.9:
7; Aaron, Ps. 105: 26; David, Ps. 78: 70; Solomon, 1 Chron.
28: 5, 10; 29:1; Zerubbabel, Hagg. 2: 23; people who may bum
incense before Him, Num. 16: 7; men who may dwell in His
courts, Ps. 65: 4; priests, 1 Sam. 2: 28; the king at any time,
Deut. 17: 15; the priestly tribe, Deut. 18: 5; 21: 5; His holy
city, 1Kings 8: 16; His cult places (19 times in Deuteronomy
and 1o times elsewhere). Jahweh chooses Jacob and Israel for
His peculiar treasure, Ps. 135: 4; He has chosen not the tribe
of Ephraim but chosen the tribe of Judah, Ps. 78: 67-68; He
chooses what Israel mocks, that which will make them shudder,
Isa. 66: 4. Because of the diversity of the objects of Jahweh's
choice the concept is for long in a state of flux. Theological
words which have hardened into fundamental principles are
never altered so freely. The last two examples in particular
illustrate that. It is only after 721 B.c. that it is possible to
say that Ephraim was not chosen but rejected (oxn). If the

election of Israel had been a basic idea, one would hardly have
found this incidental remark in a Psalm.



82 GOD

4. lsrael's Election by Jahweh. While Deuteronomy is very
fond of the word choose (30 of the 153 instances are found there
and other instances are to be assigned to the deuteronomist) and
the prophets from Amos to Jeremiah are quite ignorant of its
theological usage, with the beginning of the Exile it really comes
into prominence: “The two families which the Lord did choose
and did cast off,', Jer. 33 : 24; “in the day when (in Egypt) I chose
Israel,’, Ezek. 20: 5. But the chief exponent of Jahweh's election
of Israel is Deutero-Isaiah: “Jacob whom | have chosen”, 41: 8;
“l choose thee, | do not cast thee away”, 41: g; “Israel, whom |
have chosen”, 44: 1; ““ Jeshurun whom | have chosen”, 44: 2;
“the Holy One of Israel who hath chosen thee”, 49: 7. When
the children of Israel were inclined to believe they had been
cast off, when in fact the people were saying they were cast off,
Jer. 33: 24, thenﬂthey are assured of the fact that Jahweh has
chosen them. Belief in election may bé oldet {though there is no
good evidence); certalnly now it becomes important and it is
now emphasized. It is emphasized particularly because (and

this is noteworthy) in Old Testament proclamation election is ..

not somethlng |nde§'rruct|ble Election stands side by ¢ S|de W|th
dlctory |dea of a second election after the first has broken down
and been replaced by rejection: “The Lord has compassion on
Jacob and chooses Israel again”, Isa. 14: 1; “Jahweh chooses
again Jerusalem”, Zechl 17.

Its place 1s where the God of Israel becomes God of thepeoples
apd the questlon of Israel’ sprlvﬂege arlses

27. GOD OF THE PEOPLES AND GOD OF THE WORLD

1. The disappearance of the northern Kingdom means for
Judah that there falls to her and to her tiny people the whole
inheritance of tradition and obligation and expectation and
promise connected with the name Israel. Erom now on, Judah
is the people of Israel. But does Judah in exile remain the people
of Israel? Judah as a people ceases to be; Judah as a community,
as the community of Jewry, begins, and this community is
now the people of Israel. All the promises of Jahweh to His
covenant partner Israel pass now to this community. But
though these promises remain the same, the’ commuﬁ"'t? itself
is not the same as the old people of Israel nor is Jahweh the old
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God. Now, since the Exile, the God of Israel is—God. This must
be brlefly demonstrated.

2. The changed conditions created for Israel by the Exile are
obvious. The people are in a strange and unclean land, Ps.
137+ 47 they can no longer perform the sacrifices and rites which
belong to the altar; they are in a land where strange and mighty
gods hold sway and where theirs is the cult; they are no longer
held together by ties of homeland and kinship but each man can
choose'for himself fo which cult he will attach himself. This last
point s the crucial ‘one, for it means the transformation of
Jewry. Israel ceases to be a people, to which and to the
religion of which one belongs without being questioned about it,
and becomes a community which owes its existence to the fact
that individually men declare that they want to belong to it and
to its God. In place of membership by birth and residential
qualifications comes membership by free and responsible
resolve. That man is a Jew who wants to be a Jew, though he
could just as well attach himself to the Babylonian community
and its impressive cult. And whoever connects himself with the
Jewish community, takes on a whole series of duties-circum-
cision, prayer, fasting, the observation of laws pertaining to
food and of the Sabbath, the payment of the cult tax, and
disdain of others. This community is centred not on a new
Temple somewhere in BaBylon however,. but on. the. synagogue,
0N many. synagogues. The one community of those exiles faith-
ful to Jahweh consists of many small local communities: and
each local community has its own synagogue: each synagogue
has its meetings, its rolls of Scripture, its expositions, its
instructors and its pupils. The Temple is replaced_by the School,
sacrifice by Scripture, priest by Rabbi, pilgrimage by Sabbath
and Sabbath walk to the Synagogue.

3. This type of Worshlp is_ quite unlike that which was
offered at the Temple, it is more regular, more instructive, more
spiritual; a above all it is-something quite different from the
Temple offices. For that reason it can remain undisturbed even
when in Jerusalem the Temple and the Temple cult are again
operating. The synagogue was meant to be a substitute for the
Temple. But when the Temple is rebuilt the synagogue does not
simply disappear, it remains. Temple and synagogue, priest
and ‘scribe, sacrifice and exposition go on side by side. The
Temple serves only the Jews in Jerusalem; the synagogue serves
Jewry throughout the world. The synagogue—internationalized
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the Jews.It does not matter where the Jew lives. He can build
a synagogue anywhere and set its face towards Jerusalem,
Dan 6: 10. God hears his prayers and marks his piety anywhere,
since God is the God of the whole world.

4. At the very time that Judah is homeless and the glory of
Jahweh departs from Jerusalem and no one knows where it
goes, Ezek. 8: 4, g: 3, 0 4, 18-22,11: 22-23, and when the
power of the mighty Babylonian gods has to all appearances
proved itself far superior to the power of Jahweh-in that
day when Jahweh'’s cause seems utterly lost, the community
of Jahweh, in a strange land and in the hands of strange

gods, recognizes that all other gods are nothing; Isa. 41; 24. It _

becomes clear that Jahweh is the Creator, 40: 12-14; Lord of
nature, 41: 17-20; master of the stars, 40: 26; director of the
course of history, 40: 21-25; announcer of the future and fulfiller
of what is promised, 41: 21-24, 44: 6-8;,—in short, the only
God. He is God simpliciter, “that ye may know and believe me
and understand that 1 am he; before me there was no God
formed, neither shall there be after me”, 43: ... No one would
speak of Jahweh any longer were it not that in all living
theology ancient tradition is strong. But wherever the name

Jahweh occurs now it is God who is meant, the one and only God,

or simply God.

These paragraphs briefly outline the historical course of the
Old Testament revelation in so far as it is theology in the
strictest sense-that is to say, revelation concerning God
Himself. We pass now to speak of God's works.

V. GOD IN HIS WORKS

28. GOD CREATES THE WORLD

THeE world is a created world. It has not always been there,
neither did it come into being of its own accord; it has been
created. God has created it: “In the beginning God created the
heaven and the earth” (that is to say the “world”, Gen. 1. 1).

The thought that God created the world is of late date,
however. It is not a promise but a deduction from the Old
Testament revelation. For that reason we find it in three forms
of varying degrees of clarity.

1. Jahweh makes, ngy, earth and heaven and as a potter
fashlons man and breathes into his nostrils. That is an ancient
p1ece ece of myth, “borrowed from an earlier day (without qualms)
since only the fact is important.

2. God makes, mp, the heaven and the earth Gen. 14:

19, 22; the people of Israel Ex. 15: 16, Deut. 32: 6; his con-
gregation, Ps. 74: 2; the mountain land of Palestine, Ps. 78: 54;
the reins of the faithful, Ps. 139: 13; wisdom, Prov. 8: 22; the
earth is full of the creatures, TP, of God, which He has

made Ps. 104: 24. In aII these passages the making or forming

through which He makes Himself the possessor-ofthings. These
things are reckoned more as individual things than in terms of
a complete scheme of creation.71

3. The correct and theologically sound word for create is
first found in the word x33. Only when we reach Gen. 11 1—
2: 4 do we have a careful theological and to any extent
satisfactory account of the matter. God creates here no longer
with His hand or with industrious carefulness. He says “let be”
and it is so. Creation then is by the word, but one may not
simply assume here the theological doctrine of the Word of God.
That is not yet there; only the verbal form “God said” is there
and this limitation must be faithfully observed. Nevertheless
the passage is really and truly speaking about the creation of
the world. It is not an individual thing that is created; it is
everything. Step by step creation proceeds and always the
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prior is necessary to make possible the existence of the later.
Creation is once and for all, since plants and animals and men
are given by the Creator the gift of fertility in order that the
species may remain even when the first representatives die.
Whatever owes its existence to Gods creative word is well
created and as a whole everything is very good. And it is for
our time, for man’s time and as the beginning of the life of this
earth of ours that the whole is created; God’s creation is our
world. Creation, in sun, moon and stars, serves for the fixing
of times of worship; the Sabbath has its origin in cosmogony,
fhe true cult is in fact the object of creation. It is no enigmatical
impenetrable affair: the Creator works according to a purpose
and pattern; there is no more rational page in the Bible than
Jhat which contains the account of creation.

The all-important factor remains this:-God stands there
wholly transcendent, in self-evident omnipotence. The greatness
of His might in bringing this creation into being is neither
wondered at (as it is in Psahn 8) nor even declared. That did
not require to be put into words; and when one compares the
countless passages in the Old Testament where God's acts of
creation are objects of wonder and marvel, nixJiz and nix'es,

then one realizes that the first account of creation is in fact a
“last” account.

To this must be added two things First. creation is set here
in conscious and clear connexion with the whole course. of
reyelation and mﬂ,thﬁ_penpla.uf.ﬁnd‘ The myths of
Paradise and the Fall are put aside: there is no gulf between
Gen. 2: 4a and 5:1: indeed, were it not that the starting point,
the creation, is a universal and the goal, the holy people of the
holy God (Lev. 19: 2) a particular, even the flood myth would
be set aside. As it is, however, it serves a good purpose in making
the transition from the context of mankind to the context of
a people. In creation everything is good; peace reigns, man and
beast feed only on plants. How the trouble comes we are not
told, but the flood brings to an end the glory of creation. Fear
and dread is upon all creatures, Gen. g: 2; the taking of flesh is
permitted (though it is not stated, it must be assumed that from
now on beasts of prey feed on the others); mankind as such
remains bound to God by only one vague obligation. “At the
hand of man” (the word here means almost but not quite
non-Jew) “even at the hand of every man’s brother will |
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require the life of man”, Gen. g: 5. For the rest, God, though He
is the creator of the whole world, is only concerned as yet with
the Jews. From Noah the story of the race passes quickly over
Shem to Abraham, and of his children, Ishmael and Isaac, only
Isaac is of importance and even he only with a view to Jacob.
Noah, Abraham and Moses represent the threefold narrowing of
the covenant together with the threefold unfolding of the law
until in the Holy Land a holy people knows how it should serve
its holy God. This is the one important perspective in the
understandlng of the creatlon The creation of the world by

h1story of creation does not answer the questlon “How did the
world come into being?” with the answer: “God created it”,

but answers the question “From where does the history of God’s
people derive its meaning?” with the answer: “God has given

the history of His people its meaning through creation.” In
other words, the Creation i the Old Testament does not belong

tOMZLQ,ﬁMZMLWZ&MMStO 7y of man.

The second perspective which is necessary for the under-
standing of the creation story may be expressed in this way:
the account of creation in Gen. 1: 1-2: 4a is not a final declara-
tion; it is an announcement. God rests on the seventh day.
Will this rest last for ever, and if not, what will God do when
it comes to an end? In six days the world was created and then
there was a day of rest. That is symbolic of man’s week of six
working days and then the Sabbath. And are man’s week and
man's Sabbath an end and purpose in themselves or are they
in turn symbols? And if so, of what are they symbols? The
answer can only be-a “world-week” with six normal periods
and then the world’'s Sabbath. Will this be six periods of a
thousand years and then will the thousand years’ Sabbath be
the thousand years’ kingdom of Revelation 20: 1-6?

The account of creation is part of a history which is character-
ized by figures and dates. A purely chronoiogical concern, so
that one would know for instance what year one had to write
as a date, is hardly probable. Another question is far more
important and therefore much earlier-the motive of this
arithmetic: how long will the world last? The exodus from
Egypt, that great act of redemption, took place in the year
266672 from the creation of the world. That is approximately
two-thirds of a world era of four thousand years. At almost the
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year four thousand one is in the time of the book of Daniel,
which clearly announces the end of the world.?® There are
completed by then four periods of a thousand years. Is this
coincidence or intention? As there is a division of the duration
of the world into seven periods, so also there is a division into
four, and this seems to underlie the dates of the priestly
material. In other words, the creation is not the beginning of
an incalculable time sequence about which nobody knows and
about the length of which nobodv even asks: creation is the
first in a series of events which together make up a_de up a_definite
world  ~ - process.one_can ask_w&n
the end and the will_ " _ To the heginning there
corresponds an end, to creation there corresponds a consum-
mation, to the “very good” here a “perfectly glorious” there:
they belong together. Creation in_Old Testament ¢heology is an
eschatological concept. The fact that God is the creator of the
world means that He compasses the complete time process,
ruling, determining and completing all ages. That is why He is
called the first and the last, Isa. 44: 6.

29. GOD PROTECTS THE WORLD

The OIld Testament is familiar with the doctrine of Pro-
vidence in two forms. God upholds the world by struggle and
by direction. While for us the idea of providence is an inference
and deduction from the idea of creation, in the Old Testament
providence is the earlier attested. The Old Testament revelation
always proceeds from the immediate and given circumstances
backwards to that which inference shows is a reasonable and
imperative presupposition of these given circumstances.

This then is given: that the stability of the visible world is
continually menaced by the sea, the original waters. Moreover
this sea includes the storehouse of the rains, the danger and
the menace of which were particularly experienced on the
lowland plains of Babylon. Here belong those mythical ideas
of their power which also impressed the minds of the west
Asiatic hill peoples. When in Genesis 1. 2 we read: Darkness
was upon the face of the deep and the spirit of God (it should
be translated) “hovered trembling” upon the face of the waters.
And God said, Let there be light: and (then really) there was
light, that is the remains of a myth which told that the gods in
battle with Chaos wrested from it the theatre of human events.
And when it is related that the Creator God bid the waters be
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gathered together into one place that the dry land, the scene
of human life and history, might appear (Gen. 1: g) that like-
wise is a last faint echo of the creation myth, according to which
God wrests the dry land from the deep in dread combat. More
colourful and more substantial traces of the myth occur. God
shut up the sea with doors, prescribed for it a boundary, set
bars and doors and said: “hitherto shalt thou come but no
further”: Job 38: 8-11, Prov. 8: 2g9; Ps. 104: 6-g; to end the
Flood “God made a wind to pass over the earth, and the waters
assuaged; the foundations also of the deep and the windows of
heaven were stopped”, Gen. 8: 1-2.

Even so God's pledge was required that never a.gam would a
Flood occur which would destroy the earth. God's explicit
pledge was required because the waters which fled at God’s
rebuke (Ps. 104: 7) permanently surround and lie in wait for
the earth on its uttermost edge, Ps. 139:9. Here too a lively
relic of polytheism projects itself into the Old Testament.
Only where there are many gods can there be the idea of
creation where one god wrests the land from the others with
rebuke and in combat. Then also it is understood how the
displaced waters should constantly have a mind for revenge
and return. The world is constantly threatened by enemy
powers. This tension cannot be appreciated however where only
one single God, without opponents or limits, calls the world into
being of His own free will and plans it and launches it according
to His own mind. Here there is no place for tension or conflict.

