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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

The Covenant relationship bet.ween God and lsra<al 

c::onstitutes the fundamental and c:ent.ra.l theme of the Bible. 

I·t. is basic to the Old Testament 1 s undGrstanding of history. 

It determines the actions of Godr it. affects the destiny of 

Israel and., through it, also that of the nations with whom 

[ 
i't: comes into contact. Bvent.s scu::h as the Exodus, the 

i 
Wilderness Wandering, and the Conquest of Cana.an derive 

their great significance not only from their intrinsio 

historic importance, hut from the fact tha:t they are direat 

manifestationa of the Covenant rela:tionship. ThE! mot.ivatiwm 

for the message of the prophets; too, al·thoug·h their rafer-

enoes to the Covenant ara but infrequently explicit, evolves 

almost entirely from their c::onQern with that relationship 

and the obli9ations it imposes. In fact, it is difficult 

to see how the .Bible -- which, we think, is in essence 

nei't:.her a book about God nor a history o.f Israel, but a 

record of the relationship of the two -- would have come 

into being as we know it without the underlying and unifying 

theme of the ~oven.ant. 



The Problem Stated 

In view of the ex·traordinary position which the 

Covenant occupies not. only in the Dible, but in Jewi,sh 

li taratu:re throuc.oh the a<Jens, we feel that there exists a 

need further to investifate and to seek to ®la.rify, beyond 

the confines of t.heolo9ica.l interprQtation, the eltaet 

n~ture of the Covenant .rela:tionahip, and to do so particu­

larly with regard ·to the status of ea.ah patty :ln relation 

to the other.. What kind of a relationship preaisely does 

the ·tetm ..J'I' "'> t'~ d$note in t.his respe~t? Was it, for 

example, a relationship of mutual obli9a.tions; or watS the 

entire load of the buxdEi!n imposed. upon but one of the two 

parties? and if so., which of the t.wo? We think that an 

evaluation of ·the actual de9X'ee of power held by each party 

may well yield. satisfa.ertory arurwers to these questions, for 

it follows that., if one party !$ superior in might, the 

inferior party may be la£t with but insuffiQient means to 

enforce or pr0tect:. its own side of the Covenant, and the 

entire agreement could become ena-sided in character. 
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Now we may aocept as axi.omatia the proposition 

that a divine bein91 especially in the light of the attri ... 

but.i.as Which the Sible asoribes to God, is far more powerful 

:ln every connotat.ion of the word than a human being. Again 

in thG light of biblioa.l concepts, the Covenant betwlilen Elod 

and Israel constitutes a :relationship as b~tween omnipotence 

and frai.ltyt the C:reator and the work of His hands, the 

infinite and the fi.ni te.• On the one side is a God of incom­

parable m.i.ght" 1 on the other not. only a ssma.11 people, but 

"the smallest of all people .. 02 It. ie indeed ha.rd to oon­

c::eive of a great.er dispa:rit.y in power or status. We are 

now immediately faced with the questio1i as to what bearing 

such m.a.x.imum dispari·ty could have upon the God-Israel rela­

tionship" At first 9la1.race, God• :s supremacy is auoh as to 

enable Him, and Him alone, to enforc$ ·tbEt Covenant, or elsliii, 

to break it. without fear o:f repr:lsa.l. no suoh conditions 

automatically rule out a relationship in which the rig·hts 

a.nd privileges of the weaker party are safeguarded? Do they 

render a one-sided relation.ship between God and :tsrael 

inevitable? 

To deal with this problem we shall first consider 

the question whether an equitable exchange of obligations 

ia possible amo:n9 Covenant partners of unequal status. 



Consequently, we shall seek to determine to what extent 

t.ha R;t:~th relationship between God and Israel is a mutu,~ 

ally obligating re la t.ienship • 

l* Exodus 15:11 

2. Deut. 7: 7 

»11h, f' hr. :;,,; µ.:>,_'fl 
J=,.f Q) )H~,?f .J'> lJ.\j\ f;. "> '.) 

f) 1 n tr.~ - iG N <S iql » f Jife. - ·.;) 
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Basic con.dit.iorus for M:u:t;.uali·ty in Contrsi.c't:.s 

Th19:re appears ·to bl!!I a 9:rowin9 awaren~ss in mod$rn 

Law of the close relationship that exist.s betwe~n the prin·~ 

ciples of fr&edom and equality in con.trac·tual relationships. 

In. a famous dis$ilent, Justice Holxnes has spoken of ltthe 

equality of pos.i tion bet.ween ·the parties in which liberty 

2 Similarly, a French Jurist, Charmont, 

maintains: "On tand l consideret' qu 'il n •y a paa de cont:ra.t 

~1 ' 1 • I # ~ 1 ' ~ respectaM e s1 · es parties n on:t pas ete p acees , ... arus les 

conditions non seule:ment de l.iberte, mais d'~galit,. Si 

l subir les exigences de l'autre, la libert£ de fait est 

aupprim6e. 113 

I·t is quite clear that both these statements not. 

only speak of freedom emd equality as basi.c :requisites f'.or 

a cont.:rac·tual relavtionship, but plaC$ them in positions of 

oontingeney one upon the other. In other words, the two 

opinions aonou:r in the contention that the f:reedom to ne90-

tiat.e a contr1S1.at w.tth a g-iven party is not truly freedom, 
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unless the two parties are in positions of equality to 

ea.oh other. The same '1.:fhought appears, too, in the opinion 

of Cardozo that 11 t.he same .:ffluiti and dynamic e1<i::>ndeption 

whioh underlies the mode:r:n notion of liberty • • • must 

also underlie t.he ao9na:te not.ion of eiquali ty. 114 If liberty 

of contraot., t.he free r.it;ht to enter into a aolltenantal 

telationshi.Pt depends upon equality, it then heaomes neces'"' 

sary tG probe fur·ther into the te:tm "eq;uali ty of position. " 

»1or if it were found to imply ·t.lua. t partners to a contra.at 

had to be equal in the rE>aouroes of physical mitJht at their 

disposal, or in rank, or. wealth, o• in.fluenoe, i·t is obvious 

that. no valid, i.e., anforc:able oontract eo'uld oome into 

beint: bet.ween riol1 and poor, strong and weak, not to speak 

o:E God and man .. 

ln point of fact, however, "equality of position° 

in the understanding of Just.tee Holmes is not to be inter­

preted in this manner. In hie book on Holmes, Max Lerruu: 

explains the phrase to :m.ea.n nt.hat freedom aould not: become 

real until the ba:rgainiru~· positions wer$ equalir.ed. n5 It 

will appear then that, theoretically, at least., dispa.ri ty 

of status does in no way impinge upon the freedom of' <..~n ... 

tract.. On the contrary, we suggest that "equality of posi­

tion 0 is tantamount to the freea opportunity of ea.ch par'l::.y, 
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X'G9ardless of power and prestig-<:ii, and free from a.ny duress 

or f~ar of repri~al, to arrive at. its own obo:J.oe and deci­

sion regarding the aaceptabi.1.ity of the otha!+ party, or 

the advisabilit.y of $n·te:i:in9 into ~cm.tract and. of ne9otiat.in9 

ite t~nns. 

Now, in our own aooisty such ••equal:!. ty o.f position ° 

is uphel.d '.by the ••equal p.:r.ot..ectiion of the laws 116 qua:r.anteeG'l 

to ea¢h pe.rty and indi.1r.:i.dual.. Bii:t. even if such consti tu­

tional imn1.uniti.es were non-existent according to the opinions 

cited above, the degree of equality of position among 1'>ar·t.ies 

to a contract, ox.· the laol-: of it, would not be d.etermiru:ad by 

thei d.ispari t.y in st.a tus l'.letw0en the parties, but by t:.he ele­

ment;. of freedoni of choice and barg:aining pow*Elr. which eaoh 

pa3:ty ~-S pe:;;mitted to enjoy.. It is such f:tef.ldom which 

id.eally creates the con.di t:.ions for cont:r.~atual aquali ty. tf 

it aai'l '.l:.H~ said to exist in a 9iven situation, the basillll for 

mutuality of obligations, too, exists in a cont.raat or 

oovenant. relat.:i.onsh.ip ~ven between. parties of oth®rwise 

unequal sta:t.us ~ 

That suoh was aotually t.he oase lonq before c:on­

sti tutional 9uaranteE:ts camEi into bei.n9 is borne out by some 

of the no11-reli9.i.ous intra-huma.n coveniitnts in the ilible, of 

which t.he followi.n.9 thriee may serve as example: l<.insr 
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Ahimele~h niak.es a. cova11ant w:I. th Abrahain aonoE!i):rning -~.he 

latter •·a :right to a. w~nl 7 whiQh Abraham had. dug· and whioh 

Abraham dwel. t a.a a gue~t in Abi:mel.eoh 1 s territory, it mus·t:. 

be assumed ·that::. the King had the mea1'ls to withhold the well 

hears the earmei.rk; of mutuality. The rights to the well 

ia:ta exahan.ged fo:r. thl$1 gift. of cattle, and the inferior 

a.c::tually ••reprovea 11
8 the superior :for the .latter:• s past 

action. Clearly Abrah.e.m eu1ters :i.nto the covenant .-.,-,f his 

ow.n free will and w.:U:hout any duress whatever. 

Again., in th~ Book of Joshua, 9 Joshua ®11ters i111to 

a covenant wj.th the i.nhmbita.n.tFJ of Gib~~on, the alleged 

ei.mbas$adora f:r.·onl a "far aou:nt:r.y. 11 In l:.he very act of vol.un-

ta.ril.y requesting the oovema:nt, they just as voluntar:l.ly 

tproala:tm themselvf.ls to b& the :i.nfe:riors .. 10 However, not 

the c.1t.::>'venan-t, but he upholds it against the eritic:ism o;f his 

own people, and insists on oarJ:yin9· out his part of the obli-

gations, even t.hou9h .it is later established that the inferior 

party had. entered into the eovenant. u:neter false pretenses. 
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Finally, we cite an example where the disparity 

between the parties.is so 9reat. as to enable t.ha. superior 

to make of the inferior demands of thEBl utmost severity and 

cruelt.y. 11 Nahash the .Am.monite agrees to the offer of the 

men of Jabesh-9ileeid, who offer to serve him in r"t.urn for 

a qovenant:. w:l.t.h them, on the condition that they a9ree to 

ha.v®l their :tight eye put. out.. Bu·t. even in this ease, the 

irdferio:tt party is able t.o ask :fo:r:, and is granted, a period 

of respi"t:e to consider t.he conditions .. 12 There remains for 

him an element of free cl'>.oioe, howevEir agonizing the alter­

natives may be. The supe:rio:r:, in any case, does not immedi­

ately unleash his :full power. 

Dec:ause of the o:rassn.ess of the situation, the 

last ex~mpla demonstrates particula.rly well an additional 

important aspect common to all covenants between non-equals. 

In the last ~nalysis 1 even equality of po$!tion. in terms of 

freedom of choice will depend upon the readiness of the 

S\:tparior party ;to place limi tat:l.ons upon ·the· pot.Eintial of 

his arbitrary power. :tn fact, the qreater the disparity 

between the parties in terms of power, the great.er must. be 

th:Ls will.in9 e:ff'ort. by the superior party* It. was thi.s 

subjugation of su:periori-t:.y to the oov~na.nt. o@:l::.11 whiG1h in 
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the Ancient Near East13 took the place of today's consti­

tutional immunities and faoili ta ted t:ha conditions under 

whicl1 mutu$.li ty of G:ovenant obligations could exist. .. 

We now submit that this self-limitation on the 

part of the superior party prevails even in the ceuse of 

the greatest possi.ble disparity between partners, namely 

in the Covenant between. God and liis creatures.. Pa.rt of 

the oovenant:. between God and Noa.h, which is tantamount to 

a covenant with all fleah, 14 is God's assurance that He 

would not again employ His superior might in bt>inginq 

renewed destruction ·to the earth and its inhabit.ants. 15 

In vi$W of the fact that th$ story of Noah follows upon 

the story of creation with its presentation of God as the 

a.11-powerfu.l area.tor, and in view, too* of the constant 

references to God as the c:reato.r in lat.er looks of th«t 

Bible, 16 it is significant that the earliest biblical con­

cepts Of ·the °C:reatQr II Ctlfllarly involve Q S$lf-ift'l.p0SEld 

oiu:bincg of His power in the making of a Covenant. More·­

over, the theme of self ... limitation is not cQnfined to the 

OOV$J:U:i.nt w:i.th Noah. As we shall see, numerous passa.9'flHi 

from other Books of the PJih.1&> 17 indioats that God in efft11ct 

limited. His a.ati<t>ns since that first time. For, whenever 



l2 

He was on the point of forsalti.n9 Israel, dest:royin9 them, 

or lea11.v:J.1v;r them to be destroyed, Moses and others could 

appsal to lim on various g:i::ounds 18 none of whioh was by 

i teiel;f legally hin.dirig, "but· all of which together were 

We are thus inolin<li1ld 'to believe tba.t evEln the 

qreta:t:.est possible dispar:l..ty in status between two covenant 

partnerSll does not mitigate against:., let alone exclude, a. 

relationship marked by mutual o'.bl.19ations; however unevenly 

t:he aelf-limita:tion on the ptu:t of the superior power in 

no way minimizes the ori9inal ctispai.ri t.y in power and sita.tus, 

it does in effliilot. create a cc>mmon plat.form upon whi"h an 

inttarplay of a!Z!-tion oan take plaoe .. 

l.. Ol:tver Wendell Molmes, dissent:i.ng in Coppage v. 
Ka:ru;HUi, 2 3 6 0 • S • l , 2 7 • 

2. Joseph Cha,rmont; ,&i R,en.1;b1.151nq~. d\t. d;t;oi.t ... n1.t.U1!;;!!.J. 
()'tontpell.i.er• Cloulet ~t fils, editeurs; 1910), P• 172 .. 

3 • 11 ~1.'*here i a r~ow a tendenc:iy to aonaid.er no oontract 
wotthy of respect Qnless the patties to it at'e in relations, 
not only of Ll.be:r:ty, but of equality. :tf one of the parties 
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be wi:tbout. defence or rGsou.raes, oompelleid to comply with 
·the demands of the other, t.hEl result is a supression of 
tru.e freed.om .. 11 

-- Cha:rmont, lii\l:&nua, p. 172; trans. in VII, 
HQsfb~ilin. ldiS!·al 2bilg~2'ebl!: §a;t:~§i., p • llO, sao. Sl. 

4 e menj a.min N - Cardozo, J}le , Mati..11£1 sa.f .. tbl Jud:bP.~il 
;t,l.'QS!lll (New Haven: Yale t1nivers.it.y l?:t:e.$s, 1921) , pp .. 01-92. 

5. Maix Lerner, ThEI rt/JiJJd. IPA fa,i:tb o' K::u1t~1?e l2Jim11 
(New Yorlu Th$ .Modern L1blNU!'y, 1954), p. 155" 

6. Unitad States Constitution; 14th Amendment. 

s ~ Gen • 2 l : 2 5 • 

f'PJJ 1t:.ri. J/~I? ... ht rf#·~f~. '"J.fo' .. f!:»'Y'/I/(,) 

( l r;. '[> f'. '"! ?> lr /j ~ ) eJ<. 

9., Joshua 9:1 ff .. 

10. Joshua 9:11. 

•• j'. t) 'Ai !J [- J,J ),.) ')).)\ ({'/ !J :y f-
ll. I Sam. llil ... 4 

12 • ~ • I l.l: J 

j)l'\ G:)' f I fJ I .,;. '('f-\/L LJ f f) /'"\ e.~ ;:i I :1 T? / 4r; 
u~·3, u ... ti1::. '(~e.1~ rf;. "'f K' r;~.,v ff-~te. r)? 

13. See b$10w on Hittite Covenants, p 

14. Gen. 9•8-17 

~J G "''f;;/ .... ~ f <>.,)"' 'J")"' Jif;. Pf r " . .. . f 1 K, )J .l1 '/) ,... G (.! , ;) t1 µ r ;:i p r(f' ~ f ) .j) JG 

~ " r1 ;,;1t, rJ :;) '/II f' ~Iv ') e...;i. "' f:) 

f ::> i·vr.?r 

hf' F- 'I 

f '/) t.l"f, 
T'r~ 
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16. Cf~, e.g., Isa. 44124 ff; 45s7-Br Psa. 95c3-6t 
1041r1-9. 

17. '.fll~g., Ex. 32:10-1.4; Num. 14111-20, Deut.. 9tl4··19, 
Hos. lla9, Psa. 106:40-46. 
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Genesis -- '!'he Pattiarohal t."ovenant 

Although th(jre is in the Sible a number of 

ocrvenant.s involving God and :t:s:ra.el, 1 when we speak of "the 

Covenan·t 11 we have in mind that ~ontinuous ralation$hip which 

beg-an between God a.nd Abraham2 and was then exten.ded at Mt .. 

Sinai to embrace the entire people of Istael.3 The authors 

of the Biblt&, having previously int:t·oduced the idea of God 

entering into covenant with ·the work of His hands with 

regard to man and beast. in general,4 p.ow hasten to apply' 

the concept to the subject. of their special concern -- the 

:relationship between God and Israel. 

The word .J\ 1 ) ~ appears for the first time in 

this eontext. in the fifteenth ehapter of Genesis. 5 Abraham 

is selec:ted by $od as the p:rospeative prog-enitor of a 

covenan·t-people for whoE!le he.hi tation an entire land is to 

be alee.red of its current inha.b:ltents~ 6 To be sure, Abraham 

is worthy of the aovenant because of his own righteousness,? 

but it is in particular the genera:tions after him which ate 

to reap the benefit of God's promiSEh 8 Abraham is not 
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covenanted as an individual alone: he is approached by God 

as the rEilpresentative of a people as yet unborn. 9 

It is important:. to nbte ·that this initial explicit 

refer.ence to the covenant between God ancd Israel contains 

the ba:aic .t.·hemes :whiol11 because they constitute the :ideo­

logical nucleus and histc>rical s~nt gua non of tb.e D;it.ll 

a0ncept; are aonstantl:t referred t.o and reiJta:ted in later 

Books of the Bible. These themes are as followea Firstly, 

God is the orig-inator as well as th$ initiator of the 

etovenant.-. We find· no m.ention anywher$ of a· request by 

Abr:aham fol:' such a :t:ela tionsbip" Thill! id.ea, its :i.mplemen ta.­

ti.on, a.n'd. the seleotion o·f the oovenant partner are clearly 

God•s.. Secondly, in entering upon the covenant, God enters 

upon a specific promise, a sacred oath, a solemn obligation. 

with re~ra.rd. to the w~lfare and protection of Mis covenant 

partner. God.'s undertaking-, however, is not limited to 

Abraham, but takes, so to speak, th~ form of a lon~-range 

p:rogx:am. Thirdly,. therefore, t.he c:ovenan·t. is to be a 

p$X'petual rlil\lationship ... lo It does not expire wi't:.h Abraham• s 

death, but. remains in force throcu;:rhout the g'enerations. 

Of the many questions which present thenselv$s 

with re9ard to these basio aspeotai of the b;ff~ tl}, we shall. 

at. this point address ourselves only ·to those whi,ch touch 



18 

upon the pt-oblem of mutuality and liberty of eontract, as 

outlined in Chapter III.n Speoif,ica.lly we are; cJc:mQerned 

with the following questions: ·The early bibli<;:al pa.ssaqea 

dealing with the origin ·Of the covenant indicate that its 

implementation was of GocP s, doin~u do they also offer any 

indication as to whether Abraham m:i.g-ht have had any say or 

part in it? Was the covenant imposed upon Abraham by God, 

regardless of Al:n:aham • s wishes a.nd inc:linat.ions; or could 

he of his volition havEI either faoilitat·.ed or prevented it? 

The lSth and 17th chapters of Genesis spealt only of what 

God unde:rtak$s to do for Abraham and his seed, 12 eeeminqly 

ind.i.cating a l.ack of obligations on ·11he part of Abraham113 

do they ali:to provide any evidence that covenant obligations 

at the timEa of ·the making of the aovenant were not to be 

found exclusively on God's side? 

Mow, the c:ovenant theme is so cent.:t:al in the Bible, 

so many aspects involving events, sentiment.a, and behavior 

pa.tte:t'n21 are directly l.'::onneoted. with it, that a reference 

to su~h aspects, or the use of certain ·terminolofi!fY indig'<~nous 

to them, may well constitute. a reference to the. covenant 

itself. We c:annot, therefore, confine our discussion only 

to sugh pasn!u19·es Which refer to the covenant explicitly. 
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:tnst:.Qad .of beginning at the ·point whare ·the ·Word b,li,;tb first 

th•·nar:rative in whiah Qod·a.nd Abraham first. confront ma.oh 

other,· (i ~ei. , Gen... 12) • 

We arQ to1a14 that God speaks to Abraham1 a.sking 

him to leave his native land aind t.o repair to another, a.s 

yet unspecified land in wh.ioh he is to i·eap :blessings in 

be ter:med as much an invitation a.s &. command _ ... in any cas6i> 

a rathEel: drasti.c ancl sudden confrontation _,_ is summed up 

by the biblical author in a brief sentenceiffi'. >?'I > IJ.P f' >rt.. l).; 
.i> I» c , Abraha.m ask$ no questions and g-oes" · 

A few verses later;lS havin9 arrived in Canaan, 

Abraham is again aonfronted by God who promises to.g:Lv61 

Instead h~ builds an altar unto Godt 

Now, a EH:tpex·fieial rea.din9 of this narrative may 

well convey the i:mpresmion that -- in thEl mat:ter of God~-Ma.n 

relations, as ·t:.h$ :Sible is won't to prese11t them -·- nothing 

extrao:rdina:r:y is happening here. It is hardly astounding 
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that the CrEU1.t.or of Haaven and Earth should ooll\mand one of 

as etated before, is a crucial aspeat of the covenant and 

e>ne t:ta: J.Thioh ·the :Bible oonstantly refers •16 A discussion 

of God. 's reasons for His. choice will be found elsewhere in 

17 this t.hes.ts. irhe outcome of his ehoi.ee in the person of 

Abraham, however, and the part for which God had. dhosen him, 

olearly lifts A:braham hig'h abo11a the; level o:f just another 

of God!a orea:tures.. Indeed, it makes of him a person of 

speQial aonG:ern irt God's. eyer;Jl>la The situation in Gen. 12:1 ff. 

is ther$fore a. irery special situationr 19 God's conf.rontation 

of Abra.ham enta:tls a very ~paaial proposition whioh requires 

t:.he biblical narrat:l.vei to indicate Ab:r:a:i.ham' s aaquiesoenae 

in the situations referred to above ... - f'Yrfc T Ji: and 

h?j;/ re. p=••/ ........ constitute in effect an affi:t'lnatiV$ dseision 

:i.n anawe:r to a ;Di vine proposition, rath$r than unquestioning 
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and unaoridi tiona.l obedi:e~n.ce to a Di vine cmnmand.. We'> 

:t~vert here to what has been a~J.d a.bove aone:$rn!ng· the 

intrinsic nat.ure Of a cont:r:aat and the principle of offer 

and aaceptanae whio'h undeJ:liea it.-20 We submi't that t11is 

principle- and its CO:t'Olla:tit'UI is involved in the bibl:i.oal 

.na.rrat:.ive at hand. Ar.1. offer -- not an o:t.der ....... ·allows lli!n 

element of ahoiae, and a choicQl is contingent ur..>on ·certain 

aondit:i.ons. Ind~ed., w~ hold. that the aond.itional element 

whi<::h is indi9til111ous to the making of any contract and its 

ident.ical sit:1.111tions i:nvolvi.n.9' God and Abraham and Qod. and 

Isaac .. 21 And we are s-t:.rength$ned in otu· contention by the 

fa.at that. what is but implicit in these situations is 

These words may stand. also as the var'J:ialization 

of Abraham• s initial reaotion to God 's 'jS If . 23 Subse­

quently God makes His promise, states His own obligation 

p 'I '? .f:- / \.1 , and Abraham acquiesces. Furthermore, it 

would seem to us that f 'f>k- 7~1 :ls tantamount in meaning· 
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to the phra1:th!! which i:n:troduoes the actual covenant ceremony: 24 

were e.11 asta.blishad !nstit:ution in 'the Nea:r mast.· W ;,;· F. 

