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Selihah




Upon examination of the concept ~a° /{? in the Bible, the most
obvious and striking characteristics of its use that it 1s 1imited
entirely to God. It never takes to itself the profane use, using
vprofane in contradistinction to Divine, that /c-.(Q, dnes. It retains
in all of its ocourences, a religious character. The following vages
will be an attemnt to distinguish between the nuances of change that
the concept of ™A °'7 Ouhdergoes, even in its limited, religious mean-
ing.

The development of +~» 'ﬂo, a8 based on a study of the pacsapges
in which it occurs is from Amos, approximately 750, to the late Psalms,
dating from about 200.

In a commentary called tl_ploo there is an interesting bit of Mid-
rashic commentary on Ez. XXXIV;9 on the word wa 2/. It catches the
spirit of the fact that2n ‘00 is a possession of God alome. It reads
as follows: For with Thee (God) alone is the blessing of 29 pp and
we (the people) wait and hope for your ﬂ-‘n-ﬂ. Do not send the angel
with us, but do Thou Thyself go in our midst. For the angel has not
this power of ~n 'po because God said of him "for he will not forgive
your transgressions.”

I
Not only is the concept limited to God, as the sole possessor or
2 is 1linked with the cov-
enant name of Israel's God, Jahweh. Only in the later books is it

donor, but in the majority of instances =)

used with the name of God, other than Jahwehe This may be due to a

falling away of the earlier distinctions between the various Divine

names, a8 Kittel points out in his comment on Ps. CXXX 24.101' as Moore
says, "The proper name of the national God, 2|2 now became universal
God, has long ceased to be commonly used. No date can be fixed for
either the beginning or the consumation of this disuse. In the later
books of the 01d Testament it ocours with declining frequencyescecccee
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There were diverse motivea for the disuse of the proper nams, and
they probably worked in the main without the clear consciousness of
those who were influenced by theme Something must be allowed for an
instinctive feeling that the only God has no need to be distinguished
thuse So long as monotheism was still contending for supremecy it
was necessary to affirm with emphasis that "'""-"s is the only God,
but the very emblem of its triumph is that it sufficed to say 'God'f“

Whatever or whichever the reason, we notice in the following
passages does not occur with =)= o Ise LV:7, where ‘_Lr: is clear-
ly used only as a stylistic variant from a:-l,,.. s Ps. CXXX:4 where
the same condition obtains; Lam III:42; Amos VII:2; LXXXVI:5; Ex:
XXXIV:9. which is not a part of the early K code, but a late J 2
1naertion,sand Nehe IX:17 where the long confession begins in v4
with ,,;.l,,. and where alﬂa is used only in the sense of God and
not as & name of Gode Thus in v.9 the = | 7 may or may not b
another name. It is certainly simpler to construe it uith.'r
the sense of Ba'al un'a- e God of forgivness both words together
forming another attribute of the Jahweh mentioned by neme in vv.4;
5;637« In the light of these passages we might insert in this lauda-
tion in v.9%. ':‘e- ek ~a<l and then add\nl,\. o | with the rest of
the attributes. All of the commentaries translate with this meaning
as "God of forgiwvness". But whatever the name, every passage where-
in ~4 ‘do in any form is found, leaves no doubt to the fact that
God is the donor.

II

We have now to see who it is that is the recipient of this
Divine gift. From the very nature of the concept, as we kmow it
thus far, namely that it is never used in any but a religious as-
sociation with God, and in the majority of the cases, that God
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being Jahweh, it is understendeble how 79 2 is 1limited almost
exclusively to Israelites--members of the covenent that made Israel
Jehweh's people and Him their Gode In fact, im only two instances
is there any basis to believe that ~n (6 was ever granted to anyone
not a bona fide member of the covenant. The passage refering to
Neaman, in II Kings V:18 and in Nu. XV:26. While it is true that
in two more passages of the Pselms, i.e. IXXX:3; IXX:VI;5, a general
mniversality in the language might lead ome to believe that it is
conceived of that God forgives the righteous of all nations, who ap-
roach him in the proper waye Such a possibility is conceivable when
we consider that both of these Psalms date later than the h'ophetaf
with their preachings of the universality of Gode But in neither
place is it mentioned explicitly that other nations than Israel are
referred toe I include these verses because they, with the first two
mentioned, are the only passages in the Bible where it is not perfect-
ly clear that Israel, either as a nation or a single Israelite, is
the recipient of ~n'# . These verses will be discussed at length
in the pages that follow. The references are many where <n'féis used
with regard to the entire nation. Ex.XXXIV:9; Lame III:42; Dan. IX:9;
19; I Kings VIII:503;36;34;30; Amos VII:2, where <o/’ is used to
mean the entire nation.5 In Jere Vi1l we find it used with regard to
a city, Jerusaleme In Leve IV:26 we find it grented to a ~'&, or
ruler and in II Kings XXIVi4 we find it denied to a king, Menasseh.
In Leve IV:20 it is used in connection with "‘rm o Just what the
meaning of ”‘fp is not clear, but it is sufficient for our present
purpose to know that it must be a group of Israelites, else it could
have found no such ritual and could never hgve been the recipient of
any grace of God in P, The instances where f.-h-’%ia given to the in-

dividual in Israel are numerous besides these special instances men-
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tioned already. A few references follow: Nu. XV:28; Leve. IV:31;35;
I Kings vIII:39; II Chrone VI:30. In Nue. XXX:639;13 we find it ex~-
plicitly stated with regard to a woman.

Thus we see that the concept is applicable to any Israelite.

It runs {he entire gamut of socizl classes and knows no limitations
of numbers, from the entire people to a single f.n:r- r—. in Lev. IV:
31;

II1

Departing from what may now seem a logical order, I omit at
this point the various actions of the people as a group or as in-
dividuals that called forth ,4 06 from the Deitys This omission
will in no way deter from tracing the evolution of the concept and
given at the end will be more easily understood. We pass now to a
consideration of what conditions were necessary for bestowal.

1V

Under what conditions, then, was m-pobtainable by any Israel-
ite? Ve have already noticed above, that it was at times not obtain-
able, II Kings XXIV:4. There are several other instances where it is
denied, or where denial is implied. Deut. “XIX:19; with regard to an
individual man; Lame III:42, where it is denied & nation as a whole
and Jere. V:7 where a denial is implied. ¥We have now to see clearly
through what means ~2n-¥o is bestowed and obtainable. This is a
subject not easily disposed of. It involves really the whole prob-
lem of the foundation of prayer and its efficacy.

In the sarliest passages in which #n ﬂ occurs, we find the
obligation of the people, asking for it, to be Brmall.a Thus in Amos
ViI:2, the oldest passage, so far as we can date individual passages,
we find no merit pleaded for the people whatsoever. When Amos says

(? % 9?\1- ' rlfr- ‘N :ﬂ ,,[% he pleads no merit for the nation.
rela
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It is only that the nation might not be destroyed. The ommnipotence
of God and the frailty of man is subtly contrasted in the phrase.
He makes no mention of the reason for permitting the nation a con-
tinuance existence. Exalted as were the ideals of the prophets, we
must not hesitate to believe that at this early date the covenant
idea was s8till a powerful influence in the ideology of the tims.
Jahweh was 8till Israel's God and they His people. Should Israel
cease to éxist, it would be imputed to a weakness on the part of
its Gode And this idea runs throughout the entire history of the
concept. Ve shall see, in the later passages, it occurs less fre-
quently, but that Israel's weeknecss and sad plight continued to be
a basis for asking leniency of Jehweh, we see in a paseage as late
as Dane IX:19. The people, prone to sin, need a God who has com-
passion and forgivness just because they are weak and have rebelled
against Him.? Else how could man endure (Ps. CXXX:4) if God would
never grant ~=an for his many sins? The passage in Ex. IV:9
is besed on a similar plea. Moses pleas for Jahweh's o -ﬁor
the people% T 9@{) r-t ‘De Similarly in Nehe IX:17; Ps. XXV:1l,
we find no merit can be pleaded on behalf of the people. But the
greatness of the people's sin is the necessity for God's forgivnesg.
Esen if we :Eollow. Briggs in his analysis of this Psalm::oand omit v.ll,
the verse, itself, is understapdable in this meaning, for Cowles guite
rightly points out that ﬂ@:fara to the frequently expressed at-
tributes of Gode. T

This then is one of the bases upon which a inlea foren'Vdis made.
For the sake of God's own name, his reputation. The idea is carried
to its clearest development in Dan. IX:19; Ps. XXV:1l; GXXX:4, "Gottes
Ruhm war ja gleichsam verbunden mit Israel's Genhiok.?‘l For His own

sake ‘ll f /uf should Jahweh give Israel =7 ' that it might en-
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dure, for the sake of His power as well as His "Gnade" or loving
graces This is most clearly expressed in Dan. IX:19, where God is
asked to give e,,.p:-. Vy prl T-v-r- 2 nn?.-q ’fﬂ Q s oV oqw
Similarly in Ps. XXV:1l and CXXX:4. Nue XIV:19-20 in another clear
example of such a basis for =0 Q e The continusd action of the
attributes of God add increasing power to Hime This is clearly stated
if we read this entire passage of JE, from v.1l7-20. Significant in
ve1l7-18 i:h e-!‘ r'Olr- se ala ‘mm-p yHred 2o ‘ul?m n> &y p’("
Then follows v.19 T 3 30» pq(‘a 257 pum ':,ﬂ i >/
Pgsalm CXXX34 expresses it in the same manner. We see here these two
factors, of Israel's weakmess and the great power of Jahweh's forgive-
ness knitted together as the basis for the increasing power and re-
verence of God. Ve3 says; ANT VN e P 12N qlllr Pe
We notice the strong similarity, even in language, to Amos VII:2.
Ve 4, translating ‘o> as “but"m 4'=-1I~J| 'rdp J\"‘JZ" Tn' s
with this verse we must associate v.7 ‘u'r ma‘?( FOAN? 2 = r“' "
13 w23

as the foundation of the = A o And again in Jer. ¥XXIII:8, when
we read v.9 together with it.n

In all these passages the psople plesad no merit. It is to Jah-
weh's benefit as well as theirs that He permit them to endure, and
not perish in their sins by withholding His m-& o This basis
for claiming a part of God's grace we see existed from the time of
Amos, as late as Daniel and Nehemiah. By virtue of the nature of
the covenant, as it was conceived of in Israel, Jahweh was pledged
to forgive His people. In the same act comes renmown and glory to
Hime Hempel phrases this concept in the form of a question and es-
teblishes it as a basis for all kinds of prayer, in Gebet und From-
igkeit im A.T, "Ist der Beter einmal tot, so kamn er Jahwe sus der
Scheol keinen Dank mehr sagen; geht Israel zu grunde, wird damn
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seines Gottes Name in der Welt heilig und gross dastehen?” Or, to

phrase it once more positively, "God's holy name is proved by His
forgiving love. No other being can so forgive. It is this that
makes God's name lmly'.%6

Before leaving this discussion of the basis for ~np /2 s WO
must note how in these prayers of the people, even after the preach-
ings of the great literary prophets, and even in the prophets them-
selves, Amos VII:2; Is. LV:7 construing v.l3 with it, the sense of
Jahweh as preeminately the God of Israel is exceedingly strong. What-
ever the universal preachings of the later prophets, as yet, even to
the time of Daniel they had not become part amd parcel of the religion
of the people as we see it expressed in the Psalms and Daniel and Ne-
Hemiahe True, as we have seen, the concept of Divine obligation was
transformed into the Qoan of some of the Psalms and even in the
later passages of the codes. In the Psalms eapseiallyi the tons of
the passages in which w\-& occurs is more "I-obpreia",? than a mere
asking for =n: on the basis of obligation, that is God is praised
for possessing and granting this »-.-n)-{fa instead of requiring it of
Him as an obligation in His part, and yet, the strong covenant re-
lationship, whether bound by love, or obligation, without this higher
sense of Divine love, is an ever present force in early Israelite
religion. Israel's evil plight always resulted in a prayer to Jah-
weh for help, only, whereas in Ex. XXXIV:9 Moses could unhesitatingly
warn God that Israsl was ang v A pv » the Psalmist and even Amos
mentioned the weakness of Jahweh's people with a sense of sadness.
Yet, even in that sadness, Israel's evil plight was considered enough
to draw forth the grace of Jahweh to save it from perishing so that
His name might forever be saveds That evil plight alone was basis

enough for .-+ Do from Jahweh for his people, and this even after
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the universalism of the propheta%a Nowhere is this so strikingly
brought out as in Jer. XXXI, a chapter written at the height of Jer-
emiah's career. Presumably v.2 1is the basis for the visiom of re-
generation that follows. Here Jahweh says JL ’T‘n?'bﬂ- rpl-' AeCr
OA !no-oh s« Jehweh's ancient love for Israel could not see them
remain beaten into oblivion, but was a basis for the regeneration and
the new covenant.

Not in all vases were the people merely passive recipients of
Jahweh's ~—=n1 e The majority of the passages demand of the sub-
jects a whols hearted repentence for the sin before en-Q is granted
theme There seems to be no reason for the increased obligation of
the subject to repents It can hardly be eélled a chronological de-
velopment for we see in the passages as late as Dan. IX:19 and es-
pecially in Jer. mIv:elgn well as in the Psalms that Jahweh was
8till inextricably linked with the fate of Israel and was expected to
pardon it, thet it might not be destroyed by virtue of the inevitable
punishment of sin. Only thus could Israel endure and Jahweh's "Ruhm"
be maintained. Upon the basis of these late passages then it seems
safe to say that this ideology of the covenant relationship existed
side by side with the individuel note of religion that is struck in
the concept of repentences This is strikingly brought out in the
passage in Dan. IX:19 where both repentence and the continued ex-
istence of Jahweh's name, through Israel's existence are combined
as a reason for granting »n '#0 « Vv.3-16 is a long confession of
gin of fasting and of repentence and v.1l7 then begins the supplica-
tion for =p é « We have already noticed that in v.1l9 wn-Q is
asked because Jahweh's name is closely linked with Jerusalem and
Israel. And again in I Kings VIII:50 we notice the two motives for

~n ‘(0 combinede Vv.47-48 mention explicitly a whole hearted re-
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pentence of the people, yet Jahweh should grant &p -12 also be-
cause rﬂ » H' ¥® for Israel is His people and inheritance
which He brought forth out of Egypt. Ve turn now to the passages
in which repentance is an imperative requisite of =p:° e Like-
wise in Ig, LV:7 it is unambiguously stated Q. .l s vfs Oy |

s f:-\tn: H,efd ‘ul aﬁm |L¢.. Here we see the Godoiabundant Ay [2,-
the same oharaoterfgiié t gﬂizuﬂ;oted under the first basis for 919/2
and in v.13, the vision of hope of the utterance we see too,:&aIDQ.w]
erl, m[,,f ﬂ’f. A1l this we note together with the insistence
on individual rop;;:;nce. One notices a difference in spirit between
these passages zgd those given under the first basis for =h-ll .
This may lead to a reason for the difference in the motive upon which
the granting of en-gpia based. ¥We have first to notice the passages
where the two bases occur togethere In Ise LV:7 the repentence is ob-
viously the dominant factor in securing ~n'fo e« The same is true
in II Kings VIII:50., In Daniel on the other hand, the rJTﬂJDIOT
Jahweh's own remoun, is the dominant reason. Keeping thj; in mind,
we turn to the passages discussed under the first basis for an .
We notice here that a number of definite conditions prevail. The sin
has already either been committed or is inevitable, (Ex.YXXIV:9)where
the stiffneckedness of the people surely implies that they will trans-
gress the laws of the covenant. The sin committed, the punishment is
inevitable as in Amos VII:2 (Buttenweiser P. of I. p.223) or has al-
ready been dealt oute (Ps.IXXXIV:5; CXXX:4;XXV:11,all Psalms of a
person in distress, begging for relief from punishment). In other
words, all these passages depict people already suffering extremely
from punishment or fighting to ward off inevitable punishment. Thus
in Dan. IX:19, the people are in straits, asking for leniency from

Jahweh and we noticed th:zt Jahweh's renoun was the primary basis
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while the repentance was attacked with ?/r/ "end furthermore”. Out
of these straits, suffering or future suffering that is inevitable,
Jahweh is called upon that His "Ruhm" might not perish. Whatever
their apostasy before, to the people sunk in despair, Jahweh, the
covenant deity was "ein Machtiger, der machtigste, Ja der einzige
Gott" (Hempel, Geue Frepe8) and His might stood out in strong con-
trast to their own impotence, a feelinz brought upon them by the
punishment. Besides, He was their God, and they used their despic-
able condition to appeal for His =a - Foand the subsequent removal
of such conditions and in the recognition and confession of theitr
weakness they approximated a more godlike character, turned to Jah-
weh for help and thus recognized Him as "der einzige Gott", became
egain His covenant people. For such a people, He was bound to give
help.

On the other hand, in the passages in which repentence is the
basis forf’h'£% and in I Kings VIII:50 and in Ise LV:7 where it
vlays the dominant role, the punishment has not yet befallen them,
implying that the covenant has not yet been completely brokene There
may still be time to avert the dooms The sin is often hyvothetical
as in II Kings VIII and the corresponding passages in II Chron. VIiI.
In such cases, the instructions for attempting to avoid the wrath
that will come with the complete severance of the covenant are not
amisse If the people would only repent their evil ways aa'lz would
follow for Jahweh is ecssentially a Deity.,,l,,.g,oo ~an (Ise LV:7)

I offer this supggestion hesitatinglye. It can be esteblished
only on this flimsy evidence and what mesy after all be a subjective
feeling that there is a distinct difference in the love of the pas-
sages in which repentence is mentioned and those in which it is om-

itted. Yet, if this suggestion is not accepted there seems to be no
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rhyme or reason behind the reguirement or elimination of repentencs.

These passages need no comments. It is evident that following
a trespass, repentance of the people is demanded before "'h'Q is
granteds This repentance is only to secure that part of Jahweh's
grace from which emanates 'ﬁn-ll. Thus prayer or repentance is
necessary to return to the love of God and have God cognizant of
the prayer in which on-powill he asked. Suggesting this recap-
ture of God's favor, after it has been lost by sin, Keil suggests
that the recurring ~Aiﬂc31n I Kings VIII:30ff. corresponds to the
w @ 0f V.28 That‘rﬂlyhere has the force of "erhoren",y is su%-
gested by another scholare. In verse 39 we see perhaps the high§st
development of reventance in connection with 4=n-{l- Here God delves
deep into Men's heart to see whether it too has bteen humbled through
the discipline and turns now to Him in repentance and prayere. And
vithout that repentance, if the people are not endangered, Jahweh
cannot bestow His s»,.ig upon the people. This is strikingly brought
out in the passage in Jere V:7. Here the sin of the people has been
a presumptuous on® . In ve.4, it seems Jahweh is willing to forgive
the uneducated and lowly for it is possible they may have sinned out
of ignorance but in v.5, even the great, the educated have Binnegf
EKnowing this and seeing no indication of repentance, Jahweh says in
Ve7 T ‘)a ~ gyl 'y As long as the people were persistent in evil,
the divine grace could not function to grant them ;an-ll « The great
and educated classes were Jehweh's last resorte Punishment of His
people was distasteful to Him but when the educated classes were
found corrupt too, "es ist sonach keim Grund su einer Verziehung
findbar?:‘? In this light ﬁh'g is translated "why" or "how". It

is almost a rhetorical question, for no answer is expected but the

verse rather goes on, enlarging the list of accusations against the
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peoplee.

But one thing more. It is to be noted that not only the in-
dividual is exvecoted to repent before =n’ is granted him, but
the natiom as wella (>l govin T Kings VIII330;34:36339; es-
vecinlly 50, the corresponding vassages in II Chron. VI =nd es-
pecially Jer. XXXVI:3

We have now to consider a ner aspect of =»n’ Jgaa it appears
in the P nasaages?s First wezgotice that only sins committed n(o(ﬁpfl
are later subject to =pn'45 « N 'g is also granted in P to one
who has unwillingly broken a vow.zvonly in one passage is it not
insisted that the sin was »-.:-(.f@. In leve V;20-26 there is no men-
tion of ~ (o(-ﬂr made but we notice that before ”a'#0is granted the
damage of the sin must be repaired, vv.23-24.

e come now to a consideration of the method of obtaining m-Q
in P. There the mechanism of the cult dominates, we find, as is
expected that only by offering the prescribed sacrifices is the
favor of J=hweh restored and thus the sinmer becomes a subject for

”'n'/l’. The technicalities of the sacrifices are not imvortant
to our study. If we but remember that the cult revnl=ced substan-
tially for the laity, the use of rementance msnd orayer in P, we
see that these orders for sacrifice are not out of svirit with the
re~uired reventance for ?n'4 » Vheremss reventance, in the oro-
rhetical codes revaired the covenant between Johweh end Israel, in
P, this wes accomplished through the medium of smcrifice. Further,
the humen element in the relationshiv is reduced to » minimum. P,
in its fullest development, had vractically a fool proof religion.
Once the sacrifices were vroverly made automatically the &
:rollowed?BThe remarks in these comments by Kermedy are well put.