The doctrine of God as the upholder of the world in conflict is
taken quite_seriously however. The sea, outlawed from the dry
land, threatens the world and as the enemy of God would cover
it and destroy it. The waters of the sea roar and are troubled,
so that the mountains shake with the swelling thereof, but the
God of Jacob is our high tower, Ps. 46: 3. He rules the pride of
the sea: when the waves thereof arise He stills them, Ps. 8g:q.
He has placed the sand for the bounds of the sea for ever;
though the waves are stormy they cannot prevail; though they
toss themselves, yet can they not pass over it, Jer. 5. 22. All
that is neither poetical nor allegorical nor is it mere personifica-
tion of an occurrence in nature. It is intended to be understood
literally. God has won the world by fighting. Hostile, rebellious
powers dispute it. The whole time-process stands under the
threat of the clash and of annihilation by destroyers. God is
engaged in a constant struggle for the defence of His work (see
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Isa. 17: 12-14; Jer. 5: 22; Hab. 3: 10; Nah. 1: 4; Ps. 74: 13;
89:10; 104: 7; Job 38: 8-11; Isa. 51: g; Ps. 8g:11; Job 26: 12).
God upholds the world amid strife. Here then is the blace where _
the_picture_of God the conquering s. “Thou hast a
mighty arm; strong is thy hand and high is thy right hand”,
Ps. 89:13; “put on thy strength, 0 arm of the Lord”, Isa.
51: 9. When Israel rejoices in her God who rebuked the Red
Sea and led them through the depths as through pasture land,
Ps. 106: g and other passages, &is not merely_thanks for a time

dimly remembered, it is ion of real assurance in the
power of God to help in present danger,

30. GOD UPHOLDS THE WORLD

God who created the world also maintains it. He gives it the
seasons, for He has made summer and winter, Ps. 74: 17, and
the sequence of day and night, for the day is His, the night
also is His, Ps. 74: 16. He makes the sun to rule by day,
Ps. 136: 8 and the moon and the stars to rule by night,
Ps. 136: g. He bringeth out the host of the stars by number;
He calleth them all by name; and not one is lacking or
remains behind, Isa. 40: 26. This last statement shows how
the Old Testament revelation is set in a world where sun,
moon, stars and many other powers and phenomena of nature
are independent forces and gods. The God of the Old Testa-
ment, however, has put them all under Himself and made them
obey His commands. He it is who blesses the fruit of the body
and the fruit of the ground, corn and wine and oil, the increase
of the kine and the young of the flock, Deut. 7: 13. All fertility
comes from Him and there are no gods or spirits of fertility. It
is God alone who likewise at creation provides seed and fruit for
plants and beasts and men, Gen. 1: 11, 22, 28, and thus by
propagation He maintains the life He has called into existence.
He keeps away all sickness, Deut. 7: 15 and He alone is the
physician, Ex. 15: 26; the spirits of sickness of Babylon and
the gods of healing of Egypt are set aside; God alone is the
supporter of life He Kkills and He makes alive, 1 Sam. 2: 6. The
underworld and destruction are gfore Him, Prov. 15: 11.

The concept which Tn the Old Testament is particularly used
to present God as the sustainer of the world is the concept of
time. To-day we would answer the question of how God
maintains the world by pointing to the laws of nature: the
Hellenic world would have said by means of order, by means
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of the cosmos; the Old Testament answers by means of time.
Jahweh, our God, gives rain in its season, Jer. 5: 24. | will give
you rains in their season, and the land shall yield her increase
and the trees of the field shall yield their fruit, Lev. 26: 4;
Deut. 1: 14; 28: 12. The tree-thanks to God-brings forth its
fruit in its season, Ps. 11 3. God gives all things their meat in
due season, Ps. 145: 15. He has His time when He will work,
Ps. 119: 126. He appoints the time when the wild goats of the
rock bring forth, Job 39:1. To everything there is-according
to God's appointment—a season, Eccles. 3: 1, 17. Hé Teads forth
the signs of the Zodiac in their season, Job 38: 35, and the times
of the faithful are in His hand, Ps. 31: 15.

God is the Lord of time. He has according to His plan and
purpose established the order of sequence of things, how long
they shall last, when their turning point shall be, and their end.
Day and night come in their season, Jer. 33: 20. “I the Lord
will hasten it in its time”, Isa. 60: 22. There is a time of venge-
ance, Jer. 51: 6; a time of need, Isa. 33: 2; a time of misfortune,
Amos 5: 13; of visitation, Jer. 8: 12; of healing, Jer. 8: 15;
14: x9; of terror, Ezek. 35: 5; of punishment, 21: 30, of the
heathen, that is the time of judgment of the heathen, Ezek.
30: 3; for everything there is the acceptable time, the time God
wills for it, Isa. 49: 8; Ps. 69: 13.

The world and all it contains, even the tiniest thing in it, is
in good order and in safety, for everything has its time, is
provided for, determined and defined. Everything is in God’s
time and therefore in God's will. God is Lord of the World,
its guide and its sustainer.

31. GOD SHAKES THE WORLD

From the position reached in the preceding chapter it is but
a short step to a world order completely inflexible and pre-
determined. One religion which bases itself on the Old Testa-
ment has followed this path. But the Old Testament revelation
follows an entirely different one. God is so superior to His
creation that He does not need it. He can destroy it just as
easily as He can create it. The Creator is in no way bound by
His creation. He can disturb His order, change His will, make
an end of time, destroy His creation, withdraw His work,
supersede His world with another. God is God of all ages, not
just of time; of all worlds, not just.of the world. of all eternities,

not just of eternity,
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While the earth remaineth, seedtime and harvest shall not
cease, is God's assurance (Gen. 8: 22) to Noah when he leaves
the ark and God smells the sweet savour of the sacrifices he
makes. The earth has its appointed number of days but then
it passes away, and until that day it owes its continuance not
to any fixed law of nature but to the sheer grace of God. He
roars from Zion and mourning covers the whole land, Amos
I: 2. He visits transgressions upon the transgressors and smites
all houses, Amos 3: 14 f. He passes through the midst of His
people and the voice of wailing is heard everywhere, Amos 5 : 17.
He causes the sun to go down at noon and darkens the earth in
the clear day, Amos 8: g. The mountains are molten under
Him and the valleys are cleft, Mic. 1: 4. The heavens tremble
and the earth is shaken out of her place, Isa. 13: 13; the moun-
tains tremble and the hills move to and fro, Jer. 4: 24; the stars
of heaven do not give their light, the sun is darkened in his
going forth and the moon does not cause her light to shine,
Isa. 13: 10. The whole of the Old Testament is full of this idea
and it expresses it in ever new images. But it would be a mistake
to treat these as merely rhetorical images. They are expressions
of the truth that God is fearful (§15), a God at hand and a God
far off, filling the heaven and the earth, Jer. 23:23 ff., and a

watchful God, Jer. 1: 12; 1 Kings 18: 27. God is_ever ready to.

strike and where His holiness is neglected His wrath streams

forth to punish and to destroy. Since it i Gor's warld_in which
man lives, the life of man is constantly @4 fundamenially .uu-

32. GOD DIRECTS THE COURSE OF HISTORY

One may treat the Old Testament as the document of
revelation of a religion;-one has to note, however, that it is
no systematic document, on the other hand it is a document
whose main subject from beginning to end is history. Of 39
books, 14 are pure history books: and to these could be added
the books of Jonah and Ruth. In all the prophetic writings,
and even in the apocalyptic writings of the book of Daniel,
history is the subject; so also in the book of Lamentations and
in a large number of the Psalms. The Song of Songs, the book of
Proverbs and Job are the only possible exceptions and the book

of Ecclesiastes is doubtful. The Qld Testament knows only of

a God who is active in history.”
What is history? It is the course of things on the human
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plane with its innumerable individual acts related to one
another, by their relatedness making for greatness and from
their mutual relationship gaining their meaning and value.
What is important in history is important because it affects
something else; what is in itself unimportant has its value in
having the closest possible association with something else.
Two further characteristics must now be noted. The first is
this: history moves towards a goal. In the classic conclusion of
the elohistic historiography in Joshua 24: 1-28 and in the last
sentence there we read how Israel, reminded of all that Jahweh
had done for her, decides to serve Jahweh. The people is then
bound by the covenant and a stone is erected as a memorial
of what took place. “So Joshua sent the people away, every
man unto his inheritance”, 24: 28. The covenant is concluded,

God has His people, the people its inheritance; the goal has been
reached.

The same thing is to be found in the priestly writings. Moses
fixes the borders of the lands east of Jordan, Josh. 13: 15-32;
Eleazar and Joshua fix them in the land west of Jordan, Josh.
14: 1-5; 15: 1-12, 20; 16: 4-8; 17: 2; 18: 11-20; 19: I-3I, the
cities of refuge are appointed; then comes the conclusion, Josh.
21: 41-45: “There failed not aught of any good thing which the
Lord had spoken unto the house of Israel; all came to pass.”
The goal had been reached, the process had come to a happy
ending. Whoever reads these two passages, the one from the
time of the earliest prophets, the other from the time of the
Exile-whoever reads these with the eye of the theologian will
perceive in both the same lesson: history is movement towards

He will perceive also the other characteristic of the biblical

concept of history: History is under God’s management. He sets
the process in motion by His promise. He sets its limits accord-

18: 4. He intercepts it when the sitnation demands it. All history
has. its source in God and takes place for God. The whole Old
Testament is an endorsement in different ways of what has
just been said. The short story of Ruth ends with the genealogy
of David, bringing it into the main stream of divinely ordained
history. The lesson of the book of Jonah is that God purposes
the conversion of all the heathen. The postscript written to the
books of the Kings gives the work an ending which speaks of
hope in the grace of God. The canon of the book of Judges,
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2: 6-3: 6, shows God training and educating His people, and
all the conflicting stories are pressed into this framework. The
two books of Chronicles, which say not a word about Creation,
the Fall, the Flood, the Tower of Babel, the stories of the
Patriarchs and the covenant at Sinai, lead on to the establish-
ment of the true cult, the preparation and completion in Ezra
and Nehemiah lead on to the beginning of the true cult under
divine law. God chose David His trusted servant to feed Jacob
His people, Ps. 78: 70 ff. God gave them the lands of the nations
that they might keep His statutes, Ps. 105: 44 ff: “gather us
from among the nations that we may praise thee”, Ps. 106: 47.
God is the God of history; history is His work, His will, His
revelation; “that they may know that I am the Lord”, Ezek. 6:
14 and 62 times besides. God “brings things about”, as it says
in 1Kings 12: 15 and 2 Chron. 10: 15; that is to say, He is.
responsible for that disposition which fulfils the announcements
of the prophets.

The prophets are publishers of the divine will. However
varied their motives, their concerns and their commissions they
always speak of what God has done in past history, of His
judgment on events of present history and what He announces
for future history. The injunction to observant recipients of
revelation to lift up their heads to behold the coming of the
kingdom can be traced back to the prophetic message. In the
prophets the Day of the Lord (§ 56) becomes the epitome of
history, when all the past and all the future will be seen to run
together into one meaningful unity. In the prophets therefore
we find also an ideal comprehensmn of God as the Lord of ~
history. We find it above all in Isaiah, from whose day on it is
mostly implicit presupposition.

There is a work of the Lord, Isa. 5: 12. One can see the work
of His hands, 5: 12, 19. The Holy One of Israel has a plan, 5: 19.
The fact that the prophet’s opponents ridicule these ideas shows
that the ideas are new and revealed through Isaiah. What God
does not will, shall not stand, it shall not come to pass, 7: 7,
8: 10; but what God wills shall certainly come to pass: for He
is one who does things and fashions them from afar, 22: 1.
Whoever resists His will is like “the saw that magnifies itself
against him that shapes it”, like “the rod that shakes him that
lifts it up”, 10: 15. The proof of the fact that God makes history
lies in this: that He intimates-the future and announces what
shall happen, so that one recognizes the happenings when they
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shown to be no gods 41: 23. Israel is God's witness that He
declares things to come and no one reverses them. “Only | have
declared and | have saved”, 43: 8-13. “Who, as I, doth tell the
things that are at hand? Have | not declared them unto thee
of old and shewed it?” 44: 7 ff. Only from the mouth of God
goeth truth, a word that shall not return, 45: 23.

Between the assertions of Isaiah about the God who fashions
history and those of Deutero-Isaiah about the same God there
stands the sermon of Deuteronomy. It is historical preaching.
Jahweh your God will fight for you as He did when He helped
you in Egypt and in the wilderness, “where thou hast seen how
that the Lord thy God bare thee, as a man doth bear his son,
in all the way that ye went”, Deut 1. 30 ff. History is the
revelation of God, the fulfilment of His intimagions .the proof
that He is in and for Israel, a God that hides Himself, a Saviour,
the God of history.

33. GOD GUIDES MAN
We shall say more in the section on anthropology (§ 41)
about the belief that a man is important in the sight of God
only as part of mankind, the individual is important only as a
member of the people. Here we mention it because it eéxpfains
why the attention of the Old Testament is directed so much to
God's dealings with His people and His community. The picture

V|duals _emerge; Enoch whom God takes, Gen. 5: 24; Noah who
is blameless in his generation, Gen. 6: g; Abraham of whom God
wills to make a great nation, Gen. 12: 1, Moses who is to lead
the people of God into the covenant; then there is Joshua, the
judges, the kings and the prophets, all of whom God requires
in His service. The next stage is where we have individuals in
large numbers; nameless, inconspicuous individuals. The people,
whose members because of their nationality have a place in the
service of God, is replaced by the community of the faithful
who acknowledge God through the decision which each has to
make for himself. Ezekiel and the situation in his time marks
the turning point. If Ezekiel does not warn the sinner, God
requires the sinner’s blood at the prophet’'s hand. If Ezekiel
warns the sinner and the sinner does not turn from his wicked-
ness, the prophet has nevertheless delivered his own soul.
Again if Ezekiel does not warn a righteous man whom God
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permits to stumble, God requires his blood at the prophet's hand,
but if he warns him and he does not sin, then the righteous man
shall surely live and the prophet has delivered his soul; Ezek.

3: 18-21. Hﬁ[e_eg&rygbmg_d_epends_upon_lh&_dﬁmsm_ﬂ_the_

indMielnel, a..man stands immediately and individually
before his gracious.God. Here the “I” of the Psalms has its
roots.

But the gospel of the guiding hand of God is older than this
change. It is the main characteristic of the very ancient
Joseph-saga. His father's favourite and object of his brothers’
wicked jealousy, Joseph has a remarkable career. He is sold in
the slave market, he gains rapid promotion as a servant, he is
falsely accused and imprisoned, suffers the agony of being
forgotten by his companions but becomes in time adviser to
Pharaoh, he is then directly responsible for the preservation of
the land and forgiving saviour of his father, his brothers and
the whole future people of God. The brilliance of Joseph'’s
career is not attributed to his own virtue, however, but to God's
guidance. “God meant it for good, to bring to pass, as it is this
day, to save much people alive”, Gen. 50: 20. Perhaps an even
older example can be found in the biography of David. There
was that day when David fleeing from his own son has to face
Shimei’s battery of stones and refuses to permit his officers to
harm him. “Let him alone and let him curse: for the Lord hath
bidden him. It may be that the Lord will look on the wrong
done unto me, and that the Lord will requite me good for his
cursing of me this day”, 2 Sam. 16: u ff. Here about the year
1000B.C. @ man in the Old Testament knows that he is led by
God. It is not by chance that the Psalm “The Lord is my
shepherd” was later attributed to him. The Jahwist also knows
of faith in God's guiding. In his writings God says to Abram:
“Get thee out of thy country, and from thy kindred, and from
thy father's house, unto the land that | will shew thee”, Gen.
12 1. Old Testament revelation is mediated not.. only. through

reader still learns that God_,_ﬁgzi@mdvm the to
life of the mM@I_

There are, as we have said first of all the great figures whose
stories. beanmtnessia_ﬁodsgnldamm_who like David,
themselves acknowledge it. These include Enoch, Noah,
Abraham, Jacob, Joseph, Moses, Joshua, David and the great
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prophets. The prophet’s call is divine guidance: Amos 7: 15;
Hos. 11 2, 4, 6; 3: 1, Isa. 6: g; 7: 3; Jer. 1. 4-7; Ezek. 2: 3.
Development thereafter is along two lines of different range.
One line, the shorter and narrower, leads to passionate argu-
ment with the God who guides. God'’s guidance in the Old
Testament does not imply the complete subjugation of man
nor the suppression of his will. In fact, as the prophets show, it
effects a conscription of all the human, all the individual
powers and gifts of the person being guided. The guidance of

God creates a life on a higher plane. One sees that clearly in
the words of the prophets. Even where they expressly designate
the word they speak “the word of Jahweh” and therefore
inspired (§ 37) their human style is not abandoned nor their
human outlook. Even in the word of Jahweh which he delivers,
Isaiah differs from Jeremiah and from Amos.

NOt_ only SO,b}lt _divine guidanre does not mean 1he_snp_p£es-
sion of human will. God shows the fall of Israel to Amos in a
vision, the prophet protests and intercedes and God ceases.
The Lord repented. It shall not be! saith the Lord, Amos 7: 1-6.
Theologically Abraham'’s intercession for Sodom, Gen. 18: 16-
33, belongs to this category also. Though in these instances
intercession is for a third party, there are also examples of
supplication on the person’s own behalf. The godly man
wrestles with God’s guidance: “Thou hast made me a laughing
stock”. The fearful revolt of the prophet Jeremiah (15: 10-21;
20: 7-18) is the forerunner of the book of Job, Job 31: 35 f'f,,
and of Psalm 73; it is also the foreshadowing of what is almost
but not quite the disillusionment and renunciation of the pale
Ecclesiastes. The reason why the Old Testament could not
set aside the story of Jacob’s wrestling, Gen. 32: 22-32, so
strange in its theology, is also to be found here.