Albri9ht has d:r:awn attention to 'the ":first publish~~d "xtra­

bibli<:ISl.1 ooou.rr~nt::$ of the word [ 1.e.y~t ] from early t:i.nies 

....... l'lOt later than th.e first third of t'h.e fourteenth oen-

.i. . 'i!'l ... 1125 \,.>.u.ry m ... ""• Moreover, the !U.t:tit.e t:radi.t:i.on of ciovenant. 

mak.:l.nqi·; which is contemporary with Israel's be9inni:ng,. is 

t::1onsidered to havei play<i!d. a pa.rt in t'.h~ af faiira of that 

time.26 Now, from such acdounts as the bihH.oal story of 

27 Abraham' et purchase of Machpelah, whiah may wall be an 

a<:aompan.iad by an established xit.ual which involved a great 

deal of bar9ai.nin9·. Althou9h, because of our own insuffi-

draw any personal eonclua~.ons in this matter, it seems, 
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nevertheless, unlikely ;tha:t such ld tea, o:r the psychology 

whiah motbra:ted them $hould abruptly have fallen into 

de:stietucle b~aa1u;e a new concept. involvintr a deity a.is Iii 

aoveiui.nt · pai.:r.t.ner was in t."h.e zmakin9" The cc.rvenan't wi t'h God 

was, aftEar all. not~. yet 11 tl1eology 0 in Abraham's days. Like 

any other covenant, i.t was a:ul ei.apec1t of practiaal l:i:v.in.g, 

$Voking- a.t le1£1.st in the be9i11nitl9 :reaationet of established 

cionv~n.t:iona.1 human behavio:r;. ?t is certainly idle ·t.o 

sp<tlculate c~n thli!il n.atu:t'e of a situation irnrolving a ne9avtive 

decision. on AJorahamis pa:ct:. We think. it:. i:mpor't;.ant tci state, 

however, that an eleraent of c:iboige and a conditional ele·­

:rnent i~9 p1:esent in Abril.ham 1 s x:eaporl.$e to God.' s initiative 

in nm.king th<l'l covenant;,28 Ine.amuch as this element of 

c:hoic~ on Abraham's part corresponds directly to God'$ 

seleation <.)f Abrah11un and his seed, we feel that, des1"')itt:i 

thEJ g·reat. dispar~t ty in status ran.d poweJ~ betw$en the two 

pa:t"t.:i.e$, thEi: oov®nant., even at th.0 time of its mai.kin9, has 

Qha.r1&1.c.rt::.11aristict:Js of mutuality and aarmot :rightfully be tQrmed 

a 011e-s;id.ef.1 arJ:ang-emellt. 

W~ see :fu.rtb.E!!r ev·idenee for t-;.his contention il'l. 

the impH.aationtB aldaing out. of tl1e :e:tble 's account ooncern­

i:n(J t1ie f~te of Isihmael vis-..1-·vis t-:.hat of l'>.is ~;1rtep-t)rother 
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IsaaQ,;29 . In terminology strongly remird.sc;::ient. 0£ that 

emplti>:yed in God's promise to Abraham at the beginning of 

t.he Qhapte.r,3° Ishmael is assured by God of a bl.eased and 

prcH&perous future. Then follow the words (17: 2la.): "'JI k-J 

70.3 1 '"j1(C r' f (c. 1,j\ 1°> f'., !t:. is 0PVi0U$ from 't'i.ht! position Of the 

objeot, ~\'')? "J'f<:I , pla~ed at the l:Hlll1Jinnin9 of the 

senteru::e, that we have here ai. daliJ:au:ately .emphatic state .... 

ment. :tab.ma.el is to be blessed. and made 9reat in a manner 

similar tci that p:romi.sed to his father and brother; but -­

and this is a <:ruQial ''bu.tu -- one thins; will be withheld 

from 'him: he will not be a partner to the covenant. Prae .... 

tioa.lly, this means, O·f oouree, that Ishmael and hie seed 

shall not dwell in Cana.an, and that he shall have no share 

in God 1 s. specific: p:it'omise to Abraham. :eut: from the so 

strongly emphasized dist.!not.i.on between the two ltinds of 

:Divine promise and blessing-, wa also draw the eonalusion 

tha:t thQ bestowal of God• s favors, even of favors in a.bun­

danoel dotllls not in itself oonatitut• a ot:wenant. with God. 

No party's on$ ... sided aotion ao:nst!t.utes the ctovenant~ By 

implication we are left here with the strong im;ptessio11 that 

a c;:ov$nantal rela.tionship :rE:iq;uires a form of interaction in 

which bot:h parties must share, in whatever diaproportiona:te 

manner.. In the final ohapter, t.he attempt. will be made to 
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determine ·the nature of the . covenant :requirements for both 

partiea.ll, for the purposes o:f the theme at hand, we 

simply wish to use this illustrat:ion as a further point in 

Israel. 

our final point is d:ra.wn from the rema3:k.able 

verses whiQh deal with the di$pute between God and Abraham 

over the fa:te of Sod.om and Gomorrah. l 2 :Doubtlessly, the 

the bae1k9x·ound of th$ newl'y formed covE';lnant, for the na;rra­

tiva makes it appax-ent:. that the relationship bt!:)tween God 

We find, for exarnpltiil, for the first time a olaa.r""t.:!\lt state· .. 

ment with regard to what is expe"'ted of :tsrael as part of 

the JA;t;,.lth.!' The statement is contained in verse 19, which 

we shall. quote in its entirety: 

ft?f\f:- /J1 1 '?'"'.J'lfCI )~)'.f>J)~ ?131 ?LJ'-- f"ff'ld (~?f9' i,) 

'Pl7> 1 E: 1·?>) {"rf'lf <J;>Lrtl »T96 J!...erf ))f-» 1 r')~ hrie..t 
(I rl)' 7 ?(0 _,...,.,$ yk.. r 'j)')~/l ht 

In what is an obvious referenoe to the aovenant, Gorl st.ates 

that:. He haa 11'.known ° Abraham. The next word is J ·~ f which 

ind:l.c.iates a. purposm and implies a. oondi t.ioru Under the 

covenant., Ab:i:aham is required to teach his people what the 

c:ovenant, ·in turn, .requires of th$m, namely }'; 'i:1 

G' Q>!LN I )) r 9 B ,y. 1 L<t r 
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Again the next word is J '"(ff { J Only if Israel fulfills 

its ol:)li9ations will God consider Himself bound, to the 

obli<Jatio.ns which He assumes under the covenant. 

WE!l note then onQe a9ain the oond5. tiona.1 element 

we hav~ pointed out before .,:U The double use of! the word 

J '(J!J ( leaves no doubt. that here th(!@ .tfo.l.fillment of God• s 

promise is conti1lqe,u1t upon Israel• s readiness to fulfi.ll 

cilearly stated obligations. We furthet st1q9esrt that in 

of interplay between God and Abraham, has been raised to a 

new lf!Vel .. 

God's rbetoriaal question, '.J1'- >e&:~ {' 'i:>lrfc.fl ~)k. .;.) IJ:Jf'I')) 
j'}Ql'IS" 

would indic:ate that by now Abraham oacupies ·a position akin 

to that of God's confidant. The same s~eBtimants that 

prompted God to make Abraham His covenant partnat now moti-

vat.a Him to share His thou<;hts with him. And. although 

Abraham's statement; 

hie awa.reness of the overwh®lminq dispa:r.:l ty beit.ween God and 

Man, the fact. that 11e minoes no words in srt&tin9 his owi1 

feelings35 '.bespeaks his aonvic:tion (or that of t.lte narra.to:t:) 

A new note ... - that of "sharing / 11 of reciprocity 

of purpose -- is thus introduced with this narrative, and 



is added t.<ZI ·the scale of a0vEn:1ant mutuality •. ·"We draw 

attention to H: hare baaause i'tt seem$ to us that the 

application of ·this theme to a God-M.a11 :relat..ionehip bears 

out a point pr~nriously made i.n this th0sia with regard to 

all coven.ants between non..,eq\11.al~u the superior party must 

plaae limitations upon his sttperiority in order to fa<:tili­

tate thEI QOVen&nt. o 
36 The l~at"!l:a:tiVe under diSQUrUd.on 

d~saribesa situation in which the disparity in status 

b~tween the 11'1udqe of all the Earth" and the Q:t:eat.u:re of 

11dus't and ashes" is :reduded almost to the J.evel of equality. 

Abraham, in effect, speaks to God in the manner of 0 man to 

man °; $.U.d God is w,illing thus to be apokeri t.o.. He makes :no 

attempt:. to silenc.H.~ Abraham.. On the aon.t:r.ary, at least 

within ·the framework of 'this story., He submits to Abraham. 

Once again, then, we are drawn. to the eonolusion 

that mutuality of obligations not only is olearly an aspect 

of ·thG! eax•lilist concepts of the eovenant between God and 

Israel, but that the lible (!onsistEently applies the notit1m 

of S$lf-1iroitation to God's omnipotenoe, in order to bring 

mutuality within the realtu of practical fea$ibility. Franz 

D$l:l tzsc:h has defi.ned aovenant as 11 ei.n au.f Wechsel$ei ti9kei t 

9estelltes Verhaeltn.is, wel.ches zwei Gleiohstehende 0i:r~9ehen 

oder womit der Hoeherstehende dem N'iedsren ent9Eagenkommt. 0 37 



28 

this definition as far as.the.~ is aoncarn~d. It is 

of tha b,ti:tb a relationship of inte:r:aotion. 

1 • Subsequ.ent covenan:ts in 't.h.e iihJ..e include the 
Cow~nant at Shel'Jlhem (Josh,. 24a l ... 2S) , the Cov~nant at HElbron 
(II Sa.m. 5 i 3 f'f .. ) , the Cf.t¥iV"enan't under Nehemial~ (Neh.. 9: l·~lOlil) , 

. and the <::ovGinant of Moab (0$Ut,. 28: 69). It will be noted, 
howeveJ~·; that in all but the last of these instances, God 
i a nGrt a party of, but. a wi tneem to the co"\ftiimant. IJ:lhe 
Covenant at M.oa.J:>, O?,l.. the o·t.her hand, is clearly marked as 

11 additional" ( ~ ? ~ N ) t<> that of Horeb .. 

.2 • . Ge1i.. 15: 18, 

6., 1$;1.Sb ff. 

7,. lSH5 .,}") 1 ,...,3 ,r L;,,. .eh 11 

a. 15:18 Jk~~ f )/t.j) ....>~ {c.. • •. A.Jt j ·r )('),6-r 

9 .. l5:4b ll.1 11 kl:;,. Tl'"Jll 1=£ I )e.J:, r't"' I) 
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lO.. Gen.. l 7t 6, 13 .. 

ll.. See above, PP• 6-8. 

12,. '.rhe iiJame is true of God's renewal of the Covenant 
wi.th Isaac (26i3 ff .. ) and Ja.oob (2Sa13 ff .. ). :No pled9e of 
any sort;. is exacted from *iths.r .. 

.13.. such views have in fa.ot been expres~ed by repre­
sentative sahola.rs at t.hEil: turn of the century as well as 
today. ~icha.rd l<:raetzschtnar w:ri t.eiS i1'l, ~ jynd,1vQr .. siS,.§.~;lyng; 
im Alten Testament (Marl:m.rg, 1896), p. 61; oonoerning Gen. 17: 
"Jahwe allein verpf lichtert sieh .. .. • • Abraham ble1ibt f rei 
von ,jeder Leisttmg. 11 ln his artic:le, "The Covenant Form in 
the l$raelit.a Tradition,-" Jib~~~' XVII (1954), 
p. 62, George E. Mendenhall stat~SJ 11 J:t is not. oft.en enough 
seen that rio obligations are iroposecl w@on Abra.ham. Circum­
cision is not originally an obligation, but a si~Jn of the 
c::ovenant, like the rainbow in Gen. 9. 11 

14. Gan. 12:1-3. 

17. See below, PP• 83, 110· .. ·ll:L. 

18. Getl. 12: 3. ;>')if ".1 F'i ·~ .,;,t.f'<W;Jtr G f""' t,n');• ')~ r !f;1t1 r>1~N 7>~tJ 

19. The si9nifioanae of this situation may well be 
aharaoterized by Wal the:r Bichrodt 's desox·i:ption. of the }2~itb 
as "God• s peu:sonal invasion ° into history" The phrase 
occurs in the Preface of 'the i'if"th Revised !ldition of 
Walt.her Eichrodt 1 s 1tbi ih,ealS?il!: o;Ji, ,1\Jlt,. O;b,d,.;,'t~~.tam~P.i,, trans­
lated by J. A .. Baker, S.C.M. Press Ltd., Lond.on, l,960. 

20$ SeH.ll above, PP• 7-f:h bel.ow, pp. 120-121 .. 

21~ Gen .. 13:17-18 

Gein .. l7:2FN3 

p··, 'lo'(..' r;.~. & ....... ~t;.;:i r'Jl~ r'r 
, 'J11) ... r~ r ')';I ft;,, r ~., .. ... .. ~) ~ u-. • ., (II ~> ""' 

Gen. 2Gi24 ... 25 f\?,_9, fe., l';t'I ........ rlf),!).Jt.I!:. \J1'"j))'M 

22 ~ Gen,. 28120-21. 
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23.. Gan. 12 = l. 

25. W. F. Albright, 0 '1'he Hebrew Expression for 'Making 
a Covl!l'lnant' in Pre-Israelite Doeuments, 11 IPill§!tin of the 
&l\Ei:r:ic:ta.n.,§cbsot§ of ori1nt§:l ~e11.ag:o}l, No .. 121 (Feb., 1951) , 
p 0 22. 

27 .. · .Gen. 23. 

2$.. The same oonditional aspeiat p:r$vails with :t'$gard 
to Gog 1 1 offer of 'the covenant.. The following may serve 
as an example: in Gem. 26:3 God speaks to Isaaa#f 

r;'})j:i/cl rN'?f" ->'''..i')/cl -"k.y~ ')f<,";J )/L 

,,.,,,,. f pi.7>k/ 1· ·t h ..... h ~· :t· .II 
.i.ue . o:rm s no· ewot"t y, :t.naSP\UC, as .s.t ntro1..tuoes 
a purpose olauset Dwell here .so !#11!'.lt I miqht be with you 
and bless you in aodorda:noe wi t.'h the eovanant oab)l. (One 
would expect '.J' 

11 
·r; I for 11and I shall be with y<:>u:1

) e 

Qu.:i.te obviously, ths inference is that:. God mi9ht not fulfill 
the covenant if :tsaa.o were not minded, for his part, t.:o act 
upon God's inst:t"uctions. 

29. Gen .. 17:20-21 c 

30. Compare 17:2 1"' 11'· .1) f"'1/d ,, and 17:6 r}:iJG '.,s<>.2).>?t 

ife.t1 f'$/c.'1'?'with l7:20 ~/qi ~/G,r4 f:I. l,;fe.. '.J\ 1';:i">';)I fjk~ '..;'':>~bl 

32. .Gen. 1811l7-3l. 

33. lee above, P• 21. 

34. 18:28 .. 

35. 19: 26b 

36. See above, p~. 10-11. 

37. Franz Delitzsch, l.ii~e; S9mm1:nta;&; p:eber,D\t .. ien$§is, 
5. Aufla9e (Leipzig: Dorfflin9 & Franke, 1860), p. 172. 
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Exodus,. Leviticus and Numbers ...,,_ The Sinai tio Covenant 

the struot:.ure of the Covenant as compared to that desc.ndbed 

in Genesis,. Suah phr.ases asf'J)fY.r r~f 'J-''.J>I fod •f f:i.M- ~)f\f(, l 

and tJ71 ·1e f')j.)J' ji,)4'11 1( }1.;)J.• f.,;'1#:./,, ... rivl(~ G1v ;;lJtP ·f p.J1; 11J>1 2 

sound the keynote of the ralat.:i.onship whiah now signifies 

no longer a aovc:.ule.nt between aod and individuals, bu.t bE?t.w(J!)en 

God and a pQoplG whiC!h :l.n its entirety is to he a "peouliar 

treasure" to Him~ 3 

Al.onq w:l.th this important extension of the covenant. 

jeot of mutuality, a.rG apparant.. As we hava sean, reoipro-

city of sentiments and actual obli9a:tions -- although 

indubitably inherent in th$ relationship - ... i:ouJ.d for the 

most part be dise$:tned only by 1mplic:::atio:n in the Patriarchal 

Covenant, since the majority of explicit obli9ations rested 

upon God. It was God who bound Himself, who swore the 

Covenant oath. 'l'he S.:i.nai.tic J;?rLib, however; clearly Emunciates 
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speciifio conditions and imposes definite obligations which 

ai:'e inaumbent. upon the ;people as a whole- Aoooit.din9 t.o 

the llohiet:i<J ·tradition# whioh aonta.ins the bulk of the 

<iovenant ma.t'9lrial in mxodus, it is these ord:i.nan.aes ( f 1C <1>") 

whic::h constitute the . .ii\,.) 1' » )Q)O * 4 (avEm as th.a . -ran 

.$ 
I )f.'I~ ) t 

and it is Jeo tlu~m tha.t. the pttlople swear obecU.anae 'by means 

of a aovenant ritual and a. covenant oath.6 

<Jov<ena.nt bt:\i:YJil9, whioh !is characterized (J.) by a distinct 

113t.tuature of formulertion, 7 (2) by an unmistakably l$gal 

baek9round and flavor, 8 and (l) by w'hat may appear a:s a 

The ''Book of the Covenant," to b1e st.'!.re, also 

contairu~ obJ.i9ations iru:::unlbent. upon God .. 9 :tn addi·tion to 

to be their defender and prcteator, maltinq Israel• s ememies 

Mis own an@mies.. God's o:bli9atio:ns, however, a:r·e oontin-

Covenant laws. Thus a Slli<Jnifiaant aspect of the Sinaitic 
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Covenant is the fact that, beoause of the identification 

of Covenant with Law, the responsibility for the preser­

vation of the Covenant rests now squarely wii;th the people,. 

(The same, of oourse, iis true with regard to the realize.-

tion of the covenant's intent., namely to bec:iome a Kingdom 

In sul::>sequE!n·i: Books of the JU.ble, notably in 

.Deu:t:.eronomy, this identification is brought ever more 

:foraefully to the consciousness of the people, as we shall 

see.10 The prophets, too, in their scarce explioit allu­

sions to the·~iita, make referanoe to a Covenant of Law~ll 

Whatever other si9ni.:fioance of a historic nat.urE\l this 

~iroumstanee may have, 12 it also tends to bear out our 

observation that a reference to the Mosaic Covenant may be 

assumed to indicate primarily a ~onception of ~he Covenant 

relationship in 'l:;.e:rms of human c::>bliga.tioruJ, i.e., Israel's 

responsibility to act out God's will. 

Notwithstanding theee characterieties of the 

$~.naitie Covenant, notw!t:.hstandin9, too, the findinq:s and 

assumptions o:f biblical scholarship with regard to the 

Covenant•e historicity, ox its legality, or its classifica-
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of the bibliaal text~ reveals a basic theme indiqenous to 

the Exodus Q~~:!f;h, whigh is wholly aonsistent with th$ 

Z:ie~t.ms!~ii. inherent in thEJ relationship between God and the 

Pat.ria.rczhs. We 'believe, too, th.at there exists with rE"Agard 

to the two covenants a line of logical and o:rganic: develop­

ment whiah is more likely to lead from Genesis to Exodui:J 

rather than hly a process of 0 A.\UU\lbD:!.;tll&l11 in the opposite 

direation • 13 

tie!li1, Mendenhall writes that. mutuality exists only to the 

oifie oomxnandments fen: I>ast benefits whic::h h$ received 

without any real ri9ht.11 J.4 At first qlanoe this. would 

appear to be also an aeourata evaluation ·of the relation-

ship between God and Israel at the time of t:he making of 

the S:l.naitia Covenant.. ThQ people had, after all, done but 

little to deserve God. 1 s intervention on their bel1alf in 

E9ypt. The entire E:x:odus; the plagues, the dest:ru~t:l.on of 

the Ecgyptian pursuers -- all the 11mi9·ht acts 1• of God took 

place without a sing-le conc:::rete 1,egsnl1;j.A,t»,ng on I sJ:ael 's 

part .. 1.5 As a result., ~cd•s statement, f,&:..')V ').J't> :J~ 16 

comes almost as a surprise. 



Tll.e Sible makes it. per featly clear, however, that 

the moti vat.in.CJ force behind God 1 s aotio:ns ~.s tll.e COVQnant. 

with the J?atria:r~h.s. All soui;c:Gl CJompilers are unanimous 

in a,sc:r:i:Pin; God• s oonaern with Israel• s pliqht in Egypt 

t.o tll.e airdumstan.Qe that ~e .. rememb$red" His CoV'enant with 

Abrahau.u, :tsa&Q and Ja.aob .. l 7 In the El aocount.18 this moti­

vation is.even f.!Xpressed in the form of a pl'.'edict.ion by 

Joseph on bis deathbed, thus making- 1.t clear -- if suCJh 

alarifioation Wllilt'$ n.eed$d ~·- that God• s 11 r$memberi.n9*' 

:neitl1e,r follows a t(~mporaxy lapse of :Divine memory nor. 

heralds a n~w ;phase in His rel.ll.tiona with His covenant 

partner; ra:t.he:t: did it const.:i.tute an inevitable oonsequance, 

a natural and to-b0-expeoted :cesult of His covenant with 

t.ha l?atriarahs .. 19 

The events leading- up to Sinai, patitiaula:r.J.y to 

t1'1e Exodus ...... whiah in itself, wherever it i a :r.ef0rt"ed t..o 

in the :mible, <:.:!Onst:.:l tutes a referenoe to the Covenant 

iappear thus as the or9anie link between two covenants and, 

by infexenoe, two aspect.a of covenant relationship, ,both 

Of whiah WEil believe to '.be present in the .Mosaic ll,~.&,th. God 

libera'tss Iil:rael from Eg-ypt as a pralud~ ·to thEi covenant 

based upon Law and Man °$ reqi:i.i:r:·ed init.ia:tive in fulfilli11g it, 
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but in doin9· so, IiEl' i~ just as muoh motivated by th$ 

Cov·enant which camt<a about :by rer1Son of God• s pleasurE? in 

·It is, we tl1.i.n1t1' once again this theme of aelea­

i:ion,20 whiah oonatitu:t.€lls ·the unifyini element bet.ween the 

two oovEmants.. Xt determines ths oonoept of the » G Lo 'f'o t 

it eli:,plains the :peiopJ.a 's miraculoU1$ delive:r:anae from Eg·ypt., 

Sinai.. lt: is basic:: to the entire conQept. of the Covenant. 

in the BJ.bl.e and, as we h.aV'ti;) seen, it. is constantly referred 

to in this cormotati.on $ 
21 It: seems strange, therefore, 

although not necessarily impossible, that ~his theme, or 

the c:ovenant with Abraham which is built on it., should have 

ato:ries and should have been instilled into them by a pro ... 

ln any evexit, it is cilear t'hat the "nsw'' covenant 

Covenant, inasmuch a.s it bespeaks the a.t this sta,~ still 

mining the post-Sinai tic relai.tionship between God and I11n:ael ~ 
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There i·s; . firstly, th!Si Elohist:J.a. aacount of. God's reactions 

to the, bu.:i.ld.ing of the Gold$n Calf by the Children of 

Isra.e1~22 Because th$y have transgressed on$ of the Qa:rd.i· 

nal pr1nc:ipJ.es contained· i:n the Deca.lo~p1e (;,J111s- "'G, Go) yf J>e:t)!. ~·~) , 

God. wishes .to oonst1me them. Aacording to the laws of the 

Sir.1ait.ic covenant, the:r:e ~ .. s c~rtainly no reason why the 

Abra.ham, Isaac and Jacob, as well as1 His ow11 oath unto them, 

")/'"-I ) ,.v 

men.ts which Isr.·ael must observ<t1:, and with the :rewards which, 

according to the Covenant, they will raoei~e from God for 

punishments fo:i::: the breach of the e< . .:nnman<lment1:u tre:rror, 

disease, starvation, defeat, deaolation and destruatlon, all 

of which oulminat.e in this statement. (26c3B) c 

f JJ.? 1/C f H;. p':J~/C. >"'> r..) fC I r 1il t.~ f .ft~,,,, /d 

At the aonclus.:i.011 of this grim reu::iital of horror, b.owevs:r, 



J:$me:mbe:r His cov~nant with the :~atriat·ahs and thus not 

to b:teak His [Sinai t.1.e) · aovenan.t with the people. 24 

p1i: 1 7,, 3, '.PI),,, -;)){(, J~-, ? / r 'ii. .-> ') ';) :.;. fr, :}'> , :> 5 , 
') ..> J ,, r ) ]<:; .i> I ) J .>Jc. r ;;, ') ~ f:;., jj I ) ·~ "'.> K,, 

t.ast:.ly we x·eff.lli t.o the Second Sook of I<in9a. 