Vie see here agin th=t an'Q emanates from the "grace" or, Aas we

termed it before, the "true love" of G~d, »nd that that love cmn
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only be secured through repentance or sacrifice in P. Keeping this
concept of the sacrifices in mind then, we find P substantially bears
out the necessity for repentsnce in order to obtainga'¥6. This reg-
nlarity of sacrifice and the subsecuent ag-[o) is strikingly brought
out by the fact that therg is a regular formuls which recurs every
time =, is gr=nted, p | 'w‘r-' (.D -r.wl 2? Thus the priest serves
as a medium between the sinmer and J=hweh to restore favor to the
formere

This addition of the idea of a mediary between J=hweh and His
veonle is akin to the spirit of the rassmrge in EFxe. XXXIV:9. Here
too, Mrses intercedes for the veople before Jshweh, not by merform-
ance of sacrificial rites, but by nreyere. In the passages in I Kings
VIII and II Chron. VI, we see Solomon bringing the prayer before Jah-
weh and in Amos VII:2, the prophet himself acts =s intercessor. This
may add snother basis for asking snd granting of “2'/0. While in
all the passnges in I Kings and II Chron. the reventance of the
veople is required, in addition to the anpeal made by a favorite of
the deity, we see in Exe XXXIV:9 that Mnses saysru a ,A'\-N-3» 5y pe
ke before making his sunplication to J=hweh. Amparently relying
on the }on of Jahweh =8 the primary source of =11 favor, Moses vleads
upon his own versonal ;n for the 2a: {2 for the peont!.e. An wg have not-
ed above, no merit could be nlesded for the peovle, coming with the
guilt of the 'O‘l‘ upon their hands. So Moses pleads on the basis of
his own A « But that the grace of one m=n might be the basis for
granting —a" to a whole peovle we see most clearly in Jer. V:1.

e ~wlalnre (@paf leal |H|r-iehw|3|m 1'%
2[in Qren moohl Gofu 20 £ oo Cuw le2ou
AP adol\ ¥hile all of the

commentaries insist that this ©'w 18 not to be teken literally,

~

but that the passage is meant merely to convey the imvlication that
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the wickedness of the land overshadowed the good and that therefore

7N is impossible, we must hesitate to accept this ideas In a
J vassage in Gemesis: XXIII:23ff, we remember Abraham's prayer on be-
half of the city of Sodom and also Moses' individusl ,A as a basis
for ~pn: for Isreel. Such pless are directed to the love and
grace of God and not to His strict justises Jshweh was A God eager
and willing to forgive om the slightest provocation, and even further,
by An analysis of vv. 2-4, we see =n implicetion that if a part of the
people were found upright and moral, Jahweh would epsre the city.
Vv.2-3 recount the accusations made agrinst the meovle, the cause of
the imminent destruction. But v.4 says, "I, however, said, 'Surely,
these are poor: they are foolish for they know not the way of Jahweh,
nor the ordinsnce of their Gnd. ""And continues to say in ve.5"I1 will
get me unto the great men and will smesk with them for they kmow the
way of Jehweh »nd the ordinance of their Gnd." But these had alto-
gether broken the yoke snd burst the thongs. So it may be that there
is some liter=lity in this massage although it is later thsn the J
vassage in Gene XVIII. But whether the vpassage is tn be taken 1lit-
erally or not, it be~rs out the fundementsl fact that ’-?n'g emanates
from Jahweh's attributes of grace. ¥Whether by rementance or whether
Jahweh comes to their =id tosmave His own face, 80 to svesk, Jeshweh's

| N or its eguivalent must function first before o can follow.
Thus in these passsges, that greace or love was revulsed, so to smeak
by the overwhelming wickedness of the psople »nd as they were not
reduced to straits, Jahweh felt c=1led uvon to punish. He could
find no vossible basis for A p " (o :L'or’tho well informed were cor-
rupt, a8 well =s the poor And ignorant, Thus Scholz says, "Es ist
sonach kein Grund zu einer Verzeihung ﬁ.nlbar.gl And Driver trans-

32
lates &yl '« (ve7) "How shall I pardon them." It is impossible
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for there is no basis upon which Jahweh's favor can be bestowed umon
Israel.

This coneludes our study of the bsses upon which 23 Q was
asked for and granted. I cannot mrke out »ny clear cut reason for
the use of one here and another there. The suggestion offered in
the footnote under the discu=sion of reventance I put there only
hesitatingly and I reslize full well its basis is weak.

But one thing is certsin, every nassage in which an-£ is granted,
it is granted or asked for on the basis of J"hwuh'ar'wnw, rﬂi la orf JoN
the attributes of grace which He revealed to His menvle. This is the
fundamental consideration. First the favor of Je=hweh, whether in the
form of Hisaen, n or pran> rust be secmred. el is second-
ary, a manifestation of these atdributes. ILikewise, the manner of
securing that favor is secondary, whether it come= without merit on
the vart of the meovle, whether through reventance or sacrifice or
through the favor that a single man has found in J-hweh's Dresence.
But always this favor, or grace, or mercy or love must prescede and
then =pn+(0is a manifestation, » positive act emanating from one
of these.

Before leaving the consideration of the bases upon which =y ID
is grented it will be in vnlace to discuss the only three pmassages in
which it is absolutely deniegsanq one other passage in which there
is an implied danial.s4 :

In the light of what we have noticed above, the refuszl is under-
stendable. There is neither the plea for ,x zgupon the grounds
that man is after all weak and the deity powerful, which we must,
after all recognize too as a form of repentance, for in such a plea
man indirectly shows his repentisnce by his submission and humility,

nor is there actual repentance. It is a presumptuous sin against
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Jahweh (v.l7). Further, the man mentally congratulates himself on his
importance and powers and determines to act as he pleases despite the

7“0 rc of vel3, a covenant sealed by an oath and mutual 1nprecatioig.
In other words, the man virtually sets himself outside the covenant,
willfully and shows no indication of remorse or repentance. Driver
offers an explanation of this particular refusal by maintaining that
at this time apostasy was at its height and the author could not af-
ford to broock such a sin or promise m.ﬂ for it, upon any basis.
This may be so. Yet, the gensral principle obtains that none of the
bases noted above enter the sinner's heert and as a result m-@was
not givene Vhile chapter XXIX is concerned with the man who does not
repent, XXX is concerned with a repentant people again (ve2) and v.3
depicts Jahweh again restoring his peopls, they having repentede The
verse in Lams III:42 is similar in. character. It is clear, kmowing
what we do about the conditions upon which m[g was given, that the
refusal or withholding of it is conditional upon ,‘4'““ rhfpa '!l'#-l'
especially upon the .:-LI"" » Which implies a presumptuous sin, or a
high handed sin and no feeling of repentance or remorse. Rashi males
a pointed comment on this passage. As we noted above, ap Q was a
benevolence of Jahweh for His people. Not only this, but He was eager
to bestow it upon them, for they were His people and His renown de-
pended upon their existence and when we shall have finished examining
the precise meaning of ~=p- itself, we shall see clearly that,
having sinned, -~ +06 was essential for their existence, for Jahweh's
punishment was as merciless as His love was benevolent. But both the
‘37 HIN and thep 'WAI® HIN were controlled by the people's conduct,
Ito a greater extent than by Jehweh's own personal willfulness. Ve
know well that automatically, a sinning people incurred His fiercest
wrath, a people upholding the terms of the covenant were objects of
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His omnipotent love. Jahwsh was always ready to forgive, but at
times the people's perverse conduct militated ageinst forgivnesse.
Such is the condition in this passage, as well as the one we not-
iced above in Deut. XXIX:19. Says Rashi: p’ \lﬂ\p ﬂp ~nel
’ID')’-? ’., o> Apte” ”"MIN""‘ .56
The passage in II Kings XXI¥:4 is another such example. Here

again we have a high handed sin and no repentance. The M/ m/doea
not mean Jahweh was not willing but Jahweh would not?v It was not a
willful matter, Jahweh would not grant ~”n'Ué because He was unable
to, on the basis of the conduct of the king and the people whom the
king had led astray (ve3)s. It is interesting merely to notice that
in the account in II Chrone XXXIII:13, lMenacseh does repent and is
restored to his throne. The language implies that perhaps m,-&
was granted to him for it is similar to that used in I Kings VIII
where ~=n'{d was granted. Ve need not concern ourselves with the
historicity of either of the accountse It suffices for our purpose
to notice that in II Kinzs ¥XIV:1l4 there was no repentance and no
a-n'Do while in II Chron. YXXIII:1l3 there is repentance and an en-
suing condition that might well be called m'@.

The passage in Jere V:7 ies another clear cut condition of sin
with no repentance. The covenant relationship has been broken by
the peoples Punishment must inevitably follow unless =ap‘'f can in-
tercede, but it cannot for the people are virtually without the cov-
enant. For all good purposes they are not Jahweh's people and we
noted thet »am&is granted only to Jahweh's people, with one ex-
ception, which we shall discuss latere.

So we conclude our discussion of the bases for a-,.-g « ToO
recapitulate: ngn+00 is granted only to the people, bound to the

Deity by the covenante ¥When sin bresks the covenant the people are
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automatically exposed to Jahweh's wrath which,_if unchecked will
destroy them. By repentance, return to the covenant Deity, the pun-
ishment is stopped and the covenant relationship is re-established.
This repentance may come about through sacrifices as in P, by man's
realization of his weakness, and Jahweh's omnipotence, which, after
all, is a form of repentance. But even if the people do not repent,
there is still Jahweh's r)a. Israel is His people. His name is
linked with their fate and He cannot let them be annihilated for
then, He will cease Himself to exist, and so, when the punishment
threatens to destroy them and still they have not repented, He gives
them ~»p° L} anyhow that His "Ruhm" may not disappeare This idea
persists, as we noticed throughout the whole history of the concept,
together with and often in the same passage in which repentance is

required.
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Summary of Subject Matter of Part I
an ' Q Used usually with Ele s the covenant name, ex-

cept in later passages where names of God were interchanged

without significance.

2 n'l’0 Used only with covenant people with one exception

in ITI Kings V:18

Bases for asking and granting - n'D

(a) Jahweh's reputation as a powerful Diety linked with
Israel's fate as a nation. The weskness of the people
and the omnipotence of Jahweh, both to punish and to
forgive are reason to ask and grant =mn ‘(6 . Amos VII:2

(b) As a more distinct phase of this basis, the necessity
of God's granting ~=n° to a weak people, to whom He
has attached Hié name and reputation, fﬁ,ﬁ/’w‘p. Dan IX:9;
Ps CXXX:4; XXV:1l

(a) By repentanna; as a means of restoring the lost favor of
Jahweh, which is a pre-requisite of ah-f) e Jer XXXIV3iS8,
Dan IX:19; I Kings VIII:50; Is LV:7

(d) Granted in P only for sins committed p(.(.ﬂa s or for
vows unwillfully brokén and seacrifice replaces repent-
ance as a means of securing Jehweh's grace. Lev V:23-
24 and other P passages

(e) The possibility of M@ being granted to an entire
people upon the basis of an individual's merit. Ex.

JCKJ@IV:Q; Jer V:1

a0y Not granted because people do not repent are not
suffering from punishment.

Conelusion
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Selihah
In its First Meaning of Cessation or Mitigation of Punishment

If we accpet the passage in Ex.'xxng es J 2, at the earliest,

then the passage in Amos VIII:2 is the first, in the point of time,
in which /3 '(0appearss The meaning of [ed A raises no difficul-
ties whatsoever. The parallel between v.2 and ve 5 is obvious. ve 2
reads as follows: o {"P et 2 r'?’ ‘N red wdo d¥e >onl
and v. 5: (c.lf-\ 'C’p 2 T rl'l" ‘N ey p‘-ll\ -:l‘*"(l?"- el
Obviously the meaning of (= JL is the same éaor very close to that
of @_‘J)-.m heree In fact the Gz:;t;ek read P‘M .

While Harper and Delitzsch say that the prophet's plea was that
Jahweh might forgive the sins that had brought on the punishment that
he was witnessing, they are mistakene. They must have been influenced
by the commonly accepted meaning of ~Ap -Q as "pardon" and tried to
explain its use as such here. This, it seems, is unnecessary. The
object Ofa-n'lb) is not the sins but the punishmente Primarily the
action of ,a,,.B is not on the sins, in the sense of removing them.
If the sins are to be obliterated from before God, that action is
only incidental to the imperative cessation of the punishment if

Jacob is to endure. If %'J; means pardon it does so only in this
positive sense, even though to cause a cessation of punishment is a
negative action. Yet it is a more positive act than mere pardon or
obliteration of sins. Thus | A might well be trenslated here,
"cease now to punish".On this particular passage only, Wellhausen
approximates this translation when he says, "schone doch".4o

Exe XXXIV:9 presents more difficulty in attempting an analysis
of the meaning of »a ﬂoli.n the phrase, LM@P( IN/IJ) qaﬁ/. In
the first place, vv.l-9 of this chapter are a complex fusion of
various strata. We have therefore to consider ve 9 alons, or with

more remote verses that seem to be of the same stratum. V. 9 is
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probably J 2 or JE. Before proceeding to analyse this more dif-
ficult passage, let us just note that if we accept 10a Cab as the
J 2 continuation of v.9, there we have a familiar motiye for the
“n'Ji namely that of making Jahweh's name great among the nations,
and turn then to a discussion of & very similar passage in Nu. XIV:19-
20. This passage lends itself to analysis much more easily, and
from it we may be able to establish a basis upon which we may analyse
the passage in Exodus. This passage in Nu. XIV:19-20 is strikingly
similar to this passage in Exodus. We note first of all the recount-
al of the attributes of Jahwsh in v.18 of Nu, XIV and in v. 7 of Ex.
XXXIVe Morganstern eliminates v. 8 of Exe XXXIV from the J 2 record.
He assigns it to K. What follows the attributes then, is a plea for
:on-Jl as in Nue XIV:19., But in Nu. XIV:20, we see Jahweh's answer

already, ‘'w AJZI: Nothing has transpired between the request and
its grantinge There has been no repentance of the people. Merely
the request and a granting of it. Ve have to look back first to v.l2.
Here Jahweh says because of Israel apostasy J—J’a‘\ &l w3 Qm', and
this is interpreted in v.1l5 by HMoses as meaning a complete annihila-
tion of the people and a’refusal to bring them to the Promised Lande.
Only Moses was to be saved. (v.12). We notice here another parallel
with the passage in Ex. XXXIV:9., There too, of all the people, only
Moses possessed the A of Jahweh, and upon its basis did he plead
for o|\g&; for the entire people. So here, we find Moses singled
out by Jahweh as righteous in the midst of a sinning people, plead-
ing for 2~ n'i0 for that people in v.19 and in ve. 20 we have the im-
mediate answer. But unlike the passage in Exe. XXYXIV, the rest of
Nue XIV, sheds some light on the significance that the answer in
v+20 hase While it doss not mean complete cessation of punishment,

as we found it in Amos, but from what follows v.20 here it is clear
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that "n'p meens mitigation of punishmente Again, it is hardly for-
givensss or pardon in the common usage of the term, for the connota-
tion of those words 1is complete eradication of sin and punishment

alike. In these vassages we find that fawﬁis mentioned with the
sin, a factor which was not so in Amos, where there was not even a
mention of sin. But here again, the only meaning thet ' apfof
ve 20 can have, is that of alteration of the punishment, previously
pronounced, to a lighter one. Nu. XIV:31l shows this to be truee. No
longer was the decree of ve.12 to stands All of Israel was not to be
destroyed. But because Israel was his covenant peopls, bscause they
were objects of his ~a', and so that the other nations of the earth
might not impune any weakness to him because of the destruction of
the people to whom He was bound in covenant, there comes a mitigated
punishment as a result of an'Q « Only one generation was to die in
the wilderness. The children would Jahweh bring to the lande And
g0 we see that the ' a /of Ve 20 does not me=sn pardon but might
be translated, "I have altered or lightened the decree of punish-
ment"e Had Jahweh pardoned, it seems that necessarily there would
have been no punishment at all. He does not pardon the sinning gen-
eration at all. They pay the fullest penalty for their sins. So
the ey \JZO:E vel9 means "mitigate the punishment for the sin of this
peovle "because of Thy ro and because your fame is bound up with
them by covenante And in v.20 we might translate it as, "I have
mitigated the punishment."” Unless we accept this meaning, the
'...ap/of Ve 20 is incomprehensible, for the ensuing verses continue

to speak of the eventual death and destruction of the sinnerse.

None of the commentaries take into account the b part of verse

19, 24® rl -l-a!'ﬁ Yeslotes They all translate ﬁ-ﬁ and ~VO as
forgive and seem to think the petition for an'ﬂa is asked for upon
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the basis of the continued forgiveness of Jahweh, implied in v.19b.
In other words, they seem to believe the verse mezns, in a para-
phrastie way, "Forgive now as you have forgiven in the past." This
is not so. In the first place, I do not believe thep‘rfﬂg modifies
nQ « It is rather to be associated with 93os Q > , and the verse,
again stated paraphrastically, means, "Grant é now, out of the
greatness of Your hesed as You have granted az'ﬂ » out of the great-
ness of Your hesed in the paste”
That the difference between (r..ﬂ and n@actually is, cannot
be satisfactorily determined without an examination of (oe_; o Yet,
a slight hint as to the difference might be in order here. Ve notice
that, in these ezrlier strata, AQIIBVBI‘ appears in the recountal of
Jahweh's attributes, but always /o’?_l » and that = mpﬁa_‘always
followse. In other words, F’,e-l is the pardoning action, occupied pri-
marily with the sinse. No amelioration of punishment 1s implied.
Rather, it says of Jzhweh e n" o;l?fbﬁ ‘l" 3p? -""rl "‘P ~PA
proad ,] rpf;!i frl . Had the attribute been stated
.\D from whet we kmow of the meaning of = n'(@already, it is
hardly likely that this unalterable decree of punishment would have
followed. For while («,Q. acts upon the sins, we have seen that
2n'00 acts upon the punishmente The two words are complementary in
a way and not synonomous. So in this passage, the appeal for
is made on the grounds of the covenant and its hesed, just as Jah-
weh granteﬂ’?{ovgl in the paste And ag:in in Psalm ACIX:8 we see
this same meaning of "E-l brought out very clearlye It seems here
that (b?_‘ was gquite possible without any mitigation of punishment
for sins. One commentator at least, senses the difficulty of the
rassage in Nue. XIV:19-20, with its use of and nfo .« Weill says,

42
"God never pardons ( /-ﬁ) an unpunished sire” But we shall see that
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he does grant on-ﬁfor such a sin.

Returning for a moment to the meaning of a&in Ve 19, we find
that Keil and Delitzsch szy it refers to "Die Erhaltung des Volks
aber nicht erlassung der wohlverdienten .‘.%‘l:ma:!."e"4.,‘:5 quite a reversal
of the real meaning of the concept. The Targum, in every Biblical
passage in which ,Jl occurs, translates it as ’l'ifap, the same mean-
ing that it gives to c&.