1nd1y_1gpal reaches further and stretches ouf over a broad
plane. This is the line which leads from the lamentation poems
of Jeremiah? with their ring of personal piety to the Psalms of
complaint, prayer and trust. Here God is He who is concerned
for _every detail of the individual's Tife. Everything comes from
His guidance, everything is laid in His hands and commended
to His sympathy. The godly are beset behind and before, He
understands their thought afar off and is acquainted with all
their ways; He leads the godly in the way everlasting, Ps. 139:

5, 2,7, 24. The times of the godly are in God's hand, Ps. 31: 15;
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God maketh poor, and maketh rich, bringeth low and lifteth
up, killeth and maketh alive, 1Sam. 2: 6 ff .; He_keeps men from
great theme is found in every possible variation. The piety
which has made the Psalter the world's hymnary and prayer-
book is grounded in God’s guidance-that piety which lives in
the confidence that the godly under all circumstances and at all
times (Ps. 73: 25 ff.) are hidden in God, out of whose mouth
cometh good and evil, Lam. 3: 38.

VI. DIVINE REVELATION

34. REVELATION IN THE OLD TESTAMENT; THE ABSTRACT IDEA

Revelation implies for the Old Testament the means God_ uses
to make possible a &rowledge of God for men. In and by himself
man does not have a knowledge of God: all knowledge of the
kind must be granted to him by God, must be made known to
him. This communication or notification where God is its
author we call revelation. The Old Testament uses the follow-
ing expressions: appear, agm, Gen. 12: 7; make Himself
known or recognized, ¥y, Num. 12: 6 and w7, EX. 6: 3
(here both expressions occur side by side: “I appeared unto
Abraham, unto Isaac, and unto Jacob as El Shaddai but
by my name Jahweh | did not make myself known to them”:
Ezek. 20: 5 “I made myself known unto them in the land of
Egypt and swore unto them with uplifted hand: 1 am Jahweh
your God”); shewed, made to know, ¥*7in (“God hath

shewed thee all”, Gen. 41: 39, “in the morning the Lord will
shew who are his”, Num. 16: 5), disclose Himself, reveal
Himself, n%u (“because there God was revealed unto him”,

Gen. 35:7); God comes to meet Balaam (9 Num. 23: 3, 4.)

Concerning this revelation vocabulary then there are six
thiinote. 1. There _is no one consisten ression
for_revealing, rather there are several. 2. None of the words is_
a specifically theological word, they all have profane usages.
3. In order to know what the individual expressions mean, one
must fix one’s attention on their objects. One sees what (pre-
viously) was invisible, one comes to know what up till then was
unknown: one discovers what was covered. Of these, the
contrast between the hidden and the things that are revealed
is the only one we find ever actually expressed, Deut. 29: 28.
4. Besides the words to which we have referred. which are ngt
specifically_theological but do have a_certain., solemnity by.
association, we find simple words like 937, speak, and s,
say: “God spake all these words saying, | am the Lord thy God,
which ...” Ex. 20: 1. 5. Corresponding to this revelation
vocabulary the words. for.receiving_the revelation are ; -"*ﬁ,
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see; nm, behold; ¥»¥, hear, and particularly v, to
perceive, understand,, know Wherever one of these verbs has’
a predlcate of possible revelational content it can indicate
revelation. 7 in particular very often means receive (a
revelation), understand, apprehend something definite-any
suggestion of asking or seeking or enquiring is excluded. This
comes out very clearly in Ezek. 38: 23, “I make myself known
in the eyes of many nations, *»y+7i, and they shall know”;

cf. Ezek. 35: 1, 12, w70, 6. There is no suggestion anywhere in

the Old Testament that the reception of revelation is dependent

on any particular predisposition in man, faith or anything eise.

35. GOD REVEALS HIMSELF IN HIS WORKS

God’s works may be divided into five. groups: 7, the works
which God has done at creation; 2, the works which. He _goes
on performing for the maintenance of the world; 3, the w works
which He has done for His people; 4, the works which He
continues t0_do for His people and its members: 5, the works
which He will do for the final execution of His will. The effect of
all these works is this: that whoever sees them, realizes the great-
ness of God's might. God reveals Himself therefore in H|s works.

1. THe heavens dﬁlare -mo the glory of God; and the

firmament sheweth, 743, Tis handywork” Ps. 19:1. “Of old

hast thou laid the foundation of the earth; and the heavens are_
the work of thy hands”, Ps. 102: 25. 2. “He th&f taiiets the
shadow of death into the morning and maketh the day dark
with night, that calleth for the waters of the sea and poureth
them out upon the face of the earth-the Lord is his name”,
Amos 5: 8. The remainder of the hymn is similar, the communi-
cation of a revelation. 3. The Midianite knows that the Lord is
greater than all gods, for He delivered Israel out of the hand
of the Egyptians because they dealt so proudly against them,
Ex. 18: n. When the fire of the Lord fell and consumed the
burnt offering and the wood and the stones and the dust and
the water, then the people knew that the Lord, He is God,
1 Kings 18: 37-39. When God's people remember the answer
that Balaam gave to Balak king of Moab, then can they know
the righteous acts of the Lord, Mic. 6: 5. When Jahweh this
once causes them to know His hand, g*1in, they shall know

that His nameis Jahweh, Jer. 16: 21. 4. When Jahweh liberates
Israel the Egyptians know that He is Jahweh, Ex. 7: 5. When
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Israel receives the quails in the wilderness at even, then Israel
knows that it was Jahweh that brought them out from the
land of Egypt, Ex. 16: 6. When Naaman is cured by dipping

himself seven times in Jordan he knows there is no God in all

the earth but in Israel, 2 Kings 5: 14 f. When Jahweh gives

King Cyrus the treasures of darkness Cyrus knows that it is
Jahweh who has called him by his name, Isa. 45: 3. 5. When_
the Israelites may return home they will know that Jahweh is

the one for whom one may wait and not be ashamed, Isa. 49: 23.

When the slain lie round about the altar the Israelites will know
the Lord, Ezek. 6: 13. When the false prophets disappear Israel

will know that Jahweh is the Lord. When Israel becomes the
least of the kingdoms Israel will know that Jahweh is God,

Ezek. 29: 15 ff. The nations shall know that the house of Israel

went into captivity for their iniquity, Ezek. 39: 23.

The dogma that God reveals Himself through His works,
whether in nature or in history, is one attested by numerous
examples. The content of the revelation is small. It amounts to
not much more than the statement that Jahweh is God who
governs the world according to His will, bestows His love on
Israel, Deut. 11; 2-7, and punishes Israel when He must, Ezek.
39: 23. The_works on the other hand, through which God
reveals Himself, aremlkeég‘on The number of those who receive
revelation is also large: the people, the Egyptians, Ex. 7: 5:
14: 4; Pharaoh, Ex. 7: 17; Jethro, Ex. 18: n; the stranger that
prays in Jerusalem and all the peoples of the earth, 1 Kings
8: 43, 60; the enemies of Nehemiah, Neh. 6: 16. There is_no
bar to receptivity of God's revelation of Himself in His works..
Anyone who witnesses them, or experiences them_ is capable
of the _knowledge of God From this there are a number of
consequences

conversely to |nvest|gate the aim and intention- of the works of
God in creation and nature in order to deduce from this aim the
existence and nature and wisdom and. providence. of God. This
is the origin of the teleological study of nature. b) If the his-
torical experience of Israel indicates for Israel herself and to her
neighbours a knowledge of God, as the books of Exodus,

Deuteronomy and Ezekiel prove, then history as a whole is a
revelation of God. History is meaningful, it serves God’s-
purpose and can be explained in terms of. God’s counsels. Here

a theological view of history as the pedagogue of salvation
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takes root. ¢) Guidance of. individuals also leads to a knowledge
of God.‘Help me, O Lord my God ... that they may know
that this is thy hand,’, Ps. 109: 26 ff. God does not merely guide
individuals, He guides them in a way that can be understood
and appreciated by anyone. Those who are to know that it is
God’s hand are not believers but unbelievers. This is the
beginning of the theology of experience.

When ,Lndmdual acts are understood as works of God and
reveal Him ‘they are called signs, nix, omens, npia, and

Wonders xbs,nx‘vm or mlghty acts, nimay. Jahweh performs

signs through Moses among the Egyptlans whose heart He
has hardened, that Israel may know that He is Jahweh,
Ex. 10 1ff. Such signs nix,ar. omens noin.are of course

of limited revelatory value. They may be performed by a
prophet who commends the Worship of other gods; they do
who is responS|bIe for the signs, and in the case just mentloned
He uses the sign’ to prove Israel’s loyalty to Hlmself Deut.
13: 1-3. Here W€ ‘are presented with two conﬂlctmg types of
revelation: on the one hand this free revelation given immedi-
ately in the signs and on the other hand the ordered revelation
of true doctrine.

In the signs which God gives or causes to be performed He
reveals what He WI|| do. Thus Isaiah walks naked and_barefoot
because Egypt will, lgo1 nak ced and barefoot, Isa. 20: 3 ff. The signs
in the heaven are however meaningless, Jer. 10: 2. The falling
of Hophra into the hands of his enemies is for the remnant of
Judah in Egypt a sign of their punishment, Jer. 44: 29 ff. The
siege-act which the prophet plays at God's command with tile
and pan is a sign for the house of Israel, Ezek. 4; 1-3. God makes
Ezekiel a sign, npin, for Israel: he must carry his belongings
on his shoulder in the dark, and dig through the wall, Ezek.
12: 6 ff. God turns. the. sun. into darkness and the moon into

Jahweh doeth wonders x‘m “and therein He makes known
¥*1in, His Strength among the peoples, Ps. 77: 14. All the
people see God’'s marvels, nix%®3, Ex. 34: 10, for God
causes them to be seen intentionally, Mic. 7: 15, Ps. 78: 1;
they are “to us-ward,’, Ps. 40: 5. These marvels are sometimes
great events of history, Josh. 3: 5, Judg. 6: 13; sometimes
rescue at sea, Ps. 107: 23-31; sometimes delivery from sickness,
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Ps. 118: 23; sometimes the might of God which expresses itself
in the wisdom of His law, Ps. 119: 18. There is no god in heaven
or in earth that can do according to God's works, &*y», and

God’s mighty acts, nimn33: in them God has shewed His servant

His greatness and His strong hand, Deut. 3: 34. God reveals Him-
self in His works.

36. cob REVEALS HIMSELF IN VISIONS

Not_anyone by any means but only chosen individuals may
see_ or hear God in_apparitions. There are, however, a fair
number of such individuals. “I will make myself known to him
(the prophet) in a vision. | will speak with him in a dream.”
Only with Moses did God speak “mouth to mouth ... and he
beholds the form of the Lord,', Num. 12; 6,8. The Old Testament
has accounts of a great many theophanies in which God reveals
Himself, and it is possible to establish the following points.

1. There is no consistent form of appearance; it changes from
one occasion to the next. 2. There is also no hard and fast rule
as to the time of a divine apparition. .God appears when He
wills. 3. Likewise there_is no human process, no.prayer, sacrifice
or technique of any kind, whereby man could induce a. divine
apparition. Man is always the recipient only, never the author
of revelation. 4. All_accounts of apparitions have a peculjarly
fluid and merely suggestive ¢ character One may know to some
extent how they begin, Isa. 6: I; one 1e does not discover how they
end. From seeing Isaiah passes to hearing and in saying what
he hears he quite forgets to say when and how the vision goes
out. Did he himself perhaps not notice? The vision in Ezekiel is
an exception; it is much more than suggestive, but everything
points to the fact that in it there has been theological reflection.
5. All a_pperltlons are verbal and revelatory, i.e. the appantlon
in 1tse1f or in what it symbohzes is never sufﬁc1ent there is
always a thought -content._in addition expressed as.. a rule in
plain words. “What seest thou? | see a rod of a juniper tree
(shaqed) Thou hast well seen, for | watch (shoged) over my word
to perform it,” Jer. 1: u ff. The visual part vanishes, the word
remains.. That is true of nearly all visions. Revelation in visions
is also verbal revelatlon

6 'R?:velatw ns m visions can be divided into several groups.
The first group are Those which ‘may be called “foundation-
theophanies”. Someone has a vision of God somewhere and the
result is that the spot becomes a holy place, the anniversary of
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the founding of which is marked by the retelling of the story
of the foundation-theophany. Gen. 16: 13 ff., 21: 22-33, Josh.
5: 2-9, Judg. 6: 11-24, etc., are of this category. Many of these
theophanies were only subsequently attributed to Jahweh.
7. Theophanies in which God_ comes from far to fight for Israel
Hlswpeople. Deut. 33: 2, Judg. 5: 4 ff., Mic. 11 3 ff. comprlse a
second group. What is involved in these is not history in the
real sense but fearful natural phenomena, which because of
their incidence in times of emergency testify to the presence
and assistance of God. 8. A third group is formed by those
visions in which God appears to those whom He calls into His
service: Ex. 3: 1-7 ff., Isa. 6, Jer. 1 n ff., Amos 1: 2. The
content of these revelatlons concerns in the first instance only
those who are called. g. A fourth group contains those visions
through which, God announces a_judgment. or a measure He
proposes to take: Amos 7: 7-9, 8: 1-3, Ezek. 2: 8-3: 3. All four
groups have this characteristic in common: that each Vision
stands by itself, needs no elaboration and points to nothmg
other than to its own content. ro. A fifth group contains visions
which appear in series form and in such a way that the complete
context alone gives sense and significance to the individual
vision, The perfectly symmetrical series of visions in Zech. 1-6
belongs to this group, as do also the visions in Ezek. 1; the
wheels which are the vehicle of the glory of Jahweh, 10: 1 22,
the wheels bear the glory of Jahweh out of the Temple In: 22-
is asmthgmup which contains visions which are not |nC|dentaI
theophanles but foreshadowings of the.onelast great theophany
which is the goal of all history. Isa. 40-557¢ is one such vision.
The subject is stated right at the start. “The glory of the Lord
is revealed and all flesh sees it together”, 40: 5. The goal of
earthly history is the revelation to all flesh of the glory of God.

37. GOD reveals HIMSELF THROUGH MEN

The Old Testament takes it for granted that there-are
homines religiost, that is to say, men whose special gifts (this
is as accurate as we can be) fit them to perceive the presence of
God, hear His utterances, His commissions and His announce-
ments+ and convey them to their day and generation. These
homines religiost are mediators between God. and men. There is
no comprehensive name for them. The term man of God,”
which sometimes occurs, is not an established usage. The word
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¥°3) can also mean something else. In view of the wording

of Isa. 6: 8, Amos 7: 15, and Ex. 3: 10 the term ambassador or
messenger would be appropriate, but in fact it never occurs in
the Old Testament in that sense.

The fact remains, however, that God chooses men and some-
times women to make known His will to those about them.
They speak in the name of God and their vocation really to
speak in God's name is their only qualification, Jer. 26: 12, 15,
16. They are never officials, always freely appointed. Likewise
their vocation to speak in the name of God is an- inscrutable
thmg with no outward_ marks that might be e&mined.

What does it mean to speakinGod’s name? Formally it means
that the prophet prefaces and validates his utterance with the
oath mp:°n “as the Lord liveth”, Jer. 4: 2. The speaker

thereby makes God his witness and places himself under God’s
]udgment If he fails to speak the truth, then he forfeits his life
in the sight of God, for he has played with God's life. And if one
goes on to ask how God's messengers know that it really is God
who sends them, it must be confessed that there is no answer
whatsoever; for there are no outward tokens and signs. In fact
the possibility has always to be reckoned with that God Him-
self may even put a lying spirit in the prophet’s mouth because
He has resolved on evil for his hearers, 1Kings 22: 23.7¢ There.
are no,, outward signs or characteristics by which God's revela-
tion through men could be identified. and dlstmgmshed from
falsifications of it and imitations and perversions.

Itis a_fact nevertheless that men come forward with the
claim that they have a message from God to deliver. They
begin their message, as good messengers should, with the
formula: “Thus saith the_ Lord”.?® They end it in order to make
|ts limits perfectly clear, with the formula of conclusion:

. saith the Lord”, Amos 1: 5, or: “... is the word of the
Lord", Amos 2: 16. These and similar formulae separate very
exactly the word spoken by the prophet from his own words.
That is clear for example in the Book of Amos. The prophet is
not one who speaks only as God's spokesman, he also speaks
for himself. But he is one who leaves us in no doubt as to when
he is speaking for God. All prophetic utterances to which a
formula is attached_ and which are therefore made at God's
command are clearly considered by the prophets to be inspired.
Here and only. here is the real foundation of the biblical doctrine
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of the inspiration of Holy Scripture to. be found. In the Old
Testament a passage is inspired which is marked by the for-
mulae appropriate to a message or something similar as the
word of God. But the converse of this must also be observed.
Everything that is not marked?®® by such formulae is. not in-
spired. The biblical doctrine of inspiration does not simply
isolate the Old Testament as a whole from all other writings;
it is defined along lines which cut across the individual books.