·we read25 that God had ~ompasaion on Israel in the days 

and Jaaob. 

31 

t:.he oiroumstance that Israel had tran.sgress~d the Mosaic 

Covenan:t. 27 

Now, we do not eu'igest for a moment that God•s 

however, that. aftei:· iinai the term BJ'Jil.J.\ oom1;ndses arid 

sometimes juxtaposes the etasent.ial aspec.rts U1'lderlyin9 two 

the r~lationsl~ips aris~ out of it.. Although both covEmants 

sntly le9·a.l in oharao·ter, the Sinait:io Covenan·t, on the 

b:Lbli.oal ·view, denotes a :t:t$ll.aid.onshii;.1 prediaa.ted upon i;tom-
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The covenant with the Patx·.iarohs,. on the other hand, 

because of Goct•s oho.ice of Abraham and. God's oath, brings 

into focus the apparently unending att.ad:t.1.ment. of God to 

of the law in post-Sinaitia days. The legal and M~ what 

:form an o:r:9an1c and indivisibl$ whole in the :t:elationship 

whioh ensues aft.er Sinai, alt.hou9h at one time or an.other, 

in order to meet the needs of a given situation, one asp&ct 

may be given predominance over the other$ 

The !ook we are to consider next, Leviticu$, is 

a case in point. lt is essentially a dompilation of stat-

utes. It alearly aonoeives of a Covenant relationship whi~h 

is determinlll'ld by the aomplia.nae with law. 't1,e read1 2S 
~ .... p .. A/c pJ\•flifJ /)fi,f..J' '.JiJJR-J)~I J.;iJ-., 'J'-Thr ~fir#· 

f::J .. Mc '.J')'?-J'~ 'J'r'']S>I 

And conversely1 29 "7"' r~" ,~ :J< -yr.. '11'"' 'llY 1~G.-)e,t If<./ 
Onell could wish for no more <'lea.r-out statement either with 

:regard to the statutory or reoiproeal eharaoter of the rela-

tionship: Israel is to keep God's law, and God ia to pro-

t.eot Israel. At the same time it is apparent that the 

oontent of the b:l!ae~ cannot be oompressed into so simple a 



in '1flv,it!eua would i:ndiGa·t:.~ * !fhe fundamental pll:inoiple is, 

of eou.!rse, !Qo>.1t.aine<!i in tbe ph:raeei 3f':n1Gt "/)'>' '.)Jc. th1 1.:> }'J>.)\ f'l':/7 

The lli.'.bl~ il~.~elt d.Eifinaf.1l f It, 1 r ir~ 't$lt'iiUl of 

'r.1'/'_,')( 1J 11n1;-,, jN D.J..)\K; (:1?-Jc.I ~2~ r11" nf·~?:\, 
r 1 "' • Obiviouaily, _.1 J<..; """ ., 

We thinl~,, ooWGtV•J;', tll\$.t. - ... $8i&.Xdleiu~ 1~:f t.he Qiv0t9ent 

rn.:tala.a•s. of :me~nj.119 wtiti:.~ii the ·t•rm IL I ~ / ~y r1d.9ni fy ~n 

appli~d t.•' <.it)c;l 011 th~ l;)t1e hand and Isra;e3;/ • •n th"' other ...... 

the asrusn{i that. lsx·ael. t $ l~einllfl! €...1? J app.rox1mii).t.$ GfJd' 1i 

way of l0taini; -t.I S? T , in:t.:tetlu~~e an ad<.\""d (timensi•)n int~o 
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Di vine pe:r:sonali t.y w'hiah tlle tezm 

Tbus, fo~ all tha statutes of law which govern 

the relationship of Goel and :tsrael, we submit that the 

attested to by the nature of the ex;pteasions wl1iah oaaur 

status of the two Covenax>.t pa:iz·tner11h We have al.r11u1dy 

pointed to ·the use of ':>=>?4 '.)/\ :1.n i!Jtodus.33 l:n t,1;ttv.it:lc:u.s, 

God sp$aks of Israel as nis special S$rVants whom Me 

delivered from bondage.34 '!'hi.at most g-raphio analogy to the 

God-Israel relatt.ionah~.p ooQurs in th& book of Numbers. 

Moses makes it by i1npl:lcation )5 l:n a moment of an9er and 

frustratio.n be c:iompl.ains to God thart the Covenant was not 

to a sucking ohild that must be oarriad and sustained every 

inoh of the wayt 'JJt,"' ft !J"JjiJ fY» ... \; .J'f<., 'JV))) '·~J}':;)) 
7J'J>"".Pfe. JNk.S> 1<.e.1 1e/c:> T'T"'~ JJ>f..e. •tt. 111t..;'l-'.J /.,..,.,;,'!J(t 

/ '.J\ r• /G. f' .Jn" "'P ·~ ;; €1'- )') f" ?JC. 'i> r ¥ 

in ~aQh of these instances the ~rit~. is likened unto an 
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patsxni.al head who quite literally 11 la.ys down the .l.a.w, 11 

puni.shes, but., evli!tn as He does so, manifests a fat::he:r 's 

concern, love, and good intent.ions for thEa fut::u:re of His 

ghildren. Isri.ael, on the other hand, ~.ppea.:rs as a ah!ld 

or servant who as yet 'has bu·t little appreaiati.on of what 

is be!n~ done £o:i:: him.. Be is 'therefore of"t.en disf!la:tisfied, 

36 on~e even openly rebellious. The cronoept of th$ Covenm,nt 

is opportune at this point to consider exactly what, on the 

:biblioa.l view, ooru'lti tutes a X"eb®llion agairu~t God. Actually, 

the Hebrew word for 11rebel, 11 q ')fl , oQeu:r.s at this point 

for the fi:cst time with regard to God and !sn:ael1 indeed, 

it oc:murs nowhere else in the lrentatauoh. 31 We are donfronted 

here with a unique situation. The people, to b$ $11re, had. 

disobeyed before. They ha.d c:omplainad and 0 murmured 11 before, 

when they reme1nhered nosta.lgiaally the land of :Egypt and. ·the 

food they had ea:ten there; 38 and ·~- as in the ease of Tabe:t:ah.3 9+-
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they r.1.ei.d listened to t.lle disooux·a9i119 repox·t by t.he ·ma.jority 

of the m~n whom Moses had sent:. ·to spy out Canaan, 40 that:. 

aal.lyi 4 l j)N '?JN .v ?f.Jl)I e.Jc) i>JJ') l:t is at 

this point t.l1at Joshua anc1 Caleb sayi 42 h ? fU'i n f;: r" 

of it:.. The people d.@s.i:.t:e to revert to their prilll .. ~oovenantal 

existenoe, an.d thi~ would 11ave the effect. of frustxatin9 

tlieir own land~ Now, the fact th.:s.t such a situa.tion, and 

only auoh a ~~d. tua tion, oonsti tu tes a rabe l.lion a.aoording to 

the Diblicial an.tho:r:s, will ae:rta.inly aid us i.n. det;erminj.ng 

in t:.hilil course of our final conoJ:us:lmu-1 w"'nether or not the 

Covenant can be t~e:i::·minated at all by either party. At this 

poin·t we cei.n merely state our i:mprf:'H:ision that, in view of 

'the above, t:.he :ttentateuohal writers d<J not look: upon the 

the severe punial1ma:nts provided for by law, it. al.lows for 

a. consiclEu~:ate amount of human fad lings.. Elven in an extreme 

<lalii! such as thi~1, the Covenant ends only for tl1os.e who have 

see 'the promised land.. The Covenant itself is aontinued. 
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2. Ex~ l9i5,6~ Kraetzschmar has referred to this 
passage as to 11Die ausfuehrliohste narlequng der am Horeb 
festgesetztan :Sundesbeding·ungen 11 (.Qj,e llf!nde§!Q.t.:~rte.l;tung, 
P~ 130) .. 

J. The mlohist mentions a oovenant in which Moses 
appears a.s a separate partner in addition to ;J:srael, 
cmx. 34;21, O:"H:.1-.rt.1 J\')'j> "':..)IK:., 'J"I")!) > 
This, however, is ·t.he only reference to a ebvena.nt with 
Moses in Exodus. In general an image of Moses as God's 
plenipotentiary, not &s a s~parate eoV'enant partner pre­
vails throughout the Ex .. narratives. In :t as well as JE, 
God 's initial all us ions to the Covenant (Ex.. 2 s 24; .ih 1, 8) 
concern th~ people in qeneral and do not single out Moses. 
Similarly; the; E account of the Burning Bush (Ex. 3:2-6, 
9-lS), in which God first confronts Moses, speaks of Moses 
only as God•s repreaentative to the people. 

4.. Chapters 21 - 23.. The appellation ...11 1) 'f'i ;') '~o 
oacurs in Ex.n24i7. 

6. :mx. 24:4-a .. 

7. Detailed information is contained in the article 
by James Muilenburg, "The :Form and Structure of the Coven­
antal Formula.tione 11 (:s!tl!H4i T&Uit!m,ll:§Y.m, XI [1959], pp. 347-
365. 

a. In the article referred to above, "The Covenant 
Form, 0 etc:., Mendenhall speaks of the Sinaitid covenant as 
being directly aonneated with one of a number of historical 
and legal traditions oontained in the Bible 0whic:h can be 
identified as pre:U'!X'Vinq the t.~x't. of the Covenant between 
Yahwe and Is:i:ael. 11 The artiols also contains his theories 
concerning the relationship be·eween the Covenant and the 
Hi t·ti ta suzerainty trea:ties, p ~ 56 ff. 
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10 .. ly a system of Blessings and Curses. See below, pp.86-87. 

12. . See below, pp. 13 5 ff. 

13. In his work; al\§..o,+gg;+! d$f. ~it.en 1T.~1:t1mtQ:ta1 
(B~rlixu ,.Evang:$litaohe Verlagsanstalt, 1950), pp. 14, 1$, 

t>. Walther Eichrodt .states "dass die Gesamtkona:eption des 
Bild.es I c;tex· J vaetetiaei t aus der du:rch die moe;a,isc:.the aundstiftung 
geprae\jten GottesauffaS1sun9 ,ihre Ge~talt eimpfan9en hat." 
I'n. t.hi s ~onnec:?tion he continues to speak of' an 11Au$d111ofhnun9 
des 9•sc::hiohtli<:!b begru~ndeten aundesve:rhaelt.niaetes Israels 
a.u:f die Vaeter." 

14. .Mendenhall, 9:R Si:ti .• , p. 58. 

15. . lee below, n. 20"' 

17. IX• 2 i 24 (l?) " 
EK .. 3tl5..,.l6 (J). 
Ex. :.h 6 (I). 

19 •. See also ~bove, pp. 36-37. 

20.. Again we use the te:t:m 11 seJ.ect©on11 in the light of 
the suppo$i tions made .tn Chapter I, i.e. , a. mutual ·process 
insp;t.red by God's initiative .. We '.b•lieve that the material 
contained in th$ Exodus narratives likewise bears out such 
an interprQtation. Although, as stated above, no ~es;m­
l!iL1t.,u;ng of a eonc:u:ete naturEa on Israel's part preceded the 
lt!Modus, we S$te a Jt!ne. SMI tU?!l for God's aat of dElliverance 
in the notion that the p$ople must first believe in Miro, 
wbioh is explicit in the text (Ex. 4; l, 5, 31) ~ . The phrase 

fYS> Jttfc.ilin Ex. 4:31 thus has the same force a.a 
.. )j'?J v7~ .. tt 1 / .-)i~'l·i';) J'Nfc.fHin Gen. 13:6. It signifies :tstael's 

affirmative response, which enables God to aot upon Mis 
selection. 
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22. Ex. 32:7-14. 

23.. Lev. 2613-46. The ·entire pas11H:19e is assumed to 
be the work of the same compiler. 

24. Lev .. 26:42. 

2$. II· Kings ll: 23. 

II ~in9s 18:12 • 

21. .;dJ) I ,, ?- If'' 'Ml..N ill 3 )e/'-~ G Ji t:,. /._t.i I),., Ji ft... h ? ¥',I 
/(LJ{ tc.rl I 6'N€. ;Ji 

Lev. 26:3 .. 

Lev. 36:4. 

30. Lev .. 17 - 26 .. 

Lev. 19: 2. 

Lev. 21: 26. 

'11"' 3 7 .. Num. 14: 9. Subsequently " in the sense of 
rabelling against God, occurs only in Ez. ~as (:i:efe;rr.:i.nq 
to the same events described in Num., 14), in Josh .. 22:16, 
la,· 19, 22, 29 (referring to the building of a rival altar), 
and in Neh .. 9:26 and Dan. 9:$, 9, as pa.rt of a 9ena:ral 
review of Israel's sins. 

38.. N'um. llt S. 

39. llcl-3 .. 



40 .. Num .. 13:31-33 .. 

41" 14~4. 

42.. 14t9. 

46 
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CHAPTER VI 

Joshua -· .. The Covenant at SheG'lhem 

Th® ~ompletion of the e<Jnquest of Canaan by the 

Israelite tribes, whiah forms the first part of the events 

related in the bc»ok of Joshua, 1 oonsti:tut.es also a aruoial 

time in the relationship between G<~d. and Israel. God, in 

effect, had fulfille~ His Covenant oath and had brought Mis 

people into the J:romised Land. The peop.le, in turn, although 

not always enthusiastieally, had demonstrated their belief 

in God by accepting the yoke o:f His ordinances and by pit"" 

ting themselves against a miqbt.ier enemy. Thus $ildh of the 

two parties bad complied with the terms agreed upon a:t Sinai. 

But now that the g·oal had been reaohed, what kind of a 

relationship was to ensue between God and Israel? Were the 

old ()onditions still in :foroe, or had the time oome for a 

What ha.pp~:ned,of cou:rsEI, wast.he covenant at 

Sheohem.2 and the statutfllls and ordinances which Joshua set 

there before the people. To ·them ·the people respond with 

<'( t I;> I .. f tc. f 't' ;\ I) ti /C 'I 

r;; ~ 10 u · ;·J'1c.. J> I ;y "'..} fc.. 
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Now, ;t t.. is qui t:e a.pp a rent th.at both in fo.rm and 

in oont.ent t.ha Covenant at Shechem is in the le9al tradi­

tion of iined ~ 4 'fhe£e a.:i:e nevartheless a numbe:r of dis-

tinguishing features which would indicate certain changes 

Proloque'" to the Covenant is in the 11 I ~· You II pat.tern 

c'.haraat.eristic of the apee:ial LUJJ.d"ss&:t~ employed in 

Exodus5 -- which "is in p113gi the .f.901 ,Ea.!\t. Ol,~i9~ of· the many 

CIOVGl!nantail perieopais wh:l.ah appear throughout the Old Tetate .. , 

ment. .,6 ... - God does not a.ppem.r as a. party, '.but as a witness 

to ·1:.he ·covenant. The a¢:tual parties a.r$ Joshua and the 

7 people.. As a result, a.lthowgh Joshua speaks in the name 

of God, 8 the responsibility for ·t.he mald .. n9 of the Covenant, 

for the first time sinaie God first e.pproaahed Abraham, is 

not entirely that of the :Oivima partner.. Furthermore, it 

woul(i appear that the ~nllople are confronted with a more 

olear ... out ohoioe as to the advisability of ent:.0rin9 the 

Covenant than was the case either with the l?&t.riarahs or 

with the people at Sinai. 9 

r''5> f·'r hr-.-~ ;,/))' ~~..;,k. ?'~"tfr r::>«J'1f'i.. !("ll r-t' 
fJ 'J> rfc., J9 ~ r ~>el f ,,,) 0<~ IN "".)fc ;t / 1~ "i" "J'I •fi -,pf:.. 

f J't. ) €..~- • j ~ k:.J"> •}) ~. -J'lt. f t.1 ) J?jJ> ) "fli\''t> ")t./;­

"' .. .. r 3) /:.. ? r I '"A~.,l 
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:t.at.er, when the people decide to serve. the Lord, Joshua 

forewarns them onae aga!n. 10 ;d»1 "'.1"i '1 '°;)irf 1fJ1J\ P..r ..,,~ 
i,) '.}I ~6" r; I°.) t .e.~ r /dV ""!<. r . rd» l<.IJT A~(, td» r~.:~ T r '.)) ~ "::>, 

f :.> .} 1:- ;'! l> I f) r 21"""> j) I '(-'\ .eJ J -() ,,, Pre. f-P '4) '? ·'irl J) h"> I "')\ f' I , ... ;;. ~ ':). ~) 
· , . f :> f 'r '6 · S> ... )e/c,. 1

.., l'lk. 

Even aft.e.r the people have ·reiterated t:.h®ir dea:i.s.ion1 . 

Joshua emphasizes the :faa"t that the <:1ho1.<i:E? to eiitet- t"t\e 

th i "'h· .4 .. i1 t·'.)1', ,::i.,p/::.. r•9tf ..... Ill> Coven.~u:1·t was e r ~ .. o ... oiai., , 
/.)'I (c:. 9 /" '(f ;);y1 -.)'f<. f.)J f'Jl"'tf'."f!J f-.l'lfc.·· '..'.> 

Now in vieiw of the fac:t. that* along with Covenant 

conditiorus and obli9·a.t.ioru:1, a statement. of c.hoioe forms a 

.regular p&rt of thi.s kind of Covenant 9.l:t~u;gg,, 12 the ques-

tien whether 24:15 literally offers an alternative is hiqhly 

debatable.. It is the s:n1preme objeot of the Sheoham Covenant 

to keep the.people aw'i!y from the worsihip of the Canaanite 

deities and to uni t.e the Tribes in the servic:H11 of the God 

of Israel. This, in fa.at, is the tanor of thiiil preceding 

chapter (Joshua 23) -- acQredited by soholarrs in its entirety 
l3 

tt':> o(2] _..,. which makes no mention of the CoV'ena.nt., but cul-

m:inates in the .f.'.f>llowinq exho:tt.ai::ion concerning the h:ci.:.th 

at. Sinai=l4 

f.) j\ IC }>'I g > e{c. f .)'/; 1~.,. )"; /,)' .) f) t,) ,.. J' (c f :>) j.) y "' 

fr>~ r»-" ; ft\ j) RJ> I f I } tdc.. f' I j> rf;.. r..n ':/ ~ ((f f"J'I.) 11> I 
,;·:q~ /(~ J) p . ., /CS'> ("t(l'I >'> ") ))f/ r yr~(':> fc / f:Y(l> 'j) /;> 1 

,... f lc ;) ) ):>I 

f:>f /'J:) VL{C 
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WEi think, thiarafo:re, that 24s J.5 j.s to be underst.ood in much 

the· same manner · as the :Oeu.tel':onomi s:t • s warning in 2 3: 16, 

notwithstanding the expl..ic!J.t alternative which the text 

initiative and pa:rtioipation in ·!".:he making of the Covenant. 

In Ju.dq$S 2: l ...... a parallel au:::coui-at of the Conquest ...... it 

ia again God who t.astifies to th~ unlimited duration of 

the Covenant: rG;rf r:>J>fG !.>'Y~ )~/c, /c,f But in the 

passage unde1· disculiJsion; it !$ the peopla who take steps 

people, of aou:rse, oorttin.ue also to break the Covllli!nant. 

The hook of Ju.d9·et:1 abounds wit:.h tbe phrase: 

;) J.i) 1 '..P 'lr -r n );> '"'J' fl.c \{;;,.'")<?..t :J ~ t .ei ¥'•1 , is 

which mieieu1s in every instant that they seirved. the gods of 

Canaan.. It is therefore hardly possibl~ to adva1\c-e a theory 

t.o the effect that t:.he Covarrn.nt at Shachem points. to <l mo.re 

The reasons for the people• s demix:e to continue the relation-

Throughout the m and P accounts of the Conquest, 

as wall as in some of the sections at.t:r:ibuted to D [2] , God 
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appears as the one who 11 fouqht for Israe1 .. 11 l 6 By His· 

into her hands.. 1 .. t Jer·~.Qho, .Joeltua is viai t.ed by "t.he 

Lord·• s general 11 
( » /.;) 1 ., k.-r. 2 -)t.) •1 i God's military 

leadership',. however, is enlbje,.:t to the fallfillment of the 

tetms of the C:ov11anant .. 19 . 

' <:))' }nr f';) 'r. '/G '.)Jr f' IT r <; ') e• :.JF' ' c I t.fi 
.) > JJ\/ ¥ .... ~ h"> f P1 o I le. f{; { fJ; r~ f / 1.;> 1

.) p .. v' r' I<~ :JO> r 
t p:>'r>)'f/V f"'Jh'J> /11t1eJ> J;.f-pfc, 

If ·t.he Israelites fail to · 1.i:ve up 'to the demands that the 

e11emies. Also, the people who wer$ bo:t:1'l in the Wilde.rness 

'hai.d to be oirc:n.:nnoised at Gilg·al 19 prior -to the oonqueat so 

oan be little doubt, then, ·that the p$ople who :fought in 

the conquest of Canaan must have looked upon the Covenei.nt 

surroundin9s and perilous ciroumsta.11cEu1;.. :tf so, it is 

little wondE.ir that t:11ey wanted sual1 a :r:ela.tion£'!1h.i.p to aon-

-tinue, partioulat'ly since the provisionary victories had 

not. providtld th<r:m with permanent iJeciurit.y in the new land. 

In a later chapter we shall introduce the concept 

of an historically determined relationship between God 
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and Israel. my that we mean that the concept of Covenant, 

as well. a.s the ralatlonsh:tp batween the pa.rtie$, is a.t 

various ti.mes det.ermi.ried by preva.iling oirournrstances and 

the n~ed Qf the hour. In view of what has been $aid above, 

that t:.1".te Jr.lohist.ic aocotmt. in Joshua este.blishes the con·" 

tinui ty o :f the ~ in the Sinai tic t:r·adi ticm (! ~ e., based 

upon ob\\l'ldienoe to r.,aw), and that. thi.s extension of the 

Cove:l').ant, aoc.ording to the Jaibl:tcal narra.tive, came a.bout 

by n1ut.ual aonsent and desirct of the two Covenant partners .. 20 

l.. 24: 24 ~ 

4. A detailed comparison is <!lont.a.ined in Muilenburg'a 
article oited above. 

6. Muilenburg, ''The :ro:rm and Structure o:f tha 
Covenantal. Formula tio:n, 0 p . 3 s 2 • 

1. Josh. 24:25. 



10. Josh. 24:19,20 

11.. 24: 22 

12. Cf .. the covenants at Sinai (:mx. 19.~ 3 ... 5) , at 
G.ilial (I Sam.. 12: 6-17) and in Deut. 30: 15-20 6 
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13. S. :R .. Ori ver explains the term D (2 J as :followsu 
"In this '.book, (Joshua) JE, before it was combined wi. th P, 
passed through the hands of a writer who expanded it in 
diffEirent ways, and who« being stx'<.:mgly imbued with the 
spirit 0£ neuteronomy, may b¢il! termed the Deu:t:.eronomic 
editor, and denoted by the abbreviation n(2].. [S. R .• Driver, 
Ao . J:n:t;i;:o.awst&a1 tg .. tbi L~ti,l'~t&;r! ,gi; .. :t:be <U5'r T11tament (The 
Meridian Library, New 'York), 1957, p .. 104.] 

14.. Josh. 23:16. 

16.. Josh .. 10: 14'.b1 lO~ 42r 23: 3 .. 

l i.. !h l4L, 

18. 7: 12 6 

19.. 512-0 .. 