Strange to say, only a medievel Hebrew commentator, Nachmanides,
caught the real meaning of aU6, which he interprets as gj"' WA P

We turn now to the passage in Exe XXXIV:9e To understand the
implications of \_m\dp/we have to turn back to Chapter XXXIII:3. _Here
we find Jahweh saying to Moses, "ra"-?? r‘l’ ' frf")?@ 4&&- m-p 3

T‘)’?“@ prc. @ =3 fc. Hearing this, the people mourn
and Jahweh repeats His staLement in ve 5¢ In v.1l6, Moses makes a re-
quest for Jahweh's presence in the midst of the vpeople, but it is in
the light of Jahweh's threat to consume the people should He go with
them, that we can understand the o/ in Fxe. XXXIV:9. There we see
that Moses says, "If I have found favor in Your eyes, then let my Lord
go in our midst, even though this is a stiff-necked peopls, and You
will mitigate the punishment for our transgressions and sins." The
passage really lends nothing, of itself, to the meaning of m:£ .
Yet from the very obvious parallelisms between it and the passage in
Nue XIV:19-20 and from these passages in Exe XXXIII, it seems that the
idea of mitigation of punishment might well be the meaning of u,,\&/
here« Hirsch says, "Moses pleads here for tfw continued and repeated
forgiveness of Israel, necessary Jjust because they are a stiff-necked
pac::pla..%4 Because they are a stifff-necked people, if Jahweh goes in
their midst He will be forced to consume them entirely. But Moses,
upon the basis of his own favor with. Jahweh, pleads thet Jahweh
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should go in their midst and grant them ahnlgz By this he means

that the severity of the punishment be altered. That Jahweh should
be in the midst of the people and even though they sin, not necces-
garily pardon every sin, in the sense of forgetting it, but continue
to let His people exist, by mitigating this destructive punishment,
to one of a lesser degree of severity and not completely annihilate
the people because of their stiff-neckednesse

In Jere. V:1;7, we find ’-'-'nv/gused with a similar meaning. In

vvel ff. we find a situation agsin, analagous to the passage in Nu.
XIV:19-20s In Jere V:3-4 we find that the nation has already been
chastised for its sins, yet they have not repented of theme They
have none of the feeling of humility that we noticed as one of the
bases upon which an'JJwaa askede What threatens now is the complete
destruction of the city, Jerusalem, symbolic of the entire nation.
It is in regard to this complete destruction that#¥ o of v.l is
useds It is not a matter of mere pardoning of sins, in a mere
negative sense of removing theme But it is primarily a matter of
averting the decree of the punishment of the nation, one might say,
even in spite of the sins. The sins of the nation will be overlooked
if there be only one righteoué man, upon the basis of which Jahweh
could grant ~n®. For no other basis is représented here. The
people have not repented, nor are they in sad plight that Jehweh
might be induced to grant aps (6 for the sake of His namee In the
face of such conditions, it would not do to translate ,‘£2L| as
pardon, in the sense of removing the sins from before God's presencee.
Such an idea would be contrary to all ideas of forgiveness as we know
them to have existed in the Bible. But we might well translate ﬂﬂ.,f

:JP as, "I will spare her, or mitigate her punishment."” This mean-
ing is more clearly brought out in v.7. After the question, "How
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shall I grant "n'p " Jahweh Himself answers, in v.9., after re-
counting the many tranagrasaions of the people.
"Q?memw | =42 " L‘@ rm’ “I’"‘ [Prest ’?""“mp 00 Do
It is impossible for Him to do anything but punish since He cannot
grant a5 '§© « It is not a problem of forgiving these sins, recounted
before. If it were, we should expect not a mere recountal of them
but some rebuke because of the high handed manner in which they were
committed, or some comment to this effect. But the problam is how to
grant =p '® in the face of these sins, and where there is not a single
basis for its granting, and thus avert the destruction. In other
words, the sins, not the attitude of the people are the primary cause
for refusal, while if it were merely a matter of forgiveness there
would be exceedingly more emphasis on the lack of repentance. But
these sins have virtually placed the people outside of the covenant
and there is no way in which Jahweh's grace or love can function to
avert the doom, once they are thus deprived of His protection. 1In
other words, _n: (o here may mean pardon, if we wish to translate it
in one word, but it clearly means that only if we keep in mind that
it is in the positive sense of mitigating or lessening the punishment.
It is really a positive manifestation of Jahweh's forgiveness and
this force we shall see made obvious in the passages in I Kings VIII
and in the later passages of Jeremiah.

The seme force holds for the passage in Jer. XXXVI:3. The com-
mentaries all lay great stress upon the Qlt;, implying that it is
the high point of individual responsibility in Biblical theolggy.
Each man must repent. But this aspect the basis for =n’ we
have discussed aboves The force of' \ a fia similar to that of
the ahove passage. The date of the prophecy is before Nebuchadnez-

zar's attack on Jerusalem and the prophet has called Baruch to write
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down his prophecies and read them to the people with a final, yet
faltering hope that the people will repent of their sins and Jah-
weh's grace will be returned and the punishment ('gdn.seL v 12
U\lw 'Pﬁ) will be averted. Ve see again then, that "I\'Q refers
prig:rily to the punishment. The forgiveness of the sins is a second-
ary consideration. What the passage is referring to above =211 is
averting the evil decree of Jahweh.

II

Selihah in the Meaning of Forgiveness of Sins but Having the

Implication of Restoring Losses Incurred
Through Punishment

The next passages in Jeremiah, chronologically considered, in
which aah°‘} appears, show an added development in the meaning of
the concepte Jer ¥XXI:33 (34) and XXXIII:8, Steuernagel dates during
the last period of the prophet's activity, somewhere hetween 588-583?
almost a quarter of a century after the above Jeremanic passages,
which date from the beginning of his activitiesfs That these passages
are later we might imply from the more advanced concept of 4q5'43 as
we find it used in theme. WVhereas previous to this, the emphasis of
anllg lay upon the punishment, with 2lmost a negative force of remov-
ing or mitigating it, it now concerned itself with the sin, as it did
in the passages above, with the exception of the Amos passage, but in-
stead of following its actions on the sins with a negative action of
mitigating or causing a cessation of punishment, it now took to itself
the positive force of restoring that which had been lost through pun-
ishmente.

The passage in Jer XXXI:33 refers to a Messianic kingdom. It is
part of a prophecy of the glorious future of the regenerated nation.

Jahweh now pronounces the new covenant. But this is only possible
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when the inhibitions of the sins huve been removed. Thus, in v. 33
s 2 e Jlfwm.{a pf lap nﬁﬁ- *> is not a part of the conditionms
that will prevail in tCtlnew order of things. ZRather this is the
first move, the basis upon which the rest can be accomplished. It
would be absurd to include it as a promise of the conditions that
will exist, once the ideal state is establiched, for the previous

verses certainly imply & condition where there will be no sin to

forgives But this phrase is the first act of the regeneration of
the people and the establishment of this state, the restoration of
the covenant which had been lost through the sins. Israel has paid
the fu'l renalty of punishment for ite sins. Jahreh's wreth is en-
tirely evppeased and Jahweh Himeelf offers to make a new covenant,
of Hisown accord, with Israel, to replace the one thzt had been
broken (vv 30-71). Clearly, here the meaning is not to mitipate
the punishment, for Jahveh's wrath has entirely svent itself, but
rather, He will now forgive the sins, so that they do not stand be-
tween Isreel znd Tis grace, and upon that bssis, from a fresh start,
establish the ner covensnt.4 One thing more mekes it clear thct
7&v£2hera acte to remove the sins from "shveh's presence so that
they form no inhibitions to Hise rrzce, =nd only so that the coven-
ant, broken before, may be renewed in & different formes The par-
zllel between ,_Jzu/ 01: 8nd i/f 224 {Mx«(aﬁcamob be over-
looked. A da:./ and He are undoubtedly used with the szme
Torce.
‘e turn now to Jer XTXITI:B, also a l=te vecscsge, which Steuer-

------

I1:34 Anc which ¥autzsch assigns to an even later

date, and we Tind 2p 'P used here in a similar s#ns:f gain the

narel dates with

:\

parallel between F_.t’f Io)v r' or-‘-'{/( and "’i.-.l V]h&cﬂnnot

be overlooked =1d in ve 9 there Tollows agmin a vositive beneficence
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for Israel that will be based upon this renoval of sins. The Codex
/lexandrinus even reads 734~ for n /.

"hat we deduce from th=se neesages is thsat 45'0 meLns pardon
of s=ins, but again only if we remember it, not &s a mere nerative
action, but as a positive force. It ies not merely the eradication
of sin from before the Leitye \hile we saw thzt positive pover men=-
ifested before by affecting the punishment, in these pacsupes it dbe-
comes more of z poeitive force in iteelf by restoring that which hes
veen lost during the meriod of puniehmente This we saw strongly
brought out in the passsge in Jer "XXI:33, by its use as the funda-
mental upon wnich the ner covenant ie estzbliched. The =£%‘ ann°
7ill be made, seys J":h?“-r.'h,?'r iy Jr,.u-a n rq'ypf\/)m ¢ Here is
e poeitive rood, more poeitively exvrersed thnan be mere amelioration
of deplorable conditione, emsnating from an e I!nd in "XXIII:8,
va mipht well translate r'ad=6q as, "For I will clesnse them",rather
then, "ind I will cleanse them". Agein, &8s in XXJI:34, it iz not like~-
ly thet this promise of forpivenecs would arpesar 28 an anti-elimnx
to the regeneration of the people, but wo ld beiter be a basis for
it, @8 it was in XXXI:34. Thie Graf and Scholz point o:tfe So we
have :n\'JQ here zctinr upon the sins, but svbstituting some act
of grece for the loss incurred through punishment. Here the cov-
enant is to be concidered only as thet which was lost in the proec-
ecs of punishment and which, upon the basis of :\'szill be re-
stored. !Mitipgation of punishment is guite out of keeping with the
spirit of these pnes=gee for they lecd us 1o believe that Jchweh
is fully satisfiecd with the punishment and ic ready, of hies own
free will to bring it to an end. But from the :.-.,‘Q or the con-
sidered exviaction of the sins, there now comas too a restoration

of 211 thet was lost in this period of chzstisment.
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This fact is stated in so many words, we might say, in the pas-
sages in I Kings VIII:30;34;36;39;50. Here we see without a doubt
that ¢h"2 carries with it, in addition to forgiveness for sins,
this implication of restoring that lost through punishment. The sins
again and the forgiveness are only contributory factors, an inhibition
and a method of overcoming it, that Jehweh's grzce might again fune-
tion on Hie people, if they repent. Thus Skinner seys, "Every ansver
to orayer includes the forgiveness of sin. TForgiveness then means
the answer to prayer.%g an' here is really an answer to prayer,
for every passage it a prayere But the significant point in our con-
sideration is thet ¢'1'/§ implies both the forgiving and the positive
eanifestation of the ansver of the prayer. Thus in v. 33, the punish-
ment or plight of Israel is defeet and ceptivitye. But hearing their
preyer, implying their repentence, Jahweh is to grant =p '/D and re-
turn them to their 1§nd. In ve36 the punishment is drought, the man-
ifestation of =np! é s, Eranting of raine. The phrase SR AR r.n‘... i3
\ga.93\1~, offers no difficulty. Only after Jshweh has taught Is-
raelggagop;oper way of vorshipping Him, after they lesrn how to keep
their part of the covenant, then will He ecarry out His part of the
relationship. I believe Lumby misinterprets it when he says, "God's
forgiveness will te shown by the clearer tezchings of the right way
which He will give to His people.ﬁoThere is no reason to interpret
it thus. Obviously the prayer is for relief from the drought and
the 2n'#¥ implies the granting of this. There is no logiceal reason
for including this moral element. ZRather, this must be learned be-
fore Jzhweh's grace is restored, and before He grantc the requested
prayer for rain. The b part of the verse merely explains the process
by whichan ' and the rain will come about. "Vhen Thou teaches?

them the way wherein they should go, then Thou wilt grant - 'd’and
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give rain upon Thy land which Thou gavest to Thy people for an in-
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(erhoren) the prayer of Israel directed to the Temple and grant=n'

heritance." V.39 is merely another appeal that Jahweh might hear p
Ve 39 a i-\\ presents no difficulties either. It is in keeping with the
demand for sincers and thoroughgoing repentance that underlies <n:

in this chapter. Ralbag explains it thus: A man does not profit from
mere prayer alone if his heart is not in accord. So (Jahweh) do to
each man in accordance with his thoughts at the time of prayer. Lumby
offers the same explanationfa Yet another explanation is possible,
that is just a degree more explicit than this ones Inv. 37 are listed
a number of calamities liable to befall the people as punishments. V.
38 describes these as |apt¢5 for every man. Juite naturally, the
prayer in ve 39 refers to the removal of these punishing plagues and
the meaning of ve 39 aG b might well be, in the light of what we
already know of a1y , and give to each man, in accordance with his
ways (in accordance with his repentance and conduct) that which You
know to be in his heart, namely the removal of these punishments, for
Thou alone knoweth the hearts of all mene It is really not a matter
of vital importence, what the exact meaning of this part of the verse
ise That it is clear that it does not mean destructive punishment,
that it does not carry a moral implication in the punitive sense, is
clear from the next verse, which states that it is for Jahweh's fame
that He should do this. Such an idea would not be linked with an idea
io:f destroying the people who are to bring Him this "Ruhm". Thus, p*n
'279 can hardly mean that God should recompense each man according to
his acts for he has just suffered punishment for theme Rather, it

can only mean that Bod should do to each man in accordance as He sees

the sincerity of the sinner's repentances
p here can

In ve 50 we find Israel captured and in exile. ~n'
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only mean to return them to their own land. The verse does not state
this, yet it says rlwh‘ r:n’af _‘ap r'wnwprh-\J « One might, trans-
lating literally, take this t® mean that the prayer has the meaning
of making the exile less severe, in the sense that people under whom
they have come into exile will treat them gently. If so, we have here
an idea closer to the first meaning of =~y than the second, namely,
mere mitigation or cessation of punishment, without the positive el-
ement of restoration. But it hardly seems possible, knowing as we do
the strength of the bond that existed between Israel and its land,
that there would be a prayer asking for an exile in which the people
would live complacently. The exile was viewed as the severest of pun-
ishments. The hope was not to lighten the severity, but to terminate
the punishmente None of the commentaries cast any light on the mean-
ing of r’ﬂn‘alhere. Yet, it seems that an exiled people, so0 strongly
attached to its land, would consider the act of compassion, par excel-
lence, restoration to their own landes Barnes, in keeping with this
idea, places ve 39b at the end of v.sofs I do not believe this to be
necessarye It seems entirely logical, and even necessary to me, in
consideration of what we know to be the relationship of people and
land in ancient times, that this alone can be the meaning of r'ﬂhn|
here, and especially since we have seen that 'an'Jg in these pas-
scges implies the idea of restoring the losses suffered by way of
punishmente

Thus we have seen, clearly expressed, that emn'Jg‘haa now taken
on this implication of this positive manifestation of forgiveness.
It has assumed a definitely positive meaning.

There i8 no need to discuss, at length, the passages in II Chron
VI:21;25;27:;30;39 and VII:1l4. They are so strikingly like these in

. I Kings VIII that it seems the Chronicler must have copied Solomon's
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prayer from the record in Kings. Exactly the same conditions pre-
vall and the verses are the same except for an occasional and not
important change of words. The verse in II Chron VII:1l4 shows elear-
ly this same meaning of =p° « After the punishment, if the
people repent and in addition, because Israel is Jahweh's people and
in distress, He will grant them Aar;lJ) and the positive manifesta-
tion is P)& A K-O'\fa.‘.

One other passage from this time bears out this meaning of =n’ p.
Jer L:20, dating from about 539. Again we see that =9 'fg implies
not qnly the removal of sins, but the positive element besides. The

ujj;J etce is not to be construed as referring to the period in-

cluded in the r"‘r'x' « In other words, =anp Q is not one of the
ideals of the regenerated nation pictured here, as we noticed it not
to be included in such prophecies in Jer ¥XXI:34 and XXXIII:8. Again,
it is the foundation for the regeneration. Thus Graf points out,
"Dann, in jener Zeit, wird alle Sundenschuld Israels and Judas von
Jahwe as getilgt ansehen sie ist aus dem erlosten Ueberrste des Volkes
verschwinden, und zwischen diesem und seinem Gotte tritt dann das
reine und ungetrubte Verhaltnis der Gnade und Liebe.§4 Thus we see
thatan'lz removes the obstruetion of sin from before the efficacious
and positive functioning of Jahweh's "Gnade" and "Liebe". It itself
thus becomes a positive agent, for after the negative activity of re-
moving the sins, there follows from it the positive manifestation of
forgiveness in v. 21ff., the regenerated power of the fallen Israel.

Two othfr passages of this period do not lend us any further ev-
idence in constructing our concept of =2p' « They are passages in
Deute XXIX:19 and II Kings ¥XIV:4, in which aa,r£2 is refused. Hence,
we cannot tell what might have been the result had it been granted.

If we can infer from the account in II Chronm X¥XIII:13 that HMenasseh
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was granted AN after this repentance, then we sde this factor

of restoration of losses incurred through punishment maintained here,
for in account in Chronicles he was restored to his throne. But whether
or not he was granted - cannot be asserted as a fact for it is

not mentioned in this accounte The record in II Kings XXIV:4 tells us
that he was not given aonr « The passage in Deut XXIX:19 bears out
our point that ay -« Q was bound up with the punishment, primarily,

and not with the sine For when Jahweh refuses it in v.19, we see in

the b part of the verse that ﬁ-La ‘e-n@ l,,uiﬂ| zlar ¥ e G, Al
ArY W€ ar 2|2y mam | 242 220 2aly2™ an p:: ]e-'%--l
s

Not being an object of "Ph‘n the full force of the punishment
would fall upon him and he would be exterminatedes But these negative
passages 40 not bring out the force of =n+@and require no further
mention here, since we have discussed the reasons for refusal above.
Likewise, the passage in Lam III:42, of = slightly earlier date, dat-
ing from a period, shortly after the f=11 of Jeruselem in 586, is a
refusel of &~y , and adds nothing to our study of the concept.
But again, once it was refused becsuse of the rebelliousness of the
people, we see in vv.43ff. that the wrath of Jehweh descended upon
the people with full force and ve.43 ends with the word, .h,;n -'J.
"Thou hadst no compacsione" Agein, from what we know of ap we
might safely say that because it was not granted the punishment came
in 211 of its unmitigated force.

Pegrhaps no other passage brings out so well the idea that ~=n' Q
refers, at this time, to the removal of sin so thet the positive ben-
eficence of Jahweh's grace might result and that it does not mean par-
don of sins, in a negative sense alone, as the pascage in II Kings V:
18. Here D find the story of Naaman, the only passage inthe Bible

where »p 'V0 is granted to one neither an Israelite or an Israelitish
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oroselyte, ih the fullest meaning of the term. N=aman had complete-
ly offered himself to Jahweh, yet his state position in Aram demanded
outward obedience and worhsip of other Godse. /And while the author
judiciously refrains from stating explicitly that pj ' &> was granted
him, the fact that Elisha dismissed him with a blessing besrs silent
testimony to this fact?5 But again, whether the request was granted
or not, we see clearly the implications of the verse and that =p*
refers to the sin only as it stands as a hindrance to the grace of
Jehwehe We shall see that he used <ﬂn.'lg hardly with the hope
that the sins would be pardoned in the sense of removing them. But
the use of ~» 5! was intended to refer to the grace of the God
whom he had just acceptede. Neoaaman was hardly to be considered a
member of the covenant. If he were, there can be no doubt that his
worship of other gods would have been heartily condemned, at any time
in Israel’'s historye Vhat he prsys for here is a continuation of the
powers and grace of the God that had just cured his leprosy. It is
hardly possible that a man chould expect forgiveness, in the common
meaning of the term, for a pre-meditated and often repeated act. I%
is quite possible that he did not consider this act of foreignm worship
a sine At any rate, he expected Jahweh to be cognizant and ever con-
scions of this mattere 4nd he hoped that in spite of it, he might
still enjoy the favor of this great Deitye. In other words he did not
expect forgiveness of sins, per se, as we commonly understand that
action, but he hoped that despite his strange conduct, he would be an
object of an'bg thet no punishment would befall him. Ve might al-
most translate mb. (4 ' here as "™May Jahweh contimue to grant me
the full benefit of His grace and love." I think this verse shows
clearly that ~n had only an incidental bearing on the sins. It

was concerned primarily with the restoration of status after punish-



36
ment of sin and was a positive good ememating from Gode.