Certain observations must now be made on the inspired

messages in which God reveals Himself through men. z. The

revelation contained in_these words is, always particular. It is
never in the form of a general, impersonal truth; rather what is
said is always addressed to one particular individual or circle
with reference to his time and circumstances. For those of a
later-time therefore it is not always easy to appreciate the
individual revelation as such. 2. A_further consequence is that
the individual revelations contained in the prophets,. words do
not necessarily form a consistent whole. They are not parts of
a jig-saw puzzle; they are historical phenomena each with its
own context in time and place. 3. For that reason two revela-
tions may : not match like the halves of a broken flagstone. They
may even contradict one another. Jonah reveals to Nineveh
that in forty days the city will be overthrown, 3: 4. But then
God reveals to the prophet that He has compassion on the city,
4: 1. Isaiah announces that God will hiss for the bee that is in
the land of Assyria and it shall be as a chastisement upon the
whole land, Isa. 7: 18 ff. Assyria, the rod of God's anger, in-
tended to destroy and is punished for his high looks, 10: 5 ff.
The husbandman is not continually threshing, for Jahweh is
wonderful in counsel, Isa. 28: 29; the message which He sends
changes with the time and with the circumstances, it is not
fixed and irrevocable.

4. 1t would be wrong to conclude, however, that the Old
Testament view was that God's revelation through the prophets
was transmitted in separate, sporadic, unconnected and purely
incidental acts of revelation. There is a linguistic argument
against this which is frequently overlooked. That which the
prophets have to declare is always called the word of God. It is
never called a word of God. Indeed, this latter expression would
seem never to have occurred. Each individual revelation is
called not a, but&e word of Jahweh. Any number of individual
messages may follow one another therefore and each be
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introduced by the formula, “Then came the word of Jahweh”.81
In every single revelation it is. always the whole word .of God
that expresses itself. Each part stands for the whole as a ball
rolling through a thicket when each part of its surface that is
visible conveys an impression of the whole ball. This totality
of the revelation that is made through God’s messengers
cannot be written off as merely an insignificant peculiarity or
inadequacy of language. On the contrary, God's revelation is
such that from the Exodus to the Exile, and beyond, God was
continually speaking with His people through men. “These
three and twenty years the word of the Lord8% hath come unto
me, and | have spoken unto you early and late ... and early
and late hath the Lord sent unto you all his servants the
prophets" Jer. 25: 3 ff. Through the centuries the succession of
men continues throughwhom God reveals Hlmself to H&people

38. GOD REVEALS HIMSELF IN THE LAW
Revelation in the works. of uewwoyﬁmcemd history
shows that God exists and that He is wise and mighty: these
three predlcates constitute_more or_less .the whole of that
revélation. Revelation in visions shows that God is present,
that He is alive and that He actively involves Himself in the
life of man. Revelation of this kind contains moreover many

medla of revelation which are not easily reduced to a common

In?ﬁx?category we find a whole series of variations. Through
Moses God tells Israel that He has heard their cry and will
deliver them, Ex. 3: #-10. Through Isaiah God tells Shebna
that he is to be thrust from his office, Isa. 22: 15-19; through
Jeremiah He announces to Hananiah that he will die within
the space of a year, Jer. 28: 15-17. Good and evil, misfortune
and progress, punishment and. grace, zebuke and call to re-
pentance——there _is nothing that is-net mentioned. But when
one asks where God tells Israel and tells man what he should do
in order to fulfil God's will, then the answer is: God reveals
Himself_ in the law. T

“The actual Iaw _as we have it bears clearly the marks of its
earthly and human ofigm. Tt s based on the common concep-
tion and codes of Taw of the ancient east.®® It arose out of the
needs and circumstances of Hebrew civilization and was
adapted to them. The various collections of laws show the

changeableness of Old Testament law through the centuries.
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But all of that does not prejudice the validity of the claim that
the law is a revelation of God. The idea of divinity in the sense
of an objective impérsonal quality is entirely foreign and
repugnant to the Old Testament. It is, however, familiar with
the idea of divine in the sense of coming from God and belong-
ing to God; and in this sense one can say that in the Old
Testament the law, each law, is something divine, for every law
has as its ultimate object the community desired by God. In
every law the individual must sacrifice something of his claims
and advantages for the sake of the whole. Every law serves to
make clear the rightness' and the value of community as the
thing for all individuals. In every law moreover there is the
attempt to achieve justice which looks on all with an impartial
countenance. Law is always the struggle for the universal,
binding, deep and real things. of life. In this respect law is
always God's affair and not man’s God speaks in law._Law. too
is a divine medium of revelation.

We may divide the legal material Which we find in the OId
course it is not present in the record of revelation.

)The first group is made up of a small number of self-evident
moral instructions, without attention to which the life of man
is not possible. The Decalogues* represents that group. The
greatness and godliness of the Decalogue is abundantly appar-
ent; it is even more apparent that here it is not man who is
S:Xpressing himself but God . who is revealing Himself. The
second group contains those laws which are no longer the
ultimate axioms of human community life but do have an
undoubted moral character, in virtue of which, once formulated,
they ‘bring to bear an ‘influence that is not merely external,
resting on authority, but is inwardly constraining, based on
conviction and consent. He that killeth shall surely be put to
death, Ex. 21: 12, is clear evidence,*5 but there are no books of
law made up of laws of this type. In fact these laws are as a
“rule intermingled with those which belong to the third group.
The third group contains laws whose moral core is clear but
whose appearance and form are closely related to a particular
time and placgf’l‘he fourth group finally contains” those laws
which are concerned essentially not with morals but with cult,
so that if this cultic concern was not present or if it was differ-
ently arranged then all occasion for that particular law dis-
appeared.86 Were there only this fourth group or even only the

&
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third and fourth group, it would scarcely be possible to say that
God reveals Himself in law; but certainly it holds for the first
and second group. Because of this the claim is extended to
everything that is law and therefore to the third and fourth
groups. In law God speaks. Everything that is law is revealed
by Him. “Cursed be he that confirmeth not all8? the words of
this law to do them”, Deut. 27: 26.

The importance of revelation in law is appreciated when we
examine more carefully the individual aspects of this phen-
omenon. The_development of the idea of law in the Old Testa-
ment is limited and slow. '1'nn =law occurs very often with

the Th hm1t1ng demonstrative adjectlve “this glaw}“ Deut. 27: 26,
or ‘in ‘the restrictedness Tmposed by a series of related terms
“my commandments, my statutes and my laws”. Gen. 26: 5, or,
and this applies until the time of the deuteronomic reform, it
does not yet mean law but has still the vaguer connotation of
teaching: “the teaching of our God”, Isa. 1: 10; “for out of
Zion shall go forth instruction”, Isa. 2: 3; “they reject the
teaching of Jahweh”, Isa. 5: 24, “I seal the teaching among my
disciples”, Isa. 8: 16; “ye will not hear the teaching of Jahweh”,
Isa. 30: g. This Isaianic usage of the word explains a great deal.
Above all it shows that 73in is something which is now

coming into being—God gives the instruction at the time. It is
living and new it is not tradition, fo which one refers” The Tact”
that Jahweh is the lawgiver who instructs men in living is here
more important than what He gives as instruction. Isaiah has
no thought of a complete, written, traditional and absolutely
fixed law; indeed, a hundred years after Isaiah, Jeremiah is
found saying: “The priests say not, where is Jahweh? They that
handle the law (the teaching) know me not”, 2: 8. “The teaching
shall not perish from the priest”, says the same Jeremiah, 18:; 18.
The Old Testament itself bears witness therefore to the fact
that the law is hlstoncallx conditioned and guestionable, and
is very far from attributmg to the law the comparative uni-
formity which characterizes it in Paul's thinking. It would be
wrong, however, to conclude that it is possible to distinguish
true and just law from false law, law that has been added, the
product of human genius, either by standards of historical
criticism or of theology and ethics. That is impossible. God is
the lawgiver. In the law He revezals His will and gives form ana
purpose to the life of man; Without God's law the life of man
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would be utterly impossible, for life cannot be without form, but
to determine which among the laws and ordinances before us
are divine revelations and which are the chance and arbitrary
decisions of men is quite out of the questlon To-day one would

l{ayy_ The OId Testament faced Wlth this same s|tuat|on had no
hesitation in referring the whole of the law back to God and
caliing it all God's law. On the other hand, the Old Testament
makes no attempt to arrive-at-a-complete-system-of law, at
least for the main spheres of life; and even concerning sacrifice,
the most important part of the cult, it contains only occasional
and by no means fundamental statements.

At is symptomatic of the slow development of the idea of the
law in Old Testament history that only at a late date are any
statements made about the meaning and significance of the
aw. When a son asks his father what the testimonies and the
statutes and the judgments mean-in the time of Deuteronomy
the law is still made up of these three parts-then the answer
should remind him of the redemption out of Egypt and go on
to say that God demands obedience to His law “that it may
always go well with us and he may preserve us alive”, Deut.
6: 20-24. “And it shall be righteousness unto us if we observe
to do all this commandment before the Lord our God”, Deut.
6: 25.

There are three motives for observing the law. One is
gratitude:8® The lawgiver is He who led them out of Egypt,
Deuteronomy; this recurs again and again as a basic principle.
Another is the fear of God. “The Lord commanded us to do all
these statutes and to fear the Lord our God,', Deut. 6: 24.
Whoever knows about God knows also about His “right”, that
it has to be obeyed. What the New Testament calls obedience
the Old caIIs fear, R 89 The _third motive for . observance

The fulfilment of the law is a matter of life and death. “See, I
set before thee this day life and good, and death and evil”;
“l lay before thee life and death, blessing and cursing: therefore
choose life that thou mayest live”, Deut. 30: 15, 19. This law is
neither too hard nor is it far off; it is very nigh and asks to be
observed, Deut. 30: n, 14.

In the law Go&reveals Hemself decisively. Man’s kearing or not
hearing of this revelation is a matter of life and death.

GOD REVEALS HIMSELF THROUGH THE SPIRIT 111

39. GOD REVEALS I:|IMSELF THROUGH THE. SPIRIT
I. The one word n is used in four different connexions.
Flrstly, it means the wmd nd air.in.ootiop.the breeze With this

meamng “the word properly beIorTg]s to the realm of cosmology
it is mentioned here only because this physical meaning is the
original from which the other three meanings have arisen: the
spirit is originally called after the wind as in Latin anima is
derived from animus, Greek dvepos. Second&, . the word
M9 means spirit in the sense of breath of life, Hab. 2: 19,v1ta1
ex@:gy, Josh. 2: 11; soul, Job 7: 11; mind, Ezek. 11: 5; will,
Ex. 35: 21, Num. 14: 24. Here therefore it is an anthropological
and psychological term. As such however. it always refers, to
something that is only the possession of the individual, not his
nature it remainsimperson&l
effect of splrlt Splrlt is an effectlve power whose proper location
one never rightly knows. Spmt as a power, assumes various
characters and pursues various aims; there is for example a
spirit of life, Gen. 6: 17; of experience, Ex. 28: 3; of wisdom,
Isa. 11: 2; jealousy, Num. 5: 14; of evil, 1Sam. 16: 23; of decep-
tion, 1 Kings 22: 22; of judgment (or arbitration), Isa. 4: 4; of
understanding, Isa. n: 2; of counsel and might, Isa. n: 2; of
knowledge and of the fear of the Lord, Isa. 11: 2; of perverse-
ness, Isa. 19: 14; of deep sleep, Isa. 29: 10; of unchastity, Hos.
4: 12; the spirit of grace and of supplication, Zech. 12: i0; of
willingness, Ps. 51: 14; of arrogance, Ps. 76: 12. Others could be
added, for thereis plurality among the forms of spirit but there
isnot Qlurallty of spirits. The dlfferentlatlon 1sa1ways‘_1vp attrlbute*
there is not (yet) any questlon of mdlwduahzatlon of, spirit. The
pneumatology of the Old Testament is therefore an unsolved
problem. There is not sufficient material on which to work, and
therefore there can be no satisfactory insights into the question
Fourthly and fmally, spirit is the nature and possessmn of
God. Indeed, it is nowhere explicitly stated that God is spirit,
but that God lives in the realm of spirit or that spirit is God's
world is clearly implicit in the words of Isa. 31: 3; “The Egyp-
tians are men and not God; and their horses flesh and not
spirit”.  Which of the alternative statements is the more
correct? One cannot say, there is just no means of determining
whether it is more in accordance with the Old Testament view
to say that God lives in the realm of spirit or to say that spirit
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is God's world. Where the Old Testament speaks of spirit its
language approximatesmore than anywhere else to the language
of the philosophy of religion, and spirit and the spiritual tend to
become something impersonal in terms of WhICh God almost
ceases to exist. The spirit claims an existence separate from God.
This is nowhere explicit, but the tendency is in this direction.?®

2. The Old Testament speaks of the spirit of Jahweh (some 30
times) and of the spirit of God (some 15 times) in a striking
variety of expressions which bear witness to a similar variety

. of conceptions.

The form in which the spirit communicaies himself to a man
or to men is sometimes clearly described and sometimesonly
hinted at, and from the multiplicity of these descriptions it is
obvious that there is no adequate Ianguage of description. The
spirit of God clothes Zechariah the priest’s son, 2 Chron. 24; 20,
and Amasai, who was chief of the thirty (1 Chron. 12: rg); the
spirit of Jahweh clothes Gideon, Judg. 6: 34. In these references
the spirit appears as a sphere which enwraps the recipient as
with a garment; it is as if the person were suddenly caught in
an encompassing wind. In Ex. 31: 3 Bezalel is filled with the
spirit of God; and similarly Isaiah 63: 11 speaks of God’s
putting His holy spirit into Moses, and Ezek. 36: 27 of God’s
putting His spirit within the Israelites. In these references the
spirit is thought of as a power-not a substancg—but a power
of inspiration within the recipient. This is perhaps the descrip-
tion best fitted to the nature of the spirit. In some references the
spirit is much more substantial and easily recognizable, e.g. God
pours out, qo3, His spirit (a spirit of deep sleep) on the

prophets, Isa. 29:10; He pours, p¥, His spirit upon the seed

of Israel, Isa. 44: 3; He pours out His spirit on Israel, Ezek. 39:
29, upon all flesh, upon Israel's sons and daughters, 7Y,

Joel 2: 28 ff. All three usages see a certain fluidity in the spirit
and in the person a receptacle-one thinks of the gratia infusa of
Christian dogmatics. The same conception is present in Isa. 32: 15;
the spirit from on high will be poured out, #79¥?, upon us.
Among all the various metaphors of the spiritual one can
distinguish two groups: one group contains those which are
more perceptual and belong therefore to the ‘sphere of physics,
the other group contains ‘those which are more “spiritual” and
belong to the sphere of ethics. The proper context of the Hebrew
word ngby, Judg. 14: 6, 19; 15: 14; 1 Sam. 10: 10; 11 6,
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because of its etymological homelessness, cannot be determined.
But clearly the undernoted belong to the ethical group: God
sends an (evil!) spirit, Judg. g: 23; the spirit of Jahweh comes
upon Jahaziel, 2 Chron. 20: 14; the spirit of Jahweh comes as
an evil spirit upon Saul, 1 Sam. 19: g; Jahweh puts a lying
spirit in the mouth of the prophets, 1 Kings 22: 23; there is a
spirit in the king of Assyria, 2 Kings 19: 7; the spirit of God
comes on Balaam, Num. 24. 2; on Saul's messengers, 1 Sam.
1g9: 20; and on Azariah, 2 Chron 15: 1.

Other references speak not of the coming of the possession
of the splrlt but of the existence. Qf such possession. The spirit
begins to move Samson in the camp of Dan, Judg. 13: 25—the
dynamic of the spirit is nowhere given such clear expression as
in this passage. The spirit of God is in Joseph, in Pharaoh’s
opinion, Gen. 41: 38. The spirit is upon Moses, Num. 1: 17;
it rests on the seventy, 1: 25. The spirit of Jahweh speaks in
me, declares @} David (in his inspiration) ; and that means

that Jahweh'’s word, n%», is upon David's tongue, 2 Sam.

23: 2. This same inspiration means that Jahweh'’s words,
*337, are in Israel's mouth and in the mouth of Israel’s seed,

Isa. 59: 21. The spirit of Jahweh is therefore upon the servant
of Jahweh, for Jahweh has anointed the servant, Isa. 61: 1.
A man_ of the. spirit, m'm L] (Hos g 7 only and there

has recéived the splrlt because Jahweh has glven 1t to_hin h|m
This phrase, that Jahweh puts the spirit upon someone, 3,

Num. n: 25, 29, Isaiah 42: 1 (puts it in a person’s mouth,
1 Kings 22: 23; 2 Chron. 18: 22); puts it in someone, 2 Kings
19: 7; Isa. 37; 7; puts it within someone, Isa. 63: 11; this phrase,
whatever preposition is used, is the most interesting of all, for
in it the clearest possible expression is given to the thought that
clalmed however that the usage is a common one. Indeed, we
have probably quoted all the instances of it.