20.. As for some of the parts of t'he book of Joshua 
which a~e att~ibuted to the Deuteronomist, we note that in 
them the ooncept. of lo-ve as an aspect of the relation$hip 
between GQd and Israel app$ats for the first time outside 
the book of Deuteronomy itself (22:5f.l 23:11).. Unlike 
l>eute:ronomy (7:$--lJ), however, there is here no mention of 
God 1 s love for Israel. Aciaording to the n [2] interpreta­
tion of the law of Moses, only Israel is commanded to lov-e1 
and althou9h there are a number of refarenc•s in which 
God's speoial feelin9 for Israel is implicit (Josh .. 21;4!h 
23~3,14) ; suoh feeling is not denoted by the term ~ :.) /c.. .. 
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The Former Prophets -- The Covenant With David 

tf the book of Joshua established ·the aont.inued 

effioa~y of the Covenant relationship, the hook of Jud90.ii!r-----­

'1rividly illust:rat$s the p:rec:arious situation in which the 

Coven.ant finds itself in the years and oent.urie$ which 

followed.. Thi\ situation is ohara.crteri.zed by these words: 1 

') N fc.)l 1,)j fir... - ..J'i /c /le ) I J'i 1:J Pi ) I)) rf<w, ,)) f;, I J Jc. r;} f »)fl k. I 

. n 1 ?< r -" l(tUl '"' r, r 3) r,,, r' 'ri tJJ1 r·''I'- ) R..t.. 

As one biblical 8aholar put it, eom® of the people had 

indeed '1feathered. t:heir neats without the assistance of 

the eovenar1t. 112 T'ney had given in to the lure of the 

dominant. aivili~lHll.'trJ.On:! . r 
J"hJ-.R.,,'611 \'¥'/' )?~'( 1 1 

look upon the en.tir<# period covered by these Books-in the 

light of the Covenant :rela:tionship. The mi.s;fortunes and 

military def~ats which lsrael endured-during that time 

a:re depicted. as punishment from God for the breach of the 

Covanant .. 4 The times of good fortune and suocEHlls under 
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the Judges, on the other hand, as well as the Jud9es them-

selves whom the tord 11 raised up," come about beaa.use of 

God 1 s ":r~pentance 11 a.s Ha beholds the oppression of Mis 

Covenant partner. 5 As a mat.er of faot, we are told tha:t 

~:.he ~m'l;.ire l,ong etx·u9gll!ll for s·t.abil:i ty in Canaan ;.. ... 410 

yea.rs from. the deJath of Joshua to the death of Samson, 

a.OQ():t:ding to :eibl$ ohronology -- was made even long-ex· by 

God because of Israel's tra.nsg-ressien of the Covena1"lt: 6 

f.1' 1 r-f..- .. J' /c. \}'I 6 )e,fr-.. ',)\ ~) t> '7)\ /c., ;)_)}) 1 ft S'> h ?ii>' ') 11.J- / ¥'1 

rtu"'> ~/fl f>i> :.JQ>N Q..,1/C.. - e.1) I ;~1 f'ol L '"r JI<. -ft in 7 f )rµ,e fc. fi 
tJ? f'Jt1er> rfa;.,''.312..' :.J'f<. ff> . .JlfDj rlfN( -.Pff'I, Yfl,/;;>1 ?.)?f->e/'-

7' / .J')I ~r I . ft:. r.,. f fl., r ./\ 1,.,. ~ /:; p,e ) flft.,) r ~ ,JI.) rr 1! I::;> ( r )<:j ""'J) f::., 

t'e) S> I ~1 1 ? /''j~) /;.ft ')'}'){'I re))/;;> !.)\ r,.. r ;>( t)) t 1Yt? -.,;\ {<.. 

Now, in vl.ew of the fact that the :narratives 

posed of a va:r:iety of sources whosa origin and. date c:annot 

be satisfac:iimrily determined, it is difficult. to draw any 

da.ta .presented above is .th$ donviot.i.on on the part of the 

author (or authors) that Isra®l cannot survive the diffi-

cult. period.of adjustment in Canaan without the Covenant, 

i .. e., without unconditional allegiance t.o God and the law 
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of Moses vis .... fii-vis ·the religious and secular civili2ation 

of Canaan. lnasmuoh as this period is also a time in which 

Israel is ;ui1dergoinq ·the birth pa.ins of a national· life, 

we might offer tJ1.e stugqest.ion that we have here an aspect 

of Cov-enant mu·tuali ty which is marked by an· awaken.in; 

national aonsc.i.ousness and the need to make this new phenom-

~non. a pa.rt of the Covenant relationship.. Not lsrael, the 

was :now to bs ~ party t:o the C::ovanant and to be protected. 

by God in tha:t capacity.. In return, Israel was to serve 

Kim alona, and thus reta:d.n its distinctiveness au a nation 

among nations • 

. A oompletely differen:t attitude towa:.r:d the effi-

cacy of the Covena:t1t amon9 c:ihan9iruy oondi tions, however, 

is irnplioit in the manner in which one of th$ narratives, 7 

desaribin(fl the beginninc;rs of the .Monaro'.hy, deals with the 

people' 1111 demand for a ki~ at ~a.mah A 8 . _ \t 
hNk.1 - ')12../i... \J.J f?('5'> \ lT" '(N-t. \K:.I ti..Q.. L. ,, ") ' r ¥ 'l rr1 n lo Jr.. f! I J\ fl;.,. - '.> I() le, N 'T J) fr;, r) 

_,') /:;:>' ) N /GI I 

;.. r ,~ .. r fie 

'l"hi.s was a tim~ wh~n the in:vasi<:>il of the Philistines 

threartened the very existenae of ls:ra~l.. To the author of 

this a<;:count, however, political neaessity presented no 

valid issue. lf t:.he terms of the Covenant had been kept 
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by the people, :neither a military emergenay nor thE!! need 

for a ld.ng ~n ,J;gai, gei, would have arisen. And th0 pE!Ople • s 

desire to be and to be judged r 1 It)) \.);) 9 conveys t.o him 

a laQk of app>:eoia:t:.ion :for the uniqueness of the Covenant 

rela.tionship on their part.. The request for a king: is 

The onel eox1sistent impression we t.hus gai.n from 

is indeGd th.a.t the Covenant. as far a.$ its influence upon 

the peopl$ was aoncerned., had fallen on hard times and that 

somethinq had to be done about it. AQcording: to Bible 

ah.tonologyt the period from the end of the <:on.quest. of 

Canaan, as :repo:i:ted in Joshua, to th<t death of Samuel oOV$rs 

approximately 450 years. This total,. as Driver point:.s 

out, 10 is almost certainly too high. Sut even if it were 

to be halved, the fa.ct remains that in ia.muel 's days the 

Covenant ceremonies at Shsahem, not to speak of the Covenant 

at Sinai, had long since. bee:ome a matter of hearsay. The 

removed from the vibrant, supernatural aspects of the Coven-

a.nt. rrhey lacked t.he intimate knowledge of God which the 

Patriarahs had pO$Sassed. They had not known the awe whioh 

had oome upon the people at Sinai or the thrill at seeing-
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the walls of Jerioho crumble~ All they knew was the drud-

f£fery.of·the·law, t.ha monotony of the cult, and the threat 

of the en$My ft.om the west.. As far as the people were 

We submit that the ahQr&cter of the relationship 

whie'h mark.s the Covenant between God and Dav·id acao.:r·ding 

to the biblieal deseription11 was at least in par·t:. shaped 

and Xsra.al, i ~e .. , to make the l2l:!th once m.gain a living-

reality in the lives of the people. Whatever the historical 

faats and political ;rQaliti$s which play a part in the 

esta'blishment of ·the DavidiQ dynasty, as fat" as the Covenant 

is Cloneerned; 1 t ma.rks the be9:tnnin9 of a new, or rather tha 

new b~9innin9 of an old, relationship between the Covenant 

Once ag-ain, as in thlli!l case of Abraham, God selects 

"his sl)))rvant 11 David because he is a. 0 }p -r:> b V fc.. 11 12 

and e:hooses him fo:i:;- an ~verlasti:ng covenant .. 13 Again, too, 

<!od binds. Himself by voluntarily <::ommittin9 llimself to a 

rela.tionship in thE! ®'1:rae of whiah He might punish, but 

never ut·te:rly destroy, 14 thus limiting Mis superior i::1owers. 

Xt is noteworthy, too, that, as in the case of Abraham, no 
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specifi.eally s·tated obligations are recorded for Dairid 

himself.. :tt is only in the re$tatement of the Covenant 

for Solomenl5 ~~ a passage which from its marked Deutero• 

nomic phraseology is plainly.an addition by a oompiler 

stronflY undia:r tl1e influence of Deuteronomy -- that :mut.u .... 

ality of obligations is explicit.16 

theless, that God•a Covenant with David was far from bein9 

one-sided. P'or one thing, David was punished Joy God for 

his sin c,tonc::e:tning Uriah .. 17 From the phrase; 

l]'t'7• o-"'>;'> · ...Altetf' .>;,/£> 1 )'r~-.. ;,/c ..J"J~ r/,fl 18 it is 

qui·te obvious that Davia had transgressed a statute in 

c::onjunat.ion with the Covenant. Furthermore, in the "Song 

of Triumph 11l9 attributed to him, David him.self sta:tes the 

terms of the 

C!ovenant: 20 

relationship as well as the nature of the 

o·li', f ii>" .. '..) )3r" I ~ k~, j) f\) ~ r t31 I 
, r ? '(?) , ,, .' ) ?) Jl r~J..> »I», Jrit t..' 

I j'> (' fc tJ :.J' If·(.) f_r; ;'> J;; ( '.;>) q ' ... I, ) f{ .R... 'J 
'i?J"' ti ) 101c. --).r ''j\ ? "' , ';;) tJ 1 116 Q) trl- r.5 ·;. 

That there was mutuality of obli9a.tion is also quite apparent 

from vetses suah alil ·theseu 21 t~ n i'IJIJ' 11 oh '"' f':!r 
r.'\.,» 'II. pN.J)j') p1rJ.J" )/f.!c.':J:.,¥ 
\QJ ···"'· tr'lf'--.1f'if' 1·;;:..JtJ' ';;J) 'fy 

)QJ-) fht qo/\ 1}/t:. '?11 r1?l" 1~J°Y .}'e..o .))~fc,. ··• ry i"'i"i .)11'.€.'i'I ;>fl 3?>1 J'/11.,f> 7'.J~r 
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Most important, however, tl'ae Davidid &a2t:ith was 

Q£:f.:tb, was not. a oovenan.t with Abraham alone. Both Abraham 

and David were ohosert becuase of Sod's pleasure in them. 

The aonditions of the Covenant, however, applied to their 

d<l.'ls~endants a$ well. Tb.Ell Davi.die ~ovenant is a covenant 

with the House of tlavi«i.,23 And in this aonneotion the 

mutual <:.ibli9atio:ns are speC1ifio. We may refer to them as 

11a house for a house, •• or, 

24 regard to Solomoru 

in the words of the Bible with 

'.J~jJ..JJ lfllj{J .)\If'. '"'S>j?I kf$) 

f r I 'It"~ "ii er Js1..> f n tJ f:.. D..> ~ ..f. fc.. 

We offer now the following interpretation with 

failed to win t:.be approval of God and, much more definitely; 

some of the biblical compilers .... ,. the book of Chronicles 

which reports the selestion of David2S completely i9norea 

the anointmen«t. of Saul -- the :House of David wl1ich makes 

Jerusa.laim the Cit>:.y of the Lolt'd, builds the Temple of the 

Lord, and carves out an empire in the name of the Lord, is 

presented as being especially chosen to oarry forward the 

Covenant of the Lord f") r, ?Jf :forevar. Part.ioularly 
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in v.iew of the preoedin9 decline in Covenant relations, 

auQh a p:r:e,sentation of. the l;?ritb, assumes added, s:lc;mifidance. 

We may well revert to Eidhrodt'a phrase with regard to the 

c.ovenant :wi.th Abraham and maintain that, bea&\U:He o ... f the 
' . . ' ' 1· . ', 

renewed g-r~at emphasi.tll on God's selection of David, whioh 

is ab.sent in the aase of Saul, the Dtavidic .Covenant is made 

to appea.r i1'l t.he nature of .a seoond inst.a1-tce of "God's 

personal invasion into histe1ry. 11 The implie?ations of the 

:Oavidio covenant., howevEir, are even more far-reaching in 

tanns of th~ rel.a.tive istatus between God and Israel. 

If God is willinc;r to choose for Himself once 

again a speed.al oovena.nt partner -- albeit only as leader 

of His covenanted people, not as the progeni·tor of a new 

pQople -- mnd, deap.J.t:e his shprtoomin9s, commit Himself to 

an everlast.~.ni a.euioaiation with him and his descendants, 

·than Israel; even if it. falls 13hort of its obligations, 

may well hope :for l.E)nienay and. fo:rgiventl!lsa, ind God can 'be 

relied upon ultimately to turn pu.niishment .into restitution 

and adversity into deli verana~, The :Oa.vi.d.ia dovenant tl'n.ts 

conveys a strong notta of optimism anQ. hope which ia parti­

cularly atrikinq after the laak of enthusiasm by the p<aople 

which marked the Covenant relationship described in the 

'book of Judqss. 
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. denote such a x:elationshi;p. b.ertweien God and l:srael in the 

Dib1~, is bo:rnfl out by ·tbQ· mariner in which it is subse .... 

quently :i:efer:red to in the.l))r.ophets26 on whiQh see below, 

Chapters v:;r:rI and x.. :tnvaria.bJ.y suoh references aonsti-

God's Covenant has not ended, and God's eu.':llaotion still 

l. Jud9es 6s l0 .. 

2. Harry M. Orl:tns'ky, Ansi:1n:t I1;:1ieJ., (Et.hacaa 
Cornell; Utd.'\1i!u'sity Presa, J.9$4), pe 56. 

'4. 2tl4 

6. 2a20-23. 

7. 'I'hera are in the First book of Sa.:muel ·two narra­
t:.i ve$ which deal with the manner in which laul bec:omes 
King- - ... in .different way:.ll and from different p<>ints of 
view. The older narrative, eomprisin9 911 ... 10: 161 l012ib1 
J.lil ... ll,15 1 tr.ea.ta teaul's appointmtll!nt favorably. It is 
the late~ story which !s under discussion above. 

B • I Sam - 81 7 • 

9. t Sam. 8:20. 
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10. S .. R. Dl!':i.ver, An....1ni;tOdJ.\$i;;i.g11 tSi? th! ,;w;L;t;e;i;;atu'-e 
rt;&; tb! O,ld. ~.11t1men;t; (New York: The Meridian Library I 
1957), p .. 161. 

ll. II Sam: .. , Chap., 7. 

14 .. '7 i 14 , , 15 " 

11. II Sam. 12:7-15. 

19. 22tl - 23i7. 

23. II Sam. 7:26b, 29. 

25.. I Chronicles, Chap. 17. 

26. Amos 9all~ Isaiah 4H3, 55t3, .:ler;1:. ll:l9 .. ·22; 
Eaek .. 37:24-28. 
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The J?:re-exilio l?rophets -- Messengers of ·the Covenant 

It is a striking yet indisputable faot that 

Ei;K.plioit references to the Covenant a:re so rare amsn9 the 

prophets of the eighth century as to be scarcely notice­

able. Thus Hosea uses the word ;e;:tt.b. twice with re9a:rd to 

God and Israel, 1 Isaiah once, 2 Amos and Micah not. at all,, 

As a result,. a multitude of theories has been advanced by 

biblical scholars, the most extr$me of whiQh bein9 that 

for these prophet.a the brith as a formal relationship 

between God and Israel was altogether an unknown entity.3 

Now the fact remains that Hosea and Isaiah do 

re.fer to t.he Covenant. And while the frequency or rarity 

of $UGlh re:ferenees might well be a fa.ator in determining 

the attitude of the propheti'l toward the con.dept, it cam 

hardly :make any diffe:renoe to the fasic fac:::t that they 

WE\:re ai.c::quainted with it.,. It should also be considered that 

Amos and Hosea in Israel, and l:sei.iah and Micah in Juda.h; 

prophesied in the same period, :ln part even at the same 

time~ In the airaumstanoes, ·t;.he11t1efore, a.nd particularly 

in view of the textual sim3.lari ties in Isaiah and Micah, 4 



65 

:i. t seems a reasonable assumption thei.t what was known to 

one was hardly unknown to the other, a.nd that., even as 

the opposit.:J.on on thA part of Elijah to the. secular power 

but a few decades before had been motivated by his under-
' . ·r.: ' 

standing of the Covenant.,~ so thl'iil messa.gs of all. the eighth 

oenturyprophets was squarely based upon their attitude 

and their interpretat.ion of it. 

Furt.hermore, the ci.rqument that t.hei early prophets 

c:oru:ieived of a speoial relat.i.oru1hip between God and Israel, 

but that that relationship could not be identified with 

the tradit.ional, L,(:'h, th.Ell patriarchal or Sinai tic hrit.h, 6 

is, we t.hinkf not only oontradiote¢1 by the text itself, but 

evidences a basie misunderstanding of the Covenant idea in 

'.biblical history. For it is absurd to assume that there 

19Xiats any other relationship at all '.between God and ts:rael. 

but the Covenant relationship. There are, ·t:o be sure, 

d.iff'erent covenamt formulm..tions Gmphasizinig different 

a.spects of the r$lationship an.d determin:t.n9· different 

degrees of covenant mutuality. we have previously noted, 

however, that one formulation is never obviated by the next, 

and that they are indeed aspects of the same Covenant. The 
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alternative befox~ the people is never one se.t of Covenant 

obligations as aga.inst another, but very simply: Covenan·t. 

(Ci I t J. .t:' r.:>. ..._ or no Co"l"enan t, God or thEi i.do 1 s, 1 1,,.,,;u ..,, 

or j) ff f:.P r i{ .. Thus we cannot a9rEie t.o 'the 'ha.ado dis ... 

til'>.ctio:n ma.de by some s r.ihola:r:·s between !?Lt.th as a J.e9al 
. ' 

institution g-<.>verni.ng mutual obliqat,ions, and l?l:ith a.s a 

"personal 1·' relationsbi.p .:tn th.e course of which God al.one 

. . 7 
bestow~ Mis 11q:race 11 upon Israel. 

Moreover; w~ have previously not.$d tha.t the 

Coveriant is not always referred. to directly i.n the Bible, 

a covenant :formulation must be understood to constitute a 

of God's selection, for example, altlioug-b it is more 

closely rela.ted' to t.he P.S1.triarc'.hai.l or Oavidic G?·ovenant, is 

fundament.al for all of the ~ relationship.. 11Statu·t.Eis 

and ordinanctu:1, " al though more ;pa.rticularly an aspect of 

Sinai and lhechem, are ii.eve:rtheless a timeless charaate:r-

i.s·t:ic of the Covena.nt,. 11he Blxodu.s from Egypt, i:n. partiaula.r, 

not only eonst.itutea a covenant. rE!lference as explicit as 

the Revelation at Mt. Sinai, but beyond that denotes a 

cruc:iial momen·t in thei Covenant. relationship · IU1!l' ,i!, namely 
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God's 11 t·emember:Ln9 11 His people in time of trouble, which 

is a 1in11 gu,a,,,nsm. for the entire fabric of the Covenant. 

I<raetzsahmar's distinction, 0 Dass er [Amos] niaht:. in einer 

II 

Berausf~hrung aus ~gypten das konstituierende Moment des 

§em@iru:1ahaf·.hsv1B.rhi.MltnissEHs mit Y-ahwe sieht, 118 therefore 

proves only What he wishes to disprove. The faot that 

Amos and Hosea ref$X' to the a.et of deliverance fJ;"om E9ypt9 

is but one of the many i11stanae1 of the obvious Covenant 

We of fer the followin.9 examples. All the sevemth 

century prophets, in the established Covena:n.t tradition, 

have God spealt of "My people" or "His people" with reg·a:rd 

to Israel~ The theme of' terael's se1leat.ion by God is con­

stantly referred to. 10 What could bEil!speak God's attitude 

toward the 

of Alnos
11 

Covenant more clearly or movingly than the phrase 

. .JJf~ ,,. ,(., :µ ,,,td""<i)e.N c~ .J,YG$ I f.)_,.,," 1, 

or of Mosea12 ._,s? / 'IG ,,., e I NI "t9.1' ,_r '.) r;~ f'S' lb 
What could more cl.early convey the not.ion of G-od • s Covenant 

faithfulness than Micah' s 13 ;) I i)i t·h )3fS> /:JTlf' ~J·'?- 1/rJ fe,SJ 

In Amos, furthetmore, a eovenant relationship, i.e., a rela~ 

tionship which ideally should be mutually contributed to, 
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is implied in such grammatical formulations as 

p .'J> I) i) f'I )/ik..5) ':ti (c. «,} ~ ti .e. p f.)j f::-1 14 

O:t' f ,,3,1 -f)~JV. !;,,)Ji f.. 'J', ri()) ·~re.I 
15 

'..>_;le.. plainly t7ontrasts the ac::ts 1-1erformed 

by God, in :fulfillment of His Covenant p:romis~, with 

lsJtael'$ failure to live up to the Covenant. Last, but not 

least::, in Isaiah, Hosea, and partiaularly in Miam.h, the 

judicial flavor of the 11.nguage in certain passages,16 as 

well as .th~ referenoea to the "con'l~.l:oversy between God and 

His people, nl 7 eiu99est the conc::ept of a formal aovenant 

relationship of a legal nature for the breach of which 

Israel is being in.dieted. 

l'.nasmuah as the idea of thm controversy between 

Qonnotat.ions, most. tellin9'ly t'he prophetic ooncept of the 

Covenant and partieularly of Cov$nant mutuality. It is 

with regard to the a:t.titude e>f m~n ao highly ir1div:l.dualistic 

by temperament and disposition. For eaah one undoubtedly 

peroeived of the Covenant and i.ts oblig·atioru.1 in consonance 

with the dictC1:l:.e1B and needs of his own environment and 
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personality.. The prophet:.s a.ppeia:r. to differ, for 0:2Ulmple, 

on the queist..i.on as to whet.her ·the Coven.ant would allow God 

to dissolve His r&li:ltionship with lsra.el.. For Hosea, such 

a possibility does not. exist. · God 1.oveH;& Ia:rael 18 ...... how 

can Hl.:.ll· qive h:lm up~9 Although Israel mi9ht rebel a:nd be 

punished, 20 the Covenant is insoluble.. Isci.iah and .M.iaah 

identify their most exaJ.ted visions of· the fu:tu:re with the 

Covanan:t .. 21 '!'hue they, too, testify to i 't.a enduring and. 

henef.i.aent pu:rpo$e, notwi thstand,i.ng th~ hea:vy ·coll which 

the punishment of the gui.lt.y will ·t:ake.22 Although they 

do not ·a.sfin.e God's select.i.on of Israel in terms of personal 

l.ove, it is clear that the eel.act.ion j .. tself is conti.nuous~ 

More compliciated i's the manner in which Amos looks 

upon God's obl:i.~Jll:tions oonce1irn:l.n9 the maintenanae of the 

CovE!l!nant:.. Th.ere is no doubt that he envisages for Israel's 

b:reaoh of t'.he covenant :r:elentlEuss a.nd i·adic~;l pu11ishment .23 

P -, hi>_..~)(~· ;'>' 31<- . f e,N p» • J.J 1 ~ J<i:Jf '?€. ~ IJf, -_rJGI 
.;) ~ I 6 r Jc fi })'llj / · p ))1 r(;.. :JI(!' 'J' N~I f'>,J'> 1:.) ))/ 

has been interpreted. to eonv~y the not:ton that even though 

Cod had redeemed Israel f,rom Egypt, "that fact must not be 

understood to in,ply that an irrevocable <:!oven.ant existed 



70 

between them. He had s~.milarly brought up other peoples, 

which did not prove that. He had an everlasting aovena.nt 

with theta. •• 2 5 

Such an interpreta.tion, l'1owever, aan hardly be 

upheld in 'View of the faat that, as already lbn E~n;a. 

points out, 26 ""'tne very purpose Qf the rhetorical question 

in the verse is to convE!ly the di :fferenee and not. ·tt.11e sim~l·* 

lar:i.ty between Is:r:a.el and other peoples in tlle !iryas of 6od. 

Aecording to Alnos, God bas no other obligations except to 

Israel.. Far from exp:rassinq any notion of u.nivertiJalism, 

the phra.se ita muah more akin to the previous statemer:rt: 

that precisely baaause of the uniqueness of the Covenant 

:relationship, e1. viol.at.ion of it deserves divine S$Verity 

:rather than forbea:r:anoe ...... a kind of nobless oblige in 

rev~rse. Yet, even .i. f. we draw no Qoncl us ions from the stus­

pi ci,ously abxupt. oha.nc;;ra to hopefulness at the end of 

Chapter 9, there is nothi.n9 t.o indicate that in punishing 

Israe:il e:tven to the point of nea:r. destruction; God is por- · 

trayed a.at aonsiderin9 His Covenant obliqation at an end. 