Before passing on to a comsideration of an: in P It mey
be well to summarize, briefly, the development in this second stage
of the meaning of the concepts Ve see here that it has the meaning
of forgiveness of sins, but only as a secondary meaning. That 1is,
the forgiveness of sins is not an end in itself for the concept. It
means forgiveness only in a positive sense, that sins are forgiven
so that Jahweh may again bestow His blessings on the people. The
relationship between Jahweh and Israel was a covenant relationshipe.
Vhen Israel broke the covenant, punishment was sure to follow. Te
saw how first ”n° 10 was the agent that caused a cessation or a mit-
igation of this punishment, implying thereby a forgiveness of sins.
In this second stage of its development we noticed the addition of a
more positive element, the restoration of that lost through the pun-
ishmente Through this process again, the forgiveness of sins is
stated or implied, for the prophetic influence had made it incon-
cievable for Jahweh's grace to function and love to function on a
sin burdened people. But the sense of forgiveness of sin is merely
a first steps, almost only an implication, to be derived from the
evidence that Jahweh's gresce has returned. It carried the idea of
forgivensss into a more positive meaning, in the positive manifesta-
tion of forgiveness by some act of a positive nature, restoration of

losses incurred through punishmente.

ijl
The Concept of 2H in the Priestly Code
Chronologically, the next stratum in which =n' rocurs is P.

Here, above all, we Bee ~n’ not as the negative element of remov-
ing sins, but developed to its highest extent as a positive emanation

of the grace of Jahweh, after the sins have been removed. It has here
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gone a step farther in its positive development. While in the second
stage of ite development it retained the negative meaning of removal
of sins as an inhibition to the finctioning of Jahweh's grace, we
shall see that in P it no longer concerns itself with the sin at
all, and has developed into a positive manifestation of Jahweh's
grace alone. We have discussed above the preliminaries, in P, for
obtaini an « A8 we know P, it is impossible to believe that

AN 5 » 8 product of Jahweh's grace, could manifest itself on a
sin-leaden people. The removal of the sin here comes through the
medium of the A% > of the priest, taking the place of repentance
or of the dire straits of the people, which was considered as an
atonement for sins. Thus Kermedy defines "2 as "the summary ex-
pression for the performance by the priest of certain rites, by
which sin, viewed as defilement or uncleanliness is removed and the
way opened for the sinner's forgivenesa."BBOnce these rites are per-
formed there is no obstruction to the grace of Jahweh functioning
upon the people or person and pardon ( ~=p1 ) is given. This
an " is the last act in the process of re-establishing the status
of the sinnere. It can only mean that he is accepted back into the
covenant relationship as though he had not sinned. The covenant ,
broken by sin, is repaired and the erstwhile sinner stands agein a
fitting subject for Jahweh's grace. While these passages in P do
not tell us just what particular benefits accrue from that grace
as we learned from the passages in I Kings VIII and their correspond-
ing passages in II Chron, and as we saw in the rest of the passages
considered under the second meaning of “N’ /2, they do bring out
clearly that=np ¢ was not meant as pardon in the sense of obliter-

ation of sin, but that it is used as a positive act, manifesting the

fact thet the sins are removed. For we know that the sacrifice was
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always the method of obtaining the grace of Jahweh, in P, and there
is no reason to doubt that such is the purpose here. /nd the man-
ifestation of that grace, the object of it here, is 54« ‘:2, the
renewal of the covenant, the implicit understanding that the sins
no longer obstructed the functioning of the Divine grace. The neg-
ative act of pardon or obliteration of sins we find in the rites of
the =>20 performed by the priests V/hat follows is a positive em-
anation of grace from Jahwehe This is »y° s translated forgive-
ness, only if we keep in mind thet it meens this only ss a vositive
sign that the =ins htve been expiatede It itself is alr=edy & pos-
itive benefit, the re-establishment of the sinier within the coven-
ante

bY

There is no need t> discuss these pacccges in P separately.
There is no difference in any of them in the use of the concept.
One comment might be added however on the arrangement of the text
in Tu. XV:26, a passage in which the ‘f‘ is mentigged. This pas-
scpe might be a later addition, as Grof makes ite The sentence, as
it stends is certainly clumsy, repeeting as it does, practicall ver-
batim, v.25, and adding only the idea of the 0w o From the fact
of this repetition and =lso from the fuct thst this is the only pss-
sage in the Bible where 57\'42 is bestowed on anyone but a fuvll-
fledged Israelite, with the exception of Neaman ( II Kings V:1€),
it is very possible that this passage is a later addition.

e find 9,.'47used with yet another meaning in Pe In Nu.XX:
622313, 2n"’ d)has the meaning of release from a vowe Here again
—e need no long discucseion as to the mecning of the word in indiv-
idual passagese As it oceures in these three pessepes it can only
mean release from the obligations of a vow, when it becomes impos-

eible to fulfill the vow beczuse of unavoidsble circumstences. The
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translation of "forgive" here is entirely incorrect, for we Ikmow,
first of all that were it considered & sin, the sinner, in P, would
have to mske the proper sacrifices to obtain forgiveness, even though
the sin be unwitting. »4 ' (¢ can only mean, "iAnd Jahweh will release",
perhaps, without considering it a sin. Thie ie brought out in v.1l5
of this chapter, where the possibility of nullifying a vow in an
improper manner is discursed &nd there we see thst the husband besrs
tho burden of the guilt even though =pr is given to the wife. So
AN 'Jl here means only release from the obligations of a vow so
that no one needs to becr the burden of sin of an unfulfilled vorw.
The passage in lleh IX:17 reczlly lends little to our kmowledge
of the concept of =N'VU, It would be unsafe to say positively
that the positive goods pr blessinegs mentioned in the ensuing verses
are the result of 5-“&'£ alone =nd not of the rest of the attributes
of grace here listed for Gode 3But it is significant that -~
ie included in the fornmlaf‘?m 'r'm- fJu N| I'LM etc. znd thet it is
vloced ot the begimming of the liste 7@ saw how, in the second mesn-
ing, .a,,‘jz was the bzsis, the first emsnation of gr=ce so to spezk,
upon which the covenent in Jer 722XI1:34 and the blecsinpge of I Eings
VIII cnd the other pacss:.ges diecussed =2bove, were basede Perhsoe
ithercfore, me mipht safely s=y ih't at this tlner e P r’n1| “dﬁ
etcs were considered =e sscond:ury, baged uvon ﬂ that these
arg the positive menifeststions of =i Q « Thus an'D here
fits perfectly - ith ites highest development, and with its continued
development in P, 28 the positive mnnifestation of Jeihveh's gresce,
on the basie of wiich the further attributes of the corenant reveel-
ation functionedes I put this pacstuge here, in the chrono}ggic&l
order penerclly assipgned to Nehemish, after P and before E?: If

=n' here is to convey the mesning of forgiveness of esine, it
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seems that it should precede P. (hile if it has merely this aspect
of a positive meanifestation of Jahweh's grace, a basic act implying
-the renewal of the covenant, then it follows logically after P, for
we saw thet its meaning was just that there. It is difficult to tell
which applies to this parsage. Yet, with the recountal of the trans-
gressions in the preceding verses, it seems possible that =wn /2 might
imply also this negative act of forgiving sins, so that the ensuing
grace might be built upon ite It has the positive element of grace
tooe If such is the case, it should come before P, in the develop-
ment of the concept, in connection with the passages under section
I« On the other hand, mey be included here with the whole list of
positive attributes, a2ll of which, as a group stand over against the
recounted transgressions. It is difficult to determine which is the
case here, but it is evident that =n: /3 does have here its positive
force--something beyond the mere negative action of eradicating sin.
Vhether it has the negative as well cammot be determined.

ie turn now to the meaning of g in PT?OHere we find it
used in exactly the same way as in P, except for the pacsages in
which it meant release from a vowe Always the Y92 precedes as in
P and in every passage in whichap: Q oceurs, it does so in the
following formula: |pa&‘| cOn #re Ly e Ga Q‘ ,""" ln %>
This is all that need be said for =an: in PT’e VWhat was said above
for P, applies exactly here. Again Kennedy says, commenting on Lev
IV:20, "The performance of the rite of expiation @ 3 , insures
the pardon of the sinner. The real ground of the forgiveness is the
free grace of God, Who revealed Himself as _',ml ’:'n'\ - gtce The
sacrifice, by virtue of the cleansing efficasy of the blood, in par—sl

ticular, merely removes the barrier of the action of the divine grace?

This grace then manifested itself in 4 '@ , the positive forgiveness
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of the lg or eigf Again, ,-;,,cp is a positive force, the re-
establishment of the former sinner within the covenante Thus EKen-
nedy says on Lev.IY¥:26, "The priest shall perform the rites of ex-
piation on his behalf and he shall be purged from his sin and so
made capable of receiving, as he shall receive, the Divine forgive-
nesee”

Thus we see, that even in the legalism of the P code -,,vﬁre-
tained this positive force. It does not mean in any sense removal
of sins as the translation ’Vﬂ—() of the Targum would lezd us to be-
lieve. But it is the first, the fundamental manifestation of the
return of Jahweh's grace after the sin has been removed by sacrifice
which here takes the place of repentance. It stands for restoration
of the sinner's place in the family relationship of Jahweh and Israel.
In this light it has made a further development over the second mean-
ing of the concepte.

A passage from Deutero-Isaiah further bears ouli this meaning of

mh-g « Deutero-Isaiah and the earlier passages of P were of ap-

proximately the same time. And here again we see in v.6 a man of
complete repentance. rc ’é\f-| \‘u'?Qw ’|l.:. Qu‘.'l |31‘a 10} apw!

N S A A TS B

Ve 7 shows the grace of Jshweh functioning upon hims. We see it clear-
1y brought out that apne means something more than the mere obliter-
ation of sin, that it is a positive manifestation of vardone It secems
to me that there is a distinction here between "‘?ﬂpn | and ,JQP =al',
Again, if the goal were merely to make Israel objects of Jahweh's

‘W A it seems that the pardon would come firste That is, if =y
[ad only the meaning of pardon here, that is of removing eins, it
would logically precede the object of pardoning, namely éo meke Is-

rael objects of r‘irn. But \Gim“precedaa and =7’ followse.
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In other words, after repentemce which removes the sin, since the
man returns to God ( 'aﬂ) and no barrier of sin exists any more,
here in & moral sense, but probably the same idea that P transformed
into a physical sense, Jahweh will terminate the punishment through

"WAY and following that He will further prove His pardon by the
positive power of »p'0©. What the results of this positive actionm
will be we find in vv.12-15, namely regensration of the people and
the land; the restoration of all that was lost through punishment.
We notice, incidentally again, in a prophet as late as Deutero-Is-
aiah, the significant use of‘_L"a 7.y OUur Gog‘i Israel's God, together
with the insistence on individuel repentence. No mention is made of
forgiveness of sins. It is tacitly understood in repentance and en'
comes already as a positive force, manifesting Jahweh's restored gracee.

The passages in Psalms present difficulties in the way of in-

terpreting the meaning of =n'fpe. Stenernagel dates Paa%:g XXV at
the time immediately following the return from the exile. V. 11 of
this Psalm presents a number of difficulties as it stands. In the
first place, what immediately precedes and follows has nothing to
do with sin or forgiveness. These verses are doxologies of God.
It is to be noticed too, that the verbs used are either imperatives
or third person, masculine singular, with two exceptions: the I3yn '£
of v.7 and the wa fin Vell. As vell stands now, it interrupts
the smoothness of the verses praising God, inserting a preyer for
forgiveness. The only verse in the Psalm, similar %n spirit, is
ve78 (s I meke the following suggestion for the re-arrangment of
these verses, upon this basis and we shall see then too that =, .Q
has a meaning that fits in with the meaning we saw it to have in a
period close to this time; the period in which Jer XXXIII:8; L:20;

4XXVI:3 felle In other words, in the period in which=: fohad the
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meaning of eradicating sin. Only here, the positive manifestation
of forgiveness which we noticed in these passages is missing. But
we can do no more with this verse. As ve 7 stands, the use of the
second person in a o« and the imperative in a @ , make very clums
readinges While in v. 11, the (=1 9 /To’ffollowed by the waalaf
also make for a clumsy style, since the waw can hardly be translated
and we should better expect the use of the imperative. But if we
join 7a (Xand v.1ll, we have a smooth reading. Thus we unite the
only two verses of the Psalm that deal with forgiveness of sin, the
only two verses that use the second person, masculine singular of the

verb and we find ~A: 6 used in a familiar waye The verse would then
read as follows: A"""" "p/nﬂ 1349 ﬁrr.: otol ' % alrln
7 (c."-'-‘ 2% '9 ‘_'J/;-/ug‘g/

Here we find #5 '/2with the meaning of forgetting sins, as in the
above pascages of Jer. and the other passages of that period. But
we do not find any positive manifestation of the forgiveness, hased
upon the removal of the sinse It is impossible however, because of
the many difficulties that the test presents, to kmow exactly what
the results of this forgiveness were. It is even possible that this
verse is not an original part of the Psalm.

Of Psalm IVXXVI:5 we can say little more. Only again as in Neh.
I¥:17 we notice ~a‘(6listed among the positive attributes of God's
 grace. What it implies beyond this is difficult to tell. It emanates
!from Jahweh's grace and in itself brings forth graces The passage is
similar to that of Neh. IV :17 and is a post-exile Psalm. It bears
out our meaning of =5 'fo a8 a manifestation of God's grace, in a pos-
itive manner.

This is more clearly brought out in Psalm CIII:3, whers =N '&
stands at the head of the other manifestation of grace in the follow-
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ing versess Thus Keil & Delitzsch say, "Most prominent of these at-
tributes is the sin pardoning mercy, which is the primal condition
and the foundation of all c>1;herta:56 Again, m»p: /2 is pardon in a def-
initely positive sense. Not the removal of sins butthe positive man-
ifestation of pardon to demonstrate the removal of theme Out of it
comes the rest of these attributes of mercye.

I leave Psalm CXXX:4 for the end, for it better than I could,
epitomises, with the idea continued therein, this concept of aa:
as the basic element in the removel of the covenant which has been
broken by sin. It was this idea that we noticed in all the passages
discussed under the second meaning of ~pn:'fd« Even in the passages
where it applied definitely to a forgeiting of sin, it did so only
that the covenant might be repaired and ths positive manifestation
of God might emanate again to Israel. It was the first and primary
action out of which, directly came forth the grace of Jahweh, in one
form or another.

Daniel IX:9, placing r:mn , and fan'@ in juxtaposition to
each other, reminds us of the passage in Is. LV:7. Here again, we
see @\‘Qemanating from r'n,\*) s from the gﬁca of Gode As Glueck

says, "In seinen (Jahweh's) r'g AY und mape s, vergibt Gott den

67
Reuigen Abtrunnigen. Obviously, rnn'/}:l here bears out this state-

ment. The phrase ,'a ‘!J.'nﬂ ‘> , at the conclusion of the verse, is

a confession of sin. On the basis of such a confession, AN @ is
invoked for the purpose of restoring the covenant, broken by the sin
confesseds Likewise, in v. 10, the phrase .;lfa' p‘ivn rleé’,jl is
an.other such confession. These confessions are considered in the
nature of a repentance. Y¥e can then understand the meaning of nh-ﬁ
in ve 19. It can only mean "revair now the covenant by forgiving

these sins which we have confessed.”
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Again in ve 19. It can only mean, "repair now the covenant by for-
giving the sins". Again, an'gis at once the termination of the
period of punishment and the broken covenant, and the force out of
which the new arises. For ve 25 gives us again the nation regener-
ated and from what we saw of ~,'l we may certainly say that this
regeneration follovs from its bestowale Further, in v. 19 we see
the phrase -Aro, = '-‘-‘-Qr/. The use of “Q-in I Kings VIII and
the parallel passages in II Chronicles, throws light upon its use
here. 7Yy "Dol," do something in a positive way to show that

i has been bestowede The ~ ¥ is a corallary of a,,-Q s the
positive manifestation of the forgiveness of sins, the siga that the
covenant has been re-established.

Ve shall notice, in concluding our discussion of =z 0 » With

a discussion of Psalm C'7X:4, that =»pn: really signifies this,
the renewal of the covenant. This passage is one of the most signi-
ficant that we have considered thus fare. Ve have noticed how =p'
meant removal or obliteration of sins from God's memory, so to speak,
so thet His grace might function upon His people againe In other
words,an'# was clocely related to the re-establishment of the cov-
enant, broken by rine. It meant forgiveness of sins but only in this
sense, and so Glueck's Btateggnt, "In seinen r-mn und M\'Ja) vergibt
Gott den reuipgen Lbtrunnigen" is correct, if we understand "vergibt”
not only as forgiving but as a positive manifestation of re-instate-
ment or re-establishment of the covenante /nd he adde, "In seinem
hesed nimmt er sie in seine Gemeinschaft wieder auf." If our an-
alyeis of N is correct then, it approximates very closcely
this meaning of hesede That =y '(o refers to the covenant relation-
chip we noticed in P, where the R®Y95removed or covered the sins so

that Jehweh's grace could again function, and the 2 A '(0 meant "for-
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give” but in this sense of re-establishing thke person in the covenant.
In the Nleamen story we saw that the nev convert prayed that despite
his frequent and conscious sin, he might be granted ~An: ; that
even though this sin existed before Jahweh, His gresce, through the
covenant, the grace that had healed the leprosy, might continue to
function for hime In Jer ¥XXXI:33 we saw that Jahweh granted thewH?@
fa-Q?h because He says, Iup,\pqea and again in Jer ¥XXIII:8 how the
nation was promised ra!:oration to power hecesuse in the future Jah-
weh would grant them ~p'fO. In Nehe I¥X:17 we noticed a,,-p as the
firet and basic attribute in the recountal of the covenant graces of
Jahweh, the rest depending on ite If hesed is the direct force that
takes the renegades back into the covenant, ﬂh'Q is the force here
that shows that the covenant has been established, and out of it
emanates the positive force that proves that the covenant has been
restored. In Psalm CXXX, first it is interesting to notice that the
Psalmist does not use m@ in connection with his sins. Vhen he wishes
to say Israel will be freed from her sins he uses the verb 2?32 (ve7)e
Vo3 s2 WNOT Ny TN N & “\.I-l"’ P’c and v.4 answers

‘“n‘ﬁ"‘“ TN'O 'S "but with Thee is =W «" It must be clear
that rap\'lD means more than the mere pardon o? gine Vhile it means
as we saw in Jer. XXXIITI:8 and XXXIV:3 'UfJin contradistinection to
'uf.z, , it has a deeper commotation. This ﬁa\,u&s very insignificante.
This is attested by the fact that ,;,,./2 is the direct cause of il
(<) Lg , of the worship of Gode It is not to be supposed that tlda
worship would result from the mere negative activity of fargiving sirs.
But we have seen that this part of A -0 was incidéntal, even had
dropped out in P. The only recson we have for saying that it exists
here is that ve4 Seems to stand in opposition to v.3. But what is

more important is the positive connotation =n'/f must have to command
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worships From it emanated the blessings of Jahweh's worghip. It
means forgiveness agesin, but it meens forgiveness in the sense of
the Liebe and Gnade that results from such continual forgivenesse
Man continually sins and if thiSannrézmmre not given to him he
could not exist because he would be cut off from the power of his
God's love and grace. These-Jahweh's ever present an-ﬂ insures to
hime I believe the similar phraseology of ve 4 and ve. 7 are sig-
nificant.9on~ =b. ra‘ 'S and an o™ Trnr ‘D o If Qon
gathered back the sinner into the covanant,ar\'£; was the positive
force that re-established that covenant and out of which on came.

We mey now, in conclusion, turn to the gquestion that we left
unanswered above. 'hat actions of the people called fortha*,'ly .

It must be clear now that any act of the people that broke the cov-
enant of Jahweh made it imperative to have=p -po « Some sin or trans-
gression was the instigation for ite And it came from Jahweh that
Israel might not perish, as we noticed in its first meaning, where
it meant cessation or mitigation of punishment. Later it came to
have a more positive meaning. Vhen the covenant was broken, if
there was repentance, & return to God, or when the suffering of the
people had wiped out the sins, or when the land had been expiated
through sacrifiée, thenap'¥ came to renew the covenant. It becomes
almost an equivalent of mercy or better love or grace because of
their more positive connotation.