3. It is plain that there can be no gquestion of claim or desert
in the matter Qf possessing.the spirit of God; for the possession
can come to an-end, “Take not thy holy spirit from me”, cries
the Psalmist, 51: 11, and when he prays “let thy good spirit
lead me in a plain way”, 143: 10 (cf. Neh. g: 20) he is thinking
primarily of the way he will be led but also of the spirit he hopes
to possess and keep to lead him. For the spirit of God can depart

HTT
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from a person, =0. The spirit of God departed from Saul,
1Sam. 16: 14. 1Kings 22: 24 would suggest that it can also go
from one prophet, 92y, to speak to another; but that is
hardly so, for the prophets’ contradiction of one another arises
from the fact that the spirit of God is in the one and a lying
spirit commissioned by God is in the other. But certainly God
Himself takes of the spirit that is upon Moses and puts it upon
the seventy elders, Num. n: 25. What exactly does God take?
One hesitates to say God takes some, or a part, of the spirit,
for spirit is indivisible and if by the act of God the seventy
have the spirit it does not mean that from then on Moses has
the spirit of God in a lesser degree. It is rather different in
the case of Elisha’s prayer that he might receive a double
portion of Elijah’s spirit when Elijah is taken away, 2 Kings
2: g. When the prophet is taken from his work the spirit that
dwelt in him is free. Thus Moses, before he dies, transfers to
Joshua the spirit of wisdom by laying his hands upon him,

Deut. 34: g. The spirit of God can dwell in-a man if and for as
long as the graceof God willsit. It is never the natural possession
of an individual. Man is never more, than a temporary receptacle
for the_spirit of God.

+ 4, We have been-concerned with the question of the form in
‘which God communicates His spirit to man; but there are two
questions of even greater importance. One concerns the effect
of possession of the spirit, the other concerns the context and
Jpurpose of God's imparting His spirit to men.

To the first question, the question what happens when a man
receives the spirit of God, the Old Testament gives not one but
many answers. a) There is a Purely dynamic operation of the
spirit of God. Samson is moved or stirred in_the camp of Dan,
Judg. 13: 25; he rends a young lion, 14: 6; he smites thirty
Philistines, 14: 19; he bursts the ropes with which he had been
bound as if they were burnt thread, Judg. 15: 14. If the Samson
stories are perhaps saga merely taken over by the Hebrews it
may be that what we have here is an ethnic view of the spirit,
but the spirit has the same effect on Othniel, Judg. 3: 10, and
on Jephthah, Judg. i1: 2g—they also do mighty deeds in war;
their deeds are however for the salvation of the people of God,
3. 10. Saul too is roused to burning anger by the spirit of God
that God may work salvation in Israel, 1 Sam. 1: 6, 13.

b) There is an ecstatic operation of the spirit of God. It came

upon Saul’'s messengers and unrfiedlately they were seized with
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an ecstatic frenzy-“theyprophesied”, 1 Sam. 19: 20. God gives
of His spirit to the seventy and they “prophesy”, and Moses
wishes that it would happen to all the people, Num. n: 25-29.
When God pours. out His spirit upon all flesh, then men will
prophesy, dream. dreams._and see visions, Joel 2: 28 ff. In this
last passage the transition to the inspirational operation of the
spirit is clear, but the other two passages speak of an excitation
which does not manifest itself as a commission to make any
definite proclamation. It is merely. ecstasy without any, in-
spiration. Nevertheless when one speaks of ecstasy it should be
carefully noted that the Old Testament never violates the
boundary between God and man; not even when it speaks of
that ecstatic frenzy in which men “prophesy”. Any sort of
mystical intercourse of God and man is entirely foreign to the
Old Testament.

¢) There is a work of guidance done by the spirit, When God
puts His spirit in the King of Assyria he hears a rumour and
returns to his own land and perishes, 2 Kings 19: 7. The spirit
of God can carry Elijah “whither I know not”, 1 Kings 18: 12,
and likewise Elisha, who has the spirit of Elijah, i.e. the spirit
which formerly rested on Elijah; 2 Kings 2: 16. While the two
passages quoted involve only an incidental leading-the
translators speak with some justification of a leading away in
1 Kings 18: 12 and 2 Kings 2: 16—we do find elsewhere. a
consistent. and carefully planned guidance.God’s spirit leads
Israel to her rest Isa. 63: 14. “Thou gavest them” (the Israelites
wandering in the W|Iderness) “thy good spirit to instruct them”,
Neh. g: 20; “may thy good spirit lead me in a plain path”,
PS. 143: 10.

d) There is an operation of the_spirit wherein one is endowed
with earthly wzsdom The above-mentioned passage, Neh. g: 20,
belongs to this category. Bezalel is filled with the spirit. of God
and the result is. the. gift of artistic ability; Ex. 31: 3; 35: 31.
Joseph has the spirit of God-the writer puts the opinion in
the mouth of Pharaoh-that is why he can cope with the famine
that threatens the Egyptians, Gen. 41: 38. Moses has the spirit
of wisdom and hands it on to Joshua, Deut. 34. g.

e) There is an inspirational activity of the spirit. The spirit-of
God comes upon Balaam and he takes up his parable, Num.
24: 2 ff. A prophecy is spoken because the spirit comes upon the
speaker; cf. Jahaziel, 2 Chron. 20: 14; Zechariah the priest’s
son, 2 Chron. 24. 20; Ezekiel, Ezek. 11: 5. The possession of the
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spirit may give rise to a sermon, cf. Azariah, 2 Chron. 15: 1, or
to an inspired song, cf. Amasai (Abisai?) 1 Chron. 12: 19; cf.
also 2 Sam. 23: 2. Thss is clearly acknowledged inspiration. We
shall have more to say about it later (p. 118). Suffice it for the
moment to give two further examples of this clear inspiration.
God sent instruction and words by His spirit through the
former prophets, Zech. 7: 12. The detail of the expression “by
His spirit through former prophets” deserves attention. It
betrays the conflation of two ideas. According to the one, God
sent instruction and words. by the former prophets. That is sthe
older of the two. Accordlng to the other, God sent instruction
and words by His spirii. That is the later idea, as we shall
presently show (p. 117.). The other example is Neh. g: 30:
“thou didst admonish them by thy spirit through thy prophets.”
Here we see again the same conflation of the same two ideas.

In all the passages we have mentioned, the inspiration is
given as the situation arises. When God wills that a pronounce-
ment should be made He makes it possible, if He chooses to do
it this way-this necessary qualification will be discussed
below-by giving His spirit on the occasion and for the duration
of this one pronouncement. Each message, prophecy, song or
sermon is therefore, in virtue of a temporary inspiration, an
inspiration confined to the content .of the one utterance, It is
a quite different sort of inspiration that we find in Deutero-
Isaiah. It happens only once and it remains; the number of
pronouncements and other manifestations of it is unlimited.
“I have put my spirit upon him; he shall bring forth judgment
to the nations. .. till he have set judgment in the earth, and
the isles shall wait for his law”, Isa. 42: 1, 4. This same view of
inspiration as a lasting gift is found also in Trito-Isaiah. “The
spirit of the Lord God is upon me: because the Lord hath
anointed me to preach good tidings unto the poor; he hath sent
me to bind up the brokenhearted, to proclaim liberty to the
captives, and the opening of the prison to them that are bound;
to proclaim the acceptable year of the Lord ...t comfort all
who mourn .. .”, Isa. 61: 1-3. Here the anointing is the pre-
condition of the possession of the spirit, the person concerned
is a.chosen individual, the outcome is the preaching of salvation
and the duration of the possession is obviously unlimited.

f) There is an operation of the spirit which disposes people to
be well-pleasing to God. When God pours His spirit on Israel’s
seed, they spring up and confess that they belong to God,
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Isa. 44: 3-5. God will gather Israel from among the nations,
bring them into their own land and put a new spirit within
them and cause them to walk in His statutes, Ezek. 36: 26-27.
The outcome of the change caused by the spirit is obedience.
The spirit of God is within the whole people as well as in its
leader. Hagg. 2: 5 and the revelation formula “fear ye not” %1
is there to confirm that this is revelation.

5. When_one surveys these statements one feels bound to
ask how great, how comprehensive or how select the number is
of those to whom the gift of the spirit is granted. This question
coincides to some extent with the other question concerning
the compass and accuracy of statements about the spirit of God
in the Old Testament revelation. The two questions can be
answered together, therefore, and we begin by making certain
points which narrow the field of enquiry. In the book of Jere-
miah there is no mention whatever of the spirit of God; nowhere
in the whoie vast document does the concept appear, neither in
the prophet's actual words nor in his biography nor in any of the
other parts. Similarly in Amos it is lacking. Hosea does not
have it except in the solitary designation for the prophet-
“the man of the spirit”, Hos. g: 7. Micah knows of the spirit of
Jahweh as the medium of the divine emotions, 2: #.%% In Isaiah
from 1 2 to 32: 15 the spirit is seven times spoken of in such
a way that it may fairly be construed as the spirit of God.®?
Isa. 31: 3 is the classic passage for the difference between the
spiritual and the material world. The spirit here is a quality of
God, not His gift in revelation. Isa. 30: 1emphasizes God's
warning of woe to the rebellious children who take counsel
without God and make agreements without His spirit. This is
clearly ‘a reference to spiritual guidance, but how does this
guidance operate? Do the Jews have the spirit of God as a
permanent possession, or do they know of a means of acquiring
a moment's inspiration of the spirit, or should they have waited
until an inspiration of the spirit would come to tell them what
was to be done? These are three possible answers, but one can
never be certain which is correct. Isa. 11: 2 says in four ways
that the saviour out of the stock of Jesse will receive the spirit
of Jahweh; he will be inspired, There remains-though it is dis-
puted®*—Isa. 32: 15: the spirit shall be poured out upon us from
on high. Who are the recipients? The Jews? Their careless wives?
Why is the spirit called the spirit from on high? The description
seems to be a current one, but this is the first (authentic)
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appearance of it and it is infrequent because it is so strangely
formalistic. Moreover this outpouring of the spirit has no clear and
carefully described effect . The passage remains also questionable.

Our finding up to this point then is that with the exception of
Isaiah the pre-exilic prophets do not speak of the spirit of God.
That does not mean that when these prophets from Amos to
Jeremiah have to deliver a word of the Lord they do not claim
inspiration for themselves, for they do. Isaiah does so also, and
Isaiah likewise does it without connecting his prophetic
inspiration with the gift of the spirit. For the early prophels the
gift of the spirit of God and prophetic inspiration have no connexion
one With the other—theologically a very. Lranrtant point.

Isaiah is the ‘prophet of the spirit of God. Isaiah is the
theologian par excellence among the prophets and the
of Old Testament theology. There are allusions to the spirit of
God in the Old Testament that are older than Isaiah, but they are
of popular origin and of no theological significance. They are pre-
dominantly those referring to the dynamic and ecstatic operations
of the spirit, his work of guidance and his power of imparting
wisdom. What then does Isaiah have to say about the spirit of God?
He too makes no assertions which could be said to be central,
exhaustive or theologically fundamental. In fact there is no such
statement anywhere in the Old Testament. There can therefore
be no systematic Old Testament doctrine of the spirit of God.

In_the six or seven relevant passages in Isaiah he takes the
popular statements and gives them a theological turn. Even so
we find there no consistent point of view which could be called
the Old ‘Testament doctrine of the spirit of God. One is dealing
with theological units, not with a theological unity. This is
confirmed by the fact that the prophets succeeding Isaiah show
no sign of his influence in this matter. Jeremiah can deliver his
message without any reference to the spirit of God. Ezekiel is
the first to speak of him, and then Deutero- and Trito- Isaiah.
These latter two know of an endowment with the spirit of men
specially commissioned by God, while Ezekiel knows of an
endowment of the whole people, which effects the great con-
version in those able to obey and to receive salvation. But
Ezekiel too utters the word of the Lord as_the earlier prophets
did, consciotis of inspiration, without necessarily mentioning
the spirit of God. The same _is true of the later prophets.

6. God reveals Himself through the spirit, and the operations
of the spirit are manifold. Sometimes they permit of being
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classified; sometimes they are entirely isolated cases. There is
certainly no one group, like. the. prophets, of which the posses-
sion of the spirit of God was characteristic and for which it was
lndlsp__}flsa,hle The spirit of God is an essentially undefined
guantity in the Old Testament and the manner and scope of its
operation is only very vaguely outlined.

7. Appendix. It may be convenient here to draw attention to
several other Old Testament allusions to the spirit of God which
have no real connexion with one another or with those pre-
viously inentioned. “Whé hath directed thespirit of the Lord
or being his counsellor hath taught him?” Isa. 40: 13; here the
spirit which Jahweh has is meant, not the spirit which He
communicates. “Spirit” sets the prophet on his feet, Ezek. 2: 2,
3. 24; and brings him in a vision to a place, i: 24; certainly it
is to spirit from God that this strange mode of expression
refers, but not so certainly to the spirit of God. “Make you a
new spirit”, Ezek. 18: 31: he means merely obtain for yourself
a new spirit; his language is rather loose. Zech. 4: 6: God will
bring salvation, not by might nor by power but by His spirit.
One can scarcely understand this spirit as “the other-worldly
power granted by God w the whole social order of a theo-
cracy’’;% surely it is the transformation and conversion effected
by endowment with the spirit the writer had in mind. Gen. 1: 2:
“the spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters”: an
unconnected relic of a _cosmogenetic myth which proves
eloquently how. improper it is consciously to build a conception
of the spirit of God within OId Testament teachlng Job 33: 4
“The spirit of God (‘m) hath made me, and the breath of the
Almighty hath given me life”; he might as easily have said,
God hath made me by His spirit (Gen. 2: 7). The spirit of God
in this case is an organ, not an independent power. Gen. 6: 3:
“my spirit shall not abide in man for ever”; this is a reference
to the spirit of God as the supporter of human life (§ 44).
Finally it is to be noted that twice the spirit is designated the
Holy Spirit ;in the one instance the spirit is the spirit whom God
has and whom men grieve, Isa. 63: 10; in the other instance he
is the spirit whom God puts within Moses,, 63: 11,

40. GOD REVEALS HIMSELF THROUGH REPRESENTATIONS: THE
ARK, THE MESSENGERS.JTHE FACE AND THE_GLORY OF GOD

1. It is difficult to find the right word to define these four
things mentioned in the title. They are certainly not hypostases,
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independent modes of being limiting God's true nature, which
He assumes in order to have intercourse with the world and
with human nature. Still less are they emanations, parts of His
nature which God permits to detach themselves from His
nature in order that they may exist and operate as beings with
their own life, as mediating intermediaries between Himself
and the world. Again, they are not substitutes—i.e. thlngs
which without being God Himself take His place when there is
to be an encounter with men. The word representation remains
therefore the only adequate word. It indicates that under cer-
tain circumstances God approaches man, not in His full nature,
because God is too exalted and holy and great-one cannot in
the context of the Old Testament with its realistic thinking
say too spiritual-but in order to represent Himself intimately
to man He turns only one. side or operation of His nature
towards him by entering a certain condition. This condition
is no more than a temporary agent.of revelation, and there is no
suggestion that it detaches itself from God to have a separate
existence. Therefore it is better to speak of representations
than of forms of apparition, since the former always contains
as part of its meaning the idea that the representation is always
only meant to serve a particular purpose.

2. One must not imagine that the representations were
particularly late forms of revelation, the result of a theologizing
of the language of divine appearances. On the contrary, they
are old,-and indeed a declining form in later times. When the
Jahwist says that Jahweh spoke with Abraham as together
they went, Gen. 18: 16ff., and the Elohist says that God came
to Abimelech in a dream of the night and spoke to him, Gen.
20: 3, 6, there we have theologizing. The Elohist does not use
the Jahwist's expression because it does not appear to him
theologically adequate. God does not speak with a man as one
traveller with another. Indeed, God rarely speaks to men-a
line of thought which the priestly material pursues to the logical
conclusion where all “novelese” divine speaking is excluded
and God speaks without anyone’s responding (Gen. 17: 1, 3, g,
15 is an admirable example of this) and where the instances of
God's speaking are reduced to the absolute minimum-and
when He does speak to men He speaks only from the distance
which night and dream-consciousness ensure. That is clear and
conscious theologizing. But when Jahweh’s messenger, not
Jahweh Himself, accosts Balaam on his ass (Num. 22: 22 ff.)
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the change is accidental. This can hardly be theologizing; it is
much more likely to represent an inclination to avoid an
anthropomorphism. It may be that the representations are to
be partly explained in terms of this same inclination. Where
God is only partly involved, His activity will not be typical of
His whole nature. Where His visible presence is given through
things like the ark and the glory and the brightness, His whole
nature is not brought to bear. But it is significant that, as we
have said, representations of God have no place in the late parts
of the Qld Testament. Those writings refer exclusively to God
Himself. His whole yet completely imperceptible being is present
and acts, and this is possible because in the course of the history
of the Old Testament revelation the conception of God has been
heightened. God has become, so to speak, more Himself, truly
God, and it is found best to speak of Him simply as God.

There are four distinct divine representations in the Old
Testament.