In general, then, the prophetj.c view Qc::mcerning 

God 1
tJ& CovEJ:nant:. respons:lbi.1.ities is not $0 diff6!rent from 
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previoue; ooncepti.ons a.ta t'he following al.ear-out and diJ:fini-

tive evaluation of mutual covenant relations by lsaiai.h 

27 would indicate. 

I G AJ" 
-;,'(Zi ~ 'y !1) I 'Q) 'J 

its laxityyin fulfilling Covenant conditions. Evsn as ir1 

the aaese of Israel• a ":rebelli.on ° in the desert, .28 t:.he one 

thili'M;J that cann~'.lt '.be t:.ol~rated i.s a direct negation of the 

cov-anant :lt$elf, am.d even ·then I G \w\ 'j:) > h do$S not 

What .:ts al together d~.ffe:r.ent, however, is thei 

the Covenant on :Israel's side. Or, to put it diffex.-entlyc 

What a.re the implioa.tions of f 1 .)' o~f'I et I? {CJ'' - fir" 

on the prop'h.etio v:Lew? Allowing~· a.gain, for individual 

differen<i:tas, we suggest that. Micah's ingenious :formuJ.ertion 

constitutes a definition of Isr~el'a <:!ovl$-nant requirements 

Ol'l whic::h all of t:.l1e e;t9ht'h eer.1tury prophets could agree: 29 

TNrJ ,e_)/1 i> f;, I MI ,,. I G - ;)fl I' ,, (c,J·~ r ., If,$) 

9 of\ ""'' r v fr:../ 6 (;>€.,,f1/ Jd " ~fi fC, i;) 

r~ ff<. · f'" ..JI;; f 'If) 3 .VI 
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The key to an understanding of this passage 

denoting Israel's Covenant o~ligations is to be sought in 

the word ~.30 Now it is apparent from the Oeuteronomic 

and post-Oeuteronomic passages in which b!§!~ appears side 

by side with '.brith31 that there exists a relationship 

between these two aonoepts. ln these instan~e~, however, 

hf.ilP .... f!B is a quality ema.na.ting from God and flowing to man .. 

As far as we oan determine from our investi<;ration aonoern­

ing the usag-e of ~ in the lib.le, notwithstanding some 

deba.table exeepti.ons, 32 this is the only direc·tion in which 

hesed can flow as between God and man. 

~.Ji~! can, indeed, be a human quality~ To the 

extent, however, that it ori~3'inates with man, it is not a 

q;ua.lity which man ext.end$ towards God but whioh is mut1:ially 

exte.ndcwd among hum.an beings. As indiQated in countless 

inst.an.ass ln the :Sible, h.i.L~ may exist :i.n diffe.rent forms 

between different types of individuals or. g-:roups of people _33 

In every Qase, how$ver, the. extension of :b.fA!Si and its 

acc:aptanae determines a special relationship of mutual and 

mutually assured rights or privileges, treatment or behavior, 

or aspects of emotions. ·It creates a partioular bond. of 

mutual concern among people, and it is probably with this 
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in mind that s. a, :Or~tver h.as spoken of hEi,stl..<i. as "a quality 

,. 0 l "34 exerc:u.sed mutually am nt equa. s. 

We now submit that, seen in this li9ht, Mioah's 

~ t> r, Jt f' i> /Cl , particrularly i.n aonjuri<;:tion with 

T' ;, \',_ . f 1 .,)' ~ r !{) J ,')I serves aa a pedect ilJ.uatration 

of the prophetio understandin~ of Isr&$l. • s CZ:oven,ant obliga-

with God adds another line, and a eruo.:l.a.l one, to the dia ... 

gram o.f Covenant mutuality as far as the prophet.a are aon .. , 

man; the line of Covenant reciproeity no longer runs from 

God to man and '.ba'1lk to God.. On the prophet.io view, 1 t runs 

from God to man and baok to God only by way ot his fellow 

man.. Only thus can man return Sod• s b!JU1U,i.. In other words, 

aoco:rd:J.n9 to the prophetic ·covenant oonoept, some of man's 

obligations to God are identi<:al ~d. th his obligations to 

his .:fellow man'* 

a rela:t..:Lonship motivatlilld by a common <:!onae.irn, thus maldng 

contains an.othex· great principle indi9enouta to ·the px·ophetia 

understanding of the Covenant. It is the supposition that 
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all the people ci.:r:e equal partne:r:s in the relationship with 

God and therefore subjaat to the same privileges and obli ... 

it is not our task to specify the particular 

a.reas upon whioh the vad.ous prophets plaeie their individual 

emphases .. · We baliev•e, however., that wbe11 they ple~ded for 

idolatry, they were driven by their cor1cer11 for the Covenant 

relat:l.011sh!p bet~N'een God and Israel, the human obligations 

of which they saw in a new li<;Iht. We think ·t;,hat it was 

perhaps this concern over th<a cor:i:·uption of the rels:t.ion-

ship which still went under the name of &r.i:tal. in their days, 

rat.her than their ignorance of or al.leged oppositi011 to the 

institution, which cause<..\ them t.o use this term so rarely. 

~onsider, for exan~l~, the scorn of Amos35 

~)/;'>1 f>/1 f>:>r J)!;> ;)ur ;}/,1)1 tf' ·:_,1\{r.. f't/t:...)\N)) 1/;> 

or Hosea• s injuncti<:m conce:c·n;ing the :r:eal meaning of the 

Covena.nt36 .J\ I l-r j'l 1>J;.. J' (,r~J hp~ ,t. r; ~)) 3 ~ "' st) h • J 

of Isaiah 1 a complaint of "religion 'hy habit, ,.37 

j) ~ N r;, f 1 '2.j /C ..JI. 1)t1 1J /c, p .. fl/c ) / g J)J\/ 

or Micah's accn .. lsa:t:i.on agalnst rel:i.9ious complacenoy38 

- fa y >j ?- ")\ r ? ;) h I k, I G) ) 11 ,t. r IJ ~- ~I i) /~') I C.n 
}{ )J !) I (y /d ?1 ,j\ 
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We a:re left with the impression that a:t least 

some of the people mis;rht well have :been unconscious of 

doi):}.9 evil and thus imagined themselves to be well within 

the Covenant. requirements. It is not 11lto9ether impossd.ble 

that the >:m.dioal contrast bet.ween their own oovenan:t: aon­

Qept and the me~haniaal covenant mouthing of th$ people 

made the prophets shun th$ wo:rd ~. On the othe:r. hand, 

why should they have U$Gd the te:r•m specifically more oft.en? 

Moat of the ~)eople knew what they were bein9 condemned for., 

Ba that e.s it may, whethar ·they mei1 tioned. the la:Uh or not; 

it was their conviction that a c.ovanant. existed and bad to 

be upheld which inspired their prophecy. And !t: was their 

insistanae that mari' a obligations t.o God could not be 

observed without man's obligation to man, and that. al.l men 

enjoyed squ.al stat.us before God, which :first. established 

a :oond between the Covenant and their. own aoxl.¢.t<epts of 

social. ju$t.1cE"e and morality .. 
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3. Kraetzsahmar, IJm..<11iJ!O:t'@teJ,JiuD9., p. 122: 
0 Se.:t keinem der Propheten des e .. Jahrhunderta laesst sioh 
also ein J.\;nzeiohen f'ue:r die Vo:rstellung, dass das reli9ioese 
Verhaeltnis a.uf Edner zwisahen Jahwe und dem Volke gescihlossenen 
Berith beru'h.e, erk.ennen .. 11 

4. Cf .. Isaiah 2:1 ff and Micah 4:3 ff. 

s.. l Kinqs 19: lO, 14 .. 

6. I<raetreau:?hma:r., iBndasvex1ff;!'il~1ms, p. 100 t 
'
1Der eine Mauptf$hler ist., da.ss man die Begr:i.ffe Verhaeltnis 

zu Ja.hwe und Bundasverhaeltnis nicht genuegend auseinander 
haeltq" 

lo. Isaiah 14:1 
Amos 2:101 3:2 .. 
Sosaa 13:4 .. 

12" 13 :4. 

14. 2s9. 

UL, 2:10 .. 

16 .• Isaiah 2:2, 3:171 Hosea 4:1: Micah 6:1 ff. 
Conoatning Micah, sae also Herbert a. Huffman, 0Tbe Covenant 
Lawsuit in the l?rophets," in &·l:L•. (Deo .. , 1959), P• 2as. 

l 7 • Micah 61 2 • 

18 o 3: 6 I ll t l + 

19. 11:9. 



21~ ~saiah, Chap. 11, 2t2"'"41 Mioah, Chap~ 4~ 

22 ~ :tsaiah 1: 24-28~ M;oah l~ 6 ff 1 2: 12 ff, 

24 ~· Amos 9: 7. 

77 

2$ •.' ciontmentary on Amos· by S .. M. Lehrman in :J.'he .,'l'w.;fii;bve 
i;:op'b.jtl (The Soncino Press, 1948), p. l.21. 

26 .. fJ'"J'> 1 ti/c. jl/c '.J? fJ\f;.J 

f) /CJ ) I 6_ Q)_ .)_ ~ - f ~J'j_ f.._ ~;JS>_ 
2.1. ltJ.8, 19, .20 .. 

28. See below, P• 42. 

30e For a discussion of the various aspeots and 
meanin9s of ~ D h see also below, n. 32, and Chap. IX. 

31. Deut ~ 7: 9, 12; I .Kings Eh 231 II Chron. 6: 141 
Dan. 9il41 Neh. la5, 9i32. 

32.. Under :e. :0 .. a.. (BeJ:nriY. .. A\r&d lnsJ:.!!h ~e.xiaon 21 
;th!, Q~<"l i§@t~eo..t. hy Pranciis Brown, S. ~. Driver, and 
Charles A. Sriggs (Oxford, 1907], P• 338) are listed three 
pasaaiu;re$ in the Bible in whiah )lesed is ext~nded by man to 
God • They are: 

'T'J/ yi .. I ~Oh 
(Jer. 2a2) 

?T·;::. IJ '?r J f .)f:t; fj /'\ (Hos .. 6:4) 

h?j ,l \i l,.J'3 iz) f\ ~ 0/\ '.J (Hos. 6: 6) 

As for the Hosea passages, it is difficult to see why JliS!Jd 
should not denote a quali·ty as between humans. The verses 
immediately following (vss. 7-lO)describe in detail the 
very things· the addiction to which is considered by Hosea 
a transgression of the Covenant with God. It will be noted 
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that they (are all a.ots of wickedness and immol;'ality whieh 
man commits age.inst his fellow= 

, rt) O> ...;', 'T ~ 15s· t '1" ht? r.fl, ~ ,, -r /)"' IS" rqte-:> ,)fl,")/ 

/n3)1 f'">t:.l f''.J;))"' 1?h f"'1l~t €/-'/),)I f'";rl u~'i~'( /f"/L, 

f 
, ., ,_,)"' r .}t .~1Ls pJZ. .n 1 v ) -ir R... ~J' , ,, ) r F~ 1 t..' ... J'1 , ?"?t i eo"' » '",,:, ... ) "'111 ,;, fl 

- . , tt<::)tJ ):fl~) 

This i$ th$. kind of man-to-man hE!l~i!g to which the prophet 
;tronioally ;refers as a 1111'\0~nirvJ <:;loud 11.u1d the dew that. 
aa:rly passes ·away" (6;4b) ~ God, however, :requirss the 
:real h.!,,1eg whiah is the very opposite o:f the evils men­
tioned in the verse and would aau$e man to behave toward 
his ne:ic;ibbor with equ;Lty, deoe:n,<::y, and respect, :tn point 
of fa.at, tlliai ve;t"se is a pet;feat. axan\I)le of the ,prophetic 
aonaep·t of human covenant obligations as outlined above. 
Plainly, b1s1~ here is an intra-human obligation, the 
immediate beneficiary of which is not God but man, 

The passage from 3eremiali p:r:esents f:Treater diffi­
aul ty, The sug·gest.ion the:t God is rememberin9 Mis own 
h~.@ed (so as to prod Himself into extending it again, as 
it were) ¢annot be ca:tegor.iaally rajeated ~ :tt would appear, 
however, that the re~irlder of the verse IT' 
( 'J'J''it/"Jj 1t.~ •f?fc.-~ -:>-;'>~" r 1 .,ri/C. ..J'.)J/) does not 
suppo:rt the l.ogio of suob a readin9, We en199est, nonethe­
less, that inasmuch as Jeremiah employs here the ht:usba11d­
wife metaphor which is oommonly used by the JProphets to 
denote th$ ralationship between God and Israel, it is really 
as if one huma.n b1Sin9 were spea.J<ing t.o another~ In other 
words, metaphorioally though not aatually, h11e~ again, in 
this verse, too, denotes an intra-human rale.tionship. 

33. Cf.t e.gq Gen. 47:29, as between relativEl!s; 
Joe .. 2: 12-14, as between host and 9uais·t.s; 
I Sa.m .. 20: 8, as between friends and allies; 
II lamo 3:8, as between king and subjects. 

34. s. R. Driver I A...P;-,itig§l and .,11ltst9:t,'!¢igm.l .. gOmm!.11'!;.i,:t'~ 
9Jl .Qeu.t.<u;gnomx {New Yorlu Charles Scribner's Sons, 1895), 
p .. 102 .. 

35. !h 13. 



36. 6e6. 

37. 29:l3b 

39~ .3illb. 
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Oeutlirononiy - .... The Covenant And iElfHll~. 

Of all biblical Booka, none is more important 

for an evaluation of the Covenant rel.at.ionship than the 

:Sook of Deuteronomy. This is, firstly, due to the fact 

that the Covenant donstdtutes one of the major themes, if 

not the major theme, to whiah the Book oon.stiantly makes 

referenae.. Secondly, Deu.tsronomy is different from other 

books whiah deal with the ba;:i:!;b in that it does not merely 

report on Covenant events or laws but 0 expQunds" them. 1 

In doing so, from its particular vantage point in history, 2 

it presents an evaluation, ox· :re-evaluation, of the nature 

and purpose of the relationship betwa$n God and Israel. 

Sinoe, as we shall sE!e, it incorporates older covenant 

ideas, bears uttmistaka.ble marks of the influence of t.he 

seventh-century prophets, and may be presumed to have 

influenced in turn later biblical wri tin<;;s, we may weJ.l 

consider it th~ most representative expression of the 

biblical view on the Covenant. As such, we shall also 

have to :refer to it to a considerable extent in our final 
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conelu$ione. At this point we shall be content merely to 

point to what is new and unique in the Deut.eronomic evalu-

a.ti.on of' the Covenant conaept.. 

The c'haraeteristio mark of the Deuteronomia exposi-

tion of the Covenant relationship is l'lot e'' much t.h.at it. 

introduces oonaepts not previously e:x:pressed in the B:l..ble, 

but that thmse concepts are preser.rt.ed ass an extensi.on of 

morte traditional them~s. Thus, throughout the :Book we are 

a:ware of a blending of formally divergent or uru:elated 

aspac·ts of the Covenant relationship" An axamination of a 

key p·assa9e :may eex"ve as an .illustration. 3 

r ,,f\_ ;'> l;i1 Hr T" r;) r"- 3> /,-,.{' S),,t." -ti_'~ r !'" ·:i~ 
»J"':ffi.,.)) 1_~-J;. ).e/G p'rJ·r·)) f..>" ;-.J',t.P tiff ,r j,/'.i'>J .. 

fJ:.f:..- IJ f,)p r'if»!/ . f::>? ))fol f-0\ f'~ ii")) 'Dtl f:':>r >1' rcJ 
J/c. /)tJ(rtl f.),)\k., ;:,/J) 1 J\t:"»IGN '.J, f'NY\1-f_)p/ 6~f'S> 
'1 1 ? f :> .)1 ~ )'>I)).~ Je. ·3 I;; pJ' . .t' ?' 1uf ?t"'?fl...) ) ~f.. J> <JI 7~ ((_,';) 

_.;. ¥'1 11 f'')Srl -..,iri ;:;if·)Q) 1 111 j''~?i't .J''"~tJ l'1rt)'I >) /J" 
;- • > ! " ) 11-i. ft' i.:_p , ( ~ .,, ~ • "f /.-» I:./")) T' _,,fl. ,) Iv• · J 

I 'f<-).e.J e.,ft.t1 I ) hf hf /.JI J °3~ ') d~.fi J• ?:i> ;.J '? 6 /\;)I 

1f···rfe) '~a> .. r;, .. 10e.f )/)t' 1J 1~1,.~j")r ':J~--fi; 
•.>Jk. )e./C. f 1

6Q).P..NJJ j1lc1 r1Thv _;)ti .. /)i?tJ:,)-.J)t- .J))rtRJ 

f J\ /.l:(r P' '3> r '--~" 
FJ', e..?r' FJ\ )/'l.fl ... 1 jJ r~ j) rt 6 ;-;t.f'I ,;) ,) ):. i 1 ¥ N .. Jl.J\ µ r :r }>1,j), 

) .e. (L G} 0f)D -)" t. / -J' ') 7~ ')) ·-j\ !(.,., T [ T t j'.i n.. i) /µI ) fl et ri, f.)\ /c. .. r j (i r - . ., Qi {).,., F )J) '. f.) Yi> I f" j) K; I l'.1'? , ... 1 Yt>-R,i 

..J')J)J( .. tf 71Ql,~~.~·· )~. J. );,3•11 7.e.)!,/-I 7 jt_".l TN~"-:'IJI 
Ii .J\.J' r T' "',,s "4"1> ~ - )rjc µ~ '1 "j) r "I' f j «2 
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~rhe folli.?wing t.erms and the .i.deas which they 

signify in oonneot.:Lon with the Covenant are familiar to 

from previous !Books:. 
-

f!J.1 r f Y 
4 us , __ 

t't~lf'S'} ~ G"' 3> r1e.i r"r ,r J\/•))f s 'i("'? e.) )tic ~ "'"e.1' 6 
' , 

jl /'J " 3 , 7 ')/~ frt:.r. '~ 1)1) 8 
f 

") rJ 4 (with t·e9ard to man 's observance) , 9 

11 

and , of course~ It will be readily noted, too, 

that all but one of these terms have their fr.am61! o.f refer-

ence in th~ Sinaitic Covenant and the events immediately 

p:raced:i.ng it. They :r.·ef.~:r: either to the familiar theme of 

God's ahoioe of Israel a.nd. aspects indigenous thereto 

( i IN '('")'> ... C~ri ,1) ll t. 0 f"~ J e),,, r r 'Y ) , or to God Is binding 

Himself to Israel ( )l> l"' I ? R.. )· , t"" tti ... · ht t .a .... n s 1,.19. y ac .s .i.or 

Israel ( J> r J 1....,, 1 1
) , or to aspects of the Covena.Ilt condi ... 

tions for either side ('[ f\c"'l,.)I }::i-;.i ,; ·1i" pfri-.f' ~ori )f 1u~t1I P''fn). 

also not.ice associations and concepts whioh were not a pa.rt 

of the ·te:cminologioal pattern of Exodusi and whidh occmr for 

the first time in Oeut.eronomy, or in Books which may be said 

to have originated in the "t>eutaronomia olimate. 11 12 ThesEi 
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.. sbami:it: in eon junction w:i.th God's Covenant obligations, and 

its assoaiai;ion with bu.~Sl. and~ (6:12); ·the addition 

Of l ?i ].) }: f to r ;. ) J) I t') ri/ 1 and the di reot aonneotion 

of God's Covean.ant oath with God.'e love • 

.We note first of all the inclusion. of thEi eonoept 

of love in the relationship of .God and. Israel.. It appears 

as a qual:i.fyin.9 factor for the Covenant oath, as the reason 

for God's choice of Israel, and as an a.d.dition to the for-

mally stated .divine promise to bless and multiply His 

people. Now, we have previously refrained from using the 

word "love .. in connection with God's unmistakable emotions 

toward Israel, simply because the biblical writers did not 

ehoose to speak of it in this term. We have alr.ead.y noted 

the.t thG. :Wxodus version of th~ Dedaloque; as well as the 

book of Joshua Qontain injunctions for Israel to love God 

(2 2 c 5, 2 3: l l.) • And; of c:ou.rse, it :ls the prophet. Hosea 

who first speaks of God's love for Israel (3:6, lltl). 

IJ?he book of Deuteronomy, howaver, is unique for t.wo reasons. 

Firstly, it conceives of love as an emotion mutually ext~nded 

betiween God and Israel. And, secondly, inaa:muah as it 

identifies God's love for Israel as the motivating foroe 

behind His initial °Covenant :readiness," .it i:nakes mutual 

love a @ine gua non, for the Covenant relationship. 
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Next we turn to another 1Jeuteronomic peciuliari ty 

which impinges upon covenant mutuality. The use of the 

word ')If .fl,, with regard to God 1 s ~bscarvance of the Coven ... 

ant i:n the mible is unknown prior to oiiuteronomy o:r aontem•m 

porary Eociks such aa I Kin~)"ts (EH 24.·) or XI Chronicles (6: 15) ~ 13 

In eax·lier Books, only man.'~ observance of the Covenant is 

verbs as r ! 7 ~) I ( f I T) I j.J\) a:na JI ' , f o.r by 

another .D6ruteronomism, .>:> 13 .. 14 The :Oeuteronomic 

j uxtaposi ti on a f 1 r; iJ fltJ D -JI f(.1 p 'Thi) ~ J; t Jl )If .fl/ (7 =1.l) 

_;\ I ) 'j.) D -..;\ j(. r r l '.r> n. ;) I j) t ") fl e, J ( 7 : 12) 

howev(/$r, see:n:us to exp:i:ess not only ·the obvious oiraumst.imae 

of mutual covenant obaervanae, but aleo, as in the matter 

of love; a oommon element in the ma:nner of ei.pproaching suoh 

observance. In other words, what is implied her~ iti!I the 

notion that Israel is aapable of feeling the same Eimotion 

and aaoeptinq t~he aarne responsibilit.i~s aa God. lf that is 

sot the disparity between God and Israel appea~s greatly 

reduced in co:mparison wit:h the presentation of other Books, 

and we $ubmit that, on the D®uterono1nio view, the two coven-

ant partners appEuar in positions with regard ·to eaoh other 

which presuppose a aonsidera.ble degree of equality or near-

equality. 
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belief:lS 

I '.)"'.)., ,.) .. }\ .;.r ri 1° I.? t~ r r ( ...)" ,,, r P' I)') J' )JV /'JJ : 1,,)1 -> 1c. 
1fT? ¥Nd I rhi:!)~rlJ }!,J.J]tll J1 j'h )i/~0 

.. ~.Tr),,~~ >u.) Jc,r,t._o f1fr .)\l·»>r t''P 1,,/'/,k..;;> .))'.»' 

M1~tuali ty, here, i.s appa:re11t on three counts. (l) IJ?he 

pla:i.nly stated conditions for both par.ties al.early .:tndiaata 

mutu&lity of obligations~ (2) The juxtapo~dtion of the two 

')till. denotes an element of mutual ohoioe. 

Nei th.er party appears to be under dureiss, but bot,h avouch 

ea.ch othar through the a9er1ey of Moses. (3) Again, the use 

makinq indiaates What we have already termed the mutual.:i.ty 

of approach as w~ll as its underlying connotations of 

equality ... 

It may WE?ll be that. this unusually strong- no·te of 

equality which is struck in oonneation with the mutual avowal 

o:f God a;:id the p~ople of Israel :represents a reaotion and 

implies a vai.lU$ jud.gment agaid.nst; 1::.he Davidio covenant in 

which God. selects one ma.n to be annointed king. In :Oeuter-

onomy, t.he Cov<E!na11t is age.in with the people and w.tth all 

16 the people, · • 
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As a matte:t: of fact, we cannot fend off the impression that 

the geme:tal tone of entire· pa.ssagas, suah as Chapter a, is 

sudh as to port.ray t;wo covemant partners, ea.oh of whom i.s 

respeotfully awa.r@ of the position which thEI other oooupies 

under the Cover.u.int. Th$ ooncfilrn of Moses that :ts:rae.1. might. 

claim all oredi t fc1r retaining power and. wsal th, 11 d.oes not 

exactly '.besipenilk an attit.ude of self-aha.sen:iant on Israel's 

part bef<:n:e the Covenant. M.o:r.(t)over, Deuteronomy presents 

God as hein9 very muoh ooneerned about H:i.s reputation among 

the na:t::.i.ons.. Repeatedly t.he relationahip between God and 

Israel i.s r:onsid:ered against the hacik9round. o.f the attitudes 

and re11ot,ions of other nations, 19 Wb®n MoaQs wishes to deter 

God f'rom dissol.v:f.n9 the Covenant, he appeals to Hie love, as 

we shall see~ but. a.J.so p(,int,a •:tut that th~~ Egyptd.ans migh.t 

d.oubt mod• s ability ·t:.o fulfill :His obligations •19 Clearly, 

·th.e :Deut.e:rm;o1t1ic viewpoint bolds t1p the mirror of "publio 

opinion ° to the acrtiens of God am.l Israel al:tke,. Seen 

a~·ainst suah a baol~ground, we thin.k that the Coven.ant with 

itt!l <::ommtnl as weJ.l ~us mutual obligatd1ona prEH1.1e:nte an impres­

sion of eq:u.al!ty rather tha.n disparity amon9 the pa:r.tne:rs. 