This then, is the highest meaning to which.nn'dpdeveloped. It
is a misundegstanding to translate it merely "forgive", for that word,
in English, has a negative connotation. We perhaps have no real
equivalent of & word that exprassses this two-fold action of obliter-
ating sin and demonstrating the positive manifestation of forgiveness

by some act of grace. But this ie what the concept came to meen. Ve
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may safely translate it "forgive" if we can congeive of forgive in
this very positive sense. Figuratively, aw,-lg'waa the rainbow in
the heavens for Israel, not merely the end of the storme. But a radiant,
emanating force--positive, clear proof of Jahweh's forgiveness and

the re-establishment of the covenante
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I
A study of the meaning of the word @JnNnreveals the fact that

its usage falls into two categories, practically parallel in time
—and development. The one, its association with the Deity we shall
consider under the caption of the Divine usage of the word.! In the
other category, man is its donor, bestowing it upon other men or
upon human posueasions.a This category we consider under the cap-
tion of the Profane use of ~INN « In point of time, these
two developments are practically parallel. So far as we can date
early code passages of the Bible, the terminus a quo of the Divine
usage of the word is approximately 780-720 B.C.E., the sarliest
paseage being a J passage in Genesis XIX:16 and the terminus a quem
of this same category is approximately 300-250, a passage in II
Chronicles XXXVI:15;17. While with the Profane use of the word

the terminus a quo is an E passage in Exodus II:6, with an approx-
imate date of 750-722 and the terminus a quem of the same is in a
later passage in Zecharia, dating from approximately 250. Since
the Divine usage antedates the Profane in its begimmings, we shall
consider the development of =/ ¥ Aunder this usage first.

II
The first notable fact under the Divine usage of the term is

that, as with n ‘o , the covenant name of Jahweh predominates

in the passages in which ~ /;f: is used. In Ezekiel we find the
deity's name referred to as 2| "_"'aa. in three passages.
%n Lamentations II:2 ;_l"ag. is used and in II Chronicles XXXVI:15:;17
-'mlan...‘-r: 18 added to the *’“l—.—- ‘ « In all other passages except
Job XVI:13 and XXVII:22, where no neame is mentioned, and the com-
mentators are unanimous in aupplying "God" as the subject of the

&
sentence, the covenant name of Jahweh is used@ with the giving or

ﬁeniBlOf’:Nh.
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Having now established Jehweh as the name most frequently
used with “Y#¥/ under the Divine usage of the word, upon whom,
or what 41d He bestow, or, in many cases refuse to bestow His
“fx» ? InGenesis XIX:16 and Job XXVIIiz2 =/wA is as-
sociated with an individual mane. in Lamentations II:2 we find
the word used, denied in meaning, with regard toei:-;: U.L, >y and
once in Ezekiel XXXVI:21 we find ~#A used directly with Qh fe
wod's holy name, and again in Ezekiel VIiI:4;9, God denied 'P/IA to
the land of Israel, although the content proves that it is really
the people who are meante In Job XVI:13, Job's reins are referred
to with =/w¥#ane. In the rest of the passages in the Divins use of
the term the people of Israsl are the objects either of the bestowal
or the denial of ’-‘-‘pwn o Again, as with ~A fo, we find that
in its Divine usage is associated with peopls or objects under the
covenant relationship with Jahwseh.
IV
What now, is the basis or bases upon which the giving or re-
fusal of ”/::h\ is made? The content of this part of the paper is

not clear cut and evident from the texta as the proceding has bsony
YA

Especially is it daifficult with reggrd to the actunal bestowal of 7 .

the instances of which are far lese than those in which it is denied.

We will consider first the six passages where a/;m is bestowed in

the Divine usags.
The passage in Genesis XIX:16 occurs with the word in a nominal

form, (-2 =l=r sfwn@e "In the action of the a/m\ of Jehweh upon
him, Lot wae forcibly removed from the city, destined to immediate
destruction.” "Lot is still reluctant to leave his house and the

city which he had made his homs, so the angels, tender to the weak-

|

———
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e

ness of the men and aware of Jahweh's ~ /ﬂa (p;ty) for him, lead

him by the hand and set him outside of the city." Lot's conduct

is by no means meritorious in this particular incident. All of

the commentators realize this, stressing particularly Lot's strong

longing to remain with his earthly possessions and his reluctance

to leave the condemmed city.a Remban sums up this condition as acute- .

ly as anyone in the following phrase. Ptf.n ,,,Fu A€ r-: Lq ‘:Jo u/
r"- '3 {"'P e N ﬂ (e [ T MSORPI 9 P [P |

220 2l o in Sa','m eI o [ wpﬂn’-:\ ?"ua

Lot's 18 a peculiar character to receive any grace from God. Various

suggestions have been made to account for the basis of such an act

of grace. Some suggest that it was because of Lot's hospitality im

receiving the maaangarg and attempting to safeguard them when they

first came tgotho city, that God singled him out from the whole city

to be saveds While others feel that it was because of Lot's relation-

ship to Abreham thet Jehweh felt that He could not destroy him with

the rest of the inhabitants of the c:lty.u From later passages, we

shall see that there is more reasom to accept this second view than

the first, for in a number of later passages we shall see men ben-

efit from raﬂ.« A given on the basis of that Person's affiliation with

some beloved of Jahweh, or of the giver, whoever he bee. Whichever

we accept, it requires no searching analysis of the passage to

discern that Reamban is essentially correct. ILot's conduct, at that

very moment of forced rescue, was far from commendable and it was

not of eny present merit that he received the grace of Jahweh's =~ /ys

There is an analogous passage, if we accept Lot's relatiomship to

Abraham as the reason, in II Sam XXI:7. To be sure, this is a

profane use of the word, but David does save Mephibosheth omly

because of his friendship with his father, Jonathan. And another
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parallel passage 1s to be found in II Chronicles XJXVI:15, where
God again extends his ~fy; to a people, of themselves not mrit-_
orious. But whatever the basis here in Genesis, we see that = }.1
demands no very rigid pre-requisites from the person to whom it is
given, but rather that it may be given by Jahweh because of some
relationship to another, the latter being beloved of the bestower.
The passage in Ezekiel XXXVI:2l presents no difficulty as to

the basis for Jahweh granting ﬁﬂxn upon the people. In reality
1t 18 '@0o pOupon which Jahweh has =fxa, but the pecple are the
beneficiaries nevertheless, We need not seek for the reason behind
this relationship. ‘041’ oclearly refers to Jahweh Eimel:l'],‘.aand
Jahweh and Israel are 80 closely identified that the downfall of
the people is sure to be impuned to His lose of {gnr. "Gottes Ruhm
war ja gleichsam verbunden mit Israel's Geshick." "Das Exil seines
Volkes ist auf die Dauer fur Jahwe unertraglich: denn es erregt den
Spott der Heiden uber Jahwe selber. Darum muss er eingreifen, nicht
um Israel's willen, sondern wm :::lnu heiligen Namens willen, der
unter den Volken entweiht wird. It need not be discussed further
to see that again, as in the Genesis passage, the object of "/ "
here the people, is not of itself worthy of any Divine grace. But
similar to the passage, soms aotion in the past, here the covenant
relationship, made Jahweh gracious to the extent of bestowing His

¢ y» upon the unworthy people. Had He not dome 0, because of
that very covenant relationship, which linked His name to the fate
of Israel, His reputation as a powerful deity would have been imperiled.
And so, going back for a moment to the Genesis passige, we may now be
able to see more clearly that in a2ll 1liklihood it was Lot's affil-
iation with Abraham which madle Jahweh forbear from absolutely crush-

ing out any of Abraham's relations, and by virtue o which Lot was

R T R R

[ e e ——
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spared. Had He permitted Lot's destruction, this too might have
been impuned to His weakness, in not being able to sustain His
covenante. In fact, ve 29 of the Genesis passage seems to pre-
clude the idea that it was Lot's hospitable reception of the
messengers that made hi. amenab ) « In v.? we read:

a9 P f"‘ A B F")ra/c W e r“'* e Y25/
So that again we might draw the parallel of a really unworthy
object receiving #f #A upon the basis of a merit that it itself
does not possess. The passage in II Chronicles XXXVI:1l5 is a
parallel to this passage in Ezekisel and needs no further explana-
tion.

The passage in Isaiah IXIII:9 adds little to our knowledge
of these basis for 4-‘/;,1 « The passage is admittedly corrupt.
The simplest emendation suggested is that of the kerl which reads

-:3 f for 23 If we accept this correction of the text, we

find that but for the use of ons word, =®~r, this passage is
similar to the ome jJust discussed from Ezekiel. "In all their
straits He (Jahweh) suffered too" and in His “(wa and A @=rc
He redeemed them. Without knowing completely the implications
of @&~ here, one may not stress its presence in the passage too
greatly. This is the first time that ~ ;m is associated with it.
No basis is given for the ”®”+<anymore than for the ”";‘vh ’
unless it is Jehweh's suffering through His people's sad plight.
But, it seems that in a book as late as Trito-Isailah, »a= must
heve already attained soms bit of its elevated meaning. If only
Jahweh's suffering were the basis for both the “a=%and 'R/in we
would expect some different word than ™a~., implying "love". To
some extent then, in this passage, the people must have been worthy

of such an elevated emotion a8 ~%~ 4, and it seems that we might
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safely say that fé‘gn here has a finer, more elsvated meaning than
the condescending sort of grace, given out of commiseratiom or
upon the basis of some covenant obligatiom as we have seen it im ~
the passages already discussed. That such is the case; that there
i8 a heightened requirement of the people, as we might judge from
the use of ~f 4, , 18 borne out by a passage of approximately
the same time as this from Isaiahe In Malachi III:17 we find ’3/ NA
used again. We shall see later in what an elevated meaning the
word is used hers, but for the present we are interested ohly in
the basis for its granting, Here there can be no doubt that the
people merit such a distinctione In vel6 we find the recipients
designated as /< °'~4., those that fear the Lord, in comtrast to
the ungodly discussed in the preceding verses in this chaptarz's
Added to that in v.17 we find Jahweh deaifgating this group of

‘c ‘mn' as = » "a special treasure". Without a doubt then,
this remnant, /% ‘'«°'1is a group, worthy, beyond the extent of any
group, so far recipients f?p NA and, as we shall see when we examine
more closely the meanings of the word, its meaning here reaches the
climax of its development.

In Joel II:18 we find a new element entering as a basis for

24 ¥A» « While the prayer that the priests offer has a content,
the principle idea of which is already familiar to us as a basis
for ¢/i“ ::-?the very idea of prayer, as well as the content of v.1l6
and v.1l7 describing a penitent people, is mew. This is probably
in fulfillment of the advice given in vv.12-14. V. 18ff, is Jahweh's
answer to His people's prayers of penitenoolf Nonie of the commentators
meke clear whether or not the b part of the verse 1s dependent on the
a part and whether Jahweh's @/t A upon His people came as a result
of His zealousness for His land and reputation or not. But even if

e e
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such is the oase, ¢£IA being only a partial manifestatiom or amn
aspect of His Pf;-_]’i‘for his land, the idea of repentance for the
people and the formal , penitential intercession of the p.rioats is
an addition to what we have seen to be the bases in all the preced-
ing passages, and a step above the other passages in elevated mean-
ing, with the exception of the two passages in Is. IXIII:9 and Mal.

I1I:17. These two passages seem to stand at the apex of a pyramid

of development. In this passage in Joel, we Bee already a decline.

Again, Jahweh's own reputation is an important factor in the grent-

ing of ﬁﬁ,,\ » @lthough the basis has not sunk back as far as in

Ezekiel where only the reputatiom of' (op rp was the motivation. Here,

the people's repentance elevates this passage above one where only

Jahweh's reputation or obligation is the basis. There remains then

only the passage in II Chronicles XXXVI:1l5, in whichﬂﬂrl » is granted

in this Divine usage of the word. Here we find it once more at a

level no higher then at ite inception, and it was discuseed as a

parallel to the passage in Ezekiel XXXVI:2l

Summary of Bases for the Granting of ~(ANA in the Divinme
Ussge of the Tem

I. No merit required of object. Jahweh's own reputatiom, being
linked to persom or peopls, compels him to sustain them by
granting Flixp »

II. The basis in Isaiah IXIII:9., Granted because Jahweh too
suffered, although use of *é™4 may add some merit to
the condition in I and thus make another basis.

III. Highest development. Feople worthy of being a 'o'-‘/o s 8
remnant composed of /x '« in same relatiomship to God as
son is to father.

1V, The necessity of sustaining peopls in order to sustain Jahweh's
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reputation (I), but added to this the requirement of repent-

ance.
Ve In brief, 2/ ya is granted only to those in distinct cam-

nection with the Deity. Is ILXIII:9, note ‘W

and in Gen XIX1:16 Lot has merit of belonging to Abraheam.

e R R L 22 2R 22 P2t kL
We turn now to a consideration of the passages, under this
Divine usage, in which ¥ N A is refused. '{1910 passage in Jeremiah
XIII:14 1s exemplary of a number of passages, in which evil conduct on
the part of the people is the ground for Jahweh's refusal of a//n
in the punishment which must followe Chapter XIII:10ff describes
the actions of the peopls that brought down upon them the pitiless
wrath of God and turned the potential blessing of association with
Jahweh into a devastating destruction, so that He is forced, by their
evil conduct, to reduce them to the value of a workhless girdle. This
wags the inevitable reaction of the covenant relationship; pitiless pun-
ishment beca;go of Jahweh's wrath at the spiritual crimes of the people
linked to hime This idea need not be expanded farther here. As we ex-
amine the meanings of a/”n we shall see the significance that it had
in this inevitable balance of sin and punishment. The passages in
Ezekiel, in which dﬂmis used in the Divine category, and in which it
is refused, come under this same basis, the refusal emanating from
the wrath of God at a sinning people. There is however, one peculiar-
ity worthy of mention in every one of these passages from Ezekiel.
This is the continuael association of the refusal of nﬂvn with the
word =2 -r/_4 e Just what the special implications of “‘07/') here
. are, cannot be discussed in this paper, but it secems marked out as
an especially grievous act of misconduct. The most significant pas-
|| sage in comnection with this matter is IX:d. In this verse Jahweh
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commands His messenger to pass through the doomed city and to mark
all the men "who sigh end ory" againmst all the abomination (y/az/s)
that are practised in Jerusalem. In v.5, the passege in which ‘jm
ocours, it is only upon these, marked with the designated sign, that

2fN¥ A 18 bestowed. The rest of the populace falls under the wrath
of Jahweh, as a sinning people, and in v.10 we find that they receive
no =/ N, The two passages from Job require little oxplamtionfl
One need not acoept God as the subject of the verbal forms of =f ¥ A
found in these passages. As we Bhall see later the verb here is
used teally with the foroe of an adverb. Yet, if as soms do, we
cansider Jahweh as the subject, or even if He is only the subject of the
verb that a/ #a modifies apd not of apw\ itself ,these passages
should be considered under the Divine use of the word. But there
is 1little specific that we can say about the bases of ~fy, heree.
The whole tenor of the book must be understood before we can find
a basis for the denial of any grace whatsoever from God. It was
God's purpose, in whatever evil He brought upon Job, to test him,
to do so with unmitigated Torce, and this Job mentions in these
two speeches of his in which these passages occur. He speaks of
God's untempered wrath y the etronngeat terms and so, when in XVI:13

N

he says, K i) > Al

and in XXVIIZ22, when he says WV A mp’ , ﬂ pp

he means only this--that his suffering is unmitigated, almost in-

human in intensity. The basis, unknown to him, was God's desire to

test him--in reality a righteouns man.
Summary of Reasons for the Denial of ¢pu

I. The wrath of God, inevitably called forth by the people's sins,
bound to Him in covenant rela‘tiomship.
II. Some special case, as in Job, where God has no real basis, but

S . el e el — e
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an ulterior motive for not granting °J£“ to & sufferer.

The Meanings of =( in Ite Divine Usage
If, as we noted above, Lot's conduct during the incident in
Gene XIX:16 was not meritorious, with the exception of h;s helping
the angele, the grace that he received, in the form ofcdén was
equally as dubious in value, measured from the standpoint of the
usual power of Divine grace. He was forced to leave all of his

22
life as spoil", as a result of the #¢¥p « The whole tenor of the

earthly possessions. To be sure, hsjfacaped "with only his bare
passage 18 so deprecatory of Lot that to say "that #0N A here is

a clause to showing that the men were agents of Jeahweh's tender-
ness, as well as of His Bevaritygzaaems to be entirely out of
keeping with its spirit. Rather, "these continuel delays and ob-
jections of Lot's are related and have & definite purpvose. Lot

is inferior to Abraham in falthful obedienca.54 Whe ther or not the
picture of Lot presented here was to show his inferiority to Abraheam,
specifically, is not of great importance. What is important is his
inferior conduct, measured by any standard. The fact that the men
had to use force to get him outside the city, shows, it seems to

me, that rather indifferent, or at least condescending spirit in
which the #fy A is here granteds The commentators give various
trenslations for the word here, any one of which might be accept-
able, in a superficial sort of way, nome of them really bringing

in what seems to be implicitly contained in the passage, this very
condescending, indifferent spirit in which -~ /}M is givezzl? In the
spirit of the passage one might better use a word like "suffering”
or a collogquial expression, "putting up with" seems to carry the
spirit. PFor really, Lot is rescued in spite of himself. It is

the will of Jahweh, yet for Lot's own benefit, and when He might
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easily have ignored him, Jahweh "suffered” or "put up with" all of
Lot's pettiness to bring him without the limits of the doomed citye.
Losing ell of his earthly possessions, here, as the passage in
Jeremish, his is a grace only in comparieson to the eﬁff:f the rest
of the city's inhabitants, and ~ IﬂA here carries no real, positive
force. In a word, we might translate it, Lot was saved through
Jehweh's "toleration" of his conduct, because, probably of his
relationship to Abraham, while Jahweh would not tolerate the con-
duct of the rest of the people of the city. Jehweh hed reelly

Justification fér punishing Lot for thus being reluctant to obey

Him, yet for the reasons we have discussed, he refrained and for
a really exact meaning of the word here, bare of implications, we
might say that Jahweh forbore to punish Lot with the rest of the
citye The above approximates of the word are given however, in
en attempt to convey some of the spirit of its use here in a more
exact manner.
The paseage in Jeremiah XIII:14, reveals by its negation of
“f yp , utter destruction wrought by Jahweh’s wrath in punishing
His sinning peoplee. NA e «-/ is the first of three denials of grace
or signe of merey. In ve. l4a
(3n: rz-lf"’"' alaeal lne £‘ G padag
is an inclusive phrase, showing that the destruction will be complete
end"that the overthrow will be of the most harrawing description”.
gg as Cornill says, "Unnacggitlich und unerbittlich und unbarmherzig
werde ich sie vernichten". Parhaps a good tramslation of ~=( ¥
in this passage would be" clemency"?a It means here something more

than not forbearing to deliver upon & people & just and deserved

punishment. As Neuman seys, the feeling 1s strong, "Der Herr hasst

die Seinen" because of their unadulterated iniquity, and not only

_ # |
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will He not refrain or forbear from punishing, but there will be
absolutely no clemency in the punishment when it comes. With
pitiless vengeance He will crush the nation to the ground for its
wrongse We are strongly reminded here of ~pn'#0 in its first meaning
of mitigation of punishment. Only =, E came to mean mitigation
of 2 punishment that had already existed for some time, while ~ A
implies no mitigation, used negatively, for a punishment yet to
comes The punishment will come with unmitigated force is approx-
imaetely the force ofisf ¥4 here.