3. The oldest, most materialistic, and therefore most
quickly abandoned representation of God is the ark of Jahweh.
It has its historical context in the time of Samuel. The prophets
have nothing to say about it; only Jeremiah mentions it as
something that will be superfluous, 3: 16. All cognizance of it
ceases with the Exile. The ark appears under a variety of names:
the ark of God34 times, the ark of Jahweh 31 times, the ark of
the covenant of Jahweh 27 times and simply the ark 47 times.
Besides these it has the following incidental names. It is called
the ark of the God of Israel 7 times, the ark of God's covenant
5 times, the covenant ark 5 times, etc. The -original name is
the ark of Jahweh; in the two books of Samuel alone there
are 20 instances of ‘it. It is also called there 22 times God's
ark. Later it came to have a place in the Temple and is therefore
mentioned frequently in the first book of Kings (12 times) and
in Chronicles (48 times). Because it found a place in the Temple
it is also considered a requisite of the “Tabernacle” and there-
fore is mentioned in Exodus and Numbers 24 times and also in
Joshua (3: 3-8: 33) 29 times. These frequent references should
not, however, mislead us into exaggerating the impertance of
the ark. It really played only a very small part.

Whether the ark of Jahweh was a throne (the later View) ora
chest with a particular content (the. older. V|ew) cannot-be
determined?®® from the knowledge we possess It is sufficient
for us that it serves, particularly in time of war, as a vessel
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which guarantees-the presence of-Gad. When the people at war
with the Philistines fetch the ark from Shiloh Jahweh comes
among them and saves them out of the hand of their enemies,
1 Sam. 4: 3. When in the wandering in the wilderness the ark
set forward Moses would say, “Rise up, 0 Lord, and let thine
enemies be scattered”, and when it rested a different word was
addressed to Jahweh; Num. 10: 35. One sees the materialism of
this representation. To the student of the history of religion
this is most welcome; the theologian is grateful that already at
an early date it sits in the Temple merely as an ornament and
that the prophet expressly speaks of the time when it will be
entirely forgotten (Jer. 3: 16).

4. The second representation in_which God reveals. Himself
is_the mp_ax7m, the messenger  of the Lord. This repre-
sentation, also is of limited currency. It does not appear at all
in_the prophets. The messenger of the Lord who stands among
the myrtle trees, Zech. 1: n £f., and he before whom the high
priest stands, Zech. 3: 1, 5,6, is an ordinary angel only with a
special function. Zech. 12: 8 therefore is the only possible
instance in the prophets, and it is a simile, really a gloss,®’
attenuating what goes before. There are also a few narratives
in which we find the messenger of Jahweh® also called the
messenger of God: a name which in the present state of the
sources is sometimes interchangeable with the other, Judg. 6:
20; 13: 6, g. The story of the flight of Hagar is one such. The
messenger of Jahweh speaks with her, Gen. 16: 7 ff ., he gives her
the promise that he will multiply her seed, v. 10, but then he goes
on to speak of what Jahweh, not he himself, has heard, v. 1.

Other instances can be found of a transition of this kind from
the messenger of Jahweh to Jahweh Himself, and vice versa.
The messenger of the Lord calls to Abraham out of heaven and
restrains him from putting Isaac to death; then He calls to
Abraham a second time out of heaven and says: “By myself
have | sworn, saith the Lord, that I...” Gen. 22: 11, 15 ff.

between God and His deputy. Does the story of Moses and the
burning bush perhaps belong to that category? The messenger
of Jahweh appears to Moses in the burning bush, and then when
Moses draws near does Jahweh Himself see him coming and
speak, Ex. 3: 2, 4, 7? One hesitates to say. The situation is
clearer in the Balaam incident. The messenger of Jahweh

GOD REVEALS HIMSELFBY REPRESENTATIONS 123

accosts Balaam, as he rides on the ass, as a Satan=an adver-
sary. The ass, on seeing the messenger of Jahweh, turns aside.
When Balaam smites the ass a third time Jahweh Himself
opens the ass's mouth, Num. 22: 22-28. Here Jahweh and His
representation in the messenger, who holds a drawn sword in
his hand, v. 23, are clearly and deliberately distinguished. That
is confirmed by v. 31 where Jahweh opens Balaam’s eyes so
that he may see the messenger of Jahweh standing in the way.
Then comes the inversion; it is the messenger of Jahweh who
speaks to Balaam in v. 32 and to whom Balaam replies in v. 34.

God: Similarly’in Judg. 13: g God hearkens to the voice of
Manoah and then the angel of God comes again to Manoah'swife.

These examples will suffice?® to help us form certain con-
clusions. When in_the Qld Testament it is desired to avoid
anthropomorphism, God revealed and visible is replaced by the
messenger, of God as His representation. But the inclination to
avoid anthropomorphism is not strong; it is certainly not
universal. There is no situation in which Jahweh’s messenger
must necessarily be spoken of instead of Jahweh. The use_of
the representation is irregular, one might almost say. a.rbltgary
That is particularly significant for Old Testament angelology.
Were this a clear-cut angelology, to which importance was to be
attached, this inconsistency between Jahweh and the messenger
of Jahweh would be impossible. The fact that it is possible
shows how reticent the Old Testament revelation is in the
matter of a proper angelology.

5. The third representation under which God reveals Himself,
is the face of God. A number of texts which speak of the face of
God might be regarded as merely figurative. Thus, when one
wants to say that one appeases the angry God, one can say that
one makes His face relaxed, weak, benevolent; n‘gn, 1 Sam.
13: 12, Zech. 7: 2; 8: 21, 22, Ps. 119: 58. The religionsgeschichi-
liche origin of this is probably that one rubs with oil a
monumental stone that somehow embodies God, Gen. 35: 14.
When one seeks out a holy place in order to come in prayer and
sacrifice into closer contact with God, one can say that one seeks
God's face, 2 Sam. 21: 1, Hos. 5: 15, Ps. 24: 6; 27: 8; 105: 4,
1 Chron. 16: i, 2 Chron. 7: 14, or that one comes before His
face with a sacrifice, Ps. g5: 2. Similarly one can also say that
mercy and truth go before God's face to express that they have
His attention, Ps. 8g: 14.
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But the explanation that they are figures of speech does not
hold for all the passages involved, e.g. where God hides His face
from someone. “When he hideth his face, who then can behold
him?” Job 34: 29; His revelation is obscured. God hides His face
so that He may not see something, Ps. io: 11; then He is with-
holding His grace. In a little wrath He hides His face for a
moment, Isa. 54: 8; because of man’s iniquity, 57: 17; so that
He does not hear; 59: 2, to make known His anger, 64: 7;
because of the wickedness of His people, Jer 33: 5; because
they have trespassed against Him, Ezek. 39: 23; He forsakes
them because they have broken the covenant, Deut. 31: 17,
because they have wrought such evil things in their doings,
Mic. 3: 4, Isa. 8: 17, Deut. 31: 18, 32: 20, Ps. 13: 1, 22: 24,
27:9,30: 7, 44: 24, 51:11,69: 17, 88: 14, 102: 2, 143: 7, Job
13: 24. When God hides his face all His creatures are afraid, for
every creature lives by the grace of God.- The face of God is the
revelation of the grace of God..

It is a wonderful privilege therefore to be able to pour out
one’s heart before the face of the Lord, Lam. 2: 19, but it is
terrible when God turns His face against those that do evil,
Ps. 34: 16, or when He sets our secret sins in the light of His
countenance, Ps. go: 8; then His countenance rebukes, Ps.
80: 16. But where He makes his face to shine, Ps. 31: 16, 67: 1,
80: 3, 7,19,119: 135, Dan. g: 17, where one walks in the light
of His countenance, Ps. 8g: 15, there is blessing and victory,
Ps. 44: 3. Thus the man of faith prays that God will lift up the
light of His countenance upon us, Ps. 4. 6, and the benediction
in Num. 6: 25 is that Jahweh will make His face to shine upon
thee, that he will not turn it away from thee, 2 Chron. 30: g, but
lift it up upon thee, Num. 6: 26.

It is noteworthy that this also is scarcely mentioned by the
prophets; Hos. 5: 15, Mic. 3: 4, Isa. 8: 17, Jer. 33: 5, Ezek. 39:
23, 25, 29, Zech. 7: 2, 8: 21, 22 are the only passages where
reference is made to it.

6. The fourth representation in which God reveals Himself
is the glory of God. There is adequate proof that ™72 7123
means the brightness or glory of God: linguistically (the
Septuagint renders %33 177 times out of 201 86éa and a
further 5 times uses a word in which the stem of 8ééa occurs;
also in passages such as Luke 2: g, Rev. 21: 23 86¢éa means
clearly brightness or glory) the line of development of the
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meaning leads from weight through importance and gravity to
brilliant appearance. The glory of God is an expression belong-
ing to a perceptual context; that is also evident in certain
passages.190 |t stands alongside the idea of the light of God's
countenance therefore. It is of limited currency but the in-
stances of it are ancient, clear and important.

When Isaiah sees Jahweh sitting upon a throne, high and
lifted up, the seraphs cry one to another that the whole earth is
full of His glory, Isa. 6: 3; the prophet does not see this, only
the seraphs. Amos, Hosea, and Micah do not mention God's
glory, nor does Jeremiah. But Ezekiel sees a form so wonderful
and intricate that it almost defies description; its brightness
round about is as the brightness of the bow that is in the day of
rain; “this was the appearance of the likeness of the glory of
God”, Ezek. 1: 28; as is his custom, Ezekiel seeks by his mode
of expression to avoid the perceptual. The glory of Jahweh
raises itself (read m1n3) from its place, 3: 12; it stands in
the plain, 3: 23. Then the glory of the God of Israel is there in
the inner court of the Temple, 8: 4. It rises on high and gives
a command, g: 3, and then quite suddenly, g: 4, Jahweh takes
its place-one thinks of the observations made on the messenger
of the Lord (pp. 122 ff .). It mounts up from the cherub and the
brilliance of the Lord's glory fills the Temple court, 10: 3. It
goes forth from over the threshold of the Temple and the
cherubs hold it over the east door of the Temple, 10: 18 ff. It
rises over the Mount of Olives, n: 22 ff. When the new order
begins then the glory of the God of Israel comes from the Way
of the east into the Temple and fills the house, 43: 2, 4, 5; 44 4.
Ezekiel makes it quite clear that the glory of God is the repre-
sentation of God through which the omnipresent God, who is
present in Babylon just as much as in the holy land, displays
His-shall we say special?-presence in the Temple. One might
say this revelation form serves to reconcile the idea of the
omnipresence of God with that of His having His abode in the
Temple: it should also be observed however that the glory of
God serves no other purpose; it is accorded no inordinate
honour and in particular there is no suggestion that it promotes
a mystical union between God and man. The glory of God in the
Old Testament is a form of the divine_ presence and nothing else.’

1Kings 8: nand 2 Chron. 5: 14 also state that the glory of
Jahweh fills the Temple: these passages are perhaps older than
Ezekiel. One may not associate them with Isa. 6: 3, however,
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for there the glory of Jahweh fills the whole earth; it is-so to
speak-a cosmic, not. a cultic, phenomenan. The glory of the
Lord is likewise cosmic when in the great eschatological
theophany of the last time2? it reveals the return from the
Exile and all flesh sees it together, Isa. 40: 5. At the return the
glory of the Lord is the rereward, 58: 8. It rises upon Israel
when the darkness is ended and the nations come to Israel’s light.

All other references belong to the priestly writings and
Chronicles. It is seen in the wilderness by the Israelites who
have murmured against Jahweh, Ex. 16: 7, 10. It abides upon
mount Sinai and its appearance is like devouring fire on the
top of the mount in the eyes of the children of Israel, Ex. 24.
16 ff. It fills the tabernacle, Ex. 40: 34, as in 1Kings 8: it
fills the Temple. When the cult is initiated and Aaron, with his
sons, has prepared the first sacrifices, all the congregation
stands before the Lord in order that the glory of the Lord may
appear unto them; the people is blessed and then, in this
festive moment, the glory of the Lord appears unto all the
people and fire comes forth from the Lord and consumes the
offering; with that the cult is inaugurated (Lev. g: 6, 23, 24).
When the congregation wants to stone Moses and Aaron, the
glory of Jahweh appears-apparently as a warning and as a
defence-to all in the tent of meeting, Num. 14: 10. So also it
appears when Korah and his faction gather at the tent of
meeting with the forbidden cult fire, Num. 16: 19; and when the
congregation rebels against Moses and Aaron, Num. 17: 7.
Again when Solomon completes the Temple and the first sacri-
fices are ready, fire falls from heaven which consumes the
sacrifices and the gloryof Jahweh fills the Temple, 2 Chron. 7: 1-3.

There are no,personal manifestations of this representation.

nly at the great events in divine history, at the giving of
he Law, at the inauguration of sacrifice, when the cult and the

idance of the people are threatened, before sacrilege in the

emple, and at the world theophany-then and only then is
he glory of Jahweh seen. One would expect to find it at the
restoration of the Temple and in Ezra and Nehemiah, but it is
not there. Even Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi do not speak
of it any more. The period when it is taken seriously is the
period from Ezekiel to the priestly writings. 2 Chron. 7: 1-3 is
an echo. Otherwise it figures only in Isa. 6: 3 and in the pro-
phecy of Hab. 2: 14 that the earth shall be filled with the
knowledge of the glory of the Lord, as the waters cover the sea.

Part TWO
MAN
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THERE is neither a word for man nor for mankind in the Old
Testament's vocabulary. The Hebrew word o3& means

rather men taken as a whole, and it is only late and slowly that
the individual idea replaces the collective. When one wants to
say “man” one says n&-13, Ps. 8: 4. Let us, so it runs in
the Creation Narrative, make oy and let them ... Gen. 1
26; and God created ami... male and female created He
them, Gen. 1: 27. This collective sense of the word a3s,
where it coincides with the individual proper noun Adam,
causes obvious confusion. “He called their name (collective)
man o8 in that day when they were created. And Adam

(the individual)=a7% lived an hundred and thirty years”,
etc., Gen. 5: 2-4. Of the 510 times that the word a8 occurs,

only a very few times does it with any certainty mean the
individual man or an individual man and not men,

The fact is theologically important in various respects.
I. The Old Testament revelation deals not with the concept
man but with flesh and blood men. 2. As far as the Old Testa-
ment revelation is concerned a man is automatically in a
sociological context; it thinks of man only in the plural and
the relationships between every man and his neighbour are not
accidental historical social contracts, they are part and parcel
of the true life of man. In other words, a man is no man; man
is man always reckoned only within and as a member of a
group. 3. Since the Old Testament is not familiar with the idea
of a man isolated and individualized, it is also ignorant of the
fact and the manner of the individual's relationship to his God.
The individual is always member, co-partner, co-sufferer of a
group. A man’s individuality and his withdrawal from his
group, whether for a time or gradually, is always the new,
astonishing, unusual thing in the Old Testament, the thing
that must be spoken of and received with astonishment. If for
the man of the New Testament the basic question is: how shall
I be a real and living member of the community? the question
for the Old Testament man is the opposite: how is it possible

ITT
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and legitimate to step out of the community? When in the
Old Testament a man is separated from his community it is
a matter for complaint, Jer. 15: 17, Job 19:13-19. Even in
relation to their God, men stand always within and as members
of the group to which they belong.

42. GROUPS AND CLASSIFICATIONS OF MEN

For the Old Testament the family is the unit from the point
of view of which the origin of the peoples is explained. Just as
the people of Israel, stemming from one man Abraham through
Isaac and all the succeeding generations, i.e. by natural descent
and increase, are to become as the stars of the heavens in
number, so also all nations are of one blood and originate in one
ancestor; the nations belong together to a certain extent as
kindred, for their ancestors were related, Moabites and Am-
monites are related, for they have a common ancestor Lot and
their female ancestors were sisters. Blood binds and separates
the nations, draws them together and keeps them apart: but
in the last resort all nations belong to one family, for they can
be traced back in three main groups to Noah, and the obliga-
tions laid upon Noah are binding for all of them, Gen. g: 1-17.
In Noah “all flesh that is upon the earth,’ is a unity.

The thing that divides the nations so that they are strangers
to one another, distrustful, even enemies, is language. Jahweh
confounded “the language of all the earth”, Gen. 1: ¢, that
they might “not understand one another’s speech,’, n: 7.
Those who cannot speak with one another also cannot share
experiences, or business, or faith.

The efforts in Gen. 10to enumerate the nations of the earth
and to group them according to similarity of type or language
or situation or history have no theological merit: the only thing
that is important for us is that no man in the Old Testament is
without nationality. The stranger, =3, is landless because he

has had to leave his native land or because his village or his
clan have disappeared owing to plague or war or some similar
catastrophe, but he does not cease to belong to a people. The
stranger moves in communities where he has no rights either
in matters of land, religion or law, but he moves among the
members and within the tradition of his own people. There is no
such thing in the Old Testament as a man without nationality.
There is scarcely such a thing as a man who belongs only to a
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tribe. The individual stands over against all other peoples and
over against his God within and together with his people. His
people is the largest unit he knows-there is no such thing as
mankind-and also the most natural unit since he is born into
it. David was driven from his own people and told to go and
serve other gods. Thereby he was being denied a share in the
inheritance of Jahweh, 1 Sam. 26: 19. Jahweh, the God of
Israel, has divided unto all the peoples under the whole heaven
the sun and the moon and the stars, even all the host of heaven,
that the peoples might worship and serve them, Deut. 4; 19—
the gods belong to the peoples and individuals worship their
people’s gods. The Syrian Naaman, healed by the prophet of
Jahweh, takes with him a quantity of earth from Jahweh'’s
land in order to bring burnt offering and sacrifice upon it even
in his heathen homeland to Jahweh and no longer to other gods.
But when in Syria he goes to the temple of Rimmon with his
king and like his king bows himself before the god Rimmon,
then-may the Lord pardon him in this thing; 2 Kings 5: 15-18.