At the same time, the strong statutory chill.racter 

of the Covenant is plainly evident. The obsarvanoe of the 
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legal sta:tu·tes of Sinai is ag-ain. st::rassed a.a l'tein.9 absolutely 

necessary and compulso~y fo~ Israel. The long list of 

bl$ssinqs and ourses20 leaves the people in no doubt that 

the Covenant cuts deeply int.o their personal lives. To be 

stu::e, n\u'ie.ual love and mutual lega.l oblif£5a.tions exist side 

by side in th¢i Deuteronom:l.o concept of the b£i tb. The formal 

inG!lusion of love into the relationship, however, in no way 

justififls any breaoh of the Cov@nemt obli9atio11s. Predomi­

nantly., the Ja:t'~ t.h i.1"1 :Deuteronomy denot.e1s a l$9ally consti­

tuted and :te9ulated relat.ioniab~.p. 

In view of suoh a aonoeption, the neuteronomie 

ahara~teriatic of plaaing !1.r!it,h amd he@(M:i into apposition 

is particularly notEiwort.hy and. problem.a.tic. It should be 

ist.at.ei<.1 first of a.tl that ~iith and !le.fU:i:-'! are not ·t:o be cont 

sid<erad a llendiadye. God's bisea,, as well as His promise 

ot h.ea~d unto :tsraelt are undoubtedly an aspeot of His rela ... 

tionship with the l>atriarahs, tl!i~ peopl$ of Israel at Sinai, 

and particularly David. 21 Whether a relationship with God 

governed exclusively by QE1§1§g wo\.:ld! p1roduae the same results 

as a. reJ.atic:msl1~.p based on l? .. rith,, however# is highly ques­

tionable. The difficulty lies primarily in the fact that 

px-itb denotes mutuality, and God• s b,.e.~e,d., as we hav@ sEU9n, 
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·t.o tt1;ak.e a~d maintain a l:a(i!.:tb.• 1,aseg, on t'.q.e othtat". hand, 

if ;Lt i~volves God at all• is iaomatbing which.!Xe alone aan 

cont.ribut• 1;:;o the relation,sl:d.p. 

Now, in ana.:lyzin<J God~s acts of ll!,i~Ml .in the Bible, 

we dome· to . the oonol us;i.on ·tna:t:. they can be d.ivided in:t:.o two 

a9raenie1'l.t in o~der to aid, advano@, proteat, or reward Elis 

Cov-e~ant pa.r·tner. 22 Such ac't:.s run t.be g-amut. of obli9atio:Qs, 

God may egercise it art His discretion when Israel violates 

We cite t';he following passages as evidenaea 

') 1.'· I •\ !'4· l(.j "'O"' .... -~ ... ') I ~I ... ',,. •1'"' -~ "' J IJ' "'1 I i1 .,/' _. 'l' I ' r J ,,.),I 1w. ,., " r..- , , f J /'j) \ {<;,, jj /.;) I j) I J) t 

;fJ' d" ~)T'Y ;~\u~M if·~I l'lr K~) r.;/~f ~Oh 

2 4 ,;> TJ ' KJ ~'> 1:> I a"'e.9)1 J Ir ~~~J 

f ..J'\ rrJ J> I) /(.('..r '('€,;;; 

25 /cj)) ,..~ t:.;,.., 

~ 1) I'! '? "H f , ()Ir.. 7 ? fc. :;;i f.i'>' 

§' ?.i ?- ll"'I 1, (( k.~J T 1 J{.) Ci, ·JI/ 

J ~ f\ I,) /;_;;,!/... '11( ~ ., \$ f)p /C. r 
·The parallel passages in Exodus and Numbers, how~ver, 

make abundantly alear what forgiveness means: it certainly 
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does not mean that Israel ia not to :be punished. It does 

mean that there is to be no aesaa.tion of the Covenant. A 

further example .is to be found in the Davidio covenant. We 

read that God's ,bE!li!Jtl is not to be withdrawn from David ae 

it was from Saulr 26 but 

f f 1., -·-:nf' J ¥"; .S. [ 7:J /<~ (' J ri '<?, ~ [ 1 t> r. ;;) ehn 27 • 

The continued bestowal of h!IUiJe¢! t.lvarefore makes :for an ever-

lasting covenant, regardless of thE! fact that :David might 

sin and have to be punished. 

Thus, };l§H!@..sl, while it does not exc;:lude pu.nishment, 

exp:r.EH~see God's determination t:o preserve the covenant amd 

to extend. for9·ivemees in order to do so.. As for .t>eut.eronom.y, 

we think that the pl.acing of ,b;t;~th and }les1i1, into apposition 

wi·t:.h one another is motivated by the same :reasoning which 

introduced tha concept of .)) ? :,) /c, into the Covenant relation-

ship. Both are considered a part of what we 'hav(9 already 

termed God•s Covenant readiness, and thus a.re also inherent 

in, or even p:;:·eelede, His Covenant oath. Aoco:t<din9 ·to Elbogen, 

expreS1s "dass Jahwe Aln:aham und die Seit1en .i.n die Gottes-

is already sxpressed in Mioaha29 

0 f.J' ·~ ~.,, r ~ .. /\')"'"?~ ~"·)eJc., p.1,,Yr fi..r ·:, \)f\ 'Pf''r' ~.1\fl ff.,, 1.JjJ!i 

f '11 1;11tJ 
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We suggest, then,, that ~O/")i>I .)\'1'?#> )fl/£ .i.n 

Deuteronomy, as well as in post .. ·Peute:ronomie Boolu1 expresses 

the aonvict.i.on that God w.:LJ.l not only observe the .:Pn.th when 

Isra~l. reciprocates, but w:i.ll pe:rpEatua.t:.e it even if it is 

not mutually contributed to • We may well consider ~ 0;, 

in oonn~ot:.ion with .]'I" 1? in the na.t.lJre of a safety 

aJ.a.use bui.lt into the covenant in order to safeguard ,its 

maintenance, and to prote~t 'l-:he infer.i.or party a9ainst the 

c:onsequenoes of its "natural." shortcomings. For it is aon-· 

G:!eded that Israeli even as she has dona in the pa.et, mi9ht 

break the Cove11ant again. 30 It is also indica:ted. however, 

t.hat in such cU'l event God, by an appeal to Hil!ll Covenant oath 

and. its inh.®rent b.l:}Arul, as well as by other means, may be 

moved to abandon His intel'1tions to discont:inue the relation­

ship with :tsraia1.3l 

~ 0 h may thus be considered 

almost a Covenant o'blicgation on God's part, the l?&~t.b appears 

virtually unb:re~.kable on the :Oeuteronomio view$ This should 

not be j,nterp:reted to mean, however, that the entire Covenant 

relationship b.ac.omes a manifestation of God 1 s ~· The 

signifiaanae of the :Oeute.ronomio Covenant concept is to be 

found in the idea that every sucoeedin9 generation stands 

at Mt. Sinai, as it were, and must accept and heed the Laws 
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J) J.;:, I .J'l ".) .') u I.)\ ,7' JC.- JI /(., Ji 
IJG ti'» .l'>riJ )') ftc.. IJhJ/c 

Deu·tero:n~:>my plainly re·-affir.ms, evi:in strengthens the statu-

t.ory ohara.eter of t:he Sinai.tie Covena.nt and the mut.ua.lly 

oblig-a:ting relatioruship for whj_c:h it mta.nde1 ~ 

aspects of the Cov$nant, the OEn.itaronomic concept has tiaen 

termed "a re9ression u33 as compared to the s1.ippos~d prophetic 

ld.ea concierning the relationship between God and Israel. 

Su® an opin:l.on, however, 1 s based upon ati. errcm1.lilous eva.lu-

a:t:.ion of the p1:ophet.ie t::ltti:tude toward the Covenant -- as 

we ha\re pointed out --· as well a.a of the Covenant itself --

as wa shall t~E!le.. As the resl:.tlt of this study, :l.t is becoming 

increHs.singly clear to \tS that the divi.ding lines i.n the 

Bible 'between what may :be considered 0 1egal 11 or "mo:r.21.1 •• are 

ex.tre:m.ely uncertain and flexible 4 Value judgments on such 

grounds are the:t·efo:re untenable and should be madra and 

received with g:rea.t caution. 

J.. las. 

2. A.lthouc;:rh, of course, Deuteronomy did not suddenly 
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spadng into being in 621 B .c .. E .. , we must assume thG seventh 
century as the time of its cryst~allization. 

3. Deut. 7~6-13 

4 .. Ex. 19:6 .. 

5. 19:5. 

6. 13 ~ !). 

7. .13: 9. 

a. 20:6 .. 

9. .l 9: 5 ~ 

10. 21:1. 

11. Gen .. 12:2. 

12... See al)ove, no 2. 

13.. Suc:h aa in J: Klngs 8; 24 (II Ch:r.on - 61 lS) : 

14. 1l1l1e use of ;:;, I J in connection wi th-.J' 1 :> ~ occurs 
only in Books ox· passages the ori9in of which i$ attx·Umted 
to the Deuteronom.ic: era. Cf. f .. e.: Deut. 4:13, 28t69; 
Josh. 7:11,. 2.3:16; Judg· .. 2t20; I ~.1.ng11.1 11:1.l. 

15. Deut~ 26al7, 18. 

16. 29a 9. 

17. 8:17. 



21. Cf .. f .e. Gen. 24:12 for Patriarchs: Ex .. 15:17, 
20: 6 for Sinai tic Covenant: l:I Sam. 7~ 14-16 {!Ch.ehnon. 

93 

l 7i 13-14), 1 Rings 8: 23-251 Psa. 89125; 27-28, 31-34 for 
Davidio Covenant. 

22. Some typi<:ial examples are to be found in Gen. 
24al2, 23:).lJ Ex. 15:1.:h :t l<b).gs 3:6; Psa~· 103:.17. 

23 .. Ex .. 34e6. 

24~ Nurrt. 14:9. 

25 .. Micah 7:UL 

26. II Sam. 7sl5. 

21. II Sa:m. 22151. 

20. I. Elbogen, ?O" -V§nt'.P:lil~SJltunsa> Y:1r,he~ssurua., 
i!Js~ae.~t.tftsung. in feiart;u~br~f:ti f!::&ru; iaui Hau12t;. (Leipzig, 
1926), P• 44. . 

2 9 • Mi aah 1: 2 o • 

30. neut. 31:16. 

31. 9:26 ff. Sea also ~bove, p. 86, for another 
aspect of the same verse. 

33 .. l<raetzsohmar, .iundjSV~&:l!tellunsi:_: "Rein religi.oes 
betrac:ht$t :I.st. sie aber ein Ruea'ksah:ritt von der Hoehe 
prophetischer Gotteserkenntnis herab. 11 



94 

J'eremie.h -- The 0 New Covenant 11 

It is clear :from even a siipe:rfiaial reading of 

the text of the book of Jeremiah that the conde:rn with the 

Covenant relationship ooc·upies ei. cientral position in JEu;e ... 

miah•e life. Aooordin9 to :Kaufmann, Jeremiah was "the 

prophet of Deut$ronomy and the Covenant that was based 

on it .. •11 Th.ere :i.s almost general agreement among saholars 

that the style, ta:rminolo<iJy, and content following upon the 

prophet's injunction (11:2) Jl../c._)';) ..)\')/')) 1 )/:'~ ...1)t.. )":¥#·~ 

indicate that: _,.. f<..J ;> ..;. ') 1' l> means t'he 0 :aook of the Covenant 11 

of the Josianio reform. 2 For example, in oonunentin9 on 

llil-a, s. Re Driver saysi 11This, with evident all_usion 

to the lawbook. discovered in Josiah's 18th year (v.2 'Hear 

ye the words of .:t.b1li covenant': v.3b almost ve~patim ~ Dt. 

21:26a: with v.Sb of* ib. v.26b), relates, no doubt, what 

took place shox-tly after that event. 113 

In the 31st chapter of Jeremiah, however, a rela-

tionship between Ged and Israel ia envisaged, one to whigh 

the term .;-:, ~./i h ..P 1 ) #\ is applied ~4 With regard to this 
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term, many divergent theories and opinions have been 

advanced -- too many, in fact to be enumerated h~re -~ 

all of which are donae:rned with a olari:fioa·t!on of what 

exactly is 0 new" about. the New Covenant. Since we believe 

that the problem·hears heavily upon the question of Coven~nt 

mutuality. it becomes our task, too, to asaertain whether 

or not t'he Cov$nan•t. rela.tionahip is really envisaged in a 

new light. 

Th~ passa9e reads as follows: 5 

(k,i.e.' J'l'? ... Jtf.· '.J.):>1. j)/J)'-f") f'fcr p1r' 1 »))) 
\.>"" ") :> ') eJ:.. _,, 1 "> ?.:;l J:.,,d .;) t '1 " y. , ·> -;:. J) ~1 (S"> i .;.. 

1 ~ - ~" t 1 

f'>Jf'I r)'C:"' e.[t,·s1;.,r f1!jt) T'"t\)1 .t'lfl f.J~IP>f:..._·~.)\~ 
j) f µ 1 - f'<;) f '? !..,/\ r·if'? '.>J/C.j ~ 1 ) ?> .Pt;., li<:J);-, jJ f'#JJ ) e/:-

1 ) /) f-:. t fl. 'JeJ' j'i I fJ -J't f_ ,)\ ) ;,) t_, ') efe,., _J) I') f' )> j\ Jr~!:> I~ 

-rr ... r ¥' ~?' 'T fj ')' )/}' ... ), t 'JlJiJ µ/ j)': f k--J t )> ')) r ''" , p r rrr , r -1,,..,, ,) N j>, f' :;\rs r i> r ·..> ,, j)i ,,J,. J>.:> i:.. 

Now what 61Xact:.ly is the objection :raised to the 

"old" J:a:t•th which Wa$ llU:tderi):?~ f>ff~N rcsl;.J' j:J)'"i~· 'T'.Sh;; rf1
') 

i .e H the Sina.itia aovena.nt? Is it that it was too atatu-

tory or l~ga.1, stifling ·the relationship between God and 

Israel by ·the formal:i.ty of too :many laws? And ate we no'W 

to understand, as some scholars would have us beliErve, that 

the ~l~w Covenant ushered in a new, 1pontaneous relationship 

Of "graoe ,, because God has placed His law f '? r r'(I rr)r~ ? 
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We find no evidence whatever for such assumptions. There 

is also no indication that the new Covenant constitutes 

the end of divin(t punishment, or tbs beginning.of a rela­

tiol'l.ship in' which punishment bG'lt:omes unneoessary because 

it. is no longer c:onneated with ,the observance of stat;:.utes 

and ordinanQes .. 

As we understand this passage -- or any other 

pa.ssa9e referring ·to the ~ovenant in Jeiremiah -- no ori tio­

i sm. whatever of the Sinaitia ;J;?iit.h as the blueprint for 

the rela.tionship between God and Israel is implied .. 

Jeremiah• s position is rnade olear by the juxtaposition of 

instances, ·the use of the personal pronouns with the per­

fect tense plaoes the strongest possible emphasis on the 

. contrast between the twQ covenant partnea:.-s with re9ard to 

t.hsir con.scien·tiousness in n\eetin9 the obliigations of t:.he 

Covenant. Israel had not done her share although God had 

done Bis. But sueh a state of affairs is not only a aon­

apiraay against God., 6 but it violates the very easenc:e of 

the Covenal'1t as Jeremiah sees it.. For him, no one-sided 

relat.:.ionship between God and Israel is possible. No coven­

ant oan be sustained indefinitely . by but one party, even 

if that. party is God. What is required is not a chang-e of 
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Covenant, but literally a ohange of. heart,.. We submit,. how-

ever, that ~?) ? J'i. .:> k. f 'fl f f ri p ''? "'>'f'? t.,J\) /.ri :JI Jc. '.;\ J\ J I 

is far f.;roro. constituting an a.'.bstraotion of. :thEi old, i .. e., 

the ·linaitic covenant., into. 0 a principle operative from 

within .:117 A new covenant means a new. man who by his own 

impulse will. he moved to carry out the presari'bed oovenant 

:relation* a I'/) {c. -•• NI.. e1./CI f J.\'i{) "';)'f.. t•t. '11 rr, I '1 f{ r; /C• (i 

. -r~ f n~ /; '"1 a· P )&)1 
'." f ~} l,/r.:.. l?f°1 1 f ffa ' 1,) ;) /j) 1 ")\ t,"' /Y~ ) fl /1,. r 

-~ f'I( - ).)..?'"- f., IJ f J> /1..6 /"! f I f) I I.Ir r~f ()f.. i => .1'l I;) I 

'.S'or it need hardly b$ emphasized that )~) ?J);>f., rf)r (11 

or SU.Oh other phrases in Jeremiah as .!Jl/G ._j\ 'If'.$ F ~ r r~)f .N'.JI, 9 

or p;:>1~1~J' .. .t<d,.,)'Q' /)OS>I ,lO o:r: {,'{t; pf ,~r 'J\fo)l 

in lilzek.iel,ll are in Cl.ireat line with the terminology as 

well a.s the spirit of Deuta:ron'om.y .12 The Deuteronomic con-

ahstrar.:tiontlJ 

Jc ' ;') .)\ f<... (~) Ff p11D r13fll ".)jli:- )f.t., .-J\~~~'.) ;"'JJ.J#J') ':> 
~-·..-f<..'1) ..>1fh"l 1Lf1 71vr.J 

1,.Jd-tit r 1?~ Gu 7 \~? 1c.1)'1}> ,, ri >;~ ··v r r f<,, 1d 1'? "' 

W$ oan think of no more ~onaise and accurate 

definition of the 

t..> 1.e yf T ·1~""' r?, .. 
than the two words 

Israel w:i.ll. no longer meet its covenant obligations at 'the 



ally know th'1:lm "by heart.•• and. willh not ttven require a 

r•minder i.n the form of th$ Ark of the Co"eruu:i-tt 14 

}>Ii'>' .J\ 1
) F /'>le 9 f-r hr.d: .. ' .. 1,,( »fo 1~ ~fl~J, J~ ~J'>J> ( 1

".
1F 

,11 ,;- .))f::,;rr1 "J1 l?f.;;,' f<..r1 ;p-l'':J.>f>' J.:.f, ;:i? .. rt j)ro ~'' 
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We isubmit, then, that t:bEt signific:ano@ of the N~w 

Coveruan·t .lies in its inhe:tent desire to r!lu.ttore (o!t' :renew) 

r~ar.aea at$ a ~.A,S!l~ for a nt1w and nunive:JCsal." 

c.r;,vtH'lant era (Hei.liiuiei t) in wbioh the id.Ella of covenant. 

mutuality hali been di1card$Jd (dllltbei detl Charatrter eines 

auf G~9tmS$itig-kei t. beruhenden V'.ertrafes voell~.g abg-estr(!!llift 

hat) , 15 we ea.na\ot stat.~ ~mpl')St.tioal.ly enotUJb th11:t th$ text 
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it is not God 1 s graoe wbich makes the Covenant new but, 

aoquaJ.ntanoe wit.h the Covenant. requirements~ 

2. ''Sind *die. Wort.e dieses Bun.des 1 das Deuteronomium? 
D:tes wird von der h:en:t:.i9t11n Forschung fa.st einstinunig 
bejaht • ,. • Die Ge9ner d.ieser Anschauun9 sind gerinliJ an 
Zahl; ausser Volz und M~t&mhe:r nu:r l~. :Ki!Sni91 Gesch .. der 
at. lisahen :Religion 3/4 1924, 420 f und Tuukko in der 
JC:i.ttel Feetschrift 1933, 144 11 (Wilhelm Ptudolpf, \l$1;@mia 
[T&bingen, 1947} p. 67) • 

3. s. JR.. Driver, J;nti22:u.gti,on t.o th~ Q;bf! ~t.Sti\mEmj;, 
p .. 255 .. 

4. 3lt30. 

5. Jer .. 3lc Jo-.:u j> 

9.. 24t7. 

10. 4:4 .. 

12- Cf~ Deut .. 29:3~ 14; 30:6, 10. 

13 • 30: ll, 14 " 

14 • 3 : 16b, l 7 • 

15. Eiohrodt, ~h~p&og~1, P• 19. 
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:From the point of "View of Covenant relations. 

the Babylonian exile had u•hered in a strange situation. 

God had not just pui1ished His covenant :partner, He had 

expCi!ialled him fi·ott\ the vmry .land which Ha heul promi(H!;)d him 

under the Covenant. aqreeme:nt. What ao11sequeno~s did ian,1ah 

an act. hava for the @ont.inuation of t:.he Covena.nit.? D.i.d it 

mean that God had decided t.o put. an 1$lld to His relations 

with Israel, or could thee eo·irenant still exist f.1!.)ven ul.ider 

suah czonditJ.ons? The fact that the &i:ith did survive the 

ideolo9iaal a.s well as the historical t®st of the Exile 

indicates first of all how stron9ly er,u;Jx·ained and resilient 

th$ idea of the Covana.11t had b(l)ia<tnne in the life of t.he 

people. Even if observed inadec:;Jua.tely, or in the breach, 

or on fol!'e:L9n soil, the brith nevertheless conistituted a. 

l.i ving- rea.li ty.. :Cf one reads the prophets ca.refully, one 

is amazed, for e:r.:a:rnpl\U, at. the amount of' a1:gument: that 

goe21 back and forth betw(~en the two covenant pai.rtners. 

God aontends with the pet,ple, and the people contend 
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with God .. 1 Even the faithful Je.remi;.i.h exclaims: 2 

... r"""'· ) ? g t ,,,6 ~e,N r Jc- 7' r,, '? , ) };. '.) ;)11>. J)J'> t , ,~ '3 

We think thia.t the right to argue, question, even disagree, 

is an import.ant aspect of the Covenant relationship, illus-

trating its stren9th rather than its weakness. It is when 

either party oeases to Sp$ak or li$t<en to the other that 

the Covenant is in trouble .. 3 

mu.st unquestionably be souqb:t in the zeal a.nd genius of the 

two men who prophesied in Babylon at that time and instilled 

into the Covenant the partioula:r ideas whiah i·t needed for 

a continued meaningful ~xistencet vir.., Ezekiel and Deutero-

Isaiah. Althouqh divided by a 9eneration and the mark of 

their i.ndividual personali·ties, they had these things in 

common: they insist$d t.l·utt the Covenant was $till in foroe, 4 

and that, a.s a result, :taJ:ael would again enjoy happiness 

5 and peace in her own land. 'fhus, in their mouths, the 

Covenant rel.atio:ru1hip beaame an instrument of hope and a 

symbol of redemption. This is the more remarkable sinoe 

each of ·chem was motivated by different aspeots of the }2£;k~ll 

and ref leata in his me$sa9e different oonoepts of covenant 

mutuality. 
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idea of Covenant. To hint a contx·aot, whether sacred or 

profane, is a time~~honore:d. il':isti tut.ion and a $aar®d thing .. 6 

He sees th$ Covenant in historic perspective and notiaes 

tha:t Israel has a. long reooi:d o:f n<.:m-~fulfilled obligations 

and of reball.ions. 1 Be not.iaas, too, th.at himtory repea:ts 

ce:r:ning the Covenant betwefiln God and His people: as by 

ha:i: :rebellions Israel had nege.t.Qd the Covenant in the wildsr­

xaeH:tHJ, 9 so had they ne9a ted it now 9 nu.t even as God had 

f ::>J' le (, "r ,f ..;J. ,..;\ l\.J) f 'J ,)I {<,., \j\ )'"';> 'd° J"i I 

JI f ) f' ).) ' ) CJ f'/',/:) 

What is sd.gnif1aant is thEl! suggested rational.a 

for God's decision not to break the Covenant; namely: 

9 

f 7''J'(:;\ 
1
-:J.>) t '...l" re 3}; ... ~-,eJ<~ I:) fll: ~ .:riff \i:µ :;' r~ f 1t1.e~ I gt{ f io 

We gain the impression that God ll'!annot afford to undo the 

;QrAt,t.Jl without admitting the failure of His own project in 

the sight of the natio11s. Ezekiel considers the Covenant 

unbreakable, },J' 'l ~fl 1c.fr , 1.1 not because God ha.a any l.a9·a.1 

obligations toward Israel --· by her rebellion, Israel has 

forfEd. ted all le9'al al aims under the Covenant -- but 
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l .J> I< ,_,. •) ?> -Jo k (.!) :.J /G './' fl ' T ;>I 12 be ca use God apparently 

considers, Himself bound by a force of circcm:iatanoes more 

compelling than the l@gal ala.uses of the e.~rreement:.. :tt . . . 

will be rem1embered that God•$ conae.rn with the reactions 

of the na·t:i.ons wa~ a n.otable feature of the Covenant 

philc1sophy in th.s book of Deuteronomy •13 ~here, however, 

i.t e.ppear~.d a.id.Ell by side with a second reason for God's 

Coven~'.l.nt loyalty, namely His love for tsrael ,,14 Ezekiel 

plainly follows thEll Oeu.teronomia tradit:l.o:n only with regard 

to t.he first conside:r:at.i.on. In v:l.ew of the _faatt however, 

tha.t E~ek:i.el refrains from making "love 0 an issue in God's 

forbea:ranoe with Iara.el, it is particularly not.eworthy that, 

in the tra.di tion of :aoeem. and Jeremiah, he nevertheless 

trnes ·th@ husband-wife metaphor with regard to the Covenant 

rel.ationship betw~en God and Israei.15 It is true that 

even in doin9 so he fails to convey an impress.:i.on of love .. 