The passages in Ezekiel in which F/;A is denied may be con-
sidered together?g The meaning in these pascages is identical with
that in the passage just discussed from Jeremiash. With the negatiom
of =fya 1t is implied ihat Jahweh will no longer tolerate Isrsel's
abomineble conduct and that now His wrath will be completely appeased
in the full force of its fury?o We gather one thing however from these

passagese The negation of “V¥Ais in no way an over-punishment for
the people's eins. As mentioned above, with its negation they receive
a justified, often stipulated punishment, withheld only because God
had forbearancees With its negation He pays them their just due. This
implication is brought out by thg twice repeated phrase: rg;a? r:a: .
In VII :3, He sayaT-awaa 1un65@fand again in IX:IOﬁaﬁLJ ©e P
These phrases, I believe, Dring out clearly the relationship of Jahweh
and the people bound to Him in covenants As long as they upholdtheir
part of the covenant, they are blessed with whatever He, as deity, had
promised them at the tims of the formation of the covenant. Once that
covenant is broken, as in these passages, by abominable conduct, the
inevitable reaction is relentless punishment. Such a concept as 7 y,

however, can, under certain conditions, which we noted as bases for

its granting, intercede, and, in what we might call extra-legal cap-
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acity, forestall this punishment for a time--perhaps, as we shall
see later in our discuesion of the passages in II Chronicles XXXVI:15;
17, to give the people an opportunity to mend their ways and thus,
as we saw through the power of ~, -Q, perhaps to mitigate the pun-
ishment or forestall it entirely. So here, once the ‘-‘ﬁ:n of Jahweh
is denied, the peopls are helpless. Not only bereft of all power
from their God, they are at the same time, victims of His wrath to
the extent which He covenanted to punish tham?land the full punish-
ment of their evil ways descends upon theme. Without "‘ﬁlfh or some
such saving grace, the peopls can expect only stern, yet justified
and fair punishment. This is the sense of the passages containing
rQMa ra'»'p « There will be relentless punishmente The deity
acts no longer as the member of the family, as He does in a perfect
covenant relationah:lgf but as an impersonal, strict arbiter of
Justicee The customary harmony of the covenant relationship is
broken down. We find an exact parallel of such a condition of the
. negation of aﬂxn in Deut. XIII:9. Also, in these five passages

in Ezekiel, in which f“;;m is denied, the punishment following,

in each instance is a harrowing ones There is no respect or regard
for the former alliance of God and peopls. Im V:I1l, God will punish
until the fury of His anger is spent. A third will die by famine,

a third by the sword and a third will be driven by enemies to the
far corners of the earthe In VIII:18b He will not even heed their
distressing cries in His relentless chastisement and im IX:10 we
read the bitter answer of pitiless punishment to a plaintive plead-
ing for some clemency in v.g? Redak brings out this balance between
sin and punishment quite clearly, when he says: n.pl |n fIﬂ pﬂ v
AN ,?C(_':p?“ ::_1-1 olh p'_‘e. rc ’r_l'lrfa NA

comuenting on 1X:10.
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So in these passages ae in Jer XIII:14, Jahweh's patience and
toleration or "putting up with" the corruption of the peopls is at
en end, but even more, happens when He withdraws His ’ﬂ[;a , for
it releases the full fury of His wrath upon the guilty people, while
He withdraws Himself from the family relationship of the covenante
So here we have to add to the meaning of forbearing the concept of
clemencyes When a/’xn is withdrawn the punishment comes=--but um-
tempered, violent and unmitigated--exactly to the letter of the

lawe.
II
The passage in Ezekiel YXXVI:21 is the only ons in the book of

Ezekiel in which r:/ws is bestowed, in the Divine usage of the word.
The meaning here is similar to that in the passage in Genesis. Jahweh
forbears to continue to punishe To be sure, the clemency comes direct-
ly upon His own name or reputation, but the direct result is the mitiga-
tion, even cessation of the punishment and restoration to former status
of the people?‘l: Only one thing is different, and that is the spirit of
the passage. Here '—-[xn is not bestowed in the condescending mammer
in which we saw it to be in Genesis. 'C’-l?‘ F( has suffered unjustly,
through the perversions of the people. With a care and a regard, even
affestion, we might imply, Jahweh saves it from disgrace by bestowing
His “fwvA upon ite If there is a shading of difference between the
passages, it cannot be broupght out in the translation of F/l& here
by a single word. Ve can only sense an elevation in the use of the
word by emphasizing this care and regard for the object. From what
we Jjustifiebly implied concerning the passage in Genesis, Lot received
= / ¥#A from Jahweh only out of a sense of duty and obligation. In
this passage in Ezekiel, the implications behind the word are changed
and we find a sense of worthiness implied in the objecte The transla-
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tion of ~#/X¥,) here as mercy or elemency might be perfectly accept-
able, yet, should one desire to really bring out the force more
clearly; to differentiate it entirely from the translation in Gen-
esis, leaving out any implications of justifiable punishment which
such words as mercy, forbearance or clemency have, one might better
translate it here "I had regard or care or even affection for My
Holy Name". The use of these other words may be acceptable then
only if we keep in mind that it was mercy or forbearance to save
@29 f‘?from undeserfed destruction.

It may be in place &t this point to retrace our steps for a
moment and to touch upon a fundamental implicetion of ardp; A that
runs throughout the greater part of its Divine and Profane meanings.
Thus here, what really took place wes rapprochement of Israel and
Jahwehe This occured because Jahweh restored to His reputation the
care and regard thet He customarily had for it under the covenant
relationshipe T hats l;nbasically means here is ths full recomstruc-
tion of the usual, natural covenant relationshipe. Analysing Gen
XIX:16 in the light of this remark, we see that what really havppened
there was that Jahweh sustained His obligations to Abrsham. He had
no reason to save Lot, except for this reason. And we shall see in
Malachi III:17, at its highest development, !Pl%VA implies the
perfect working relationship of God and people under a covenante.
Before going farther then, let us draw attention to these facts,
and in later pascages we shall see that the following conclusions
will be borme out. ”='€K/] denied implies the breeking down of the
covenant relatiomship, at least temporarily, sometimes the permanent
digsolution of a covenant?5 Granted it means either the sustaining
of it, under conditions where, were it not for such a grace, itaﬁ

would be broken, or it implies the reconstruction of it after a
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period in which it has been disregarded. "¢ remember that the cov-
enant relationship is the natursl, accepted condition betreen God and
peoples Thus~#f¥ 4 sustains, reconstructs or demolishes such & naturel
condition. This is the basic thread that e s=e in the pattern of the
development of the word in both ite Divine and Profane uses.

The passages in Leme. I1:2;17;21 all contain=¢f¥A only in a neg-
ated sense, and so we find it difficult to add to our knor-ledge of
the meaning of the wordy But we may safely say, that here too, the
euthor of the passcpes feels that the #Oe;f\has been denied to an ob=

ject worthy of care and consideration. e could imegine that if

:J;A were bestowed rather thzn denied, it would be done in a manner
reflecting such regard and care for the object as we found it to con-
note in the rassage in Ezekiel "XXVL:21l, and not ir the condescending
manner of Genesis. But fr‘/ln here, by the nature of its use adds 1little
to what we already kmow of ite Here, and as we shz=ll see again later
in Job, the ;,¢jzs used only as an adverb, modifying the main, des-
criptive verb of the sentence. Thus, in ve.2, it is an adverdb modify-
ing 7 %, ' in ve17 ©7™ and in v.2?1 J\Af(. Several of the com-
mentators translate it as an individuzl verb, translating the verb of
the sentence and then adding, "=nd He spared not", and while there is
no real fault to find with such a translation, & better English render-
ing would be to have it merely modify the main verb, in an adverbizl
usee Thue in ve.2 we would read, "He swallovwed up pitilessly; v.1l7,
He overthrew pitilessly, atc.SBOr a8 WeFe Adeney interprets the pas-
sage in v.2, "The holiest is not spared on account of its sanctity,
neither is the lowliest on account of its obscurity. The calamity
extends to 2ll districts, to 211 things and to all classes.59 In
other words, the meaning of 20 NA here is clear.

Where it is used negatively to modify a verb, it
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implies the full, destructive portent of that verb. To add Q’A a-/(p
to a verb means only that the verb came to work its havoec in its
most devastating, untempered force, and as Adreney says, "such a
destruction was unsparing, indiscriminate, in its visitationy Thers
was no singling out of favoritese Such is the force here of aA/A ®
the same as that in the passages in Ezekiel. Only one thing must
be remembered. That these passages too have a spirit of elevationm,
of worth of object to which -"/jn\ ie denied, a factor lacking in
the passage from Genesis. Ve see here again the dominant thread of
the covenant implication. Basically, what Jxa means he*s is that
Jahweh sent all this destruction heedless of the usual, accepted
harmony and obligatiom of the covenant. The negation ofaﬂa implies
a punishment without the temperance of such a relationship between
God and people as exists under the covenante Basically, it is this
disregard for this accepted relationship that has left the people in
such straitse.

The ssage in Lam III:43 in reality comes under the above
iseusaib':\p Y‘being another case in which ch« used negative=
ly, is used as an adverbe But I reserve it for some special mention
because here, for the only time, we find ¢ﬁ ¥ A somswhat closely
esgociated with  =» 'fo s (ved2)s q&n k.[ U)(ﬁﬂ means only,"Thou
hast slain pitilessly"--with completeness. We saw here how =/ /¥Fe
implied & mitigation of punishment, rather than mere pardon of sin
and the use of -44{1;\ here seems to bear out thet assertion. TFor
here we see the negation of ““f XA leaving the punishment tigated,
following the denial of =25 'f2 in ve.42. In other words,# (¥ h negated
is a part of the unmitigated punish mente.

I think it worthwhile to pause here for a moment to consider
the relationship of these words, for it will emphasize the meaning of
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eache Hadcn'gbeen granted we would expect ¢/I.q also to be
granteds We noticed that oA ‘(2 carried with it the positive menifest-
ation of grace, restoreds Z# ¥ then would have been the first man-
ifestation of this positive grace--a recomstruction of the harmonious,
yet natural and accepted covenant relationship of deity and people,
as we noticed above to be the basic thread of the pattern of its
developments Thus we see that the two words interact perfectly and
bear out the meanings that we have found so far for both. Here there
was no ~H‘'fo , no mitigation of punishment, no positive manifesta-
tion of grace, no r,:/ # A+ God's inevitable punishment followed
the sins of the people, unrestraihed, unimpeded by any saving grace.

We have noticed in the passages in which.'Pith was granted,
since the early J passage in Genesis, an elevated tone in the spirit
of these passages. s best we could, this was pointed out even in
passages in which ’ﬂ/’fm was denied. Ve come now to Isaiah IXIII:9,
to a passage where the spirit is beginning to be crystallized in
visible form so that it reaches its culmination in a passage slight-
ly ls=ter, Malechi III:17. In this passage from Isaiah, we noticed
the association of afyawith .. Thile”P7rcwas not mentioned
in any of the passeges since Genesis, we recalled in all these pas-
sages nevertheless, a certain feelinl of regard or care, or perhaps
affection for the object to which 92’/1 wag bestowed or deniede. Here
we find what was tenuous, crystallized. There can be no doubt as to
the existence of such a feeling here. ¥hile the essential meaning
of the word here has not changed, meaning still clemency or forbear-
ance in punishment, the condescending connotation that we felt in
Genesis XIX:16 and which we felt to be dropping from the implications
of the word in later passages, we see here brought to an end. = d;fq

here can be translated as "care" or "regard" or "affection", pure and
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simple« TVhile we noticed that the basis was probably >3 //, Jah=-
weh's own seeming loss of power in His peopls's degradation, nsver-
theless we cannot overlook the cognizance taken Gﬁmﬁ’a >@ . Jahweh
was keenly aware of their straite, even as He suffered by them.
This is an advance beyond the passage in Ezekiel where, during the
time of duress for the people, Jahweh felt the care or regard for
His own name, and not for the people, and they benefited only in-
directly and because He feared for His own reputation. Further,
what we noticed in Lam III:43, the possibility of ’F/;’A being in the
earliest, positive manifestations of 2 A "f0is here borms out, 2Fy,
here seems to have a positive ring to ite In ~C"wand “Ffx A He
accomplished the positive act of rademption.4o So we see that it car-
ries with it a partial implication of the broader term, =, -/g .
Iv

I need not aitempt to enlarge upon this point. The passage from
Mal III:17 is of approximately the same time, perhaps some twenty
7ears later, at the maet,41Hars the meaning of V¥4 is clearly and
unembiguously of a high nature. Jahweh makes Israel His ¢¢o ’
special treasure,4§nd His relationship to Iarae% is the same as
that of a father to a dutiful son: Lga pr Qn—. Vm\' -.@, r-—aﬂ 'y Z;,/

Here N A seems even to leave behind its first meaning of clem-
ency and becomes unadulterated care or regard for the objects 1In
cantrast to the ungodly, whom He will punish, vel9, themf' 'en'will
b; to Jahveh as a son is to his father. EHere it is not a matter of
comparative degrees of punishments The one He w i1l punish, the other
will grow strong though the f;pr(n of Jehwehe (vve20-21)s Thus, trans-
lations 1like Eeil's, "to spare",4gaing it in contrast to the punished,
can hardly be accepiable. Rather, we accept the interpretation of

44
Driver, "At a tims when He would be punishing his stubborn son, Jah=
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weh, in the day of judement, on the wicked, will display,towards
His own, faithful servants, the love and affection of a father
toward his dutiful son". There is no comparison in degree intended.
There are two, distinct classes and we see here that 2 ¥ 5 means not
even clemency or forbearance, but real affection and thet from it
ensue positive results. (vve20-21)s Further, in accordance with
what we noted above, concerning “¥ys as the sustainer, destroyer
or reconstructive force with regard to the covenant, we see here,
that the word, in its highest development, occurs in a passage in
which the covenant is represented at being at its most perfect comd-
itione In other words, 2¢ ¥Ain its highest development, granted,
means the sustaining of the covenant relationship at its peek of
harmonious reletions betveen people amd deity. The instance is more
than coincidence and brings out fully this main, under lying strata
in the development and implication of the words.
v

The passage in Joel, II:18 shows & slight decline already in
the implicetions of - )4 « ie find here, for the only time, the
element of repentence entering into the bestowal of ¢dé;ﬁ e« 4nd
while the results of the word reveal again & positive force, vv.l1l9ff.,
the relationship of deity to people is not represented as being at
a8 high a stage as we find it in Mal III:17. Once again here, the
earliest meaning of the word comes to the fore, and we fipnd that it
means primarily clemency or forbsaringe In bestowing FZYA here,
Jahweh answers His people's prayers and petitions and puts an end
to the devasteting punishment. 4And while the people are still ob-
jects of endearment to Jehweh, and the bestoval Offiéukﬁ here has
none of the condescension that we found in Genesis XIX:16, there

is s8till & shade of difference between this pascage and the exalted




™

one in Mal ITI:17. Tere it not for the element of repentence, we
should find this passage but 1little elevated above the one in Gen-
esis, for the people would be granted ‘-‘ﬁm in spite of a despicable
character, merely to save Jahweh's face. But the introduction of
the repentence makes the people again worthy recipients of the
grace, end Jahweh again, zealous for His land, has also a concern
and regard for theme And while here the emphasis is on the nega-
tive element of “ V/¥A as a mitigation of punishment, there is
aleso the more positive implication of affections In the light of
this, I believe we might best translate the word here es, "Jehweh
shoved consideration to His people". Such a translation would
bring out the shading of difference between the unlimited affectiomn
which =¥ ~#A implies in Malachi and the slightly less elevated mean—

45
ing heres That this element of affection, though not as exalted as

in Halachi, is present, may s8ee from the completion of the bles-
sing which comes with 4:20 » & condition by far different from the
dubious value of .J;u\ to Lot in Genesis XIX:16. Accepting this
element then as an implication of the word, we leave our translation
of "consideration" stand as its English equivalent heree.

And again, Jxﬁ means here too the reconstruction of affil-
iation and harmony between God and people under the covenant. It
implies here the re-cementing of the usual, accepted conditions
that exist between God and Israsel. Thus we see it again in its
most basic and fundemental meening of the sustaining, here of the
reconstruction of such an accepted condition.

The two passages in Job "VI:13 and XXVII:22, use 4‘”4 again,
negatively, ae an adverb, modifying ngvand /Iy dpp respectively.
Agein, we can learn no new implications from the negative uszapge.

7e can see only, as we did in the pascages from Lamentations, that
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the verbs came, modified dy (wa ,j with the full, evil portent of
all their destructive :Eorcetsnthout forbearance or clemsncye. If
we look for any of the elevated implications which we have noticed
developing, reaching their height in Malachi, we may find them only
if we keep in mind the whole spirit of the Book of Jobe Hise is a

case unique. Far from being a despicabls character, deserving of

punishment, he is a righteous man, afflicted with an undue suffer-
inge Quite naturally, ~¢ya used in its narrow meaning as an ad-
verb here, does not expand itself, of itself, to any implicatioms

whatsoever. Yet, from what we have seen of the word so far, I

think, even if we did not know the philosophy of the Book of Jcb,

at least here, in these two passages, we might be able to imply '
the fact that Job was himself a person of some esteem. The spirit - 1'
is almost identical with that in Lamentations, only there the author :f!
does not deny the justice of the punishment. It is the terrifically

W
crushing force with which it ceme that aroused him, and the feeling '
that the sins had been amply paid for. The case with Job, is, I
believe, a good parallel, and the implicationms of a/im about on a ‘
par with what we found them to be in the passages in Lamentations. !
Of course, we can only draw them by inference, yet, the usage of the 1
word and the parallelism in conditions would seem to justify such an Y
inference. It means here then, without any forbearance, primarily, ,
while the implication of any regard for the object, the element thatt
we felt to be already weduced in Josl 11:18, can here be only implied
if we keep in mind the entire idea of the Book of Jobe It is the *'I
seeming disregard for his righteous character that Job cannot under- {
stand, and we realize its presence only when we keep in mind the plan o &
of God that is the basis for the entire story. It is with regard too, :

to this element that the basic thread of the development of =2/ /) |
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appears in these passages. The negation of 2¥»¥» seems to imply a
complete disregard for what should have been the natural condition

of such a mene Righteous as he was, Job should have lived in complete

harmony with the Divine. He should have prosperede Instead, he is
afflicted by these disasters, without ~#¢y, , without any bit of
graces This we know is the problem of the book, and in keeping with
the development of 6¢éb4 so far, we can only reconcile these pas-
sages with that development when we remember that God did care for
Job, and that the entire suffering was artificially produced. Job,
of course does not undsrstand this and to him, there was no consider-
stion of his righteousnsss. Hence, to him every added suffering was
without 04%}5 s in utter disregard for what should have been, nat-
urally a happy life. Thus, whereas above ~¥A used negatively im-
rlied the breaking down of an accepted, natural condition in the form
of the harmony of the covenant relationship, here the word, used neg-
atively, implies the breakdown of another natural condition, Job's
prospering in life.
We come now to the passage in II Chronicles XXXVI:15;17. In

ve 15, the word is granted. Here it bears out our assertion of a
continued regard for ite object, which we noted in Malachi and Joel
and only inferred in Jobe If then, we can accept a chain of growth
or a continuity of development in the concept, then we can assume
the presence of that seme element, on firmer grounds, in Jobe For
here the element of regard or care stands out clearly in the passage
in v.15,. Jahwaﬁ sent His prophets in a last, final attempt to re-
form the people, because He had regard for His peopls and habitationm,
which would be destroyed in the ensuing punishment, if they failed

to repente The element of forbearing or restraining of punishment

is again an important implication of the word, implying that the
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peoples deserved punishment. As a result, the AX¥n here implies no
esteem or regard as exalted as that in Malachi. Nevertheless, the
~people and temple were of enough importance and commended enough
regard from Jehweh so that he granted ‘A A and forbore to punish
for a time.

So much for the element of regard or carg here. In other ways,
this passage together with v.17, in which ”JZ’ A 1is denied, crystal-
lizes for us much that we have discovered about ~V¥, so far., Here
we see the covenant relationship at work again and the important
part that ‘JZ"A plays, with the same, dominent thread of the pattern
of its development. The two passages describe better than any other
attempt might, exactly how WA functionse In vel5, the people
already deserve punishment. TYet, ~#) 18 granted and sustains the
covenant, averting the punishment temporarily, giving the people a
chance to repent. Thus ~¥yp here is a sustainer of the covenant, of
the usual, accepted relation of God and people. In vel7, the people
have failed to mend their ways, Jahweh grants 2Ffy A no longere In
other words, the denial of J/A dissolves the strained, covenant
relationship and punishment comes from God, as from an impersonal,
impartial arbiter. This is always the effect of a negation of ~Fx»
in such a sitmation. The best exampls, as we mentioned above, in
Deute XIII:9. Thus these two verses in II Chronicles, one with a
negated and one with a bestowed ‘i M) bear out the acsertiom that
’)AY A is a stop—-gap, an elasticity injected into the rigid reactiomn
of Jahweh's fury at His sinning people. We see here too, that un-
like m\-,g-) r;nﬂ(n requires no real merit from the object. Where
1t is bestowed on an object of worth and merit, its maeming is
accordingly of a more elsvated nature, omitting as we might expect,

the element of forbearance from exercising a deserved punishment,

B
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in accordance with the merit of the object, or, as we saw in Joel
11:18, because of repentance. So here, a peopls of no merit, and
the blessing of 2f4/» is merely the postponemsnt of the punish-
mente It has mo vital, positive force. It cannot, for example,
compel the people to repenmte It merely creates a hiatus offering
them the opportunity which they neglect to accepte This grace is
based upon the relationship of Jahweh to Israel, the covenante.