Men exist only as members of the social units: the peoples
and their subdivisions, the tribes, clans and families. There are
no men outside these units. Every man belongs to a people.
The variety of peoples is due to the variety of languages. The
variety of languages is a punishment by God on originally
“unilingual” humanity. Yet, however different the peoples
now are, originally they were all related. All the peoples are
descended from ancestors and these ancestors were blood
relations, sons of one father.

43. THE ORIGIN (CREATION) OF MAN

The Old Testament revelation offers two quite different
accounts of the origin of man, Gen. 1: 26-30 and 2: 4-7, 18-22,
accounts which have very little in common.

The one account, the older, 2: 4-7, 18-22 is to-day mythology
-it always was, as certain elements in it clearly show. The
original myth tells of a god earth made by the God Jahweh
and joined to the serpent earth to make a pair. Both are created
not for the earth but, as it is expressly stated, as dressers and
keepers of God's garden, 2: 15. Also they are not meant to
produce children, because the tree of life, i.e. that tree whose
fruit, when one eats it, gives new and lasting life is not denied
them. They are forbidden to take of the tree of life and eat it,
3: 22, only after their disobedience. It was in no way God’s
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intention that this Adam and this Eve should be the parents of
manl02 and it is only when the passage is set alongside the other
that the idea emerges.

This other passage, Gen. I: 26-30, is of a quite different sort.
God resolves to make “man”, not simply a man. Here it is not
a question of creating a male and then forming the woman
subsequently as the complement of the male, corresponding
to him and serving as a suitable companion?? for him. God
means to make “man” in the plural. From the start therefore
he will make men and women, “male and female”. Theologic-
ally expressed: the sexual differentiation is inherent in earthly04
man and not an accident. A human being is either male or
female. Whoever is not male or female is not man. The woman
in this passage is created neither after the man nor for him. She
is created concurrently and as an equivalent. Man and woman
are created for one another and alongside one another, and the
commission is addressed to both in the self-same way: “Be
fruitful and multiply and replenish the earth and subdue it.”
It is usually assumed in exegesis that Genesis 1is an account
of the creation of one pair, an assumption which stems from a
naive reading in of elements of the account in the next chapter.
In fact there is nothing to hinder the assumption that God
created men and women in considerable numbers, a whole
series of pairs. Indeed this assumption has much to commend
it in that it avoids the misfortune which the assumption of one
original human pair involves, namely marriage of brothers and
sisters amongst the children.

The creation narrative in the first chapter of Genesis knows
nothing of Paradise lost, or of the Fall, and one may not say it
merely omits to speak of them. On the contrary the silence is
intentional, God created man for this earth of ours and not for
Paradise, and men are on the earth not as a punishment for
the sin of their first parents but because God willed that they
should be. The origin of man’s earthly existence is in the will
of God and not in the guilt of man. God wills that men and
women together should produce children and replenish the
earth with them. It would probably be wrong however to
conclude that the procreation of children and the replenishing
of the earth with men was really God's ultimate purpose. When
plant life is created it is explicitly and deliberately stated,
I: 11, 12, that the plants should yield seed. God creates them
in such a way that they possess in themselves the means of
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reproduction by seed and God does not have to create them
afresh from generation to generation. The gift of fertility is
similarly given to all animals, 1. 22. And man shares this
capacity with plants and animals, he has this gift of life by
fruitfulness, received at creation, the ability to go on reproduc-
ing his species. God's ultimate purpose for man is therefore not
expressed in the command “be fruitful and multiply” but in the
elaboration of it, “replenish the earth and subdue it and have
dominion” (over the animals). It is a purpose which is quite
clearly aimed directly at the earth as it is without reference to
Paradise. Life on earth is not punishment. Man’s work is not
under a curse. The life-work of man is civilization. And in God'’s
own judgment it is all very good, “God saw that it was good”,
1. 25, 31.

One cannot say that the author of Genesis 1 realizes that the
story of Paradise and the Fall must necessarily be inserted
between his account of creation and historical earthly man.
Even the champion of the pre-Adamite doctrine®®s saw that
that would be wrong. It is historical earthly man as he is whose
creation is narrated in Genesis 1. Likewise one cannot deflect
the unmistakable optimism with which God judges His creation
from the world as it is by interposing a disturbance of creation.
Where would it come? Gen. 1: 1-2: 4a, 5: 1-28, 30-32, 6: g-22,
etc., is a continuous story. In it the flood is not caused by a
corruption of the created world or of mankind that one could
call a fall-cf. the classic Jahwistic expression: cuncta cogitatio
cordis (hominwm) intenta . . . ad malum omni tempore, Gen. 6. 5
-in the eyes of the priestly writer the flood is obviously a
difficulty. Were it not for Noah and the covenant with Noah
which belongs so naturally to the whole system of covenants
(§ 9) it would not have been necessary to relate the story of the
flood at all. At a later date the author of the book of Chronicles
“wrote” the history of the time from Adam to David without
saying one word about creation, fall, flood, promises to Abra-
ham, exodus or covenant at Sinai (1 Chron. 1: 1-2: 15). But
since the story of the flood is told a reason is also given for it,
a reason has to be given for it. And it is a vague and slender
reason that is given: “the earth was corrupt before God, and
the earth was filled with violence. And God saw the earth and,
behold, it was corrupt; for all flesh had corrupted his way upon
the earth”, 6: 11-12.

What does this say? And why are we not told the most
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important thing, namely, why it was that “all flesh had cor-
rupted his way”? As soon as one ventures this question one
feels the embarrassment in the priestly reasoning concerning
the flood. So also the conclusion of the story of the flood in the
priestly account, 8: 14-19, g: 1-17, is weak (in the Jahwistic
account it is otherwise, there the flood is a complete and self-
explanatory tale). Here in the priestly conclusion there is
again nothing to indicate what the purpose of the flood was.
Things remain as they were. The flood does not alter anything
in the world or in men. The one new thing in it all is that
whereas before the flood men commit violence, after the
flood the first covenant is effected, the first prohibitions are
uttered, the first law is laid down. It is undoubtedly follow-
ing the line of what the priestly writer is aiming at with his “all
flesh had corrupted his way upon the earth” when one says
that the flood is the result of lawlessness. Where law is lacking
there is violence. The priestly writer does not actually say this,
but he opens his mouth as it were to say it, for the whole
underlying tendency of the priestly account is to advocate the
thesis that God-given law must be added to God's creation in
order that God's people may live in God's land a life that is in
accordance with God’s will. Since this is the main stream of
thought, the reason for the flood is not the corrupt nature of
man but his lawlessness. In the Jahwistic writings there stands
after the account of the flood the expression of divine resigna-
tion: sensus enim et cogitatio cordis humani in malum prona sunt
ab adolescentia, 8: 21—a. pessimistic critique of man. In the
priestly writings this has no equivalent. The blessing from
creation is repeated: “be fruitful and multiply and replenish
the earth! And the fear of you and the dread of you shall be
upon . ..” g: 1-2. The critique of man remains optimistic.
The fact that revelation in the Old Testament has clear and
unmistakable limitations is perhaps nowhere so obvious as
here. Not merely in details and .incidentals but in cardinal
issues there is divergence. Man was made for Paradise; he was
made for earth. The life of earth with its labour and toil is God's
punishment for sin: it is God's will and in His original ordering.
The life of earth stands under the divine curse: it stands under
the divine blessing. These statements do not admit of being
combined; one can only reject both or choose one or other of
them. One falls into a real difficulty, however, if one feels
bound to accept the accounts of Paradise and the Fall because
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of their place in the thinking of Paul. There can be no doubt
that the Apostle did see revelation in these two stories and in
their whole “pessimistic” outlook. But it is equally indubitable
that the priestly writer had no hesitation in replacing the
stories of Paradise and the Fall with his completely different
representation and opinion of the situation. To him the two
stories were not binding revelation. Nor is the hope of finding
a clue to the resolution of this dilemma somewhere in the Old
Testament ever fulfilled.

When finally one tries to ascertain what is common to the
two points of view, in spite of all their differences, in order to
identify it as Old Testament revelation one reaches the follow-
ing conclusion: Man is God's creature. God, his creator, has
given man life, a way of life and a mission. God his creator has
also prepared for man the locus and circumstances of his life:
the creation. By the will of God, His creature man is independ-
ent of all other parts of creation and superior to them. The
created world is the servant of man. Man is lord of creation.
By the will of God, his creator, man remains under the power
and lordship of God: man is God's creature and only but also
continually dependent on God.

44. THE NATURE OF MAN, |

In the later account of creation there are only two assertions
made about the nature of man: one that man is male or female
and the other that man is created in the image of God, imago Dei
(see § 47). The latter assertion has been of particular theological
importance. In the older account of creation we are told first
that Jahweh forms man of the dust of the ground, Man is, to
begin with, merely body, consisting (as 2: 23 shows) of flesh and
bones. Into the nostrils of this body God then breathes the
breath of life and man thereby becomes-not receives-a living
soul. These are the anthropological and psychological elements
of the creation narratives. It is worth taking them together with
whatever other material on the subject may be found else-
where in the Old Testament and trying to understand them in
detail in order to arrive at a complete picture of what they tell
us of the nature of man.

1. Man is Dust. God formed him of the dust of the ground,
Gen. 2: 7, therefore he is dust and to dust he returns; he lives
a certain time and then he returns to the ground from which he
was taken, Gen. 3: 19. God it is who turns man back, Ps. go: 3,
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who takes away man’s breath so that he returns to dust, Ps.
104: 29, Job 34: 15, and to his earth, Ps. 146: 4. That man is
dust means that he is frail and mortal. Dust returns to the earth
as it was, Eccles. 12: 7; all are of dust and all turn to dust again,
Eccles. 3: 20.

2. Man is Flesh. Where we speak of man’'s flesh and blood
the Old Testament speaks of man’s flesh and bone, Gen. 2: 23,
29: 14. Bone, o3y (especially in the plural), is also used by
itself, but it may be that in cases where this happens the basic
physiological sense still shines through; it is not clear whether
it is an “I” that is represented by *ningy gy or whether
on the other hand something is being said literally about “my
bones”.

The situation is different in the case of the word =3,

flesh. This frequently means man in the physical sense, e.g. in
the phrase =ga-%2, “all flesh”. One must be careful to

observe that the phrase “all flesh” can be meant quite literally,
I.e. it can mean men and beasts, in fact every living thing, nsp°

(Gen. 7: 4, 23), that is flesh. In the flood all flesh wherein is the
breath of life is to be destroyed from under heaven, i.e. men
and all beasts, Gen. 6: 17; g: 1. In other passages all flesh
means only the beasts: “and all flesh died .., and every man”,
Gen. 7: 21. The scope of the phrase varies. When all flesh shall
see that it is God who acts, Ezek, 21: 4; 20: 48, when all flesh
shall see the glory of God, Isa. 40: 5, when all flesh shall know
that the Lord hath drawn forth His sword out of its sheath,
Ezek. 21: 5, does all flesh mean only man or does it mean man
and beasts together? The question cannot be easily answered,
Rom. 8: 22. When in Deut. 5: 26 the writer asks who of all flesh
hath heard the voice of God speaking out of the midst of the
fire and lived, then clearly all flesh means man. It comes to this,
then: that all flesh means sometimes merely man, sometimes
merely beasts, sometimes men and beasts together, because
flesh is the stuff of which their bodies are made. The single
word “flesh” can stand for man, therefore; Ps. 56: 4 (cf. v. n).

Flesh is the stuff of man; man is flesh. But flesh is only the
corporal stuff of man; man is not only flesh. To flesh the breath
of life must be added, Gen. 6: 17; 7: 15, before you can have a
living being, a living soul; Gen. g; 15. Flesh is only the lifeless
stuff of man. Man consists of two things: soul, g, and body

or flesh, %3, Isa. 10: 18, Ps. 63: 1. Body is the human (or
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animal) form which the stuff flesh assumes. Soul and flesh, the
combination in the two passages cited, is a wrong combination,
for soul (as we shall show) is the form assumed by spirit whereas
flesh is stuff not yet having a form (body). The contrast is
clearer where the two stuffs stand alongside one another: “the
Egyptians are men and not God; and their horses flesh and not
spirit”, Isa. 31: 3. Here one can establish a clear relationship:
flesh is related to spirit as man is to God. Flesh is grass, Isa.
40: 6, it passes away. Without spirit flesh perishes, Job 34: 15,
it is the victim of death. Therefore the man is cursed who
trusteth in man and maketh flesh his arm, Jer. 17: 5. The
fleshly arm has no power against God.

Because man is flesh, he is transitory and weak and stands in
need of spirit. God, who alone does not have eyes of flesh, Job
10: 4, would have to destroy man if He wanted to measure him
by His standard, but He forgives him because He remembers
that man is flesh.

The idea that flesh is the seat of lust—émbuvpia in Paul,
concupiscentia in Luther-and that this lust operates against
the spirit, Gal. 5: 16-17, is not expressed in the Old Testa-
ment.

3. Man has the Breath of Life in Him. “He breathed into his
nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living soul,’,
Gen. 2: 7; man is he who has breath in his nostrils, Isa. 2: 22;
in the sick (1Kings 17: 17) and in the weak (Dan. 10: 17) there
remains no breath; and if God gathers again unto Himself His
breath which He has given to man then man must perish, Job
34: 14 f. Thus breath is the life and being of man, so that no
breath means no man, Josh. 1: nn, and all breath means all
that lives, Josh. 10: 40.

It would be wrong, however, to suppose that in the Old
Testament breath of life can be identified either in respect of
content or effect as a particular thing. Rather breath of life,
which can be shortened to breath, Isa. i: 4, Ps. 150: 6, Josh.
i: 14. 1Kings 15: 29, Deut. 20: 16, is itself an abbreviation for
breath of the spirit of life (Gen. 2: 7, cf. 7: 22). Breath, npey,
can equally mean spirit, p1, the breath of God-the spirit
or blast of His anger, Job 4: g; the breath that is in me-the
spirit of God in my nostrils, Job 27: 3; the breath of the Al-
mighty giveth me life-the spirit of God hath made me, Job 33:
4. It is by the operation of the spirit of God that the fleshly



138 MAN

body19 of man, formed of dust, lives. The breath of life is the
spirit of God dwelling in living man.

4. Man as the Reciprent of the Spirit of God. What we call
spirit, pw, means first of all air in motion, and therefore also
the wind. The breath of God, i.e. the cold wind, makes ice,
Ps. 147: 17. A wind comes forth from the Lord and brings
guails, Num. 1i; 31. In such cases the two meanings, wind and
spirit, are still almost involved in one another. Certainly the
natural, meteorological element from which the whole idea of
the spirit is derived is still present. To mention this here in a
theological connexion is justifiable in that only a glance at the
whole scope of the meanings enables one adequately to deter-
mine an individual meaning.

From a meteorological context where things are visible on
a large scale the concept turns to a physiological context where
things are visible on a small scale. It remains perceptible,
however: one can still detect it. With the blast of thy nostrils
the waters were piled up, Ex. 15: 8. Thou didst blow with thy
wind, a breathing, the sea covered them, Ex. 15: 10. The
breath (or spirit?) of the Lord began to move him, Judg. 13: 25.
When he had drunk, his breath (or spirit) came again and he
revived, Judg. 15: 19. When he had eaten, his breath (or spirit?)
came again to him, 1Sam. 30: 12. Life is breathing, and breath
is observed as wind. Hunger and thirst take it away, food and
drink help it to return; excitement such as Samson’'s displays
itself in agitated breathing, Judg. 13: 25. Likewise the physio-
logical can give place to the psychological and the apperception
of wind, and breath is gone. In its place is the apperception or
rather the concept of spirit; we say the concept because one
can only speak negatively of spirit at first. Spirit has no per-
ceptibility, it is not something which has form or locus, it can
be known and described only by its effects and its manifesta-
tions. It is a particular Find of tension, excitement, state of
mind and capacity. It is that which is added to the corporal to
make the living. There vrere bones, sinews, flesh, and skin,
Ezek. 37: 6, 8; but spirit had to be added before the whole
could be life. Without this initial corporality there can be no
spirit according to the Old Testament. It knows of no indepen-
dent realm of the spirit. But also it knows of no life without
spirit. It would be wrong, however, simply to equate spirit and
life, since the Old Testament speaks advisedly of the spirit of
life because spirit and life are not identical.
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It is typical of the unsystematic nature of the Old Testament
revelation that its spirit terminology is extensive. Only when it
has been reviewed will it be possible to understand what is
meant by saying that man appears in the Old Testament as the
recipient of the spirit of God. When Samson is travelling to
Timnah with his parents he meets a young lion that roars
against him. Then the spirit of the Lord forced its way through
(as through a cleft) in him and he rent the lion, Judg. 14: 6.
In the same way the spirit of the Lord comes upon him and he
smites thirty men. The same thing happens to Saul and he
prophesies among the prophets, 1 Sam. 10: 10. Here the spirit of
God (so it is expressly in 1Sam. 10: 6, 10) comes on him like a
fit, quite suddenly and with a marked, extraordinary but
transitory effect: the spirit dwells in the man as in a shell. It
is quite the reverse in Judg. 6: 34, 1 Chron. 12: 19, 2 Chron.
24: 20, where we find the spirit of the Lord clothed the person.
Here the spirit is the shell, or rather the sphere which envelops
the man.107 One cannot form any conclusion about the length
of time a person retained the spirit, however; in the case of
Gideon, Judg. 6: 34, it was a long possession: in the case of
Amos in 1 Chron. 12: 19 and Zechariah in 2 Chron. 24: 20, short.