Compare, for e-xampJ.e, Ezekiel. • s 

7, ">I YJ I fl' /:J (~J)/ Jc. !JV' ,.~~ ":.l-i ~ J le. >"' ) J j I 

1;::;\11r ~J''">'P 71 'J' Ir" 'T .),.,, i6 

with .reremiah's j'"'f1G _,,.,.:;,~ 7·~19 qo" 71 ',J\).)j11 

Even a.part from the implications of 1J.e1eig., we are aware of 

a feeling of profound compassion in Jeremiah which h$ pro-

jeiats into the Covenant relationship.. Such an attitude is 



not. readily notioea.bl$ in Ezekiel,, Pe:r.ha,ps hi.a oonoe:r.n 

ia 
wi 'th the ottl tic: as:t;.Hi1('.rt.s of ·the Covenant caused him to 

God tai.kes no pleasure :bi punisl::d.n9 ISirael. and wants the 

Cove:nan t to en du.re .. 
.,)\ I f'I ~ ~f :i) 1' t,, f*; Sl Ii> I :J ~I"- -p l:J 

'''"""'· 
jJ<.-'J\ fl'>'lt. 1/'IP 

1.04 

19 j)lf}J /:i1'1# lf"t") ?-lt~""'tJ<.' ') ~{21.,,)l; 

lt. becomes therefo:r:·e Israel' :s obli9·ation under the Covenant 

the rela.tionsh:Lp to life. 

.... f, ')) r f.-r r)) r )) ~ '.i)/'" 1->J /Gf r'Yr Ir 11.P, 
fJ''''" Jeri })NE!.' dJ\fTI\' 1Jf1 'G;)e..14"' 

f I ~~. J' I j r f ';) r I J" ) J I 
f.}) I ii... ;:, I jJ> j f n ":$~ ,)'. I) ? .. :ao 

Thus,. to the extent that it :r~qttires a 0 new m.an, 11 Ezekiel's 

°Covenan:t of Peace" is not unlike Jex:emiah' s "New Covenant.." 

We think t.hai.t 'the famcma vis:l.on of the Valley of the Dry 

Bones21 m1tty alSt':l Wti>ll denote th.e resumption of the bg;i,;th, 

for it i!il the ooncept c.:J: a restored relationship with God 

which bears the name f' I k ..,J' ') "f. in Ezekiel. As sueh, 
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it '.builds a bridge int.o th~ futu:r.e and identifies the 

Covenant. with a new era of personal happiness and l'lational 

restitution"' 
p).J\ 11 ~ x ... ht 1:>.111:. !h t)J ~v f>J\ '' "' 

22 ;)/ D' - f PJ :J.'e.:?f J '~? ;:.11 ';!/;)' 

w * 'it * * 

f ·;,\~ ;nf ·1 'J\.IJ1' 

:)fl-- f;) f .1' >J~ 'I 

had taken a heavy toll of the p$Ople and their morale. 

people's behalf? Was it not Me who had caused the exile 

to happen? 

23 .;, 1»' ~ 1G r iJJ"' f G'.)e.11 ?< t¥' » o/tfi r 1 J\J 'N 

Isaiah's prophecy is esse:ntia.J.ly the a.:nswer to thim ques~· 

tion. lt i:is thus no exaggeration to state that all of l'Ais 

baak to the Covenant.. Bis approac:lh to the Qa&:ib.th, however, 

punished for their guilt. Isaiah set. out t.o c=omfort them 

with the :t:.'E!lasau:ranCle that. ·their g·uilt. had been paid off. 

f''W11 ,_f .. ~ /)~~ fJ'Jljk )/'II:' .. 1/f'?f It'!]} Iii~) 
f) j)Jhf j) 3y ',) j') J~./~ 3 '}} Jt:.f rl ! :) S>; IK~ I J:.? f' 

nu,/Gt:n-Gj!1i f'r~:.> J>O>' ~'t' j".>nrJ 24 

\ "· 
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The oapti ves sei. t by Babylon 1 s ri vex: and asked: 

25 ?-f,.J J• N ,;.. r~ ];/.7Jf ) IQ, -: .. ~/:.- ')'.!Y r1c, 

26 [ I The prophet ~.nswered l7J I) ) 1 '2.. n/1> 1 )
1/L. 

J:sra~l 's long yeai~s i.n exile he\d ca.ueiec:l her to feel that 

she had a:lso been exiled from Got:i • s presence and was like 

.. Ji /J\ q J ') q) 0 )Jj 1 fc. » /;;) d )ti,~~. ..r:i J 

I r r:) jd.. *JI ) ,) ,r- ') -flt- ieun IN I(< ... 2 7 

7'.J>(;. )~I: O/.'..#JI 'J 7')/ij .J>Q.1::1 2a 

tt is olear f~cm the passages cited above that 

Isaiah's immediate conQern i.n his attempt to re-establish 

Covenant relations bet.ween God and Israel. .i.s twofold: He 

mu@t not only oonvin<:e the pea.ple tha.tt notwithstanding 

th<llir si.:n.ful past, they are still eligible to be God's 

Covenant part.ner, but al so tha. t, notwithstanding the ha.rd 

We thi.nk that the l.:nias:i.o premise on whiah the Second Isaiah's 

px.•opheby, a:s' well as his conc:lept of the Covenant relation-

ship, i$~ bei.sed, is best illustrated l:>y the following 

pasaa9e:29 

qi¥ !:~r·~ •?vfl !J'"""r-:i )JI.I> .( .Jl/;...!J ry •r·::i 
rri -wr1 yfv P'Jr" '.JIY""Sl 1;i f) Jc..» -rv 

lJ\. j; ti I • 1 0 f) I ") * Q / ft J\ .;-. J "I i" f,:;, I J J!Jf'I ' f 1 

') 'i> )) • ;) 

:;, /.;, I 7" II ) fl ) /I ,,_ u /fl .fl ,.r 'fl 1 It .fl I ) ?ti .e./ 111 ,,..r 
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The first part is, of aourse, a. reference to God's initial 

Covenant with man and beaet.30 It will be rem~mbered that 

we have eilready spoken of God's oath in connection with 

this Ct,vena.nt as an act of self-limitation on Elis. part., 31 

We suqgested. that it constitu:ted a delihera:te curbing of 

the potential of ff.is 11.mpe:rior power &'l.S a result of which 

the :Lnit.i&l disparity between Himself ami hie Covenant 

partner was g:teatly diminished.. Thus there was (f;:t'aetted a. 

platform of reJ.a:tivs aquali ty on whi.eh th® Covenant was 

aonoluded. 

We suggest that Isaiah's reference to God's 

Covenant oath to Noah implies thta aame principle with 

regard to the relationship between God and Israel in the 

Exile. The abnormally 9reiat disparity between the punish­

:i.tAg; God and the banished people must be diminished in order 

to restore the a.t;i ... tb.• God iis t.o stay His powers of pu:nish­

rMmt and devouring ang<iu:, and approach the people by way 

of His h.~...!S.J2 so tha·t the people may find th.e1"r .way back 

to Him. To ::;ut. it blunt.lye as far as the people are con ... 

eerned, the *'Covenant of Pea0$ 11 is prediciated upon the 

proposition that once Israel ha4 paid the ;penalty, God had. 

again come out of hiding and was eager to resume rela.tions. 



'1'o the many who m.uat have given up God and the Covena.nt 

entirely, all!l well as to those who were s·t.ill in dou".bt 

oone!erninq the continued existenoe of the Covenant, ·the 

Second :tsaiah brought this assuranaeu 3 ::1 ...... r . 
iJ(.ll rte~ r1fJ. '.J'l'h/J :J~.1' ~J \"#::)€,! ,J)J)P4 r)'r1c-e ·;> ·r" »~'~ rJ\l:-6" 

It mu.st not be assumed, however, that. the 
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pr<>phat. • s obviotls oampa.ss.:i.on for his people oaused him to 

aoncei ve of a Covenant rel.ationship which would leave all 

Cmtenant. respons:l.bil.:tty t.o O.od. Tbs Second :tsad.ah rs 

Coven.ant of Pea.ca ia no one-sided ''Gnadf!ilnverhaelt::.nis, 11 but 

is fi.rmly predio~.ted upon the principle of' mutuality. God• s 

vary act of area.ting a common oovena.nt platform which 

involved self-li.m.i.tation entails the idea of a r.cmtual 

t~he relationship is conting·ent. i.'pon a number of d$finite 

oblirrations on Israel• m naz•t. 34 
w ' ();t.' ' I }~I )fl{<..;).) 

'J' °if IJG! j'),. hr- ,., ;)T 9 o tttt " fii1.JI .,,. e ,,7'J .> 

T'Jh' p'?t.-1;:., JtfG;s ))e..''' .e..u;... 1,.,e1, J\i~, .. -»r '.1'/21 t.irf 
(') -G .> I ~.((fl I 31 ) fl e.1 I ~ r'/\ rl ..)\ '~fl ')f(i(.. ;:i ti 

lsrael ie always to be aware that it wae her imperviousness 

to tbeHiHi obligations whioh had c::iaused the separation between 

G(:>d and harself •35 The Covenant. is therefore a clearcut 

statement of what God expects of His people 'before He will 
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fulfill His own obligationr:H 

'J"~) I )> rh1"1~ fj t. t:JJt~ (j o'ft "' r ,)1' /<.. ,)) I j) I :J fa: ' '' 

36 (' 'J> [' ,J\/)..) f. f>r/-( j.' ') f' I .A fl f<. fJ f..I\ f ¥f> 

1\n a.$pect of. mut.u.ality may also be discerned in 

yet another area of t.lie Covenant :rela:tionship in ibhiS ~1eoond 

Isaiah. We cite th© following passage as a.n illust.ration~ 3 7 

I ((ti r . J'-) ll? ") tt. 1 "J ?YI uln1 ""f I':) • ~ 'Y f.1l /tk 
'1jJj~J;.f ~Q)[ /Cl)):,)~" .. '.;> !J'~J\I .( })'rlfi;.){ 

'i)' S>, ... 1{...r , ,,.,;., (JG 

is one wit.:h wh.i.ch the prophet: J.s paa::ticularly priaocc:upiedt 

and to which he c;Jives :repeated exp.ression .. 38 Vary und.er~· 

standably, the :mes:aage that the God. who had select4illd Abraham 

in love and had kept a Cov·enant wit:h his seed would aga'l.in 

choose Isx·ael and stx·em9the11 her, could not be heat·d often 

enough i.n t.he ExiJ.e. 

:eut the centrality of the selection t.heme in 

illu~rtrm:t.es also his concept of hieitory. As did the other 

great prophets, the Second Isa:i .. ah sees history in terms of, 

even as t.he result of, the Covena11t x:·elationship.. The flow 

of ll.istoty ia det:.ex..·mi:ned. by bow ·the two part:.ne:ra fare wi.th 

each other; 'l'be plans whiah, for better o:r. for worse, God 
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had fo:r Bis people, dacid1S~ the :ea ta of t.he world. Because 

. I" l, i n t... l . d . ·t ' 3 9 b f of sraQ s s n, ~aMy on is ma e vie orioua; eaauae o 

:csrael 's fo:t'gi.veness, iab:y·lon must perish. 40 Whether it 

is Egypt, Ethi(')pia, or Seba, their:· fat.es a:re dac"~ided for 

41 Israel's sake,, 

W:i.th th;ts in in;i.r.1d, the firs·t:. words of the passa9e 

ci tei:l above, t q ·< f J\ /G , assume a special meaning. The 

prophet not only sta:t~s his c~onvict:ion that !airasl ls 

especially chosen, :but offers a reaso11 foJ: heir choic~. In 

othe:r wor·di~, :tsaia.h, in point of fa.ct, submits a. rationale 

for tlu~ relationship betwe~n the Coven.ant partners i:n, the 

following term1u God di:r:·eotis hiatoxy fen:: Isra.el 1 s silil.Jte, 

and thus Israel through history acts as a witn!!ss to God*s 

uniqueness ei.nd omnipt'>tence. 

It is apparent that. we encounter here a highly 

siqnifiaant aspect of Covenant mutua.li ty. As a matter o:f: 

fact, in view of the implied interdepende:nce of the two 

Covenant pau:tners;, we may well speak of c'l. co:nunon purpose 

in history to which God and Is:t'iael mutually co:ntrilrnt.e. 

The fact of their int.erdep(t)ndenoe, however, also hi.9hli9hts 

a. basic~ problem wi t.h reg-a.rd to God and roa:n. God 1 s ini t.ia-

tive i:n selecting- Abra.ham and his aeed is, of course, basic 
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to the idea of the Covem:rnt:. At the same time1 # it is not 

until the :Oeut.®ronomic era that we find explicitly stated 

42 
reasons for· God's choiae •. Now we think that even God 1 s 

love for Iara.el is mor$ liable to expladn His choice of 

upon a Cove1;.a:nt i.n the first pl<.$.ce. 

sueh reasons: God needed aomeone to bear witness to :His 

very being asi we.ll as to Sis actJ .. on~ in the universe. 

Thus we 1S1ibmit the.t pa; . .rt of the S~cond Isaiah• s 

concept of the Covenant :relationship is thEi idea th.at God 

neeets Iara~l [or man] even as !sx.~ael [or mei.n] n~edli.ll God. 

We are not concerned here with the almc:~t:it .l:i.:mi-tlEi£3s theo ... 

logical implications wh.ich a.x·is$ out of this idea - From 

t:.ha po:Lnt of v:i.ew of th(;,> relative stat:.L'l.s bEiltwe:en God and 

Israel, however, tht't supposition that; God needs :ts:r:-ael a.s 

why God m~:ty pun:ish but not destroy Israel.. It is not: only 

when Israel break$ it. I11 view of :tsraE':il 1 s role in hi story, 

God. c.a.nnot b:r12a'k the Covenant i:f His own direction of his-

t.ory i~-z tc.> remain uni v~rtai$tlly recogr.d:ted. 

We also mention parenthet:l.eally that the ooncept 

of the ~ as the expreasicm of a oommon purpose in history 
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is valid only with regard to the relationship of God and 

Israel to ea.oh other. Since the fate of the nations 

depends entirely upon ·the fa.ta of Israel / it is obvious 

·that they cannot share ln the Coven.ant. Si1nilarly, the 

repeated reference of Israel's be:i.ng 11a light unto the 

nations 1143 is not t.o be underertood in the manner of theix· 

carrying a mission unto the nations. On the contrary. 

we think that the significanae of f "lcf ) I fe. as well as 

the relationship bstw61em Israel and the nations is best 

expressed by the words of Oeuteronomyi44 

JH"fJ{{t/ ')JZ.f: fJfl'J?J.iJ 1j 1(r f':>.JlJ 8 'rl.I . p;;J\tl .lf\ JC/.,? ~J 
bl<\t"'> "it'i> JI~)' p:>l\''".flt" 1) J-,ptc.1 J;rt . .» f~(l\J>"r:) J\Jt;.. 

;J;>;.> 1 ,r~ f'"'P)/ f'»~\ .. ,r-·H~.tc. n~e •1c.-w ':> J\'J1> 
! 'cl t,.. IJIC.) r .. f.)r !)'))ft 

In point of fact, the Second Isaiah's c:oncept of 

history in terms of the Covenant bespeaks a pronounced 

nat!onalism, 45 of which the following passage is but one 

example: 46 

f'11':. jJ\ld 1'.P?J':>/t;; :Jf I ..)~?:>JI 
1/(4).) 

Beyond this, however, the Covena.n t 

speoifia national purposes 

~ ("t~ ,.)\ ')1~ I ) <(,,{C # 
J' }'l ,f\ I' If.Pf n 'l 'J"~ l).j'\ 
is identified with a 

.i~)' 1 r JI' 2 1 ;:., 1l 1 J J ? 1 tt )) 1)) 
1 1

1 l '"';; ,~ 1 4 1 

Plainly, the Covenant becomes the sy>;nbol as well e\$ the 

instt'ument of Israel's national restoration to whioh the 



people are to be called by God and to the challenge of 

which they must responct .. 48 
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·we thus conalude that the Covenant relationship, 

as it appears in the Seaond !saiah, makes heavy demands 

upon the contributionm of the people in a number of areas, 

erven as, at the same time, it constitutes a message of 

forgiveness for the past and of hop$ and assurance for the 

future .. 

l.. C:f .. , e.9., Mal. 1:2, 3;13, 6i11 Isa. .. 1:18; 
Micah 12:9-lOr Ezek .. 33:17. 

2 .. Jer .. 12 s l .. 

3.. Isa. l = 15. 

6. Cf .. EZEilk~ 17:11-20. Note use of verb ':J)r/ 
cf. abovet Chap. v, n. 37. 

7. Chap~ 20 .. 

9. 20:37. 

lo. 20:9, 14, 22. 

ll. 16: 61.b. 
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12.. 16i62. 

14.. ·See above, Chap .. IX, p ... 83. 

19. 33:11 .. 

20.. 37:23b, 24b, 26a. .. 

24.. 40: l. 

25.. Paa .. 137:4. Inaamuah as ·this verse also reflects 
the fact that there was no sacrificial aul:t in the Exile, 
i .. e .. , that the Jews were deprived of one of the most con ... 
arete ways of reli9ious expression and idant.ifioat.ion, it 
appears the more remarkable that the Covenant did not only 
survive, but inspired the religious and national consoious~· 
ness which p:rErserved the identity of the people durin9 the 
Exile and paved the way for the restoration; (See also 
below, pp. 112-lll .) 

26. 42:10 .. 

27 .. 50t l. 

28. S4t6b. 

29. 54: 9o;,10" 

30. Gen. 9:8-17. 



31 .. See above, r--~ ll .. 

32. See. above, PP• SH-89. 

33 .. I:aa. 44:22. 

34 .. :ts.a. 56tl, ~. 

35~ 59il. 

36 .. Isa .. 61:18. 

37~ 4.:hlO .. 

38. Cf . ., e.9.: 4lw$, 91 42alr 43:1 ff.1 44;1.21 
45~4 ffr Sl:2r etc. 

39. Isa. 42:24. 

40.. 4:Ja 14 .. 

45.. Cf. also S\.tOh other :pasaagem as 4·i:h 22, 231 
$1116; ·$tO. 

41., .5lel.l .. 

48 .. Cf.. above, n ~ 2 2 .. 

ll.5 
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The· Covenant Formula 

Having Gionsidered soma of the irnpliaa:t:i.ons wh.tc::h 

ar~.sa out of the Coveanant relationship, we shall now turn 

to a discussion of the inherent nature of the Covenant 

&9':teement.. It has become .clear that the implications of 

existende. As the Covenant progress$S in time, as each 

suaoeeding coveinant formulation or interpretation adds to 

it particular ooliga.tions and conditions of its own, .it is 

apparent that the relationship between God and Iax·ael oomes 

sonal, religious, social, military, national, even inter-

national nature, all of whiah, i·c would seem; combine to 

give the covenant a rather aom.plex appearanoe, pa.rtiau.larly 

as aompared to the simple 
) ti (.}\ • J\ I '>14 SJ.)\ le.I ..... "' r .,f\ I<. \JV ' r .)) ;.~') 'J /I! 

of Abraham's day$. 1 

on the biblical view, however, this is not the 

case. Whatever wideninfi)r spheres are encompassed by t'l'>.e 
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implica:l:.ions of the Covenant relationship, its essential 

nature remains constant bec:ausa the hasio p:topositions 

upon wh!Glh it was initiated with Abraham, and extended at 

Sinai, remain oonstantly applicable~ For; notwithstanding 

the fa.ot:. that the B.ible repor·ts the conclusion of a number 

of individual ciovena:t:rt agreements, rm the Biblical view 

God enters upcm hut one covenant with Israel. We think 

that this point is made aburAdantly olea.r by two d.i.fferent 

passa9es in the Deutero11omic "expounding" of the Covenant. 

W'e have already referrl$ld to ona of the passages 1.n our 

disaussion of t>eiuteronomy. 2 The other is even more expliait: 3 

- ..>IC I J\ K.j J> .J\I) 'r J) ~·.ft):.. ..JI) fa '~) {<. f ') ~ ~ f /!J :J.J\ ;:,,. ffj 
J<i>r fl'J) ?;flY !)it'€ If&) l)f?.1 ?(f.. ""J)f .. 1

) .J)Jr..jJ'J ~f J:,J> 
p 1, ft u ~ ;t , 0> l).J, j;. 1e.J:. .))/::-1 u. \)rt.- :»t;;:,' 

It follows that the b.:r,i;tll is not merely an event in time, 

but indeed a. rfl'Jf' .))')'#\. t a continuous :relationship which 

ally t.he same motivations and considerations wh~loh were 

present at its conaeption~ 

4 
If, as baa ·been suggested, :Oeut. 29:12 may then 

be regarded in the nature of a covenant formula. the essence 

of which is implied from the V'ery beginning-, it remains for 

us now in conclusion to address ourselves to some specific 
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questions 001icerning J::n:u!iic tradition, implicit or explicit, 

whiah underlie this formula,· and to do so particularly 

w:i.-th reqard to the rights and privi.leges of each party in 

rela.tionship to the other. 

2 • Oeut • 5: 3 .. 

3~ Deut. 29~1Z-l4. 

4. w .. o .E .. Oesterley and Theodore M. ~obin.son, 

l!~J.::mt R§,J:;bg,i.anl ,Its.. Qrj.sa;~n an!!. ;Qe,:x;:elRmnent; (N<E.!W Yorke 'rhe 
Macmillan Company, 1937), ;p. 158. 
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1l*he Sc:ope of Cov~nant Mutuality 

EJzui::l.e to our entire discussion has been the 

proposition that t.hEl! Covenant :i:·alai:tionshi}? was predicated 

up<:m t.h<a principle of gestn1e;!,.:!;~9·k.ej..:J;;.., i.Ei., mutuality. 

a:aving explored as ma.ny asp~ats of mutuality as we con­

sider to be apparent i:n t:he biblical text, we offer now 

our findings coru:::erning the scope of ntutuali ty as hG!1tlween 

the two part:.i11:s.. It must first of all be xeali~ed ·that by 

defi:ni tion every i:orrt:raatual relationship -- ina.smue'h as 

it is predicated upon ·the two aots of offer and aeoeptanoe 

bivolves an aspeot of mu·tuality. If A g:l.vea to JIJ aertain 

amounts of money, neither oont:i::act nor mutuality are 

involved~ If, 'howe·ver, A offers to pay :a certain amounts 

of mon~y and :a ae1cepts th$ offer, sn1ch an ar:r2ul9·ement oon­

stitutes a contract and entails mutuality, to wit, the 

mutuality of iiH3·reement, even if no obligations whatever 

fall upon B. Such an a9reement in contemporary jurispru­

dence is known as a unila:t.eral c::ont.raot. 