It is almost obligatory on his parte It arises out of no merit of

47
their owne But the people fail to heed: g
/<22y '-:./ 9 wz™ ’-?L-’ YL ...,/ e

Thile none of the commentators remark on this passage, it contains
for this study, a pointed commente In the first place” uya .,/4 v
anww,.; @¢l d0 not believe are disjointed phrases, nor des

the former imply the original rising of Jahweh's wrathe The second
phrase modifies the first, while the first means that Jahweh's

anger, roused before, but held in check by 9/14 , has now risen
beyond eny hope of gquenchingy*@w m/ g7 i8 the significant phrase
for our study of ~2(/a ¢ for this was exactly what 4"00/4 was at
such a crisis, a fc@ 3 ¥ » & healing, a salving over, an impedimant
to the complete breaking of the covenante Its bestowal implies a
period of probation, of toleration which is terminated with the with-
drawal of the worde. Thus, a people sin, perhaps persistently, refuse
to alter their way and a&ﬁ intercedes, for however long a time,
to prevent the automatic response to sin, Jahweh's punishment. This
ié the case through v.15. Then in v.16 the still persistent sin and
mockery of Jahweh's warnings and the subsequent overflow of wrath,
beyond the barrier, ~2F)p » 8° Fhat it is negated in 17 and the
dire destruction followse The2(yy Afof v.l7 implies the opposite

of all that its bestowal in v.1l5 meant; no regard, no considerationm,

I -
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no forbearsnce, no restraint--the complete separation of deity and
people in the temporary dissolution of the harmony of the covenante.
One more passage remains to be discussed under the Divine us-
age of ~(’#A « 1In Zecharia XI:&, the word is used in its negated
form and so, again we find some difficulty in interpreting it exact-
ly. Ve first must attempt to straighten out the various terms used
here. There is great confusion among the commentators, yet, a care-
ful reading of the passage seems to disclose the fact that F6@F |3
v+5, refers to Israei? and o~9'9€2refera to the oppressing nation:?
Jahweh then tells of how He attempted to save Israel, freeing her
from the hand of oppressors, but it proved ever unworthy of the good
shepherd and went comple tely to destruction by virtue of its own evil
conducte This EKeil describes very clearly.” “(""\"‘"" )-'--3 is the
people of Israel, vvell-l4, Israel was given up by Jehweh into the
hends of the nations of the world, to punish it for its sin. But as
these nations abused the power entrusted to them and sought utterly
to destroy the nation of God, which they ought only to have cheastised,
the Lord takes charge of His people as their shepherd and He will no
longer spare the nations of the world--will no longer let them deal
with His people at pleasure without being punishede The termination
of the sparing will show itself in the fact that God causes the nations
to destroy one another by civil wars and to bs smitten by tyrannical
¥ingse There will be no interposition on the part of Goé to rescue
Ehe inhebitants of the earth, or nations beyond the limits of Israel.”
;ge meaning of ~fy A here becomes clear now. No longer will Jehweh
sustain his friendly attitude toward these oppressing nations. They
have served His purpose and have now oversterped the bounds He set

for them and will now destroy theme "The covenant made with the

peoples and nations must be understood as a covenant which had been

e ——
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made with them on behalf of the people of Israel, for the good of
that people. It was a covenant whereby the nations had been par-
tielly restrained from destroying Israel and by virtue of which,
when they acted injuriously to the people of God they met with suit-
able chastisement from Jahweh, the most notable instance of which
woes the destruction of the three shepherds who dared to oppress
pightily the people of the Lord. The care of Israel too disappeared,
symbolized by the bresking of the staff of favor, etce when Israel
turned against the ways of the Lord.§1 na ﬁ4/;han means, &s we
have seen to be the basic meaning of A'N) before, the termination
of an existing, favorable condition. Here it is the breaking down
the protective covenant of Jahweh with the nations--broken because
they did not live up to the stipulations. Ve saw too how ad%a

was sometime granted or denied, under strange conditions, in order

to carry out some Divine plan. This is again an instance of that
¥ind. Jahweh had merely "put up with" the people of the earth in

ordercjg complete His greater plan of disciplining Israel. Thus we
see X4 gone back again to its earliest state in Genesis XIX:16.

Lt best the ~#(yp was a condescending grace. He tolerated the ‘fJ? .

qZ()kﬁa only for His own purpose. Thet purpose accomplished, and
the nations now attempting to over-reach the bounds of the agree- |
ment, He hastened to treat them with the contempt that they deserved ;
end to utterly demolish them. l

This passage then, together with that in II Chromicles XXXVI:15; It
17, both interprets the meaning of ¢$/ihn and sums up, better than w
we might heve dome without them, the fullest implications of the ;‘
word in its Divine usage. Its development is like a triangle. I% f
rises to its height in the pascsage in Malachi III:17, then descends

to its lowest level on the other side of the angle, so that the mean-

= it
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ing in the latest passage is no more elevated than at its inception.
Its most interesting development, I believe, is its illustration of
the relation of sin to punishment and the breakdown of the covenant,
so pointedly brought out in the Chronicles passage. Jeahweh finds
Himself helpless, having to punish = people upon whom His reputation
stands or falls. He cen rely only on such a grace as to restrain
His anger for a time, hoping that the people will repent and appease
His wrathe This failing, the 4f%n is withdravn and the inevitable
punishment comes, unmitigated in force.
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Summary of the Meanings of 20X A in Its Divine Usage

The word has basically the meaning of sustaining, destroying or re-
constructing & usual accepted conditione In these pacssages usually
the covenant, the normal relationship between God and peopls. The
force of the word differs however during its development as follows:

(1) Forbearing from punishing, granted in a condescending man=-
ner to one who reslly deserves punishment, as in Gen XIX:16e.
It implies almost a contemptuous toleration of sin.

(2) Again forbearance or restraint of punishment, but the
element of affection or regard for the object is notice-
able, leaving out the condescending spirit of I and bestow
ing clemency where the object itself is of some merit. (Ezek
IXXVI:2l Lam II:2;17;21

(3) o~ ﬂy,‘ 8t11l meaning forbearance in punishment but infer-
ing from its association with ~=» :¢fo , that it has a posi-
tive force, not merely this negative forbearance. (Lem III:
43), borne out in Is. IXIII:9. This probably being the out=-
growth of the care or regard in II, crystallized in the "%k
in the Isaiah pascage.

(4) a/ﬁ'/. in its hipghest development, approximating affec- .
tion of father for child with the element of clemency at I
its minimum. Mal III:17

(5) Equal to II, passages in Joel, Job znd Chronicles. But ‘
in the last pascage we see clearly the function of ="y
as impediment to fury of Jahweh's wrath and as sustainer
of covenant, then as its dissolving force when &/, is
denied.

(6) Its further descent to the laevel of the pascsage in Gen=-

I ﬂ
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esis, meaning primerily forbearance from the right of inflicting
a justified punishment, with the higher implication of care or

regard for the object at its minimume Zech XI:6e.
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Footnotes for Chapter 1I

(1) Genesis XIX:16; Jeremish XII:14; Ezekiel V:II; VII:4;9; VIII:
18; IX:10; XXXVI:21; Lamentations IX:2; 17; 21; III:43; Isaish
IXIII:9; Malachi III:17; Joel IXI:18; Job XVI:13; “XVII:22; II
Chronicles XXXVI:15;17; Zecharia XI:6

(2) Exodus II:6; Isaiah IX:18; XXX:14; I Samel XV: 3;9;15; XXIII:
21l; IT Samuel YXI:7; XII:4;6; Deuteronomy XIII:9; Habekvk I:17;
Jeremiah XV:5; XXI:7; L:14; LI:3; Ezekial XVI:5; IX:5; ¥XXIV:21;
Proverbs VI:34; Job XX:13; VI:10; Zecharia XI:5

(3)  Bzekiel V:11; VII:2; VIII:1

(4) The Book of Job, G.H.B. Wright, London 1883, p. 67 (Comment
on XVI:13)
The Book of Job, M. Buttenweiser, N.Y. 1922, pp. 119; 218
Handkommentar z. A.T. (Nowack) Das Buch Hiob, K. Budde,
Gottingen 1913, p.85
FOR JXVII:22

International Critical Commentary, The Book of Job, Driver
and Gray, N.Y. 1921' p-232
Century Bible, A.S. Peake, N.Y. (no date) p.245

Handkommentar z. A.T. Budde, P. 161

(5) Genesis XIX:16; Ezekiel YXXVI:2l; Isaish IXIII:9; lalachi
ITII:17;: Joel II:18; II Chronicles XXXVI:15

(6) Jere XIII:14; Ezekiel V:11; VII:4;9; VIII:18; IX:10; Lament- |
ations IX:2:;17:21; IIX:43; Job ZVI:1l3; “XVII:22; II Chronicles
XXXVI:17

(7) SeRe Driver, Westminster Cormentary, The Book of Genesis, Lon-
don 1904, p. 200

(8) Ibid: p.200

(9) Genesis XIX:2 ff.
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(10) J. Morgenstern, A Jewish Interpretation of the Book of Genesis,
Cincinnati, 1919 p.l155
Gemesis F.P. Ramsay, N.Y. 1911, pe. 155
Expositor's Bible, Principal Marcus Dods, N.Y. (no date) p.187
(11) Die Genesis, A. Knobel, Leipzig 1860. Die Grund sind Loth's
Verwandschaft mit Abrsham und sein Verhalten.
(12) Cambridge Bible, A.B. Davidson, Cambridge 1900,'4p pC, Jehwen's
name, expresses that which He is or has revealed Himself to be

and the phrase does not differ from "for My own sake".

(13) N. Glueck, Das Wort Hesed, p. 47
(14) Ge Holscher, Giessen, 1924, p. 173, Das Prophet Hesekiel
(15) The Twelve Minor Prophets, C.F. Keil, Edinburgh 1900, p.467
(16) Ibid: p. 467
Cambridge Bible, Cambridge 1201, T.T. Perowne, pe 15
Kurzer Handkommentar z. Le.Te Tubingen 1204, K, Marti,
(29 &, , ‘ , p P
19 -wf- f.‘-!l«;n J))gn P R l;a\ J“:j, | | om I-?
ﬂd[ 5’815[ ijf\rj ’-l.wn 2.‘ T"" """‘(’"
r:‘-\ coé_ -~ Ife r' NT & ‘W&‘ -"‘HJ "co r?
(18) SeRe Driver, Cambridge Bible, Cambridge 1901, p 57. Though

.’."ol,\

it is not expressly stated, it is understood that the people's
exhortations had the intended effect. The people showed them-

selves to be truly penitent, the priests interceded on the
people's behalf end ve 18 describes Jahweh's gracious change
of purpose and the promises which he, in consequence vouch-
safed unto His peopls.

K. Marti, Kurzer Handkommenter z. A.Te p 131, Bei dem Buss~ |
gebet des Volkes kommt Jehwes Lieb zum Durchbruch, sein Eifer |
wird wach fur sein Lend und er ubt Schonung an seinen Volke.

4l1so, D.%. Nowack, Handkommenter z. A.Te pe 102

Expositor's Bible, G.Ae Smith, N.Y. (no date) p. 418. The
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revised Eng. Version is right in taking the verbs, as the vast
majority of oritics dc, in the peste Joel's call to repent
has closed and has been successful.

(19) Leame II:2;17;21;III1:43; II Chron. XXXVI:17

(20) JeP. Lange, N.Ye 1908, p. 91, on Lame II:17: That which hap-
pened was merely the fulfilment of threats "of the days of old",
Leve XXVI:14; Deut. XXVIII:1l5. The ruin of zion was not a
fortuitous event. God had, for a long time, foreseen and de-
creed it as eventually inevitablee It was God Himself Who

destroyed the Holy City and afforded to her enemies Lhe rejolic~
ings of which vv.1l5-16 speak.

(21) Job XVI:13; XXVII:2g

(22) Jore XXI1:9, If we can imply that the’rw\ ra? here is the result
of a&“ and the ol 77 that of ~wA rd , then this pas-
sage ia paralell to that in Gen. XIX:1l6===-=~ & dubious benevo-
lence, and such, only in contrast to the utter destruction of

the king and his associates to whom it is not granted.

(23) H.Ee Ryle, Cambridge Bible, Genesis, 1914, p.215
(24) Ae Dillmann, Genesis, Edinburgh, 1897, p. 105

(25) Westminster Commentary, Genesis, London 1904, S.Re Driver,

Pe 200
Cembridge Bible, Ryle, p. 215, "The Lord being merciful unto
him '
International Critical Commentary, N.Ye. 1907, p. 308, through
Jehweh's compassion upon hime. |
(6)  LeWe Streane, Cembridge Bible, Cambridge 1903, p. 105
(27) Das Buch Jeremia, Co Cornill, Leipzig 1905 also, V. Neuman,
Jeremia von Anathoth, Leipzig 1856

Derr Herr hasst die Seinen und des zeigt er in dem Verderben
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von dem er nicht ablassen will, es nicht daran geben, weil
es seines Zormes Gluten allein zu stellen, Vermag p. 627
(28) Ge.He Box, The Book of Isaish, London 1908, usee this word
to translate a4€va in Isaiah IXIII:9
(29) Ezekiel V:11; VII:4;9; VIII:18; IX:10
(20) Ibid V:13; VII:8
(31) Lam II:17
(32) Mal III:17
(33) Ezekiel, C.,F. Keil, Edinburgh 1876, II Vols. I 1. 132

Although God has previously promised that & remnanv shall
be vpreserved, He does not renew this promise to the prophet,
but begins by holding up the iniquity of Israel, which ad-
mits of no sparing, but calls for the most merciless punish-
ment, to show him that according to the strict demand of jus-

tice the whols nation has deserved destruction.

(34) ve 24
(35) Jer XIII:14 ff Ezek V:11ff
(36) Gen XIX:16 Ezek XXXVI:gl

(37) Ise LXIII:9
Mal IIX:17
(38) CoF. Eeil, Lamentations, p. 383

(39) Expositor's Bible, N.Y. (no date) pe 135

(40) J.P. Lange, Isaiah, N.Y. 1906, pe 677
" @2  i8 the positive, fundamental notion, |

s:(?av A the negative accessory notion. I denotes forbear-

ance, refraining from the right of punishment." Such a com-

ment would have fitted the earlier passages. Here F&a has
acsumed a positive force like ~é= 4 « There would be no point

to a punishment here. Jahweh is touched by Israel's deplor-




(41)

(42)

(43)

(44)
(45)

(46)

L
able state and in 2“2 4 and a’im redeems them.
C. Cornill, Introduction to the Canonical Books of the 0.T.
N.Y. 1907, p.540
Cambridge Bible, T.T. Perowne, Cambridge 1901, pe 15
Century Bible, The Minor Prophets, S.R. Driver, N.Y. (no date)
II Vols, II:p.326
K, Marti, Eurtzer Handkommentar z. A.T. Tubingen 1904, "beson-
dern Schatz"
CeFe Keil, The Twelve Minor Prophets, Edinburgh 1900, p.467.
"The Lord will spare them in the jJjudgment as a father spares
his own son who serves him« The expression "to spare” may
be explained from the contrast to the punishment of the un-
godlye.
Nor can we accept D.E. Sellin's interpretation: Das Zwolf
Propheten Buch, Berlin 1922, p.568 "Zu dem Sohn der zugleich
EKnecht ist, einen solchen schont der Herr mehr als seine
anderen Knechte”
Century Bible, pe. 326
Speaker's Commentary, Pe 25." rg? with pmaana to be zealous
for someone's welfare out of love for him."
If we can accept this interpretation, then we have a more def-
inite ground for introducing or rather retaining the elsment
of affection 2long with the more dominant meaning of clemency.
But whether this interpretation holds good or not, the spirit
of the passage shows endearment to the objecte.
In Commenting on XVI:13, Buttenweiser says: He hath struck
my kidneys mercilessly and He hath poured out my gall upon
the ground, are synonomous oxpressions, either of which means

that God has dealt him a death blow.
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The Book of Job, M. Buttenweiser, N.Y. 1922 p. 218
Ke Budde , Handkommentar z. 4.Te pPe 85 and 161, modifies the
varbe in both passages by"schonungslos".

(47) ve 16

(48) Speaker's Commentary, N.Y. 1913 p. 729. This verse presents
a picture of the oppression of the poorer clacsses during the
anarchy which oreceded Hoshea's reigne. cf. Zmos II:6-7; VIII:
4-6
Be Duhm, The Twelve Prophets, London 1912, p. 241 saysf%rﬁ“’ l“g
refers to the people of Israel and the bad shepherds to Jason,

175, Menelaus, 164, and Lysimachus.

CeHs VWright, Zecharia and His Prophecies, H#.Y, 1879, says:
9C¢n= lé3ia Israel and the shepherds rafer to the harsh treatment

of the nation at the hands of the nations of the world.p. 306

CeFe Eeil, The Twelve Minor Frophets, Edinburgh 1900, p. 360.

4nd not as Nowack, Handkommentar Ze. A.Te P. 370 says: "Das

Geschick der Schlactschafe ist ahnlich dem anderer Volk, die
rettungslos zu Grunde gehen".

(49) Eeil, Minor Prophets, pe 360 :

De¥s Sellin, Das Zwolf Propheten Buch, pe 509

(50) stade, applies the pacsage to the period from 320-3C0 when
Llexander's gensrals weré contending for possecssion of the
countries conguered by him.

(51) G.H. Wright, Zechuria and His Prophecies, p. 323

De.F+ Sellin, Des Zwolf Propheten Buch, Dann werde ich nicht

noch fernerhin die Bewohner der Erde verschonen p. 509
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The Basis for the Bestowal or Denial of Hemlah in its Profane Usage

I
Between Man and Man

We have already discussed the approximate dates of the begin-
nings and termination of ¥ A in its profane usage. We turn now
to a study of the various bases for its bestowal or denial.

The passage in Exodus II:6 puts before us & number of bases
upon which Pharosh's daughter may have siown ~U /) upon the infant
Mosese. From the passage itself it is difficult to ascertain what
the exact motive was. PFirst, however, in the light of later pas-
sages, we might suppose that the princess showed dith to Moses
because he was a "goodly child". v.2, ﬁJE e'6H~a. We shall have
occasion, in a passage only slightly later, to see that ¥¥) is
used with regard to things of exceptional va]ne% Therefore here

it may have been the child's striking beauty that suggested to
2
the princess that she save him. .

S

Or perhaps it is as several other commentators suggest, her |
womanly instincts were aroumed at the sight of the weeping child,
3

and in spite of her father's decree, she was moved to save it.

One other idea is suggested, "She had "compassion" upon him-
a touch of natural feeling to which, throughout the narrative, Moses :w
is careful to direct attention. The Fgyptians indeed regarded such j;
tenderness as a condition of acceptance on the day of reckoning. In |
the presence of the Lord of truth each spirit had to answer, 'I have
not afflicted any man. I have not made any man weeps I have not
withheld milk from the mouths of uncklinga"'.4

A1l of these reasons undoubtedly played a part in the saving
of the child. Yet, nons of the commentators seem to touch the heart
core of the storye. The author, no doubt, intended to show that Jah-
weh had singled the babe out to be of service to Him. The basic Motivae-
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e

tion for the saving was only a part of the larger Divine plan of

salvation. We saw M) thus denied, in Job, under the Divine

usage, as a part of a plan of God's, and there is no reason why

it could not be granted here for the same basic reason. What the

particular human emotions were, are difficult to explain. They

were probably a combination of all, and the beauty of the child

probably played no small part in appealing to the womanly instincts

of the princess. But basically there was the idea of Jahweh's desire

to save Moses for a special purpose, to which end, even his beauty may

have been a part.

I1 Samuel XXI:7 presents no such difficulty in our analysis of the

bases for the _bastowal of #»e The reason is clearly stated »

The /@ /.4(‘//: /'8/ 3/? /'a r-g_,--a 2Ge o fm ,;)rﬂg -1
p/ Z Here, a8 we noted in the very earliest

passages in the Divine usage, the object of claims no special merit

itself, but it comes because of a covenant or oath with a relation

5
of the object-- a case identical with that of Lot in Gen XIX:16.