Besides the above two clear and significant usages there are
others which are quite colourless. Joshua is ‘,a man, in whom is
spirit”, Num. 27: 18; that is evidently a permanent attribute of
Joshua, and his qualification to be Moses' successor, 27: 19-23.
According to Deut. 34:' g Joshua is full of the spirit of wisdom,
“for Moses had laid his hands upon him”. Here are two varia-
tions; in the one it is a question of a spirit of a particular sort,
and of these particular kinds of spirit we shall have more to
say later; in the other the spirit is transferred to Joshua by
Moses and from himself. The spirit is also upon (it was
Joshua) Moses, Num. 11: 25. God takes of this spirit and puts it
upon the seventy elders so that the spirit rests upon them and
they begin to prophesy. Moses wished, however, that God
would put His spirit upon all the people, Num. I1i: 25-29. Note
the variation in terminology! Joshua has “spirit” “in him”;
Moses has “the spirit” “upon him”. When God took away a
part of the spirit that was upon Moses and laid it on the seventy
this part was called roundly “the spirit”; Moses indeed calls it
“his”, i.e. “God’s”, spirit. These variations in expression are
neither inaccuracies nor weaknesses in style; rather they show
that it is not possible to speak clearly and precisely about the
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spirit since the spirit cannot be adequately perceived. One can
say the spirit is upon a person; one can say equally well the
spirit is in him. It is equally accurate whether one says a person
has spirit or the spirit or the spirit of God in or upon him.
Therefore it is possible to take away a bit of the spirit, as if it
were a quantum, and likewise it is possible to speak of this bit
when it is given to the seventy as if it were the whole and call
it “the” spirit. For in fact spirit is in its very nature neither
upon nor in, neither a whole nor a part nor a quantum at all.
One can say a great variety of things about it because really
one can say nothing, or at least very little, about it.

What can one say about it? We started off above with the
meteorological meaning because obviously the word g, air

in motion (like mvefpa from m#éw) has its origin there and
both the physiological and the psychological sense of the word
are derived from it, for the phenomena of life, all emotions and
life itself are accompanied by breathing of one kind or another.
Where the essentially spiritual (pneumatische) takes the place
of the psychological98 sense is hard to say. The following points
can, however, be made.

a) When the Old Testament speaks of spirit, it means a quite
definite and particular kind of exertion and direction of the
powers and faculties of a being. b) Spirit always comes from
God: He alone has the ability to give spirit or a spirit to a
being. Even an evil spirit comes from God. God sent an evil
spirit between Abimelech and the men of Shechem, Judg. g: 23.
When the spirit of the Lord had departed from Saul, an evil
spirit from the Lord troubled him, 1 Sam. 16: 14; 18: 10;19: g.
¢) The spirit upon a man or in him can be a transitory experi-
ence, a condition lasting some time, or the disposition of a
life-time. It is a transitory thing when the spirit of God comes
upon Saul so that his anger is kindled and he liberates Jabesh,
ISam. 11; 6, or upon Azariah so that he preaches, 2 Chron.
15: 1. A longer possession is indicated when Joseph has the
spirit of God so that he can interpret dreams, Gen. 41: 38, or
when the contemporaries of Moses have the spirit of wisdom,
mp?n, and can make the priestly garments, Ex. 28: 3, or

when the Messiah has the spirit of wisdom and understanding,
the spirit of counsel and might, the spirit of knowledge and of
the fear of the Lord, Isa. 11: 2. A life-long condition is meant
when God gives the spirit of life (so also in Gen. 6: 17, 7: 15)
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to the dust of the earth in order that man may have life, which
ceases when God takes back this breath of life-carefully called
breath of the spirit of life, Gen. 7. 22-Job 34: 14.

d) When the Old Testament speaks of a spirit of life, Gen.
6: 17; of skill, Ex. 28: 3; of wisdom, Deut. 34: g; of counsel,
Isa. 1: 2; of lying, 1Kings 22: 22, 23, etc., it does not mean
that there are several spirits of which one has life as its particu-
lar attribute, another skill, a third wisdom, so that when a man
is given one particular spirit he receives that spirit's particular
gift of life or wisdom or whatever it may be. This conception of
a plurality of spirits is not merely foreign to the Old Testament,
it is also repugnant. A spirit is called a spirit of life in the Old
Testament not because it is distinct from other spirits in alone
having the power to impart life; rather it is so called because
God invests this particle of the spirit with power to give life.
As far as the Old Testament is concerned there are no individual
spirits with special functions and provinces, there is only
the One spirit, of which particles (whether spatial or temporal
we know not) according to their God-given commission produce
results of different kinds-now life, now wisdom. If subse-
quently they are called spirit of life or spirit of wisdom it is not
intended that the name should make any real differentiation.
The scriptural warrant for this assertion is in Isa. 11; 2: “The
spirit of the Lord shall rest upon him, the spirit of wisdom and
understanding, the spirit of counsel and might, the spirit of
knowledge and of the fear of the Lord”. Here the true Old
Testament view is easily comprehensible: this does not speak of
four different spirits but of the one spirit of the Lord mani-
fested in this case in three or, if you like, six operations.

Man, therefore, who possesses the spirit of life does not
possess the spirit whose nature (and therefore whose limit) it is
to call forth life; he possesses the spirit who in this case and in
this mission is commissioned to give life and who may be com-
missioned on another occasion to give wisdom or lying or the
fear of God. The life of men is derived not from the spirit that
is in him; the life of men is derived from the gracious will of
God. Man owes his life to the circumstance that God's spirit
fills him.

Two questions immediately arise. If the fact that a man lives
is proof that God's spirit fills him, how can the spirit of God be
said to come upon a man in particular cases? And how likewise
can we speak of a spirit in man that is obviously not God's
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spirit? These two questions will be answered later (§ 50, section
3). Meanwhile we must turn to the sentence which says that
man, when God had breathed into his nostrils the breath of life,
became a living soul, Gen. 2: 7. What does that mean?

45. THE NATURE OF MAN, 11

5. Man is a Living Soul. This sentence, which corresponds
exactly to Gen. 2; 7, says three things. It says first of all that
man became a living soul and now is a living soul. It does not
say man has a living soul. Soul is the nature of man, not his
possession. A dependence is therein stated. What | have | can
do with as | like. What | am made, however, | am accountable
for to the one who has made me this thing. God made man a
living soul. The existence of man goes hand in hand with his
being soul. Whoever is not soul is not man. Whoever is man is
a soul.

The second thing the sentence says is that man is a soul.
Were man only flesh made from the dust he would be only body.
Were man only spirit without body, he would be formless. For
spirit is by nature without form. In that man is spirit-filled
body, he is soul. Soul is equivalent here to being with form, one
might almost say personality. The aesthetic element-in the
philosophical sense-in the soul concept should not be over-
looked. The Old Testament with all its inclination towards
realism has a marked liking for (bodily) beauty. Notice is not
seldom taken of the fact that a man or a woman is comely
to behold. When David's qualities are being rehearsed it is
expressly stated that he is “a comely person, and the Lord is
with him”, 1 Sam. 16: 18. The two things stand together, for
the two are interdependent. If a man is comely God is with him,
and to whomsoever God is well-disposed, that man becomes and
is comely. Form in the Old Testament does not play the same
important role that kalokagathia played among the Greeks, but
it is not a matter of indifference. Form is essential to soul.

What then does soul mean in the Old Testament? The
Hebrew word for it is w3, which is nearly always (more than
650 times out of a possible 756) rendered in Greek psyche. This
word ves has a great variety of meanings, The more original
like “throat”, Isa. 5. 14; “perfume”, Isa. 3. 20; “greediness”,
Isa. 56: n, Ezek. 7: 19, do not affect the issue-there remains
variation enough.
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The 9B} is the seat of the will. “They lift up their soul

to return” is equivalent to “they long to return”, Jer. 22: 27,
“their bread is for their ¥py” means “for their appetite”,

Hos. g: 4.1°° The vpy is also the seat of the feeling. The vy
of a stranger is the way a stranger feels, Ex. 23: g. “My g}
shall rejoice in..."”, Isa. 61: 10. “My ®p3 shall weep’,, Jer.
13:17. "My (God's!) wpy was alienated from her”, Ezek.
23: 18. The wpy is likewise the seat of life; one can very
frequently translate the word “life”. “Deliver my life from the
sword”. Ps. 22: 20, “Your life from death”, 33: xg. “As her
¥p) was in departing” is “as her life was in departing”.
Gen. 35: 18. “My gy is yet whole in me” is equivalent to
“my life is yet in me”, 2 Sam. 1: g. God himself swears “by his
life”, Jer. 51: 14, Amos 6: 8; God also has a g} therefore.

Since op} is often almost the same as life it can also
stand for people, an individual, I, thou, her. “The totality of
wig_;,” means “all the people”, Josh. 10: 28; 1: n. “Sixteen
wpy’ =sixteen people, sixteen men, Gen. 46: 18. “Abraham
got ¥BY” is equivalent to “he acquired (or took) people,
slaves”, Gen. 12: 5. “If a man steal a wpy”="if a man steals
a man”, Deut. 24: 7. “That my @3 may bless thee”’="that |
may bless thee”, Gen. 27: 25. “My w3 hateth them="I (God!)
hate them” Isa. 11 14. “When a vp)’="when any one”,
Lev. 2: 1. “She hath kept her ¥p} from blame”="she hath
kept herself from blame”, Jer. 3: 1. If one deplores the fact
that the English word “soul” has fallen into misuse and is used
in ways that are wholly inappropriate and cheap, one can
appreciate what has happened with the Old Testament word
¥p)—in one place it means something, in another it means
practically nothing. The only difference is that one cannot
observe as in English a gradual decline from an original lofty
concept, theological and philosophical. One can say what soul
really and properly and originally is. Can one do the same with
vpy?

Man became a living vg3, Gen. 2: 7. That is the starting
point. Jahweh made us this wg), Jer. 38: 16. That obviously
refers back to Gen. 2: 7, although it changes the concept some-
what since in Gen. 2: 7 man is what in Jer. 38: 16 he has. But
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what does %y mean here, and n:n p)? The latter expression
occurs not only in Gen. 2: 7, it is found in the incom-
prehensible gloss of Gen. 2: 19, still in the priestly narrative.
There it means creatures-creatures of the water, Gen. 1; 20;
beasts of the earth, Gen. 1: 24; every living creature thag is with
man, g: 12. In Gen. g: 15 God makes a covenant with man and
with “all living souls of all flesh” and g: 16 speaks of a covenant
of God's “with all living souls of all flesh that is upon gle earth”.
Here clearly the beasts have a living soul like men: the passages
Gen. 1: 30, 21; g: 10, Lev. 11: 10, 46 and also Ezek. 47: g are
merely formal but not different: “all living souls” are in the
priestly writings either the beasts or beasts and men together.

Between the expression as it is used in Gen. 2: 7, where man
becomes “a living soul,’, and the expression in the priestly
writings where it corresponds exactly to the modem expression
“a living creature”, there is a space of five hundred years and a
wide cleavage in point of view. We reach therefore some im-
portant negative conclusions. 1. The expression Gen. 2: 7 did
not become standard for the Old Testament world; the priestly
writer did not adopt it. 2. The expression “living soul,’ is not
unequivocal and therefore not clear as used in Gen. 2: 7, since
there are no other passages to explain it. It probably states no
more than that man by receiving the breath of life became a
living being. 3. Since the passage Gen. 2: 7 is not clear and
since-in spite of its antiquity and its claim to instruct-it did
not become standard for the Old Testament one may not build
any anthropology on it.

What is meant then when the Old Testament speaks of a
man’s By’ The most we can do is to make a number of

important points. And as a preliminary let us say %21 means
soul, with the reservation that it is the soul as it is known in the
Old Testament that is involved and that all Greek and modern
conceptions must be excluded.

a) The soul is not the I. In the Psalter the word occurs 144
times, 105 times in the form “my soul,'. But one may not simply
replace it with “I”, rather “my soul,’ is the | as it were in a
special context and degree and in a particular respect-the |
in a private and unitary capacity. This is expressed in a phrase
like Job. 14: 22, “his soul within him”, or Ps. 42: 5, 6; 131: 2,
Job 30: 16, “my soul within me”. The soul is not the I, it is
added to it. b) The soul dies when the man dies; the Old
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Testament knows nothing of the immortality of the soul. “And
it came to pass as her (Rachel’s) soul was in departing, for she
(Rachel) died...” Gen. 35: 18; “she breathes out her soul”
(gives up the ghost) Jer. 15: g; “let my soul die” Num. 23: 10,
Judg. 16: 30; “God taketh away the soul”, 2 Sam. 14: 14. It
might have been imagined that when the soul is once separated
from the body it continues to exist somehow in some other
place. Such an idea never occurs. ¢) Soul exists only in connexion
with body. It does not exist before body, receiving body as a
garment to put on. Soul comes into being when God breathes
the breath of the spirit of life into flesh, Gen. 2: 7. When soul
quits the body, it dies. d) Soul is therefore the (individualized)
spirit, delimited by its connexion with a body, which animates
the body. 11 ¢) The seat of the soul is the blood, “the blood is
the soul”, Deut. 12; 23, Lev. 17; 14. The blood is the sustainer
of life; the soul ends with life; the identification of blood and
soul is therefore not far off. Furthermore, it is demanded by the
fact that in the Old Testament the blood of a man is not just
one thing among many. It is something which forms a oneness.
Blood as something common to all men and soul as something
common to all men are combined in the one word life. f) Body-
soul dualism does not occur in the Old Testament, because of
course the soul always presupposes the body. It cannot exist
without the body. g) For this reason also the soul does not
measure up to being the seat of the spiritual life as, under the
influence of Greek ideas, some have suggested; it has too little
autonomy.

46. THE NATURE OF MAN, III

6. Man has Feeling, Understanding and Will. Of the three
physiological organs of the human body to which the moderns!!
mostly attribute mental and spiritual functions-brain, heart
and bowels, the Old Testament knows only the last two. The
brain112 and its significance are entirely unknown in the Old
Testament. The result is that the heart is treated as the seat of
the understanding, the bowels as the seat of the feelings, and
aspiring and willing is divided between the two according to
whether deliberation or inclination is involved.

Concerning feelings there is little to say, since they follow
much the same pattern in all men. The most striking thing is
great excitability. The Old Testament man is alarmed, trembles,
shudders very quickly; astonishment and overwhelming
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amazement (pp¥, the fdupfos of the gospels) come easily

to him and judging from the threats in the divine pro-
nouncement of judgment they certainly should. Man is destined
to excitability in the face of the vicissitudes of life. Then one
must mention the great range of emotions stretching from the
loudest jubilation and the boldest confidence right to the
desire to die, Num. n: 15, 1 Kings 19: 4, Jonah 4: 8. The fact
that the expressions for the emotions originated mostly in
material contexts (wax red for be afraid, Nah. 2: 11;; my bowels
boil and rest not, Job 30: 27) shows that these expressions are
popular and possess no deeper insights.

The sphere of knowledge is preponderantly pragmatic.
mpop means first of all skill, Ex. 36: 2, then wisdom in all
things gained from experience, 1 Kings 1o0: 3-4, and only in
Prov. 11: 2 the state of mind which is able to face all the
questions and difficulties of life. Even the knowledge of God is
of a pragmatic character; it tells what God wills, it does not
explain God; its aim is righteousness not theology. Moreover,
enquiry is not the right way to knowledge. The Old Testament
man does not approach things with questions and answers as
does the Greek. The Hebrew np3, insight, means examina-

tion of and research into circumstances like the Greek critique,
but with this difference-that critique is an activity and a self-
imposed task, but the Hebrew insight is a gift. With God is
wisdom and might: He hath counsel and understanding, Job
12: 13; and to the man that pleaseth Him He gives wisdom and
knowledge and joy, Eccles. 2: 26. The most important sub-
mission in the whole Old Testam