The above has its parallel in the Genesis narra­

tives. As we have seen, God undertakes certain obligations 
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wit.h regard to Ishmael •1 'l'.1he Bible states speoifically, 

however, that these di.vine obli9atio:ns did not constitu·t:.e 

a oovenant at:. all- Tbus in !Cshmael; s case we oannot raven 

spea.k of a unilateral ao11tra<.rt, and no aspGJcts of mutuality 

wha:tev·er are: in vol v~d. 

This situation. is d:.t:.Efe:t·ent. howav$t' in ·the first 

confrontation of God and Abraham as it appear$ in Gen. 12:1-7, 

and as discuss($d a.bove (Chap. IV , pp .19 ff.) • In this inert.a.nae, 

God p:iroposes to undertake oertai1'!. obligations with regard to 

Abriaham and hi@ 11H:11iad if J~bre.ham will leave his na:tive land, 

f')'f'>(C ?fr/ , and Ablt'aham leaves. Now, in aciaord.a.nee with 

modern legal intilrprert.ation, evE>n a promisie on Abraham's 

part t.o leave would denotEa his acceptance of God's offer 

and, inasmuch as it involvEis mutuality o:frwrond..$e, would 

establish a bilateral contract. · The aatual fa.at of his 

depa1·ture, however, establishes mutuality on yet a differ~· 

e:nt plane, for it betokens not only Abra.luim • s a.g-reemen:t to 

God's proposal, but in itself aonsti t.utes a. covenant obli­

gation. In leav'ing the land in accordance with covenant 

oonditit0ns, Ab:i::a.ham for his par.~t. has actually begun to 

execute the Covenant. He responds to God's obligations 

with his own~ !?la.inly., even apart frorn other expli.cit and 
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implicit obli9ations incumbent upon him and his descendants 

as we have stated them, mutuality of obli9ation is a defi­

nite factor here. 

Now; in view of the fact that mutuality of obli-

9ations beaom$s obvious after Sinai -- whidh on the Bibliaal 

view is but art extat&sion of the same reJ.ationship -- we 

maintain that from its very ineeption the Covenant between 

God and IsraE>l is bilat.era.l by nature. l>t is, and remains, 

a contracrt:.ual a9reement. betwrien two parties which obligates 

both these parties to an active partiai11ation in and con­

tribution to the :relaticm.ship. Even thou9h, as we have seen, 

the na.ture of the aotua:t. obligations grows il1ereasin9ly com·~ 

plex, the saope of mutuali.ty remains the same: from Genesis 

to the Second lsia1ah; the Covenant formula, as expressed in 

Deut. 29:12, involves a. J.egally aonst~.tuted relationship of 

mutuall.y oblit;:'J'ating considerations .. 

Now it is axiomatic that where there is mutuality 

of' obli9ation.s; there must also be mutuali.ty of benefits. 

It is quite obvious that the obligations undertaken by God 

with reg-a.rd to Isra.el ·--i.e., bllil'lssings, prc>teotion a~:rainst 

enemies, thEi possession of Canaan --· also constitute t.he 

benefits which Israel will derive from b.er. partnership with 
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God. On the other hand, it·ira not generally recognized, 

let a.lone admitted, that by the same token God, too, 

derives certain benefits from the p~rtnerahip itself and 

from some of the obligations Which are incumbent upon 

Israel. We have no·l::.ed repeatedly the aonoa:rn which the 

biblical writers feel a.rid express for God's reputation of 

omnipotence amon<J the nations. We have also spolten of the 

role which Israel plays ias God. 1 s witnesses in history. 

Furthet'more, one of the cardinal covenant obli9ations for 

Israel is the C~';)mmand not to enter into any covenants with 

e.ny othiiin: dai ty. 2 

It. is quite p.lain then ·that o:n the bibl.:i.cal view 

God enter~J upon the Covenant not unmindful of the role it 

can play in establishi.ng and. enhancing His own sta.t.u1i11 in 

the world whiah He has created.. In other words, a.l.though 

God loves l:stael, the Covenant also serves His own purposes, 

ev0n as it serves Israel.' s ~ Pa:rticula.rly .i.n vietw of the 

fa.at that. these a.re implic:at:ions arising out of Deuteto·­

nomio and post-D$t;i,teronomio Books, i.e., :Sool<a which bef:llpeak 

an "advanced 0 oonaeJ.~t of the covenant, they should not be 

ea.sily overlooked by those who consider the Covenant a 

11.i:blsve:rhael tn,i.§.. ln this C!onnec.rt:l.on we shall now make a 
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po:i.1·rt which is to he rSiiterated in the concluding chapter, 

namely that even though God's love and aa.~eg are an intri­

cate part of the relationship with Israel.,. the mutual 

behavior and the relative s,;;tatus '1'.:>f the two par·ties ·to each 

other is predominantly determined by consider~tions which 

arise out of the le9al structure of tb:a Covenant. And 

though this is usually taken for granted with regard to 

l'.sra$l 's actions -- if for no other reason than t.ha:t the 

Biblei is moat explicit oonce:rning Israel• s punishment if 

she fails to .liv·e up to her oove:nant obligations -. ..,. we must 

also aeoept the fact that God's aotions, for bette~ or for 

worse, are motivated by essentially legal considerations. 

l. See above, Chap. IV , pp. 23-24. 

2a Ex .. 24:32, and many others. 
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The Terms of C:ovenant. Mutua.1:5.ty 

Further to what has been said above concerning 

'the legal dert.ermin&11.·l:s; for the actions of God and lsrael, 

we are now to a.sk some specific questions Qt;':>ncerning ·them 

and conaernin.g th® structu.:r:e and duration of' the Covenant 

itself. What, for f~X(ll.mple, aan be said with reg·a.:rd t.o a 

situation in which ei'l::.her party desires to t:.errrd.nat~ the 

relat.ionship? Under wha.t aix:oumst.anaes can it be teirmina­

ted? Indeed, can it be bro'kGin a.t. Qll.ll? Or elee, to wha:t 

mea11s miay e.i th.er part;y reSJort:. in order to einforae the 

Covenant if the other party is l&X in its observa11CE-l? 

Wh.a.t can it do to punish the laxity, and. what oonclusi.o:n.s 

can we :reaeh from all these questions with reH;ra:r.d to the 

stat:um which God a11d Israel. occupy in :relation to ei:iah 

other? 

First., we ssha.ll deal with the question of the 

termina'.bilit.y of thm oont:raot:.. It will appear to us tha.t 

on the biblica.l view tha Covenant. is ,S2e ;ta,ct.,g, if not d.e jJ.iU:.!., 

unbreakable. As we have seen, :tsra.sl violates the Covenant 
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:repeatedly and consistently~ She Cl.isobeys its statutes, 

worships other gods, frustrates God's obligations by 

:refusing- to g·o forward ·to the promisEid land, a.nd ignores 

the eesent:i.aJ. obli9ationa of the Covenant a.s ~nvisa.ged by 

the prophets. In $a.Oh aasei Isr&el is e:i:ther severely 

punished, o:r forgiven, or both -·~ but the Covenant aon-

tinues.. It conti.11ues even in national oalamity,. destruc-

tion; and .is, in. faot, :reao·tivatec.t in exile on foreig-.n 

soi,l ~ The fact i$ that, even though; IstaeJ. maty break, 

thou.9h not. :repudi.ate, the Covenant, God. never does o :a:e 

t.h:wea.tens, bu.t will not Oll'l.:trry out His threatr Me pu:nisbes, 

but do.ea not. ir:i::•eparably destroy. In ot:her words., the 

Covenant. is unbreaka.blei because, according to the Bible, 

Goa will .not allow it to be broken. .. 

This conv.ict.ion pervades the en ti.re lU.ble ~ :tt. 

is shared by the prophet.s at the time of their gloomiest 

prea.i.ct:i.o:n.s of puniehma11t. llhren in such extreme c:m.ses a~ 

l 
the people 1 is rebellion in th$ desert, or the people•s 

insistence upon a Kin9 which Samual inta:r:pret.s as the 

rejection of the k:J.ngship of God -- God makes no move to 

end the Covena.nt.. ::tn the first oase, the 9·ui.1.ty generation 

only is excluded from the Covenantal scheme: in the second 
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case., God gives in entirely. 

Now sinoe we must accept as a'domatia the px·o­

position that, in addi.tion to His legal rig-hts God has the 

power to do Whatever He wishes to do, it illl plain that on 

the bibl.ioal. view He elects to refrain from uain<;r ei the:r 

in order to end the Covenant relationship. Irtstead, He 

scrupulously lives up to His Covenarit oabh and, at His 

discretion, uses His he1ftd,, of which we have already mpokan 

as a. so:r.t of ''huilt~·i:n" safE;ty ala.use fox: Israel. Once 

a9ain, however, we beli.eve that sJ;u1vy1ili and h~se,.S. are not 

the only determ..inants for His behavior.. Undoubtedly1 God's 

own need for the Covenant f 1
( lc'P J ''<f~ plays a part in 

Ii.is rel\ifusal ·to break it." 

We believe that ·this last reason is al.so ra strong 

faotor in the next c;pleation to be cons.i.d.EiJrtad. In view of 

the fact tha.t we a.re deali.ng wit.h a relationship of mutual 

considerat.lon in th® course ('Jif which the del:l.nquent party 

is st..1bject to pul"1.i.ahment and, :h1 the case of Isr&t!l, does 

in fact undergo punishmerrt, we may w<i.illl pose thQ qu(;!llst:lon 

as to what awenuiilis of action wo1;1ld be open to Israel in 

order ·t::o enforce the terms of the Cov®na1'>.t and bring- God 

to acc.oui-1t if H~ were ever• delinquent in HJ.s oblitJat::ions. 
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This is, of course, a purely hypothetical quE!st.ion, because 

in all the Sible the.re is no record of God.ls failure to 

live up to the terms of the Covenant. Purely from the le9a.l 

point of vi.ew, God's actions a.re always beyond reproach. 

Sut even if it were not so, we cannot seriously consider 

the idea of Israel's disoiplininq God. On the other hand, 

we believe that the concept of Israel's remonstrating with 

God, even attempting to force His hand, as it were, is quite 

within the :fabric of the Covenant relationship. Abraham's 

a:r:9·unu2mt with God ov~r the fate of Sodom and Gomorrah, the 

anguished outcries of Jeremiah against his Sod-imposed fate, 

the in$tances of personal indignation smch as th@ Psalmists2 

:i'>Jf f ;nhr ...... phi> f:? Ut_".>» rrl( '.:> 4
'" .. rJV i/~:r, !.)·. ~'>.'f<t l'fj. I ...... 

. :LJ~ It. J e.' J'' 
let alone Job's desire to have his day in c:ourt with God, 3 

are all QasGs in point. 

Moreover, as we have seen, the :Sible does aonceive 

ot situa.tio:ns in which preH11sura can be brought to bear upon 

God with a aonsiderable degree of suocess. And although 

there is of oourse no que.stion of Israel 1 s actually punishing 

God in these instances, it is nevertheless apparent that in 

view of God's own needs and purposes for th~ Covenant, an 
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irreparable break of ·the Covenant by Israel would undoubtedly 

he a souroe of hardship even to an omnipotent God* Israel 

is thus not entirely powerless. She can, and occasionally 

does, get her own way • 

. The entire question of Israel' w ability to protect 

aspect of a larger problem. It is the question as to whether 

or no.t QtHl and Israel may be aonaidered equal partners in 

their Cc.Ht&nant relationship. . It is import.ant. in this conneo-

tion that 11>. aareful d.ist:i.11otion be made between two differ ... 

· - - ll!nt - oom;:ep·ts =- - -equal.i t.y- of- personal ra11k or· statue on the 

one hand, and what. we have previously referred. to as "equality 

of position•• before the .law on the oth~r. Now it is true 

that the .&ibl.e aacorcls to tnan a relatively high estate. 

l,j)') Glr.J' ')~'i>I 9/~:JI f''J)t~r (ft:N li>'1fJhJ"\I 4 says the 

Psalmiart.. N®vertb.eless, i·t is also obvious that the one 

created cannot 'be equal t.o the area.tor. There oan be no 

question about the init.ial disparity betwe~m. God and man. 

It is different., we thin~, with regard ·to the equality of 

riyht.s whi.ch God a.nd Isr&el enjoy a.a Covenant partners. It 

is om:- impression that the biblical accounts of the Covenant 

:r:elationsll.ip quite consistently emphasi2:e the equal standing 
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that the two partners enjoy before the law, ~s well as the 

equal rea9urs~ that they h~ve to the terms of th.e a9:reement. 

More il\lportant than that, the Bible makes clear that thtiil 

Covenant, .. in the true sense of the word, is an a9reement, 

a.nd not a paot imposed by the stronger upon the weaker party, 

This a9reem'lmt involves not only rautua.lity of obli.gatruons 

lntt, as we have seen., mut.ualit';y of <:1hoiaa ,which in turn 

makes tor equality of poaiti0n. Assuredly, it waia <Jod who 

took the initiative in sE\\eking a Covenant partner~ .On the 

other hand,. we believe t:.hat Abraham, the ot.he.r Pat:ciarchs, 

as well as ·Subsequent 9ene:r:21:t:.ions likewise had their moment 

of ohoiae and free decision before they ace~ded to God's 

proposal~ We a.re therefore aonvinced that .the Bible assigns 

to God and tsrael positions. approximating aguality bG.lfore 

the Covenan't. 

Sy way of $umn\&t.iort of the above, .atld further to 

alarify the :relative status of God and Israel, we submit 

the diagram on the following page. The diagram.f .. of course, 

does not state the full facts nor does it present the data 

adeqiiately. It will sar·ve, however, to illustrate our eon­

al.usio:t)Jil th.at thfi 1:1.u.t:h denotes a contractual agreement 

between two parties in equality or nea.r-equality of position, 



-~ 

J.3J. 

COVENANT TERMS . GOD Illl'llll l'IM' 

AND l?l\QVllION'S Yes No Yea No 

Punishes x x 

lllnforoee x x 

areaalu;is & x 

R.apudiates x x 

lrX'S$ C:holoe 
of Partner x x 

Obligations x x 

Ben$fits x x 

Love x x 

Uesed x x 
--~oii·~ 

Kodosh x x 

Ini'l::.iati ve :for 
Ccr'1enan t x x 

L. j 

the terms of wlliah not only provide f'o:r mutually applicable 

aonsidera:tions in ft variety ¢f a.teas, but geinE!ra.lly deter-

mine the behavior of the two parties toward. each other. 

l. See above, Ch1$1.p. v , pp. 41-42. 

2. Psalm 44tl6b, 23a., 24a. .. 

3. See e.g., Job 9:19 ff. 

4. Psalm. 9:6. 
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The Si~)'nifiaanaa of Covenant Mutuali.ty 

We have come to the end of our investigation. 

What remains now is to say a :Ei11al word concerning the over­

all signifioanca of the Cove:nan·t x·el.at.ionship as it appears 

on the bJi.blioal view, and to vemtura a pex·scmal opinion 

0011cernin9 its purpo~u~ from the srt.andpoint of mutual! ty. 

Now, in reiterating our be.lief that the deteu:minants for 

the Covenant relationship are basically legal, i.e., ·that 

the mutual behavior of God a:nd Israel alike ia reg-ulat.ed 

by aonside~rations bb1Cl.:i.n9 upon both, we are aware of the 

d.iffiG?ulties wl.derlying suah a position~ :tn oonsonanoe 

with the philosophy of western jurisprudence; it may be ar-

9ueCl on t.he one hand that no ;r('ltal. equality of position can 

exist between two sides of wbiah or:uvi, :i. .. e:;, God, is a party 

to the relationship as W$J.l as its judg-e. On the other 

hand, there is the 11 traditional 11 position to the effeat 

that to look upon the Covenant in tex·ms of a gg,~ P.i.0 gw;,i 

or &113 ~t ,~.U, relationship iei to do it a ~.,rross :tnjuaitiaa, 

since such a view ignores ·the mardfestations of Divi11e grace 

which are said to be inherent in the relationship. 
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With regard to the first argument, we must f.irst 

of all axpress our own conviction that the concept:. of 

Covenant, although oerta.i1.,,ly real enousrh in the days of 

biblical, and post .. ·biblieal, history, nevertheless is a 

c:onaept, i.e~, an :J.dea .. l:la.thlii!!r than being a concrete fact 

itself,· ;tt ia t':he :means :oy which faat.s are intGlrpret.ed. 

Aa we have. SlS!Sn, i.t is c:r.uaial to t'he biblical OU't:.look upon 

I 
' 

his·tory i.n 911meral and the deir&tiny of Israel in particular. 
i 
I 

Thus, l:Lke most tru.ly great i.d.Eaa:u:1, the Covenant idea, too, 

is grEH'>..ter ·than the formula which !naorporates. it. and 

i.e .. , t.ha.t i. t ori~sina.t.es within the mind of man, it also 

stands and falls with oerta.in fundamental tel1Erts c(>noerning 

the nature of ·the Divine Covenant. partner. What. point, 

for example, woul.d there be in cionae:i.ving of a oovenan'tz. with 

a God who is wh.ims~.aal, a:irbittary, or delib@rat:.ely cruel? 

O:r else, since, ~s we have noted, the :aible is qu.ite out ... 

spoken Gtoncernin9 the fallibtl~lty and stLff .... naakedn~ss of 

Israel, wha.t. purpose would be sl'!rved '.by entering into a 

~h with a God who is a stlokler for t11e letter of the law? 

Su.oh an arran9ement., if it were aonce.ived, would 0bviously 
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(~ 

pa.:rtne:r had to be JIJl'll f I ki?> bft-, , His i"; .. , l~ll had 

to aonta~.n 
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neve.;r break the Covenant 'had to be implied from the beg·in-

ning of the relationship~ . 

against th</9 1?e:rson wh:i draws it,. Elven the biblical authors 

ot old appear to have be~n cognizant of the psyciholog:y 

behind thi$ maxim., for :I. t would. seem to us ·that in the 

Covenant. bet.ween God and Isra.Gl the oards are usually 

stacked. in favor of Israel. It therefore m.at:terei but 

little t.hat God is bot.h judge and partner. '!1'he biblical 

as the maint:.Emancili! of tha Covenant is concerned, Israel 

cannot los$ in the long run. 

We ha.stsn to add, howeV'e:r., that nothin9' of what 

has b.een se .. id above in any wisEl violates the fundamental 

legality of the ~;I.th• It is one thing to conceive of a 

aovG\lna.nt:. involving mutual ol:.digat.ions and to intel:pret t.hem 

more stringently against t.he covenant. 1 a ;i.nitiato:r (or more 

leniently in favor of t.b.e weakE&r party); :1.t is anotl'1er to 
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basically concerned wi·th thEi obl.ig·ation::!l of man but 

purpoee·s abtrv$ a.11 to lead man t:.o a person.al intimacy 
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wi-t::h God. and the e~"tperienee of His g:raG:e. W'tl belierv-e that 

the la:tts:r: point of view ne9ates the real significance of 

thel Covenant. For if ·t.'he:r:e results any •igraca" at all, 

i.e., a be:n.e:Eic$nt influenaii, from trle Covenant relation­

ship with God, it deri·V'es precisely from a.n aspeat of the 

legality of the relationship, na\mely its mutual.i:ty~ No­

where in the Bible do we fi11d any incU.cation that 'the legal 

constitution of the Covenant preollldes against a personal 

relationship wit:.h f!Jlo(l. What., for example, aoul.d be more 

"perso:rual 0 than the Pat~ria:r:ohal or Davidie Covenant fo:r:mu­

lat:.io:ns? 

'l'hese, how~:ir~rer, hardly oonsti tute spacial periods 

i.n which divine 9:race flowed more :freely tha.n usual. In 

general, we think that the partiaula.:r aspects of an indi­

vidual covenant fori:nulat:l.on and the relat.iotuships ee1tab·· 

J.i~lhed by them are det1Slrmin$d by practical historical 

conside:ratio:n. Since the Qonoept of a dovenant bet:ween 

God and ls:rael is basic 'CO the hfaltoriaal perspecti11Ye of 

the biblioal writers, individual covenar1t event.G usually 
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are mi;i,de to fit the conditions and fill the n~ada of a 

given time. Of oou:rse, a. oovenant wit'h individuals ia 

bound to be· rnore 11personal 11 in character than a relation"" 

shi,p: wJ. th an entire peop.le ~ In·. a 0 person ... to-per$on 11 

relationship, such as the :s?a.t:r:Lar.C!hal coven.ant.. ao1isiti tutes, 

th@re ie also bu.'t little .. nee.id for a great many formal 

rules an<:l ex-pli.ai tly spelled-ou.t conditi.ons between the 

:pa.rtie.s. 'J!h~~ pa.:rties pe:tf<..">rm their mutual .obligati.ons on 

the basis of their mutual knowledge and underatandil19 of 

ea<:h othEilx:'. It is differ1.f.int, howavtn:, when the covenant 

is aJctend.ed to erob:ra<~e the whole :people, :mo:re©ver a people 

of slaves. A system. of lawfi!l, &is well as provisions to 

enforae the laws, is an absolute neoeasi ty under such aon .. ·· 

dit;i.o:ns. Thus, the 9:rand theophany at Sinai uahers in tha 

'.be9innin9 of a moaze formal relationship.. Furthermore, we 

have already :noted :tna·tanoes of historically deteJ;mintlJ.d 

¢ovenan·t x·elations in the case of the Covenant at. Sehchem, 

whiah constitutes a mili ta:ry alliance bet:w!11len ~od cu-ad 

la1rael; in the Covenant with David, which justifies the 

esta:bl.ishraen't of t:.l1e monarchy by the then1e of personal 

selectio:n1 and certainly :i.n the Deut®:ronom:i.c :resta.t.ement 

of the Covenant :tn t.he light of the Josiah reform. Qu.ite 
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obv:tously the prophets, too, incorporate the great social; 

poli tiaal; and national problems of ·their timEls into 'their 

understanding of the Covenant. 

basio conaept of a mutual relationship is the same. The 

also nevar so pEllrsonal as not to :ta 1~9al • In this a.ppar-

ant para.dox lies its spEH:iial character. Perhaps the best 

example for this is ~he use of the marriaq$ metaphor in 

order t.o d(lllnota the relation$hip between God a11d Israel. 

Obviously, the image is employed to CQnvey the love and 

oonstitutes a legal oontacaot, and the very essence of the 

relationship between husband and wife is to be eou9ht in 

its mu. tuali ty. 

Suoh; indeed; is the signifioanae of the Covenant 

relationship on the biblical view.. Pla.inly;, it is the 

very idea that Israel may enter into partnership with God, 

"observe u it, as God 11obiserves" it, be eJ 91' as Ql(jd ia 

generally live out a relationship of interaction and exchange 

which lends to the Covenai.nt its essential note of optimism 
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and ao11stit.ut.es its basic purpose a God. and Israel are to 

make history together. 

Personally, we see the highest development of the 

Cc.rvenant :i.d,ea in the prophetic inte:i::-preta:tion of Co\fenant 

mu:tue.1.itt" 'I''heir ;i.nsistenee that man 1 s Covenant obligations 

to God irrvolve obli.gations of soc:ial responsibility and 

aoncern .for His human co-partner in the &ir;J;·tn. represents 

th@ bast proof for the fact. that no invid.eous distinat.ion 

exists '.between wl1at is legal or 'gmoral 11 in the Covenant 

xelations'hip. Such a distinotion not only laciks validity 

but. does cg-:i::·ave$ injustic;ie to the nature of biblical law. 

For law is the or9a,nic.1 part of God's rElillationship with 

Israel, and the basis for His aonununioation with His peopl.e. 

JSut. "the teacihings of the Lord, epitomized in the Torah, 

·thG Law of Moseia, did not lead to salvatio11 unless put to 

daily use. 111 1rhus the o;:tltm asks of ts:rael a concrete and 

constant questions2 
u I J"o ~t. j. I :) ?. 

No·t the lea$t pa.rt of the si1;;mificanoe of the Covenant 

between GQd and Israel is the fa<:t that it also demands of 

Isre.el a c:iono:rete answer in :form of a constant comm:!. t:m.ent * 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER XV 

'2• Mal. 2el0 b. 
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