II1
L\,Za. Bestowed on Kings
ere are two passages in which a king is the recipient of
”22:2 and in both passages the basis for the bestowal is dif-
ficult to discover. The pessage in I Samumel XXIII:21, describes
the Ziphites informing on David tp Saul and Sayl replies:
AU patls v e P

Vhile no reason can be found, stated clearly, why the Ziphites
should have so favored Saunl, we must remember that he was still
king, David being more or less of a usurper and rensegade. Ziph
was the name of a city in Judah and of a desert naar'by? and we
can only account for the inhabitants of this country aiding Saul,

by reason of their allegiance to him as king. Had he not been the

P L=

o —— e g




25

king, we might have expected them to aid David, rather than Saul,
David coming from Judeh himself,

The other paseage, in Samuel XV:9, is even more difficult of
interpretation. Here we find Saul violating a sacred injunction
of Jahweh to utterly destroy the Amalekites, ve3. It is understand-
able, why he and the people should have sgved the best of the cattle.,
whether fog the professed reason of offering them as a sacrifice to

Jehweh, or whether, as the commentators suggest, originally sparing
them because of their intrinsiec worth, and then later, being ap=-
prehended by Samuel, using the idea of a sacrifice only to attempt
to cover up thegir transgression. Bntgwhy Saul should have included
Lgag in the‘¢dgﬁia more puzzlinge In v.l5 he is not even mentioned
by Saul, while in v.19, Saul takes upon himself the blame for sav-
ing the Amalekite kinge Just what the reason for such an act was

is not stated, nors was there any covenant of any kind between Saul

and Agag, by which he might have justified his action. We can on%g
imply some such motivation as Ahab once showed .in sparing Benhadad,
or perhaps keeping in mind Samuel's later treatment of the king,
Lgag was spared because he had made himself infamous by a similar

11
treatment to prisoners of distinction. There is no way which we can ab~-

solutely decide which is the case here and we must leeve our discus-

sicn to a choice betwsen either of these reasons. |

~fys Denied as a Part of Some Divine Plan. Men are the f
Agents of Jahweh in these Passages |

There now occur & number of passages where pfqﬁhie used between
men and man, but where it is denieds As was the case with the Divine
usage of the word, these passages outnumber those in which it is be- [ ]
Btowed}eln all but one of these passages, Proverbs Vi:34,the basic

motivation for the denial o:l'rféfnis the wrath of Jahweh. Men act as

e e TEJ
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his agents, denying ol y/p or acting without it because of a purpose
of Jahwehe Thus, before we look at these passages more closely,
we may now be abls to substantiate our statement that it was some
such Divine purpose that motivated Pharoah's daughter to save
Mosese Men, in these instances are merely puppets, carrying out
some plan of the deity. So that, in a passage 1like Isaiah IX:18,
man having no 2/ /afor man, "es wird das Volk wie Kannibalen" ,15
or in Deut XIII:9, where a man is forced to kill another, even
though it be his brothery if the latter has violated the second
commandment; or in Jer. XXI:7 where Nebuchadnezzar becomes the
tool of Jahweh to utterly destroy Judahe In all of these pacsages
then, Jahweh is made to appsar omnipotenty, and men acting, even in
inhumen fashion toward one another, 4o so because of the irresis-
table force of His anger and will. Of course, basically, as we
noticed in the Divine usage of the term, it is the sin of a peopls
or of an individual that first roused Jahweh's wrathe Thus, the
basig for the majority of instances where -'PlJ;’A is denied betwsen
men and man, and in one instance where it is granted, Ex. II1:6, we
find the will of God to be the basic motivation for the action.

Iv
The one passage where dqfa is denied, in the profane use of the
word, and where the motivation for the denial is human, is Proverbs
VI:34. The basis here is also very clear, the righteous wrath of a
husband whose honor has been sullied by an adulterer. Here the basis
for denial is purely the husband's anger and again, the person to
whom it is denied 1s a simmer.

Summary of Bases for Granting or Denial
of r;;n_

Profene use, Betwsen Man and Man

e
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1 AV being a part of soms Divihe plan of salvation or punish-
ment. This plan is the motivation for either granting or denial.
The human is only the agent of God
II The object of ”/y/4 has no inherent value or merit. Rather bestowed
because of an oath or agreement with a party with whom the object
is closely acsociated
111 Bestowed on a king, because of allegiance, or by one king on
another out of political insight, implying a certain sympathy
which makes one forbear from degrading another. Also, perhaps
to render upon him some special, retributive justice. Or as a
gign of a spoil of war
IV Man himself having the power to bestow or deny "ﬁ/‘ » In the
only passage where such is the case, ’é;& is denied because of
justifieble anger of the person in whose power it lies to give
or deny.

*ERFAFFEXERREEEA X EREE R KKK

"/Z‘ Bestowed Upon Objects of Value or Objects

Greatly Desired
I (|

We now turn to the consideration of several passages in which
’ﬁ/ﬁ is used for property or objects of value or which the bestower

greatly desired. 120 find a wide range o:tlg'bjeots in this categgry,
sheep, and herds, the Temple at Jerusalem and even wickedness. In M T
all of these, the basis for #//» is the worth or value of the object. HE
Even if we accept Saul's declaration, im I Sam. XI:15, that the people
spared the cattls to sacrifice to the Lord, nevertheless, the basis of
the selsction was that these were the best and most valuable cattle i,

of Amaleke The phrase in Ezekiel XXIV:21 is also understandable

enough ro@_J Z’ar. Without discussing the implications of the term “ '
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here, it clear from the context, J)Jnd‘ r 'Y AN r He ,
9€9A 4 all phrases describing the Temple, thatg ¥a N means
something precious, something held in high esteem by the people, and
this is the basis for the use of J/a here. The passage im Job XX:13,
we find wickedness as the object of ”A « Here the sinner always
clings to his wickedness, hesitating to let it go because it profits
him, so he thinks, and se he treats it with ~0¥» as a thing of
precious worthe.
Here then is the basis for the bestowal of ﬂgﬁl « We see here
a parallel again to the basis in the Divine usage. Even as we noted
above, m#,/ﬁ may be bestowed upon a person of no merit because of a
covenant between man and man-even as we found such to be the case
and also as we found its denial often to rest upon Jahweh's anger,
even in this profane usage, so also here, we find 0/2!4 granted to
objects of esteem, even as it was in the Divine usagee.
_ II
4"00[;\ Denied beccuse of a Lack of the Above

Regard or Care for an Object
While the care or regard for the value of an object is sometimes

the basis for the granting of A/Wp , we find, logically enough, that
the lack of such a regard is often the basis for a deniale. Thus, in

IT Samuel XIX:6, it is the lack of regard or care on the part of the
rich man, for the poor man's property that maekes him deal with it with-
out “#¥Fyp e« Certainly we must admit that this one lamb was a valuable
possession to the poor man, v.3, but to the rich man it meant nothing
&nd so he did not hesitate ﬂ;a ' j to take from the poor man,
while he did have ~A¢#s (ve4) to take from his own, because they

were his property and he hesitated to part with any of them. Likewise,

in Is, XXX:14, the potter dashes the vessel to pieces with no regard
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for its value or worthe It was ruthlessly and purposely emashed to
prileces, without any consideration for any redeeming features it may
have had. Jeremiah XV:5 shows also this lack of regard for ths ob-
ject to which ~#¥) is denied. This apparent lack of considera-

tion of its yalue is pointedly summed up in v. 5bs / )/0' v/
P f « And again in Ezekiel XVI:5 the appare:? th—
ines8 of the object, summed up in v. 5b: ""a'a’ ~° e

wilc J,qp" rl'a T%A cha and again in Zech
XI:5, we see that the shepherd, supposedly the caretaker of the flock,
rermit them to be exploited and ravaged, without any regard for them.
Thus, the lack of regard need not be because of intrinsic unworthiness,
but often is, again, a part of God's plan of punishment. Such is the
case here, as it is in the passage in Jer XV:b.
III

But two more passages remain of those listed under the profane
use of ~20¥ s « That in Job VI:10 and Jer L:14. In both places the
word is used adverbially and so, really requires no motive for its
deniale Yet, if we look for one, we might correctly say, that the
umitigated, destructive force of the modified verb, in both passages,
comes because of Jahweh's wrath, or agein in Job, as we noticed under
the discussion of the Divine use of N A, as a part of Jahweh's plan,
as it is developed in the book of Jo‘b.' In Jeremiah L:14, it is again
Jahweh's plan to utterly destroy Babylon, and hema the order:

O b lbna b
for the destruction was to be as complste as possible, but carried
out by men, as parts of Jahweh's plan ﬁ
Summary of Basis for Bestowal or Denial of __p_o_/L_

(Between Man and othsr Objects)
I Granted to things of special value and worth




)
II Denied where there is no such value or worth, or where, if it
does exist, it is ignored
III Denied when it is a part of a Divine plan to deal in an extreme-
ly harsh manner with the object to which it ie denied

X XXEEXXERXERRE RS

The Meanings of ﬁ&l in the Profane Use of the Word
I

Between Man and Man
(a)

We shall discuss #p first in its use between man and man,

for the sense in these passages is somewhat different from that in
passages where it is not bestowed on man, and by thus treating all
of these passages together, we shall be able to present a clsarer,
more logical view of the development of the word.

However uncertain the basis or bases for the bestowal of VA
in the passages in Exodus II:6, the meaning of the word is fairly
clear. Seeing an unknown chi}d, helpless and apparently alone and
forsaken, realizing that it was "one of the children of the Hebrews",
placed there in an attempt to evade the edict of her father, the
emotion that would most naturally come to the princess, or any other
person, would be that of sympathy.or pity. It is a strong emotion
here, and not of the luke warm #¥¥athat we saw to be the earliest
case in the Divine use of the mrdfa Whils, as we noticed thers,
though, the personal elsment is necessarily not a major implication.
There could be no personal affection or feeling between the princess
and this child, for both were strangers to each other. In other
words, all the word can imply here is a strong humanitarian feeling

of sympathy and not out of any rdlationship or allegiange, but here-
ly out of decent humanitarian principles. But the 7V A 188012

- - —
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haes strong implications. It is here a positive force, bringing to
the foundling immeasurable good, for out of her WA » the princess
took the child, raised him and accepted him as a son, v. 10. Ve
mst suppose that other emotions or graces eventually grew out of
it, but, in the begimning, it contained these positive potentiali-
ties. The exact equivalent of the word in English is a bit difficult
io £ind. It includes all such words as compassion, pity and mercy,
used variously by the commentators. Yet all of these imply only a
negative sort of emotion, in their barest manings. We may use such

a word as pity, if we say that she took pity upon him because she

was attracted to him, strongly and sympathetically and if we remember a :
that out of that pity came certain, positive manifestations of good. ;'
Should we Btripaﬁ;mhere of all of its implications, we should find '
it to mean something 1like " attracted to him through natural, human '
pity", the meintenance of a natural reaction in such a case, and | E

then we may explain that ensusd as a result of that attraction, al-

ways remembering no personal interest at the begimning, but purely
natural, humanitarian motives.

The passage in Isaiah IX:18 is one in which f’-ng is used in
its negated form. As a result, sgain we find it aifficult to dis- M
cover the full force of the word. In the above passage in Exodus, _,
we saw that NA meant primarily a natural attraction or regard
for its object, through human pity or sympathy. In its negated
rjin' ol |-m=. pr-Qr:moana primarily, "They will no longer display
even a natural, human regard toward each othere An interesting

fjrm here, we can do little more than confirm this translatiom.

parallel to the Divine usage of the word might be mentionsd here.
Ve saw how ~@yp meant, in the Divine usage, a cessation of the
normal relationship of deity to people under the covenant.s God
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and man became purely, impersonal judge and defendent, so to speak,

armd the family relationship was severed. By its use here in Is IX:18
we might perhaps deduce the fact that J/ﬁ means the cessation of

any ordinary, usual relationship, not for improvement but for destruec-
tion of a normal, beneficial relationship. Thus, here, the IIQ,, .._/
means an end of man's usual, ordinary regard for man, as, with the
Divine usage, it meant an end of the accepted relationship of God and
His peopls under the covenante The word here, of course, has a further
implication, too, that of the evil results of such a cessation of nor-
mel relationship. For, in v.1l9, we see that even in their disregard
for each other, they were not spared the duress of the famine, /ﬁpﬂ-ﬁ.
The simpls, English equivalent for - f¥A here is, "they had no cus-
tomary, humen regard for one another", even as above in the Exodus pas-
sage we saw thet it meant a normal human atdraction to the pitiful babe.
The translation of "pity" or "spare"” here is ahallar::gfor it fails to
convey the lack of this usuel, human regard for man to man and the
termination of this usual _rehtionship with the negated force of

2Vipe That ~I¥A carries such implications of humanitariem or nor-
mal relationships between men and man, we shall see borne out in the
discussion of the passages that follow.

thus, in I Samuel XV:9, we saw, in the discussion for Saul's

9@4 granted to Agag, that it was probably out of a humanitarian res-
pect for another, great as himself. The utter destruction of all but
these few cattle and the king shows the inhuman conduct toward all
those to whom NA was not given, while for the moment, at lsast,
Agag was spared from death. His later fate, it must be remembered,

was at the hands of Samuel and not of Saul, vve32 ff. This action

wes carried out Al» :/af, for it had been Jahweh's wish that Amalek

be utterly destroyed. "This was to be a sacred war, no spoil, no
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quarter was to be 2ghun in order to show that the war was to execute
Divine vengeances” It was the will of Jahweh that Saml had defief.
Thus here, as in the passage in Is IX:18, there was to be no <&Sf¥a
in the relation of man to man; no regard for human relationship, v.3.
Here, the basic, motivating force was the wrath of Jahweh, even as
it was in Is IX3:18, foreing men to act in a way other than the normal,
usual relationship of man to men. Thus, in granting *{¥a. to Agag,
Saul transgressed this injunction of Jshweh and shows clemency or for-
bearance to Agag, out of regard for his station, perhape as king to
kinge This then is the meaning of the term here. Again, as in Ex-
odus II:6, to show mercy or pity out of human regard, a natural con-
"JZ’ e It will be noticed that Saul did
not hesitate to destroy ths less important inhabitents of Amalek. It

sideration for the object of

has been unusual, no doubt, for an oriental king to show such condes-
cending grace or mercy to the commonplace subjects of another kinge.
Only the opposing king was saved, to whom, if to anyome, Saul could
show respegct and regard, being a king himself. So here too, I be-
lieve, *"gﬁ implies showing only customary regard for another human-
customary in the sense of king to king, and ~{»A 1implies, in its
meaning of mercy, the sustaining of a normal regard for its object,
while its negation implies the cessation of that regard, with disas-
trous results.
(v)

In the passags in I Sam XXIII:21 we sse this idea orystallized
in the sense of allegiance or patriotisme There is no other ground
upon which we can establish the giving of P//A by the Ziphites,
and its meaning here is more nearly that than anything elsee. The
translation of compassion or pity hera is hardly in place. Saul
needed none of these condescending graces. He and not David held
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the whip hand. David was the hunted, flseing from before Seml in
fear of his 1ife. All that ~F¥A results in here is the favor of
information as to David's whereabouts, and the only meaning that it
can have 1s on the order of those mentioned--favor, allegiamce, pat-
Tiotism. Saul was by no means an object of pity or 6lemancy. We
have seen that the Ziphites were inhebitants of Judah and I believe
that all that &A@y, can meen here is "that you have been fiathful,
or have sustained, what was after all, due allegiance to ms. (Saul)"”
Saul was their king and David a contender for his throme. The all-
egiance of the subjects under normal conditions should have gone to
their king, and the A here merely shows the maintenance of
that normal feeling. Of course, here as in all the passages before,
it is not a disinterested relationship that is upheld. It was an
attempt to lighten the burden of a king to whom these people owed
allegiance. The A A here was intended to save Seml a good deal
of blind searching for Davide In I Seam XV:9, mercy was an acoept-
abls translation for 20’74 4 , dbut I believe that this passage in
ZXIII:21, bears out the contentiomn that ”gu primarily is a force
sustaining certain natural, existing conditions, and that its neg-
ation implies the breaking dowm of such relationships. Here, that
normal condition was allegiance to & king and the action of the
Ziphites was the accepted mode of conduct, maintained through the
giving of ""ﬂiﬁ « The actual results are only secondary. In Is
IX:18, the primary force of the negation of APy A was the break-
down of the customary human regard of man for mame The result, can-
nibaliem was secondarye Here too, the result is not bemsficial, for
Saul d4id not find David anyhowe In saying r v Z’A s it seems clear
that Saul refers only to the act of giving the information, the act
of alleglances Accordingly, I trancslate I Sam XXIII:21 as: Blessed
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be ye of Jahweh, for ye have maintained your allegiance unto me."
Saul could well feel that this was favor, for allegiance to him did
not elways result from his rulership, even though it may have been
his right. His was no powerful organized state, and allegience de-
pended more or less upon the will of the subjects. Yet, it was his
titular right as king, and is here only sustaimed. This then I be-
lieve carries out best the meaning of fM & A here. The word here
carries yet one more implication. There exists the choice of two men,
should the prophets desire to aid or participate in the war or hunte

r.a AA here means, "Ye have chosen in favor of me". The choice is,

of course, based upon this sustaining of allegiance of Saul and the

element of choice is not fundamental. To paraphrase the word, then,

so as to include its implications, one might say, "Ye have sustained

or shown your allegiance to me and favored me, by that reason, by N

choosing to help me against Davide." Remembering this, we might best 0

translate rq@ﬁ here, in a singls word, "you have shown allegiance 1
to me".

The passage in II Samuel XXI:7, is strikingly similar to the !
»(¥ 4 of I Samel XXIII:21, when we view that passage in the light _'
of the above discussion. We noted, first of all there, a basis, an !
existing condition that was sustained by the bestowal of ""’pl A oo +
Ve find here the same condition prevailing-=in the form of an oath
between David and Jonathan. We noted there too the elemsent of choice

between two people and upon the basis of the primary condition, the

choice made in favor of the object of mﬂn\ o Exactly the same ?,
conditions prewail here. David is merely confronted with the demand i
for the death of seven of Saul's familye. In his acquiesence to the 1
demand however, he chooses to discriminate in favor of Mephibosheth, E -

Jonathan's son, because of the oath that exists between Jonathan and
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himself. Thus again, the basic implication of ”OQ’A here is the
maintenance of the force of that oath. The sparing of Msephibosheth' s
life is the secondary result. And so again, if we paraphrase the
moaning of (L) here, we would find it to mean that David sustained
his auigiancs to Jonathan, and upon the basis of that allegiance,
spared Jonathan's son from deathes It is an exact parallel to the pas-
sage in I Sam XXIII:21l, where the Ziphites showed allegiance to Saul
and on the basis of that allegiance gave him the pposedly valuable
information. To be sure, the bare meaning of "‘Eh here is "save" or
"gpare"y but we cammot understand it properly unless we realize that
the saving of the son was incidental. David, we may be sure, would
no more have favored Mephisbosheth than any of the other descendants
of Saul, had it not been for his oath with Jonathan, and the use of
20’/ A here bears out our contention that ”?lﬂ implies the main-
tenance of a condition, here rendered natural or customary because
of the oathe This was the customary way in which David treated Jon-
athan's house and the ¥ A mainteins that oath and Mephibosheth
benefits as a secondary resulte.

(c)

That (WA really does mean this, is brought out well by the
passages in which it is denisd, for we see there, with its negatiom,
a breaking off of natural or customary relationships. This we not-
iced in Is IX:18 and we see it now again in Deut XIII:9. This pas-
sage, I believe, brings out emphatically the breaking down of custom-
ary relationships with the negative use of a/‘ A » The cloesest
relations of men are included in v.7:9ue la @le 9N |n- 'Ale

T-e’a(_l’i' G " L; Iu V) Qg 'l:.
It is even emphasized that 9 v> should be the cloaeat and most
intimate relationship--yet, if he should commit the transgression,
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he should not be treated with ~¢WNA --the relationship should be
severed and he should be given the full penalty of the law. Here
again we see the elemental meaning of no clemency or forbearance,
but preceding this, fundemental to it, is the breaking down of the
cuctomary conduct, even to a son, daughter or wife. This passage
therefore crystallizes this aspect of ﬁ/};\ « Paraphrasing it
once again so &8 to bring out the full implicetions of the word,
it means here, even to thy brother, thy son, etce., in such a con-
dition, you shall disregard your ordinery conduct or affection for
them and punish with the proscribed punishment of death. I believe
here, due to the emphasis made on the intimacy of the relations and
even the added @,..[f"to TB'I, the word here must approximate its
height in the Divine usage in Mal